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Presented on : 04-06-2014
Registered on : 04-06-2014
Decided on  :27-03-2026
Duration : 11 years, 9 months, 23 days

IN THE COURT OF THE PRL. CIVIL JUDGE & JMFC.,

KANAKAPURA

Present: Smt. Radha S, B.A., LL.M.,
Prl. Civil Judge & JMFC.,
Kanakapura.

Dated this the 27" day of March 2026

0.S./222/2014

Plaintiff: Smt. Kempamma
W /o late Veerabhadraiah
Aged about 70 years,
R/o: Doddasadenahalli Village,
Maralavadi Hobli,
Kanakapura Taluk,
Ramanagara District.

(By Sri. K.Y.S., Advocate)
V/s

Defendant: Sri. Kunnappa @ Kunnegowda
S/o late Veerabhadregowda
Aged about 45 years,
R/o: Doddasadenahalli Village,
Maralavadi Hobli,
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Kanakapura Taluk,

Ramanagara District.

(By Sri. M.G., Advocate)

Date of Institution of Suit 04-06-2014

Nature of Suit :  Permanent Injunction
Date of Recording of : 17-09-2019
evidence

Date, on which Judgment : 27-03-2026
was pronounced

Total Duration :  Year/s Month/s Day/s
11 09 23

(Radha S.)
Prl. Civil Judge & JMFC.,
Kanakapura.

JUDGMENT

This is a suit filed by the plaintiff against defendant for
the relief of permanent injunction in respect of land bearing
Sy.No.72/3 measuring 00 acre 29 guntas situated at
Chikkasadena Halli Village, Maralavadi Hobli, Kanakapura
Taluk, Ramanagara District to restrain the defendant, his
agents, servants or anybody acting on his behalf from
interfering with the plaintiff's peaceful possession and

enjoyment over the above mentioned property in any
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manner. The description of the above property is clearly
described in the plaint schedule and herein after referred as

the suit schedule property.

The case of the plaintiff in brief is as under:-

2. It is averred by the plaintiff that, the suit schedule
property was originally belonged to the father-in-law of the
plaintiff viz Kada S/o Veerabhadraiah. The katha pertaining
to the suit schedule property was also standing in the name
of said Kada S/o Veerabhadraiah and he was in possession
and enjoyment of the same till his death. The husband of
the plaintiff viz Veerabhadraiah was the only son of Kada
S/o0 Veerabhadraiah. The said Kada S/o Veerabhadraiah
and his only son viz Veerabhadraiah were dead. After the
said Kada S/o Veerabhadraiah and Veerabhadraiah, the
plaintiff and her children have inherited the suit schedule
property. The katha pertaining to the suit schedule property
is also transferred in the name of plaintiff under
M.R.No.H6/2013-2014. Since then the plaintiff has become
an absolute owner in possession and enjoyment of the suit
schedule property. The plaintiff is cultivating the suit
schedule property by paying tax to the concerned

department.
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3. Further it is averred by the plaintiff that the defendant
is not having any manner of right, interest, title or
possession on the suit schedule property. Even though the
defendant is trying to interfere into the peaceful possession
and enjoyment of the plaintiff over the suit schedule
property. How ever the plaintiff tried to resist the defendant
from such illegal acts but all her efforts are went in vain as
the defendant is very powerful and influential person. Hence
without having any other go, in order to prevent the illegal
acts of the defendant, the plaintiff has come up with this
suit with above relief. On these grounds the plaintiff prayed

to decree the suit.

4. After registering the suit, suit summons was issued to
the defendant. In pursuance of summons defendant has put
his appearance before the court through his counsel and

filed written statement.

5. In the written statement, the defendant has denied the
entire averments of the plaint. It is the specific defence of
the defendant that the plaintiff is absolutely stranger and
she is not having any manner of right, title, interest and
possession on the suit schedule property. One Balegowda,
Bhadragirigowda and  Veerabhadregowda sons  of
Doddakunnegowda, Doddasadenahalli Village have jointly
purchased the land bearing Sy.No.25 measuring 00 acre 18
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guntas and Sy.No.72/3 measuring 29 guntas from one
Choodalingegowda @ Shivanna S/o Choodegowda and his
children under the registered sale deed dated 08-07-1962.
After purchasing the same, the said Balegowda,
Bhadragirigowda and Veerabhadregowda were jointly

cultivating and enjoying the said lands.

6. Further it is contended by the defendant that the said
Balegowda, Bhadragirigowda and Veerabhadregowda were
partitioned their family properties under an oral partition in
the year 1965. In the said oral partition, the land bearing
Sy.No.65 measuring 00 acre 18 guntas was allotted to
Balegowda and Bhadragirigowda and land bearing
Sy.No.72/3 measuring 00 acres 29 guntas was allotted to
Veerabhadregowda as their respective shares. The said
Veerabhadregowda is none other than the father of the
defendant. The said Balegowda, Bhadragirigowda and
Veerabhadregowda are illiterate and ignorant persons as
such they did not change the kathas into their names as
per oral partition. The vendor of the said Balegowda,
Bhadragirigowda and Veerabhadregowda Viz
Choodalingegowda @ Shivanna was purchased the land
bearing Sy.No.72/3 measuring 29 guntas i.e suit
schedule property  from one Maregowda S/o
Karikunnanaveerabhadregowda and his brother’s

Veerabhadregowda under the registered sale deed dated
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02-05-1960 and since then he was in possession and
enjoyment of the suit schedule property till 1962. After
purchasing the properties, the father and uncles of the
defendant were in possession and enjoyment of the suit
schedule property till 1965. In the year 1965 the defendant
and his other two brothers were partitioned their family
properties. In the said partition, the suit schedule property
was allotted to the defendant’s father as his share. The
father of the defendant was dead in the year 1981 and after
his death the defendant and his brothers have succeeded
the suit schedule property. The defendant and his brothers
are in possession and enjoyment of the suit schedule
property without anybodies interruptions. The plaintiff is
absolutely stranger and having no manner of right, title,
interest and possession on the suit schedule property. But
by taking the advantage of non transfer of kathas in the
name of the defendant’s father, the plaintiff has created
false mutation and revenue documents in her name by
colluding with revenue officials. The plaintiff is not in
possession of the suit schedule property as such question of
interfering into the possession of the plaintiff by the
defendant do not arise at all. In fact the plaintiff is
interfering into the peaceful possession and enjoyment of
the defendant with the help of her henchmen. The plaintiff
has not approached the court with clean hand. The plaintiff
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is not in possession of the suit schedule property. Even
though in order to grab the suit schedule property has filed
this false and frivolous suit on the basis of created revenue
documents by suppressing all real facts. As such the
plaintiff is not entitled to any relief. On these grounds the

defendant prayed to dismiss the suit.

7. On the strength of these competing pleadings and on
the basis of documents produced by the plaintiff, following

issues have been framed:

1) Whether the plaintiff proves
that, he is in possession in
respect of suit schedule
property ?

2) Whether the plaintiff proves
that, the alleged interference
by the defendant ?

3) Whether the plaintiff is entitled
for the relief’'s as prayed ?

4) What order or decree ?

8. Trial consisted of examination of original plaintiff, who
examined as PW1 and got exhibited the documents at
Ex.P.1 to Ex.P.7. But as per order dated 11-11-2021 the
evidence adduced by the PW1 was withdrawn. There after
the SPA holder of the plaintiff viz Veerabhadraiah examined
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as PW2 and got exhibited the documents at Ex.P.1 to Ex.P.8
and closed her side evidence. On the other hand the SPA
holder of defendant viz Sri.Bhadragiriaiah examined as
DW1 and got exhibited the documents at Ex.D.1 to Ex.D.20.
In support of his defence, the defendant has also adduced
the evidence of three independent witnesses as DW2 to
DW4 and closed his side evidence. Thereafter case was

posted for arguments.

9. Heard the arguments canvassed by the learned
counsels for the plaintiff and defendant at length in great
detail. Scrutinized the oral as well as documentary evidence

placed on record.

10. On scanning of evidence placed on record and having
heard arguments, my findings to the above issues are as
under:

Issue No.l : Affirmative.

Issue No.2 : Affirmative.

Issue No.3: Affirmative.

Issue No.4 : As per final order for the

following;

+:REASONS::

11. ISSUE NO.1l: To prove the case of the plaintiff on

preponderance of probabilities, the SPA holder of the



KARN320008832014 9 S.No.222/2014

plaintiff viz Sri.Veerabhadraiah has adduced his evidence
before the court by way of filing his examination-in-chief in
the form of an affidavit and examined as PW2. In the
affidavit the PW2 has reiterated the averments made in the
plaint. The case of the plaintiff is clearly explained in above.
In support of his oral evidence, the PW2 has produced in all

as many as 8 documents.

12. Ex.P.1 is the G-tree issued by the Village Accountant
of Doddasadenahalli Circle. Ex.P.2 is the mutation extract
M.R.No.H6/2013-2014 transferred from Kada to plaintiff.
Ex.P.3 are the certified copy of hand written RTCs
pertaining to the suit schedule property standing in the
name of one Kada S/o Veerabhadra (4 in numbers). Ex.P.4
are the certified copy of RTCs pertaining to the suit
schedule property standing in the name of one Kada S/o
Veerabhadra (2 in numbers). Ex.P.5 is the certified copy of
settlement Akarbandh. Ex.P.6 is the certified copy of survey
Atlas. Ex.P.7 is the certified copy of Village Pakka Bookku
and Ex.P.8 is the special power of attorney executed by the

plaintiff in favour of PW2.

13. I have meticulously gone through the entire documents
produced by the plaintiff. From the documents produced by
the plaintiff it is crystal clear that, the suit schedule
property was originally belonged to one Kada S/o
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Veerabhadra who was none other than the father-in-law
of the plaintiff. There is no dispute with regard to the
relationship of the plaintiff with the said Kada as such no
much appreciation is required on the said aspect. As per
RTCs marked at Ex.P.3 and Ex.P.4, the katha pertaining to
the suit schedule property was stood in the name of father-
in-law of the plaintiff viz Kada S/o Veerabhadra. Further as
per Ex.P.2 it is clearly go to show that the suit schedule
property is transferred in the name of plaintiff and as per
Ex.P.4 the RTC is also entered in the name of plaintiff and
she is in possession and enjoyment of the suit schedule
property. The plaintiff by producing Ex.P.1 to Ex.P.8 has
successfully proved that the suit schedule property was
originally belonged to her father-in-law and after his death
she got the same and in possession and enjoyment of the
same. To test the oral testimony of the PW2, the learned
counsel for the defendant has cross examined him at length
but nothing has been elicited from him to disprove the
plaintiff's case. Hence there are no reasons to disbelieve the

case of the plaintiff as deposed in his chief examination.

14. To disprove the case of plaintiff and to substantiate his
defense, the SPA holder of the defendant viz
Sri.Bhadragiriaiah has filed his examination in chief in the
form of an affidavit and examined as DW1. In the affidavit

the DW1 has reiterated the written statement averments. In
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support of his evidence DW1 has also produced as many as
Ex.D.1 to Ex.D.17. Ex.D.1 is the Special Power of Attorney
copy executed by the defendant in favour of DW1. Ex.D.2 to
Ex.D.6 are the revenue documents. Ex.D.7 and Ex.D.8 are
the certified copy of hand written RTCs pertaining to land
bearing Sy.No.72/3 standing in the name of Kada S/o
Veerabhadra. Ex.D.9 and Ex.D.10 are the RTCs pertaining
to land bearing Sy.No.72/3 standing in the name of
plaintiff-Smt.Kempamma. Ex.D.11 is the tax paid receipt.
Ex.D.12 is the certified copy of order passed by the
Assistant Commissioner, Ramanagara in R.A.N0.96/2016-
17 dated 12-06-2023. Ex.D.13 is the certified copy of
registered sale deed dated 02-05-1960, as per this

document one Choodelingegowda @ Shivanna S/o

Choodegowda had purchased 29 guntas of land in

Sy.No.72/3 from one Maregowda S/o Karikunnana
Veerabhadregowda and Veerabhadregowda. The contents of

Ex.D.13 are reproduced as under:-

B® Zotdh )08 Ho233e38 esv=II3e
o, she Fobean obhdcdden IIFHT soew,
N0PB Beed? BRETIEIDY, MoTE)
RN SBeetdzrnder d, 23ndderiod, shnl
edndedorerPrd  FHhw® BJcgden  Bedwe
o0, DEdee Beend BEdwe MTITE)
DBNALDE BB IedeIderiPd, =
SderPEd~ed Soxdh &) ... I, e b
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15. Ex.D.14 is the certified copy of registered sale deed
dated 08-07-1962, as per this document one Balegowda and
Bhadragirigowda and Veerabhadragowda S/o
Doddakunnegowda have purchased 18 guntas of land in
Sy.No.65 and 29 guntas of land in Sy.No,72/3 from one
Choodelingegowda @ Shivanna S/o Choodegowda. The

contents of Ex.D.14 are reproduced as under:-

RB® )T 3023300 €988 0HTEe DD
24063, 23793 FoDead 030830 BIBY)T Soe3esd
DTP30R BRe2P BPEHIBESHBEY, Mo,eHBA T
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16. Ex.D.15 is the RTC for the year 2012-2013 pertaining
to land bearing Sy.No.72/3 standing in the name of Kada
S/o Veerabhadra. Ex.D.16 is the RTC for the year 2013-
2014 pertaining to land bearing Sy.No.72/3 standing in the
name of plaintiff and Ex.D.17 is the certified copy of

encumbrance certificate.

17. I have carefully gone through the documents produced
by the defendant/DW1. It is the specific defence of the
defendant that his father and uncles viz Balegowda,
Bhadragirigowda and Veerabhadregowda have jointly
purchased the suit schedule property from one
Choodalingegowda @ Shivanna S/o Choodegowda under
the registered sale deed dated 08-07-1962 and the said
sale deed is marked at Ex.D.14. Further it is the defence
of the defendant that, the vendor of said Balegowda,
Bhadragirigowda and Veerabhadregowda Viz
Choodalingegowda @ Shivanna had purchased the suit

schedule property from one Maregowda S/o Karikunnana
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Veerabhardregowda and Veerabhadregowda under the
registered sale deed dated 02-05-1960 and the said sale
deed is marked at Ex.D.13. It is pertinent to note that, as
per Ex.D.2 to Ex.D.6 the katha pertaining to suit
schedule property are standing in the name of one Kada
S/o Veerabhadra. As per the hand written RTCs for the
year 69-70 to 73-74 and 93-94 to 96-97 marked at Ex.D.7
and Ex.D.8, the suit schedule property was standing in the
name of one Kada S/o Veerabhara. As per the documents
marked at Ex.D.2 to Ex.D.8 it is crystal clear before the
court that the katha pertaining to the suit schedule
property at the time of execution of registered sale deeds
marked at Ex.D.13 and Ex.D.14 were not standing either in
the name of defendant’s vendor or in the names of
defendant’s father’s vendor’s vendor. Ex.D.13 was written in
the year 1960 and Ex.D.14 was written in the year 1962 but
as on the date of execution of those sale deeds, the katha
pertaining to land bearing Sy.No.72/3 measuring 29 guntas
were standing in the name of plaintiff's father-in-law viz
Kada S/o Veerabhadra but not in the names of defendant’s
vendors or their vendor’s vendor. The defendant’s father’s
vendor or their vendor’s vendor were not having any title,
right and possession on the suit schedule property to sell

the same under Ex.D.13 and Ex.D.14 as such the sale



KARN320008832014 16 S.No.222/2014
e

|CIH

deeds marked at Ex.D.13 and Ex.D.14 are not binding on
the plaintiff.

18. The DWI1 in his cross examination has clearly
admitted that the plaintiff is the daughter-in-law of said
Kada and the katha pertaining to the suit schedule property
was standing in the name of said Kada. The portion of cross
examination of DW1 dated 03-11-2025, 06-11-2025 and
04-02-2026 are reproduced as under :-

Cross examination of DW1 dated 03-11-2025

2. AB-28 Izo0 JSBF F0.72/33 wovS30idn
58 oORN[IT BTOR 2H3AB. IE0 3
AN[ID [edad nordsI Jod o8 .
QB-23 SBT3 T3 N0.72/238 23 Tt D®
BIR, D)8 BN I3 VX3 D033 Togodw
oDBODRY, JeeB T Do DBRA3NIT.
AB-2 dod AR-8 8 Isd I3 Fo.72/30
2cded Ford A Jededn, O)S[3 BIOR
S3wecd 2d 0d8 IB. IB-9 DI AB-103
2,590 VR X0.72/338 2 300D BION
233W D0W3 TO. AB-9 D) AB-108 SHES
23INY DIITT  Fowonde) DD BID
20338 D0W8 ToZadw wASBRLB) Ad 33
9530 FYHERTE) Q) 0T HBA3WTB.

Cross examination of DW1 dated 06-11-2025

4. .. BIE J0.72/23 23ed 83n 03503
BBON0T 20HIAW Dotd Fedd TFR Togodw
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Cross examination of DW1 dated 04-02-2026

20. ... 200N 30013 ey, TS, 303N
e, DT HoBeBE), BoFs03HE) BRTH eBFT
Q0B TO. ©ord0DE) IJFO YED)  AedS®
RBORTJRE Fo0EaS, J03000E, BeeN ot
SR 3PDHZE 0B8R
B,0HTZ)B3, TR, Beenen TGl Do
0 36D BedeTD B0 EREZTHTVTE Do
SHBAWSB.

19. While reading the cross examination of DWI1, it is
crystal clear before the court that the suit schedule property

is not belonged to defendant’s vendor or their vendor’s
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vendor. During the cross examination, the DW1 has
clearly admitted that the katha pertaining to the suit
schedule property at the time of execution of registered
sale deed marked at Ex.D.13 was standing in the name
of plaintiff’'s father-in-law viz Kada S/o Veerabhadra.
Hence the vendor’s vendor of defendant’s father has no
marketable title on the suit schedule property to
execute the registered sale deed in favour of defendant’s
father’s vendor. When the title of defendant’s vendor and
their vendor’s vendor is under dispute or cloud then the
question of considering the right of the defendant on the
suit schedule property on the basis of sale deeds marked at

Ex.D.13 and Ex.D.14 do not arise at all.

20. It is pertinent to note that it is the specific contention
of the plaintiff that Sy.No.72/2 was originally belonged to
the family of vendor’s vendor of defendant’s father but in the
registered sale deed marked at Ex.D.13 survey number was
wrongly mentioned as Sy.No.72/3 instead of Sy.No.72/2.
On the basis of registered sale deed marked at Ex.D.13, the
vendor of the defendant’s father had executed the registered
sale deed as per Ex.D.14 without rectifying the said
mistake. More over on the basis of registered sale deed
marked at Ex.D.14, the defendant has already transferred
the katha of land bearing Sy.No.72/2 in the name of his
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father and now the katha and RTC pertaining to Sy.No.72/2
are standing in the name of defendant’s father. But by
taking the undue advantage of wrong survey number
mentioned in the sale deeds/Ex.D.13 and Ex.D.14, the
defendant is also claiming his right on Sy.No.72/3 as well.
The DW1 during his cross examination has clearly admitted
that the katha pertaining to Sy.No.72/2 is transferred in the
name of his father. The defendant has not produced any
documents to establish on what basis they have transferred
the katha of Sy.No.72/2. The defendant is not having any
right to claim Sy.No.72/2 as well as Sy.No.72/3 on the
basis of sale deed marked at Ex.D14. More over the vendor
of defendant’s father has no title and right to execute sale
deed in respect of the suit schedule property. Hence the sale
deeds marked at Ex.D.13 and Ex.D.14 will never affect the
right of the plaintiff on the suit schedule property. Neither
the defendant nor his father nor his family members will get
any title, right on the suit schedule property on the basis of
Ex.D.14 as the same was executed by a non-title holder.
Though the defendant has denied the possession of the
plaintiff over the suit schedule property but he has utterly
failed to prove the right and title of their vendor and
vendor’s vendor on the suit schedule property to execute the
sale deeds marked at Ex.D.13 and Ex.D.14. More over mere

denial of title, right and possession of the plaintiff is not
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enough, the party who denied the title of the another party
has to establish their better title on the suit schedule
property by producing the cogent evidence and documents.
The defendant’s family have already benefited under the
sale deed marked at Ex.D.14 by getting katha and pahani in
respect of Sy.No.72/2 in the name of defendant’s father. If
at all the defendant’s father had purchased the Sy.No.72/2
under the registered sale deed then the defendant would
have produce the sale deed related to Sy.No.72/2 before the
court to prove the said fact. But the defendant has not
produced any documents to show that on what basis they

have got transferred the katha of the Sy.No.72/2.

21. In the present case on hand the availability of the
suit schedule property to the vendor of defendant’s
father and their vendor’s vendor is itself wunder
dispute/cloud. It is pertinent to note that, Ex-D-13 and
Ex.D-14 will never confer any title to the parties as the
same were executed by a non-title holders. Ex.D.14 can not
be accepted/considered in this as a title document of the
defendant. In support of his case, the defendant has also
adduced the evidence of three independent witnesses as
DW2 to DW4 who got marked the documents at Ex.D.18 to
Ex.D.20. The evidence and documents produced by the
DW1 are suflicient to hold the right of the plaintiff on the

suit schedule property as such no much appreciation is
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required on the evidence adduced by the DW2 to DW4.
From the defence of the defendant and admissions of DW1,
it is clear before the court that on the basis of sale deeds
marked at Ex.D.13 and Ex.D.14 the defendant is claiming
his independent right on the suit schedule property thereby
he is interfering into the plaintiff's peaceful possession on
the suit schedule property. Hence the defendant must be
restrained from such interference. The plaintiff is proved her
right and possession on the suit schedule property by
producing cogent documents. With these discussions this

court proposes to answer Issue No.1 in the Affirmative.

22. ISSUE NO.2 : In the plaint as well as in his affidavit
filed in-lieu-of examination in-chief, the plaintiff/PW1 has
stated that, the defendant is interfering with her peaceful
possession and enjoyment over the suit schedule property.
Further it is pertinent to note that the defendant/their
vendor/vendor’s vendor are nowhere concerned to the suit
schedule property. The denial of the plaintiff's title and
possession on the suit schedule property is itself amount to
interference of the defendant over the plaintiff's possession
on the suit schedule property. Under these circumstances
the case of the plaintiff as against defendant is to be
accepted. From the pleadings of the plaintiff, defendant and
evidence adduced by the PW2 it is proved that defendant is

interfering with plaintiffs peaceful possession and
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enjoyment over suit schedule property as alleged by the
plaintiff in her plaint. To grant the discretionary relief of
permanent injunction under Section 38 of Specific Relief Act
the mere apprehension of the plaintiff about her wrongful
dispossession from the suit schedule property is sufficient.
Actual interference in all the nature of suits is not required.
Considering the oral and documentary evidences produced
by the plaintiff this court answers Issue No.2 in the

Affirmative.

23. ISSUE NO.3 : For the reasons discussed on Issue Nos.1

and 2 by considering the facts and circumstances, the
plaintiff is entitled to the relief sought under the suit

accordingly this court answers Issue No.3 in the Affirmative.

24, ISSUE NO.4 : In view of above discussion this court

proceeds to pass the following;

ORDER

The suit of the plaintiff is
hereby decreed.

The defendant, his agents,
servants or anybody acting on his
behalf are hereby restrained by
way of Permanent Injunction from
interfering with the plaintiff's
peaceful possession and
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enjoyment over the suit schedule

property in any manner.

Considering the circumstances
of the case, I direct the parties to
bear their own cost.

Office to draw decree
accordingly.

(Dictated to the stenographer directly on computer, corrected by
me then the Stenographer has taken print out, after taking printout
corrected, signed and then Judgment pronounced by me in open court

on 27" day of March 2026)

(Radha S.)
Prl. Civil Judge & JMFC.,
Kanakapura.

ANNEXURE

1. List of witnesses examined for plaintiff/s:

PW.1 : Kempamma
PW.2 : Veerabhadraiah

2. List of documents marked on behalf of the
plaintiff/s:

Ex.P1 : G-tree issued by the Village
Accountant of Doddasadenahalli

Ex.P2 : Mutation extract
M.R.No.H6/2013-2014

Ex.P3 : Certified copy of hand
written RTCs

Ex.P4 : Certified copy of RTCs

Ex.P5 : Certified copy of settlement
Akarbandh

Ex.P6 ; Certified copy of survey Atlas
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Ex.P7 Certified copy of Village

Pakka Bookku

Ex.P8 Special Power of Attorney

3. List of witnesses examined for defendant/s :

DW.1 : Bhadragiriaiah
DW.2 : Balegowda
DW.3 : Kunnegowda
DW.4 : Suresh

4 List of documents marked on behalf of the
defendant/s :

Ex.D1
Exs.D2 to 6
Exs.D7 & 8

Exs.D9 & 10

Ex.D11
Ex.D12

Ex.D13

Ex.D14

Exs.D15 &16 :

Ex.D17

Ex.D18
Ex.D19
Ex.D20

Special Power of Attorney
Revenue documents

Certified copy of hand written
RTCs in Sy.No.72/3

RTCs in Sy.No.72/3

Tax paid receipt

Certified copy of order by
Assistant Commissioner,
Ramanagara in RA.No0.96/
2016-17 dated 12-06-2023
Certified copy of registered
sale deed dated 02-05-1960
Certified copy of registered
sale deed dated 08-07-1962
RTCs in Sy.No.72/3

Certified copy of encumbrance
certificate

RTC in Sy.No.77/1

RTC in Sy.No.79/3

RTC in Sy.No.78/6

Sd/-

(Smt. Radha.S)
Prl. Civil Judge & J.M.F.C.,
Kanakapura.



