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Witness present and duly sworn on 27.10.2025
Examination in chief by Advocate for Petitioner.

I  have  filed  my  Additional  Affidavit  in  view  of  the 
impleadment  respondent no.4 and 5.  The contents of the said 
Additional Affidavit are true to the best of my knowledge and 
I have affixed my signatures after going through its contents. 

 
Cross examination:- Deferred.
     

(Computerised to my dictation in the Open Court).
     R.O.I. &  A.C.

             IIAddl. Judge
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Witness present and duly sworn on 21.07.2025
Cross examination by advocate for Respondent no.2 & 3:-
       It is true to suggest that I and petitioner were working 

together. It is false to suggest that at the time of accident, I was 

not there. It is true to suggest that at the time of accident, I 

and  petitioner  were  working  under  Respondent  no.4  in  the 

house of Respondent no.1. It is true to suggest that we were 

not  working  under  Respondent  no.2  &  3  at  the  time  of 

accident. 

     2. Prior to accident, Respondent no.1 & 4 have informed the 

Respondent  no.2  &  3  about  disconnection  of  electric 

connection. We informed for disconnection of electricity to our 

mason Ramakrishnappa as well as Thimmarayappa. It is false 

to suggest that neither Respondent no.1 nor Respondent no.4 

had given any letter to Respondent no.2 & 3 to disconnect the 

Electricity. I did not see the letter, however, Respondent no.1 & 

4 and Thimmarayappa had given information to the said letter. 

I can’t produce the said letter to this court.

     3.  It  is  false  to  suggest  that  incident  occurred  solely 

negligence on the part of Respondent no.1 & 4 and not on the 

part of Respondent no.2 & 3. It is false to suggest that in order 

to  help  the  petitioner,  I  came before  the  court  to  give  false 
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evidence on behalf of the petitioner. It is false to suggest that 
the  Respondent  no.2  &  3  are  not  held  liable  to  pay 

compensation to the petitioner.

Further cross examination by advocate for Respondent 
no.4:-
      Whatever statement I deposed before in CC 33485/2022 

is true and correct. The witness admitted his signature in 

the deposition hence the said deposition is marked as Ex.R-

5. 

Re-examination: Nil. 

(Computerised to my dictation in the Open Court).
     R.O.I. &  A.C.

            IIAddl. Judge


