IN THE HIGH COURT OF THE UNITED REPUBLIC OF TANZANIA
IN THE DISTRICT REGISTRY OF ARUSHA
AT ARUSHA

LAND APPEAL NO. 24 OF 2020

(C/F Application No. 177/2017 of the District Land and Housing Tribunal of Arusha at

Arusha)
JOSEPHINE PETRO NNKO.......crmsmiscessrrrareserns PR I APPELLANT
VERSUS
CRDB BANK PLC.11eerverisrscrssersnserssnrsnssessenssussssnssssensssscsrssnssessenes RESPONDENT
JUDGMENT
4/03/2021 & 27/05/2021
GWAE, J

The appellant, Josephine Petro Nnko aggrieved was with the decision of the
District Land and Housing Tribunal for Arusha in Application No. 177/2017, has

lodged this appeal with a total of four grounds namely;

i. That, the trial tribunal efred in law and in fact by dismissing the
application while the appellant presented a strong case.

ii. That, the trial tribunal erred in law and in fact by granting the prayers
that the appellant should pay the loan while the respondent did not
rise a counter claim.






the respondent was to sell the pledged property for the purpose of recovering the

outstanding loan balance.

After being issued with the demand notice, on 31/07/2017 the appellant
filed an application before the District Land and Housing Tribunal alleging that she
has been repaying the loan as per the loan agreement but to her surprise she was
issued with a demand letter requiring her to repay the outstanding loan balance
within six weeks and failure to that, the mortgaged property was to be sold. The
appellant prayed for the following reliefs;

=deeeA-declaration that the.intention. of sale.of the appellant's.property.is..

illegat.

ii. A permanent injunction restraining the respondent, their agent’s
servant or workmen from evicting the appellant from the suit premises
and or denying the appellant with her peaceful enjoyment of the suit
premises.

iii. Payment of general damages.

iv.  Any other relief (s) the tribunal deem fit to grant.
In proving her case; the appellant, summoned one witness while the
respondent secured two witnesses. After hearing of the application, the tribunal
dismissed the application and the appellant was ordered to repay the loan to the

respondent.



























