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IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE (Jr.Div) AT
BANGARPET

0.S. 101/2009

BETWEEN
Smt. Muniyamma @ Bodemma
W/o. late Narayanaswamy Plaintiff
AND
1. Smt. Rukmaniyamma
and others Defendants

U EXAMINATION IN CHIEF OF THE PLAINTIFF BY WAY

OF AFFIDAVIT
’5\,\/\ Name ; Smt. Muniyamma (@ Bodemma
Age ‘ : 83 years
Husband name Narayanaswamy
Address : Arimanahalli Village
Kamasamudra Hobli
Bangarpet Taluk
Kolar District
Occupation ~: ~ Agriculturist

EXAMINATION IN CHIEF DULY SWORN ON OATH

I, Smt. Muniyamma (@ Bodemma, W/o. late Narayanaswamy,
Age 82 years, Residing at Arimanahalli Village, Kamasamudra
Hobli, Bangarpet Taluk, Kolar District do hereby solemnly
affirm and state on oath as follows
1. [ submit that, I am the plaintiff in the above case and I
am well acquainted with the facts of the case. I have
g filed the above suit for the relief of declaration of my

tite over the suit schedule property and other

consequential reliefs.

V2 T‘\\s‘o\Q\ WM R



2. I submit that, I am the absolute owner in physical
possession and enjoyment of the property bearing
Sy.No.2, measuring to an extent of 1 acre 16 % guntas
out of 2 acre 24 guntas, situated at Arimanahalli Village,
Kamasamudram Hobli, Bangarpet Taluk. I submit that,
I had purchased the schedule property through registered
sale deed dated 3/07/1974 for valuable consideration
from one B.N.Ramaiah S/o0. Narayanappa. I submit that,
on registration of the sale deed I was put in possession of
the schedule property and from the date of purchase of
the schedule property I am in peaceful possession and

enjoyment over the schedule property.

3. I submit that, at the time of drafting of aforesaid
registered sale deed dated 3/07/1974 executed by Ramaih
in my favour in respect of schedule property, by mistake
the survey number was wrongly written in the said sale
deed as Sy.No44 instead of Sy.No.2 of Arimanahalli
village. I submit that, in the said sale deed the
boundaries are specifically and clearly mentioned to
identify the property and the said boundaries are all
referred to schedule property i.e., portion of Sy.No.2 and
same is tallies to the said survey number. I submit that,
there is no property bearing survey number 44 belonging
to family of Ramaiah i.e., vendor of plaintiff and as such
it is clear that the property sold under the sale deed dated

it ’:'\3’/07/.@74 is nothing but Sy.No.2 i.e., schedule property.

I sﬁbr’rﬁ\t that, to the said registered sale deéd dated
3/7/1974 ’-the other family members of Ramaiah i.e.,
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r 3 i ‘1& favour of 3™ defendant herein. That both the sale

Krishnamurthy, Sundariah and others were also attested

as witnesses by confirming the alienation.

I submit that, under the sale deed dated 3/07/1974, my
vendor has also sold one tamarind tree which was
situated in the schedule property and same is specifically
recited in the aforesaid sale deed dated 3/07/1974. The
existence of one tamarind tree in the schedule property
i.e., in Sy.No.2 is also evidences from the R.T.C for the
relevant period.  That in column number 7 of R.T.C
relating to Sy.No.2 i.e., schedule property it is
specifically mentioned the existence of one tamarind tree

at the time of execution of sale deed in my favour.

I submit that, the 3™ defendant is the purchaser of
remaining extent in Sy.No.2 and the same is purchased
through registered sale deed dated 3/07/1974. The 3"
defendant Has‘ purchased remaining extent of land in
Sy.No.2 from one Krishna Murthy who is none other
than younger brother of my vendor Ramaiah. I submit
that, the sons of Narayanappa i.e., Ramaiah and Krishna
Murthy by dividing Sy.No.2 between themselves have
alienated their share in Sy.No.2 in favour of me and 31
defendant herein. The aforesaid Ramaiah has alienated
his property in my favour and said Krishna Murthy i.e.,
husband of 1% defendant herein has alienated his property

deetls were executed on 3/07/1974 in favour of me and

?)ml defendant

s
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I submit that, in the sale deed dated 3/07/1974 executed
by husband of 1* defendant in favour of 3™ defendant
herein, the property of the my vendor i.e., Ramaiah is
shown towards southern side in Sy.No.2. That in the
sale deed dated 3/07/1974 executed in my favour the
share purchased by the 3™ defendant is shown towards
northern side in sy.No.2. I submit that, my vendor
Ramaiah and the vendor of 3™ defendant ie.,
Krishnamurthy and other family members have signed to
each sale deed as witnesses by confirming the sale. The
husband of the 1% defendant i.e., Krishna Murthy has
also signed as witnesses to the sale deed executed in my
favour. The 4™ defendant who is husband of 3™
defendant has also signed as witness to both the sale
deeds executed in my favour and 3™ defendant in respect

of Sy.No.2

I submit that, the property sold in my favour is part of
definite survey number i.e., Sy.No.2 and in the said sale
deed exact boundaries of the part sold in Sy.No.2 are

given. I submit that, I am an illiterate and innocent and I

. don’t know reading and writing of any language and

while writing the survey number in the sale deed it is
wfpngly written as Sy.No.44 instead of survey number 2.
I submit that, the husband of the 1% defendant i.e.,
Krishnamurthy is the scribe of the said sale deed

| purchased by me. But the boundaries are all referred to

survey number 2. In both sale deeds referred

hereinabove the Akar of the Sy.No.2 is assessed as Rs.2.
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8. I submit that, originally the schedule property was
Shanbhog Service Inam land attached to Arimanahalli
Village, Kamasamudram Hobli, Bangarpet Taluk. That
after death Narayanappa, his sons Ramaiah and
Krishnamurthy have succeeded the said service and they
became office holders of Arimanahalli Village. The
said Ramaiah has sold his share in Sy.No.2 in favour of
me, and Krishnamurthy has sold his share in the said
survey number to the 3™ defendant at the same date i.e.,
on 3/07/1974. That as per the registered sale deed, my

name was came to entered in the R.T.C at column No.12.

9. I submit that, I have purchased the schedule property
from Ramaih after Karnataka Village Abolition Act,
1961 came in to force. Subsequently the schedule
property was re-granted in favour of my alienor. I submit
that, Krishnamurthy i.e., husband of the 1% defendant
who represented the joint family before the revenue
authorities and as such the schedule survey number was
re-granted in his name. I submit that, the schedule
property was alienated after Principal Karnataka Village
Abolition Act came to in force and before it was re-
granted to the alienor, I have perfected my title to the

schedule property after regrant of schedule property.

.ff‘fTD,».‘u‘;f'\iI:?ubmit that, the remaining extent of land in Sy.No.2 is
| in ‘fossession of 3™ defendant herein and since from the
’d'ate. 6f purchase of the schedule property I am in settled
pqsséssion and the 3rrd defendant is in settled possession

~of remaining extent of the land in Sy.No.2. I submit

W 3
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11.

12.

13.

that, the property purchiasad By 3" (inm ias re.

granted to her by the Thaildar, Bangarpet "Talulk, \n case
N AT™A 637719, Aaked VAV 2/1\O9V T . That in the said

order my possession &f %w,as not disturbed and | am in 3/

continuous possession over the schedule property since

from the date of purchase of schedule property.

[ submit that, my name is continued in the R.T.C in
column No.12 upto the Government Notification to the
effect that the names of the persons shall not be entered
in the cultivator’s column. However I am in continuous
possession and enjoyment over the schedule property and
[ am personally cultivating the schedule property and
raising crops like ragi, ground nuts etc.,. The tamarind
tree which was existence in the schedule property

became very old and naturally fell down.

I submit that, I had one ~daughter by name Gowramma
and I have no male issues and with the help of my
daughter I am cultivating the schedule property and I am
raising several agricultural crops in the schedule
property. That from the date of purchase of the schedule
property I am paying tax to the concerned authority in

respect of schedule property i.e., in respect of Sy.No.2.

I submit that, all of a sudden the 1*' defendant has start.ed

"™ to interfere with my peaceful possession and enjoyment

f‘:';\_os;g the schedule property. That on 2/07/2007 the 1%

'defendant has made and attempt to trespass in to the

f schedule property and made and attempt to dispossess




me from suit schedule property. During that period I
have filed suit against the 1% defendant before this
Hon’ble Court in 0.S.No.126/2007 for the relief of
permanent injunction. The 1* defendant is none other
than wife of Krishna Murthy who is younger brother of

my vendor.

14. 1 submit that, I am uneducated, illiterate and innocent
lady and I have no male support in the locality. That
taking advantage of my social weakness and helplessness
the 1% defendant has got mutated her name in revenue
records in respect of schedule property behind back of
me and by suppressing material facts. That taking
advantage of the frivolous revenue entries the 1%
defendant has made all types of illegal activities to
dispossess me from the schedule property. I submit
that, I have also issued legal notice dated 23/8/2007
through my advocate to the Thasildar and Revenue
inspector of Bangarpet Taluk, intimating about my right

and

15. I submit that, during pendency of the aforesaid suit
0.S.No0.126/2007 and taking advantage of the frivolous

revenue entries the 1% defendant has alienated 1 acre 6 ¥

ane

o \“‘\.;guntas in the schedule property in favour of 2™

o e “i"gf-“—}\\d\éfendant herein through registered sale deed dated

L
\ ¥

W\ € )
',, :_}%1%92/2008. I submit that, the 2" defendant is none other

|

§

: , f",./tlifah son-in-law of 3 and 4™ defendant herein. I submit

) o &7 7" . t . .
~_ -7 that, when the 17 defendant failed to dispossess me from
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16.

17.

‘The seﬂe deed 4/02/2008 executed by 1% defendant in

the schedule property, has alienated 1 acre 6 ' guntas in

the schedule property in favour of 2™ defendant.

I submit that, the defendants 1 to 4 by colluding with
each other and taking advantage of my old age and
helplessness have created the said sale deed in favour of
2" defendant herein with intention to grab the schedule
property. The 3™ and 4™ defendants who are owners of
the remaining portion of the schedule survey number
have well aware about my possession and title over the
schedule property. The 3™ and 4™ defendant knowing
fully well about the said factual aspects have got
purchased the schedule property in the name of their son-
in-law i.e., 2™ defendant herein who is not at all resident

of Arimanahalli village.

I submit that, the 1 * defendant has no manner of right,
title, interest and possession over the schedule property. I
submit that, taking advantage of the frivolous revenue
entries and re-grant order, the 1* defendant has alienated
the 1 acre 6 %2 guntas in schedule property in favour of
2" defendant herein. The sale deed dated 4/02/2008
executed by 1% defendant in favour of 2™ defendant in
respect of 1 acre 6 %2 guntas in schedule property is

illegal, void and unlawful. That on the strength of

- - alleged sale deed the 2" defendant will not acquire any

right, ‘title and interest over the schedule property and

same is liable to be ignored and same is nominal one.

L il W



18.

favour of 2" defendant is null and void and same is not
binding on me. I submit that, as on this date I am in
peaceful and physical possession and enjoyment over the
schedule property. I submit that, the defendants 2 to 4
have fraudulently got executed the sale deed in favour of

2"! defendant herein, but the possession still is with me.

I submit that, based on frivolous and illegal sale deed
dated 4/02/2008 the defendants are making false and
frivolous claim over the entire extent of schedule
property claiming that they are the owners of the
schedule property by denying my title over the schedule
property. I submit that, further the 2" defendant taking
advantage of alleged sale deed standing in his name and
by colluding with other defendants are trying to interfere
with my possession (;ver the schedule property by
denying my \title. I submit that, on the strength of
frivolous sale deed, the 2" defendant by colluding with
defendants 1,3 and 4 on 9/05/2009 at about 9 AM along
with large number of henchmen came near the schedule
property and made an illegal attempt to dispossess me
from the schedule property by interfering with my
possession. However I have resisted the said illegal acts
of the defendants with great difficulty with the help of
neighbours. That when defendants unsuccessful in

dispossessing me, have left the schedule property by

N
7y
i)

‘proclaiming that shortly they will going to dispossess me

. from the schedule property.
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20.

10

I submit that, the 1* defendant never in possession of the

schedule property at any point time and 2™ defendant is

also i not\gossession of the schedule property and on &7
4 pHop 47

the strength of frivolous revenue entries are making false
claim over the schedule property. I submit that, the
defendants who are physically and financially are
powerful persons and by colluding with local police and
revenue officials have got favorable orders in their
favour with intention to make wrongful claim over the

schedule property.

I submit that, the said illegal and high handed acts of the
defendants has been reported to the local police and the
police have not taken any steps against the defendants by
saying that the matter is civil in nature. I submit that,
the defendants are very powerful persons in the locality
and they are having men and materials behind their back
and I am age old\lady is not in a position to resist the
illegal and high handed acts of the defendants without an
order of injunction from this Hon’ble Court. I submit
that, after filing of this suit I have withdrawn the
aforesaid suit in O.S.No.126/2007 which was filed for
the relief of permanent injunction.

I submit that, we have produced the documents in

support of my case and the same may be marked as
exhibits in the above suit.

~ Wherefore it is respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble
| '?C01’1rt be pleased to decree the above suit as prayed for in
© the plaint.

V¥ St
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I the deponent named above do hereby verify and declare
that what is stated herein above are all true and correct to

the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

N

Identified by me i
‘\D 2
S €pon

g\zlvz’éat}’\\“‘ \\“‘\g\\v\‘x\\v
Bangarpet
Date: 22292010

A01- \y

\— VERIFICATION

I Muniyamma @ Bodamma, the plaintiff do hereby verify that
what is stated herein above in the plaint are all true and correct
to the best of our knowledge, information and belief.

Bangarpet L O
Date:227/9/2610 Plaintiff
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IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE AT BANGARPET

0.S.101/2009

BETWEEN
Smt. Muniyamma @ Bodemma Plaintiff
AND
1.  Smt. Rukmaniyamma
and others Defendants

EXAMINATION IN CHIEF OF THE PLAINTIFF BY

WAY OF AFFIDAVIT
Name : . Smt. Gowramma
Age : 38 years
Father name : Narayanaswamy
Address : BEML, Dasarahalli Village

K.G.F, Bangarpet Taluk
Kolar District
Occupation . Agriculturist

EXAMINATION IN CHIEF DULY SWORN ON OATH

I, Smt. Gowramma D/o. late Narayanaswamy, Age 38 years,
Residing at BEML, Dasarahalli Village, K.G.F, Bangarpet Taluk,
Kolar District do hereby solemnly affirm and state on oath as
follows

1. I submit that, I am the General Power of Attorney Holder of
the plaintiff in the above case and I am well acquainted with the

facts of the case. I submit that, I am daughter of the plaintiff and

~as such I personally know the facts of the case.

ST



o I submit that, the plaintiff has filed the above suit for the
relief of declaration of title over the suit schedule property and

other consequential reliefs against the defendants.

3. I submit that, the plaintiff is the absolute owner in physical
possession and enjoyment of the property bearing Sy.No.2,
measuring to an extent of 1 acre 16 "2 guntas out of 2 acre 24
guntas, situated at Arimanahalli Village, Kamasamudram Hobli,
Bangarpet Taluk. 1 submit that, the plaintiff had purchased the
schedule property through registered sale deed dated 3/07/1974 for
valuable consideration from one B.N.Ramaiah S/o0. Narayanappa. I
submit that, on registration of the sale deed the plaintiff was put in
possession of the schedule property and from the date of purchase
of the schedule property the plaintiff is in peaceful possession and

enjoyment over the schedule property.

4. I submit that, at the time of drafting of aforesaid registered
sale deed dated 3/07/1974 executed by Ramaih in my favour the
plaintiff in respect of schedule property, by mistake the survey
number was wrongly written in the said sale deed as Sy.No.44
instead of Sy;No.Z of Arimanahalli village. 1 submit that, in the
said sale deed the boundaries are specifically and clearly mentioned
to identify the property and the said boundaries are all referred to
schedule property i.e., portion of Sy.No.2 and same is tallies to the
said survey number. I submit that, there is no property bearing
survey number 44 belonging to family of Ramaiah i.e., vendor of
~plaintiff and as such it is clear that the property sold under the sale
deed dated 3/07/1974 is nothing but Sy.No.2 i.e., schedule property.
I submlt that, to the said registered sale deed dated 3/7/1974 the
other familif members of Ramaiah i.e., Krishnamurthy, Sundariah
and other"s" were also attested as witnesses by confirming the

alienation: /
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5; I submit that, under the sale deed dated 3/07/1974, the
plaintiff vendor has also sold one tamarind tree which was situated
in the schedule property and same is specifically recited in the
aforesaid sale deed dated 3/07/1974. The existence of one
tamarind tree in the schedule property i.e., in Sy.No.2 is also
evidences from the R.T.C for the relevant period. That in column
number 7 of R.T.C relating to Sy.No.2 i.e., schedule property it is
speciﬁcally mentioned the existence of one tamarind tree at the

time of execution of sale deed in favour plaintiff.

6. I submit that, the 3™ defendant is the purchaser of remaining
extent in Sy.No.2 and the same is purchased through registered sale
deed dated 3/07/1974. The 3" defendant has purchased remaining
extent of land in Sy.No.2 from one Krishna Murthy who is none
other than younger brother of my vendor Ramaiah. I submit that,
the sons of Narayanappa i.e., Ramaiah and Krishna Murthy by
dividing Sy.No.2 between themselves have alienated their share in
Sy.No.2 in favour of plaintiff and 3" defendant herein. The
aforesaid Ramaiah hes alienated his property in favour of plaintiff
and said Krishna Murthy i.e., husband of 1* defendant herein has
alienated his property in favour of 3™ defendant herein. That oth

Ny
the sale deeds were executed on 3/07/1974 in favour of mez and 3
defendant ' a4

7 I submit that, in the sale deed dated 3/07/1974 executed by
husband of 1% defendant in favour of 3™ defendant herein, the
property of the plaintiffs vendor i.e., Ramaiah is shown towards
southern side in Sy.No.2. That in the sale deed dated 3/07/1974
"M‘:“;fexecuted in plaintiffs favour the share purchased by the 3"

- de%ndant is shown towards northern side in sy.No.2. I submit that,
plam&ffs vendor Ramaiah and the vendor of 3" defendant i.e.,

Kr /mamurthy and other family members have signed to each sale

\ //



deed as witnesses by confirming the sale. The husband of the 1°
defendant i.e., Krishna Murthy has also signed as witnesses to the
sale deed executed in plaintiffs favour. The 4™ defendant who is
husband of 3" defendant has also signed as witness to both the sale
deeds executed in my favour and 3™ defendant in respect of

Sy.No.2

8. I submit that, the property sold in plaintiffs favour is part of
definite survey number i.e., Sy.No.2 and in the said sale deed exact
boundaries of the part sold in Sy.No.2 are given. I submit that,
plaintiffs is an illiterate and innocent and she don’t know reading
and writing of any language and while writing the survey number in
the sale deed it is wrongly written as Sy.No.44 instead of survey
number 2. I submit that, the husband of the 1% defendant ie.,
Krishnamurthy is the scribe of the said sale deed purchased by me.
But the boundaries are all referred to survey number 2. In both sale
deeds referred hereinabove the Akar of the Sy.No.2 is assessed as
Rs.2.

9. I submit that, originally the schedule property was Shanbhog
Service Inam land attached to Arimanahalli Village,
Kamasamudram Hobli, Bangarpet Taluk. That after death
Narayanappa, his sons Ramaiah and Krishnamurthy have
succeeded ‘the said service and they became office holders of
Arimanahalli Village. The said Ramaiah has sold his share in
Sy.No.2 in favour of plaintiff, and Krishnamurthy has sbld his share
in the said survey number to the 3™ defendant at the same date i.e.,

’ _on 3/07/1974. That as per the registered sale deed, my name was

'c5n3é7t9 \en\tered in the R.T.C at column No.12.

10:¢ 1 submlt that, plaintiff has purchased the schedule property
from ‘Ramaiti/after Karnataka Village Abolition Act, 1961 came in

G
S\
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to force. Subsequently the schedule property was re-granted in
favour of plaintiffs alienor. I submit that, Krishnamurthy i.e.,
husband of the 1% defendant who represented the joint family
before the revenue authorities and as such the schedule survey
number was re-granted in his name. I submit that, the schedule
property was alienated after Principal Karnataka Village Abolition
Act came to in force and before it was re-granted to the alienor of
plaintiff and the plaintiff has perfected her title to the schedule
property after regrant of schedule property.

11. I submit that, the remaining extent of land in Sy.No.2 is in
possession of 3" defendant herein and since from the date of
purchase of the schedule property plaintiff is in settled possession
and the 3rrd defendant is in settled possession of remaining extent
of the land in Sy.No.2. I submit that, the property purchased by 31
defendant was re-granted to her by the Thaildar, Bangarpet Taluk,
in case No.INA 63/78-79, dated 14/12/1987. That in the said
order my possession of the plainmtiff was not disturbed and the
plaintiff is in continuous possession over the schedule property

since from the date of purchase of schedule property.

12. I submit that, plaintiffs name is continued in the R.T.C in
column No.12 upto the Government Notification to the effect that
the names of the persons shall not be entered in the cultivator’s
column. However plaintiffs is in continuous possession and
enjoyment over the schedule property and plaintiff personally

— cultivating the schedule property and raising crops like ragi, ground

v',riﬁfs.-etp.,. The tamarind tree which was existence in the schedule

p'ropexj‘t'j\became very old and naturally fell down.

I SCERSS
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13. I'submit that, I am only daughter to the plaintiff and there are
other legal heir to the plaintiff and the plaintiff with the help of me
is cultivating the schedule property and we are raising several
agricultural crops in the schedule property. That from the date of
purchase of the schedule property we are paying tax to the
concerned authority in respect of schedule property i.e., in respect

of Sy.No.2.

14. I submit that, all of a sudden the 1% defendant has started to
interfere with plaintiffs peaceful possession and enjoyment over the
schedule property. That on 2/07/2007 the 1% defendant has made
and attempt to trespass in to the schedule property and made and
attempt to dispossess plaintiffs from suit schedule property.
During that period plaintiff have filed suit against the 1% defendant
before this Hon’ble Court in 0.S.No.126/2007 for the relief of
permanent injunction. The 1* defendant is none other than wife of

Krishna Murthy who is younger brother of my vendor.

15. I submit that, plaintiff is uneducated, illiterate and innocent
lady and she had no male support in the locality. That taking
advantage of my social weakness and helplessness the 1* defendant
has got mutated her name in revenue records in respect of schedule
property behind back of plaintiff and by suppressing material facts.
That taking advantage of the frivolous revenue entries the 1%
defendant has made all types of illegal activities to dispossess
plaintiff from the schedule property. I submit that, plaintiff have
also issued legal notice dated 23/8/2007 through my advocate to the

Thasildar and Revenue inspector of Bangarpet Taluk, intimating

=7 ~ about my right.

16.""1 I Ql\lbmit that, during pendency of the aforesaid suit
) OSN0126/2007 and taking advantage of the frivolous revenue

/

/
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entries the 1% defendant has alienated 1 acre 6 % guntas in the
schedule property in favour of 2™ defendant herein through
registered sale deed dated 4/02/2008. I submit that, the 2™
defendant is none other than son-in-law of 3™ and 4™ defendant
herein. I submit that, when the 1% defendant failed to dispossess me
from the schedule property, has alienated 1 acre 6 % guntas in the

schedule property in favour of 2" defendant.

17. I submit that, the defendants 1 to 4 by colluding with each
other and taking advantage of my old age and helplessness have
created the said sale deed in favour of 2™ defendant herein with
intention to grab the schedule property. The 3™ and 4™ defendants
who are owners of the remaining portion of the schedule survey
number have well aware about my possession and title over the
schedule property. The 3™ and 4™ defendant knowing fully well
about the said factual aspects have got purchased the schedule
property in the name of their son-in-law i.e., 2" defendant herein

who is not at all resident of Arimanahalli village.

18. I submit that, the 1% defendant has no manner of right, title,
interest and possession over the schedule property. I submit that,
taking advantage of the frivolous revenue entries and re-grant
order, the 1% defendant has alienated the 1 acre 6 % guntas in
schedule property in favour of 2™ defendant herein. The sale deed
dated 4/02/2008 executed by 1% defendant in favour of 2™
defendant in respect of 1 acre 6 % guntas in schedule property is

illegal, void and unlawful. That on the strength of alleged sale deed

',‘,_ﬁ\ oL

”"",;thexz\nd defendant will not acquire any right, title and interest over
the schéQule property and same is liable to be ignored.and same is

nominal & ohe The sale deed 4/02/2008 executed by 1* defendant in
favour of 2 " defendant is null and void and same is not binding on

plamtlff "1 submit that, as on this date plaintiff is in peaceful and



physical possession and enjoyment over the schedule property. I
submit that, the defendants 2 to 4 have fraudulently got executed
the sale deed in favour of 2™ defendant herein, but the possession

still is with plaintiff.

19. I submit that, based on frivolous and illegal sale deed dated
4/02/2008 the defendants are making false and frivolous claim over
the entire extent of schedule property claiming that they are the
owners of the schedule property by denying plaintiff title over the
schedule property. I submit that, further the 2™ defendant taking
advantage of alleged sale deed standing in his name and by
colluding with other defendants are trying to interfere with plaintiff
possession over the schedule property by denying plaintiff title. I
submit that, on the strength of frivolous sale deed, the 2" defendant
by colluding with defendants 1,3 and 4 on 9/05/2009 at about 9 AM
along with large number of henchmen came near the schedule
property and made an illegal attempt to dispossess plaintiff from
the schedule property by interfering with plaintiff possession.
However I have resisted the said illegal acts of the defendants with
great difficulty with the help of neighbours. That when defendants
unsuccessful in dispossessing plaintiff, have left the schedule
property by proclaiming that shortly they will going to dispossess
plaintiff from the schedulé property.

20. I submit that, the 1% defendant never in possession of the
schedule property at any point time and 2™ defendant is also in not
possession of the schedule property and on the strength of frivolous

Te Tf»_nue entries are making false claim over the schedule property. I

7 submlt\that the defendants who are physically and financially are

~ powerful persons and by colluding with local police and revenue
ofﬁmals have got favorable orders in their favour with intention to

make wrongful claim over the schedule property.

- , ’/
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21. I submit that, the said illegal and high handed acts of the
defendants has been reported to the local police and the police have
not taken any steps against the defendants by saying that the matter
is civil in nature. I submit that, the defendants are very powerful
persons in the locality and they are having men and materials
behind their back and plaintiff is age old lady is not in a position to
resist the illegal and high handed acts of the defendants without an
order of injunction from this Hon’ble Court. I submit that, after
filing of this suit I have withdrawn the aforesaid suit in
0.S.No0.126/2007 which was filed for the relief of permanent

injunction.

I submit that, plaintiff has produced the documents in support of
her case and the same may be marked as exhibits in the above suit.

Wherefore it is respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Court be
pleased to decree the above suit as prayed for in the plaint.

I the deponent named above do hereby verify and declare that what
is stated herein above are all true and correct to the best of my

knowledge, information and belief.

Identified by me
D ens
ﬁg%@@ Deponent
vocate

Bangarpet
Date: 4)}( 4017

VERIFICATION

L AUE I Gowramma, the G.P.A holder for plaintiff do hereby verify that

’\\__..,.»-

M—m QLQWQ oA =1 I 250 e \ y

y,:/YDate I gor @ p-f HoldLg Plaintiff

ENE hat is stated herein above in the plaint are all true and correct to

thé best of our knowledge, information and belief.
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IN THE COURT OF THE HON’BLE PRINCIPAL CIVIL
JUDGE: AT BANGARPET

0.S.No.101/2009
Plaintiff : Smt.Muniyamma @ Bodemma
Vs/

Defendants: Smt.Rukminiyamma and 3 others

EXAMINATION-IN-CHIEF BY WAY OF AFFIDAVIT

1.Name . :  Rukminyamma DW:1

2. Husband’s name : late Krishnamurthy

3.Age el yedrs jﬁ/—é_ S
4.Occupation . Agriculturist j Judas g B0
5.Residence . Bodagurki village, Kamasamuéira -

hobli, Bangarpet taluk

I, Rukminiyamma W/o late Krishnamurthy, aged
about 71 years, Agriculturist, R/o Bodagurki village,
Kamasamudra hobli, Bangarpet taluk, the 1st defendant

above named do hereby solemnly state on oath and affirm

o Fe as follows.
Al Ak

1. I humbly submit that, I know the other Defendants
= % and I kn<.)vv the plaintiff subsequent to filing of the suit by
Plaintiff in 0.S.126/2007 on the file of this Hon'ble Court
only. I came to know that the Plaintiff is a vokkaliga by
caste and a permanent resident of Dasarahosahalli village
.\\?}i\r}\l Robertsonpet hobli, Bangarpet taluk for last more than

g
s A

title, interest or possession whatsoever to the Suit schedule

property and it is myself who was the absolute owner in

L8, 5y
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actual possession and enjoyment of the Suit schedule
property raising crops therein and apart from myself none
others including the Plaintiff have absolutely no manner of
right, title, interest or possession whatsoever to the Suit
schedule property and myself being the owner in
possession and enjoyment of the Suit schedule property
for my family and legal; necessity sold the Suit schedule
property in favour of 2nd Defendant under a duly registered
sale deed dated 4/2/2008 for Rs.45,000/- and handedover
the possgssion of the Suit schedule property in favour of
the 2nd Defendant and from the date of registered sale deed
dated 4/2/2008, it is the 2nd Defendant that is in actual
possession and enjoyment of the Suit schedule property
and apart from the 2nd Defendant none others including th‘e
Defendants 3 and 4 and the Plaintiff have absolutely no
manner of right, title, interest or possession whatsoever to
the' Suit “schedule’ property. ‘I humbly submit that the
Defendants 3 and 4 are the absolute owners in actual
possession and enjoyment of 1 acre 16 % guntas of land in
Sy.No.2 of Aramanahalli village, Kamasamudram hobli,
Bangarpet taluk, which is on the northern side of the Suit
schedule  property and I humbly submit that the total
extent of land bearing Sy.No.2 of Aramanahalli village,

Kamasamudram hobli, Bangarpet taluk, was shanubogue

: Ka’ﬂazmma on 3/7/1974 from its previous owner in

:\jéogs’;%ésmn Sri.Krishnamurthy S/o late Narayanappa of
Bodagurkl village, Kamasamudram hobli, Bangarpet taluk,
and the remaining 1 acre 6 2 guntas of land was sold by

myself in favour of 2nd Defendant under the registered sale

St
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deed dated 4/2/2008 for Rs.45,000/- and prior to the sale
of the Suit schedule property by myself in favour of 2nd
Defendant dated 4/2/2008, it was myself that was the
exclusive and absolute owner in actual possession and
enjoyment of the Suit schedule property and enjoying the
same in my own right, title, interest and after myself sold
the Suit schedule property in favour of the 2nd Defendant
under the fegistered_ sale deed dated 4/2/2008, it is the 2nd
Defendant that is the absolute owner and in possession
and enjoyment of the Suit schedule property raising crops
therein and the katha and mutation of the Suit schedule
property has also been transferred to the name of 2nd
Defendant and another 1 acre 16 % guntas' of land
belonging to 3rd Defendant the katha and mutation and
record of right, geni, pahani patrike has also been
transferred in the name of 3rd Defendant and the
Defendants 3 and 4 are alSo agriculturists by profession

eking out their livelihood by doing agriculture.

2. I humbly submit the allegations made by the Plaintiff
in para 2 of the plaint to the effect that the Plaintiff is the

alleged absolute owner and in alleged physical possession

d enjoyment of the property bearing Sy.No.2 alleged to be

Co
K G208 Y

4 guntas situated at Aramanahalli village,

udram hobli, Bangarpet taluk are all absolutely

falsa;/ d‘r volous, baseless, untenable in law and are all

o ’_con\vc,“(“\{ed by the Plaintiff in order to harass us and put us

5 Wit
that the schedule given to the Suit schedule property and

Substantial loss, injury and hardship. [ humbly submit

the survey number given to the Suit schedule property and

the boundaries given to the Suit schedule property by the

%ww—/ vedld Do, B e,



Plaintiff are all false frivolous and untenable in law and are
all concocted by the Plaintiff in order to knock of the Suit
schedule property belonging to 2rd Defendant.

3 I hl,}m.bly submit the allegations made by the Plaintiff
in para 3 of the plaint to the effect that the Plaintiff
purchased the Suit schedule property through the alleged
registered sale deed dated 3/7/1974 for alle‘ged valuable
consideration from one alleged B.N.Ramaiah S/o
Narayanappa and from the date of the alleged purchase of
the Suit schedule property the Plaintiff is in alleged
peaceful possession and enjoyment over the Suit schedule
property are all absolutely false, frivolous, baseless and
untenable in law and are all concocted by the Plaintiff in
order to harass the 2nd Defendant who is the absolute
owner and in actual possession and enjoyment of the Suit
schedule. property and the alleged document relied upon
that is alleged sale deed dated 3/7/1974 is a false, forgéd,
fraudulent, concocted ar;d manipulated document
concocted by the Plaintiff in order to harass us and as
such, no reliance can be placed by this Hon'ble Court on

the alleged sale deed alleged to be> dated 3/7/1974.

g / : »\\\\ humbly submit that the allegations made by the
: . Pla\mtl i/in para 4 of the plaint to the effect that at the time
Al of alleged drafting of aforesaid alleged sale deed dated
" /3 /7/1974 alleged to have been executed by Ramaiah in

“ ’,f)a)vo‘dr of Plaintiff in respecf of the Suit schedule property
by mistake the survey number was wrongly written in the
said sale deed as Sy.No.44 instead of Sy.No.2 of
Aramanahalli village, Kamasamudram hobli, Bangarpet
taluk, but in the alleged sale deed the alleged boundaries
are specifically and clearly mentioned to identify the alieged
BT s



property and the said boundaries are referred to schedule
property that is portion of Sy.No.2 and the same is tallies to
the alleged said survey number and the further allegations
made by the Plaintiff in para 4 of the plaint to the effect
that there is no property bearing Sy.No.44, belonging to the
alleged family of Ramaiah that is vendor of alleged Plaintiff
and as it is clear that the alleged property sold under the
alleged sale deed dated 3/7/1974 is nothing but survey
No.2 that is the schedule property and all other allegations
made by the Plaintiff in para 4 of the plaint are all
absolutely, frivolous, baseless, untenable in law and are all
concocted by the Plaintiff in order to harass us and to put

us to substantial loss, injury and hardship.

5 I humbly submit that the allegations made by the .
Plaintiff in para 5 of the plaint to the effect that at the
alleged sale deed dated 3/7/1974, the alleged vendor of the
Plaintiff has also sold one alleged tamarind tree which was
situated in the schedule property and the alleged {fendor of
the Plaintiff alienateci the schedule property along with one
alleged tamarind tree and the same is specifically recited in
the alleged sale deed dated 3/7/1974 and the alleged
existence of alleged one tamarind tree in the schedulé

erty ie., in Sy.No.2 also evidences from the alleged

«%f e alleged period and in alleged Col.No.7 of RTC.,
@,( latia .ﬂ\ o sy.No.2 that is the schedule property, it is
% f;;j mentioned that the alleged existence of one
i:l\i tamér;rx tree at the time of alleged execution of sale deed

-
=9

#

. ﬁﬁroperty sold under the alleged sale deed dated 3/7/1974
in favour of Plaintiff is Sy.No.2 and not Sy.No.44 are all
absolutely false, frivolous, baseless and untenable in law

and no reliance can be placed on it.

S e



6. I further humbly submit that the allegations made by
the Plaintiff in para 6 of the plaint to the effect that the 3rd
Defendant is the purchaser of the remaining extent in
Sy.No.2 and the same is purchased through registered sale
deed dated 3/7/74 and the 3rd Defendant has purchased
remaining extent of land in Sy.No.2 from one
Krishnamurthy is true and correct and I humbly submit
that the other portion of the Suit schedule property sold by
myself in favour of 2nd Defendant continued to be in my
possession until I sold the Suit schedule property in favour
of 2nd Defendant under the registered sale deed dated
4/2/2008 and the further allegations made by the Plaintiff
to the effect that the sons of Narayanappa namely Ramaiah
and Krishnmurthy by dividing survey No.2 between
themselves have alienated their alleged share in Sy.No.2 in
favour of.the Plaintiff and 3rd Defendant and the aforesaid
Ramaiah has alienated his alleged property in favour of -
alleged Plaintiff are all absolute false, frivolous, baseless

and untenable in law.

Vg [ humbly submit that the further allegations made in
‘para 7 of the plai'nt to the effect that in the aforesaid sale
deed dated 3/7/1974 executed by my husband in favour of
3rd Defendant the alleged property of the Plaintiff’s alleged
//j ( WE@Qor Ramaiah is shown towards southern side in Sy No.2

i et ,“V-g ~
%< -

énd my husband Krishnamurthy has also signed as

witness to the alleged sale deed executed in favour of the

Plaintiff and the 4th Defendant who is the husband of 3rd

N(LWMN\/
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Defendant has also signed as witness to the alleged sale
deed in favour of the Plaintiff are absolutely false, frivolous,
baseless and untenable in law and I humbly submit that
the Sy.number mentioned in the sale deed of the alleged
Plaintiff is quite different from the sale deed executed in
favour of 3t Defendant and they are quite different
Sy.numbers and the Plaintiff by misrepresenting the facts

has filed this false and frivolous suit against us.

8. I humbly submit that the further allegations made in
para 8 of the plaint by the Plaintiff to the effect that the
alleged documents produced therein makes it clear that the
alleged property sold in favour of Plaintiff is paft of definite
Survey number ie., Sy.No.2 and >in the said sale deed exact
boundaries of the part sold in Sy.No.2 are given and while
writing the alleged Sy.number in the alleged sale deed it is
wrongly written as Sy.No.44 instead of Sy.No.2 but the
boundaries are all referred to sy.No.2 and in both the sale
deeds referred herein above the Akar of Sy.No.2 is assessed
at Rs.2-00 and all theése facts and documents makes it
clear that the alleged property sold to the Plaintiff under
the alleged sale deed dated 3/7/1974 is part of sy.No.2 and
mere description of Sy.number does not affect the alleged

ntity of the plroperty sold to the Plaintiff are all

& < o 00
I3 \6"6’;
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PIEINtff in para 9 of the plaint to the effect that the

: %ﬁl:tfff has got one daughter by name Gowramma and the

having a daughter by name Gowramma and the other
allegation made by the Plaintiff that she is paying tax to the

concerned authority in respect of the schedule property are
%QM—Q—L&H ot
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all absolutely false, frivolous, baseless and untenable in

law.

IS5 S hurnbly submit the further allegations made by the
Plaintiff in para 10 of the plaint to the effect that originally
the land bearing Sy.No.2 was Shanubhoge Inam land
attached to Aramanahalli village, Kémasamudram hobli,
Bangarpet taluk is true and correct. The  further
‘allegations made by the Plaintiff that after death of
Narayanappa his son Ramaiah has succeeded the said
service and he became the office holder of Aramanahalli
village, and the said Ramaiah sold his share in Sy.No.2 to
the Plaintiff and Plaintiff name has entered in RTC in
Col.No.9 are. all absolutely false, frivolous, baseless and

untenable in law.

11. I humbly submit that the further allegations made in
para 11 of the plaint to the effect that the schedule
property was re granted in favour of Plaintiff alienor are all

absolutely false, frivolous, baseless and untenable in law.

12. I humbly submit that the further allegations made in
para 12 of the plaint to the effect that the property

G oF chased by the 3rd Defendant was regranted by the
QR ’fw&
D B, ahsff lar, Bangarpet taluk in case No.INA.63/78-79 dated

R
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/’iﬁ‘f/ ’ w14 / 1\2 /\1987 is true and correct. The further allegations

made by tl}le Plaintiff in the same para that the Plaintiff is

m contmqbus possession over the schedule property since

he Plamtlff is personaly cultivating the schedule
property and raising crops like ragi, groundnut etc., and
the alleged tamarind tree which was alleged to be in
existence in the alleged schedule property became very old
and naturally fell down as alleged in para 13 and the

further allegation made in para 14 that when facts stood

%W m/ &éaﬁ*ﬁé
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then all of a sudden myself has started to interfere with the
alleged Plaintiff’s peaceful possession and enjoyment over
the schedule property and that on 2/7/2007 myself has
made and attempt to trespass into the schedule property
and made attempts to dispossess the Plaintiff from the Suit
schedule property and the further allegations made in para
No.15 that the Plaintiff is uneducated, illiterate and
innocent lady and she has no male support in the locality
are all absolutely false, frivolous, baseless and untenable in

law.

13. I humbly submit that the further allegations made by
the Plaintiff in plaint to the effect that myself and other
Defendants are making false and frivolous claim over the
entire extent of the schedule property claiming that we are
the owners of the schedule property and that the 2nd
Defendant taking advantage of the alleged sale deed
standing in his name is trying to interfere with the alleged
Plaintiff’s peaceful _possession and enjoyment of the
schedule property by colluding with Defendants 1,3 and 4
on 9/4/2009 at about 9-00 am., along with large number
of henchmen near the schedule property and made an
illegal attempts to dispossess the Plaintiff from the

schedule.,./pro‘perty; and however the Plaintiff resisted the

P_“_V:Vjéaid'i;;il\legal act are all absolutely false, frivolous, baseless

and-untenable in law.

; 14 : Ihu}inbly submit that on the complaint given by the

5 Plain‘tiff:tb the Kamasamudram police against us, the

i Ursiel ;",’-Kar_rnlg_s'éffnudram police sought for clarification from the

";féhsildar’ Bangarpet taluk, as to who is in possession and

enjoyment of the Suit schedule property and the Tahsildar,
Bangarpet taluk after holding detailed enquiry in to the

%w W DY T Ay
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matter and further the revenue authorities namely the
village accountant and the Revenue Inspector after
inspecting the Suit schedule property have submitted their
report to the Tahsildar stating that it is the 2nd Defendant
is in absolute possession and enjoyment of the Suit
schedule property and all documents, title and possession
are standing in the name of 2nd Defendant and on the
basis of that the Tahsildar submitted his report to the Sub
Inspector of Police, Kamasamudram Police station on
17/8/2009, vide No. RRT(KA) CR 22/2009-10 stating that
it is the 2rd Defendant who is the absolute owner in actual
possession and enjoyment of the Suit schedule property
and all revenue documents are standing in the name of 2nd
Defendant and the Tahsildar in his report to the Sub-
Inspector of Police, Kamasamudram Police Station informed
the said Sub-Inspector of police to give police protection to
the 2nd Defendant and we have produced all the entire
proceedings and the report of the Tahsildar, Bangarpet
taluk, dated 17/8/2009 in his No. RRT(KA) CR 22/2009-10
to give police proféction to the 2nd Defendant for kind

Cc oQQ&deratlon of this Hon'ble Court.

humbly submit that the alleged cause of action as
by the Plaintiff to file the suit was arose on

08 when [ executed sale deed in favour of 2nd

when the Suit schedule property is regranted on 9/5/2009
and when myself and other Defendants made an illegal
attempt to dispossess the Plaintiff from the alleged
schedule property and thereby denying alleged Plaintiff’s
title by interfering with the alleged Plaintiff’s possession
over the Suit schedule property are all absolutely false,

frivolous, baseless and untenable in law.
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16. I humbly submit that the Plaintiff has not at all
purchased any land in Sy.No.2 of Aramanahalli village in
Kamasamudram hobli, Bangarpet taluk at any time and
when the Plaintiff has no title or possession over the
schedule property, the Plaintiff at the instigation of
personswho are enemically disposed off towards us in order
to harass us has filed this false and frivolous suit against
us which is liable to be dismissed by this Hon'ble Court as

not maintainable in law.

17. 1T humbly submit that the plaintiff is not entitled for
any of the reliefs he has prayed for in the plaint.

18. I humbly submit that the written statement filed by
myself and other Defendants may kindly be read as part

and parcel of this affidavit.

19. I humbly submit that the documents produced by us

mau kindly be marked as exhibits on our side.

Wherefore in the interest of justice and equity I pray
and swear that this Hon’ble court may be pleased to

dismiss the plaintiff’s suit with our exemplary costs.

‘ | oF EFAY
2 \\\Bated;é‘ /6/2015 1st Defendant/Deponent
o Idlentified by me
Shabhbyrs

Advocate

A
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