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Form no. (J) 2  

 

Heading of judgment in original suit/case  

 

THE COURT OF MUNSIFF, HATSINGIMARI, DHUBRI. 

 

Present: Sri AbhijitSaikia, A.J.S. 

     Wednesday, the15th day of May,2019. 

 

TITLESUIT NO. 124/2016 

 

AKKAS ALI 

                               …………..   Plaintiff 

 
 Versus       

 

1. SHANKUMAR HAJONG 

2. SHAHEB MIA 

3. ABJAL HOSSEN 

4. ASMAT ALI 

 …………  Defendants 

 

This suit/case coming on for final hearing on 02/05/2019 in the presence of –  

Mr. Abdul Baten Sk.                        , LearnedAdvocatefor the plaintiff;and  

    , Learned Advocate for the defendants, 

And having stood for consideration to this day, the court delivered the following 

judgment- 

 



P a g e  | 2 

 

JUDGMENT 

 

1. The plaintiff had instituted this suit, seeking amongst other reliefs, adecree for 

declaration of his title over the suit land described in the schedule A of the 

plaint. Further, the plaintiff had prayed for a decree for declaration that the 

defendants are mere encroachers devoid of any title and are liable to be 

evicted from the suit land described in the schedule A of the plaint. Again, the 

plaintiff had prayed for the recovery of his possession over the schedule A 

land after eviction of the defendants therefrom and removal of any 

constructions made by them therein. Furthermore, the plaintiff had prayed for 

a decree of permanent injunction against the defendants.  

 

2. The brief facts leading to the institution of this suit as revealed from the plaint 

are that: 

 

3. The land measuring 2 (Two) Bighas, 4 (Four) Kathas and 11 (Eleven) Lechas 

under present Dag No. 209/99, Periodic Patta No. 43 of Village Dhapguri- 

Kuralvanga Part II, as described in the Schedule A of the plaint is owned by 

the Plaintiff. Originally, it was the north-west part of Dag No. 74, Khatian No. 

12 in the name of plaintiff's father Hasem Ali Malik and others, most of whom 

had disposed of their shares. Taking advantage of the lawlessness in the 

boundary areas of Assam-Garo Hills, the defendant no. 1 has disposed of the 

land indicated in the schedule Afrom the year 1997-98 to 2008, while claiming 

it to be land underGaro Hills. He did so by gradual encroachment from 

northern boundary of Garo Hills (Meghalaya). Of late, the defendant No. 1 has 

been illegally trying to settle the defendant Nos. 2 to 4 over the narrow strip 

of land at the western end of schedule A plot adjoining the roadside (running 

beside the west of the land of the schedule).These defendants are preparing 

to construct a house thereon to perpetuate the dispossession.The land of the 

schedule A is neither any part of the land of Garo Hills nor does the defendant 

No. 1 has any title over it. The defendant No. 1 has no authority to settle the 

defendant Nos. 2, 3, and 4 or anybody else over this land of plaintiff.Finding 

no other alternative against the illegal and audacious act of the defendant No. 

1, the plaintiff has been compelled to file this suit for declaration of his title 
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and for recovery of his possession of the land of Schedule A by evicting the 

defendants therefrom. 

 

4. The defendant Nos. 1, 2 and 3 had initially appeared in the suit after service 

of summonses upon them. They had submitted their written statement 

against the averments in the plaint. In their written statement, these three 

defendants hadasserted that the suit of the plaintiff is not maintainable for (a) 

not giving details of the land of original Dag No. 74 with an area of 24 

(Twenty Four) Bighas, 4 (Four) Kathas and 6 (Six) Lechas, (b) non-joinder of 

necessary parties i.e. all the owners of dag no. 74, (c) as the plaintiff ought to 

have filed a suit for partition first and (d) The Sketch Maps shown below the 

Schedule A of the plaint are imaginary and misleading. 

The defendants further asserted that the suit is barred for want of cause of 

action.The suit is also bad for non-joinder of necessary parties such as all the 

legal heirs of Late Hashem Ali Mallik and other co-khatiandars of Khatian No. 

12, The State of Assam and Meghalaya. The land of Periodic Patta No. 43 and 

the land of khatian No. 12 are not same and identical. The particulars of the 

suit land given in the schedule A are incorrect, misleading and fraudulent.The 

plaintiff ought to have demarcated his land through the revenue authority for 

proper identification before filing this suit on presumptions.Allegedly, the 

plaintiff's suit land is situated in the district of Dhubri (presently South 

SalmaraMankachar), Assam while the land of the defendant is situated in the 

district of West Garo Hills, Meghalaya. Demarcation of boundaries of the two 

states i.e. Assam and Meghalaya is the function of the state governments.This 

civil court has no power or jurisdiction to demarcate the boundaries of the two 

states and the suit land.The answering defendants specifically denied the 

averments of the plaint. The defendants have been possessing their lands by 

their own right.The defendant No. 1 had purchased land measuring 3 (Three) 

Bighas, 2 (Two) Kathas and 5 (Five) Lechas from one EndongSangma about 8 

(Eight) years ago. The mutation process is still going on and the defendant 

may get Patta in his name from Tura Office. He has beenpaying yearly rent to 

the Government for the said plot under dag/plot No. 27.The defendants 

having been possessing this plot of landcovered by Patta No. 19 and plot No. 

27, in the state of Meghalaya as by erecting 3 (Three) houses thereon. The 

defendant Nos. 2, 3 and 4 are tenants under the defendant No. 1. The 
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defendant No. 1 has right, title and possession over his land and he has every 

right to enjoy the same as he desires. The plaintiff has no right to raise any 

questions in this regard.The plaint is not in proper form and liable to be 

dismissed.The defendant No. 1 never encroached into the land of the plaintiff. 

The defendant No. 1 is having house/shop over his plot of land described 

above and the defendants Nos. 2, 3 and 4 are possessing the same as tenants 

under the defendant No. 1.The plaintiff is not the owner of the A schedule 

land and he has no right, title, interest and possession over the same. Plaintiff 

is not entitled to get any reliefs as prayed for.The suit is undervalued as the 

market value of the suit land and the structures therein will be more than the 

estimated figure. Overall, they prayed for the dismissal of the suit with cost of 

Rupees 10000/- (Ten Thousand) only. 

 

5. These defendants subsequently defaulted in their appearance before the court 

altogether. As such, the suit had proceeded ex-parte against these three 

defendants. As for thedefendant No. 4, hefailed to appear and contest the 

suitin spite of proper service of summons upon him. Hence,the suit proceeded 

ex-parte against all the defendants.  

 

6. In support of his plaint, the Plaintiff had adduced evidence in affidavits of 2 

(Two) witnesses, including that of the plaintiffhimself.An official witness was 

also examined by the plaintiff in furtherance of his case. The Court of learned 

Munsiff No. 1, Dhubri then heard the arguments of the plaintiff. Thereafter, a 

Judgment and Decree was passed by the learned court of Munsiff thereby 

dismissing the suit of the plaintiff with costs. 

 

7. Thereafter, the plaintiff preferred an appeal against the Judgment and Decree 

passed by the learned Munsiff No. 1, Dhubri before the Honorable Civil Judge, 

Dhubri vide Title Appeal No. 67/2010.The Honorable Civil Judge, Dhubri heard 

the appeal ex-parte against the respondents/defendants. The honorable court 

observed that the plaintiff was prejudiced as no issues were framed by the 

court of first instance, inspite of there being a written statement on record. It 

was held that the plaintiff could not have been aware as to facts he is 

required to prove in the suit. Therefore, the honorable appellate court had 

remanded back the case/suit for a fresh trial after framing of issues. 
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8. After remand of the suit for a fresh trial, the following issues were framed for 

consideration and decision by the court of learned Munsiff No. 1, Dhubri: 

 

1. Whether the suit is maintainable? 

2. Is there any cause of action for the suit? 

3. Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties for not making 

the legal heirs of late Hasem Ali and other co-Khatiandars parties to the 

suit? 

4. Whether the plaintiffhasany right, title and interestover the schedule A 

land? 

5. Whether the land by the defendants is this schedule A land? 

6. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to recover possession of schedule A land? 

7. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get the relief as prayed for? 

8. To what other relief the plaintiff is entitled to? 

 

 

9. As regards these issues, the plaintiff adduced additional evidence in affidavit 

of the plaintiff/PW 1 and the evidence in affidavit of another witness. 

Subsequently, on account of jurisdictional issues, this suit was transferred to 

this court. The plaintiff then adduced evidence of another official witness. 

After closure of the plaintiff’s evidence, I had heard the learned counsel for 

the plaintiff in his arguments. The learned counsel had also submitted a 

written synopsis of his arguments. I have gone through the same as well. 

Perused the Case Record. 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISIONS AND REASONS THEREOF: 

 

10. Now, let me discuss the materials on record and try to arrive at definite 

findings as regards the issues for determination.  

 

Issue No. 1: 

 

11. As stated earlier, the defendants had merely filed a written statement where 

they had attacked the maintainability of the suit on various grounds. However, 

subsequent to filing of their written statement, they defaulted in their 
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appearance altogether. The defendants thus failed to adduce any evidence to 

substantiate their claims. In the absence of any substantiation, the averments 

in the written statement remain mere statements which do not warrant any 

serious consideration. As such, in the absence of anything to the contrary, it 

has be held that the suit is indeed maintainable. The issue is decided in the 

affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff. 

 

Issue No. 2: 

 

12. The plaintiff has pleaded that he had acquired ownership and possession over 

the suit land, described in the schedule A of the plaint, from his father. The 

defendant No. 1 took advantage of the chaotic situation prevailing in the 

border areas of Assam and Meghalaya and thereafter took forceful possession 

of the suit schedule land.He then settled the other defendants over the suit 

scheduled land even though he himself has no title over the same. Now, the 

defendants are trying to erect permanent houses over the suit land which 

would effectively deny all title and possessory rights of the plaintiff. Hence, 

the plaintiff has filed this suit. The ownership of immovable property bestows 

certain rights upon an owner, first and foremost of which is the right to 

peaceful possession over the same. The plaint in this case indicates the 

infringement of this very right, thereby arming the plaintiff with a remedy and 

a cause of action. Thus, the issue No. 2 is decided in the affirmative and in 

favour of the plaintiff. 

 

Issue No. 3: 

 

13. The contesting defendants had asserted that all the legal heirs of late Hasem 

Ali and all the Khatiandars of the Khatian No. 12 are necessary parties of the 

suit. Hence, as per the defendants, the suit must fail due to their non-

impleadment. As has been stated earlier, the defendants did not contest the 

suit any further after having filed their written statement. Therefore, the 

defendants forfeited the opportunity to establish their claim that such 

individuals were indeed necessary for the just determination of the suit. 

Overall, there is nothing on record to pinpoint that the plaintiff had actually 

failed to implead these parties even when they were necessary for the just 
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determination of the suit. It is pertinent to mention here that the plaintiff has 

asserted that the present suit land was actually separated from the Khatian 

No. 12 and was settled in the name of his father Hasem Ali. Therefore, on a 

prima facie level, there appears no necessity to implead the other 

Khatiandars. Further, it must be remembered that the plaintiff has sought a 

declaration of his title over the suit land and the recovery of his possession 

therein, after eviction of the defendants and dismantling of any construction 

of the defendants therein. There has never been any prayer for partition of 

the suit land in between co-sharers. As such, there is no apparent necessity to 

implead the other possible legal heirs of late Hasem Ali. Overall, this issue is 

decided in the negative and in favor of the plaintiff. 

 

Issues No. 4 and 5: 

 

14. These two issues are taken up together for discussion for the sake of brevity 

as they are incidental in nature. PW 1 is the plaintiff Akkas Ali himself. In his 

evidence on affidavit, he deposed thathe had filed this suit against the 

defendants for declaration of his title, for recovery of his possession by 

evicting the defendants and for permanent injunction. He is the son of late 

Hasem Ali who had been possessing the suit scheduled land measuring 2 

(Two) Bighas, 4 (Four) Kathas and 11 (Eleven) Lechas under Dag No. 209/99, 

as described in the Schedule A of the plaint. The land in the aforesaid Dag No. 

209/99 was part of the Khatian No. 12, Dag No. 74 which included land 

measuring 24 (Twenty Four) Bighas, 4 (Four) Kathas and 6 (Six) Lechas. After 

the death of the plaintiff's father Hasem Ali, the schedule A land had been 

separated therefrom. A Patta had been prepared in his (plaintiff’s) namewhich 

he had been possessing on the strength of right of inheritance. He is a Pattdar 

thereof and has been paying land revenue. The aforesaid total land in Khatian 

No. 12 is situated in the border of Assam and Meghalaya. The suit land is 

adjacent to the south of Garo Hills in Meghalaya. Taking advantage of the 

lawlessness in the boundary areas of Assam-Garo Hills (Meghalaya), the 

defendant No. 1 hadgradually encroached the suit land measuring 2 (Two) 

Bighas, 4 (Four) Kathas and 11 (Eleven) Lechassince 2007-08. This was done 

with the aid and advice of the other defendants. These defendants have now 

raised construction over the suit land. The suit land is covered by Dag No. 
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209/99 under Patta No. 43 of village DhapguriKuralbhanga Part-II within the 

Mankachar Circle and it is not a part of Garo Hills in Meghalaya. The 

defendants have no right, title or interest over the suit land. They are mere 

trespassers and have forcefully dispossessed the plaintiff in the first part of 

January, 2008. Hence, the plaintiff has been compelled to file this suit seeking 

appropriate reliefs.  

 

15. The PW 1 exhibited the following documents: 

Exhibit 1 is the Land Holding Certificate issued by Mankachar Circle Office. 

Exhibit 2 is the Khatian No. 12 containing Dags No. 74 and 78. 

Exhibit 3 is the Rent Payment Receipt. 

Exhibit 4 is the Trace Map of Vendyke Map. 

Exhibit 5 is the Map showing the encroachment of suit land. 

Exhibit 6 is the certified copy of Jamabandi of Patta No. 18(old)/43(New). 

Exhibit 7 is the certified copy of Draft Chitha of Patta No. 43. 

Exhibit 8 is the photocopy of Periodic KhirajPatta No. 8 (Proved in original). 

 

16. PW 2 ShakimAli was familiar with the suit land and the two sides of this case. 

He is one of the Khatiandars of Khatian No. 12, Dag No. 74 measuring 24 

(Twenty Four) Bighas, 4 (Four) Kathas and 6 (Six) Lechasof village 

DhapguriKuralbhanga Part-II. He was possessing land in the southern 

boundary adjacent to the suit land.Since then, he had sold his land to one 

Eakub Ali. He and the other Khatiandars had amicably partitioned the entire 

Khatian’s lands amongst the co-sharers. The suit land had fallen into the share 

of Hasem Ali, father of the plaintiff. The plaintiff inherited the suit land after 

the death of his father. He had fully corroborated the evidence of the 

plaintiff/PW 1. PW 4 Asgar Ali (wrongly mentioned as PW 3) is a nearby 

resident of the suit land. He knew both the sides of this suit, was familiar with 

the suit land and was well acquainted with the facts and circumstances of the 

suit. He too had fully corroborated the evidence of the plaintiff/PW 1. 

 

17. PW 3 Rofiq Uddin is an official witness who had produced certain documents 

in the court as per orders of the Assistant Settlement Officer, Mankachar 

Circle. He was called by the plaintiff to prove the Exhibit 1. The Exhibit 1 

which is a Land Holding Certificate has been issued from his office i.e. the 

office of the A.S.O., Mankachar. Exhibit 1(1) is the signature of Dilip Kumar 
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Botra, A.S.O., Mankachar, which the witness could identify.Although not a 

document of title, the land holding certificate signifies title of an individual. It 

has been issued by a competent settlement authority after due process of 

assessment. Therefore, it augments any document of title in favor of the 

plaintiff.This official witness further identified the Exhibit 4. Exhibit 4 is the 

Trace Mapof the new suit Dag No. 209/99 issued from their office.Exhibit 4(1) 

is the signature of Dilip Kumar Botra, A.S.O., Mankachar which he could 

identify. The Exhibit 5 is the certified copy of Vendyke Map which was 

prepared in the year 1961-62. These two exhibits help the court to identify the 

present suit land. These further indicate that the suit lands falls within the 

purview of the Mankachar Circle under the state of Assam and not the state of 

Meghalaya, as had been claimed by the contesting defendants.  

 

18. PW 5 Abdur Rahim (wrongly recorded as PW 4) was another official witness. 

He was deputed by the A.S.O., Mankachar to produce certain documents 

before the court. He was called by the plaintiff to prove the Exhibits 6, 7 and 

8. Exhibit 6 is the Jamabandi (certified copy) of the suit Dag Land whereas the 

Exhibit 7 is the draft Chitha (certified copy) of the suit land. The Exhibit 8 is 

the Periodic KhirajPatta of the suit land which was issued in the name of the 

plaintiff. As per the actualJamabandi and Chitha records brought by this 

witness, 2 (Two) Bighas, 4 (Four) Kathas and 11 (Eleven) Lechas under Dag 

No. 209/99 of Village Dhapguri- Kuralvanga Part II is in the name of Akkas Ali, 

son of Kasem Ali. The land under this Dag was previously a part of Dag No. 

74. As per the survey of 1960-61, the total land in Dag No. 74 was 24 

(Twenty Four) Bighas, 4 (Four) Kathas and 6 (Six) Lechas. A new Dag No. 

209/99 was created out of this Dag where the name of the plaintiff was 

mutated alongside the names of Monser Ali and Kasem Ali, on the strength of 

his inheritance. The Exhibit 7 was found to be identical with the Chitha book 

produced by him in court. The Exhibit 6 was found to be identical to the 

original Jamabandi produced by him in court. Exhibit 8 was issued on the 

basis of survey and settlement. Exhibit 8 was also prepared on the basis of 

Jamabandi. Exhibit 8(1) is the signature of the A.S.O., 

MankacharRajeswarTiwary which he could identify. The Dag No. 99/209 is 

included in Exhibit 4 Trace Map.   
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19. In Amiya Bala Dutta vs MukutAdhikari (1999 1 GLR 229), the 

Honorable Gauhati High Court had held that,“under the Assam land and 

revenue regulation a Patta holder is a land holder having permanent heritable 

and transferrable rights of use and occupancy subject to section 9. Patta must 

be given due weightage and cannot be brushed aside as it is issued under 

section 17 and can be considered a document of title. Mutation orders cannot 

be brushed aside until proved to be not done properly. Record of rights under 

section 40 and 41 shall always be deemed to be correct until proved 

otherwise”. Hence, the Exhibits 6, 7 and 8 are considered as proper 

documents of title signifying title in favor of the plaintiff. 

 

20. The Exhibit 2 of the plaintiff is the Khatian No. 12 containing Dags No. 74 and 

78. The Final Khatian includes the name of Hasem Ali Mallik i.e. the father of 

the plaintiff as a Khatiandar.The Honorable Gauhati High Court had held in the 

judgment of Lakshmi Prabha Borah and Others VS. Bhagya Devi and 

Others [2014 (4) GLT 176] that, “Khatian is the certificate as to final 

publication of the records of rights and under Section 58 (4) of the Assam 

(Temporarily Settled Areas) Tenancy Act, 1971 which provides that such 

records of rights prepared and published under the Act is to be presumed to 

have been finally published unless the contrary is proved”. The Exhibit 3 is the 

Revenue Payment Receipt of the suit land in the name of the plaintiff. It 

signifies that the plaintiff is in possession of the suit land after payment of 

applicable land revenue. 

 

21. It has to be reiterated again that the defendants never contested the suit after 

filing their written statement. Hence, the witnesses of the plaintiff or the 

Exhibits on record were not challenged by any prying cross examination. As 

such, the evidence on record from the plaintiff’s side remains unchallenged 

and unhindered. On overall consideration, it is held that the plaintiff has been 

able to prove his right, title and interests over the suit land. The Issue No. 4 is 

decided in the affirmative and in favor of the plaintiff.The issue No. 5 is 

decided in the negative and in favor of the plaintiff.   
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Issues No. 6, 7 and 8: 

 

22. These three issues are taken up together for discussion for the sake of brevity 

as they are incidental in nature. In view of the decisions on the previous 

issues, these three issuesare decided in the affirmative and in favor of the 

plaintiff. The plaintiff has successfully managed to establish his right, title, 

interests and incidental right to possession over the suit land as opposed to 

the failure of the defendants to rebut the same. Therefore, the plaintiff has 

managed to establish a prima facie case in hisfavour. Any interference with 

the actual ownership of the suit land of the plaintiff through any 

encroachmentby the defendants will lead to an irreparable loss to the plaintiff 

that cannot be compensated in terms of money. The right to property is a 

constitutionally guaranteed right. As the matter pertains to valid title and 

ownership of the plaintiff over the suit land, any unauthorized interference 

with the same will bring about a greater harm to the plaintiff than the 

defendants. Therefore, the balance of convenience is also in favor of the 

plaintiff. Hence, the plaintiff isheld to be entitled to the reliefs, as prayed for. 

The issues are decided accordingly. 

 

ORDER 

 

23. In view of the above discussion and the decisions on the aforesaid issues, the 

instant suit is decreed ex parte in favor of the plaintiff, with costs. It is hereby 

declared that the plaintiff has right, title and interests over the suit land 

described in the schedule A of the plaint. As the defendants have failed to 

prove their rights, title and interests over the suit land, it is hereby declared 

that they are trespassersin the suit land described in the schedule A of the 

plaint and are liable to be evicted therefrom. The plaintiff may recover the 

possession of the suit land from the defendants. The defendants are directed 

to voluntarily vacate the suit landdescribed in the schedule A of the plaint. In 

the event of theirfailure to do so, the defendants are to be forcefully evicted 

from the suit land after dismantling/removal of any construction made by the 

defendants therein. The defendants, their agents, servants, representatives or 

men are hereby restrained from entering the suit land or from interfering in 

the peaceful possession of the plaintiff in any manner.  
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24. Prepare decree accordingly.  

 

 

Given under my hand and the seal of this court on this the 15thday of May, 2019 

at Hatsingimari, Dhubri.  

 

ABHIJIT SAIKIA, 

 MUNSIFF,HATSINGIMARI, DHUBRI. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TYPED BY ME: AbhijitSaikia, Munsiff, Hatsingimari, Dhubri. 
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APPENDIX 

 

 

Witnesses examined by the Plaintiff: 

1. Akkas Ali(PW1) 

2. Shakim Ali (PW 2) 

3. Rofiq Uddin(PW 3) 

4. Asgar Ali(PW 4) 

5. Abdur Rahim (PW 5) 

 

Documents exhibited by the Plaintiff: 

1. Exhibit 1 is the Land Holding Certificate issued by Mankachar Circle Office. 

2. Exhibit 1(1) is the signature of Dilip Kumar Botra, A.S.O., Mankachar.  

3. Exhibit 2 is the Khatian No. 12 containing Dags No. 74 and 78. 

4. Exhibit 3 is the Rent Payment Receipt.  

5. Exhibit 4 is the Trace Map of Vendyke Map. 

6. Exhibit 4(1) is the signature of Dilip Kumar Botra, A.S.O., Mankachar. 

7. Exhibit 5 is the Map showing the encroachment of suit land. 

8. Exhibit 6 is the certified copy of Jamabandi of Patta No. 18(old)/43(New). 

9. Exhibit 7 is the certified copy of Draft Chitha of Patta No. 43. 

10. Exhibit 8 is the photocopy of Periodic KhirajPatta No. 8 (Proved in original).  

11. Exhibit 8(1) is the signature of the A.S.O., MankacharRajeswarTiwary. 

 

Witnesses examined by the Defendants: 

None. 

 

Documents exhibited by the Defendants: 

None. 
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T.S. 124/2016 

 

ORDER 

 

15.05.2019 

 

Plaintiff is represented. 

The Judgment is prepared in separate sheets, to be tagged together with the case 

record. The same is pronounced in open court in presence of the plaintiff’s 

learned counsel. 

In view of the discussion and decisions made therein, this suit is decreed ex parte 

with costs.  

It is hereby declared that the plaintiff has right, title and interests over the suit 

land described in the schedule A of the plaint. As the defendants have failed to 

prove their rights, title and interests over the suit land, it is hereby declared that 

they are trespassers in the suit land described in the schedule A of the plaint and 

are liable to be evicted therefrom. The plaintiff may recover the possession of the 

suit land from the defendants. The defendants are directed to voluntarily vacate 

the suit land described in the schedule A of the plaint. In the event of their failure 

to do so, the defendants are to be forcefully evicted from the suit land after 

dismantling/removal of any construction made by the defendants therein. The 

defendants, their agents, servants, representatives or men are hereby restrained 

from entering the suit land or from interfering in the peaceful possession of the 

plaintiff in any manner. 

Prepare decree accordingly. 

The instant suit is hereby disposed. 

 

 



P a g e  | 15 

 

 

. 

 




