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J   U   D G M   E N T 

1. This first appeal has been preferred by the defendant/appellant on being 

dissatisfied with the judgment and decree passed by Ld. Munsiff, No.2, 

Tezpur dated 15/12/2018, vide T.S No- 12 of 2012, whereby the learned 

trial court decreed the suit  of the plaintiff/respondent on contest with cost. 
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2. Upon admission of the appeal for hearing, the notice was issued to the 

respondent and the original case record of Title Suit no-12/ 2012 was called 

for and subsequently received. 

3. In order to decide the appeal, let me describe, in brief, the facts leading to 

this appeal:-- 

PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENT CASE 

4. Case of the plaintiff/respondent appears to be in a narrow campus is that the 

defendant was previously a monthly tenant of Tarek Akhtar Ansari, Son of 

Late Ghulam Samdani Ansari in respect of the suit room and premises at 

Rs.1, 400/- (Rupees One Thousand Four Hundred only) per month which 

was payable within the 7th day of each and every English Calendar month. 

That said Tarek Akhtar Ansari is the own brother of the plaintiff. By virtue of 

family arrangement dated 14-07-2010 amongst the heirs of late Ghulam 

Samdani Ansari, the suit room and premises fell in the share of the plaintiff. 

Thus the plaintiff became the landlady of the defendant in respect of the suit 

room and premises and the defendant also became the monthly tenant of 

the plaintiff for the suit premises under law. That plaintiff and previous 

owner Tarek Akhtar Ansari verbally and in writing informed the said fact to 

the defendant vide registered notice dated 12-08-2010 and asked the 

defendant to make fresh tenancy agreement with her and to pay monthly 

rent from the month of July 2010 to the plaintiff. But the defendant did not 

responded. Thereafter the plaintiff/respondent had issued advocate notice 

upon the defendant and the previous owner Tarek Akhtar Ansari also 

informed the defendant in writing that he is always ready to return the 

security amount of Rs.14,000/-(Rupees Fourteen Thousand only) to him and 

accordingly asked the defendant to come to his residence. The previous 

owner had returned the security money amounting Rs.14000/- to the 

defendant through two no’s of demand draft. It is further pleaded that the 

defendant neglected and failed to pay the monthly rent for the suit room 

and premises to the plaintiff from the month of July 2010 till the month of 

December 2011. Defendant also did not pay the monthly rents to his 

previous landlord from the month of July, 2010 onwards. Thus the 

defendant became defaulter in payment of monthly house rent for the suit 
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room and premises. According the plaintiff brought lawsuit against the 

defendant for eviction of defendant from the suit premises on the ground of 

defaulter.           

   DEFENDANT/APPELLANT’S CASE 

5. The defendant/appellant contested case of plaintiff by filling written 

statement both in law and facts. The defendant submits that the former land 

lord Tarek Akhtar Ansari never verbally informed the defendant about the 

family settlement dated 14-07-2010 by which the plaintiff became the owner 

of the suit premises but when the defendant tendered the rent for the 

month of July 2010 the former land lord simply refused to accept the 

monthly rent. On-12-08-2010 the plaintiff informed the defendant about the 

family arrangement and the former land lord informed about it through his 

letter dated 18-09-2010. The plaintiff vide letter dated 12-08-2010 informed 

the defendant to contact her within 31-08-2010 for fresh tenancy agreement 

and to fix fresh rent by mutual consent and to pay the due rent thereof to 

her effect from the month of July 2010. Hence the plaintiff agreed to accept 

rent for the month of July and August 2010 at new rate together in the 

month of September 2010 which means she was ready to accept rent 

together for the month of July and August 2010. Further the defendant 

submits that the former land lord took more than one year time to return the 

security deposit of RS.14, 000/- only to the defendant. Hence, the defendant 

is not a defaulter and further not liable to be evicted from the suit room and 

therefore prayed to dismiss the suit.        

6. On the above pleading Learned Munsiff No-2, Sonitpur framed the following 

issues: 

(i)     Whether there is any cause of action for the suit? 
(ii)     Whether the defendant is a defaulter in payment of rent 

and thereby is liable to be evicted from the suit room and 
premises? 

(iii)     Whether the plaintiff is entitled to recover Rs.25, 200/- as   
arrear rent at the rate of Rs.1400/- per months from the 
month of July 2010 to December 2011 and also future rent 
at the rate of Rs.1400/- per month from the month of 
January 2012? 

(iv)     Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the decree as prayed 
for? 

(v)     To what relief(s) the plaintiff is entitled to? 
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7. The plaintiff during the course of the evidence examined as many as 2 (two) 

witnesses and defendant examined as many as 2 (two) witnesses.  

8. I have heard the Ld. Advocates on behalf of both the sides at length and 

also perused the documents available on record. 

9. On careful perusal of the judgment and order pronounced by ld. Munsiff, 

No.2, Tezpur it divulges before this court that Ld. Court below has decreed 

the suit with cost and the defendant/appellant on being aggrieved and 

dissatisfied with the impugned judgment and order preferred the present 

appeal upon the following grounds:  

GROUNDS OF APPEAL 
(i) For that the learned trial court has committed grave error in law and 

in fact in passing of the judgment and decree in the suit 
(ii) For that the suit being under Rent Control Act it is the bounden duty 

of the plaintiff to establish that he/she is the land lord in respect of 
the tenanted premises. Here in the suit there was no relationship of 
land lord and tenant between the plaintiff and the appellant/ 
defendant as claimed by the plaintiff, the plaintiff has not produced 
any documentary evidence that the suit room falls under her share in 
her ancestral property.  

(iii) For that the tenanted premises is part of the undivided ancestral 
property of the plaintiff and the plaintiff’s brother Tarak Akhtar Ansari 
accepted the rent for the tenanted premises from the appellant as 
the land lord till the month of June 2010 and till then said brother of 
the plaintiff or the plaintiff herself never informed the appellant that 
the ancestral property shall be partitioned and the tenanted premises 
shall fall in the share of the plaintiff and from the 1st day of July 2010 
the plaintiff shall become the landlady in place of her brother. The 
brother even when the rent for the month of July 2010 tendered by 
the appellant he did not ask the appellant to pay the rent to his sister 
the plaintiff, but simply refused to accept the rent for the month of 
July 2010 when tendered by the appellant.   
 Since defaulter for one month’s rent shall remain always a 
defaulter and since the former land lord did not accept rent for the 
month of July 2010 and the subsequent land lady the plaintiff only 
vide her letter dated 12-08-2010 sent to the appellant directed the 
appellant to contact her within 31-08-2010, the plaintiff as such 
waived her right to get the tenant defaulter for nonpayment of rent 
for the month of July 2010. 

(iv) For that the plaintiff vide her letter dated 12-08-2010 Exhibit No.1 
made it clear that she was ready to accept monthly rental for the 
month of July 2010 and August 2010 at the same time.  

(v) For that the plaintiff and the appellant failed to enter into a fresh 
tenancy agreement for the lack of agreement on the quantum of 
enhanced monthly rental for the tenanted premises. Neither the 
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plaintiff nor her brother the previous land lord was ready to accept 
the prevailing monthly rental at the rate of Rs.1400/- per month. 
There was no taker for the rent so the appellant is never a defaulter. 
The appellant was compelled to deposit the rental for seventeen 
months together at the rate of Rs.1400/- per month in the court 
under Section 5(iv) of the Rent Control Act.       

(vi) For that when the plaintiff was ready to accept the rent for the month 
of July and August 2010 together by condoning the default in 
payment of the rent for the month of July 2010 to be paid in the 
month of August 2010, so the plaintiff had no reason not to accept 
the rent for the rent for the month of July 2010 to November 2011 
which were deposited in the court by the appellant. Notice of which 
was duly served and the plaintiff herself filed a protest petition 
against depositing the rent in the court.   

(vii) For that the rent for the month of July 2010 to November 2011 and 
thereafter in every succeeding month, the appellant depositing the 
monthly rental in the court regularly. Hence, the appellant is never a 
defaulter in payment of the monthly rental. 

(viii) For that the former land lord was holding security deposit from the 
appellant which he did not return to the appellant before he ceased 
to be the land lord and he also did not handed over the security 
deposit to his sister the plaintiff on or before 1st July 2010 on the 
date the plaintiff allegedly become the land lady. The former land 
lord the brother of the plaintiff returned the security deposit to the 
appellant only on 15-01-2011. The former land lord could have 
deducted the rent for the months of July 2010 to December 2010. As 
such the appellant is never liable for nonpayment of rent from July 
2010 to December 2010. Knowing fully well that under peculiar 
circumstances the rent for the month of July 2010 to November 2011 
was lying in deposit in court the plaintiff cannot ignore that it is for 
her refusal to accept the rent the same was deposited in the Court. 

(ix) For that demand for fresh agreement with exorbitant increased rent 
from the appellant was the reason for nonpayment of rent to the 
plaintiff. Under Rent Control Act fresh tenancy agreement with 
enhance rent can be executed only after five years of tenancy. 
Herein the instant suit the monthly rental for the suit premises was 
enhanced and re-fixed only in the month of September 2009. Under 
Rent Control Act the interest of the tenant is always protected even 
after transfer of ownership to subsequent owner and rent can be re-
fixed only after 5 years of tenancy.      

(x) For that the plaintiff claims to be the subsequent land lady in respect 
of the tenanted premises which was a monthly tenancy between her 
brother and the appellant. The learned trial court wrongly held that 
since there was no fresh agreement of tenancy between the plaintiff 
and the appellant the appellant is bound to pay rent month to month 
to the plaintiff, but the plaintiff never came forward to claim rent for 
the month of July 2010 and August 2010.  

(xi) For that admittedly no agreement of tenancy was materialized 
between the plaintiff and appellant for disagreement on quantum of 
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enhanced rent. Therefore the trial court is wrong in holding that it is 
the duty of the defendant/ appellant to establish that the plaintiff 
demanded enhanced rent. It is impossible to prove something 
verbally stated. In the Exhibit No.1 the plaintiff clearly demanded for 
a fresh tenancy agreement by fixing fresh rent by mutual consent. 
The rent remained unpaid as no consensus arrived at between the 
plaintiff and the appellant.                    

(xii) For that the Judgment and Decree dated 17-12-2018 passed by Smt 
J. Hazarika, Munsiff, No.2, Tezpur in T.S No- 12 of 2012 is great 
miscarriage of justice to the appellant. 

POINTS OF ARGUMENTS 

10. I have heard the arguments put forwarded by both the sides and during the 

argument hearing learned advocate appearing on behalf of the 

appellant/defendant emphatically submitted before this court that learned 

trial court did not apply its mind judiciously at the time of passing the 

impugned judgment and decree specifically in deciding Issue Nos.2 and 3.  

11. As such, it is seen from the points of argument as well as Memo. of Appeal 

that the defendant/appellant disputed the decisions of Ld. Trial court below 

over Issue Nos.2 and 3 and in respect of discussion and decision of other 

issues, the defendant/appellant have not stated anything in the Memo of 

Appeal as well as during the oral submission before this first appellate court.    

12. Per contra, learned advocate appearing on behalf of the respondents 

vehemently argued before this court that the learned court below has 

decided the suit rightly and no irregularity committed by the learned trial 

court below in dismissing the Title Suit No.12/2012.  

DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS & REASONS FOR SUCH DECISIONS 

13. From the argument put forwarded by both the sides, it transpires before this 

court that the defendant/appellant side have raised objection against the 

discussion and decision of learned trial court below more specifically in 

respect of discussion and decision of Issue Nos. 2 and 3. As such, this first 

appellate court thinks it deem fit and proper to discuss the Issue Nos. 2 and 

3 at the outset.  

14. From the pleadings as well as evidence on record, this first appellate court in 

the forthcoming discussion, shall try to ascertain the following questions :  

1.   Whether learned Munsiff No-2, Sonitpur, 
Tezpur rightly decided and answered the 
issues no-2 & 3? 
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2.   Whether learned Munsiff No-2, Sonitpur, 
Tezpur rightly decreed the suit of plaintiff 
providing sufficient reasons? 

3.   Whether learned Munsiff No-2, Sonitpur, 
Tezpur appreciated the evidences adduced by 
the defendant/appellant properly leaving no 
stone unturned?  

4.   Whether findings of learned Munsiff No-2, 
Sonitpur, and Tezpur are based upon lawful 
consideration and settled provisions of law? 

15. Taking notes, upon the questions formulated by the court in upcoming 

discussions this first appellate court shall try to answer the questions above 

including the grounds of appeal of appellants in the light of evidence 

adduced by the plaintiff/appellants. 

ISSUE NO.2 and 3  

16. Issue No-2 relates to whether the defendant is a defaulter in 

payment of rent and thereby is liable to be evicted from the suit 

room and premises? And Issue No-3 relates to whether the plaintiff 

is entitled to recover Rs.25, 200/- as   arrear rent at the rate of 

Rs.1400/- per months from the month of July 2010 to December 

2011 and also future rent at the rate of Rs.1400/- per month from 

the month of January 2012? Both the issues are co-relates and as such 

both the issues were taken together for discussions and decisions. 

17. Prior discussion the plea of defaulter let has appreciate the real points of 

controversy raised between the plaintiff and defendant from their pleadings. 

The plaintiff/respondent brought instant lawsuit against the defendant 

contending that defendant was previously a monthly tenant of Tarek Akhtar 

Ansari, in respect of the suit room and premises at the rate Rs.1, 400/- of 

monthly rent which was payable within the 7th day of each and every 

English Calendar month and said Tarek Akhtar Ansari is the own brother of 

the plaintiff. Thereafter vide family arrangement dated 14-07-2010 amongst 

the heirs of late Ghulam Samdani Ansari, the suit room and premises fell in 

the share of the plaintiff and accordingly the plaintiff become land lady of 

suit room and plaintiff and previous owner Tarek Akhtar Ansari verbally in 

informed the said fact to the defendant and plaintiff vide registered notice 

dated 12-08-2010 asked the defendant to make fresh tenancy agreement 
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with her and to pay monthly rent from the month of July 2010 to the 

plaintiff. But the defendant failed to pay any heed to the request of plaintiff. 

The defendant neglected and failed to pay the monthly rent for the suit 

room and premises to the plaintiff from the month of July 2010 to the month 

of December 2011. 

18. The defendant denied the entire contentions of the plaint and pleaded 

further that when he tendered the rent for the month of July 2010, the 

former land lord simply refused to accept the monthly rent. The plaintiff vide 

letter dated-12-08-2010 informed the defendant about the family 

arrangement and the former land lord informed about it through his letter 

dated 18-09-2010. The plaintiff vide letter dated 12-08-2010 informed the 

defendant to contact her within 31-08-2010 for fresh tenancy agreement 

and to fix fresh rent by mutual consent and to pay the due rent thereof to 

her effect from the month of July 2010. Hence the plaintiff agreed to accept 

rent for the month of July and August 2010 at new rate together in the 

month of September 2010 which means she was ready to accept rent 

together for the month of July and August 2010. Hence, the defendant 

prayed that he is not a defaulter in respect of payment rents.  

19. From the pleadings on record it is seen that the defendant in his written 

statement admitted the fact of family partition and the fact that plaintiff 

became the owner of the suit premises. Now question discloses as to 

whether the defendant is a defaulter in respect of payments of rents to the 

plaintiff. Both the plaintiff and defendant adduced ocular as well as 

documentary forms of evidences.  

20. I have carefully gone through the evidences on record and it finds that Ext 1, 

Ext-2 and Ext-3 substantiated that plaintiff had educated the defendant 

about the family settlement and also requested for the rent from July, 2010 

and the defendant having sufficient knowledge about the fact that plaintiff 

becomes the owner of the suit premises as per their family partition failed to 

approach the defendant. Plaintiff by issuing Ext-1 document asked the 

defendant to execute fresh agreement of suit premises and further prayed to 

deposit rents from the month of July 2010. Ext-1 was issued on-12/08/2010 

and even on receiving the notice the defendant did not pay any rents to the 
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plaintiff or even did not approached the plaintiff for execution of fresh 

agreement in respect of suit premises. Thereafter the plaintiff had issued 

Ext-2 notice dated-18/11/10 and said notice makes it categorical that 

defendant in pursuance to the notice the defendant failed to deposit rents. 

Ext-3, Ext-4 & Ext-5 appears to be notice issued by the brother of the 

plaintiff who was the earlier landlord of the suit premises. The earlier owner 

also returned the security amount to the defendant. Hence it seen from the 

evidence of plaintiff, that defendant having sufficient knowledge about the 

family arrangement failed to deposit the rents in the month of July 2010 

even on receiving notice from the plaintiff.  

21. The defendant stated that the plaintiff demanded Rs.11,000/- per month as 

rent for the suit premises w.e.f. 15th day of July, 2010 and which was 

refused by the defendant, so the plaintiff did not received rents when 

tendered to her. Merely stating that plaintiff refused to take rent at the old 

rate and demanded Rs.11, 000/- per month as rent will not meet the 

requirements. The burden heavily lies on the defendant to prove the same 

since he asserted it. 

22. In this case the defendant in his cross-examination as DW-1 deposed before 

this court that he forgot in which day of July, 2010 he offered rent to 

Roushan Kobin Ansary and when he offered the rent to plaintiff and she 

declined to accept the rent. DW-1 further deposed that he had not deposited 

the rents immediately on being declined to receive. He further deposed that 

monthly rent was fixed Rs.1400/- and it was decided to pay the monthly rent 

within 7 days of next succeeding months. DW-1 further deposed in his cross-

examination that he has deposited rents from July 2010 to November 2011, 

total rents of Rs.23, 800/- in court. DW-1 further deposed that at Guwahati 

he offered rents to plaintiff for the months of August 2010 and September 

2010 but plaintiff declined to accept the same and he failed to deposit the 

rents before this court immediately after it was declined by the plaintiff.  

23. Hence from the evidence of DW-1 it has become crystal clear that defendant 

deposited total amounting Rs. Rs.23, 800/- in court rents of July 2010 to 

November 2011. DW-2 being one official witness supported such fact by 

exhibiting the Misc Case No-483/11 vide Ext-E before this court.  
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24. It is well settled law that Section 5(4) of the AUARC Act, casts a duty upon 

the tenant to first tender monthly rent to the landlord. However, if the 

landlord refuses to accept the lawful rent offered by his tenant, only then a 

tenant may within a fortnight of its following due, deposit in the Court the 

amount of such rent together with process fees for service of notice upon 

the landlord. Subject to above, the said provisions further prescribe that a 

tenant who has made such deposit shall not be treated as a defaulter under 

clause (e) of the proviso to sub-section (1) of Section 5 of the Act. 

25. In this case the defendant failed to adduce anything before the court upon 

which this court may presume that defendant had offered the rent to 

plaintiff before he deposited the rents to the court. Even if we consider that 

monthly rents were tendered by the defendant before depositing the rents 

to the court, in that circumstances also it is observed that defendant failed 

to deposit the rents immediately on being declined by the plaintiff to receive 

the rents tendered by the defendant. DW-1 in his cross-examination firmly 

affirmed that he had not deposited the rents immediately on being declined 

to receive by plaintiff. He further deposed that monthly rent was fixed 

Rs.1400/- and it was decided to pay the monthly rent within 7 days of next 

succeeding months. DW-1 further deposed in his cross-examination that he 

has deposited rents of July 2010 to November 2011 total rents of Rs.23, 

800/- in court.  

26. The fact of placing rents of Rs.23800/- in Misc (J) No- vide-E, against the 

rents from July 2010 to November 2011 altogether for about 17 months at a 

time makes the defendant defaulter in respect of payment of rents of suit 

premises. The defendant himself during his cross-examination affirmed that 

he failed to deposited the rents immediately after being declined by the 

plaintiff and he has deposited rents altogether for 17 months.  

27. The defendant during his cross-examination further deposed that he had 

offered rents to plaintiff for the months of August 2010 and September 2010 

but plaintiff declined to accept the same and he failed to deposit the rents 

before this court immediately after declined by the plaintiff. That part of his 

evidence makes it crystal clear that defendant without complying the due 

process of law deposited the rents before the court.  
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28. More also deposit of rents for several months altogether in court itself 

brands the tenant to be a defaulter. The defendant in this case further failed 

to adduce any evidence before the court to prove that he had tendered the 

rents to the plaintiff before he deposited the rents in court. In that aspect I 

would like to refer judgment of our parents Hon’ble Gauhati High Court 

styled as Smt. Sushila Devi Khemka V. Smti. Sabitri Devi Kejriwal, 

(2016) 5 GLJ 275, where it has been held by Hon’ble Court that :-  

…. A mere deposit of rent in Court would not be a valid 

deposit unless the conditions precedent enumerated in 

section 5(4) of the Assam Urban Areas Rent Control 

Act, 1972 are satisfied. Those requirements are as 

follows: - (i) The tenant has to offer the rent to the 

landlord before deposit; (ii) Upon such offer, landlord 

has to refuse to accept the rent; (iii) The tenant 

thereafter has to make the deposit in Court within a 

fortnight of its falling due; and (iv) Such deposit has to 

be of the entire amount of the rent along with process 

fee for the service of notice upon the landlord.  

29. It is further held in Nityananda Dutta vs. Anisul Haque; 2008 (2) GLT 

364) that a tenant is protected from ejectment under the Rent Act only if 

the rent is paid on due time or in the event of refusal by the landlord to 

accept the tendered rent, the same should be deposited in Court within a 

fortnight of it becoming due.  

30. Now coming to the instant case in hand the defendant himself during the 

time of cross-examination admitted that he failed to deposit the rent before 

the court immediately after the plaintiff declined to receive the rent offered 

by him. That indicates and proved that defendant failed to comply the 

settled procedure in respect of depositing the rents before this court.  

31. The Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Rameswar Choudhury Vs Ram 

Niranjan Mow [1995 Supp (3) SCC 44] held that if rent is deposited in 

court without tendering the same to the landlord, then the same is not a 

valid deposit under section 5(4) of the Assam Urban Areas Rent Control 

Act,1972.  
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32. In this case the defendant failed to adduce anything before this court upon 

which this court may presume that defendant before depositing the rents to 

the court have tendered the plaintiff first. No such evidence adduced by the 

defendant before this court, rather the defendant during his cross-

examination admitted that he deposited rents from the month of July 2010 

to November 2011 together and Ext-E appears to be the proof of said facts. 

The entire deposit belongs to 17 months at a time renders the defendant 

defaulter in respect of payment monthly rents to the plaintiff.  

33. In the result, this court is constrained to opine that the defendant defaulted 

in payment of rent since July 2010 and is liable to be evicted from the suit 

premises and the plaintiff is also entitled to recover the arrear rents of 

Rs.25,200/- at the rate of Rs.1400/- per months from the months of July 

2010 to December 2011 and also future rents from January 2012 at 

Rs.1400/-.  

34. Therefore, in the light of above said discussion, this court finds that the 

discussion and decisions of the learned trail court below in respect of Issue 

No.2 & 3 not suffers from any measureable peccadillo rather same was 

conceded upon the true facts and pleadings on record.  

35. Accordingly, it is seen that learned trial court has not committed any error in 

deciding Issue No.2 & 3 and accordingly decisions of both the issues not 

justifies any interference from this court and resulting to that discussion and 

decision of Ld. Trial court below in respect of Issue No.2 & Issue No-3 is 

upheld.  

36. In the light of objection raised in Memo of Appeal by the 

defendant/appellant this first appellate court has seen that 

defendant/appellant have not raised any objection against the discussions 

and decisions of Learned Trail Court over other issues. Hence, this first 

appellate court not finds anything reasonable for re-treating the discussions 

and decisions of learned court bellow over those issues.  

37. In view of discussions and decisions made in all the foregoing issues above, 

this court is of painstaking opinion that learned Munsiff No-2, Sonitpur, 

Tezpur rightly decided the remaining issues and further rightly the decreed 

the suit of plaintiff/respondent.   
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38. Under the above such circumstances, the judgment pronounced and 

delivered by the ld. Munsiff No.2, Tezpur, Sonitpur needs no interference in 

respect of residual issues and consequent to that decisions of learned trial is 

upheld. Accordingly, the first appeal is dismissed with cost. 

39. Prepare a decree accordingly. The appeal is disposed of on contest with cost. 

Send down the Case Record, along with a copy of this judgment to the ld. 

Court. Given under my hand & seal of the Court on the 29th May’ 2019. 

 

 

(N. J. Haque) 

Civil Judge 
                         Tezpur, Sonitpur 
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ANNEXURE 

 

Plaintiff Witnesses:   
i PW-1    : Roushan Jabin Ansari 
ii PW-2    : Tarek Akhtar Ansari 

           
Plaintiff Exhibits:  

i Ext.1   : Photostat copy of notice dated 12-08-2010 
ii Ext.1(1)  : Signature 
iii Ext.2   : Photostat copy of notice dated 18-11-2010 
iv Ext.2(1)  :  Signature of advocate Saibal Kanti Maitra 
v Ext.3   : Photostat copy of notice dated 18-09-2010 
vi Ext.3(1)  :  Signature of Tarek Akhtar Ansari  
vii Ext.4 and Ext.5 :  Letter from Tarek Akhtar Ansari to the  

    defendant 
viii Ext.4(1) and Ext.5(1) : Signatures of Tarek Akhtar Ansari 

 
Defendant Witnesses:  
 

i DW-1    : Praveen Agarwala 
ii DW-2    : Sanjib Agarwala 

 
 
Defendant Exhibits :    
 

i Ext. A   : Photostat copy of notice dated 12-08-2010 
ii Ext.B   : Photostat copy of notice dated 18-09-2010 
iii Ext.C   : Photostat copy of notice dated 18-11-2010 
iv Ext.D   :  Letter from Tarek Akhtar Ansari to the  

    defendant 
v Ext.E to Ext.Z  : Misc.(J) Cases  
vi Ext.E(1) to Ext.Z(1) :  Rent deposit challans  
vii Ext.AA to Ext.AZ :  Misc.(J) Cases  
viii Ext.AA(1) to Ext.AZ(1): Rent deposit challans 
ix Ext.BB to Ext.BO :  Misc.(J) Cases  
x Ext.BB(1) to Ext.BO(1): Rent deposit challans 

 
 

 

(N. J. Haque) 

                                                                                                 Civil Judge 
                         Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 


