


claims for recovery of land had already lapsed when the .applicant
instituted her claim before the trial tribunal. Hence, it was time barred.
Her appeal was consequently dismissed for being predicated on nullity
proceedings. Aggrieved further, the appellant has knocked on the door of
this court armed with the following grounds:-

*1. That, the District Land and Housing Tribunal erred

in fact by departing from deciding on adjoining piece of

land of about five acres trespassed by the respondent

in 2016, instead it went on justifying respondent

ownership over the whole seven acres using evidence

of two acres, bought legally on 2009, hence arriving at

wrong findings.

2. That, ward tribunal and district land and housing

tribunal unreasonably erred in finding that the

appellant confessed to have seen the trespass since

1971 while in fact she testified to see the respondent

inside her suit land in 2016 after the respondent

extended cultivating activities from the purchased two

acres to appellant’s five unsold acres.

3. That, both land tribunals erred in fact and law in

awarding the whole suit land to the respondent, in the

absence of evidence of physical improvements done by

respondents, if he really was inside the land since 1967

and without evidence of handover from appellant

father to respondent grandmother in 1967 as alleged

by the respondent.
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