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IN THE COURT OF THE CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE:::::::NALBARI 
 

PRESENT  : = Smti. K. R. Deka, A.J.S.  

 

Ref: Case No.37M/2018  

  

Smti. Anita Das   ………  1
st
 party       

      -vs-     

Sri Pradip Malakar  ………  2
nd

 party 

u/s-125 Cr.P.C. 

 

EVIDENCE RECORDED ON  : 09.07.18, 01.09.18 & 09.10.18. 

ARGUMENTS HEARD ON   : 11.12.2018. 

JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON  : 24.12.2018. 

 

ADVOCATES APPEARED: 

For the 1st party    : Ld. Advocate Smti. J. Barman. 

For the 2nd party    : Ld. Advocate Mr. T. Ahmed. 

     

                               

    J U D G M E N T 

 

1.   This is an application u/s-125 Cr.P.C. filed by 1st party Smti. Anita 

Das (hereinafter referred to as 1st party) against her husband Sri Pradip Malakar 

(hereinafter referred to as 2nd party) praying for maintenance for herself. 

 

2.   The case of the 1st party, in a nut shell, is that the 1st party was 

married to the 2nd party on 11.02.17 as per social rites and after the marriage, 

the 1st party took her stridhan articles and cohabited with the 2nd party in the 

residence of the 2nd party. That, after the marriage, the 2nd party along with his 

sister Mina Malakar drove the 1st party out of her matrimonial house on 18.03.17 

after torturing her physically and mentally by demanding gold, colour TV, 
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refrigerator, gold chain etc. she stated that on that day, her family members 

came to her matrimonial house in order to inquire about her and on that day, the 

2nd party drove her out of her matrimonial house in presence of her family 

members. Then, having no way out, the 1st party along with her sister-in-law 

Mina Das came to her father's house. Now, she is taking shelter therein. She 

further stated that her husband neither inquired about her nor gave her any 

maintenance. On the other hand, the 2nd party is a businessman. He has a hotel 

and he gave house on rent. Further he has lots of land. Further the 2nd party 

has a grocery shop and from all his sources, the 2nd party  is earning about 

Rs.35,000/- to 40,000/- per month. Hence, the 1st party has claimed Rs.12,000/- 

from the 2nd party as maintenance allowance. 

 

3.   The 2nd party contested this case by filing written statement. The 

2nd party has denied all the allegation levelled by the 1st party. He denied the 

allegation that he tortured the 1st party  mentally and physically. The 2nd party 

stated that the 1st party has filed this case only to harass him. He stated that the 

1st party is a greedy woman. He stated that he got married with the 1st party on 

11.02.17, not on 12.02.17. He also stated that the 1st party did not bring any 

stridhan articles, rather he gave the 1st party some high quality cloths and 

jewelleries. The 2nd party did not torture her by demanding dowry. The 2nd 

party further stated that the 1st party was not interested to establish physical 

relation with the 2nd party, even the 1st party slept on their first night in a 

separate room and stated him that she is unable to give birth children till two 

years. He also denied that he along with his sister Mina Malakar drove the 1st 

party from her matrimonial house after torturing her physically and mentally by 

demanding gold, colour Tv, refrigerator, gold chain etc. The 1st party on the day 

of the marriage itself insulted the 2nd party for being aged person and stated 

that prior to her marriage, a number of proposal came to her from some young 

and rich boys. She also insulted  the 2nd party for being ugly one and stated 

specifically that she will not cohabit with him and thereafter, on 17.02.18, she 

called her family members and went to her mother's house out of her own will. 

That on, 22.03.18, the 2nd party along with his sister went to the residence of 

the 1st party in order to bring her back, but she refused to return back and 

chased away the sisters of the 2nd party. He also stated that he is ready to 

accept his wife. That the 2nd party is a daily labourer and he has no business 
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and has no landed property. Besides, the 2nd party has to maintain 5 elder 

sisters and old mother and one differently able (physically handicapped) brother. 

On the other hand, the 1st party is an educated woman and her father is a rich 

man. Besides they have business and landed property. He also denied that he is 

earning Rs.35,000/- to 40,000/- per month. He also stated that as the 1st party 

left the house of the 2nd party out of her own will, hence, she is not entitled to 

claim maintenance. He stated that the 1st party has left the house of the 2nd 

party on her own will and lodged this case falsely without any reasonable cause, 

as such, he prayed for dismissal of the petition of the 1st party. 

 

4.   The 1st party examined herself and another witness in support of 

her case. The 2nd party adduced evidence of himself  and another two witnesses. 

 

 

                               POINTS TO BE DECIDED: 

   On the basis of the pleadings of both the parties the following 

points are drawn up for deciding the case: 

 

    Whether the 1st party has sufficient reason to live apart from the 

2nd party? 

   Whether the 1st party is entitled to claim maintenance from the 2nd 

party as prayed for? 

 

5.   I have also heard the arguments of both sides. 

     

                        DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS : 

6.   PW.1 is Anita Das, 1st party. She stated that 2nd party is her 

husband. She got married socially with the 2nd party on 11.02.17. After the 

marriage, she stayed in her matrimonial house. After 1 month of the marriage, 

she was assaulted as she did not bring gold chain, washing machine, fridge etc. 

She also stated that she was provided the other stridhan articles. On 18.03.17, 

her sister-in-law Mina Deka came to her matrimonial house in order to inquire 

about her, but she was assaulted in presence of her sister-in-law and she was 
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driven out of her matrimonial house. She came to her mother's house. Since 

then, the 2nd party has not inquired about her. On 28.03.17, she again came to 

her matrimonial house, but she was not allowed to enter in the residence  and 

the door was locked. Since then, she is residing in her father's house. She filed a 

case in the Nalbari court for recovery of her stridhan articles, but she did not get 

the stridhan articles. She also stated that she has no source of income. The 2nd 

party has a restaurant in the name of “Mina restaurant” in his house, two shops 

and landed property. From all of his sources, the 2nd party is earning Rs.35,000/- 

to 40,000/- per month. She has claimed Rs.12,000/- as maintenance allowance. 

The 2nd party has mother. He did not have five sisters.    

 

7.   In her cross-examination, she deposed that it is not a fact that she 

stayed in her matrimonial house for about 13 days after her marriage. It is not a 

fact that she did not bring any stridhan articles. It is not a fact that on the day of 

first night, she slept in another room by stating that the groom was not liked by 

her. It is not a fact that she stated that she will not stay with her aged husband. 

It is not a fact that 2nd party and his family members did not demand any dowry 

articles. It is not a fact that she was not assaulted by demanding colour Tv, fridge 

etc. It is not a fact that she was not willing to return back on the day of 

Athmangala. It is not a fact that her brother forcibly sent her. It is not a fact that 

after returning from Athmangala, she raised hulla in the residence of the 

accused. 

 

8.   PW.2 is Mina Das. She deposed that 1st party is her sister-in-law. 

The 2nd party is the husband of the 1st party. They were got married on 

11.02.17. After the marriage the 1st party resided in the house of the 2nd party. 

The 2nd party tortured the 1st party for not bringing fridge, washing machine 

within a month of marriage. On 18.03.17 she and her brother-in-law Jayanta Das 

visited the 1st party in her matrimonial house. At that time the 1st party and the 

2nd party had a fight. She was assaulted and she was driven out of her 

matrimonial house. Having no way out, they brought her back to her parental 

house. Again on 28.03.17 this witness along with some local villagers went to 

keep her in her husband's house but they were not allowed to enter the house of 

the 2nd party and the varenda was kept locked. Hence, they had to file a case in 

the Hajo P.S., and returned to the house. From then the 1st party had to stay in 
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their house. The 2nd party has not inquired about the 1st party. The 1st party 

had filed a case in the P.S. Even then the 2nd party did not return the stridhan 

articles of the 1st party. The 1st party has no sources of income. The 2nd party 

had a shop and a dhaba. He also gives rooms on rent. 

 

9.   In her cross-examination, this witness deposed that it is not a fact 

that they had not given any stridhan articles in the marriage of the 1st party. It is 

not a fact that 1st party resided only for thirteen days in the house of the 2nd 

party. It is not a fact that after  Athmangala ceremony they forced the 1st party 

to go to the 2nd party's house. It is not a fact that as the age of the 2nd party is 

50 years, the 1st party was not willing to be married with him. It is not a fact 

that after the  Athmangala when she visited the house of the 2nd party they had 

tea and launch in the house of the 2nd party. It is not a fact that they promised 

to bring back the 1st party after one/two days and took her back. It is not a fact 

that 1st party does tuition and earns Rs.5000/- to Rs.7000/- monthly. It is not a 

fact that she also does agriculture work and earn Rs.15,000/- to Rs.20,000/- 

monthly. It is not a fact that the 2nd party has five sisters. It is not a fact that 

the 1st party herself returned to her parental house from her matrimonial house.     

 

10.   These are the evidence for the 1st party. 

 

11.   DW.1 is Pradip Malakar, 2nd party of this case. He deposed that 

the 1st party is his wife. On 11.02.17 he was married as per Hindu rites with 

Anita Das. For thirteen days after the marriage the 1st party lived with him, but 

she did not establish any conjugal relationship with him. According to his wife he 

looked aged, he is not good looking and he is unhealthy person. She is unhappy 

because he has no business. He  has not chased his wife. The 1st party took plea 

of keeping fast in the name of Durga Goddess because she was reluctant to 

establish physical relationship with him. After the Athmangala ceremony of the 

1st party the sister-in-law of the 1st party informed him that he should not co-

habit with his wife as she was having her periods. After about six days the father 

of the 1st party fell sick, hence his wife was sent to her parent's house and 

stated that 2nd party should come after a period of fifteen days and bring her 

back. His wife told him that she had a pain in her low abdomen and as such she 

was reluctant to establish physical relationship with her husband. He informed his 
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closed friend Dipak Rajbongshi that their marriage had not been consummated. 

Out of ashame, he did not inform his family members. The wife of his friend 

Dipak Rajbongshi informed this matter to his elder sister Mina Malakar. When his 

sister Mina Malakar informed the happening to the sister-in-law of his wife, the 

sister-in-law informed his wife. On the next day, six persons came along with his 

wife's sister-in-law and wanted to take away the 1st party. In their community it 

was the rule that a newly marriage woman should not go to their parental house 

in the month of 'Chauth'. Hence, he was reluctant to send his wife to her 

parental house. At that time his wife's sister-in-law told him that the 1st party is 

a woman of bad temper and if she does any misfortune in future this witness will 

not be responsible. Fearing that some unwanted incident might happen, the 2nd 

party's mother allowed the 1st party to go to her parental house for three/four 

days. Thereafter, on 22.03.17 his younger sister went to bring back his wife. His 

wife refused to return back. The 2nd party then informed the incident to the 

village gaonburha. The gaonburha asked him to inform the Hajo P.S. On 28.03.17 

without giving any information, about seven/eight persons along with his wife 

came in a Tempo to their house. They were  sited by his mother and sister. When 

the 2nd party's mother stated that they are going to inform the gaonburha all of 

a sudden all persons who came to their house with his wife went to the Hajo P.S., 

and filed a case. The 1st party when she came 3rd time to his house gave him 

three conditions to fulfill. One condition is that he will to give her Rs.300/- per 

day. He will to give her a two wheeler and a mobile phone. His wife does tuition. 

He used to graze cattle and bring articles for his brother's shop. His shop was 

closed about ten years prior. Though his brother Jayanta Malakar is a physically 

handicapped but his brother looked after him. He never demanded dowry. His 

wife brought some cloths in a VIP. If his wife come back then he will accept her. 

He has no ailment. His sister and younger brother have running a shop taking 

loan from group. He is not able to give maintenance.   

 

12.   In his cross-examination, he deposed that he is a fit person. He 

has no illness. He has filed written W.S., in this case. He has put his signature 

after reading the W.S. It is not a fact that in his WS, he does not stat that his 

wife refused to co-habit with him. It is not a fact that in his WS he did not state 

that after the marriage his wife for the first occasion kept fast in the name of 

Goddess Durga, the sister-in-law of his wife informed him telephonically that 
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Anita has her third days of period so he should not stay with her, after staying six 

days in his house Anita went to her paternal house as her father fell sick and 

after returning to his house Anita said that she has a pain in her lower abdomen 

and she will not able to co-habit with him. On 22.03.17 his sister went to the 

house of the 1st party to bring her back but in WS, the date was written as 

22.03.18. It is not a fact that he has not run the pan shop which is situated in his 

house. He helped his sisters in his house. It is not a fact that he earns money by 

selling milk. It is not a fact that he has a stationery shop. Sankardev School and 

a H.S., School are situated near his house. He has given a house on rent for 

tuition and earn Rs.500/- per month. It is not a fact that as his wife is not a 

matriculate so she could not do tuition. It is not a fact that as he tortured his 

wife, so his wife left his house. No case is pending against him at Hajo court. It is 

not a fact that as he captured the stridhan articles of his wife, so case is pending 

against him in court. It is not a fact that he is fit to give maintenance but he 

deposed falsely to get relief from paying maintenance.      

 

13.   DW.2 is Paban Das. He deposed that he knew both the sides. Both 

of them are husband and wife and they have no child. After the marriage both 

the parties lived as husband and wife for about ten/fifteen days. The 2nd party is 

an unemployed. Prior the father of the 2nd party has a shop but after the death 

of father of the 2nd party, they have no shop. The 2nd party has not assaulted 

upon the 1st party. Pradip’s younger brother Jayanta has a pan shop near Hajo 

Higher Secondary School and in that shop, during the evening time, the sisters of 

the 2nd party used to sell pakora. Pradip has basti land and cultivable land. 

 

14.   In his cross-examination, he deposed that he has not gone to the 

house of the 2nd party. He used to see the 2nd party when he takes his 

grandchildren to school. His house is at a distance of half mile away from the 

house of the 2nd party. He often buys sadha from the shop of the 2nd party. There 

is a Sankardev school near the house of the 2nd party and adjacent to the school, 

2nd party has his shop. There are 3-4 torja rooms near the shop of the 2nd party. 

It is not a fact that the 2nd party used to do tuition in those torja rooms and he 

earns from there. It is not a fact that the 2nd party managed his tea hotel by his 

sisters. It is not a fact that the 2nd party earns a lot from his hotel. He has no 

relation with the 2nd party. 2nd party has a cow. It is not a fact that the 2nd party 
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earns by selling milk. It is not a fact that the 2nd party has lots of land. The 

sisters of the 2nd party are unemployed. It is not a fact that the sisters of the 2nd 

party earns a lot. It is not a fact that he deposed falsely for the sake of the 2nd 

party. 

 

15.   DW.3 is Mina Malakar. She deposed that 1st party is her sister-in-

law. 2nd party is her elder brother. They were married in the month of February, 

2017 as per social rites and they cohabited together after the marriage.  But, on 

the first night, 1st party stating that she has kept fast, she did not cohabit with 

the 2nd party. On 12.02.17, 1st party was taken back by her family members and 

invited them for neota program and accordingly, on 17.02.17, the 2nd party took 

the 1st party to his house, but the sister-in-law of the 1st party informed 

telephonically the 2nd party that the 1st party had third day of period and asked 

him to sleep in another room. On the next day, while 1st party and 2nd party went 

for sleep, the 1st party gave three conditions to the 2nd party viz. (i) the 2nd party 

has to give her @Rs.300/- per day, (ii) the 2nd party has to give a mobile which 

has Whatsapp and (iii) the 2nd party has to purchase a two wheeler and the 1st 

party agreed to stay with the 2nd party.  Thereafter, the 1st party on the pretext of 

illness of her parents and that there is a marriage ceremony went to her mother’s 

house and stayed there for about 15 days and asked the 2nd party to come to 

take her on 11.03.18. Thereafter, on 11.03.18, when the 2nd party  went to bring 

the 1st party, the sister-in-law of the 1st party asked the 2nd party in whose name 

the bank account was and asked for Rs.3,000/- from him and out of ashamed, 

the 2nd party gave Rs.2,000/-. On 11.03.18, the 1st party came to her matrimonial 

house, but again she did not wish to be the companion of the 2nd party. Her 

brother did not inform their mother as their mother was an ailing person. This 

witness was also not informed by the 2nd party. This witness further deposed that 

on 16.03.18, while the 2nd party was informing about the same to his friend 

Dipak, then this witness able to hear about the same and immediately, she asked 

the 1st party about the reason, but the 1st party out of misunderstanding 

informed the matter to her sister-in-law. This witness also asked the sister-in-law 

of the 1st party to pacify the 1st party. On the next day, 6/7 persons from the 

residence of the 1st party came to their residence and wanted to take the 1st 

party or else the family of the 2nd party would be responsible for any incident and 

then, their mother allowed the 1st party to go. Thereafter, the 1st party did not 
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pick up their calls. After 4 days, this witness along with sister Kalpana Malakar 

went to bring the 1st party, but the 1st party insulted this witness and the family 

members of the 1st party told them that they would take the 1st party. On 

28.03.18, the family members of the 1st party took the 1st party to their 

residence. Their mother asked them to sit and went to call the village Headman. 

On getting the news that the village headman was called, they gave an entry in 

the PS. From then, the 1st party has not come to their residence. Thereafter, the 

1st party filed this case. Her elder brother used to look after the cattle. This 

witness further stated that she used to sell pakora in their shop during the 

evening time. This witness further stated that her physically handicapped brother 

Jayanta used to sit in the shop. She also stated that the 2nd party has no source 

of income of his own. The 2nd party has no illness. They used to give money to 

the 2nd party for marketing. The 1st party is also an unemployed. 

  

16.   In her cross-examination, she deposed that both the parties were 

married socially. It is not a fact that she voluntarily stated that both the parties 

have not cohabited with each other. She did not go for the “neota” program on 

17.02.17. She has not heard about the conditions given to the 2nd party by the 1st 

party. She has not gone to the residence of the 1st party on 11.03.18. It is not a 

fact that on 11.03.18, the 2nd party and his sister did not go to bring the 1st party. 

There is a shop in front of their residence. It is not a fact that the 2nd party used 

to sit in that shop. This witness deals with cutting, sewing business and also 

deals with flower business. Sometimes, she used to sell puri, ghuguni. The other 

sisters deal with embroidery. The younger one used to help in the shop. This 

witness further stated that her younger brother has physically handicapped 

certificate. He sometimes gets Gas light from the Govt. This witness further 

revealed that the 2nd party can do work. Prior, the 2nd party has a big shop. There 

is Sankardev school near their residence. Near the school, they have two rooms. 

Prior, one room was used for tuition. It is not a fact that they have lots of 

cultivable land. It is not a fact that she has deposed falsely as the 2nd party has 

to give maintenance allowance to the 1st party. They have a cow. It is not a fact 

that they had chased away the 1st party after torturing her. It is not a fact that on 

28.03.17, they chased away the family members of the 1st party after abusing 

them. This witness also deposed that she used to work till 10 pm at night. 
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17.    These are the materials on record. 

 

18.   Evidence of the 1st party in the instant case reveals that parties 

were married socially and cohabited as husband and wife. But the peaceful 

married life of the 1st party was short lived as the 2nd party after a month of the 

marriage demanded gold chain, washing machine, fridge and started torturing 

the 1st party for not bringing those articles in her dowry. The marital life of the 

parties turned to be worse on 18.03.17 when the sister-in-law of the 1st party 

came to visit her, but the 2nd party and his family members tortured the 1st 

party and chased her out of the matrimonial house. From then on, the 2nd party 

has not inquired about the 1st party. In order to make the conjugal life work 

again, the 1st party returned to her husband's house on 28.03.17, but she was 

not allowed to enter the house. From then on, the 1st party is residing in her 

mother's house. Thus, it surfaces that that from that day onwards, the 1st party 

had to take shelter in her parental house. The evidence of the 1st party is 

supported by PW.2 Mina Das who is the sister-in-law of the 1st party. 

 

19.   Moreover, the evidence of the 1st party also shows that the 2nd 

party has not visited her, nor paid any maintenance allowance to her. Further the 

1st party with no income of her own to sustain her livelihood has to face all the 

hardship alone without providing any financial assistance to her by the 2nd party. 

The evidence of the 1st party as to the fact of torture remained unshaken during 

her cross-examination. 

 

20.   The Ld. Counsel for the 2nd party argued that the 1st party  refused 

to establish physical relation with her husband and when this fact became known 

to other family members of the 2nd party, the 1st party has out of her own will 

left the house of the 2nd party. Further, he argued that the 2nd party has never 

neglected the 1st  party due to which the 1st party is not entitled to claim 

maintenance. 

 

21.   Now, let us see what the defence witnesses had to say. 

 

22.   The 2nd party i.e. DW.1 in his defence admitted that the 1st party 

is his legally married wife. However, the 2nd party has taken the plea that the 1st 
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party has refrained from establishing physical relation with him on one ground or 

other. The 2nd party has also taken the plea that as he is aged in comparison to 

the 1st party, the 1st party always had objection regarding the age difference. He 

has also taken the plea that when he discussed about the 1st party not willing to 

establish physical relation with him with one of his closed friends, his sister came 

to know about this fact and when she questioned the sister-in-law of the 1st 

party, relation with his wife became bitter. Although the fact of non cohabitation 

of the parties after the marriage can be a reason of divorce, it cannot be the 

reason for not maintaining a legally  married wife as per law. The evidence of the 

2nd party is not at all believable because no married woman will jeopardize her 

marital life by staying away from her husband without any reasonable cause. The 

2nd party has failed to dispute about the allegation that he chased away the 1st 

party from his house by demanding dowry articles. 

 

23.   Moreover, the sister of the 2nd party deposing as DW.3 has 

admitted that on 28.03.17, the 1st party and her family members did visit their 

hosuehold, but it seems that the 2nd party and his family members had objection 

that the 1st party has arrived with her family members without giving any prior 

information. Also it is found the the 2nd party and his family members instead of 

peacefully settling the matter also went to call the village headman when the 

family members of the 1st party came to visit their house. After marshalling the 

evidence of both the parties, it cannot be relied that the 1st party left the house 

of her husband out of her own will. 

 

24.   Upon carefully scanning the evidence on record, it is found that 

the 2nd party has failed to rebut the testimony of the prosecution witness in a 

credible manner to warrant any contrary inference against the claim of the 1st 

party and the evidence of the 1st party remained unshaken during her cross-

examination. 

 

25.    Furthermore, the 1st party maintained during her testimony that 

the 2nd party has a restaurant in his house itself. He also has two shops and 

cultivable land and earns Rs.35,000/- - 40,000/- per month, but the 1st party 

could not show any documentary evidence that her husband's income is 

Rs.35,000/- - 40,000/- per month. In my considered opinion, means does not 
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imply that he should have visible means. There is nothing on record to infer that 

the 2nd party is of healthy disposition or he has any illness. When a man is of 

good physical constitution he is implied to have the means to maintain his wife. 

 

26.   Hence, I am of the opinion that the plea taken by the 2nd party 

that he is a grazer of cows and is helper of his brother and sisters in running the 

shop and on that pretext he is not entitled to maintenance is not acceptable. 

Nothing could be elicited from the evidence of the 1st party during her cross-

examination that she has no justifiable reason to leave the house of the 2nd 

party. 

 

27.   Evidence on record also reveals that the 1st party has cohabited 

with the 2nd party. Also from the evidence on record, it is seen that the 2nd party 

has shrugged off his legal and moral obligation to maintain his wife. 

 

28.   The provision of Sec.125 Cr.P.C. is a measure for social justice and 

specially enacted to protect women and children and falls within the 

constitutional sweep of Article 15(3) and reinforced by Article 39 of the 

Constitution of India. 

 

29.   As for the source of income, the 1st party maintained in her 

evidence that 2nd party has a restaurant in his house itself. He also has two shops 

and cultivable land and earns Rs.35,000/- - 40,000/- per month, whereas the 2nd 

party maintained in his evidence that he is only a grazer of cows and is helper of 

his brother and sisters in running the shop. I find that the court has to strike a 

balance between the claim of the 1st party and the financial capability of the 2nd 

party. 

 

30.   In view of the above discussion, it is clear that the 2nd party has 

failed to discharge his obligation to maintain his legally wedded wife, hence the 

1st party is entitled to claim maintenance allowance from the 2nd party. 

 

                                    

 

                                        O r d e r 
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31.  In the result, the 2nd party is directed to pay monthly maintenance 

allowance to the 1st party at the rate of Rs.2,500/- (Rupees two thousand five 

hundred only) from the date of this order. 

 

32.   Furnish free copies of judgment to the 1st party. 

 

33.   Judgment is written in separate sheets and pronounced in open 

court. 

   Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 24th day of 

December, 2018.                                                          

         

 

                                                                     (Smti. K. R. Deka) 

                                               Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nalbari 

 

        

 Dictated and corrected by me 

 

 

 

        (Smti. K. R. Deka) 

Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nalbari 
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A P P E N D I X: 

 

Witnesses for the 1st party 

 

P.W.1   Anita Das, 1st party. 

P.W.2   Mina Das. 

 

 

Witnesses for the 2nd party 

 

D.W.1   Pradip Malakar,  2nd party. 

D.W.2   Paban Das. 

D.W.3   Mina Malakar. 

 

 

1st party's Exhibits 

 

Nil. 

 

2nd party's Exhibits 

 

Nil. 

 

 

 

                                                                     (Smti K. R. Deka) 

                                               Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nalbari 

 

 

 

 

 

 


