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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 31st DAY OF MAY 1999

BEFORE

THE HON’BLE MR.JUSTICE P.VISHWANATHA SHETTY

Writ Petition No.15534/1993

Smt . Subbamma D/o late Archick Nagappa,
Resident of Dewvaramallur,

Sidlaghatta Taluk, Kolar District,
since deceased by his L.Rs:

a)

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)

i)

A.R.
S/0

A.R.
Sri

Sri

A.R
Smt

Smt .

Nanjappa
Subbamma,

Somanarayvana Rao,
A.R.Padmanabharasao

A.R.ANanda

NVenkatesh
.Sheshanna
.Sujatha

.A.R.Nagarathnamma

A.R.Sudha,
Petitioners

all are majors, residents of
Devaramal lur,

Sidlaghatta Taluk,

Kolar District.

(By sSmt.Sona G.Vakkund,
Advocate )

Vs.

The State of Karnataka

by its Secretary,

Revenue Department,
Vidhana Scudha, Bangalore.
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Sy

The Land Tribunal,
Sidlaghatta
represented by its
Chairman,
Sidlaghatta Taluk,
Kolar District.

Anjaneya Devaru,
Gummana Hally

by its Muzrai Officer-
cum-Tahsildar,
Sidlaghatta Taluk,
Kolar District.

Chikkapillappa

S/0 Chinnappa,

major, resident of
Devaramal lur,
Sidlaghatta Taluk,
Kolar District,

since deceased by L .Rs:

a) Smt. Thimmakka
W/0 Late Pete Nagappa,
aged about 55 years.

b) Sri Nanjappa
S/0 Late Pete Nagappa,
aged about 28 years.

c) Sri Shivanna
S/0 Late Pete Nagappa,
aged about 22 years.

d) Smt . Parvathamma
D/o Late Pete Nagappa,
aged about 32 years.

e) Smt . Nanjamma
D/o late Pete Nagappa,
aged about 28 years.

f) Smt .Laxmidevi
D/o Late Pete Nagappa,
aged about 25 vears,

a) Kum. Saraswathi
D/o Late Pete Nagappa,
aged about 19 vears.

Respondents
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All areresiding at
Varahunusenahalli,
Kasaba Hobli,
Devaramallur post,
Sidlaghatta Taluk,
Kolar District.

(By Sri S.N.Hatti,

Addl . Govt. Advocate

for Respondents 1 to 3;

Sri P.N.Nanja Reddy,

Adv. for Respondent-5;

S5ri Chikkapillappa,

Adv. for Respondent-—4;

Sri B.V.Gangi Reddy,

Adv. for LRs. for R-5)
Writ Petition filed under Articles 226 and
227 of the Constitution of India with an
affidavit praying for the quashing of the
order dated 2-12-1991 passed by the second
respondent vide Annexure-E, etc.

This petition coming on for hearing before
Court this day, the Court made the following:

ORDER

In this petition, the petitioner has
called in question the correctness of the
order dated 2nd of December 1991, copy of
which has been produced as Annexure-E, passed
by the Land Tribunal, Sidlaghatta
(hereinafter referved to as "the Tribunal®),
rejecting the claim of the petitioner to
register him as an occupant of the land in
qQuestion. The Tribunal, on the basis of the
statement made~by the petitioner that neither

she nor her son was in possession and
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cultivation of the land in question for a
period over 12 years on the date on which she

made the statement, rejected her claim.

2. Smt. Sona Vakkund, learned Counsel
appearing for the petitioner, strongly
contended that the petitioner had not made
any statement as observed by the Tribunal
and, therefore, the impugned order is liable

to be quashed.

3. I am unable to accede to the submission
of the learned Counsel for the petitioner.
From the vrecords made available, it is seen
that the petitioner had made a statement
stating that she has 29t been in possession
of the land in question'\ob_,served by the
Tribunal. The Tribunal has recorded the
statement of the petitioner on 2nd of

December 1991. It is useful to extract the

sald statement, which reads as hereunder:

‘¢ Bed0 Su¥Je YOV Mo, 3u8 J-70- 143,85,
18, 110, 117, 42, 116, 19 30389, NUBVeRYy
3-80-10 3ok 0Bmey 14 — 52 gusmas OOV
IR &-F0-¢1 BUIL BIIBBUAILRBIy [T IV
8 ®0-49 3,¢ veaudedov YonIdeodu desuy,
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MUBeTRB U .00, BUFUBYOU Juredue s 0 BeIdy
2T BHVEFINTUo FF BIOT Juosus U, Btie Logu
B FUaw,Oug I0OIVZ, - I, 300 3,eons,
A0 De37eoRu o8f sTNOUBL . 3o mAUeRU
N¥SU By IVBURTY 12 IFNY 308 Sus

e F30IVD0,Bus IYD B3y U8V IF Q0T XoTs0U
Js30u UeXP0TU TUBBU CUBAL, B 308 BaUe SV
NEISUL TIJIIN0E TR FEOIVIT 30 JOJg Carioe

JeRBOTU TUREVI U, - Bppdos 3o BHVLITI

SU0BUD T3, Btie BOTU BUdeoud,ed- *°

If the Tribunal has acted upon the statement
made by the Petitioner and rejected her
claim, I do not find any justification to
interfere with the said order. Nothing has
been placed before me to show that the
statement of the petitioner has not been

properly recorded by the Tribunal.

4. In the light of the discussion made
above, this petition is liable to be

rejected. Accordingly, it is rejected. Rule

"

issued is discharged.
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5. Sri  S.N.Hatti, learned Additional
é&vern&ent Advocate, is permitted to file his
memo of appearance within four weeks from

today.

Sd/-
JUDGE

P

ANB.




