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HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN APPEAL

District: KAMRUP

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

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

Monday, the 12th day of August, 2013.

Title Appeal No. 10 of 2010

1. Sri Gobinda Kalita
2. Sri Prafulla Kalita
3. Sri Raghu Kalita               ...........….. Appellants/Defendants

-Versus-

1. LRs of Late Smti. Charubala Kalita
2. Sri Sarat Ch. Kalita         .......................... Respondents/Plaintiffs

This appeal coming on for final hearing on 15.07.2013 in 
the presence of –

Shri C.C. Deka            ...… Advocate/Pleader for Appellants
Shri Dwijen Dutta     ..... Advocate/Pleader for Respondents

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

J U D G M E N T

1. The instant title appeal, preferred under Section 96 of 
the CPC read with Order XLI, Rule 1 of the CPC, is directed 
against the Judgment and Decree dated 15.12.2009 passed 
by the learned Munsiff, Rangia, in Title Suit No. 21/2007.
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2. Before I deal with the grounds for this appeal, let me 
narrate here-in-below the cases of the respective parties in 
Title Suit No. 21/2007.

The case of the plaintiffs

3. The suit land described in the schedule was originally 
owned and possessed by Late Lalit Ram Kalita who was the 
father-in-law of the plaintiff no. 1 and the grandfather of the 
plaintiff no. 2. After his death, his son, Late Arabinda Kalita 
i.e. the husband and the father of the plaintiff no. 1 and the 
plaintiff  no.  2  respectively  possessed  the  suit  land  by 
cultivating the same and paying the land revenue. After his 
death,  the  plaintiffs  possessed the  suit  land till  the  year 
2000. In the year 2001, the plaintiffs handed over the suit 
land to the main defendants to cultivate the same as their 
tenants (adhiars).  The defendants cultivated the suit land 
and gave legitimate share of the crops to the plaintiffs till 
2003. But in 2004 the main defendants did not give any 
crop share to the plaintiffs. Therefore, in the month of April, 
2005, the plaintiffs informed the main defendants that they 
would themselves cultivate the suit land and asked them 
i.e. the main defendants not to cultivate the suit land. But 
defying  the  protest  of  the  plaintiffs  the  defendants 
trespassed upon the suit land and ploughed the same. On 
29th June, 2005, when the plaintiffs were going to plough 
the  suit  land,  the  defendants  threatened  them  of  dire 
consequences  and  ousted  them  from  the  suit  land.  The 
plaintiffs  thereafter  instituted a  proceeding  under  section 
145 of Cr.P.C. but no fruitful result came out. Hence, they 
had to institute the suit.

The case of the defendants

4. The  main  defendants  contested  the  suit  by  filing  a 
joint written statement averring as follows:

(1) The plaintiffs do not have any right,  title and interest 
over the suit land as the defendant no. 1 had purchased the 
same vide  a registered sale  deed No.  3852/68 and since 
15.04.1970 he has mutation upon the suit land.
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(2) The plaintiffs are claiming that the defendants are their 
adhiars since  2000.  The  defendants  are  thus  occupancy 
tenants and under  section 14 of  the  Assam (Temporarily 
Settled Areas) Tenancy Act, 1971, they are protected from 
ejectment from the suit land. The plaintiffs can only file a 
rent suit against them. On the other hand, the defendant 
no. 1 has claimed that he has been possessing the suit land 
since its purchase in the year 1968.

(3) In the settlement operation of the years 1957-64 the suit 
Patta No. N.K. 9 transformed to Patta No. N.K. 12 and the 
suit  Dag  No.  347  transformed  to  Dag  No.  249.  As  per 
Jamabandi of Patta No. 9, there were as many as nine Dags 
including the suit Dag No. 347. Late Lalit Ram Kalita had 
acquired, in all, 3 Bighas of land in all the nine Dags of the 
then Patta No. 9 by way of purchase (2B-1K-0L from one 
Ganga Sarma, 0B-3K-0L from Tarini and Nabin, and 0B-
1K-0L from one  Radhika).  Late  Lalit  Ram Kalita  had  six 
sons  including  Arabinda  Kalita  and  therefore  Arabinda 
Kalita had got share of only 0B-2K-10L of land out of the 
total 3 Bighas land of Lalit Ram Kalita and that too in all 
the nine Dags. Therefore, the claim of the plaintiffs over 2B-
2K-10L of land in only Dag no. 249 is false.

(4) The suit is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties as 
the other heirs of the plaintiffs’ predecessor-in-interest have 
not been made parties in the suit.

(5) The defendant no. 1 had purchased the suit land from 
Late  Shanti  Ram  Lahkar,  the  then  existing  co-pattadar 
among others of  the said Patta No.  N.K.  12.  Late  Shanti 
Ram Lahkar sold the said land of Dag No. 249 earlier 347 
along with some other land of the same Patta vide registered 
sale  deed No.  3852/68 and accordingly  the  name of  the 
defendant no. 1 was mutated over the said land in the year 
1970.

Issues

5. On  the  basis  of  rival  pleadings  of  both  the  sides, 
following issues were framed in the suit:
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(1) Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form?

(2)  Whether  the  suit  is  bad  for  non-joinder  of  necessary 
parties?

(3) Whether the plaintiff has right, title and interest over the 
suit land?

(4) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief as claimed 
for?

Impugned decision/finding

6. The  learned  Court  below  decreed  the  suit  deciding 
issues No. 1, 2 and 3 in favour of the plaintiffs. The learned 
Court below decreed that the plaintiffs have right, title and 
interest  over  the  suit  land and they are entitled to  khas 
possession over the suit land.

Grounds for appeal

7. There are basically three sets of grounds taken by the 
appellants/defendants in the memo of appeal. I am naming 
them as Ground A, Ground B and Ground C for the sake of 
convenience. The grounds relate to issues No. 1, 2 and 3 i.e. 
maintainability of the suit, non-joinder of necessary parties 
and  right-title-interest  of  the  plaintiffs.  Apart  from those 
grounds, there is another ground regarding valuation of the 
suit, but I do not think that can be a ground at all in this 
appeal  as  because  no  such  defence  was  taken  by  the 
defendants in their written statement.

8. I have heard the learned advocates for both the sides, 
gone  through  the  memorandum  of  appeal  and  the  case 
record of Title Suit No. 21/2007.

Points for determination

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

Point No.1: As to whether the decision of the learned Court 
below on issue No. 1 in the impugned Judgment and Decree 
has  been arrived at  erroneously  without  appreciating the 
material evidence on record and is not sustainable in law;
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Point No.2: As to whether the decision of the learned Court 
below on issue No. 2 in the impugned Judgment and Decree 
has  been arrived at  erroneously  without  appreciating the 
material evidence on record and is not sustainable in law; 
and

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

Point No.1

10. Ground A: The learned trial  Court  committed grave 
illegality in deciding the issue No. 1 i.e. “Whether the suit is 
maintainable  in  its  present  form?”  The  plaintiffs  have 
claimed in their  plaint as well  as their  evidence that  the 
defendants were tenants under them since 2001 to 2004 
and they paid due rent upto 2003 but failed to pay the rent 
for the year 2004, and the plaintiff asked the defendants to 
vacate the tenanted land, and as the defendants failed to 
vacate the same, they instituted 145 Cr.P.C. proceedings, 
and  subsequently  brought  this  suit  in  the  year  2007. 
Therefore  the  present suit  is  not  maintainable  under  the 
Assam (Temporarily  Settled Areas)  Tenancy Act,  1971.  In 
deciding this issue the learned trial Court failed to consider 
the law that as the plaintiffs claimed that the defendants 
were tenants under them, therefore, the declaratory suit for 
right, title and interest is clearly barred under Section 51(1) 
of  the  Assam  (Temporarily  Settled  Areas)  Tenancy  Act, 
1971.  Once  the  plaintiffs  themselves  claimed  that  the 
defendants were tenants, the learned trial Court could not 
have held that the defendants are not tenants. The learned 
trial Court observed that the time period from 2001 to 2003 
is  less  than  3  years  and  so  the  defendants  are  not 
occupancy tenants whereas as per plaint and evidence of 
the  plaintiffs  themselves  the  defendants  continued  to 
remain as tenants by paying rent etc. upto 2003 and they 
defaulted to pay the rent in the year 2004. Therefore, the 
plaintiffs  should  have  filed  rent  suit  and not  declaratory 
suit  which  is  clearly  barred,  but  the  learned  trial  Court 
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overlooked this important aspect and illegally decided the 
issue of maintainability in favour of the plaintiffs.

11. Decision and reasons therefor:  In course of appeal 
hearing, the learned advocate for the appellants/defendants 
argued that  as  per  claim of  the  plaintiffs  the  defendants 
were  cultivating  the  suit  land  as  their  tenants  (adhiars) 
from  2001  to  2003,  and  therefore  the  defendants  were 
admittedly  non-occupancy  tenants  at  least,  if  not 
occupancy tenants, and in view of the provisions contained 
in Section 51(2) of  the Assam (Temporarily Settled Areas) 
Tenancy  Act,  1971,  a  non-occupancy  tenant  cannot  be 
ejected from the land of his tenancy except in execution of a 
decree  for  ejectment  passed  on  any  one  or  more  of  the 
grounds mentioned in sub-clauses (a) to (d). According to 
the learned advocate, neither of the grounds mentioned in 
sub-clauses (a) to (d) is attracted to the facts of our case 
and as such it was open to the plaintiffs to only institute a 
rent suit against the defendants. According to the learned 
advocate, the plaintiffs instituted a declaratory suit against 
the defendants rather than filing a rent suit and the learned 
Court below totally  overlooked the fact that a declaratory 
suit is barred under the Assam (Temporarily Settled Areas) 
Tenancy  Act,  1971.  But,  I’m  not  convinced  with  the 
submissions of the learned advocate for the defendants. The 
issue of maintainability of the suit was framed taking into 
consideration  the  pleadings  of  both  the  sides.  The 
defendants,  in  their  written  statement,  took  dual  stand 
inasmuch as on one hand they stated that as per claim of 
the plaintiffs they were tenants (adhiars) under them and 
under the Assam (Temporarily Settled Areas) Tenancy Act, 
1971,  they  were  protected against  ejectment,  and on the 
other hand they took the stand that the defendant no. 1 
had purchased the suit land way back in the year 1968 vide 
a registered sale deed. Taking this fact into consideration, 
the learned trial Court rightly observed that the title of the 
plaintiffs is clouded as the defendants are claiming right, 
title  and  interest  over  the  suit  land  on  the  basis  of 
registered sale deed and mutation. Had the defendants not 
taken  the  stand  of  possession  of  the  suit  land  on  the 
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strength of purchase and mutation, the matter would have 
been different altogether. The maintainability of the suit has 
to be decided not only considering the case of the plaintiffs 
but also the case of the defendants. I’m of the considered 
view,  therefore,  that  the  learned  Court  below has  rightly 
decided the issue at hand in the affirmative. It will not be 
out  of  place  to  mention here  that  the  submission of  the 
learned advocate for the defendants that a declaratory suit 
is  barred  under  the  Assam  (Temporarily  Settled  Areas) 
Tenancy  Act,  1971,  is  not  tenable  as  because  in  the 
reported  case,  Mustt.  Sunaban  Bewa  v.  Manishab  Ali 
Shaikh,  (1990)  1  GLR 190,  it  was  held  by  the  Hon’ble 
Gauhati  High Court that the suit for declaration of right, 
title and interest and recovery of possession is not barred 
under Section 66 of the Act.

Point No.2

12. Ground B: The learned trial Court committed illegality 
in deciding the issue no. 2 i.e. “Whether the suit is bad for 
non-joinder  of  necessary  parties?”  The  predecessor-in-
interest of the plaintiffs was Late Arabinda Kalita who left 
behind the following legal heirs besides the plaintiffs viz. Sri 
Jiten Kalita (son), Sri Maniram Kalita (son), Sri Rabin Kalita 
(son) and three daughters, but the plaintiffs didn’t implead 
the said legal heirs in the suit though they were absolutely 
necessary parties. The learned trial Court illegally held they 
were proper parties and not  necessary parties.  The other 
legal  heirs  of  Late  Lalit  Ram Kalita  were  also  not  made 
parties although they were also necessary parties.

13. Decision and reasons therefor: At the outset, let me 
state here that it  won’t  be right to say that the plaintiffs 
didn’t implead the legal heirs of Late Lalit Ram Kalita. From 
the  title  page  of  the  plaint,  it  appears  that  proforma 
defendants no. 29, 32, 33 and 34 are all legal heirs of Late 
Lalit Ram Kalita. Let me also state that it won’t be right to 
say that the plaintiffs didn’t implead all the other legal heirs 
of Late Arabinda Kalita. It appears from the title page of the 
plaint that proforma defendants no. 30 and 31 are the legal 
heirs  of  Late  Arabinda  Kalita.  The  learned  trial  Court 
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observed in the impugned judgment that Sri Rabin Kalita 
and all the married daughters of Late Arabinda Kalita are 
proper parties to the suit and not necessary parties.

14. Before  I  go  ahead,  let  me  elucidate  the  terms 
'necessary party' and 'proper party'.  A necessary party is a 
party without impleading whom a claim cannot be legally 
settled  by  Court.  In  other  words,  in  the  absence  of  a 
necessary party,  no effective and complete decree can be 
passed by the Court. There is no standard for determining 
who the necessary parties to a suit are. However, the two 
tests for determining the question as to who is a necessary 
party to a proceeding are:  firstly, there must be a right to 
some  relief  against  such  party  in  respect  of  the  matter 
involved in  the  proceedings  in  question;  and  secondly,  it 
should not be possible to make an effective adjudication in 
the absence of such a party. On the other hand, a proper 
party  is  one  in  whose  absence  an effective  order  can be 
made but whose presence is necessary for a complete and 
final decision on the question involved in the proceeding.

15. Coming to the facts of our case, the plaintiffs have not 
admittedly claimed any relief against the other legal heirs of 
their  predecessor-in-interest,  Late  Arabinda  Kalita.  Thus, 
the first test  for determining the question as to who is a 
necessary party is not found to have been satisfied in our 
case. As rightly held by the learned Court below, the other 
heirs of  Late Arabinda Kalita were only proper parties.  It 
will  not  be out of  place to mention here that  during the 
pendency of this appeal, the respondent no. 1 got expired 
and as per prayer of  the appellants the names of all  her 
legal heirs i.e. the legal heirs of Late Arabinda Kalita were 
substituted  in  this  appeal  in  place  of  her  name,  and 
subsequently  notices  were  served  upon  them,  but  they 
didn’t  appear  and so the  appeal  has been proceeding  ex 
parte as against them. All I want to say is that had they 
really been necessary parties and interested in the subject-
matter of the suit, they would have rushed to participate in 
the proceedings of this appeal, but that is not the case here. 
Therefore, I have no reason to differ with the finding of the 
learned trial Court upon issue No. 2.
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Point No.3

16. Ground C:  The  learned trial  Court  committed grave 
illegality  in  deciding  the  issue  no.  3  i.e.  “Whether  the 
plaintiff has right, title and interest over the suit land?” The 
plaintiffs/respondents claimed their right, title and interest 
since 1931 by way of purchase by the grandfather of the 
plaintiff  no.  2  i.e.  Late  Lalit  Ram Kalita.  Late  Lalit  Ram 
Kalita purchased the suit land in Patta No. 3, Dag No. 323 
and during the resettlement operation it became N.K. Patta 
No. 12 and Dag No. 249. That the plaintiffs stated that they 
lost the original sale deed but no proper explanation was 
given to that effect. It is the absolute burden of the plaintiffs 
that Patta No. 3, Dag No. 323 was renumbered to N.K. Patta 
No. 12 and Dag No. 249 by showing draft Jamabandi etc. 
but  the  plaintiffs/respondents  failed  to  do  so  and  the 
learned trial Court did not consider that the plaintiffs failed 
to prove their title etc. by linking necessary land documents 
etc. besides in the N.K. Patta No. 12 there are about 9 nos. 
of different Dags and Dag No. 249 alone contains 17B-19L 
of land and there are about 50 Pattadars in the said Patta 
but nowhere the plaintiffs/respondents explained that there 
was partition at particular time, even if  imperfect, among 
these Pattadars. Moreover, the plaintiffs/respondents failed 
to  specify  their  specific  possession  in  this  Patta.  The 
appellants/defendants claim the suit land on the basis of 
their land documents which is continuing with their right, 
title and possession since the time of the vendors vide Ext. 
Ga,  therefore,  this  issue  should  have  been  decided 
negatively and against the plaintiffs/respondents.

17. Decision and reasons therefor: The quantum of suit 
land as  per  schedule  to  the  plaint  is  2B-2K-10L i.e.  2½ 
Bighas. The plaintiffs claim that the suit land was originally 
owned and possessed by Late Lalit Ram Kalita and after his 
death his son Late Arabinda Kalita possessed the suit land 
and the plaintiffs inherited the suit land from him. On the 
other hand, the defendants claim that the defendant no. 1 
had purchased the suit land from one Shanti Ram Lahkar 
in  the  year  1968  vide  a  registered  sale  deed.  The  four 
boundaries of the suit land as per the plaintiffs are north: 
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Doluram Lahkar and others,  south:  Kanak,  Ghanashyam 
and others,  east:  Dhirdutta  Kalita,  Dadhiram and others 
and  west:  Shanti  Lahkar  and  Gobinda  Kalita.  But  the 
defendants deny that the defendant no. 1 has any land to 
the west of the suit land. It is pertinent to state here that a 
suggestion was put to PW1 during his cross-examination 
that his brother Prasanna Kalita had purchased the land 
situated to the west of the suit land. Thus, it is an admitted 
fact that the defendant no.  1 does not have any land on 
either boundaries of the suit land. But, the question that 
immediately crops up here is as to how the defendant no. 1 
can claim the  suit  land measuring  2½ Bighas  to  be  his 
purchased land when it is the case of the defendants that 
the defendant no. 1 had purchased 3 Bighas of land as per 
the registered sale deed. The defendants have not provided 
any answer to this question in the case at hand.

18. Another thing which I would like to state here is that 
as per averments made in the written statement Late Lalit 
Ram Kalita had acquired, in all, 3 Bighas of land in all the 
nine Dags of the then Patta No. 9 by way of purchase (2B-
1K-0L from one Ganga Sarma, 0B-3K-0L from Tarini and 
Nabin,  and 0B-1K-0L from one Radhika).  Late  Lalit  Ram 
Kalita had six sons including Arabinda Kalita and therefore 
Arabinda Kalita had got share of  only 0B-2K-10L of land 
out of the total 3 Bighas of land. Therefore, according to the 
defendants,  the  claim of  the  plaintiffs  over  2B-2K-10L of 
land is false. But, it is pertinent to mention here that PW3, 
one of the sons of Late Lalit Ram Kalita, has categorically 
stated in his cross-examination that his father had about 
80 Bighas of land in all. He has further stated that all his 
brothers had obtained equal shares out of the said land. A 
written  bibhagnama was  also  executed.  He  has  further 
deposed that on the eastern side of the suit land his brother 
Ranjit  and  he  have  10  Bighas  of  land.  All  these  facts 
deposed by PW3 clearly go to show that each of the six sons 
of  Late  Lalit  Ram  Kalita,  including  the  predecessor-in-
interest of the plaintiffs, should have obtained equal share 
of  land  i.e.  more  than  13  Bighas  on  partition.  In  the 
premises, the assertion of the defendants in their written 
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statement to the effect that the claim of the plaintiffs over 
2B-2K-10L of land in the suit Patta is false is not worth 
believing.      

19. Another point which I would like to state here is that 
the defendants have exhibited the registered sale deed No. 
3852/68  as  Ext.  Gha.  But,  on  perusal  of  Ext.  Gha,  it 
appears that the registration number of the sale deed is not 
3852/68. Moreover, the defendant no. 1 has deposed in his 
cross-examination  that  he  purchased  the  land from Late 
Shanti Ram Lahkar from one Dag, but Ext. Gha reveals that 
the  sale  deed includes  as  many as  nine  Dags.  Ext.  Gha 
doesn’t reveal the share of land of each Dag. This apart, no 
boundary  is  mentioned  in  the  schedule  of  Ext.  Gha. 
Further,  in his evidence-on affidavit,  the defendant no.  1 
has deposed that due to jungle land the vendor could not 
hand  over  the  possession  to  him.  Further,  in  his  cross-
examination, the defendant no. 1 has stated that he does 
not know how much land Shanti Ram Lahkar was having in 
the suit Patta. Shanti Ram Lahkar sold the land of one Dag 
to him, but he does not remember the Dag number. At the 
time  of  purchase,  the  land  was  a  jungle.  As  the  four 
boundaries were jungle, he took possession on andaz. The 
son of the vendor, Khagen Lahkar, measured the land and 
gave  him  the  possession.  But  the  defendants  have  not 
examined the said Khagen Lahkar as their witness in the 
suit.  It is also pertinent to note here that both PW3 and 
DW2  have  deposed  in  their  cross-examination  that  the 
defendant has been possessing the suit land for about 8-10 
years  and  this  very  statement  negates  the  case  of  the 
defendants that the defendant no. 1 has been possessing 
the  suit  land  since  the  year  1968  on  the  strength  of 
purchase. This, on the other hand, substantiates the case 
of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  defendants  started  doing 
cultivation  over  the  suit  land as  adhiars from 2001 and 
thereafter dispossessed the plaintiffs from the suit land. I 
would also like to mention here that out of the ten revenue 
paying  receipts  exhibited  by  the  defendants  in  the  suit, 
seven are in the name of Prasanna Kalita and two are in the 
names of Prasanna Kalita and the defendant no. 1 both. I 
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fail to understand how the name of Prasanna Kalita found 
place  in  the  revenue  paying  receipts  when the  land  was 
allegedly  purchased  by  the  defendant  no.  1  and  not 
Prasanna Kalita. Is it so that the land claimed to have been 
purchased by the defendant no. 1 is actually situated on 
the western boundary of the suit land? In view of all these 
shortcomings  in  the  evidence  for  the  defendants’  side,  I 
have  reasons  to  believe,  and  in  fact  strong  reasons  to 
believe, that the learned trial Court has rightly held in the 
impugned  judgment  that  the  defendant  no.  1  could  not 
prove his right, title and interest over the suit land.

20. Furthermore, I  am of the view that the learned trial 
Court  has  rightly  held  after  considering  the  documents 
adduced by both the sides that from Exts. 1 and 2 of the 
plaintiffs it becomes clear that the predecessor-in-interest of 
the plaintiffs had title over the suit land, and that from Ext. 
5  also  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  have  right,  title  and 
interest over the suit land. The defendants have taken the 
ground  in  this  appeal  that  the  plaintiffs  have  failed  to 
establish their title by linking the relevant land documents 
exhibited  in  the  case.  It  is,  of  course,  correct  that  the 
plaintiffs  have  not  been  able  to  link  the  relevant  land 
documents.  There  are  some  inconsistencies  in  Patta  No. 
and  Dag  No.  But,  in  spite  of  this,  it  emerges  from  the 
available documents coupled with the oral testimonies that 
the plaintiffs have right, title and interest over the suit land. 
It has to be borne in mind that in civil cases the standard of 
proof is not proof beyond reasonable doubt, but proof by 
preponderance of probabilities. It would be appropriate on 
my part to quote here a few words of Lord Denning.

21. In one case, Miller v. Minister of Pensions, [1947] 2 All  
ER 372, Denning J. said:

"If the evidence is such that the tribunal can say 'we 
think  it  more  probable  than  not'  the  burden  is 
discharged, but if the probabilities are equal it is not."

22. Coming  to  our  case,  it  clearly  appears  from  the 
evidence  tendered  in  the  suit  that  there  are  a  few 
shortcomings  in  the  evidence  of  both  the  sides.  But, 
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considering the evidence of both the sides in its entirety, it 
clearly emerges that  the balance of  probabilities is  found 
tilting towards the plaintiffs’ side. The evidence is such that 
it can be safely said 'we think it more probable than not'.

Conclusion

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

Order

24. The  appeal  is  dismissed  on  contest  with  costs.  The 
Judgment and Decree passed by the learned Court below in 
Title Suit No. 21/2007 is hereby upheld and confirmed.

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

26. Let the case record of Title Suit No. 21/2007 be sent 
back  to  the  learned  Court  below  with  a  copy  of  this 
Judgment.

Given under my hand and the seal of this Court on 
this the 12th day of August, 2013.

 

     Civil Judge No. 3,
     Kamrup, Guwahati.

Typed and corrected by me,

Civil Judge No. 3,
Kamrup, Guwahati.
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