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Assam Schedule VII, Form No. 133

Form No. (J) 3
HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN APPEAL

District: KAMRUP

IN THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE NO. 3, KAMRUP, GUWAHATI

Present: Sri Jaspal Singh, A.J.S.,
Civil Judge No. 3,
Kamrup, Guwahati.

Friday, the 13th day of September, 2013

Title Appeal No. 29 of 2012

Sri Mamat Deka                     ...........….. Appellant/Plaintiff

-Versus-

Sri Adyanath Sarma               .................. Respondent/Defendant

This  appeal  coming  on  for  final  hearing  on  14.06.2013, 
29.06.2013, 11.07.2013, 25.07.2013 and 20.08.2013 in the 
presence of –

Shri P. K. Deka              ...… Advocate/Pleader for Appellant
Shri G. N. Kakati       ..... Advocate/Pleader for Respondent

And having stood for consideration to this day, the Court 
delivered the following Judgment:-

J U D G M E N T

1. The instant title appeal, preferred under Section 96 of 
the  CPC,  is  directed  against  the  Judgment  and  Decree 
dated  20.01.2012  passed  by  the  learned  Munsiff  No.  4, 
Kamrup, Guwahati, in Title Suit No. 82/2008. Before I deal 
with  the  grounds  for  this  appeal,  let  me  narrate  herein 
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below the cases of the respective parties in Title Suit No. 
82/2008.

The case of the plaintiff

2. The case of the plaintiff is that he took a space of land 
measuring 10 ft × 14 ft on rent from the defendant in order 
to  start  a  scooter  garage.  An  agreement  of  tenancy  was 
executed between them on 30.06.2001. The plaintiff spent 
Rs.  50,000/-  to  construct  a  shed  thereon  and  the  said 
amount was agreed to be treated as security. The rent for 
the house premises was fixed at Rs. 500/- per month. An 
amount  of  Rs.  30,000/-  was  taken by  the  defendant  on 
condition that the same will be adjusted with the monthly 
rent  from  January  2002  onwards.  The  plaintiff  started 
paying house rent with effect from 01.07.2001 @ Rs. 500/- 
per month but the defendant did not issue any receipt till 
September  2001.  The  defendant  started  to  issue  money 
receipts from October 2001. The term of agreement ended 
on  30.06.2003.  Thereafter,  on  01.07.2003,  01.07.2005, 
July 2006, fresh agreements were executed and each time 
defendant took Rs. 30,000/- as advance. The defendant was 
not regular enough in issuing the money receipts and each 
time the rent was increased and lastly as per deed of July 
2006 the plaintiff was paying rent at the rate of Rs. 900/- 
per  month and as  per  stipulation  in  the  agreements  the 
defendant  was  not  adjusting  the  advance  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  by showing one reason or the other. However, in 
pursuance of the agreement of July 2006, plaintiff had the 
opportunity of paying the deducted house rent of Rs. 450/- 
per  month.  As  per  the  plaintiff,  the  total  unadjusted 
amount comes to Rs. 1,14,600/-. After the expiry of the last 
agreement on 01.06.2007, the tenancy was still in force but 
the defendant this time demanded exorbitant house rent @ 
Rs.  5,000/-  per  month.  The  plaintiff  was  threatened  of 
eviction if he did not pay the rent so demanded. Out of fear, 
the plaintiff paid Rs.5,000/- as monthly rent. However, the 
plaintiff had to pay the said sum in three instalments due 
to financial constraint. The 1st instalment amounting to Rs. 
2,000/- was paid on 12.01.2008, the 2nd instalment of Rs. 
2,000/-  on  28.01.2008  and  the  3rd instalment  of  Rs. 
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1,000/- on 06.02.2008. The plaintiff, vide application dated 
20.02.2008, expressed his inability to pay the house rent of 
Rs.  5,000/-.  In  a  meeting  organized  by  the 
defendant/committee,  the  plaintiff  was  beaten  up  as  he 
refused to sign on some blank papers and warned to vacate 
the  rented  house  by  31st March,  2008,  and  hence  the 
instant suit.

The case of the defendant

3. The defendant filed his written statement along with 
counter claim challenging and denying inter alia the claims 
of the plaintiff and further stated that initially that tenanted 
premises was constructed by one Sobhan Kr. Medhi and the 
said  house  was  vacated  on  31.05.2001.  Thereafter,  the 
Lakhipur  Unnayan Samity  by  a  resolution  gave  the  said 
room on monthly rent to the plaintiff and an advance of Rs. 
30,000/- was taken to that effect. After completion of each 
tenancy agreement, advance money taken was returned to 
the  plaintiff  and  hence  no  balance  was  left  as  advance 
money. From 01.07.2007 no fresh agreement was executed 
as no advance was paid by the plaintiff. It is agreed that 
rent @ Rs. 1,000/- per month will be paid, but the plaintiff 
failed to pay the monthly rent of July 2007, August 2007 
and  September  2007.  However,  on  demand,  the  plaintiff 
paid a sum of Rs. 2,000/- for the month of July and August 
2007.  Thereafter,  the  plaintiff  again  defaulted  for  the 
months  of  September  2007  to  January  2008  and  on 
repeated demands made by the defendant the plaintiff paid 
total  Rs.  5000/-.  The  defendant  has  further  stated  that 
Lakhipur  Unnayan  Samity  has  decided  to  construct  one 
two-storied  RCC  building  in  the  place  of  the  tenanted 
premises and to that effect they have already sent notice to 
the plaintiff  to vacate the suit premises. The plaintiff  has 
stopped paying rent from the month of February, 2008. In 
view  of  the  aforesaid  facts  and  circumstances,  the 
defendant through its counter claim prayed for ejectment of 
the  plaintiff  from the  suit  premises,  and  for  recovery  of 
arrear rent for  the months of  February,  March and April 
2008 and for further rent since 01.05.2008 till ejectment of 
the plaintiff.
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Issues

4. On  the  basis  of  rival  pleadings  of  both  the  sides, 
following issues were framed in the suit:

1) Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form and 
manner?

2) Whether there is cause of action for the suit?

3)  Whether  the  plaintiff  has  defaulted  in  payment  of 
monthly  rent  to  the  defendant  in  respect  of  the  suit 
premises?

4)  Whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  for  the  decree  of 
declaration and permanent injunction as prayed for?

5) Whether there is cause of action for the counter claim?

6) Whether the suit premises is bona fide requirement of the 
defendant for construction of RCC building?

7) Whether the counter claimant is entitled to the decree as 
prayed for?

8) To what other relief or reliefs the parties are entitled to?

Impugned decision/finding

5. The  learned  Court  below  dismissed  the  suit  of  the 
plaintiff  but  decreed  the  counter  claim  of  the  defendant 
holding that the plaintiff was a defaulter in payment of rent 
and  the  suit  premises  is  bona  fide required  by  the 
defendant.  The  learned  Court  below  decreed  that  the 
defendant is entitled to ejectment of the plaintiff from the 
suit premises. The learned Court below awarded the relief of 
recovery of arrears of rent in favour of the defendant.

Grounds for appeal

6. There are basically two sets of grounds taken by the 
appellant/plaintiff  in  the  memo  of  appeal.  I  am  naming 
them  as  Ground  A  and  Ground  B  for  the  sake  of 
convenience. The grounds relate to issue no. 3 i.e. defaulter 
in payment of  rent (particularly to the matter of  advance 
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payment) and issue no. 6 i.e.  bona fide requirement of the 
suit premises.

7. I have heard the learned advocates for both the sides, 
gone  through  the  memorandum  of  appeal  and  the  case 
record of Title Suit No. 82/2008.

Points for determination

8. The points which have to be determined for deciding 
the appeal at hand are as under:

Point No.1: As to whether the decision of the learned Court 
below on issue No. 3 in the impugned Judgment and Decree 
has  been arrived at  erroneously  without  appreciating the 
material evidence on record and is not sustainable in law; 
and

Point No.2: As to whether the decision of the learned Court 
below on issue No. 6 in the impugned Judgment and Decree 
has  been arrived at  erroneously  without  appreciating the 
material evidence on record and is not sustainable in law.

Point No. 1

9. Ground A: The appellant/plaintiff has basically taken 
the following grounds pertaining to the issue of defaulter in 
payment of rent:

(I)  While deciding issue no. 3 with respect to defaulter in 
payment of rent the learned Court below failed to appraise 
the evidence on record and came to a perverse finding that 
the appellant/plaintiff had defaulted in payment of monthly 
rent  inasmuch  as  the  respondent/defendant  though 
admitted the  receipt  of  advance  house  rent  but  failed  to 
produce any document to show that the advance rent was 
returned to the appellant/plaintiff;

(II) In the counter claim, the respondent/defendant among 
other reliefs sought recovery of arrear rent for the months of 
February,  March  and  April,  2008.  In  cross-examination, 
though the respondent/defendant stated that the advance 
amount has been returned back to the appellant/plaintiff, 
but failed to produce any document to that  effect.   After 
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making  adjustment  of  the  house  rent  for  the  months  of 
February, March and April, 2008, there was left an amount 
for  which  the  appellant/plaintiff  cannot  be  termed  as  a 
defaulter in payment of rent; and

(III) It is the case of the appellant/plaintiff that he has been 
paying Rs. 30,000/- as advance at the time of each tenancy 
agreement.  But while passing the impugned judgment the 
learned Court below held that the appellant had failed to 
substantiate  the  account  of  unadjusted  money  by 
producing  reliable  documentary  or  oral  evidence  thereby 
shifting  the  burden  of  proof  to  the  plaintiff/appellant 
against the pleadings of the counter claimant/respondent 
that they had returned the advance amount after expiry of 
the tenancy agreement dated 01.07.2006. This is a wrong 
finding inasmuch as being the counter claimant burden lay 
upon  the  respondent  to  prove  that  he  had  returned  the 
advance amount to the plaintiff/appellant.

10. Decision and reasons therefor: The substance of the 
above three grounds is that the defendant has not been able 
to prove that he had returned the advance amount to the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff pleaded in his plaint inter alia that as 
many as four written agreements were entered into with the 
defendant  on  30.06.2001,  01.07.2003,  01.07.2005  and 
01.07.2006.  On  commencement  of  each  of  those  four 
tenancy agreements, the defendant had taken Rs. 30,000/- 
from the plaintiff  as advance with condition to adjust the 
same  with  the  rent  but  he  failed  to  so  adjust  the  same 
(except during the period of the last agreement). According 
to the plaintiff, the total unadjusted amount comes to Rs. 
1,14,600/-. On the other hand, the case of the defendant is 
that he had adjusted the advance amount with the monthly 
rent  as  per  stipulations  in  the  above  agreements  and 
returned the left  over advance amount to the plaintiff  on 
expiry  of  every  agreement.  The  following  observations  of 
mine in the succeeding paragraphs, however, demonstrate 
convincingly  that  the  case  of  the  defendant  is  worth 
believing and not that of the plaintiff.  
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11. The defendant as DW1 exhibited, among other things, 
the cash book in the suit as Ext. T. As per Section 34 of the 
Evidence Act, entries in the books of account regularly kept 
in the course of business are relevant whenever they refer 
to a matter into which the Court has to inquire. Definitely, 
Ext. T is a book of account regularly kept in the course of 
the business of the Lakhipur Unnayan Samity. Therefore, 
the entries contained therein are relevant and there can be 
no two views on that. It is an admitted fact that the plaintiff 
had  paid  the  advance  amount  of  Rs.  30,000/-  on  four 
instances. It appears from Ext. T that on exactly as many as 
four  instances  the  advance  was  returned  to  the  plaintiff 
after adjustment. The amounts returned were Rs. 20,000/- 
(date  not  mentioned),  Rs.  26,800/-  (on  30.06.2005),  Rs. 
22,650/-  (on  30.06.2006)  and  Rs.  24,600/-  (on 
30.06.2007). It is pertinent to mention here that there was 
no substantial cross-examination of DW1 on Ext. T and on 
the said entries contained therein.

12. The  rent  as  per  the  first  tenancy  agreement  dated 
30.06.2001 was fixed at Rs. 500/- per month and as per 
stipulation contained in the agreement the advance amount 
of Rs. 30,000/- was to be adjusted with the monthly rent 
from January  2002 onwards.  Now,  it  is  the  claim of  the 
plaintiff  that during the tenure of the said agreement the 
defendant failed to make any adjustment as agreed. But, 
the plaintiff has not been able to substantiate this claim by 
way  of  any  cogent  evidence.  The  plaintiff  says  that  he 
started paying house rent with effect from 01.07.2001 @ Rs. 
500/-  per  month  but  the  defendant  did  not  issue  any 
receipt till  September 2001, and the defendant started to 
issue money receipts  only  from October  2001.  It  may be 
stated here that the adjustment was supposed to be made 
from January 2002 onwards. The plaintiff  claims that no 
adjustment  was made by  the  defendant  but  he  refrained 
from exhibiting any receipt from the month of January 2002 
till  the  month  of  June  2003  though  he  admits  that  the 
defendant had started issuing receipts since October 2001.

13. The  plaintiff  as  PW1  has  admitted  in  his  cross-
examination that in the agreement executed on 01.07.2003 
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(Ext. D) there is no mention of any previous advance money 
lying in the hand of the landlord. He has further admitted 
that  after  expiry  of  the  agreement  hisaab  nikaas 
(calculation) was done and an agreement (Ext. 2) was again 
executed for a period of one year and there is no mention of 
any earlier balance money in the new agreement. He has 
categorically  admitted  that  there  is  no  balance  kaagoze 
potre (in  writing)  and  so  he  again  entered  into  an 
agreement. Unlike his claim in the plaint, he has admitted 
that as per agreement (Ext. 2) out of the rent of Rs. 800/- 
an amount of Rs. 400/- was to be adjusted, and he was 
paying the remaining Rs. 400/- to the landlord regularly. 
He has further admitted that the period of Ext. 2 got expired 
and on 01.07.2006 a new agreement (Ext. 5) for a period of 
one year was entered into, and in Ext. 5 there is no mention 
of  any previous left  over  money.  He has further  deposed 
that out of the rent of Rs. 900/- an amount of Rs. 450/- 
was to be paid after deducting Rs. 450/- towards advance. 
This apart, unlike his claim that no adjusted was made by 
the  defendant,  he  has  stated  that  the  defendant  has 
adjusted Rs. 9000/- from the advance payment.

14. The defendant has exhibited counterfoils of some rent 
receipts  for  the  months  of  July  2005,  August  2005, 
September 2005, October 2005, November 2005, December 
2005,  January  2006,  February  2006,  March  2006,  April 
2006, May 2006 and June 2006 showing the quantum of 
rent as Rs. 400/-. It is pertinent to mention here that the 
rent  receipts  relate  to  the  period  of  agreement  dated 
01.07.2005 and as per this agreement the rent was fixed at 
Rs. 800/- per month. This means that an amount of Rs. 
400/- was being adjusted every month towards the advance 
from the monthly rent.  The defendant has also exhibited 
counterfoils of rent receipts for the months of July 2006, 
August  2006,  September  2006,  October  2006,  November 
2006,  December  2006,  January  2007,  February  2007, 
March  2007,  April  2007  and  May  2007  showing  the 
quantum of rent as Rs. 450/-. Be it mentioned here that 
the  rent  receipts  relate  to  the  period of  agreement  dated 
01.07.2006 and as per this agreement the rent was fixed at 
Rs. 900/- per month. This means that an amount of Rs. 
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450/- was being adjusted every month towards the advance 
from the monthly rent. It will not be out of place to mention 
here that in Ext. T also there are relevant entries of such 
payments  of  rent  (after  adjustment)  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff.

15. What, therefore, emerges from the above discussion is 
that the defendant had adjusted the advance amounts with 
the  monthly  rent  as  per  stipulations  in  the  above 
agreements and returned the left over advance amounts to 
the  plaintiff  on  expiry  of  each  of  those  agreements. 
Therefore,  the  decision  of  the  Hon’ble  Supreme Court  in 
Modern Hotel, Gudur Vs. K. Radhakrishnaiah and Ors., 
AIR 1989 SC 1510, as relied upon by the learned advocate 
for the appellant/plaintiff, in which it was held that there 
could be no justification for granting a decree of eviction on 
the plea of arrears of rent where the landlord was holding 
advance  amount  without  paying  interest  and against  the 
statutory bar, will not be applicable to the facts of our case. 
Learned  advocate  for  the  appellants  also  relied  upon  a 
decision of the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court in Bridhichand 
Pannalal (M/s) and Ors. Vs. Bhanwarlal Dugar (M/s) and 
Ors., 2010 (3) GLT 490, but said decision of the Hon’ble 
High Court was set aside by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
M/S Bhanwarlal Dugar & Ors. Vs. Bridhichand Pannalal 
& Ors., Civil Appeal No. 4889 of 2010 (date of decision: 
05.07.2010).

16. In the course of appeal hearing, learned advocate for 
the  appellant/plaintiff  submitted  inter  alia  that  in  the 
aforesaid  written  agreements  dated  30.06.2001, 
01.07.2003,  01.07.2005  and  01.07.2006  there  is  no 
stipulation  to  the  effect  that  the  advance  amounts  were 
refunded  to  the  plaintiff.  Learned  advocate  for  the 
appellant/plaintiff further submitted that there was no oral 
agreement between the  parties  for  refund of  the  advance 
amounts.  Therefore,  it  was not  open to  the  defendant  to 
lead  evidence  to  prove  that  the  advance  amounts  were 
refunded  to  the  plaintiff  as  per  oral  agreement.  Learned 
advocate has further submitted that any such step on the 
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part of the defendant would be barred under Section 91 and 
92 of the Evidence Act.

17. Learned advocate for the appellant/plaintiff relied on a 
decision  of  the  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court,  T.N.  Electricity 
Board and Anr. Vs. N. Raju Reddiar and Anr., 1996 STPL 
(LE) 21408 SC, wherein it was held that once a contract is 
reduced  to  writing,  by  operation  of  Section  91  of  the 
Evidence Act it is not open to any of the parties to seek to 
prove the terms of the contract with reference to some oral 
or other documentary evidence to find out the intention of 
the  parties.  It  was  further  held  that  under  92  of  the 
Evidence  Act  where  the  written  instrument  appears  to 
contain the whole terms of the contract then parties to the 
contract  are  not  entitled  to  lead  by  oral  evidence  to 
ascertain  the  terms  of  the  contract.  It  is  only  when the 
written  contract  does  not  contain  the  whole  of  the 
agreement between the parties and there is any ambiguity 
then  oral  evidence  is  permissible  to  prove  the  other 
conditions  which also  must  not  be  inconsistent  with the 
written contract.

18. Coming to  our  case,  it  needs mentioning  that  there 
was  stipulation  in  the  written  agreements  dated 
30.06.2001, 01.07.2003, 01.07.2005 and 01.07.2006 that 
such  and  such  portion  of  the  monthly  rent  would  be 
adjusted from the advance of Rs. 30,000/- already paid by 
the plaintiff to the defendant. But the said agreements were, 
to my opinion, ambiguous to the extent that there was no 
specific  mention  in  the  agreements  that  the  remaining 
advance amount after adjustment would be refunded to the 
plaintiff on expiry of the term of the agreement. It can also 
be  put  in  a  different  way  that  the  agreements  did  not 
contain the whole of the thing inasmuch as they were not 
complete on the aspect of refund of the left over advance 
amount. In the premises, I am of the considered view that it 
was very much open to the defendant to lead evidence to 
prove  that  the  advance  amounts  were  refunded  to  the 
plaintiff.  Therefore,  the  above  submission  of  the  learned 
advocate for the appellant/plaintiff does not hold any water.
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Point No. 2

19. Ground B:  The  appellant/plaintiff  has  stated in  the 
memo  of  appeal  that  during  cross  examination  the 
respondent/defendant himself and defendant witness no. 2 
stated that they have not obtained any building permission 
from the concerned authority for construction of the two-
storied  RCC  building.  But  while  deciding  issue  no.  6 
relating to bona fide requirement of the tenanted premises, 
the  learned trial  Court  in  an arbitrary manner held that 
prior to getting possession of the suit premises by way of 
decree of ejectment the initiation of the process of obtaining 
building  permission  cannot  be  expected  as  the  same 
requires investment of considerable amount of money. This 
apart,  while passing the impugned judgment, the learned 
Court below failed to differentiate between the terms ‘need’ 
and  ‘desire’  at  the  time  of  deciding  the  issue  relating  to 
bona fide requirement of the tenanted premises.

20. Decision and reasons therefor:  The position of  law 
regarding  bona  fide requirement  of  the  landlord  of  the 
tenanted  premises  is  no  longer  res  integra.  In  the  case 
of Dinesh Kumar Vs. Yusuf Ali, AIR 2010 SC 2679, the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that the landlord is the 
best judge of his need. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in this 
case observed thus:

“In Prativa Devi Vs. T.V. Krishnan, (1996) 5 SCC 353, this Court held that the landlord 
is  the best  judge of  his  requirement and courts  have  no concern to  dictate  the 
landlord as to how and in what manner he should live. However, in Ram Dass Vs. 
Ishwar  Chander  & Ors.,  AIR 1988 SC 1422,  this  Court  held that  'bona fide need' 
should  be  genuine,  honest  and  conceived  in  good  faith.  Landlord's  desire  for 
possession,  however  honest  it  might  otherwise  be,  has,  inevitably,  a  subjective 
element in it. The desire to become requirement must have the objective element of 
a  need  which  can  be  decided  only  by  taking  all  relevant  circumstances  into 
consideration so that the protection afforded to tenant is not rendered illusory or 
whittled down.”

21. Coming to our case, it is an admitted fact that in a 
meeting held on 05.11.2007 it was decided to construct one 
two-storied RCC house in place of the tenanted premises by 
demolishing the tenanted premises. As per the decision, the 
defendant on 20.11.2007 issued one notice to the plaintiff 
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requesting him to vacate the suit premises on 31.01.2008. 
However,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  the  Lakhipur 
Unnayan  Samity  extended the  time  for  vacating  the  suit 
premises  till  29.02.2008  and  intimated  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff  vide  letter  dated  31.01.2008.  Thereafter,  at  the 
request of the plaintiff the Lakhipur Unnayan Samity in its 
meeting held on 02.03.2008 had in presence of the plaintiff 
decided to extend the time for vacating the suit premises till 
31.05.2008  and  the  said  decision  was  intimated  to  the 
plaintiff  vide  letter  dated  03.03.2008.  The  defendant  as 
DW1 exhibited the letter dated 20.11.2007 as Ext. O, the 
letter  dated  31.01.2008  as  Ext.  P  and  the  letter  dated 
03.03.2008  as  Ext.  Q.  He  also  exhibited  the  resolution 
dated  05.11.2008  as  Ext.  J.  As  rightly  observed  by  the 
learned Court below in the impugned judgment, the plaintiff 
didn’t cross-examine DW1 in respect of the above evidence 
and  therefore  the  above  evidence  remained  unrebutted. 
Coming  to  the  ground  regarding  obtaining  permission  of 
GMC or GMDA for doing construction, all I would like to say 
that the learned Court below did not commit any illegality 
in holding that non-obtaining of permission for construction 
cannot be a ground to disbelieve the contention of bona fide 
requirement of the defendant. There was, according to me, 
no arbitrariness on the part of the learned Court below in 
holding  that  one  is  not  normally  expected  to  obtain 
requisite permission for carrying out construction without 
obtaining possession of the land.

22. On three distinct counts it appears to me that there 
was an objective element of need behind the plea of  bona 
fide requirement taken by the defendant in the suit. First, 
the  resolution  dated  05.11.2008  was  taken  in  a  general 
meeting  of  the  Lakhipur  Unnayan  Samity  and  so  the 
decision so taken was a collective decision of the members, 
not of the defendant alone. Secondly, it appears from Ext. J 
that  notices  were  resolved  to  be  issued  to  all  the  three 
tenants (and not to the plaintiff alone) calling upon them to 
vacate  the  tenanted  premises  for  the  purpose  of 
construction  of  a  two-storied  RCC  building.  Lastly,  the 
plaintiff  failed to show any mala fides on the part of  the 
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defendant  in  pleading  bona  fide requirement  of  the  suit 
premises.

Conclusion

23. In the result, I hold that the appeal is devoid of any 
merit.  The  Judgment  and  Decree  passed  by  the  learned 
Court below deserves to be confirmed.

Order

24. The  appeal  is  dismissed  on  contest  with  costs.  The 
Judgment and Decree passed by the learned Court below in 
Title Suit No. 82/2008 is hereby upheld and confirmed.

25. A decree be prepared within 15 days from today and 
the case record of this appeal be consigned to the Record 
Room.

26. Let the case record of Title Suit No. 82/2008 be sent 
back  to  the  learned  Court  below  with  a  copy  of  this 
Judgment.

Given under my hand and the seal of this Court on 
this the 13th day of September, 2013.

 

     Civil Judge No. 3,
     Kamrup, Guwahati.

Typed and corrected by me,

Civil Judge No. 3,
Kamrup, Guwahati.

        

  


