
Assam Schedule VII: Form No. 132 
HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2 

HEADING OF JUDGMENT ON ORIGINAL APPEAL 
 

IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE, TEZPUR, SONITPUR 

Present: N.J. Haque, LLM, AJS 
Civil Judge 

  Tezpur, Sonitpur 
 

 28th day of November, 2019 
 

Money SUIT NO. 5/2011 
 

Sri Sukumar Debnath 
Son of Sri Birendra Kumar Debnath 
Vill- Gotlong 
Near All India Radio 
PO- Kaliabhomora 
District- Sonitpur, Assam. —Plaintiff 
 

-Vs.- 

Tezpur Gurukul Society 

Village Chatai Chapori (Oriamgori) 4th Mile 

District- Sonitpur, Assam. 

Through its President of the Management Committee 

 

     ----- Defendant 

 

“This is a suit for recovery of Rs.6, 87,365 

(Rupees Six Lakhs Eighty Seven Thousand 

Three Hundred Sixty Five).” 

And the suit came up for final hearing on-13/11/2019 in presence of 

following advocates:-  

Ld. Advocate appeared for the plaintiff           : - Mr. S. K. Singh, Advocate 
Ld. Advocate appeared on behalf of defendant: - Mr.P. Saikia, Advocate 

 

JUDGMENT 

Plaintiff’s case 

1. The plaintiff’s case appears to be in a narrow campus is that defendant is a 

registered society and running a school named Tezpur Gurukul. That one Sri 

Achinta Roy is the son of President who lives in USA and the close relatives of the 

President were in the management of that society i.e. Sri Aditya Narayan 

Goswami who is the son-in-law of President, and Sri D. Rajkhowa, father-in-law 

of Achinta Roy. That when Subhra Roy Choudhury and Aditya Narayan Goswami 
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were actively involved in management of the society, approached the plaintiff 

and offered him to provide conveyance to its school children and staff. 

Accordingly, plaintiff provided one Jeep No.AXZ-2014 and said school collected 

conveyance fees from the students and staff and disburse them to the plaintiff. 

Thereafter, as per request of the school management and Aditya Narayan 

Goswami, the plaintiff provided one Toyata Qualis No. AS-12-C-0797 and another 

bus No. AS-12 A-1934 by taking loan and cash credit facility from Vijaya Bank 

and Punjab National Bank, Tezpur. That on the third year of the school, the 

plaintiff was asked in the month of March 2006 to provide one more vehicle and 

accordingly purchased a Toyata Qualis vide no. DL-01-V-6232 by taking a fresh 

loan from Vijaya Bank, Tezpur Branch. That on being requested by Aditya 

Narayan Goswami, the plaintiff again purchased Swaraj Mazda Bus No. AS-12-D- 

3265 by obtaining a loan from ICICI Bank, Tezpur. That plaintiff has been 

providing services to the school almost from its inception and prior to July 2006 

and subsequently there was written agreement dated 26-07-2006 executed 

between them for a long lasting relationship. That said agreement was for four 

years and was to expire on 25-07-2010.That as per agreement plaintiff was to 

provide the conveyance for the school children and staff and against the same he 

was to get a monthly conveyance fees as collected within 15th day of succeeding 

month. Thereafter, defendant offered the plaintiff to open account with Bank of 

Baroda for collection of conveyance fees directly in his bank account. Accordingly, 

plaintiff opened a bank account and the amount from 01-08-06 to 31-03-2007 

were directly deposited therein. Thereafter, the defendant decided to collect 

conveyance fees through direct deposit with the help of Bank of Baroda, Tezpur 

Branch in the name of school Transport Account and then to make payment on 

every 16th and 25th day the month to the plaintiff. Thereafter, the society could 

not strictly follow the time schedule but kept on paying at regular intervals to the 

plaintiff and plaintiff had no information as to the amount collected by the 

defendant in its bank account. Then the plaintiff wrote two letters dated 29-08-

2007 and another 13-02-2008 requesting Aditya Narayan Goswami to make 

payment the outstanding amount of conveyance fees. That as per the plaintiff till 

31-01-2008 he was paid only Rs.14, 15,900/-. That plaintiff surprised as the 

defendant discontinued his service from April, 2008 without any information to 

him and there was a clear violation of agreement entered on 26-07-2006 and the 
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plaintiff immediately in the first week of April, 2008 approached the defendant to 

know the reason for discontinuation of service but no reason was shown to him. 

That said Aditya Narayan Goswami in second week of April, 2008 had assured of 

looking into the matter and on request he also handed over the bank statement 

of the school transport account for the period 02-04-2007 to 25-03-2008 and as 

per that account plaintiff came to know that an amount of Rs.22,37,415/- were 

collected whereas the plaintiff paid only a sum of Rs.17,32,000/-.That plaintiff 

sent a letter dated 10-07-08 requesting the defendant society and its then office 

bearers to pay outstanding amount during the period from 01-04-2007 to 31-03-

2008, but remained unpaid. Hence, the plaintiff sought damages of Rs.10 Lakhs 

from the defendant for breaking the agreement without any reason and without 

any prior permission to the plaintiff. That in August, 2008 Sri Aditya Narayan 

Goswami assured the plaintiff to pay the outstanding dues with compensation. 

That in the month of September, 2008,the plaintiff prepared to institute the suit 

but before that he went again to meet Aditya Narayan Goswami who was then 

Vice President-cum-Treasure and he assured the plaintiff of paying compensation 

at the time of financial closure in the month of March 2009. Thereafter, the 

plaintiff came to know that Aditya Narayan Goswami left the school having 

differences with the society. Hence, plaintiff prayed for recovery of Rs.5, 05,415/- 

as the defendant had paid Rs.17, 32,000/- for the period of 01-04-2007 to 31-03-

2008 although the school collected a sum of Rs.22, 37,415/-. The plaintiff further 

prayed damages of Rs.10 Lakhs for infringement of written contract executed 

between the plaintiff and defendant in the month of July, 2007.  

     Defendant’s Case 

2. The defendant’s contested the suit of plaintiff by filling written statement both in 

law and facts. Defendant with the plea of no cause of action, barred by law of 

limitation and not maintainable etc. further pleaded that Subhra Roy Choudhury 

and Aditya Narayan Goswami never approached the plaintiff on behalf of the 

defendant and never offered him to provide bus to school children and staff. That 

when the school was started the plaintiff being an independent businessman 

approached the school management to provide him the facilities of transportation 

of school children and staff and as per said request the management of the 

defendant allowed him such business of transport facilities to the students and 

teaching staff of the school. That it was verbally agreed between the parties that 
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conveyance fees will be collected by the management of the defendant per 

month and same will be paid to the plaintiff by taking Rs.50/- only from per 

student per month as conveyance managing fees for the first year i.e. session 

2006-2007 and Rs.75/-only from each student per month from second year for 

the said purpose. Thereafter, as per the request of the plaintiff the management 

allowed the plaintiff to collect the conveyance fees from the student and staff for 

the first year and accordingly plaintiff himself had collected the conveyance fees 

for the first year,plaintiff again requested the defendant to collect conveyance 

fees per month for second year and accordingly the defendant collected the 

conveyance fess from the school students and staff per month and deposited the 

name in the bank of Baroda, Tezpur in the account which was open in the name 

of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport. That plaintiff himself provided extra vehicle 

of his own and he was never requested by the school management or Aditya 

Narayan Goswami. That Aditya Narayan Goswami, Vice President-cum-Treasure 

has no right or authority to execute any agreement with the plaintiff in the name 

of defendant. The defendant society did not give him such power and authority 

to do so on behalf of the society. That defendant came to know about that 

agreement on perusal of the plaint and said Aditya Narayan Goswami never 

disclosed said fact to the defendant. That defendant never agreed with the terms 

and conditions embodied in the said void agreement. That there was no system 

of payment of such conveyance fees to the plaintiff on every 16th and 25th day of 

month as per verbal agreement as alleged by the plaintiff. That plaintiff has no 

outstanding dues in the year 2007-08 and he never written any letter dated 29-

08-2007 and 13-02-2008to Aditya Narayan Goswami with a request of making 

outstanding payment. That an amount of Rs.14, 15,900/- was paid to the plaintiff 

by the defendant not by Sri Aditya Narayan Goswami. That contents of letter 

dated 13-02-2008 was not known to the defendant as the same was not served 

on the defendant. That defendant neither violated any agreement dated 26-07-

2006 nor discontinued the plaintiff’s services since April, 2008 without any 

information. Actually plaintiff insisted the defendant to increase the fees from 

300/- to 500/- with a desire to earn a high amount of profit and defendant did 

not agree to increase the dues beyond Rs.25/-. Subsequently, the plaintiff 

reluctant to resolve the other issues like punctuality and overloadingof vehicle 

and he continued to run the vehicle on his own without being  involved in fee 
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collection administration and management etc. That plaintiff never approached 

the defendant in the first week of April, 2008 or in any date to know the reasons 

for discontinuation of his service. That the defendant has paid all the dues of the 

plaintiff against his services. That for the sessions 2007 -2008 the exams were 

over by 10thMarch 2008 and result were declared on 15th March 2008 so all the 

outstanding money for this session were collected before 15th of that month and 

any money that was collected after 25th March was for admission, registration fee 

and the monthly fees for the next sessions. That defendant never receive any 

letter dated 10-07-2008 and the plaintiff manufactured the sale letter 

subsequently for the purpose of the suit. Accordingly, there was no outstanding 

to be paid to the plaintiff for the period of 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008. That Aditya 

Narayan Goswami in the month of September 2008 was not the Vice President of 

the Society and he did not assure the plaintiff to pay the outstanding with 

compensation as he resigned from his post in April, 2008. Therefore, the 

defendant prayed to dismiss the suit by imposing cost.   

ISSUES 

3. Upon the above said pleadings and hearing learned advocates of both sides, my 

learned predecessor in office settled the following issues for decision and 

discussions:- 

1. Whether there is any cause of action for the 

suit?  

2. Whether the suit is maintainable as per law? 

3. Whether the suit is barred by Limitation? 

4. Whether the suit is bad for waiver, estoppel and 

acquiescence?  

5. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to a sum of 

Rs.6, 87,365/- from the defendant for providing 

transport facilities? 

6. Whether the money collected and deposited in 

the name of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport in 

the account of Bank of Baroda belongs to 

plaintiff?  

7. To what other relief / relief(s) the parties are 

entitled? 
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8. The plaintiff to prove his case examined five nos. ofwitnesses and exhibited 

several documents before this court. Per contra, the defendant side 

examinedonewitness and exhibited certain documents before this court. 

EVIDENCES ADDUCED BY THE PLAINTIFF 

9. PW-1 Sri Sukumar Debnath has submitted his examination-in-chief by 

reproducing the contentions of the plaint and further exhibited the following 

documents : 

Ext-1: Certificate by Tezpur Gurukul  
Ext.1 (1): is the signature of Sri Aditya N. Goswami  
Ext-2: is the agreement dated 26-07-2006 
Ext.2 (1) to 2(4):are the signatures of Sri Aditya N. Goswami 
Ext.2 (1) to 2(4): are the signatures of Sri Aditya N. Goswami with 
official seal of the defendant society  
Ext.2 (5) to 2(8): are the signatures of plaintiff 
Ext.2 (9) to 2(10): are the signatures of two witnesses 
Ext-3: is the letter dated 13-02-2008 issued by plaintiff 
Ext-4: is the letter dated 10-07-2008 issued by plaintiff 
Ext.4 (1) & 4(2): are the signatures of plaintiff 
Ext.5 (1) &5(4): are the postal receipts 
Ext.6 (1) & 6(2): are the two vehicle loans sanctioned by Vijaya 
Bank dated 25-04-2005 and 22-03-2006 
Ext-7: is the bank statement of ICICI Bank dated 14-10-2006 
Ext-8: is the IT return 2006-07 
Ext-9: is the IT return 2007-08 
Ext-10: is the statement of money received by plaintiff during 
2007-08 
Ext-11(1): is the receipt in regard to deposit of fees 
Ext-11(2): is the R/C 
Ext.12 is the certificate of registration of vehicle no. DL-IV-6232 
 

10. PW-1 in his cross-examination deposed that he has filed this suit against 

Gurukul Society. He doesn’t know if the defendant Tezpur Gurukul Society is 

registered or not, but the registration number is mention in the agreement 

made with him. He has not filed the suit against any other person except 

Tezpur Gurukul Society. He had sent the notice to three persons namely, 

President, Vice-president cum treasurer and Secretary.He gave the notice on 

10-07-2018 but the notice was registered on 14-07-2018. He has not 

impleaded the persons in this suitto whom he sent the notice.He used to 

provide conveyance to all students of Gurukul along with some teachers, and 

also brought some of the students. From 19-01-2004 he used to transport 

some students and teachers of Gurukul. He provided conveyance to them 

from January 2004 to March, 2008.School Sessions started from 1st April to 



 

 

 

 
 

M.S No-5 of 2011 

(Sri Sukumar Debnath –vs- Tezpur Gurukul Society) 

7 | P a g e  

 

the 31 March of next year. The conveyance fess for the session 2004 to 2005 

was collected by the school and given to him after such collection. The 

conveyance fess for the session 2005 to 2006 was also collected by the 

school and given to him.  The school collected some portion of conveyance 

fess for the session 2006 to 2007 and thereafter he collected the fees for the 

months of April may June and July and thereafter the guardians of the 

students used to deposit the amount in his bank account at Bank of Baroda. 

The teachers had also deposit the fee amount in his bank account at Bank of 

Baroda for the said period, but he has an arrangement with the school 

authority that the amount which is to be paid by the teacherswould be half of 

that amount. Accordingly, the teachers had deposited the half amount.He 

transported the teachers from the beginning and also receiving half amount 

from them from the beginning. He has not mentioned in his plaint about 

receiving half amount of the conveyance fee from the teachers from the 

beginning. The amount for the sessions 2004-2005 is not due to him. The 

amount for the sessions 2006-2007 is not due to him.He cannot remember 

what amount he received for the sessions 2006-2007. An amount of Rs.5, 

5375/- is receivable by for the sessions 2007-2008. He had received Rs.17, 

32,000/- in sessions 2007-2008. He could not say the number of student and 

teachers he transported daily during the sessions 2007-2008 and the account 

of same is not with him. He was running five vehicles. He used to pay Income 

Tax and in the Income tax return he has mentioned about receiving 

Rs.17,32,000/- and the amount of Rs.55415/- which is receivable by him. He 

has a saving account in the bank of Baroda and the A/C number is 

2164010002351 and the said account was running till 31-03-2008.He has not 

filed the copy of Pass Book of that account with the plaint. The account in 

which the amount ( including conveyance fees) was kept with Bank of Baroda 

was in the name of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport and the said account 

was operated by school authority on behalf of Gurukul Society Transport and 

the amount receivable by him were deposited in the said account. He has 

knowledge about depositing the amount in that account. The amount for the 

period from 2007-2008 was given to him by chaque and the previous 

payments of some amount were made by chaque as well as cash. He used to 

deposit the chaque received by him into his bank account. Some of the said 
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chaque were deposited by him in Bank of Baroda, Bijoya Bank and at Punjab 

National Bank. He was paid in full till the period November, 2007. Thereafter, 

money was paid to him but not in full. He has submitted the documents of 

purchase and registration relating to those three vehicles. He has filed the 

suit on 31-03-2011. He has filed the suit for recovery of Rs.5, 05,415/- along 

with interest, Rs.6, 87,365/- in total, against the defendant. He has claimed 

interest @ 12% p.a. There was no written agreement that the defendants will 

pay interest if any amount remained unpaid to him. No verbal agreement for 

interest was there. Ext.2 was shown to be executed on 26-07-2006and there 

is mentioned that the same will be in force for 4 years and it was also 

mentioned that the conveyance fees mentioned therein would be determined 

1stparty in consultation with the 2nd party. The conveyance fees was 

determined as per the consultation made with Aditya Narayan Goswami and 

Subhra Choudhury and himself. Ext.2 was signed by him and Aditya Narayan 

Goswami. He has no account as to what amount he has already received and 

to be received by him till 31st January, 2008. Later on, said that he had with 

him the account regarding the amount received by him for the said period. In 

Ext.10 he has shown the account of receiving money by till May, 2008. The 

academic year of school sessions is from 1st April to 31st March. The money 

paid through Ext.10 was not given to him properly. Ext.3 is the letter dated 

13-02-2008 given to Aditya Narayan Goswami. In that letter he has 

mentioned that he has received Rs.14,15,900/- till 31st January, 2008 and it 

was also mentioned that till that period the receivable amount of 

Rs.16,50,000/- and in that letter he has mention that there was a system of 

making payment on 16th and 25th day. Ext.4 is the letter dated 10-07-208 

sent by him to Smt. Kanti Ray, Subhra Ray Choudhury and Aditya Narayan 

Goswami of Tezpur Gurukul Society. It that letter he has mentioned that 

though he was to get approximately Rs.16, 50,000/- but he was paid only 

Rs.14, 15,900/- and in that letter he mentioned that defendant side had 

asked him to stop his services from the month of April, 2008. In the same 

letter he has mentioned that Subhra Ray Choudhury gave him a statement 

respect of transactions in school account pertaining to his business. The 

statement of bank account mentioned in his suit was given to him by Aditya 

Narayan Goswami and Subhra Ray Choudhury. Aditya Narayan Goswami told 
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him verbally that outstanding dues and compensation will be paid to him. He 

doesn’t know if Aditya Narayan Goswami resigned from the post of Vice 

President cum Treasure from the month of April, 2008. No result of the school 

was announced on 15-03-2008. . He doesn’t know if the school authority 

collected fees from the student’s prior declaration of the result.  

11. PW-2 in his evidence-in-chief deposed that he had received summon from the 

Court and he was directed to bring certain original documents and Statement 

of Accounts of Sri Sukumar Debnath and Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport 

for the period from 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008. He has also been directed to 

bring the Account Opening Form of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport Account 

and change of signature made subsequently against the said account. Ext.13 

is the Account Statement of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport for the period 

from 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008. It has been certified by him, he being the 

competent authority to certify. Heis holding the post of Senior Manager. Every 

page of Ext.13 bears his certificate with his initials and seal of the bank. 

Ext.14 is the Account Statement of Sukumar Debnath for the period from     

01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008. Ext.14 also bears his certificate with his initials 

and bank seal. He has also brought a separate certificate to certify Ext.13 and 

Ext.14 maintained in their computer system in the regular course of banking 

business and the print out of Ext.13 and Ext.14 have been taken from their 

computer system which are authenticated under the Banker’s Books Evidence 

Act, Information Technology Act and Indian Evidence Act. Ext.15 is the 

certificate duly signed by him with his official seal and signature. Ext.15 (1) is 

his signature with seal. He has brought the Account Opening Form of Tezpur 

Gurukul Society Transport Account.  At the beginning, Mrs. Kanti Roy, Sri 

Dhiren Ch. Rajkhowa, Mr. Shubra Roy Choudhury were authorized to sign on 

behave of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport and any of the two out of the 

three were authorized to operate the account. Ext. 16 is the Account Opening 

Form (proved after comparing with the original). Ext.16 has the photographs 

and signatures of the three persons authorized to operate the account. 

Subsequently, on 24-03-2009 one signatory Sri Dhiren Ch. Rajkhowa who was 

already had the signing authority against the Tezpur Gurukul Society 

Transport Account was permitted to sign against other five more accounts 

with their bank. There were in total six accounts. Apart from Tezpur Gurukul 
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Society Transport Account, the other Accounts were namely, Tezpur Gurukul 

Society Fees yearly Account, Tezpur Gurukul Society Fees Monthly Account, 

Tezpur Gurukul Society Fees Examination Account, Tezpur Gurukul Society 

Fees Books Account and Tezpur Gurukul Society Account. Ext.17 is the letter 

dated 04-03-2009. Ext.18 is the introduction of specimen of Vice-President 

cum Treasure Sri Dhiren Ch. Rajkhowa (proved after comparing with the 

original).  He has brought the original instruments (chaque 66 in number) 

issued by Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport from the period from 01-04-2007 

to 31-03-2008. Despite search, he has not been able to trace out the chaque 

bearing No.501668, but the same is reflected in the Accounts Statement. 

Exts.19 (1) to 19(66) are the chaque issued by Tezpur Gurukul Society 

Transport to Sri Sukumar Debnath and some other recipients. (Proved after 

comparing with the original).   Ext. 20 is the original summon. 

12. He in his cross-examination deposed that Ext.13 has been shown from the 

period from 03-04-2007. Exts.13 and 14 has 14 parts. He has not produced 

the deposit vouchers of Ext.13. Summons was sent to him was directed to 

produce the Statement of Account for the period from 01-04-2007 to 31-03-

2008, however, Ext.14 reflects that the transactions from the period from 03-

04-2007 to 03-12-2007, has been submitted. The other dates has not been 

shown in the exhibits as no transaction was made. The chaqueExts.19 (1) to 

19(66) have been produced before the Court today, all the amounts may not 

be deposited in the plaintiff’s account No.21640100002351. The missing 

chaque No.501668 he cannot say that in Account the amount has been 

deposited.  

13. PW-3 in his evidence-in-chief deposed that he has come to the Court on 

receiving summons and brought along with him the documents as mentioned 

in the summons. He is presently working as Deputy Branch Manager. Ext. 21 

is the relevant summon through Ext. 21 he has been directed to bring loan 

documents, bank statements etc. relating to motor vehicle loan account no. 

LVTEZ-00007771649. Accordingly, he brought the relevant documents duly 

certified by him since he is holding the position of Deputy Branch Manager of 

Tezpur Branch of ICICI Bank Ltd. He maintains the banking documents in 

electronic forms in the ordinary course of banking business. In their bank 

those who are authorized to download the documents from their official site 
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he brought and produced on the last date as was required vide Ext. 21. Ext. 

22 is the loan application form submitted by Sukumar Debnath requesting for 

a commercial vehicle loan. Ext. 22 runs into 4 pages. He has duly certified 

each of the pages of Ext. 22. Ext. 22(1) to Ext. 22(4) are his certificates in his 

writing under the seal of the bank under his signatures. Ext. 22 is the 

application form signed by Sukumar Debnath who was the applicant. Ext 23 is 

again in 4 pages signed by the co-applicant Sri Ramashankar Bhagat. Ext 23 

(1) to Ext 23(4) are his certificates under his signatures and then sealed. The 

certificates are in his writing. Ext 24 is the signature verification of the co-

applicant Sri Ramashankar Bhagat. Ext 25 is the electricity bill as the proof of 

residence of co-applicant Sri Ramashankar Bhagat and is duly certified by him 

in his writing under his signatures and then sealed. Ext 25(1) is the certificate 

with his signature and then sealed. Ext 26 is the mobile bill issued by BSNL to 

Sukumar Debnath as the proof of residence. Ext 26(1) runs into 2 pages. Ext 

26(1) and Ext 26(2) are the two certificates under the bank seal and his 

signatures. Ext 27 is the PAN card of Sukumar Debnath in two pages duly 

certified by him in his writing with bank seal and his signatures. Ext 27(1) and 

Ext 27(2) are the two certificates under the bank seal and his signatures. Ext 

28 is the certificate of registration of the vehicle purchased by Sukumar 

Debnath. Ext 28(1) is his certificate under bank seal and his signature. Ext 29 

is the re- payment schedule against the loan account no. LVTEZ-

00007771649 in 3 pages. Ext 29(1) to 29(3) are in his writing with bank seal 

and his signatures. Ext 30 is the loan account statement in 7 pages (both 

sides counted). Ext 30(1) to 30(7) are the 7 certificates in his writing with 

bank seal and his signatures.  

14. PW-3 in his cross-examination deposed that the loan was applied in a printed 

form by Sukumar Debnath and it was applied in Tezpur ICICI branch. The 

records are sent to the Central Office Mumbai. As the physical documents 

which are sent to Central Office Mumbai are also saved in the computer 

archives and therefore they didn’t make any correspondence with Central 

Office Mumbai office for the said documents. In Ext. 21 he has not been 

asked to bring the originals of the documents specifically. Hedoesn’t know 

that a separate certificate is required to be filed to prove the statements of 
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accounts. In Ext 29 and Ext 30 the certification given by him has been written 

in the pages itself and no separate certification has been given.  

15. PW-4 in his evidence-in-chief deposed that he brought the documents as 

required. He has discharging the responsibility of PNB Tezpur Branch since 17 

June 2017 and he is to superannuate on 30-04-2018. On earlier occasion also 

he had submitted the same set of documents but due to absence of ld. 

Presiding officer his deposition could not be recorded. Ext. 31 is the copy of 

summons which the bank has received. In the summons, he has been 

directed to bring the account opening application and other connected 

documents submitted at the time of opening the account. The account was a 

cash credit account bearing No. 3306009300010993. This account is closed 

on 24/7/2008 and therefore the account opening forms and other documents 

have been destroyed. He has already submitted the statement of account 

against the above cash credit for the period 1/7/2003 till its closure. Ext 32 is 

the statement of account in 14 pages. Ext. 32(1) to 32(14) are his signatures 

with official seal of the bank.  He has also submitted a certificate to certify the 

correctness of statement of account (Ext 32). The certificate is Exhibit 33 with 

his seal and signature. Ext 33(1) is the official seal with his signature. Today 

he has deposed as per the records available with them. 

16. PW-4 in his cross-examination deposed that today he did not bring the 

documents of item No.2 as those documents already submitted by him before 

this court on previous occasion i.e. on 3rd October 2018. There is no date 

mentioned in Exhibit 33.  

17. PW-5 in his evidence-in-chief deposed that he has appeared before the court 

and brought the documents as required. Their office has received the 

summons and also a show cause to DTO, Sonitpur. He has been authorized to 

depose by DTO, Sonitpur. Ext.34 is the written authority in his name signed 

by DTO, Sonitpur. Ext.34 (1) is the signature of DTO, Sonitpur. He has 

brought the particulars of 4 different vehicles noted down from their official 

register namely DL-IV-6232, AS-12D-3265 and AS 12C-0797. These three 

vehicles are registered in the name of Sri Sukumar Debnath, S/o Birendra Kr. 

Debnath. Ext.35, Ext.36 and Ext.37 are the particulars of the above 3 

vehicles. Ext.35 (1), Ext.36 (1) and Ext.37 (1) are the signatures of DTO, 



 

 

 

 
 

M.S No-5 of 2011 

(Sri Sukumar Debnath –vs- Tezpur Gurukul Society) 

13 | P a g e  

 

Sonitpur, with seal. He has particulars of one more vehicle bearing No.AS-12A 

1934. Ext.38 (1) is the seal and signature of DTO, Sonitpur.  

EVIDENCES ADDUCED BY THE DEFENDANTS 

18. DW-1 Sri Dhiren Chandra Rajkhowa has submitted his examination-in-chief by 

reproducing the contentions of the written statement and further exhibited 

the following documents: 

Ext. A is the Memorandum of Association of Tezpur Gurukul 

Society 

Exhibit-B is the copy of resolution dated 15-05-2011 

Ext. C to AA are the conveyance fees books.  

19. DW-1 deposed in his cross-examination deposed thatSri Aditya Narayan 

Goswami was founder vice-President cum Treasure of Tezpur Gurukul 

Society. Sri Aditya Narayan Goswami resigned from the post of Vice-President 

cum Treasure of Tezpur Gurukul Society on 4th April, 2008. After few months 

of his resignation, he took over the duty and responsibility of Tezpur Gurukul 

Society. So far he knows the plaintiff has filed the suit for his dues for the 

period 2006-07. He has seen the accounts of Tezpur Gurukul Society for the 

period for which plaintiff has sought. Ext.1 (1) is the signature of Aditya 

Narayan Goswami who was holding the post of Vice-President cum Treasure 

of Tezpur Gurukul Society. Through Ext.1 Sri Sukumar Debnath was given the 

task of student conveyance to Tezpur Gurukul at it Rubber Bugger as well as 

Chatai Chapori campus between February 2004 till 26-07-2006. Ext.4 was 

executed for the period of 4 years. He has been shown and different signs 

and seals appearing in Ext.2. These are signatures of Aditya Narayan 

Goswami along with seal. Ext.2 (1), 2(2), 2(3) and 2(4) are the signatures of 

Aditya Narayan Goswami along with school seals. Sri Aditya Narayan Goswami 

was vice President of Tezpur Gurukul Society at the time of execution of 

Ext.2. He has been shown Ext.19 series which are different chaque drawn in 

favor of plaintiff by Tezpur Gurukul Society. Ext.19 (1) to 19 (66) are different 

chaquefor the period 04-05-2007 to 18-03-2008 all drawn on Tezpur Gurukul 

Society fee transport account. In all the chaque Sri Aditya Narayan Goswami 

and Sri Kanti Roy jointly or Smt. Kanti Roy with Subhra Roy jointly signed the 

chaque. He has not produced the original of Ext. A(in Memorandum of Tezpur 

Gurukul Society) and Ext. B (Resolution authorizing him to conduct the 
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present case). He has failed to produce original of Ext. A and B. He has not 

sought any leave to lead secondary evident of Ext. A and B. In the 

conveyance account in the bank known as Tezpur Gurukul Societyfee 

transport only conveyance fee collected from student were deposited and 

admission fee, monthly subscription fee, yearly fee etc. were deposited in 

separate independent account open only independent purpose. He has been 

shown Ext.13 (account statement of Tezpur Gurukul Society transport 

account) in this account fee collected from students and staff were collected 

and deposited in the above account. There was no other deposit in this 

account. Sri Sukumar Debnath was paid periodically from this transport 

account. Ext.13 reflects also amounts withdrawn by Tezpur Gurukul Society. 

It is true that the entire deposited amount the transport accounts was not 

transferred to Sri Sukumar Debnath. Since they were also entitled to some 

amount for the transport account. He cannot say how much amount was 

collected in Tezpur Gurukul Society transport account during the financial 

2007-2008. He admits that the plaintiff had provided conveyance services to 

their society from the opening day till March 2008. The plaintiff had started 

the conveyance after holding discussion with Aditya Narayan Goswami.  

DISCUSSION, DECISIONS AND REASONS FOR SUCH DECISION:- 

20. Issue No.1: Whether there is any cause of action for the suit? 

 Issue no-1 of this relates to the cause of action. The defendant in his 

written statement emphatically pleaded that this suit has no cause of 

action. In the legal system, a ―cause of action‖ is a set of facts or legal 

theory that gives an individual or entity the right to seek a legal remedy 

against another. This applies to the filing of a civil lawsuit for such 

wrongs as property damages, personal injury, or monetary loss, as well 

as to criminal wrongs such as battery, theft, or kidnapping. A cause of 

action may come from an act or failure to act, breach of duty, or a 

violation of rights, and the facts or circumstances of each specific case 

often have a significant effect on the case.  

 In other words Cause of Action of a law suit defined as bundle of facts 

affirmed by one party and denied by the other side. Assertion of certain 

facts and denial from the other side, gives rise of a bonafide dispute 
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between the parties and said dispute considered to be cause of action 

for a law suit. 

 Now, coming to the instant dispute in hand, it is seen from the 

pleadings on record that plaintiff brought instant law suit for recovery of 

Rs.6, 87,365/- from the defendant against the services provided by the 

plaintiff to the defendant with interest and compensation by contending 

that since form the year 2006 the plaintiff has been providing services 

through conveyance for the students and staff of the defendant by 

engaging five no’s of vehicles. The plaintiff further pleaded that the 

defendant used to provide the conveyance fees through his bank 

account and subsequently the defendant opened an account meant for 

the conveyance fees of transportation and paid the conveyance fees to 

the plaintiff from that account. Plaintiff further pleaded that he has been 

providing services of conveyance to the defendant almost since from its 

inception and on 26-07-2006 there was an agreement executed 

between the plaintiff and defendant for four years and as per that 

agreement the conveyance fees needs to be paid within 15 days of 

succeeding month as collected from the children and staff. It is further 

pleaded by the plaintiff that from 01-08-06 to 31-03-2007  the 

conveyance fees collected by the defendant were directly deposited in 

the bank account of the plaintiff and thereafter the defendant for the 

period of 02-04-2007 to 25-03-2008 failed to pay the outstanding 

amount of Rs.5,05,415/- even after collecting total amount of 

Rs.22,37,415/-, as defendant had only paid Rs.17,32,000/- to the 

plaintiff. Thereafter, plaintiff on several dates i.e. on 02-09-2007 and 

13-02-2008 wrote letters to Aditya Narayan Goswami who was Vice 

President cum Treasure for paying the outstanding dues and said Aditya 

Narayan Goswami assured him that he will make arrangement for 

payment of outstanding amount along with compensation but in the 

month of April, 2008 the defendant discontinued the service of the 

defendant without information violating the agreement dated 26-07-

2006. The plaintiff also claimed that in the month of September, he 

wrote letter to defendant asking the defendant to pay the amount of 
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Rs.5, 05,415/- which remained due for the period from 02-04-2007 to 

25-03-2008, but the defendant failed to pay the said amount.  

 Per contra, the defendant denied the entire contentions of the plaintiff 

and further admitted that plaintiff provided transportation services by 

engaging vehicles as claimed by the plaintiff. The defendant further 

pleaded that defendant paid the entire conveyance amount collected 

from the staff and school students and no amount continued unpaid.  

 Hence, from the aforesaid pleadings on record, this court finds that the 

plaintiff has asserted some facts that subsequently denied by the 

defendants side. The assertions and denials presented before this court 

give rise to a cause of action that requires proper adjudication in this 

case.  

 Therefore, in the light of aforesaid discussion, this court finds that the 

instant suit has cause of action. Accordingly, issue No.1 is answered in 

affirmative in favor of the plaintiff.  

21. Issue No.2:- Whether the suit is maintainable as per law? The 

defendant in his written statement of para No.4 emphatically pleaded that as 

per section 6 of Societies Registration Act every society registered under the 

said Act may sue or be sued in the name of the President, Chairman, or 

Principal Secretary or Trustees as shall be determined by rules and 

regulations of the society. It was further pleaded that defendant society has 

determined vide Clause 17 of Memorandum of Association of Tezpur Gurukul 

Society that the defendant society may sue or may be sued in the name of 

the Secretary or the President but the plaintiff has failed to institute the suit 

as per law and hence, liable to be dismissed. 

22. In the light of the pleadings offered before this court by the defendant side 

by setting forth the plea of maintainability, this court perused the plaint of the 

suit meticulously and from where it is seen that plaintiff Sukumar Debnath 

brought the instant lawsuit against Tezpur Gurukul Society through President 

of the Management Committee. It is admitted that plaintiff failed to mention 

the name of the President but the suit was instituted through President of the 

Management Committee. Hence, it is seen that nonequoting the name of the 

President does not make the suit to be not maintainable as defendant being a 

registered society may be represented by Presidents in the. In this case, the 
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plaintiff firmlydeclared in the body of the plaint that defendant Tezpur 

Gurukul Society to be represented through its President of the Management 

Committee and DW-1 being Secretary of the Committee contesting the suit 

on behalf of the defendant. The W/S also submitted by the victim President 

Cum Treasurer of the defendant. As such, this court not finds anything upon 

which the suit may he held to be not maintainable. Accordingly, the suit is 

maintainable both in law and facts and consequent to that Issue No.2 is 

answered in affirmative and in favor of the plaintiff.   

23. Issue No.3:- Whether the suit is barred by limitation? The defendant 

in his written statement begged that the suit is barred under law of Limitation 

without setting forth any specific plea as to why the suit is barred by law of 

limitation. My predecessor-in-office framed that issue considering the 

pleadings on record and as such that needs to be answered meticulously. 

24. To decide the plea of limitation let have a glance over the settled provisions 

of law. Section 3 of the Limitation Act enjoins a court to dismiss any suit 

made, after the period of limitation prescribed therefore by the Schedule 

irrespective of the fact whether the opponent had set up the plea of limitation 

or not. It is the duty of the court not to proceed with the application if it is 

made beyond the period of limitation prescribed.Section 2 (j) Prescribed 

Period- ―period of limitation‖ means the period of limitation prescribed for any 

suit, appeal or application by the Schedule, and ―prescribed period‖ means 

the period of limitation computed in accordance with the provisions of this 

Act; (Assam Urban Water Supply & Sewerage Board v/s Subash 

Projects & Mktg. Ltd., (2012) 2 SCC 624). 

25. Hence, from the aforesaid settled provisions of law it is understand that even 

there is no specific plea put forwarded by the defendant side on the plea of 

limitation, it is the legal duty of the court to decide the plea of limitation in 

the light of settled provisions of law as well as the factual matrix of the suit.  

26. In the forthcoming discussions this court shall try to ascertain the plea of 

limitation in the backdrop of oral and documentary forms of evidences. We 

have already quoted preceding discussions that lawsuit filed by the plaintiff 

praying recovery of Rs.6, 87,365/- with damages from the defendant Tezpur 

Gurukul Society by showing the last cause of action in the month of April, 

2008, September, 2008 and March 2009. It is a suit filed for recovery of 
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money and as such period of limitation as per the Limitation Act is 3 years 

and such period of limitation needs to be premeditated from the last date of 

cause of action. 

27. Pleadings of both sides makes it definite that plaintiff prayed recovery of 

money alleging that from 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008 though the school 

collected conveyance frees of Rs.22,37,415/- as on 25-03-2008, but the 

defendant had paid only an amount of Rs.17,32,000/- and as per the plaintiff, 

defendant failed to pay the remaining amount of Rs.5,05,415/- and he prayed 

recovery of Rs.6,87,365/- by adding interest @ 12% therein. The plaintiff 

further pleaded that he wrote two nos. of letters on 29-08-2007 and 13-02-

2008 to Aditya Narayan Goswami making request for payment of the 

outstanding amount and those letters are much before the last date of cause 

of action.  The plaintiff in his plaint pleaded that the school  was closed  in 

July/2008 on account of summer vacation and after reopening the school in 

August/2008 Sri Aditya Narayan Goswami assured the plaintiff of making 

payment of outstanding dues together with compensationand plaintiff 

although made preparation of filed suit in September,2008 but he went again 

to Aditya Narayan Goswami who was the Vice President cum Treasure of the 

society and he assured the plaintiff to pay the outstanding with compensation 

at the financial closure in March, 2009. As such, it is seen that plaintiff has 

shown and pleaded the last date of cause of action in the month of April, 

July, August/2008 and March of 2009. The oral evidences presented by the 

plaintiff supported and corroborated his pleadings. 

28. Learned advocate appearing on behalf of the defendant Mr. P. Saikia 

strenuously submitted before this court that plaintiff prayed recovery of Rs.6, 

87,365/- for the period of 01-04-2007 to 25-03-2008 and plaintiff filed the 

suit on 31-03-2011 which beyond the period of limitation and as such learned 

counsel prayed to dismiss the suit for having barred under the law of 

Limitation. 

29. Per contra, learned advocate appearing on behalf of the plaintiff Mr. S. K. 

Singh vehemently argued before this court asserting that this suit is not 

barred under Law of Limitation as the entire claim of the plaintiff based on an 

agreement executed between the plaintiff and defendant on 26-07-2006 and 

on the basis of that agreement plaintiff is claiming Rs.6, 87,365/- which 
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remained unpaid for the financial year 2007-2008. It is further submitted by 

learned counsel appearing on behalf of the plaintiff that the suit was very 

much filed within the period of limitation in continuation with the agreement 

dated 26-07-2006 as the said agreement was to expire on 25-07-2010 which 

was executed for the period of 4 years. Learned counsel appearing on behalf 

of the plaintiff further argued before this court by submitting vehemently that 

the service of the plaintiff was discontinued from the month of April, 2008 

without prior information and plaintiff personally encountered Aditya Narayan 

Goswami in second week of April, 2008 who provided him bank account and 

subsequently he wrote letter dated 10-07-2008 requesting the defendant 

society and its office bearers to pay the outstanding amount. As such, suit is 

not barred by law of Limitation.  

30. In the light of argument put forwarded by both sides, I have carefully 

travelled through the entire case record to decide the plea of limitation and it 

finds that plaintiff as PW-1 categorically supported the fact that he prayed 

recovery of unpaid amount for the period of 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008 along 

with damages of Rs.10 Lakhs from the defendant as the entire conveyance 

fees collected by the defendant for the financial year 2007-2008 not wholly 

paid to the plaintiff. The plaintiff shown the last date of cause of action to be 

March, 2009 and relied upon certain documents. Ext.1 document proved and 

established the fact that Aditya Narayan Goswami certified that plaintiff 

Sukumar Debnath provided conveyance facilities to Tezpur Gurukul School 

since from 6th February, 2004 to 26trh July, 2006. Aditya Narayan Goswami 

put his signature as Vice President-cum- Treasure. The defendant although in 

his written statement denied the empowerment of Aditya Narayan Goswami 

to execute those documents but during cross-examination DW-1 had 

categorically admitted that Ext.1 (1) is the signature of Aditya Narayan 

Goswami who was holding the post of Vice President-cum-Treasure of Tezpur 

Gurukul School and through Ext.1 Sukumar Debnath was given the task of 

providing conveyance to the school. DW-1 further admitted and proved that 

Aditya Narayan Goswami was the founder Vice President –cum- Treasure of 

that school. As such, the plea of the defendant that Aditya Narayan Goswami 

was not empowered to execute any document not appears to be sustainable 

in nature. DW-1 in his cross-examination further admitted that Ext.2 (1), 2(3) 
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and 2(4) are the signatures of Aditya Narayan Goswami and Aditya Narayan 

Goswami was the Vice President –cum Treasure of Tezpur Gurukul School at 

the time of execution of Ext.2. He also admitted during his cross-examination 

that said agreement was executed for 4 years. From the cross-examination 

part of DW-1 it has categorically established and proved before this court that 

Aditya Narayan Goswami and Shubra Roy Choudhury were involved with the 

school since from its inception and there are several documents executed by 

Aditya Narayan Goswami on behalf of Tezpur Gurukul Society in favor of 

plaintiff. Ext.2 appears to be the agreement and that agreement 

downrightunveiled and proved that there was an agreement executed 

between plaintiff and Tezpur Gurukul School and Sri Aditya Narayan Goswami 

had executed that agreement on behalf of the school for providing 

conveyance facility by the plaintiff to that school and said agreement was 

executed on 26th July, 2006 for a period of 4 years. The oral evidence of PW-

1 supported that he had been providing the service of conveyance to that 

school since from its inception and defendant discontinued his services since 

from April, 2008 without informing him. Clause 11 of Ext.2 agreement 

disclosed that the agreement is valid for 4 years. 

31. Hence, it is seen that during the survival of Ext.2 document upon which the 

plaintiff has been providing conveyance facilities to the defendant, the 

defendant discontinued the services of the plaintiff in the month of April,2008 

and if we consider the cause of action from the month of discontinuation of 

service of providing conveyance to the defendant school, then also the suit is 

not appears to be barred by limitation as the defendant failed to dismantle 

the credence of PW-1 where he claimed that his service was discontinued in 

the month of April,2008. The defendant further failed to cross-examine the 

PW-1 on that point. During the survival of Ext.2 document which appears to 

be source of plaintiff’s claim the defendant had discontinued the service of 

the plaintiff.  

32. Now, coming to the fact of issuance of letters to the defendant and 

discontinuation of service in the month of April 2008, PW-1 in his evidence-in-

chief categorically supported and corroborated the fact that he wrote letters 

to Aditya Narayan Goswami and some other persons and its President on 29-

08-2007 and on-13-02-2008. He also stated that Aditya Narayan Goswami on 
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receipt of the letters invited him and assured him of redressing his grievances 

on opening of the school after summer vacation and the school was closed in 

July 2008 on account of summer vacation. After opening the school Aditya 

Narayan Goswami assured him to pay the outstanding amount together with 

compensation and he made preparation for filing the suit in the month of 

September, 2008 but before that once again he met Aditya Narayan Goswami 

and he assured compensating the plaintiff at the time of financial closure in 

March 2009. He exhibited the letter vide Ext.3 issued on 13-02-2008 and 

Ext.4 is the letter issued by him on 10-07-2008. Ext.5 (1) to 5(4) are the 

postal receipts. DW-1 during his cross-examination admitted that Ext.5 is the 

postal receipt and the address of Ext.5 (1) to 5(4) [postal receipts] are the 

correct address of the addressee. Ext.5 (1) to 5(4) actually appears to be the 

postal receipts and letters dated 10-07-2008 which was issued through Ext.5 

(1) to 5(4) and DW-1 himself admitted that address reflects in Ext.5 series 

are correct address of the addressee. If so, then it disclosed that plaintiff on 

10-07-2008 issued letter presenting his claim to Tezpur Gurukul Society Smt. 

Kanti Ray, President of Tezpur Gurukul Society, Sri Shubra Roy Choudhury, 

Secretary of Tezpur Gurukul Society and Sri Aditya Narayan Goswami, Vice 

President –cum-Treasure of Tezpur Gurukul Society. Now, if we go through 

the pleadings on record as well as cross-examination part of DW-1, then it 

disclosed that mother of Achit Rai is Kanti Rai and Mr. Achit Ray created the 

society named Tezpur Gurukul Society. Smt. Kanti Rai is founder President of 

Tezpur Gurukul Society and Aditya Narayan Goswami is the founder Vice 

President–cum-Treasure of Tezpur Gurukul Society and Shubra Roy 

Choudhury was the Secretary of that Society. That proved and established 

one fact that plaintiff duly presented his claim through Ext.4 to those 

members of Tezpur Gurukul Society demanding his unpaid amount. PW-1 in 

his oral evidence further claimed that Aditya Narayan Goswami assured him 

on several occasions during the year 2008 in the month of July, August and in 

the month of March,2009 that he will pay the compensation and return the 

unpaid amount and as such delay caused in filing the suit. The version of PW-

1 not dismantled by the defendant side during the time of his cross-

examination. The defendant side simply pleaded that said Aditya Narayan 

Goswami not empowered to execute any document. Whereas DW-1 himself 
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during his cross-examination admitted the position of Aditya Narayan 

Goswami. DW-1 further admitted the signature of Aditya Narayan Goswami 

with seal on Ext-2. Hence, the plea of defendant side not appears to be 

acceptable. The oral assurance given by the Aditya Narayan Goswami on 

different occasion to plaintiff of making payment of outstanding dues remains 

un-shaken and such appears to be an acknowledgment of payment and 

excluded the period of limitation of presenting the suit. 

33. Ext.4 appears to be a letter dated 10-07-2008 and when the plaintiff formed 

an impressions that his claim is not going to be settled in the month of March 

2009, he brought the instant law-suit for recovery of the un-paid amount and 

damages. The defendant side failed even cross-examine the PW-1 on that 

point.  

34. Therefore, in the light of aforesaid discussions this court finds that as per Ext-

2 the contract of providing services of transportation between the plaintiff 

and defendant was in existence and during the lifetime of that agreement the 

defendant discontinued the service of the plaintiff in the month of April, 2008 

and subsequently, the plaintiff on several occasions personally come across 

the then Vice President Cum Treasurer, of defendant and issues letter to all 

the office bearers in the month of July 2007 vide Ext-4. Hence, all the 

aforesaid facts needs to be considered at the time of deciding the plea of 

limitation.  Ext.4 appears and its postal receipts dated-10-07-2008 give rise of 

a fresh cause of action in the month of July,2008 and subsequently on 

different occasions i.e. in the month of July/08, August/08 and March, 2009 

as per the oral assurance of Aditya Narayan Goswami to the plaintiff. PW-1 in 

para 13 of his evidence-in-chief claimed those facts and defendant side failed 

to dismantle his credence by bringing out any sort of material contradictions. 

Above all, the termination of agreement i.e. Ext.2 without providing two 

months prior notice appears to be violation of the right of the plaintiff as per 

the terms and conditions of the Ext.2 document. The plaintiff categorically 

stated that his service was discontinued in the month of April, 2008 without 

providing a notice and defendant side failed to put forward any sort of 

pleading and failed to disprove the contention of the plaintiff. As such, it is 

seen that fresh cause of action also started in the month of April,2008.   
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35. In the result, this court is of considered opinion that instant suit is not barred 

by law of limitation. Accordingly, Issue No.3 is answered in affirmative and in 

favor of the plaintiff.   

36. Issue No-4.Whether the suit is bad for waiver, estoppel and 

acquiescence? The defendant has not specifically stated in his written 

statement as to why the suit is bad for waiver, estoppel and acquiescence. 

The defendant further failed to adduce any probable evidence upon which 

their plea regarding bad for waiver, estoppel and acquiescence may sustain. 

Accordingly, Issue No. 4 is answered in affirmative in favor of the Plaintiff. 

37. Issue No-5.Whether the plaintiff is entitled to a sum of Rs.6, 

87,365/- from the defendant for providing transport facilities?This 

issue appears to be the crux of dispute in hand. The plaintiff brought present 

law suit against the defendant contending that plaintiff has been providing  

continuous services of conveyance to the students and staff of the defendant 

since from the inception of the school and the plaintiff further engaged five 

nos. of vehicles i.e. Jeep No.AXZ-2014, Toyota Qualis No. AS-12-C-0797, bus 

No. AS-12 A-1934, Toyota Qualis vide no. DL-01-V-6232 and Bus No. AS-12-

D- 3265, as per the request of the then Vice President –cum-Treasure of the 

defendant. It is further pleaded by the plaintiff that on 26-07-2006 there was 

an agreement executed between the plaintiff and defendant for providing 

conveyance to the school children and staff and the monthly conveyance fees 

as collected needs to be paid within 15th day of succeeding month. 

Thereafter, as per the request of the defendant, plaintiff opened a bank 

account in the Bank of Baroda for collection of conveyance directly in his bank 

account and accordingly plaintiff opened a bank account and the amounts 

from 01-08-2006 to 31-03-2007 was directly deposited therein. Thereafter, 

the defendant decided to collect the conveyance fee in the name of School 

Transport Account and this was a verbal arrangement and the amounts were 

kept paying in regular intervals. It is further pleaded by the plaintiff that from 

the period of 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008 although there is collection of a sum 

of Rs.22, 37,415/- but plaintiff was paid only an amount of Rs.17, 32,000/- 

and plaintiff prayed for recovery of remaining amount of Rs.5, 05,415/- with 

interest. Per contra, defendant denied the contentions of the plaintiff and sets 

forth the following pleadings :- 
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(i) That Subhra Roy Choudhury and Aditya Narayan Goswami never 

approached the plaintiff on behalf of the defendant and never 

offered him to provide bus to school children and staff; 

(ii) That it was verbally agreed between the parties that conveyance 

fees will be collected by the management of the defendant per 

month and same will be paid to the plaintiff by taking Rs.50/- only 

from per student per month as conveyance managing fees for the 

first year i.e. session 2006-2007 and Rs.75/- only from each 

student per month from second year for the said purpose. 

Thereafter, as per the request of the plaintiff the management 

allowed the plaintiff to collect the conveyance fees from the 

student and staff for the first year and accordingly plaintiff himself 

had collected the conveyance fees for the first year, plaintiff again 

requested the defendant to collect conveyance fees per month for 

second year and accordingly the defendant collected the 

conveyance fess from the school students and staff per month and 

deposited the name in the bank of Baroda, Tezpur in the account 

which was open in the name of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport 

and used to take Rs.75/- only as conveyance fees etc.; 

(iii) That plaintiff himself provided extra vehicle of his own 

and he was never requested by the school management or Aditya 

Narayan Goswami; 

(iv) That Aditya Narayan Goswami, Vice President-cum-

Treasure has no right or authority to execute any agreement with 

the plaintiff in the name of defendant; 

(v) That defendant never agreed with the terms and conditions 

embodies in the said void agreement; 

(vi) That there was no system of payment of such 

conveyance fees to the plaintiff on every 16th and 25th day of 

month as per verbal agreement as alleged by the plaintiff; 

(vii) That plaintiff has no outstanding dues for the year 2007-

08 and he never written any letter dated 29-08-2007 and 13-02-
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2008 to Aditya Narayan Goswami with a request of making 

outstanding payment & 

(viii) That defendant neither violated any agreement dated 26-

07-2006 nor discontinued the plaintiff’s services since April, 2008 

without any information. 

38. On careful perusal of the evidences presented by both the sides, it is seen 

that there is no doubt about the fact of providing conveyance services to the 

defendant by the plaintiff engaging 5 nos. of vehicles since from the inception 

of the school. It is also appears to be proved and established that one Aditya 

Narayan Goswami was the Vice President-cum- Treasure of the defendant 

society and as per his verbal request the plaintiff started providing 

conveyance for the school children and staff of that school. The oral as well 

documentary forms of evidences presented before this court by both the 

parties makes it uncompromising that Ext.1 certificate issued by Tezpur 

Gurukul in favor of the plaintiff certifying that plaintiff Sukumar Debnath 

provided conveyance facilities to Tezpur Gurukul Society from 16th February 

/2004 to 26th July/2006. DW-1 admitted that Aditya Narayan Goswami being 

the Vice President –cum- Treasure put his signature in Ext.1. Hence, there is 

no question that plaintiff has been regularly providing conveyance facilities to 

Tezpur Gurukul. Ext.2 document (agreement) actually executed between the 

plaintiff and defendant and on behalf of defendant Aditya Narayan Goswami 

acknowledged and executed that document. DW-1 being an official of 

defendant admitted and proved the signature of Aditya Narayan Goswami 

over the Ext.2 document. On meticulous perusal of the Ext.2, it disclosed 

before this court that since from the month of July/2006 from the inception of 

the school as per the verbal arrangement the plaintiff had been providing 

conveyance services to the defendant school and subsequently in the month 

of July/2006 Ext.2 agreement was executed between the plaintiff and 

defendant and as per Clause 4 of that agreement it was agreed that plaintiff 

will receive monthly amounts as collected and received from the students as 

conveyance fees exclusively within 15th day of every succeeding month. 

Hence, it is seen that the entire conveyance fees that will be collected from 

the students as conveyance fees has to be paid to the plaintiff. In the 

agreement there is no whisper about the number of school students or about 
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the exact amount that has to be paid, rather it was agreed that the amount 

which would be collected as conveyance fees will be paid to the plaintiff. 

Hence, it is clear that as per the agreed terms between the plaintiff and 

defendant and the entire amount that will be collected from the students as 

conveyance fees will be paid to the plaintiff. 

39.  Now, coming to the fact whether the defendant has collected Rs.22, 

37,415/- on 31-03-2008 and only paid Rs.17, 32,000/- to the 

plaintiff? Oral evidences presented by PW-1 makes it categorical that 

conveyance fees was earlier paid in his account directly and subsequently as 

per the verbal agreement the Tezpur Gurukul Society has decided to collect 

the conveyance fees in Transport account of Bank of Baroda and 

subsequently paid to the plaintiff. Certainly, the plaintiff during his cross-

examination admitted he had received Rs.17,32,000/- in sessions 2007-2008 

and he also admitted that he could not say the number of students and 

teachers he transported daily during the sessions 2007-2008 and the account 

of same is not with him. The question raised by the defendant side during the 

argument as to number of students or what was the exact amount collected, 

not appears to be relevant in the light of clause 4 of Ext.2, as in that 

document it has been agreed earlier that the conveyance fees which 

exclusively collected from the students will be paid to the plaintiff. As such, at 

this stage, without any difficulty we can presume that number of students 

who were being transported by the plaintiff does not appears to be relevant 

in deciding the claim of the plaintiff. As such argument put forwarded by 

defendant’s side on that point not appears to be tenable in nature. 

40. The plaintiff further admitted during his cross-examination that he had issued 

a letter to Smt. Kanti Ray, Smt. Shubra Roy Choudhury and Aditya Narayan 

Goswami of Tezpur Gurukul Society on 10-07-2008 vide Ext.4 and in that 

letter he has mentioned that though he was to receive approximately Rs.16, 

50,000/- and he was paid only Rs.14, 15,900/- and in that letter he 

mentioned that defendant has asked him to sought service from April, 2007. 

Ext. 3 is the letter dated 13-02-2008 issued to Aditya Narayan Goswami and 

in that letter he has mentioned that he had received Rs.14, 15,900/- till 31st 

January, 2008. It was also mentioned that till that period receivable amount is 

Rs.16, 50,000/-. By quoting aforesaid cross-examination part of PW-1, the 
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defendant side during the time of argument vehemently submitted that as per 

that statement plaintiff is not entitled to get the amount as he appears to be 

contradictory with his own contention regarding the amount paid. The 

plaintiff side in response to the point of argument referred to the para No.7 of 

the plaint stating that he wrote the letter dated 29-08-2007 and 13-02-2008 

with a request to make payment of outstanding conveyance fees. Hence, it is 

seen that those letters were issued by plaintiff to the representatives of 

defendant claiming outstanding dues as estimated amount that needs to be 

paid before ending of the financial year in the month of March/2008. As such 

point of argument raised by the defendant not appears to be maintainable. 

41. Ext.6 (1) and 6(2) are appears to be the loan documents of Vijaya Bank. 

Ext.6 and 7 makes it categorical that plaintiff purchased the vehicles through 

loans from Vijaya Bank as well as ICICI bank and to prove those exhibits the 

plaintiff side has examined PW-3, PW-4 and PW-5. PW-3 appears to be a 

bank official who exhibited Ext.21, Ext.22, Ext.23, Ext.24, Ext.25, Ext.26, 

Ext.27, Ext.28, Ext.29 and Ext.30 through which the loan was obtained by the 

plaintiff from ICICI bank and PW-4 appears to be a bank official of Punjab 

National Bank through which plaintiff obtained a cash credit loan vide Ext.31, 

Ext.32 and Ext.33. PW-5 is official DTO. He has proved the ownership of the 

plaintiff of the vehicle Nos. Jeep No.AXZ-2014, Toyota Qualis No. AS-12-C-

0797, bus No. AS-12 A-1934, Toyota Qualis vide no. DL-01-V-6232 and Bus 

No. AS-12-D- 3265.  

42. Now, coming to the Ext.10 document that appears to be the statement of 

money receipt during the financial year of 2007-2008, itunveiled before this 

court that PW-1 during his cross-examination admitted that money paid 

through Ext. 10 was not given to him properly. Ext.10 appears to be a 

statement of bank account and said document was appears to be a certificate 

issued on 28-05-2008 submitted in the form of compared with original which 

disclosed that total amount of Rs.17, 32,000/- was received by the plaintiff 

from Tezpur Gurukul School and furthermore in Ext.8 and 9 plaintiff has 

shown that unpaid amount in his Income Tax Returns. Ext.14 appears to be 

one document of statement of account belongs to Sri Sukumar Debnath 

started from 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008 of Bank of Baroda and PW-2 proved 

that Ext.14 document as well as Ext.13 document. Ext.13 document appears 
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to be a statement of account belongs to Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport 

and said document exhibited as per Banker’s Book of Evidence Act, I.T. Act 

and Indian Evidence Act vide supporting with a certificate Ext.15. PW-2 has 

proved and established that document before the court. On meticulous 

appreciation of Ext.13 and Ext.14 documents it disclosed before this court 

that Ext-13 appears to be a statement of account belongs to Tezpur Gurukul 

Society Transport Account and as per that account different figures of 

amounts were received and subsequently transferred. DW-1 in respect of 

Ext.13 document during his cross-examination categorically stated that he has 

been shown Ext.13 account statement of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport 

Account and in this account fees collected from the students and staff are 

deposited. He also supported and corroborated that there was no other 

deposit in this account. Sri Sukumar Debnath was paid periodically from this 

transport account. He also affirms that Ext.13 reflects some amounts 

withdrawn by Tezpur Gurukul Society and entire amount deposited to the 

Transport account was not transferred to Sukumar Debnath. 

43. DW-1 being an official from the defendant Tezpur Gurukul Society has 

categorically affirmed and admitted that there is no other deposit in this 

account and fees collected from the students and staff was deposited in that 

account and entire amounts has not been transferred to the account of 

plaintiff. In Clause 4 of Ext.2 document it was agreed by the defendant that 

the amount collected as conveyance fees would be paid entirely to the 

plaintiff. It is also established that till the month of July 2007, the defendant 

deposited the conveyance fees to the account of plaintiff. Ext-14 appears to 

be the proof of such fact. Subsequently, subsequently another account was 

opened that meant for Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport which very much 

evident from Ext.13 document and DW-1 during his cross-examination 

admitted and proved that the fees collected from students and staff were 

deposited to the Transport Account from where payment was made to the 

plaintiff and there was no other deposit in this account. If so then credibility 

of facts contended in the written about the fact of depositing admission fees, 

tuition fees in that account as claimed by the defendant appears disbelieving. 

44. Now, coming to Ext.17 document which established one fact that there are 

six numbers of accounts opened by the defendant for several purposes like (i) 
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Tezpur Gurukul Society fees early, (ii) Tezpur Gurukul Society fees Transport, 

(iii) Tezpur Gurukul Society fees monthly, (iv) Tezpur Gurukul Society fees 

Examination, (v) Tezpur Gurukul Society fees books and (iv) Tezpur Gurukul 

Society. Shubra Roy Choudhury also appears to be the signatory of Tezpur 

Gurukul Society Transport Account vide No. 21640100003138. Ext.19 appears 

to be proof of that document. Ext.16 disclosed the name of Kanti Ray, Dhiren 

Ch. Rajkhowa, Shubra Ray Choudhury of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport 

Account. Concerning Ext.19 document DW-1 admitted that Ext.19 series 

which were different chaque drawn in favor of plaintiff by Tezpur Gurukul 

Society. He also admitted that Ext.19 (1) to 19(66) are different chaque from 

04-05-2007 to 18-03-2008 drawn by Tezpur Gurukul Society from Transport 

account. Ext.19 document and admission part of DW-1 makes it resounding 

that all the amounts paid through Ext.19 (1) to 19(66) chaque to the plaintiff 

from the period from 04-05-2007 to 18-03-2008 drawn from the Tezpur 

Gurukul Society Transport Fees Account. If the Transport account was not 

reallymeant for collection of conveyance fees then question of paying the 

conveyance fees to the plaintiff through that account does not arise. More 

also, DW-1 himself admitted that amounts were paid to the plaintiff vide 

Ext.19 and drawn from the Transport Account Tezpur Gurukul Society. 

45. Per contra the defendant side failed to substantiate the pleadings of written 

statement presenting any cogent and trustworthy evidences before this court. 

DW-1 in his evidence in chief exhibited certain documents and out of those 

document he failed to submit the original of Ext-A and B and he further failed 

to obtain any leave from the court before exhibiting those documents. On 

meticulous perusal of those documents this court failed to connect those 

documents with the claim of plaintiff as he defendant failed to bring on record 

other documents like bank statement through which conveyance fees as 

claimed by the defendant paid by the students.  

46. Therefore, in the light of the aforesaid discussions, this court finds that the 

plaintiff provided transport services to the defendant since from its inception 

and till the year of 2006 there was no dispute in respect of payment of 

conveyance fees to the plaintiff. Only the dispute arises when the defendant 

started paying the conveyance fees to the plaintiff’s account through the 

Transport Fees Account opened in the name of defendant. The only dispute 
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arisen for the period of 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008 and during that period the 

defendant had not paid the entire amount collected as conveyance fees in the 

Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport Fees Account to the plaintiff. It is also 

proved and established before this court that vide Ext.19 series several 

amounts were paid on several occasions and all those chaque were drawn in 

Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport Account and as per Ext.13 document the 

defendant had collected an amount of Rs.22,32,000/- and out of which 

plaintiff was paid only an amount of Rs.17,32,000/-. Hence, it is seen that 

defendant in violation of clause 4 of agreement vide Ext.2 failed to pay the 

entire amount that collected as conveyance fees to the plaintiff for the period 

of 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008. As such, difference of amount appears to be 

Rs.5, 05,415/-.  

47. Now, coming to the question of entitlement of 12% interest has to be 

adjudicated in the light of the terms of agreement vide Ext.2. On perusal of 

Ext.2 nowhere it is seen that it was agreed that 12% interest needs to be 

paid if any amount remained due. Hence, plaintiff is not entitled to get 12% 

of interest on Rs.5, 05,415/-. As such, it can be safely concluded by way of 

observing that plaintiff is entitled to get an amount of Rs.5, 05,415/- from the 

defendant in addition to interest @6%.  Issue No. 5 answered partly in 

affirmative and in favor of the plaintiff.     

48. Issue No. 6: Whether the money collected and deposited in the 

name of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport in the account of Bank of 

Baroda belongs to plaintiff?In the light of discussion and decision of Issue 

No.5, this court has already observed that as per clause 4 of Ext.2 it was 

agreed that entire amount that will be collected as conveyance fees would be 

paid to the plaintiff and DW-1 admitted that plaintiff had started conveyance 

service after holding discussion with Aditya Narayan Goswami. DW-1 further 

admitted that he had been shown Ext.17 document and he recollect that the 

school had different accounts for different purposes. He also stated that there 

are six different accounts. In the conveyance account named Tezpur Gurukul 

Society Fees Transport, only conveyance fees collected from the students 

were deposited and admission fee, monthly subscription fee, yearly fee etc. 

were deposited in separate independent account opened only independent 

purpose. He also admitted that he has been shown Ext.13, account statement 
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of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport Account. In this account fees collected 

from students and staff were deposited and there was no other deposit in this 

account. Sri Sukumar Debnath was paid periodically from this Transport 

Account. Ext.13 reflects also amount withdrawn by Tezpur Gurukul Society. 

He admitted that entire amount deposited in the Transport Account was not 

transferred to Sukumar Debnath. Hence, it is seen that from the above 

evidence of DW-1, only the conveyance fees were deposited in the Transport 

Account of Tezpur Gurukul Society and entire amount that was collected as 

conveyance fees was not transferred to the plaintiff Sukumar Debnath. It is 

also proved and established that Tezpur Gurukul Society had withdrawn 

certain amounts from that account.  

49. Therefore, in the light of the aforesaid discussions, this court is of considered 

opinion that Transport Account where the conveyance fees has been 

deposited needs to be paid to the plaintiff as per clause 4 of agreement, Ext.2 

and the entire amount deposited in the Transport account as conveyance fees 

is entitled by the plaintiff but defendant had transferred the amount to other 

purpose and the entire amount was not paid to the plaintiff.  

50. In the result, it can be safely concluded that the entire money collected and 

deposited in the name of Tezpur Gurukul Society Transport Account belongs 

to the plaintiff. Accordingly, issue No.6 is answered in affirmative and in favor 

of the plaintiff.     

51. Issue No. 7:- Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get relief of 

recovery of Rs.5, 05,415/-?In the light of discussion and decision of Issue 

No-5, this court finds that plaintiff is entitled to get a decree of recovery of 

Rs.5, 05,415/- with 6% per annum from the defendant. Hence, this issue is 

answered in affirmative and in favor of the plaintiff.  

52. Issue No-8:- To what other relief / relief(s) the parties are entitled? 

Plaintiff in para No. 12 of the plaint prayed for damages of Rs.10/- lacs due to 

breach of written contract by the defendant. In the foregoing discussions this 

court shall try to ascertain whether the plaintiff is entitled to get a decree of 

recovery of damages of Rs.10 Lacs? Learned Advocate appearing on behalf of 

plaintiff during the time of argument vehemently argued before this court that 

as per the verbal assurance of Aditya Narayan Goswami, the then Vice-

President cum Treasurer of defendant, the plaintiff purchased vehicles on 
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obtaining loan from different banks and subsequently, due to breach of 

written contract executed in the year 2006 the plaintiff had suffered huge loss 

and as such the plaintiff is entitled to get damages from the defendant. 

53. In the light of points of argument put forwarded by the plaintiff side, this 

court has perused the entire evidences on record. In the foregoing 

discussions, this court has already observed that plaintiff provided transport 

services to the defendant since from its inception till the month of April, 2008. 

It is also observed earlier that service of the plaintiff discontinued in the 

month of April, 2008. Undeniably the plaintiff had provided transport services 

to the defendant till the month of July, 2006 as per verbal agreement and 

subsequently, in the month of July, 2006 one written contract had been 

executed between them for providing conveyance services to the student and 

staffs of the school. Hence, from the month of July, 2006 the plaintiff 

provided services to defendant as per terms of agreement vide Ext-2 and it is 

obvious that said agreement of contract shall prevail in deciding the claim of 

compensation claimed by the plaintiff. This court further needs to ascertain 

whether there is any clause in the agreement for providing compensation to 

the plaintiff in case of any violation of the terms of that agreement. Ext-2 

agreement disclosed that parties opted to resolve their dispute considering 

the jurisdiction of Tezpur Court. As such Ext-2 contract appears to be a vital 

document in deciding the damages claimed by the plaintiff.  

54. Now coming to the Ext-2 document it disclosed that nowhere in the 

agreement the parties agreed that compensation or damages shall be paid by 

either of the parties in case of any violation. The oral pleadings claimed that 

assurance was given by the then vice president to the plaintiff for providing 

transport services to the school and said assurance was in force till the month 

of July 2006 and subsequently, after getting effect of that agreement the 

verbal assurance of vice president becomes infructuous. The parties 

themselves agreed to run their relationship as per the agreement executed 

between them in the month of July 2006 and on perusal of said agreement 

this court not finds any terms relating to damages in case of any violation. 

The oral and documentary of forms of evidences presented before this court 

by the plaintiff although disclosed that plaintiff purchased vehicles on 

obtaining loan from different banks and said facts shall not prevail over the 
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terms of the agreement as there is no specific averments in the terms of 

agreement in respect of providing damages. The plaintiff himself voluntarily 

purchased vehicles on obtaining loan and engages those vehicles to the 

school and such facts does not gives rise of any cause of action of providing 

damages to the plaintiff.  

55. Therefore in the light of all the aforesaid discussions, this court is of 

considered opinion that plaintiff is not entitled to get any damages as prayed 

in para no-10 of the plaint. Hence, the plaintiff is not entitled to get any other 

reliefs. Accordingly, this issue is answered in negative and against the 

plaintiff.  

ORDER 

56. Accordingly, plaintiff’s suit is decreed on contest with cost by passing the 

following decree:-  

1. A decree of recovery of Rs.5, 05,415 with 6% interest 

per annum from the date of filling this suit till the 

date of passing the decree; 

2. The defendant shall pay said amount to the plaintiff 

within 3 months of date of passing the decree and 

failing which the plaintiff will be entitled to get 9% 

interest per annum till the date of recovery of entire 

decreetal amount; 

57. Prepare a decree accordingly. Judgment is pronounced and delivered in open 

court under the hand and seal of this court on 28th day of November, 2019. 

58. The suit is disposed of accordingly.   

(N. J. Haque) 
          Civil Judge 

             Tezpur, Sonitpur 
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Appendix  

1. Plaintiff Witnesses:   
PW-1          :-        Sri Sukumar Debnath 

PW-2 :Sri Ranjit Kr. Das  

PW-3 : Sri Tamal Krishna Chakraborty  
PW-4 : Sri Bhairab Ch. Deka 
PW-5 : Sri D. K. Pegu  

2. Plaintiff Exhibits: 

Ext-1: Certificate by Tezpur Gurukul  
Ext.1 (1): is the signature of Sri Aditya N. Goswami  
Ext-2: is the agreement dated 26-07-2006 
Ext.2 (1) to 2(4): are the signatures of Sri Aditya N.  
 Goswami with official seal of the defendant 
society Ext.2 (5) to 2(8): are the signatures of plaintiff 
Ext.2 (9) to 2(10): are the signatures of two witnesses 
Ext-3: is the letter dated 13-02-2008 issued by plaintiff 
Ext-4: is the letter dated 10-07-2008 issued by plaintiff 
Ext.4 (1) & 4(2): are the signatures of plaintiff 
Ext.5 (1) & 5(4): are the postal receipts 
Ext.6 (1) & 6(2): are the two vehicle loans sanctioned  
 by Vijaya Bank dated 25-04-2005 and 22-03-2006 
Ext-7: is the bank statement of ICICI Bank dated 14- 
 10-2006 
Ext-8: is the IT return 2006-07 
Ext-9: is the IT return 2007-08 
Ext-10: is the statement of money received by plaintiff  
 during 2007-08 
Ext-11(1): is the receipt in regard to deposit of fees 
Ext-11(2): is the R/C 
Ext.12 is the certificate of registration of vehicle no.  
 DL-IV-6232 
Ext.13 is the Account Statement of Tezpur Gurukul 
Society Transport for the period from 01-04-2007 to 31-
03-2008 
Ext.14 is the Account Statement of Sukumar Death  
for the period from 01-04-2007 to 31-03-2008 
Ext.14 is the certificate  
Ext.16 is the Account Opening Form  
Ext.17 is the letter dated 24-03-2009.  
Ext.18 is the introduction of specimen of Vice  
President-cum-Treasure Sri Dhiren Ch. Rajkhowa 
Ext.19 (1) to 19(66) are the chaque issued by Tezpur  
Gurukul  
Ext.20 is the original summon.  
Ext.21 is the relevant summon.  
Ext.22 is the loan application form  
Ext.23 is the loan application form  
Ext.24 is the signature verification  
Ext.25 is the electricity bill   
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Ext.26 is the mobile bill   
Ext.27 is the PAN card of Sukumar Debbath    
Ext.28 is the R/C of vehicle  
Ext.29 is the loan re-payment schedule   
Ext.30 is the loan account statement   
Ext.31 is the copy of summon 
Ext.32 is the statement of account  
Ext.33 is the certificate    
Ext.34 is the written authority  
Ext.35 to 37 is the particulars of vehicles    

 
1. Defendant Witnesses: 

DW-1 : Sri Dhiren Ch. Rajkhowa 
 

2. Defendant Exhibits  :- 
Ext. A is the Memorandum of Association of Tezpur Gurukul  

 Society 

Exhibit-B is the copy of resolution dated 15-05-2011 

Ext. C to AA are the conveyance fees books.    

 

(N. J. Haque) 
          Civil Judge 

             Tezpur, Sonitpur 
 

 

 

 


