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J   U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

 

1. The petitioner Sri Amit Paul has filed a petition u/s 13 (1) (ia)(ib) of 

Hindu Marriage Act, 1955 for dissolution of marriage by a decree of Divorce 

against the Opposite Party/respondent Smt. Rakhi Paul.  

IN THE COURT OF DISTRICT JUDGE , SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 

Title Suit (M) Case No.         :-     114 of 2014. 

                                   Present      :- Sri A.K. Borah, 
District Judge, Sonitpur 
Tezpur 

 
Petitioner 

 
:- 

 
Sri Amit Paul,  
S/O Late L:akhi Kt. Paul 
Ward No. 4, Rangapara, 
PS- Rangapara, 
Dist. Sonitpur, Assam. 
 
-Vs-  

Respondent :- :1.Smti R Smt. Rakhi Paul, 
W/O Sri Amit Paul, 
Present residing at C/O Sri Nishir 
Dey @ Khoka Dey, Indira Nagar 
(Tila), Ward No. 4, Rangapara, 
PS- Rangapara, 
Dist. Sonitpur, Assam.  
  
  
 

Counsel for the Petitioner :- Sri R. Bharali, Advocate.  

Counsel for the Respondent :-     Sri P.K. Sharma , Advocate. 
 
 

Date of hearing 
 

:- 08/09/2016  
 

Date of Judgment   :- 19/09/2016 
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2. It is alleged in the petition that both the parties are governed by Hindu 

religion and governed by the Dayabhanga Schools of Hindu Law. The Marriage 

between the parties took place on 18.11.2010 a the Satsang Mandir, near 

Polofield, Tezpur, Sonitpur, according to Hindu religious, rites and therefore 

both the petitioner and the respondent started to living as husband and wife. 

The respondent is a blind follower of Shri Shri Anukul Thakur and hence, the 

respondent frequently visited the Ashram of Shri Shri Anukul Thakur at 

Deoghar, Jharkhand. The petitioner is a lower middle class person having no 

extra source of income except his small jewellary shop, situated at Rangapara 

town. After their marriage, the respondent was ceremonially brought to the 

house of the petitioner at Ward No. 4, Rangapara  and they started their 

conjugal life at the said house. The petitioner started a small jewellery shop at 

Rangapara town obtaining a loan from the State Bank of India, Rangapara 

Branch and the petitioner and his family members solemnized his marriage with 

great hope particularly the petitioner expected a very normal conjugal life at 

home. But the respondent being the blind follower of Shri Shri Anukul Thakur 

frequently visited the Ashram of Shri Shri Anukul Thakur once in a month 

situated at Deoghar, Jharkhand after her marriage too. The petitioner is a lower 

middle class people and unable to bear such a huge expenditure spends by the 

respondent in her visit to Jharkhan once in a month. Whenever the petitioner 

requested the respondent not to spend such unnecessary expenses in the name 

of socalled God Anukul Thakur, the respondent started raise quarrel with the 

petitioner. Though the petitioner spend about an amount of Rs. 1,60,000/- only 

in the name of so called Anukul Thakur within one and half year soon after her 

marriage and the petitioner remain quite silent only to save his conjugal life.           

       

3.  In the month of December, 2011, the in-laws of the petitioner including 

the parents and elder brother of the respondent came to visit the house of the 

petitioner at Rangapara, Sonitpur and they requested the petitioner to lend 

them an amount of Rs. 2,00,000/- only with a promise to return the same 

within 15 days. The petitioner somehow managed the said amount of Rs. 

2,00,000/- by borrowing the same from some of his well wishers and handed 
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over the same to the elder brother of the respondent. After expiry of the said 

stipulated period of 15 days as promised by the elder brother of the respondent 

did not return the said amount of loan in time. But instead of returning the said 

loan amount the brother-in-law of the petitioner instigated the respondent that 

he was harassed by the petitioner by asking to return the borrowed money. At 

the instigation of her brother and other family members the respondent raised 

quarrel with the petitioner and made some nefarious conspiracy to teach a 

lesson to the petitioner. When the elder brother of the respondent failed to 

make payment of loan amount within the stipulated period, the petitioner had 

no other alternative but to sold out a plot of his hereditary land situated at 

Bardhaman, West Bengal. The petitioner received an amount of Rs. 3,50,000/- 

by selling his hereditary plot of land at Bardhaman. He sold his hereditary land 

only to repay the loan amount which was obtained by the petitioner. Then 

petitioner decided to hand over it to the elder brother of the respondent, the 

respondent made hue and cry and gathered people by stating that the 

petitioner was not known to her and the petitioner robbed her money. Having 

no other alternative, the petitioner was compelled to hand over the said amount 

of money to the respondent as demand by her. After receiving the said money, 

the respondent directly proceeding towards her parental home situated at 

Diphu, Karbi Along, Assam. On the other hand, the petitioner is a yong and 

energetic person having the biological needs and urges and he is deprived of 

his sexual urges since 12-11-2012. Thereafter, the respondent on her own 

volition and wish left the matrimonial home and started to live separately in a 

rented house at Rangapara since the month of Oct/12. The petitioner and his 

well wishers made several attempts to bring back the respondent to the 

matrimonial home, but every time the respondent refused to come. By her acts 

and deeds, the respondent made it clear that she deserted the petitioner for no 

fault of the petitioner and without any reasonable cause.       

 

4.  Therefore, the petitioner has a case u/s 13(1) (i a) (i b) of the Hindu 

Marriage Act within the broad Parameter of cruelty. During her stay at 

matrimonial home the petitioner was subjected to such cruelty that it is not 

reasonable to expect and compel the petitioner to live with the respondent. For 

such cruelty practice by the respondent and the desertion of the petitioner by 
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the respondent, the petitioner is entitled to a Decree of divorce under the 

aforesaid section. However, since the respondent herself once express her 

desire to dissolve the marriage with the petitioner, here in is agreeable to 

convert this petition to petition u/s 13 (b) of the Hindu Marriage Act by a 

decree of divorce by mutual consent. The presentation of this petition, the 

petitioner and the respondent never live together for a single night or single 

day for a period of more than two years.  Then the petitioner filed this petition 

before this court for decree of divorce. There is no legal impediment in granting 

the relief claimed by the petitioner. Hence, this petition.     

  

5. The respondent on receipt of the notice of the case, contested the case 

by filing written statement. The written statement filed by the respondent 

contesting all the averments made in the petition by the petitioner.  

 

6. The respondent further submitted that after about one year of their 

marriage, the petitioner demanded an amount o Rs. 3,00,000/- from the 

respondent’s father in presence of Malay Dam, the Rwittik of the Ashram of “Sri 

Sri Anukul Thakur”, his son and son-in-law which was required by him for the 

expenses of the said land but while the respondent refuses to ask money from 

her father, the respondent was physically assaulted by the petitioner. Moreover, 

on 06-05-2011 the respondent was taken by the petitioner to Bhalukpong and 

forcefully obtained signatures of the respondent on few blank papers. The 

respondent further submitted that the respondent became pregnant in the 

month of March,2011 and after knowing the said fact petitioner advised the 

respondent repeatedly for abortion and ultimately the respondent was forcefully 

compelled her to abort at Gogoi Nursing Home, Tezpur on 08-06-2011. On 11-

02-2013, the petitioner along with his mother came from Siliguri to Rangapara 

for few days and used to stay at the residence of his maternal uncle at 

Rangapara. Having receipt of the said information, the respondent went to the 

house of the maternal uncle of the respondent in the evening of 13-02-2013 

with a request to take the respondent with the petitioner to Siliguri. But 

surprisingly the petitioner physically assaulted the respondent badly with a 

wooden lathi, causing fracture in her left wrist joint. After the said assault, the 
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petitioner and his mother fled away from Rangapara to Siliguri in the early 

morning of next day being afraid of arrest by police.  

 

7. In respect of averments made in para 20 and 21 of the petition, it is 

submitted that the grounds which are shown in the petition as grounds of 

cruelty are not sufficient grounds to dissolve a marriage. On the other hand the 

respondent was subjected to sufficient physical and mental cruelty created by 

the petitioner himself and inspite of that the respondent is waiting for re-

starting their conjugal life and the respondent has never expressed her 

willingness to dissolve their marriage. The respondent is in a position to know 

from the conduct of the petitioner that the respondent was married by the 

petitioner not to lead a conjugal life with the respondent but the respondent 

was married by the petitioner only for recovery of his immovable property 

situated at Bardhaman using the respondent as a weapon. As for instance it is 

stated that since the date of marriage on 18-11-2010 the name of the 

respondent was not recorded in the voter list, Ration card as a member of his 

family and as his nominee in the Pass Book, Bank Account and in the insurance 

policies till the date of 20-09-2012. That the respondent is an unemployed and 

she has no personal income to maintain herself. On the other hand, the 

petitioner is a businessman of running a jewellary shop and has been earning 

not less than Rs.40,000/- per month. Inspite of that the petitioner has not paid 

a single rupee to the respondent since the date of leaving away the respondent 

at Rangapara and therefore, praying for dismissing the petition with cost.      

    

8. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties and hearing, the following 

issues were settled by the learned Addl. District Judge(FTC), Sonitpur, Tezpur:     

1.  Whether the petitioner has been subjected to cruelty by 

the respondent?   

2. Whether the Respondent deserted the petitioner without 

any cause? 

3.   Whether the petitioner is entitled for a decree of 

divorce as prayed for?   

4.  To what other relief/reliefs the parties are entitled?
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9.  In order to prove the petitioner’s case, the petitioner examined 

as many as three numbers of witnesses. 

10.  To buttress the defence, the respondent has also examined two 

numbers of witnesses and exhibited some documents.  

11.  I have also heard argument put forward by the learned counsels 

of both the parties. 

  

  Issue Nos. 1 and 2. 

12.  For the sake of convenience, Issue No. 1 and 2 are taken up 

together as both the issues are related to each other.  

  In this case PW1/petitioner alleged that the respondent is a blind 

follower of Shri Shri Anukul Thakur frequently visited the Ashram of Shri Shri 

Anukul Thakur once in a month situated at Deoghar, Jharkhand. The 

petitioner is a lower middle class people and unable to bear such a huge 

expenditure spends by the respondent in her visit to Jharkhan once in a 

month. Though the petitioner requested several times to respondent not to 

spend such unnecessary expenses in the name of socalled God Anukul 

Thakur, the respondent started raise quarrel with the petitioner.  

  In the month of December, 2011, the in-laws of the petitioner 

including the parents and elder brother of the respondent came to visit the 

house of the petitioner at Rangapara, Sonitpur and they requested the 

petitioner to lend them an amount of Rs. 2,00,000/- only with a promise to 

return the same within 15 days. The petitioner somehow managed the said 

amount of Rs. 2,00,000/- by borrowing the same from some of his well 

wishers and handed over the same to the elder brother of the respondent. 

But after expiry of the said stipulated period of 15 days as promised by the 

elder brother of the respondent failed to return the said amount of loan to 

the petitioner. Thereafter, at the instigation of her brother and other family 

members the respondent raised quarrel with the petitioner and made some 

nefarious conspiracy to teach a lesson to the petitioner.  With a view to 

repay the said amount, the petitioner sold out a plot of his hereditary land 

situated at Bardhaman, West Bengal at a consideration of Rs. 3,50,000/- but 

as a part of nefarious conspiracy the respondent demanded half of the said 

amount. While the petitioner refused to do the same as he sold his 
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hereditary land only to repay the loan amount which was obtained by the 

petitioner and handed over it to the elder brother of the respondent. When 

the petitioner wants to hand over the said amount to the brother of the 

respondent, the respondent made hue and cry and gathered people by 

stating that the petitioner was not known to her and the petitioner robbed 

her money. Having no other alternative, the petitioner was compelled to 

hand over the said amount of money to the respondent as demand by her. 

After receiving the said money, the respondent directly proceeding towards 

her parental home situated at Diphu, Karbi Along, Assam. The respondent 

after her marriage lived her life of her liking and behaved and conducted 

herself as she wishes and thereby deserted the petitioner without any 

reasonable ground to fulfill the petitioner’s     biological needs and urges.  

 

13.  Though he has been exposed to long cross-examination but 

evidence as to deserte the petitioner by the respondent in various ways 

which debarred the petitioner the biological means has remained 

unchallenged.  

 

14.  PW 2 Smt. Soma Mukharjee and PW 3 Smt. Banani Maitra have 

also supported the evidence of the petitioner. In cross-examination PW 2 

admitted that the petitioner Amit Paul is a disciple of Sri Sri Anukul Thakur 

since his childhood. Similarly, PW 3 in cross-examination also admitted that 

Amit is in Siliguri since two years but she cannot say whether he went to 

Deughar from Siliguri. 

 

15.  Opposite Party Smt. Rakhi Paul as DW 1 stated that the 

allegation as to cruelty and desertion made by the petitioner in fact applied 

to the petitioner. The petitioner by making false statement that he went to 

his aunty’s house at Siliguri but actually went to Siliguri with his mother 

leaving her alone at Rangapara. By this way, the petitioner went to Siliguri 

and lived there for about three years. Even during that period the petitioner 

never asked anything to her/respondent. The allegation made against her 

that she is a blind follower of Sri Sri Anukul Thakur is totally baseless 

because the petitioner himself is a disciple of Sri Sri Anukul Thakur long 
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before her and the petitioner used to visit the Main Ashram Deoghar atleast 

once in a year. She stated that in the month of March, 2011 she became 

pregnant and on came to know about her pregnancy, the petitioner insister 

her to abort pregnancy. Accordingly, the petitioner along with the mother-in-

law took her to Tezpur Gogoi Nursing Home on 08-06-2011 for abortion. The 

respondent further stated that she never expresses that she wants 

dissolution of marriage with the petitioner rather inspite of bearing of all the 

torture she/respondent lived her live with the petitioner as a husband and 

wife. Regarding neglect and torture, the respondent stated that even after 

consummation of marriage by the petitioner with her, the petitioner opened 

a Life Insurance Policy but nominee was given to his mother but not to her. 

Even her name was not included in the Family Identity Card and the Voter 

list.  

16.  DW 2 Sri Rajat Barun Nandi, the brother of the respondent in 

fact supported the evidence of the respondent.  

17.  The respondent exhibited some documents i.e. the prescription 

issued by Gogoi Nursing Home while she was in hospital in the middle of 

February/2011 for taking her at the time of abortion.  

 

18.  Learned counsel for the petitioner submitted that PW 1 stated in 

cross-examination that the respondent rebuked the petitioner by using slang 

language infront of his mother and neighbour and insulting the petitioner as 

impotent as petitioner unable to fulfill aristocratic demand of the respondent. 

Besides, it is also stated that the respondent often insulting the petitioner as 

poor and beggar as he unable to provide a rich lifestyle to the respondent.   

  Learned counsel for the petitioner again submitted that while the 

respondent   stated that the petitioner applied for life insurance police after 

marriage with her but even after survival of wife, the petitioner made his 

mother as a nominee but in cross-examination, he denied that he had given 

his mother as nominee as LIC Policy. The above statement of respondent 

also had shown the mental cruelty of the respondent towards the petitioner.   

 

19.  On the other hand, learned counsel for the respondent 

submitted that the petitioner tortured the respondent in various way as 
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such, her life became miserable to live with the petitioner as husband and 

wife. Even it is also alleged that the petitioner leaving the respondent alone 

at Rangapara went to Siliguri and stay there for three years with his mother. 

Not a single day the petitioner has taken information of the respondent.   

20.  In the present case, the petition for divorce is filed by the 

husband on the grounds of various mental and physical cruelty. The 

respondent also adduced evidence as to many instances as to cruelty and 

torture caused by the petitioner to her.  

21.  Now, the question comes, whether the conduct and behavior 

shown to the petitioner by the respondent in the instant case can be stated 

to be “cruelty’ sufficient for awarding a decree of divorce.  

 22. The expression 'cruelty' has an 

inseparable nexus with human conduct. It 

is always dependent upon the social strata 

or the milieu to which the parties belong, 

their ways of life, relationship, 

temperaments and emotions that have 

been conditioned by their social status. In 

Sirajmohamedkhan Janmohamadkhan Vs. 

Hafijunnisa Yasinkhan and another, (1981)4 

SCC 256 a two-Judge Bench approved the 

concept of legal cruelty as expounded in 

Sm. Pancho v. Ram Prasad (AIR 1956 

Allahabad 41) wherein it was stated thus-  

  "Conception of legal cruelty undergoes changes according to the 

changes and advancement of social concept and standards of living. With 

the advancement of our social conceptions, this feature has obtained 

legislative recognition that a second marriage is a sufficient ground for 

separate residence and separate maintenance. Moreover, to establish legal cruelty, it 

is not necessary that physical violence should used.  

  Continuous ill-treatment, cessation of marital intercourse, 

studied neglect, indifference on the part of the husband, and an assertion 

on the part of the husband that the wife is unchaste are all factors which 

may undermine the health of a wife."  
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23.   In Shobha Rani V. Madhukar Reddi (1988 (1) SCC 105) while 

dealing with cruelty under Section 13(1) (ia) of the Hindu Marriage Act, the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court observed that the said provision does not define 

'Cruelty' and the same could not be defined. The 'cruelty' may be mental or 

physical, intentional or unintentional. If it is physical, the court will have no 

problem to determine it. It is a question of fact and degree. If it is mental, 

the problem presents difficulty. Thereafter, the Hon'ble Supreme Court 

proceeded to state as follows:-  

  "First, the enquiry must begin as to the nature of the cruel 

treatment. Second, the impact of such treatment on the mind of the spouse. 

Whether it caused reasonable apprehension that it would be harmful or 

injurious to live with the other. Ultimately, it is a matter of inference to be 

drawn by taking into account the nature of the conduct and its effect on the 

complaining spouse. There may, however, be cases where the conduct 

complained of itself is bad enough and per se unlawful or illegal. Then the 

impact or the injurious effect on the other spouse need not be enquired into 

or considered. In such cases, the cruelty will be established if the conduct 

itself is proved or admitted."  

 

24.   In another case AIR 1994 SC 710 (V. Bhagat V. D. Bhagat) it 

was held that what constitutes mental cruelty as contemplated in Section 13 

(1) (ia) can broadly be defined as that conduct which inflicts upon the other 

party such mental pain and suffering as would make it not possible for that 

party to live with the other. To put a differently, the mental cruelty must be 

of such a nature that the parties cannot reasonably be expected to live 

together. The situation must be such that the wronged party cannot 

reasonably be asked to put up with such conduct and continue to live with 

the other party. It was further observed , while arriving at such conclusion, 

that regard must be had to the social status, educational level of the parties, 

the society they move in, the possibility or otherwise of the parties ever 

living together in case they are already living apart and all other relevant 

facts and circumstances. What is cruelty in one case may not amount to 

cruelty in another case and it has to be determined in each case keeping in 
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view the facts and circumstance of that case.  

 

25.   In Praveen Mehta V. Inderjit Mehta (AIR 2002 SC 2582) it has 

been held that mental cruelty is a state of mind and feeling with one of the 

spouses due to behaviour or behavioural pattern by the other. Mental cruelty 

cannot be established by direct evidence and it is necessarily a matter of 

inference to be drawn from the facts and circumstances of the case. A 

feeling or anguish, disappointment, and frustration in one spouse caused by 

the conduct of the other can only be appreciated on assessing the attending 

facts and circumstances in which the two partners of matrimonial life have 

been living. The facts and circumstances are to be assessed emerging from 

the evidence on record and thereafter, a fair inference has to be drawn 

whether the petitioner in the divorce petition has been subjected to mental 

cruelty due to the conduct of the other.  

 

26.   In case of Samar Ghosh V. Jaya Ghosh (2007(4) SCC 511) the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court observed that the concept of cruelty differs from 

person to person depending upon his upbringing, level of sensitivity, 

educational, family and cultural background, financial position, social status, 

customs, traditions, religious belief, human values and their value system. 

Apart from this, the concept of mental cruelty cannot remain static; it is 

bound to change with the passage of time, impact of modern culture through 

print and electronic media and value system etc. What may be mental cruelty 

now may not remain mental cruelty after passage of time or vice versa. 

There can never be any strailjacket formula or fixed parameters for 

determining mental cruelty in matrimonial matters. The prudent and 

appropriate way to adjudicate the case would be to evaluate it on peculiar facts and 

circumstances.   

     

27.  In the present case, the alleged persistence taunting and 

deserting the petitioner by the Opposite party is corroborated by the 

evidence of other witnesses. There are convincing evidence that there are 

many instances where the Opposite party abused petitioner even in trifling 

matters. There is also a undisputable evidence that the Opposite party 
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abused the petitioner by stating poor and beggar even if trifling matters. On 

the other hand, it is also evidence that the petitioner left to Siliguri with his 

mother leaving the respondent in Rangapara alone for almost three years. It 

appears that a feeble attempt is made by the Opposite party/respondent to 

refute the allegation against the petitioner as to rebut for conjugal which is 

not proved by convincing evidence.  

 

28.  In the instant case, due to cruelty caused to the petitioner made   

by the respondent deserted him. In considering the evidence of both the 

parties as discussed above, it is impossible to continue the life of the 

petitioner and the respondent as husband and wife as in face the 

respondent is also does not like to continue the conjugal life with the 

petitioner. It is supported by convincing evidence of both parties.  

 

29.  In view of the discussions made above, it has been proved that 

the petitioner has been subjected to cruelty by the respondent and it is also 

proved that the respondent deserted the petitioner without any cause.  

  Accordingly, both the issues are decided.  

 

Issue No. 3. 

30.  As discussed above, the plaint, written statement and evidence 

shows that the petitioner wants to live separately even the respondent also 

wants to live separately, under such respective compelling circumstances. 

But there is undisputed evidence that the petitioner has been taunted and 

neglected by the respondent in trifling matters in many occasions.  

 

31.  It is true that each case in which allegation of cruelty is alleged 

by one spouse against the other has to be judged on its own facts. In day to 

day life normal bickering and occasional fights without disrespecting each 

other or without causing any physical harm may not amount to cruelty. 

What would really amount to cruelty is to be judged from the rules of social 

behavior of a society and conduct in respect of the status of the woman in 

the Indian Society and conduct in respect of the status of the woman in the 

Indian society of today. Here in the present case, persistent unlawful 
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taunting, teasing or insulting in any trifling matter despite opposite party 

does not let conjugal with the petitioner would amount to mental cruelty.  

 

32.   In view of the aforesaid reasons, the petitioner is entitled for a 

decree of divorce as prayed for. Accordingly, Issue No. 3 has decided in 

favour of the petitioner.  

Issue No. 4. 

33.  In view of above, I have come to the conclusion that the 

petitioner has made out a case against the respondent on the ground of 

cruelty and desertion. Therefore, the petitioner is entitled to get a decree of 

divorce. However, it appears from the evidence on record that the petitioner 

is a goldsmith having jewellary shop at Rangapara. Neither in the plaint nor 

in the evidence, the petitioner stated about his income. But the respondent 

in Para 11 of the written statement stated that the petitioner is a 

businessman running a jewellary shop and has been earning not less than 

40,000/- per month from his jewellary shop. The respondent in her evidence 

also stated that from the income derived from his business the petitioner has 

earned Rs. 30,000/- to Rs. 40,000/- per month. But it is also a fact that none 

of the parties have produced any documentary evidence as to the income of 

the petitioner however, it cannot be ruled out that the petitioner is a 

businessman having his jewellary shop at Rangapara. Normally, a jewellary 

shop owner of the place like Rangapara can easily earn more than Rs. 

15,000/- per month. On that terms we presume that the petitioner has 

earned net profit @ Rs. 500/- daily. Written statement of the respondent is 

silent as to claim of any alimony. Only stated that the petitioner earned Rs. 

40,000/- per month from his jewellary shop, inspite of that petitioner has 

not pay a single rupee to the respondent since the date of leaving away the 

respondent at Rangapara.      

  Considering all aspects, keeping in view the totality of the 

circumstances and the social strata from which the parties come from, I am 

of the opinion that an amount of Rs. 3,00,000/- is a justified amount be 

awarded as a permanent alimony to the respondent. The petitioner is 

directed to pay an amount of Rs. 3,00,000/- (Rupees three lacs only) to the 

respondent. The said amount of Rs. 3,00,000/- (Rupees three lacs only) 
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shall be deposited by way of Bank Draft before this court in six monthly 

installments and the same shall be handed over to the respondent/wife on 

proper identification.   

ORDER 

34.  In the result, the petition filed by the petitioner u/s 13 (1) (ia) 

(ib) of the Hindu Marriage Act is hereby allowed. The marriage between the 

petitioner and the respondent which was held on 18-11-2010 is hereby 

dissolved by way of decree of divorce.  

   An amount of Rs. 3,00,000/- (Rupees three lacs only) be 

awarded as a permanent alimony to the respondent. The petitioner is 

directed to pay an amount of Rs. 3,00,000/- (Rupees three lacs only) to the 

respondent. The said amount of Rs. 3,00,000/- (Rupees three lacs only) 

shall be deposited by way of Bank Draft before this court either at a time or 

in six monthly installments and the same shall be handed over to the 

respondent/wife on proper identification. 

  There is no any order as to the cost.   

    The decree be prepared accordingly and put up before me 

within fifteen days for signature. 

   Given under my hand and seal of this court on this day, the 19th   

day of September, 2016.  

 

 

                (A.K. Borah) 
      District Judge, 
             Sonitpur::Tezpur.
  

 
Dictated and corrected by me. 

 
 
 
 

(A.K. Borah) 
District Judge, 
Sonitpur, Tezpur. 
  

 
Typed and transcribed by me. 

 
(R. Hazarika) Steno. 


