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ªÀiÁ£Àå f¯Áè¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀªÀgÀ £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄ , vÀÄªÀÄPÀÆgÀÄ 

f¯Éè, vÀÄªÀÄPÀÆgÀÄ 

¥ÀæPÀgÀt ¸ÀASÉå : ¦.n.¹.J¯ï 04/08-09 

ªÁ¢UÀ¼ÀÄ/ªÉÄÃ®ä£À«zÁgÀgÀÄ   «    JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀgÀÄ/¥ÀæwªÁ¢UÀ¼ÀÄ 

JA.UÀAUÀAiÀÄå ©£ï ¯ÉÃmï ªÀiÁgÀAiÀÄå    G¥À«¨sÁUÁ¢PÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ  

E£ÉÆß§âgÀÄ       E¤ß§âgÀÄ 

 

ªÁ¢UÀ¼À ¥ÀgÀªÁV ¸À°è¸ÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ °TvÀ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ªÁzÀ ¥ÀvÀæ:- 

 

1. ¨ÉAUÀ¼ÀÄgÀÄ f¯Éè, ¨ÉAUÀ¼ÀÄgÀÄ vÁ®ÆQ£À ¨Át¸ÀªÁr UÁæªÀÄzÀ ªÁ¹UÀ¼ÁzÀ ²æÃ 

UÀAUÀAiÀÄå ©£ï ¯ÉÃmï ªÀiÁgÀAiÀÄå gÀªÀgÀÄ PÀ®A 5(J) PÀ£ÁðlPÀ J¸ï.¹. J¸ï.n 

(¦.n.¹.J¯ï) PÁAiÉÄÝ CrAiÀÄ°è ¸À°è¹gÀÄªÀ ªÉÄÃ®ä£À« EzÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

ªÉÄÃ®ä£À«AiÀÄ ªÉÄªÉÆÃzÀ°è ¸À°è¹gÀÄªÀ PÁgÀtUÀ¼À£ÀÄß F ªÁzÀ ¥ÀvÀæzÉÆA¢UÉ N¢ 

PÉÆ¼Àî®Ä PÉÆÃgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. F ªÁzÀ¥ÀvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß ªÁ¢UÀ¼À ¥ÀgÀªÁV gÀa¹zÀªÀgÀÄ 

²æÃzsÀgÀ¨Á§Ä. J£ï.  ªÀQÃ®gÀÄ vÀÄªÀÄPÀÆgÀÄ. 

 

2. PÀ®A 5(J) CrAiÀÄ°è ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ «ªÀgÀ:- ¢£ÁAPÀ 23-06-2008 gÀ°è  1£ÉÃ 

¥ÀæwªÁ¢UÀ¼ÀªÀgÀÄ PÀ®A 5 PÀ£ÁðlPÀ J¸ï.¹. J¸ï.n (¦.n.¹.J¯ï) PÁAiÉÄÝ 

CrAiÀÄ°è DzÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÆgÀr¹ vÀÄªÀÄPÀÆgÀÄ f¯Éè, UÀÄ©â vÁ®ÆPÀÄ, PÀ¸À¨Á 

ºÉÆÃ§½, ¸ÀÄjUÉÃ£ÀºÀ½î PÁªÀ¯ï ¸ÀªÉð £ÀA. 72 gÀ°è (ºÉÆ¸À £ÀA. 288) MlÄÖ 

2.20 C¼ÀvÉAiÀÄ°è 0.02 UÀÄAmÉ RgÁ§Ä eÁvÁ 2 JPÀgÉ 18 UÀÄAmÉ d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ 

¦.n.¹.J¯ï PÁAiÉÄÝUÉ M¼À¥Àr¹ ¢£ÁAPÀ 22-07-1988, ¢£ÁAPÀ 28-09-1995, 

¢£ÁAPÀ 09-09-1996 gÀªÀgÉUÉ £ÀqÉ¢gÀÄªÀ  ¥ÀgÀ¨sÁgÉ PÀæAiÀÄ¥ÀvÀæUÀ¼À£ÀÄß C¹AzÀÄ 

JAzÀÄ WÉÆÃ¶¹gÀÄªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß ¥Àæ²ß¹ ¸À°è¹zÀ ªÉÄÃ®ä£À« EzÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

3. vÀÄªÀÄPÀÆgÀÄ f¯Éè, UÀÄ©â vÁ®ÆPÀÄ, PÀ¸À¨Á ºÉÆÃ§½, ¸ÀÄjUÉÃ£ÀºÀ½î PÁªÀ¯ï ¸ÀªÉð 

£ÀA. 72 gÀ°è (ºÉÆ¸À £ÀA. 288) MlÄÖ 2.20 C¼ÀvÉAiÀÄ°è 0.02 UÀÄAmÉ RgÁ§Ä 

eÁvÁ 2 JPÀgÉ 18 UÀÄAmÉ d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ 09-08-1976 gÀ°è £ÀqÉzÀ ºÀgÁf£ÀAvÉ 

¢£ÁAPÀ 26-11-1976 gÀ°è J¯ï.J£ï.r. J¸ï.Dgï. 45/75-76 gÀAvÉ £ÀªÀÄÆ£É 1 

ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå ¤§AzÀ£ÉUÀ¼À ‘E’ ¥Àj²µÀÖ zÀAvÉ, ªÀiÁ£Àå vÀºÀ¹Ã¯ÁÝgÀgÀÄ 
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UÀÄ©â vÁ®ÆPÀÄ gÀªÀgÀÄ ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 43-¹, 48, 54, 56 gÀAvÉ 

d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ ¸ÁªÀðd¤PÀ ºÀgÁeÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

4. ¸ÀzÀj d«ÄÃ¤£À°è aPÀÌgÀAUÀAiÀÄå ©£ï £ÀqÀÄPÉÃgÀAiÀÄå JA§ÄªÀªÀgÀÄ ºÀgÁf£À°è 

PÉÆAqÀÄPÉÆArgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. ¸ÀzÀj ºÀgÁf£À°è PÉÆAqÀÄPÉÆArgÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ £ÀªÀÄÆ£É -1 

‘E’ ¥Àj²µÀÖ ¸ÁQëAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  ºÀgÁf£À QªÀÄävÀÄÛ PÀnÖgÀÄªÀ EgÀ¸Á¯ï ¥ÀnÖ 

RqÀvÀzÀ°è ®¨sÀå«gÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  ºÀgÁf£À°è ºÀgÁf£À QªÀÄävÀÄÛ ºÀt¥ÁªÀw 

ªÀiÁrPÉÆAqÀÄPÉÆArgÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À°è G¯ÉèÃR«zÉ.  

 

5. aPÀÌgÀAUÀAiÀÄå ©£ï £ÀqÀÄPÉÃgÀAiÀÄå ¸ÀzÀj ¨sÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆgÁwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥ÀqÉ¢zÀÝgÉ ¯ÁåAqï 

gÉ«£ÀÆå ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 43(4) ¤AiÀÄªÀÄzÀAvÉ £ÀªÀÄÆ£É 1 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 2 ¥Àj²µÀÖ r CrAiÀÄ°è 

aPÀÌgÀAUÀAiÀÄå ©£ï £ÀqÀÄPÉÃgÀAiÀÄå JA§ÄªÀªÀgÀ ºÉ¸ÀgÀÄ ªÀ»AiÀÄ°è 

£ÀªÀÄÆ¢gÀ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CAvÀºÀ «ªÀgÀ E®èzÉ PÉÃªÀ® Dgï.n.¹ £ÀªÀÄÆ¢£À 

DzÁgÀzÀ°è PÉ¼À £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄ wÃªÀiÁð£ÀPÉÌ §A¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

¨Á»gÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

6. ¸ÀzÀj ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è aPÀÌgÀAUÀAiÀÄå ©£ï £ÀqÀÄPÉÃgÀAiÀÄå gÀªÀjUÉ ¥Àj²µÀÖ eÁw 

ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥Àj²µÀÖ ¥ÀAUÀqÀ eÁw DzÁgÀzÀ°è ªÀÄAdÆgÁw ¥ÀqÉ¢zÀÝ°è ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 

GavÀªÁV ¥ÀqÉ¢zÀÝ°è F §UÉÎ ¯ÁåAqï UÁæAmï ¸Ànð¦üPÉÃn£À°è 

£ÀªÀÄÆ¢gÀ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CAvÀºÀ £ÀªÀÄÆzÀÄ EgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è.  ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 

zÀ £ÀªÀÄÆ£É -1 ‘E’ ¥Àj²µÀÖzÀ C£ÀÄ¸ÁgÀ QªÀÄäwÛUÉ ºÀgÁf£À°è RjÃ¢¹zÀ 

UÁæAmï zÁR¯Áw EgÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ, 1888 gÀ ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå  PÉ®ªÀÅ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 

ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÁAiÉÄÝ K£ÀÄ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÀÛzÉ JAzÀÄ £ÉÆÃqÀ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

7. ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 43 ¹ (4) gÀ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå ¨sÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆgÁw ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ ºÉÃ¼À¯ÁVzÉ  

Ordinary grants of lands. (4) As a rule land shall be granted on 

payment of occupancy price   In special cases where the land is very 

valuable or where there is no demand for the land from persons 

eligible for the grant under Rule 43- C (l) and (2), the Deputy 

Commissioner, or other Officer authorised by him in this behalf, may 

sell such land by public auction. 
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8. ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 56 gÀ ¥ÀæPÁgÀ ¨sÀÆ«ÄAiÀÄ°è ¸Áé¢üÃ£ÀvÉUÉ §gÀ®Ä ¸ÀPÀëªÀÄ C¢üPÁjAiÀÄ 

C£ÀÄªÀÄw ¥ÀvÀæ ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¸ÀzÀj C£ÀÄªÀÄw ¥ÀvÀæ ¤ÃqÀÄªÀ C¢üPÁjAiÀÄÄ 

¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 43f (4)  CrAiÀÄ°è GavÀªÁV UÁæAmï ªÀiÁrzÀÝgÉ ªÀiÁvÀæ µÀgÁvÀÄÛ 

«¢¸À§ºÀÄ¢gÀÄvÀÛzÉ, ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ «ÄÃj µÀgÀvÀÄÛ «¢¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

¨Á»gÀªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

9. UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CA±ÀªÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ ¢£ÁAPÀ 26-11-1976 gÀ°è §»gÀAUÀ 

ºÀgÁf£À°è UÁæAmï DVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ JAzÀÄ ¸ÀzÀj ¥ÀvÀæ ºÉÃ½vÀÛzÉ.  D 

vÁjÃT£À°è 1888 gÀ ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå ¤AiÀÄªÀÄzÀAvÉ s̈ÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆgÁw 

ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä E¯ÁSÉ ªÀÄÄAzÁVzÉ. ¢£ÁAPÀ  06-11-1969 jAzÀ 

eÁjAiÀiÁUÀÄªÀAvÉ PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¯ÁåAqï UÁæAmï ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 1969 

eÁjAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå PÁAiÉÄÝ 1964 PÀ®A 202 

µÉqÀÆå¯ï £À°è £ÀªÀÄÆ¢gÀÄªÀ ªÉÄÊ¸ÀÆgÀÄ ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå PÉÆÃqï 1888  

¢£ÁAPÀ 19-03-1964 jAzÀ AiÀiÁªÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ ºÉÆ¸ÀzÁV 

gÀavÀªÁVzÉAiÉÆÃ CzÀPÉÌ «gÀÄzÀÝªÁV EgÀÄªÀ ºÀ¼ÉAiÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

gÀzÁÝVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ºÁUÉAiÉÄÃ PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 1966 

¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 151 gÀAvÉ ¢£ÁAPÀ 10-03-1966 jAzÀ ªÉÄÊ¸ÀÆgÀÄ ¯ÁåAqï 

gÉ«£ÀÆå ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 1888 AiÀiÁªÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ ºÉÆ¸ÀzÁV 

gÀavÀªÁVzÉAiÉÆÃ CzÀPÉÌ «gÀÄzÀÝªÁV EgÀÄªÀ ºÀ¼ÉAiÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

gÀzÁÝVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  E°è UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CA±ÀªÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ, ºÉÆ¸À PÁAiÉÄÝ 

PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À CrAiÀÄ°è QªÀÄäwÛUÉ ºÀgÁdÄ ªÀÄÄSÉÃ£À ºÀAaPÉAiÀiÁVgÀÄªÀ 

d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ AiÀiÁªÀ jÃw ¤ÃqÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ JA§ §UÉÎ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ E®èzÀ ¥ÀæAiÀÄÄPÀÛ 

ºÀ¼ÉAiÀÄ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄzÀ°èAiÉÄÃ ºÀAaPÉAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀÝjAzÀ E¯ÁSÉAiÀÄ°è 

F §UÉÎ UÁæAmï jf¸ÀÖgï E®è¢gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ UÀªÀÄ¤¸À§ºÀÄzÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.   

 

10. ¢£ÁAPÀ 26-11-1976 gÀ°è UÁæAmï DVgÀÄªÀ d«ÄÃ£ÀÄUÀ½UÉ C£ÀÄ¸Àj¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀ 

¤AiÀÄªÀÄ ªÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ £ÀªÀÄÆ£É -7 PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¯ÁåAqï UÁæAmï gÀÆ¯ïì 1969 ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ 
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29 gÀ CrAiÀÄ°è UÁæAmï ¸Ànð¦üPÉÃmï ¤ÃqÀ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀgÉ ¸ÀzÀj PÉÃ¹£À°è 

¸ÀPÁðj C¢üPÁjAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ ¥Á®£É ªÀiÁr®èªÉ? JA§ ¥Àæ±Éß ªÀÄÆqÀÄvÀÛzÉ, 

EA¢£À C¢üPÁgÀ ªÀUÀðQÌAvÀ CA¢£À C¢üPÁgÀ ªÀUÀð ¸Àé®àªÁzÀgÀÆ ¨sÀAiÀÄ©ÃvÀgÁV 

PÉ®¸À ¤ªÀð»¸ÀÄwÛzÀÄÝzÀÄÝ ZÀjvÉæ MAzÉqÉAiÀiÁzÀgÉ, E£ÉÆßAzÉqÉ, ºÉÆ¸ÀPÁ£ÀÆ¤£À°è 

eÁjAiÀÄ°è®èzÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄPÉÌ ºÀ¼ÉÃ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À ¤AiÀÄªÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀªÀÄ¥ÀðPÀªÁV eÉ£ÀgÀ¯ï 

PÁè¸À¸ï PÁAiÉÄÝ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄzÀAvÉ CAzÀÄ ¥Àj¥Á°¹gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÉÄÃ¯ÉÆßÃlPÉÌ 

¸ÀéµÀÖªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ºÀ¼ÉÃ  £ÀªÀÄÆ£É ªÀÄvÀÄÛ DPÀ¹äPÀ µÀgÀvÀÄÛUÀ¼À£ÀÄß «¢¹ §»gÀAUÀ 

ºÀgÁf£À°è d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ RjÃ¢¹zÁÝgÉ JAzÀÄ ¥Àæw¤¢¹gÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ, ªÀÄvÀÄÛ §»gÀAUÀ 

ºÀgÁdÄ ¥ÀæQæAiÉÄ CrAiÀÄ°è µÀgÀvÀÄÛ «¢¸À®Ä §gÀzÉ EgÀÄªÀ PÁgÀtPÉÌ ¥Àæ²ßvÀ ¨sÀÆ 

§»gÀAUÀ ºÀgÁdÄ ¥ÀæQæAiÉÄ, ªÀÄAdÆgÁw ¥ÀæQæAiÉÄ JAzÀÄ w½zÀÄ §gÀÄvÀÛzÉ 

AiÀiÁzÀgÀÆ, CA¢UÉ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ §zÀÝªÁzÀ §»gÀAUÀ ºÀgÁdÄ £ÀqÉ¢zÉ.  ¸ÀzÀj 

§»gÀAUÀ ºÀgÁdÄ ªÀÄÄSÉÃ£À RjÃ¢¹gÀÄªÀ QªÀÄävÀÄÛ ¤ÃrzÀ d«ÄÃ¤UÉ µÀgÀvÀÄÛ 

C£Àé¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JA§ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ eÁÕ£ÀzÀAvÉ w½zÀÄ ªÀÄÄAzÁVgÀÄªÀ 

RjÃ¢zÁgÀgÀ ¥Àæ²ßvÀ d«ÄÃ¤UÉ ¦.n.¹.J¯ï PÁAiÉÄÝ C£Àé¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JA§ÄzÀÄ 

PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ §zÀÝ ªÁzÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

11. »AzÉ EzÀÝ ªÉÄÊ¸ÀÆgÀÄ ¯ÁåAqï gÉ«£ÀÆå PÉÆÃqï 1888 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 1964 gÀ £ÀAvÀgÀ 

eÁjAiÀiÁzÀ ¤AiÀÄªÀÄUÀ¼ÀAvÉ   zÀSÁð¸ÀÄÛ jf¸ÀÖgï ¤ªÀð»¹gÀ¨ÉÃPÁzÀ PÀAzÁAiÀÄ 

E¯ÁSÉ, CzÀgÀ°è zÀSÁð¹ÛUÉ Cfð ¸À°è¹gÀÄªÀªÀgÀ «ªÀgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀgÀ eÁw 

ªÀÄvÀÄÛ zÀSÁð¹ÛUÉ ¸À°è¹gÀÄªÀ CºÀðvÁ «ªÀgÀUÀ¼ÀÄ EgÀÄvÀÛªÉ. ¸ÀzÀj d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ 

zÀSÁð¹Û£À°è ªÀÄAdÆgÁVzÀÝ°è CAvÀºÀ «ªÀgÀ ®¨sÀåªÁUÀ¨ÉÃQzÀÄÝ CAvÀºÀ 

AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ «ªÀgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¥Àj²Ã°¹ aPÀÌgÀAUÀAiÀÄå ©£ï £ÀqÀÄPÉÃgÀAiÀÄå JA§ÄªÀªÀgÀÄ 

¥Àj²µÀÖgÉÃ JA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß gÀÄdÄªÁvÀÄ ¥Àr¹PÉÆ¼ÀîzÉ ªÀiÁrgÀÄªÀ DzÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

¨Á»gÀvÉ¬ÄAzÀ PÀÆrgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  ¸ÀzÀj CAvÀºÀ zÀSÁð¸ÀÄÛ ªÀ» E®èªÁzÀgÉ ¸ÀzÀj 

d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ  QªÀÄäwUÉ ºÀgÁeÁVgÀÄªÀ d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ DVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. £ÀªÀÄUÉ zÉÆgÉwgÀÄªÀ 

»A§gÀºÀzÀAvÉ ¸ÀzÀj UÁæAmï jf¸ÀÖgï ªÀ» E®èªÉAzÀÄ ¸ÀA§A¢¹zÀ 

vÀºÀ¹Ã¯ÁÝgÀgÀÄ w½¹gÀÄvÁÛgÉ. 

 

12. ¸ÀzÀj zÀSÁð¸ÀÄÛ ¥ÀqÉ¢gÀÄªÀªÀgÀÄ ¥Àj²µÀÖgÉÃ JA§ÄzÀÄ UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ºÁ°Ã 

CfðzÁgÀgÀÄ ¥Àj²µÀÖgÉÃ JAzÀÄ £ÉÆÃqÀÄªÀÅzÀPÉÌ CfðzÁgÀgÉÃ CAvÀºÀ UÁæAn gÀªÀgÀ 
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ªÀÄPÀÌ¼ÀÄ JAzÀÄ gÀÄdÄªÁvÀÄ DUÀÄªÀÅzÀPÉÌ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¥ÀÄgÁªÉ E®èzÀÝjAzÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 

¸ÀzÀj UÁæAn ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CfðzÁgÀgÀ vÀAzÉ E§âgÀÆ MAzÉ JA§ÄzÀPÉÌ ¥ÀÄgÁªÉ E®èzÀ 

PÁgÀt, UÁæAn ¥Àj²µÀÖgÉÃ JA§ÄzÀÄ £ÉÆÃqÀ¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CªÀ±ÀåPÀvÉ EgÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ 

UÁæAmï jf¸ÀÖgï CªÀ±ÀåªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. F §UÉÎ ªÉÄÃ®ä£À«zÁgÀgÀÄ UÁæAmï jf¸ÀÖgï 

£ÀPÀ®Ä PÉÆÃgÀ¯ÁV vÀºÀ¹Ã¯ÁÝgï PÀZÉÃj¬ÄAzÀ PÀqÀvÀ ®¨sÀå«®èªÉAzÀÄ »A§gÀºÀ 

¤ÃrgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. PÀqÀvÀ«®èzÉ ¤zÁðgÀPÉÌ §gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

§zÀÝªÁVgÀÄªÀÅ¢®èªÁzÀÝjAzÀ ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±À C¹AzÀÄªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

13. PÉ¼À £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ°è CfðzÁgÀgÀÄ CªÀgÀ eÁwAiÀÄ eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÁdgÀÄ 

¥Àr¹gÀÄªÀÅzÁV w½¸ÀÄvÁÛgÉ, CzÀ£ÉßÃ 1£ÉÃ JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀgÀÄ ¥ÀjUÀt£ÉUÉ 

vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼ÀÄîvÁÛgÉ. eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸À¨ÁgÀzÀÄ JAzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

¹zÁÝAvÀªÉÃ EgÀÄªÁUÀ »ÃUÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨Á»gÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

CfðzÁgÀgÀ eÁw AiÀiÁªÀÅzÀÄ JA§ÄzÀÄ E°è ¥ÀæªÀÄÄPÀªÀ®è, ¨sÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆgÁw 

¥ÀqÉzÀªÀgÀÄ ªÀÄAdÆgÁw ¸ÀªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è ¥Àj²µÀÖ eÁw CxÀªÀ ¥Àj²µÀÖ ¥ÀAUÀqÀPÉÌ 

¸ÉÃjzÀÝgÉ JAzÀÄ ºÀ¼ÉÃ zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼ÀÄ ¤«ðªÁzÀªÁV ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÉÛÃªÉAiÉÄÃ JA§ÄzÀÄ 

£ÉÆÃqÀ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ºÁ° PÉÃ¸ÀÄ ºÁQzÀ £ÀAvÀgÀ §gÉ¹PÉÆAqÀÄ §AzÀ ¥ÀæªÀiÁt 

¥ÀvÀæUÀ¼ÁUÀ°Ã, ¨ÉÃgÉ AiÀiÁgÀzÉÆÝÃ eÁw ¥ÀæªÀiÁt¥ÀvÀæUÀ¼ÁUÁ°Ã E°è ¥Àæ¸ÀÄÛvÀªÀ®è.    

 

14. 1 £ÉÃ JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è ªÀA±ÀªÀÈPÀëzÀ eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwAiÀÄAvÉ 

aPÀÌgÀAUÀAiÀÄå£À ºÉ¸ÀgÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄAdÆjzÁgÀ£À ºÉ¸ÀgÉAzÀÄ ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¹gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

¨sÁ»gÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  ªÀA±ÀªÀÈPÀëzÀ ¥ÀæwAiÀÄ°è ªÀÄAdÆjzÁgÀ£ÀÄ JAzÀÄ J°è 

EgÀÄvÀÛzÉ? eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸À¨ÁgÀzÀÄ JAzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¹zÁÝAvÀªÉÃ 

EgÀÄªÁUÀ »ÃUÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨Á»gÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  ªÀA±ÀªÀÈPÀëªÀ£ÀÄß 

¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸ÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ ºÉÃUÉ JA§ §UÉÎ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä ªÀiÁ£Àå ¸ÀÄ¦æÃªÀiï PÉÆÃnð£À°è 

DVgÀÄªÀ wÃ¦ð£À §UÉÎ ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ UÀªÀÄ£À ¸É¼ÉAiÀÄ®Ä wÃ¦ð£À GzÀÈvÀ 

¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄ E°è G¯ÉèÃT¹gÀÄvÉÛ. IN  a case of STATE OF BIHAR Vs. 

RADHA KRISHNA SINGH & ORS. AIR 1983 SC 684 it was observed 

on G-TREE as follows “The principles governing such cases are: (i) 

Genealogies admitted or proved to be old and relied on in previous 

cases are doubtless relevant and in some cases may even be 

conclusive of the facts proved, but there are several considerations 
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which must be kept in mind viz.: (a) Source of the genealogy and its 

dependability. (b) Admissibility of the genealogy under the Evidence 

Act.  (c) A proper use in decisions or judgments on which reliance is 

placed.  (d) Age of genealogies.  (e) Litigations where such genealogies 

have been accepted or rejected.    (2) On the question of admissibility 

the following tests must be adopted:  (a) The genealogies of the 

families concerned must fall within the four- corners of s. 32(5) or s. 

13 of the Evidence Act. (b) They must not be hit by the doctrine of 

post litem motam. (c) The genealogies or the claims cannot be proved 

by recitals, depositions or facts narrated in the judgment which have 

been held by a long course of decisions to be inadmissible.  (d) Where 

genealogy is proved by oral evidence, the said evidence must clearly 

show special means of knowledge disclosing the exact source, time 

and the circumstances under which the knowledge is acquired, and 

this must be clearly and conclusively proved.” 

 

15. eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß  ªÀÄvÀÄÛ AiÉÆÃUÀåªÀ®èzÀ £À«Ã£À zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÃUÉ 

¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ CWÁvÀPÁj JA§ §UÉÎ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä ªÀiÁ£Àå ¸ÀÄ¦æÃªÀiï PÉÆÃnð£À°è 

DVgÀÄªÀ wÃ¦ð£À §UÉÎ ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ UÀªÀÄ£À ¸É¼ÉAiÀÄ®Ä wÃ¦ð£À GzÀÈvÀ 

¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄ E°è G¯ÉèÃT¹gÀÄvÉÛ. IN a case of STATE OF BIHAR Vs. RADHA 

KRISHNA SINGH & ORS. AIR 1983 SC 684 it was observed as follows:  

“Admissibility of a document is one thing and its probative value, 

quite another: a document may be admissible and yet may not carry 

any conviction and weight or its probative value may be nil. It is also 

well settled that statements or declarations before persons of 

competent knowledge made ante litem motam are receivable to prove 

ancient rights of a public or general nature.   The admissibility of such 

declarations is, however, considerably weakened if it pertains not to 

public rights but to purely private rights. It is equally well settled that 

declarations or statements made post litem motam would not be 

admissible because in cases or proceedings taken or declarations 

made ante litem motam, the element of bias and concoction is 

eliminated. Before, however, the statements of the nature mentioned 

above can be admissible as being ante litem motam they must not 

only be before the actual existence of any controversy, but should be 

made even before the commencement of legal proceedings.   This 
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position however cannot hold good of statements made post litem 

motam which would be clearly inadmissible in evidence. The reason 

for this rule seems to be that after a dispute has begun or a legal 

proceeding is about to commence, the possibility of bias, concoction 

or putting up false pleas cannot be ruled out.” 

 

16. UÁæAmï jf¸ÀÖgï E®èzÉ EvÀgÉ zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÉÃUÉ ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ CWÁvÀPÁj 

JA§ §UÉÎ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä ªÀiÁ£Àå PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ºÉÊ  PÉÆÃnð£À°è DVgÀÄªÀ wÃ¦ð£À §UÉÎ 

ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ UÀªÀÄ£À ¸É¼ÉAiÀÄ®Ä wÃ¦ð£À GzÀÈvÀ ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄ E°è 

G¯ÉèÃT¹gÀÄvÉÛ. ILR 2002 KAR 3734, 2002 (5) KarLJ 492 JUSTICE S 

Bannurmath In  Smt. Chowdamma vs The Special Deputy 

Commissioner And Ors. Assistant Commissioner is required to find 

out what exactly was the nature of the grant. This he has to do only on 

the basis of either the original grant order or, if for some reason like 

the grant was made decades ago and as such the order of grant is not 

available, at least he has to look into the grant register maintained for 

this purpose. Time and again this Court has emphasised that the 

authorities cannot simply rely upon the saguvali chit produced by 

either of the parties. The saguvali chits are like certificates and in 

most of the cases issued casually in the sense the saguvali chits are in 

printed form and while issuing the same most of the times the 

unnecessary and inapplicable portion is even not scored off, for 

example, in the first clause it is to be mentioned the land was granted 

by way of sale or public auction or for upset price or free of costs. The 

grant would be under any one of these categories. It is noticed that in 

most of the cases, even this unnecessary portion is not scored off 

thereby leaving it open to the imagination of the parties and 

authorities as to what is the nature of grant. Similarly, as law requires 

the non-alienation period is also be mentioned as a part of conditions 

in the saguvali chit. But, this is also not done usually. This Court has 

held that issuance of saguvali chit is an incidental act like issuing 

certificate practically being administrative action on the part of the 

authorities, but, for the purpose of application of the provisions of the 

Land Grant Rules and the PTCL Act the authorities are required to 

look into the original grant order or the records concerning it 

including the Land Grant Register maintained for this purpose of 
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which the authorities themselves are custodian. Without looking into 

these vital documents, most of the time the authorities just casually 

rely upon the saguvali chit and pass orders one way or the other. 

Since on one hand violation of the provisions of the Land Grant Rules 

and the PTCL Act, vis-a-vis the property right by way of transfer is 

involved, the authorities are required and expected to make thorough 

enquiry especially when in most of the cases the grantees are illiterate 

persons coming from lower strata of the society. It is a mandatory 

duty of the authorities, as laid down by the Division Bench in Pedda 

Reddy's case, cited supra, to verify from the records and give their 

findings based on such records. If that is not done, the orders passed 

by such authorities are unsustainable ones. 
 

 

17. ªÀA±ÀªÀÈPÀëªÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸ÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ ºÉÃUÉ JA§ §UÉÎ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä ªÀiÁ£Àå ¸ÀÄ¦æÃªÀiï 

PÉÆÃnð£À°è DVgÀÄªÀ wÃ¦ð£À §UÉÎ ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ UÀªÀÄ£À ¸É¼ÉAiÀÄ®Ä 

wÃ¦ð£À GzÀÈvÀ ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄ E°è G¯ÉèÃT¹gÀÄvÉÛ. IN a case of STATE OF 

BIHAR Vs. RADHA KRISHNA SINGH & ORS. AIR 1983 SC 684  it is 

observed as follows: “In considering the oral evidence regarding a 

pedigree a purely mathematical approach cannot be made because 

where a long line of descent has to be proved spreading over a 

century, it is' obvious that the witnesses who are examined to depose 

to the genealogy would have to depend on their special means of 

knowledge which may have come to them through their ancestors but, 

at the same time, there is great risk and a serious danger involved in 

relying solely on the evidence of witness given from pure memory 

because the witness who are interested normally have a tendency to 

draw more from their imagination or turn and twist the facts which 

they may have heard from their ancestors in order to help the parties 

for whom they are deposing. The court, must therefore safeguard that 

the evidence of such witness may not be accepted as it is based purely 

on imagination or an imaginary or illusory source of information 

rather than special means of knowledge as required by law. The oral 

testimony or the witness on this matter is bound to be hearsay and 

their evidence is admissible as an exception to the general rule where 

hearsay evidence is not admissible.   In the appreciation of evidence of 

such witnesses, the principles to be borne in mind are:  (1) The 
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relationship or the connection however close it may be, which the 

witness bears to the persons whose pedigree is sought to be deposed 

by him. (2) The nature and character of the special means of 

knowledge through which the witness has come to know about the 

pedigree. (3) The interested nature of the witness concerned. (4) The 

precaution which must be taken to rule out any false statement made 

by the witness post litem motam or one which is derived not by 

means of special knowledge but purely from his imagination, and (5) 

The evidence of the witness must be substantially corroborated as far 

as time and memory admit.” 

 

18. ̧ ÁªÀðd¤PÀ ºÀgÁf£À°è RjÃ¢¹zÀÝgÉ ¸ÀzÀj ¦.n.¹.J¯ï ªÁå¦ÛUÉ §gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è 

ªÉAzÀÄ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä ªÀiÁ£Àå PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ºÉÊPÉÆÃnð£À wÃ¦ð£À GzÀÈvÀ ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄß 

G¯ÉèÃT¸À¯ÁVzÉ. CzÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁå®AiÀÄ ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸ÀÄªÀAvÉ PÉÆÃgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. In 

K.G. Vishwanath vs Muniyappa And Others 1999 (4) KarLJ 476 

Annexure-A : Saguvali Chit in this regard is extracted below:-- On a 

plain reading of this relevant portion of Annexure-A it becomes clear 

that the amount of Rs. 26.10 collected from respondent 1 was towards 

price of one acre of land granted to him, it being nobody's case that 

the land was put to public auction by the Government and the same 

was purchased by respondent 1" in any such auction so as to hold his 

acquisition of the land by this mode of alienation which is also 

indicated in Annexure-A. It was contended by learned Government 

Advocate and learned Counsel for respondent 1 that the amount of Rs. 

26.10 shown in Annexure-A did not represent the price of the land but 

in fact it was the amount paid by respondent 1 towards certain 

miscellaneous charges. Therefore, they argued that the grant was free 

of cost which attract applicability of Rule 43-G(4). As indicated above, 

the basis for this contention was the non-alienation condition 

contained in Annexure-A. I find this submission unacceptable as it is 

inconsistent with the mode of alienation to be found in Annexure-A. It 

is impermissible to introduce into Annexure-A such a fact on mere 

conjecture militating against the unambiguous contents thereof 

clearly indicating that the said amount of Rs. 26.10 was the price of 

the said land. ………………. whether the particular amount collected 

from the grantee by the granting authority for the land granted 

represented the full market value of the land or the price less than 
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that of the market value is the question of fact that is required to be 

gone into by the Enquiry Authority (Assistant Commissioner) in 

course of his enquiry and his definite finding on this point should be 

recorded by him before sub-rule (4) of Rule 43-G is applied to the 

particular case of alienation of the granted land. ……………. It is not 

necessary for the opposing party before the Assistant Commissioner 

to specifically raise this objection for his consideration since it is the 

legal duty cast on him by Rule 43-G(4) to determine it irrespective of 

any such objection was raised by the contesting party or not. In that 

perspective and in the light of the ruling of the Division Bench of this 

Court in Pedda Reddy's case, supra, to the effect that Assistant 

Commissioner is bound to record his finding on the said question, the 

observation of the Single Bench in Basappa's case, supra, holding that 

if the amount collected by the grantee is too low it has to be presumed 

that the same is levied and collected as a nominal sum and not the 

market value, will have to yield to the Division Bench ruling. 

Therefore the petition deserves to be allowed to this limited extent. 

………. The impugned orders of respondents 2 and 3 are set aside only 

for the purpose of decision by the Assistant Commissioner of the 

question whether the amount of Rs. 26.10 collected from respondent 

1-grantee for the granted land is towards its market value or not. 

 

19. ̈ sÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆgÁw ¥ÀqÉzÀªÀgÀÄ ¥Àj²µÀÖgÉ C®èªÉ JA§ÄzÀÄ ¥ÀæªÀÄÄR 

«ZÁgÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. GzÁºÀgÀuÉUÉ  ‘J’ JA§ ¨sÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆgÁwzÁgÀ£ÀÄ 

ªÉÄÃ¯ÁÓwAiÀÄªÀ£ÁVzÀÄÝ ¸ÀPÁðgÀPÉÌ vÀ£Àß eÁwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄAdÆgÁwUÁV ¸À°è¹gÀÄªÀ 

CfðAiÀÄ°è w½¹ CzÀPÉÌ ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁV eÁw ¥ÀæªÀiÁt ¥ÀvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß ®UÀwÛ¹gÀÄvÁÛ£É. 

£ÀAvÀgÀ ¥Àj²µÀÖ eÁwAiÀÄ ªÀÄ»¼ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄzÀÄªÉAiÀiÁVvÁÛ£É. CªÀ¤UÉ ºÀÄlÄÖªÀ 

ªÀÄUÀ£ÀÄ »AzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£ÀAvÉ CªÀ£À eÁwUÉ ¸ÉÃgÀÄvÁÛ£É. DzÀgÉ ¸ÀzÀj CAvÀºÀ 

ªÀÄUÀ£ÀÄ vÀ£Àß vÁ¬Ä eÁw ¥ÀæªÀiÁt ¥ÀvÀæzÀ DzsÁgÀzÀ°è vÀ£Àß eÁwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥Àj²µÀÖ£ÀÄ 

JAzÀÄ ¥ÀqÉzÀÄ vÀ£Àß vÀAzÉAiÀÄ eÁwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥Àj²µÀÖ£ÀÄ JAzÀÄ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä ¸ÁzsÀåªÉ ? 

RArvÀ DUÀ¯ÁgÀzÀÄ. ¸ÀzÀj PÁgÀtPÉÌ ¨sÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆjzÁgÀ£À  ¨sÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆgÁw 

¢£ÀzÀ°è EzÀÝ eÁw CA¢£À zÁR¯Áw DzsÁgÀzÀ°è ¤zÀðj¸À¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CAvÀºÀ 

¥ÀæªÀÄÄR zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À ¥ÉÊQ, ºÀ¼ÉAiÀÄ gÉÃµÀ£ï PÁqÀð, (eÁw ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀA§AzÀ 

G¯ÉèÃRUÀ¼ÀÄ) ºÀ¼ÉAiÀÄ eÁw ¥ÀæªÀiÁt ¥ÀvÀæ, UÁæAmï ¸Ànð¦üPÉÃn£À°è eÁw 
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G¯ÉèÃR, CxÀªÀ EvÀgÉ ºÀ¼É zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À°è eÁw G¯ÉèÃR EgÀÄªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß 

CfðzÁgÀ£ÀÄß ¤dªÁVAiÀÄÆ ¸ÀvÀåªÀAvÀ£ÁVzÀÝgÉ ºÁdgÀÄ ¥Àr¹gÀÄvÁÛ£É. F jÃwAiÀÄ 

zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼ÉÃ E®èzÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CAvÀºÀªÀÅ EzÀÝgÀÆ ºÁdgÀÄ ¥Àr¸ÀzÉ «µÀAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß 

ªÀÄÄaÑnÖgÀÄªÀ CfðzÁgÀ¤UÉ PÉÆÃjgÀÄªÀ ¥ÀjºÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

¨sÁ»gÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. F §UÉÎ CfðzÁgÀ£ÀÄ PÉ®ªÀÅ zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¨ÉÃPÉAzÉÃ 

£ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ ªÀÄÄAzÉ ªÀÄÄaÑnÖgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨sÁ»gÀªÉAzÀÄ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä ªÀiÁ£Àå 

¸ÀÄ¦æÃA PÉÆÃnð£À wÃ¦ð£À GzÀÈvÀ ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄß G¯ÉèÃT¹gÀÄvÉÛ. Observations 

of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Gopal Krishnaji 

Ketkar v. Mahomed Haji latif and Ors. (1968) 3 S.C.R.: Even if the 

burden of proof does not lie on a party the Court may draw an adverse 

inference if he withhold important documents in his possession which 

can throw light on the facts at issue. It is not, in our opinion, a sound 

practice for those desiring to rely upon a certain state of facts to 

withhold from the Court the best evidence which is in their possession 

which could throw light upon the issues in controversy and to rely 

upon the abstract doctrine of onus of proof. 

 

20. AiÀiÁªÉÇ§â ªÀåQÛAiÀÄÄ Cfð¸À°è¸ÀÄªÀ ¸ÀªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è ªÁådå PÁgÀtªÀ£ÀÄß, 

PÁ®«ÄwAiÉÆ¼ÀUÉ ¸À°è¸À¯ÁVzÉAiÉÄÃ, «¼ÀA§PÉÌ PÁgÀtªÉÃ£ÀÄ JA§ §UÉÎ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ 

ªÀÄÆ® ¸ÀégÀÆ¥ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄaÑqÀzÉ ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄPÉÌ w½¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ. CAvÀºÀ 

ªÀÄÄZÀÄÑ«PÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀjUÉ ªÀiÁvÀæ ªÉÆÃ¸ÀªÀiÁrzÀAvÉ C®è 

£ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄPÀÆÌ ªÉÆÃ¸À ªÀiÁrzÀAvÉ JAzÀÄ ±ÉæÃµÀ× £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ wÃ¦ð£À 

¹zÁÝAvÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ CªÀUÁºÀ£ÉUÉ vÀgÀ¯ÁVzÉ. In Arunima 

Baruah vs Union of India & Ors 2007 (6) scc 120 “It is trite law that 

so as to enable the court to refuse to exercise its discretionary 

jurisdiction suppression must be of material fact. What would be a 

material fact, suppression whereof would disentitle the appellant to 

obtain a discretionary relief, would depend upon the facts and 

circumstances of each case. Material fact would mean material for the 

purpose of determination of the lis, the logical corollary whereof 

would be that whether the same was material for grant or denial of 

the relief. If the fact suppressed is not material for determination of 

the lis between the parties, the court may not refuse to exercise its 

discretionary jurisdiction. It is also trite that a person invoking the 
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discretionary jurisdiction of the court cannot be allowed to approach 

it with a pair of dirty hands.”  ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è CfðzÁgÀgÉÆ§âgÉ PÉ®ªÀÅ 

ªÀiÁ»wAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄaÑgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è, F ªÉÄÃ®ä£À«AiÀÄ 1 £ÉÃ JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä 

E¯ÁSÉAiÀÄ C¢üÃ£ÀzÀ°è zÉÆgÉAiÀÄ§ºÀÄzÁzÀ zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥Àj²Ã°¹ 

DzÉÃ²¹gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. UÁæAmï jf¸ÀÖgï KPÉ ¥Àj²Ã°¹®è? CzÀÄ K£Á¬ÄvÀÄ ? 

E°èªÀgÉUÉ SÁvÉ §zÀ¯ÁªÀuÉ DzÀ ¥Àj ºÉÃUÉ ?  F §UÉÎ C£ÉÃPÀ ¸ÀPÁðj 

¸ÀÄvÉÆÛÃ¯ÉUÀ¼ÀÄ UÁæAmï d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ ¥ÀgÀ¨ÁgÉ ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ, £ÉÆAzÁªÀtÂ 

ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ, SÁvÉ §zÀ¯ÁªÀtÂ ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ, UÁæAmï jf¸ÀÖgï ¥Àj²Ã°¸À¨ÉÃPÀÄ 

JAzÀÄ E£ÀÄß ºÀ®ªÀÅ ªÀiÁUÀðzÀ²ðUÀ½AzÀ PÀÆrzÀ JZÀÑjPÉAiÀÄ ¸ÀPÁðj PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ 

¸ÀÄvÉÆÛÃ¯ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß DVAzÁUÉÎ C¢üÃ£À C¢üPÁjUÀ½UÉ PÀ½¸ÀÄwÛzÀÝgÀÆ £Á¯ÁÌgÀÄ ¨Áj 

SÁvÉ §zÀ¯ÁªÀtÂ DVgÀÄªÀÅzÁzÀgÀÆ ºÉÃUÉ? §zÀ¯ÁªÀtÂ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ jÃwAiÀÄ°èAiÉÄÃ 

DVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CzÀ£ÀÄß PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨sÁ»gÀ ªÁV DVzÉ JA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀªÀðjÃwAiÀÄ 

gÀÄdÄªÁw£ÉÆA¢UÉ ¤zÁðgÀPÉÌ §gÀÄªÀ PÀvÀðªÀå J®ègÀzÁÝVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ, ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ 

zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄaÑ ¤zÀðj¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨sÁ»gÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

21. £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ ªÀÄÄA¢gÀÄªÀ ¥ÁnðUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÉÆÃ¸À ¥ÀæQæAiÉÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ, ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ 

«ZÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄaÑqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ, vÀ¥ÀÅöà «ZÁgÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄÄAzÀÄªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ 

ªÉÆÃ¸ÀªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ¸À®èzÀÄ JA§ «ZÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁ£Àå ¸ÀÄ¦æÃªÀiï PÉÆÃmïð F 

PÉ¼ÀPÀAqÀ PÉÃ¹£À°è «¸ÁÛgÀªÁV »ÃUÉ ºÉÃ½zÉ CzÀgÀ G¯ÉèÃTvÀ ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁ£Àå 

£ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ CªÀUÁºÀ£ÉUÉ F PÉ¼ÀUÉ G¯ÉèÃT¹zÉ.  It is kindly brought to the 

kind attention of Hon’ble court the observations of Supreme court in 

THE STATE OF ANDHRA PRADESH & ANOTHER V. T.SURYACHANDRA 

RAO, [(2005) 6 SCC 149], wherein the Honourable Supreme Court has 

observed as follows: " "Fraud" as is well known vitiates every solemn 

act. Fraud and justice never dwell together. Fraud is a conduct either 

by letter or words, which includes the other person or authority to 

take a definite determinative stand as a response to the conduct of the 

former either by words or letter. It is also well settled that 

misrepresentation itself amounts to fraud. Indeed, innocent 

misrepresentation may also give reason to claim relief against fraud. A 

fraudulent misrepresentation is called deceit and consists in leading a 

man into damage by willfully or recklessly causing him to believe and 

act on falsehood. It is a fraud in law if a party makes representations, 
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which he knows to be false, and injury enures therefrom although the 

motive from which the representations proceeded may not have been 

bad. An act of fraud on court is always viewed seriously. A collusion or 

conspiracy with a view to deprive the rights of the others in relation 

to a property would render the transaction void ab initio. ¸ÀzÀj d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ 

¦.n.¹.J¯ï ªÁå¦ÛUÉ §gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JA§ £ÀªÀÄä ¤®ÄªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀqÀ°¸ÀzÉ, PÉÃªÀ® 

ªÁzÀPÁÌV ºÉÃ¼ÀÄªÀÅzÁzÀgÉ ¥Àæ²ßvÀ PÉÃ¹£À°è AiÀiÁgÀÄ ¥sÁæqï ªÀiÁr®è, ªÉÆzÀ°UÉ 

ªÀiÁgÁlªÀiÁrzÀªÀgÀÄ, CzÀ£ÀÄß £ÉÆAzÁªÀtÂ ªÀiÁrzÀ C¢üPÁj, SÁvÉ 

ªÀiÁrPÉÆlÖªÀgÀÄ ¥sÁæqï ªÀiÁrzÀÝgÉ, £ÀAvÀgÀ J¯Áè PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ §®è ªÀÄvÀÄÛ eÁj 

ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ PÀAzÁAiÀÄ C¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ DVAzÁÝUÉÎ SÁvÉ §zÀ¯Á¬Ä¹, ¢ÃWÀð PÁ® 

SÁvÉ, ¸Áé¢üÃ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß vÉÆÃj ªÀiÁ°ÃPÀvÀé zÀÈqÀªÁVzÉ, AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ¯ÉÆÃ¥À«®è 

JA§ ªÁ¸ÀÛ«PÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¢ÃWÁðªÀ¢ vÉÆÃjgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ¥sÁæqï C®èªÉ. vÀªÀÄäzÀ®èzÀ 

vÀ¦à£À «ZÁgÀPÉÌ ªÉÆÃ¸ÀPÁgÀPÀ ¢üÃWÀðPÁ°PÀ ¤®Ä«UÉ §°AiÀiÁzÀ ªÀåQÛAiÀÄ «gÀÄzÀÝ 

20 ªÀµÀðzÀ £ÀAvÀgÀ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¸ÀªÀÄgÀPÉÌ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ PÁ®«Äw PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ CAPÉ¬Ä®èzÉ 

ªÀÄÄAzÀÄªÀjAiÀÄ®Ä ©qÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ ªÁådå ¥ÀjºÁgÀ ¤ÃwAiÉÄÃ? ªÁådåPÉÌ PÉÆ£É¬Ä®è 

JAzÀÄ ¸ÁgÀÄvÀÛ ªÀÄ£ÀÄd£ÀÄ AiÀÄªÀÅzÉÃ jÃwAiÀÄ PÁAiÀÄPÀPÉÌ ªÀÄÄAzÁUÀzÉ CAf 

ªÀÄ£ÉAiÀÄ°è PÀÆgÀ° JAzÀÄ zÉåÃAiÉÆÃzÉÝÃ±À ¢AzÀ F PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ 

gÀavÀªÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÉÃ? C±ÀPÀÛgÀ£ÀÄß gÀQë¸À®Ä PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨ÉÃPÀÄ, DzÀgÉ CzÉÃ C±ÀPÀÛgÀ 

PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ §¼À¹ ªÉÆÃ¸ÀªÀiÁrgÀÄªÀªÀgÀ£ÀÄß / ªÀiÁqÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀªÀgÀ£ÀÄß K£É£Àß¨ÉÃPÀÄ ? 

PÁ£ÀÆ¤¤AzÀ C±ÀPÀÛgÀ£ÀÄß PÁ¥Ár DzÀgÉ PÁ¥ÁqÀÄªÀ ¤ÃªÉÃ C±ÀPÀÛªÀUÀðªÀ£ÀÄß 

zsÀÄ§ð¼ÀPÉ ªÀiÁrPÉÆAqÀÄ E£ÉÆßAzÀÄ C±ÀPÀÛ ¸ÀªÀiÁdªÀ£ÀÄß ªÉÆÃ¸ÀPÉÌ M¼ÀUÁzÀ 

¸ÀªÀiÁdªÀ£ÀÄß ¤«Äð¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ £ÁåAiÀÄªÉÃ? 

 

22. ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è AiÀiÁªÀ PÁgÀtPÉÌ ¸ÀzÀj DzÉÃ±À ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁVzÉ JAzÀÄ 

¤¢ðµÀÖªÁV vÉÆÃjgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. CAvÀºÀ DzÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ F PÉ¼ÀPÀAqÀ £ÁåAiÀÄ ¹zÁÝAvÀzÀ 

C£ÀéAiÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨sÁ»gÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀÝjAzÀ ¸ÀzÀj ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ gÀzÀÝwUÉ 

AiÉÆÃUÀåªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. In the case of Cyril Lasrado v. Juliana Maria 

Lasrado, ILR 2004 Kar 4822, “where it has been held that reasons 

are live links between the mind of the decision-taker to the 

controversy in question and the decision or conclusion arrived at, 

reasons substitute subjectivity by objectivity. The emphasis on 

recording reasons is that if the decision reveals the "inscrutable face 
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of the sphinx" it can by its silence render it virtually impossible for the 

Courts to perform their appellate function or exercise the power of 

judicial review in adjudging the validity of the decision. Right to 

reason is an indispensable part of a sound judicial system, reasons at 

least sufficient to indicate an application of mind to the matter before 

Court. Another rationale is that the affected party can know why the 

decision has gone against him. One of the salutary requirements of 

natural justice is spelling out reasons for the order made, in other 

words a speaking out. G.V. Ashwathanarayana v. Central Bank of 

India, By Chairman, Bombay, ILR 2003 Kar 3066, Wherein it has 

been held that, it is now well settled that where an authority makes an 

order in exercise of quasi-judicial functions or an order which has the 

effect of affecting civil rights of a person and which action is liable to 

be reviewed by Constitutional Courts, as provided under the 

Constitution, it must record the reasons in support of the order it 

makes. The Supreme Court, in the case of Siemens Eng. and Mfg. 

Co. of India Limited v. Union of India, AIR 1976 SC 1785 has held 

that the rule requiring reasons in support of an order is, like the 

principle of audi alteram partem, a basic principle of natural justice 

which must inform every quasi-judicial process and this rule must be 

observed in its proper spirit and mere pretence of compliance with it 

would not satisfy the requirements of law. Supreme Court,   in the 

case Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, AIR 1978 SC 597 has held that 

it hardly requires any emphasis that compulsion of disclosure of 

reasons guarantees consideration. The condition to give reasons 

introduced clarity and excludes or at any rate minimizes 

arbitrariness; it gives satisfaction to the other party against whom the 

order is made; and it also enables an appellate or supervisory or 

reviewing Court to keep the Tribunals and authority within bounds. 

Therefore, a reasonal order is always a desirable condition of judicial 

disposal or a disposal which is required to be done judiciously.”  

 

23.  PÀ£ÁðlPÀ GZÀÑ £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄ F §UÉÎ ¥ÀzÉÃ ¥ÀzÉÃ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÀÛ¯ÉÃ §A¢zÉ, C¸À®Ä 

UÁæAmï DzÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß £ÉÆÃr, UÁæAmï jf¸ÀÖgï ¥Àj²Ã°¹, PÉÃªÀ® ªÀÄÄmÉÃ±À£ï 

CzsÁjvÀ ¥ÀºÀtÂ JAnæUÀ½UÉ ªÀiÁ£ÀåvÉ PÉÆqÀ¨ÉÃr, »ÃUÉ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÀÛ¯É §AzÀgÀÆ 

CzÀ£ÀÄß C¼ÀªÀr¹PÉÆ¼ÀîzÉ, ªÀÄÄAzÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ E¯ÁSÉ¬ÄAzÀ¯ÉÃ ªÀÄÄUÀÝ d£ÀgÀ 
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±ÉÆÃµÀuÉUÉ E½zÀAvÉ C®èªÉ? F «ZÁgÀPÉÌ ¥ÀÆgÀPÀªÁV ªÀiÁ£Àå GZÀÑ 

£ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ wÃ¥ÀÄð ¥ÀæPÀlªÁVgÀÄªÀ ILR 2002 KAR 2670 

(Nagendrappa and another Vs. Deputy Commissioner, 

Davanagere and others):“Authority deciding the matter has to look 

into the original order  of  the grant of land and if the same is not 

available then contemporaneous granting documents like the Register  

maintained for this purpose what is known as Land Grant Register has 

to be looked into.  Authorities deciding the validity of sale cannot act 

on presumption on mere mutation entries.” 

 
 

24. ̧ ÀÄªÀiÁgÀÄ 17 ªÀµÀðzÀ »AzÉ  ªÀiÁ£Àå PÀ£ÁðlPÀ GZÀÑ £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ ¢é ¸ÀzÀ¸ÀåvÀé 

¦Ãl ªÀÄºÀvÀÛgÀ «ZÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ºÉÃ½zÉ ªÉÆzÀ°UÉ G¥À«¨sÁUÁ¢PÁj, ¸ÀzÀj d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ 

¥Àj²µÀÖjUÉ ¸ÉÃjgÀÄªÀÅzÉÃ JAzÀÄ ¤zÀðj¸À¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. £ÀAvÀgÀ UÁæAmï 

¥ÀÄPÀÌmÉÖAiÉÆÃ, ¨É¯É ¤ÃrPÉ¬ÄAzÀ £ÀqÉ¢zÉAiÉÆÃ, PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ CrAiÀÄ°è EgÀÄªÀ 

¤AiÀÄªÀÄzÀAvÉ ¥ÀgÀ¨ÁgÉ G®èAWÀ£É ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁVzÉAiÉÄÃ ? F jÃwAiÀÄ ¥Àæ±ÉßUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 

GvÀÛj¸À¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ PÉÃªÀ® eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwAiÀÄ DzsÁgÀzÀ°è ¥Àj²µÀÖjUÉ 

¸ÉÃjzÉ JAzÀÄ wÃªÀiÁð£ÀPÉÌ §gÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ vÀ¥ÁàUÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  According to the 

decision reported in ILR 2002 KAR 3734: “Section 4 and 5: 

Impugned order of the Deputy Commissioner and Assistant 

Commissioner are in violation of the law laid down by the Court in the 

Division Bench ruling in Pedda Reddy vs. State of Karnataka 1993(1) 

KLJ.P.328 – Assistant Commissioner cannot pass orders unless he 

records findings viz., (1) that the land belongs to Scheduled Caste or 

Scheduled Tribe; (2) that the grant was for upset price or for less than 

the upset price or free grant and (3) that alienation has taken place 

within the period of the prohibition prescribed in the rules; 

 

25.  zÁR¯ÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¥Àj²Ã°¸ÀÄªÁUÉÎ zÁR¯ÉAiÀÄ CA±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀÆtðªÁV N¢ 

CxÉÊð¹PÉÆ¼Àî¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ CzÀgÀ ªÉÄÃ¯Áì°¤AzÀ ªÀiÁvÀæªÀ®è. EzÀgÉÆA¢UÉ 

¥ÁnðUÀ¼À £ÀqÀªÀ½PÉAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ GzÉÝÃ±ÀzÀ ªÀÄºÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.    

Hon’ble Supreme Court in its decision reported in 2008(3) 

KCCR.1289 (B.K.Muniraju vs. State of Karnataka and others) has 

held that: In order to know the real nature of the document, one has to 
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look into the recitals of the document and not the title of the 

document.  The intention is to be gathered from the recitals in the 

deed, the conduct of the parties and the evidence on record.  

Construction of a document must be made by finding the intention of 

the executants, firstly, from a comprehensive reading of the terms of 

the document itself, and then, by looking into the extent permissible, 

the prevailing circumstances which persuaded the author of the 

document to execute it.  / With a view to ascertain the nature of the 

transaction, the document must be read as a whole. A sentence or 

term used may not be determinative of the real nature of the 

transaction………… whether a land is ‘granted land’ or land purchased 

for a price at a public auction’ must be ascertained by looking into the 

relevant records……………… In the present case, Court held that the 

land in question was a land purchased in the public auction.  Merely 

because the document was styled or titled as ‘Certificate of Grant’, it 

cannot be construed that the land was a ‘granted land’ attracting the  

provisions of the Act. ………………  

 

26.  ¸ÀjAiÀiÁzÀ ¥Àj²Ã®£É ªÀiÁqÀzÉ, ¤AiÀÄªÀÄ ¥Á®£É ªÀiÁqÀzÉ EAvÀºÀ ¥ÀæPÀgÀtUÀ¼À°è 

JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀjUÉ £ÉÆÃnÃ¸ÀÄ ¤ÃqÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨sÁ»gÀªÉAzÀÄ F PÉ¼ÀV£À 

¸ÀÄvÉÆÛÃ¯É ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¥Àæ²ßvÀ PÉÃ¹£À°è F PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ªÀiÁ¥À£É 

G®èAX¹gÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ gÀzÀÝwUÉ AiÉÆÃUÀåªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ.   

Karnataka Scheduled  Castes and Scheduled Tribes (PTCL) Rules 1979 

were to be followed before issuing notice to alienee. But in this case 

such rule has not been followed.     The non following of such rules 

itself shows petitioners have not approached court with clean hands 

and they have exercised fraud on the authority by filing an incomplete 

petition which is violative of rules. The  Karnataka Government 

circular dated 25-06-1983 vide Circular Number RD 31 LGP 83 With a 

Subject of  Implementation of High Court Order dated 10-1-1983. In 

W.P.Nos.  10674, 10710, 14026, 16439. 18842, 22387, 23024 OF 

1980, 3250, 17567  and 17568 of 1981 16663 and 17101 to 17103 of 

1982 – Suggestions made by  the Division Bench, regarding the 

smooth and  proper implementation of the provisions of the 

Karnataka Scheduled  Castes and Scheduled Tribes (PTCL) Act, 1978 –

It has been brought to the notice of Government that a large number 
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of alieness that had received show cause notices from the Assistant 

commissioners of the areas or the orders made by them, challenged 

the validity of the Karnataka Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes 

Act, 1978, the show cause notices or the orders there to made against 

them. The petitioners against whom final orders have been made by 

the respective Assistant Commissioners have challenged the Act and 

the orders made against them. It is also pointed out that in most of the 

cases the show cause notices issued to the alienees the Assistant 

Commissioners do not set out any of the details required by the Rules. 

Before issuing the show cause notices to the alienees, it is proper for 

the Assistant Commissioners to collect all such information as they 

can and clearly set out all the grounds on which the alienation is 

proposed to be annuled, so that the alienee can satisfactorily state his 

case also before the authority. The show cause notice must be a self-

contained one, giving grounds for proceedings against the alienee the 

nature of violation of the provisions of Law and the purpose for which 

the notice is issued and to show cause why the sale transaction should 

not be held void. The notice should also contain pattadar, the 

conditions attached to it and the violations of the conditions in this 

sale, should be specifically mentioned so that a reasonable 

opportunity would have been given to the alienee to explain his 

position his position in clear terms………………..”.   

 

27.  PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¸ÀPÁðgÀ F PÉ¼ÀPÀAqÀ ¸ÀÄvÉÆÛÃ¯ÉAiÀÄ°è eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 

¥ÀjUÀtÂ¸À¨ÉÃr JAzÀÄ vÁQÃvÀÄ ªÀiÁr CzÀPÉÌ ¸ÀÆPÀÛ PÁgÀtªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃrzÉ. F ¥Àæ²ßvÀ 

PÉÃ¹£À°è eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwAiÀÄ CªÀ®A§£É AiÀiÁªÀ PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À CrAiÀÄ°è ªÀiÁqÀ¯ÁVzÉ, 

CzÀgÀ »A¢£À GzÉÝÃ±ÀªÉÃ£ÀÄ w½AiÀÄzÁVzÉ.   Government of Karnataka vide 

its circular dated 31-05-1990 in Circular number: RD 97 LGP 90 have 

specifically directed not to accept photostat copies of documents 

presented by the private parties to take important decisions, without 

verifying the originals to satisfy as to the authenticity of the 

document. The circular says like this “It has come to the notice of 

Government, that the field level Officers coming under the control of 

Revenue Department, like Stamps and Registration Department, 

Survey Settlement and Land Records Department, Muzrai and wakf  

Department and other departments are accepting photostat copies of 
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documents presented by the private parties and are taking important 

decisions, without verifying the originals to satisfy as to the 

authenticity of the document. Subsequent investigation has revealed 

that most of the documents were bogus and created by the parties. 

This practice is generally noticed in registering the Revenue Sites 

round about Bangalore City. This has to be stopped forthwith as 

otherwise parties would evade the legal provisions with impunity and 

also may result in heavy loss of the revenue to Government. It is, 

therefore, instructed that the photostat copies of the document is not 

a legal evidence and should not be accepted in any proceedings unless 

parties produce simultaneously the original thereof. The Officer 

accepting these documents satisfy himself after verifying the original 

as to the authnenticity and put a certificate to that effect on the 

photostat copy of the document. This procedure should be followed 

scruplously. Any lapse in following this procedure will be viewed 

seriously and make officer responsible for the misdeed.” 

 

28.  ¦.n.¹.J¯ï ªÁå¦ÛUÉ vÀgÀ®Ä ¸ÀzÀj ¨sÀÆ«ÄAiÀÄÄ ¥Àj²µÀÖ ªÀåQÛUÉ DvÀ£ÀÄ ¸ÀzÀj 

¥Àj²µÀÖ£ÁVzÀÝ£ÉA§ÄzÀPÉÌ UÁæAmï DVzÉ JA§ÄzÀÄ ªÀiÁvÀæ UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ 

JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ½gÀÄªÀ PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ºÉÊPÉÆÃnð£À wÃ¦ð£À GzÀÈvÀ ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁ£Àå 

£ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ CªÀUÁºÀ£ÉUÉ E°è ¤ÃrgÀÄvÉÛ  Abdul Haq Shamshuddin 

Saheb v. Deputy Commissioner, Uttara Kannada District, Karwar 

and Ors., 2002(5) Kar. L.J. 109 considering similar question as to the 

grant under the Land Revenue Act to the Land Grant Rules to a person 

belonging to and only on that count vis-a-vis the grant or conferment 

of right under the Land Reforms Act, this Court has held that to invoke 

the provisions of the PTCL Act it must be shown that the land was 

granted to a person belonging to Scheduled Caste or Scheduled Tribe 

only on that count and not otherwise. This is more so, since like the 

provisions of the Land Reforms Act any person belonging to either 

Scheduled Caste or Scheduled Tribe or even higher class can claim 

grant of occupancy right and, if he shows compliance with the 

necessary conditions, he is entitled for such conferment of occupancy 

rights or grant of the land. At that stage, it is not necessary that he 

should belong to a particular caste or community. 
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29.  ¢üÃWÀðPÁ® ¥ÀºÀtÂ G¯ÉèÃRUÀ¼ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÆÃ MAzÀÄ ªÀµÀðzÀ G¯ÉèÃR 

CzÀgÀ ªÀÄºÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÁgÀÄªÀ PÉ¼ÀPÀAqÀ PÉÃ¸ÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß G¯ÉèÃT¸ÀÄvÀÛ, £ÀªÀÄä PÉÃ¹£À°è 

20 ªÀµÀðPÀÆÌ ªÉÄÃ®àlÄÖ ¥ÀºÀtÂ JAnæUÀ¼ÀÄ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨sÁ»gÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 

vÉÆÃgÀ¢gÀ®Ä CzÀPÉÌ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ §zÀÝvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÁ£ÀÆ£ÉÃ ¤ÃrgÀÄªÁUÉÎ CzÀ£ÀÄß 

¸ÀjAiÀÄ®èªÉAzÀÄ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä PÉÃªÀ® JgÀqÀÄ ªÀÄºÀvÀé«®èzÀ eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwUÀ½AzÀ 

¸ÁzsÀåªÉ ?  Sita Ram Bhau Patil v. Ramachandra Nago Patil (Dead) 

by L.Rs., and Anr., . AIR 1977 SC 1712  It considered the 

presumption to be raised under Section 135-J of the Bombay Land 

Revenue Code, which appears to be in pari-materia with Section 133 

of the Karnataka Land Revenue Act. The Supreme Court has stated in 

para 20, as"With regard to the record of rights Counsel for the 

appellant said that presumption arises with regard to its correctness. 

There is no abstract principle that whatever will appear in the record 

of rights will be presumed to be correct when it is shown by evidence 

that the entries are not correct. Apart from the intrinsic evidence in 

the record of rights that they refer to facts which are untrue it also 

appears that the record of rights have reference to the mutation entry 

that was made by the Circle Officer on 30 January 1956. Counsel for 

the respondent rightly contended that no presumption could arise for 

two principal reasons. First, the oral evidence in this case nullified the 

entries in the record of rights as showing a state of affairs opposed to 

the real state of affairs, and, second, no notice was ever given to the 

respondent with regard to mutation proceedings." 

 

30.  ªÀÄÄAzÀÄªÀjzÀÄ ¥ÀºÀtÂ ¥ÀæwUÀ¼À ªÀÄºÀvÀéªÀ£ÀÄß vÉÆÃgÀÄªÀ ªÀiÁ£Àå ºÉÊPÉÆÃnð£À 

wÃ¥Àð£ÀÄß ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ CªÀUÁºÀ£ÉUÉ vÀgÀ¯ÁVzÉ.  Supreme Court in 

Sri Bhimeshwara Swami Varu Temple v. Pedapudi Krishna 

Murthy & ors. AIR 1973 SC 1299. It is stated in paras 5 and 8 as : "5. 

It is true that the name of the appellant is recorded as a "ryot" in 3 

entries in the revenue accounts, Exhibits A-9, A-10 and A-ll. Exhibit A-

9 is an extract from the Settlement Register of the village of Vungutur 

and is referred to as No. 10 account of Vungutur village. Exhibits A-10 

and A-ll are extracts from the Diglet Register It has however to be 

remembered that as against these stray entries almost the entire 

revenue record is in favour of the Archaks. For example, Exhibit B-39 
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which is an extract from the Resettlement Register of the year 1866 

shows that old survey No. 256 corresponding to R.S. No, 1057, with 

which we are concerned, stood in the name of "Kottalanka Ramanna 

Ganganna" as the pattadar. Ramanna and Ganganna were brothers, 

both being Archakas of the temple. Exhibit B-2 of the year 1896 which 

is called a "Keroyati Patta" also shows that old Survey No. 256 was 

granted to Kotta Lanka Bupanna, who was the Archaka of the temple. 

The rough patta Exhibit B-15 dated June 4, 1900 and the fair patta 

Exhibit B-43 of the year 1902 are also in the name of Kothalanka 

Bupanna. The long course of entries which were consistently in favour 

of the Archakas cannot be ignored in preference to the entries in 

favour of the temple for a solitary year……………… No useful purpose 

will be served by discussing the oral evidence led by the parties. That 

evidence is of an uncertain character and is inadequate to displace the 

presumption arising out of the several entries spread over a large 

number of years showing that R.S. No. 1057 belonged to the Archakas 

and was in their possession in their own right." 

 

31. ¢üÃWÀðPÁ® ¥ÀºÀtÂ G¯ÉèÃRUÀ¼ÀÄ J¸ÀÄÖ ªÀµÀð¢AzÀ EªÉ JA§ §UÉÎ UÀªÀÄ£ÀPÉÌ 

vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼Àî¨ÉÃPÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CzÀgÀ ¸ÀÄvÀÛ EgÀÄªÀ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¥ÀjUÀt£É §UÉÎ ªÀiÁ£Àå 

£ÀåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄ »ÃUÉA¢zÉ.    Sri P. Govindaswamy vs T. Devaraj  ILR 

1997 KAR 1486 There is no dispute with regard to the legal position 

as canvassed by the respondents learned advocate, Section 133 of the 

Karnataka Land Reforms Act does envisage that entires have 

presumptive value. For that however, it is necessary for a Court to 

scrutinise the surrounding circumstances namely two important 

factors, firstly the length of time during which the entry has been on 

record, the circumstances under which the entry came to be made and 

more importantly, the question as to whether there is a subsisting 

dispute with regard to the correctness of that entry. A Court is not 

required to mechanically accept whatever the revenue authorities 

have put down there particularly having regard to the manner in 

which these entries are made and the manner in which they are 

changed. In this background, what one needs to take serious note of is 

the fact that the entires in this case happen to be in the name of the 

plaintiff for almost 15 years after the partition has taken place. It 
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would be a little difficult to accept even prima facie that during this 

long period of time the respondent was unaware of this fact. 

 

32. ¢üÃWÀðPÁ®¢AzÀ PÀAzÁAiÀÄ E¯ÁSÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ G®èAWÀ£É¬ÄAzÀ »A¢£À 

PÀæAiÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ £ÀqÉ¢®è JAzÀÄ M¦àPÉÆArgÀÄªÁUÉÎ. PÁ£ÀÆ¤£À CrAiÀÄ°è ¸Àé®à ªÀÄºÀvÀÛgÀ 

Cr¥ÁAiÀÄªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CAvÀºÀ Cr¥ÁAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß C®ÄUÁr¸À®Ä PÀAzÁAiÀÄ E¯ÁSÉAiÉÄÃ 

¸ÀéAiÀÄA gÀÄdÄªÁvÀÄ ¥Àr¸À¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. £ÀªÀÄä PÉÃ¹£À°è ¸ÀzÀj d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ ºÀgÁf£À°è 

QªÀÄäwÛUÉ PÉÆAqÀÄPÉÆArgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ JA§ÄªÀ CA±À ¤«ðªÁzÀªÁVzÀÄÝ, ºÁUÉÆAzÀÄ 

ªÉÃ¼É UÁæAmï d«ÄÃ£ÁVzÀÝ°è, £À£Àß ªÉÄÃ¯É D dªÁ¨ÁÝj §gÀ§ºÀÄ¢vÁÛzÀgÀÆ 

CzÀgÀ ªÀåwjPÀÛªÁzÀ ¸À¤ßªÉÃ±ÀzÀ°è §ºÀ¼À ªÀµÀðUÀ¼À M¦àPÉÆAqÀ CA±ÀUÀ½gÀÄªÁUÉÎ 

gÀÄdÄªÁvÀÄ ¥Àr¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀÄÝ CfðzÁgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÀAzÁAiÀÄ E¯ÁSÉAiÀÄzÁÝVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

Apex Court in the case of Thiru John, V. Subrahamanyan v. The 

Returning Officer and Ors. , AIR 1977 SC 1724 wherein it is 

observed thus: It is well settled that a party's admission as defined in 

Sections 17 to 20 fulfilling the requirements of Section 21. Evidence 

Act, is substantive evidence proprio vigore. An admission, if clearly 

and unequivocally made, is the best evidence against the party making 

it and though not conclusive, shifts the onus on to the maker on the 

principle that "what a party himself admits to be true my reasonably 

be presumed to be so and until the presumption was rebutted the fact 

admitted must be taken to be established. …………………..   

 

33. gÉÊvÀ£ÀÄ d«ÄÃ¤£À ¸Áé¢üÃ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ §UÉÎ UÀªÀÄ£À ºÀj¸ÀÄvÁÛ£É ºÉÆgÀvÀÄ zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À 

§UÉÎ C®è JAzÀÄ ªÀiÁ£Àå ¸ÀÄ¦æÃªÀiï PÉÆÃmïð EgÀÄªÀ ªÁ¸ÀÛ«PÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÁåSÁå£À 

ªÀiÁrzÉ.  ¸ÀzÀj wÃ¦ð£À ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÀjUÀt£ÉUÉ vÉUÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼Àî®Ä PÉÆÃgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. 

Baleshwar Tewari (dead) by LRs. and Ors. v. Sheo Jatan Tiwary 

and Ors. , . AIR 1997 SC 2089 ...Entries in revenue records is the 

paradise of the patwari and the tiller of the soil is rarely concerned 

with the same. So long as his possession and enjoyment is not 

interdicted by due process and course of law, he is least concerned 

with entries. It is common knowledge in rural India that a raiyat 

always regards the lands he ploughs, as his dominion and generally 

obeys, with moral fiber the command of the intermediary so long as 

his possession is not disturbed. Therefore, creation of records is a 

camouflage to defeat just and legal right or claim and interest of the 
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raiyat, the tiller of the soil whom the Act confers title to the land he 

tills. 

 

34.  ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ ºÉÃVzÉAiÉÄAzÀgÉ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£ÀåªÁV ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå ªÀÄ£ÀÄµÀå¤AzÀ ¸ÁªÀiÁ£Àå 

¸ÀAzsÀ§ðUÀ¼À°è ¤jÃQë¸ÀÄªÀAvÀzÀÄÝ C®èzÀÝjAzÀ, DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ »£Éß¯ÉAiÉÄÃ C£ÀÄªÀiÁ£ÀPÉÌ 

JqÉªÀiÁrPÉÆqÀÄvÀÛzÉ.  F §UÉÎ ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄªÀÅ ¸ÀÄ¦æÃA PÉÆÃnð£À 

DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÀjUÀtÂ¹ ¥Àæ²ßvÀ PÉ¼À£ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ DzÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß÷ß «ªÀÄ²ð¸À®Ä 

PÉÆÃgÀ¯ÁVzÉ.  Supreme Court in Smt. Indu Bala Bose and Others v 

Manindra Chandra Base and Another, AIR 1982 SC 133 wherein it 

was held that.-- ".... A circumstance would be 'suspicious' when it is 

not normal or is not normally expected in a normal situation or is not 

expected of a normal person". 

 

35. ªÁUÁÝ£À ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥Àæw¤¢¸ÀÄ«PÉ¬ÄAzÀ GAmÁUÀÄªÀ £ÀA©PÉAiÀÄ ¸ÀA§AzÀªÀ£ÀÄß 

ªÀÄÄA¢£À ¢£ÀUÀ¼À°è ªÀåwjPÀÛªÁV vÉÆÃ¥Àðr¸ÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ §zÀÝªÀ®è. 20 

ªÀµÀðPÀÆÌ ºÉaÑ£À ¢£ÀUÀ¼ÀÄ ¥ÀºÀtÂ¥ÀwæPÉAiÀÄ°è gÉÊvÀjUÉ  ¥Àæw¤¢¹zÀ E¯ÁSÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 

»A¢£À ªÀiÁ°ÃPÀgÀÄUÀ¼ÀÄ FUÀ CzÀgÀ ªÀåwjPÀÛªÁV £ÀÄrAiÀÄÄªÀÅzÀÄ ¸ÀªÀÄAd¸ÀªÉÃ ? 

JA§ §UÉÎ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä  State of Himachal Pradesh v Ganesh Wood 

Products, AIR 1996 SC 149  as follows: ". . . . All that we wish to 

emphasise is that anything and everything done by the promisee on 

the faith of the representation does not necessarily amount to altering 

his position so as to preclude the promisor from resiling from his 

representation. If equity demands that the promisor is allowed to 

resile and the promisee is compensated appropriately, that ought to 

be done. If, however, equity demands, in the light of the things done 

by the promisee on the faith of the representation, that the promisor 

should be precluded from resiling and that he should be held fast to 

his representation, that should be done. To repeat, it is a matter of 

holding the scales even between the parties to do justice between 

them. This is the equity implicit in the doctrine. ... To wit, the rule of 

promissory estoppel being an equitable doctrine, has to be moulded 

to suit the particular situation. It is not a hard and fast rule but an 

elastic one, the objective of which is to do justice between the parties 

and to extend an equitable treatment to them. If it is more just from 

the point of view of both promisor and promisee that the latter is 
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compensated appropriately and allow the promisor to go back on his 

promise, that should be done; but if the Court is of the opinion that the 

interests of justice and equity demand that the promisor should not 

be allowed to resile from his representation in the facts and 

circumstances of that case, it will do so. This, in our respectful 

opinion, is the proper way of understanding the words "promisee 

altering his position". Altering his position should mean such 

alteration in the position of the promisee as it makes it appear to the 

Court that holding the promisor to his representation is necessary to 

do justice between the parties...." 

 

36. ªÀiÁ£Àå PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ºÉÊPÉÆÃnð£À ªÀÄºÀvÀÛgÀ wÃ¥ÉÆðAzÀgÀ°è qÁQÖçÃ£ï D¥sï 

¯ÉflªÉÄÃmï JPÉì÷àPÉÖÃµÀ£ï, ¥Áæ«Ä¸Àj J¸ÉÆÖÃ¥À¯ï, ¸ÀPÁðgÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ C¢üPÁgÀªÀUÀð 

AiÀiÁªÀjÃw vÁgÀvÀªÀÄå ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ, 12 ªÀµÀðPÉÌ ªÀÄÄAZÉ ¸Áé¢üÃ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 

ªÀÄgÀÄ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä ¥ÀæAiÀÄwß¸ÀzÉ EgÀÄªÀ ªÀåQÛUÉ ºÉÃUÉ ¥ÀjºÁgÀPÉÌ PÁ®«Äw PÁAiÉÄÝ 

CrØ§gÀÄvÀÛzÉ JA§ §UÉÎ ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ UÀªÀÄ£À ¸É¼ÉAiÀÄÄvÉÛÃ£É. John B. 

James And Others vs Bangalore Development Authority And 

Another ILR 2000 KAR 4134, 2001 (1) KarLJ 364  Bench: R 

Raveendran, V Sabhahit Claims based on the doctrine of 'legitimate 

expectation' also require reliance on representations and resulting 

detriment to the claimant, in the same way as claims based on the 

doctrine of promissory estoppel. The doctrine can be invoked if the 

decision which is challenged in the Court has some person aggrieved, 

either by altering rights or obligations of that person, which are 

enforceable by or against him in private law or by depriving him of 

some benefit or advantage, which either (i) he had in the past being 

permitted by the decision maker to enjoy and which he can 

legitimately expect to be permitted to continue to do until there has 

been communicated to him some rational grounds for withdrawing it 

on which he has been given an opportunity to comment; or (ii) he has 

received assurance from the decision maker that it will not be 

withdrawn without giving him first an opportunity of advancing 

reasons for contending that it should not be withdrawn. The 

Government and its departments, in administering the affairs of the 

country are expected to honour their statements of policy or intention 

and treat the citizens with full personal consideration without any 
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iota of abuse or discretion. The policy statements cannot be 

disregarded unfairly or applied selectively. Unfairness in the form of 

unreasonableness is akin to violation of natural justice. …………….. 

Lastly, it is also necessary to notice the position of a trespasser who is 

in peaceful, open, continuous and uninterrupted possession of 

another's property, in denial of the title of the true owner, for a long 

period. Section 27 of the Limitation Act, 1963 provides that at the 

determination of the period limited under that Act, to any person for 

instituting a suit for possession of any property, his right to such 

property shall be extinguished. Article 65 provides the period of 

limitation for a suit for possession of immovable property based on 

title as twelve years from the date when the possession of the 

defendant becomes adverse to the plaintiff. Article 112 provides the 

period of limitation for such a suit, if filed by or on behalf of the 

Central Government, or State Government is thirty years instead of 

twelve years. Article 112 will not however apply to BDA as it is 

neither the State nor Central Government. ……………………. In Nair 

Service Society's case, supra, the Supreme Court quoted with 

approved the following passage from Perry v Clissold: "It cannot be 

disputed that a person in possession of land in the assumed character 

of owner and exercising peaceably the ordinary rights of ownership 

has a perfectly good title against all the world but the rightful owner. 

And if the rightful owner does not come forward and assert his title by 

the process of law within the period prescribed by the provision of the 

statute of limitation applicable to the case, his right is forever 

extinguished and the possessory owner acquires an absolute title". 

 

37. ªÀiÁ°ÃPÀ£ÀÄ ¸Él¯ïØ ¸Áé¢üÃ£ÀvÉAiÀÄ°è EgÀÄªÁUÉÎ DvÀ£À §UÉÎ ªÁådå ¥ÁægÀA©¸À®Ä 

EgÀÄªÀ ¥ÀæQæAiÀiÁ ¤ÃwAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄ »ÃUÉAzÀÄ «ªÀÄ²ð¹zÉ, EzÀgÀ 

§UÉÎ vÀªÀÄä UÀªÀÄ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸É¼ÉAiÀÄÄvÉÛÃ£É. John B. James And Others vs 

Bangalore Development Authority And Another ILR 2000 KAR 

4134, 2001 (1) KarLJ 364  Bench: R Raveendran, V Sabhahit 

Having regard to the principles laid down in the said decisions, we 

may conveniently cull out the legal position in regard to a true owner 

vis-a-vis a trespasser as under: (i) A true owner [even if it is the State 

or a statutory body] has no right to forcibly dispossess an 

unauthorized occupant [including a trespasser] in settled possession, 
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otherwise than in accordance with law; (ii) A trespasser or 

unauthorized occupant in settled possession, can be dispossessed, 

only in accordance with an order/decree of a competent 

Court/Tribunal/Authority or by exercise of any statutory power of 

dispossession/demolition entrusted to the State or Statutory 

Authority; (iii) A person in unauthorized possession shall be deemed 

to be in settled possession, if his entry into the property was lawful or 

authorized; (iv) A person in unauthorized possession, whose entry 

into the property is illegal or unauthorized, can claim to be unsettled 

possession, only if he is in open, continuous and actual physical 

possession over a sufficiently long period, with the knowledge of the 

true owner; (v) A surreptitious and unauthorized entry into another's 

land and stealthy trespasser will not have the effect of dispossessing 

the true owner of giving possession to the trespasser. Such acts will 

lead to settled possession only when the true owner having 

knowledge of it, acquiesces in it; (vi) Where the trespasser is not in 

settled possession, all acts of the trespasser in regard to the property 

will be considered as only attempts to secure possession. The true and 

rightful owner can re-enter and reinstate himself by removing the 

obstruction or the unauthorized construction put up by the trespasser 

by using the minimum force. Such action by the true owner will be 

considered as defending his possession and resisting an intrusion 

with his property and not forcible dispossession of an unauthorized 

occupant. (vii) Where however the trespasser is in settled possession 

and such settled possession adverse to the true owner continues for 

12 years, the right of the true owner is extinguished and the 

trespasser as possessory owner acquires absolute title to the property 

in question. …………………The Supreme Court has repeatedly pointed 

out that to claim settled possession, a trespasser's possession must be 

effective, undisturbed and to the knowledge of the true owner and for 

a sufficiently long period to show acquiescence by the true owner. 

'What is sufficiently long period' depends on the facts of each case. It 

has been held that in the case of a cultivable land, if a trespasser 

enters possession and grows any crop with the knowledge of the true 

owner, then it is possible to say that he completes and accomplishes 

the act of settled possession. ………………… Law raises a presumption 

that possession follows title. This of course is a presumption which is 
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rebuttable. In the case of waste land, forest land, uncultivable land and 

vacant urban land, which are lying unused, there can be little or no 

evidence to prove the contrary. Therefore in case of such vacant 

unused lands, in particular vacant urban land, it can be taken as a 

well-settled principle that possession follows title. …………………  

 

38. ªÀiÁ£Àå PÀ£ÁðlPÀ GZÀÑ £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄ ªÀÄÄUÀÝgÀ£ÀÄß §ZÁÑªÀÅ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä C£ÉÃPÀ 

ªÀiÁUÀðzÀ±ÀðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¤ÃrzÉ CAvÀºÀ ªÀiÁUÀðzÀ±ÀðUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥Àj¥Á°¸ÀÄªÀÅ¢gÀ°, 

¸ÀPÁðj ¸ÀÄvÉÆÛÃ¯ÉUÀ¼À£ÉßÃ ¥Àj¥Á°¸À®Ä C¢üPÁjªÀUÀð ªÀÄÄAzÁVgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è, EAvÀºÀ 

C¢üPÁgÀªÀUÀðzÀ vÀ¦àUÉ £ÀªÀÄäAvÀºÀ ªÀÄÄUÀÝgÀÄ §°AiÀiÁUÀ¨ÉÃPÉ ? John B. James 

And Others vs Bangalore Development Authority And Another 

ILR 2000 KAR 4134, 2001 (1) KarLJ 364  Bench: R Raveendran, V 

Sabhahit “We find that a large number of sale deeds have been 

registered, after issue of acquisition notification and after vesting of 

land in the acquiring bodies or beneficiaries of acquisition. If the State 

wants to safeguard the interest of the public and if legal practitioners 

and persons dealing with property are to safeguard the interests of 

their clients, and if citizen should proceed safely in investing their life 

savings in a land or house, there should be some procedure by which 

notifications in regard to acquisition are also recorded as a transition 

or encumbrance in regard to the property, in the Registers maintained 

by the jurisdictional Sub-Registrars. Alternatively a centralised 

Agency should be created to record the progress of all acquisitions 

and issue certified extracts or certify whether any land is acquired or 

not. This can be done by acquiring authorities informing the 

registering Authorities or a centralised Agency about the issue of 

preliminary and final notification and a provision being made to 

record such notifications as transactions/encumbrance in respect of 

respective properties. This will reduce litigation and suffering of 

members of the public. If the Executive or Legislature bestows its 

attention to this matter and take appropriate steps, it will go a long 

way to prevent public being taken for a ride by unscrupulous 

middlemen and ex-landowners.” 

 

39.  ¥Àæ²ßvÀ d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ ¦.n.¹.J¯ï ªÁå¦ÛUÉ §gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JA§ £ÀªÀÄä 

ªÁzÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀqÀ°¸ÀzÉ, ªÁzÀPÁÌV ªÀÄAr¸ÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ §ºÀ¼À ªÀÄÄRåªÁV 
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UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CA±ÀªÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ, CfðzÁgÀgÀÄ ªÁ¢¸ÀÄªÀAvÉ 26-11-

1976 gÀ°è     UÁæAmï DVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ J£ÀÄßvÁÛgÉ. ¢£ÁAPÀ 22-07-1988 

gÀ°è PÀæAiÀÄ DV JA.Dgï. 33/91-92  gÀ°è ªÀÄÄmÉÃµÀ£ï DVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ 

J£ÀÄßvÁÛgÉ.    £ÀAvÀgÀ ¢£ÁAPÀ 05-10-2004 gÀAzÀÄ Cfð ¸À°è¹ 

s̈ÀÆ«ÄAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ªÁ¥À¸ï ¥ÀqÉAiÀÄ®Ä ¦.n.¹.J¯ï PÁAiÉÄÝ CrAiÀÄ°è Cfð 

¸À°è¸ÀÄvÁÛgÉ JA§ÄzÀÄ JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀgÁzÀ £ÁUÀgÁdÄ gÀªÀgÀ PÉÃ¸ÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

¸ÀzÀj s̈ÀÆ ªÀÄAdÆgÁw ¤d«zÀÝ°è CfðzÁgÀgÀÄ 22-07-1988 jAzÀ 

12 ªÀµÀðzÀ M¼ÀUÉ CAzÀgÉ 21-07-2000 £ÉÃ E¸À«AiÀiÁ M¼ÀUÉ PÉÃ¸À£ÀÄß 

ºÁPÀ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¢£ÁAPÀ 05-10-2004 gÀ°è ºÁQgÀÄªÀ PÉÃ¸ÀÄ 

¤®èvÀPÀÌzÀÝ®è JAzÀÄ vÉÆÃgÀ®Ä ªÀiÁ£Àå ¸ÀÄ¦æÃA PÉÆÃnð£À wÃ¥ÁðzÀ K.T. 

HUCHEGOWDA v. DEPUTY COMMISSIONERPETITIONER:   BENCH: 

SINGH N.P. (J), AHMADI, A.M. (J), YOGESHWAR DAYAL (J)     1994 

SCC (3) 536  F PÉÃ¹£À GzÀÈvÀ ¨ÁUÀªÀ£ÀÄß vÀªÀÄä CªÀUÁºÀ£ÉUÉ ¸À°è¹zÉ. F 

PÉÃ¹£À ¸ÁgÁA±ÀzÀAvÉ UÁæAmï DzÉÃ±ÀªÀÅ UÁæAnUÉ ¸ÀA¥ÀÆtð MqÉvÀ£ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¤Ãr 

UÁæAmï ªÀiÁrzÀÝgÉ, CAvÀºÀ UÁæAmï G®èAWÀ£É ªÀiÁr PÀæAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸Áé¢üÃ£À 

ºÀ¸ÁÛAvÀgÀzÀ vÁjÃT¤AzÀ  12 ªÀµÀðzÀ M¼ÀUÉ PÉÃ¸À£ÀÄß ºÁPÀ¨ÉÃPÀÄ J£ÀÄßvÀÛzÉ.  The 

transferee, who has acquired the land from the grantee, in 

contravention of the terms of the grant shall perfect his title by 

adverse possession by completing the period of 12 years. 

……………………. When this Court said in its main judgment, in the case 

of Manchegowda v. State of Karnataka2 that in cases where granted 

lands had been transferred before the commencement of the Act in 

violation of the condition, regarding prohibition on such transfer and 

the transferee who had initially acquired only a voidable title, in such 

granted lands had perfected his title in the granted lands by 

prescription by long and continuous enjoyment thereof in accordance 

with law before the commencement of the Act, has to be read, for 

purpose, of determining the period of limitation in respect of lands 

granted with absolute ownership, to mean 12 years and grant by way 

of allotment without transfer of the ownership in favour of the 

grantee, to mean 30 years. ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ ¸ÁªÀðd¤PÀ ºÀgÁdÄ 
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UÁæAmï JAzÀÄ vÉÆÃgÀÄªÀ ¥ÀvÀæzÀ°è ¸ÀA¥ÀÆtð ªÀiÁ°ÃPÀvÀé 

ºÀ¸ÁÛAvÀgÀªÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀÄ UÀªÀÄ¤¸À§ºÀÄ¢gÀÄvÀÛzÉ. In  Kamlesh Babu & 

Ors vs Lajpat Rai Sharma & Ors 2008 (6) SCR 653 It is well settled 

that Section 3(1) of the Limitation Act casts a duty upon the court to 

dismiss a suit or an appeal or an application, if made after the 

prescribed period, although, limitation is not set up as a defence.  

Apex Court in the case of Kerala State Electricity Board, 

Trivandrum v. T.P. Kunhaliumma AIR 1997 SC 282. The Apex 

Court has laid down the law that the time limit of three years 

prescribed under Article 137 of the Limitation Act applies to any 

application filed under any Act. DnðPÀ¯ï 137 °«ÄmÉÃµÀ£ï PÁAiÉÄÝ 

CrAiÀÄ°è AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ Cfð ¸À°è¸À®Ä 3 ªÀµÀð PÁ®«Äw ¤ÃqÀ¯ÁVzÀÄÝ 

ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ ¸ÀÄ¦æÃªÀiï PÉÆÃnð£À wÃ¦ð£ÀAvÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ PÁAiÉÄÝUÉ 

C£ÀéAiÀÄªÁUÀÄªÀÅzÀ£ÀÄß JwÛ vÉÆÃj¸ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

 

40.  ¥Àæ²ßvÀ d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ ¦.n.¹.J¯ï ªÁå¦ÛUÉ §gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JA§ £ÀªÀÄä 

ªÁzÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀqÀ°¸ÀzÉ, ªÁzÀPÁÌV ªÀÄAr¸ÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ §ºÀ¼À ªÀÄÄRåªÁV 

UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CA±ÀªÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ, ¦.n.¹.J¯ï PÁAiÉÄÝAiÀÄ PÀ®A 11 gÀ°è 

»ÃUÉ£Àß ¯ÁVzÉ, ¸ÀzÀj ¦.n.¹.J¯ï PÁAiÉÄÝAiÀÄÄ ¨ÉÃgÉ PÁAiÉÄÝAiÀÄ ªÀåwjPÀÛ 

PÀ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ C£Àé¬Ä¸ÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JAzÀÄ ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÀÛzÉ. DzÀgÉ ¦.n.¹.J¯ï 

PÁAiÉÄÝAiÀÄÄ J°èAiÀÄÆ PÁ®«Äw §UÉÎ ºÉÃ¼ÀzÉ EgÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ PÁ®«Äw 

PÁAiÉÄÝ AiÀÄ°è ¤ÃrgÀÄªÀ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ E°è C£ÀéAiÀÄªÁUÀÄvÀÛzÉ. (11. Act to 

override other laws.- The provisions of this Act shall have effect 

notwithstanding anything inconsistent therewith contained in any 

other law for the time being in force or any custom, usage or contract 

or any decree or order of a court, tribunal or other authority.) 

 

41.  ¥Àæ²ßvÀ d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ ¦.n.¹.J¯ï ªÁå¦ÛUÉ §gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JA§ £ÀªÀÄä 

ªÁzÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀqÀ°¸ÀzÉ, ªÁzÀPÁÌV ªÀÄAr¸ÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ §ºÀ¼À ªÀÄÄRåªÁV 

UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CA±ÀªÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ, ¥ÀºÀtÂ ¥ÀæwUÀ¼À°è E®èzÀ ¸Á®ÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
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¸ÉÃj¹ ªÁådå ¸ÀÈ¶×¸ÀÄªÀ £ÀªÀÄä PÀAzÁAiÀÄ E¯ÁSÉAiÀÄ PÉ®ªÀÅ C¢üÃ£À 

C¢üPÁjUÀ¼À PÁAiÀÄð ªÉÊPÀj §UÉÎ C£ÉÃPÀ PÉÃ¸ÀÄUÀ¼À°è aÃªÀiÁjAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 

ºÁQgÀÄªÀ ªÀiÁ£Àå ±ÉæÃµÀ× £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ DzÉÃ±ÀUÀ¼À£ÀÄß £É£ÉAiÀÄÄvÀÛ ¸ÀzÀj 

F PÉÃ¹£À°è CAvÀzÉÝÃ jÃwAiÀÄ°è DVgÀÄªÀ ¥sÉÆÃdðj £ÀqÀªÀ½PÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 

ªÀiÁ£Àå £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ UÀªÀÄ£ÀPÉÌ vÀgÀÄwÛzÉÝÃ£É. PÉ¼À £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄzÀ 

wÃ¦ð£À 3 £ÉÃ ¥sÁågÁzÀ°è£À  2 £ÉÃ CA±ÀzÀ°è G¯ÉèÃT¹ 1 £ÉÃ 

JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀgÀÄ UÀªÀÄ¤¹gÀÄªÀAvÉ “1980-81 jAzÀ 1985-86 gÀªÀgÉUÉ 

Dgï.n.¹ eÉgÁPïì ¥ÀæwAiÀÄAvÉ aPÀÌgÀAUÀAiÀÄå ©£ï £ÀqÀÄPÉÃgÀ¥Àà gÀªÀjUÉ 

SÁvÉ ¥ÀºÀtÂ EzÀÄÝ PÁ®A 11 gÀ°è ºÀ¢£ÉÊzÀÄ ªÀµÀð ¥ÀgÀ s̈ÁgÉ 

ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ JAzÀÄ EgÀÄvÀÛzÉ J£ÀÄßvÁÛgÉ. DzÀgÉ ¸ÀzÀj ¥ÁºÀtÂAiÀÄ 11 

£ÉÃ PÁ®A£À°è ‘E®è’ JAzÀÄ £ÀªÀÄÆ¢zÀÄÝ CzÀgÀ ªÉÄÃ¯É 

¥ÀºÀtÂAiÀÄ°ègÀÄªÀ EvÀgÉ §gÀºÀ¢AzÀ ©£ÀßªÁzÀ ºÀ¸ÁÛPÀëgÀUÀ¼À°è ºÀ¢£ÉÊzÀÄ 

ªÀµÀð ¥ÀgÀ s̈ÁgÉ ªÀiÁqÀ¨ÁgÀzÀÄ JAzÀÄ EgÀÄvÀÛzÉ JA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß 1 £ÉÃ 

JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀgÀÄ UÀªÀÄ¤¹gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. ¸ÀzÀj ªÀÄÆ®PÀqÀvÀªÀ£ÀÄß vÀj¹PÉÆAqÀÄ 

¸ÀvÁå¸ÀvÀåvÉ §UÉÎ ¥Àj²Ã°¹gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. EzÀÄ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ s̈Á»gÀªÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

In C.N. Nagendra Singh vs The Special Deputy Commissioner And 

Ors.    (ILR 2002 KAR 2750) The Honble High court of Karnataka 

Held that : “The decision of the Revenue Courts has to be necessarily 

based on the undisputed facts.” In  Jagat Dhish Bhargava vs Jawahar 

Lal Bhargava & Others (AIR 1961 SC 832) the Hon’ble Supreme 

court of India held that "There can be no doubt that the litigant 

deserves to be protected against the default committed or negligence 

shown by the Court or its officers in discharge of their duties and it is 

one of the first and highest duties of all the Courts is to take care that 

the act of the Court does no injury to any of the suitors." Vishwa Vijai 

Bharti vs Fakhrul Hasan & Ors AIR 1976 SC 1485 It is true that the 

entries in the revenue record ought, generally, to be accepted at their 

face value and courts should not embark upon an appellate inquiry in 

to their correctness. But the presumption of correctness can apply 

only to genuine, not forged or fraudulent, entries. The distinction may 

be fine but it is real. The distinction is that one cannot challenge the 
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correctness of what the entry is the revenue record states but the 

entry is open to the attack that it was Made fraudulently or 

surreptitiously. Fraud and forgery rob a document of all its legal effect 

and cannot found a claim to possessory title.  

 

42. ¥Àæ²ßvÀ d«ÄÃ£ÀÄ ¦.n.¹.J¯ï ªÁå¦ÛUÉ §gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è JA§ £ÀªÀÄä 

ªÁzÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¸ÀqÀ°¸ÀzÉ, ªÁzÀPÁÌV ªÀÄAr¸ÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ §ºÀ¼À ªÀÄÄRåªÁV 

UÀªÀÄ¤¸À¨ÉÃPÁzÀ CA±ÀªÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ, CfðzÁgÀgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä CfðAiÀÄ°è 22-

07-1988  gÀ PÀæAiÀÄ ¥ÀvÀæ ªÉÆÃ¸À ¥ÀæQæAiÉÄ JAzÀÄ DgÉÆÃ¥ÀªÀiÁqÀÄvÁÛgÉ. 

¸ÀzÀj D ¥ÀvÀæzÀ PÀæAiÀÄzÁgÀjUÉ ªÁ¥À¸ï §gÉzÀÄPÉÆr JAzÀÄ PÉÃ½ 

PÉÆAqÀzÁÝV ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÁÛgÉ. DzÀgÉ ¥ÀÄlÖgÁdÄ JA§ÄªÀªÀjUÉ 

§gÉzÀÄPÉÆlÖzÁÝV ºÉÃ¼ÀÄvÁÛgÉ, DzÀgÉ ¥ÀÄlÖgÁdÄ gÀªÀgÀ vÁ¬Ä ºÉ¸ÀgÀ°è 

28-09-1995 gÀ°è PÀæAiÀÄ ¥ÀvÀæªÁVzÉ. °«ÄmÉÃµÀ£ï PÁAiÉÄÝ CrAiÀÄ°è 

DnðPÀ¯ï 56 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 59 gÀAvÉ 3 ªÀµÀðzÀ°è D PÀæAiÀÄ ¥ÀvÀæUÀ¼À 

vÁjÃT¤AzÀ M¼ÀUÉ gÀzÀÄÝ UÉÆ½¹PÉÆ¼Àî®Ä PÉÃ¸ÀÄ ºÁPÀ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 

DnðPÀ¯ï 60 gÀ°è ªÉÄÊ£Ájn ºÀPÀÄÌ PÉèÃªÀÄÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀÅ¢zÀÝgÉ 1992 gÀ 

M¼ÀUÉ PÉÃ¸ÀÄ ºÁPÀ¨ÉÃQgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. »ÃUÉ PÁ®«ÄwAiÀÄ°è E®èzÀ PÉÃ¸ÀÄ 

PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ §zÀÝªÁV ¤®èvÀPÀÌzÀÝ®è. PÁ®«Äw J°èAzÀ ¥ÁægÀA§ªÁ¬ÄvÀÄ 

JA§ «ZÁgÀPÉÌ F PÉ¼ÀPÀAqÀ ¸ÀÄ¦æÃªÀiï PÉÆÃnð£À wÃ¦ð£À 

¸ÁgÁA±ÀzÀAvÉ PÁ®«Äw £ÀªÀÄä PÉÃ¹£À°è ªÉÆzÀ® £ÉÆAzÁ¬ÄvÀ 

PÀæAiÀÄ¥ÀvÀæzÀ 22-07-1988 vÁjÃT¤AzÀ ¥ÁægÀA§ªÁVzÉ. Janardhanam 

Prasad vs Ramdas  2007 (2 ) SCR 151 Possession of the suit land by the 

appellant also stands admitted. Registration of a document as well as 

possession would constitute notice, as is evident from Section 3 of the 

Transfer of Property Act, 1882, which is in the following terms : "...."a 

person is said to have notice" of a fact when he actually knows that fact, 

or when, but for wilful abstention from an enquiry or search which he 

ought to have made, or gross negligence, he would have known it………… 

Explanaion I. Where any transaction relating to immovable property is 

required by law to be and has been effected by a registered instrument, 
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any person acquiring such property or any part of, or share or interest in, 

such property shall be deemed to have notice of such instrument as from 

the date of registration………. Admittedly, father-in-law and wife of the 

Respondent No.1 had been looking after his affairs. They were, therefore, 

acting as his agents. They would be deemed to have notice of the 

registration of the document as also the possession of the appellant 

herein. If they had the requisite notice, in our opinion, the Respondent 

No.1., having regard thereto, should have filed a suit for specific 

performance of contract within the prescribed period. 

 

CONCLUSION:-  In case of Urban Improvement Trust, Bikaner   Vs. 
Mohan Lal  before Supreme Court of India, DD 30-10-2009 BENCH 
JUSTICE R.V. RAVEENDRAN & JUSTICE G.S. SINGHVI it is observed by court  
“It is a matter of concern that such frivolous and unjust litigation by 
governments and statutory authorities are on the increase. Statutory 
Authorities exist to discharge statutory functions in public interest. They 
should be responsible litigants. They cannot raise frivolous and unjust 
objections, nor act in a callous and highhanded manner. They can not behave 
like some private litigants with profiteering motives. Nor can they resort to 
unjust enrichment. They are expected to show remorse or regret when their 
officers act negligently or in an overbearing manner. When glaring wrong 
acts by their officers is brought to their notice,  for which there is no 
explanation or excuse, the least that is expected is restitution/restoration to 
the extent possible with appropriate compensation. Their harsh attitude in 
regard to genuine grievances of the public and their indulgence in 
unwarranted litigation requires to be corrected.” 

 
In Cholan Roadways Ltd. Vs. G. Thirugnanasambandam [(2005) 3 SCC 
241], this Court observed: "It is now well settled that a quasi-judicial 
authority must pose unto itself a correct question so as to arrive at a correct 
finding of fact. A wrong question posed leads to a wrong answer. 
 
In Commissioner of Police, Bombay vs. Gordhandas Bhanji [AIR 1952 SC 
16], it is stated : "We are clear that public orders, publicly made, in exercise 
of a statutory authority cannot be construed in the light of explanations 
subsequently given by the officer making the order of what he meant, or of 
what was in his mind; or what he intended to do. Public orders made by 
public authorities are meant to have public effect and are intended to affect 
the actings and conduct of those to whom they are addressed and must be 
construed objectively with reference to the language used in the order itself." 
 
Every action of the State or its instrumentalities should not only be fair, 
legitimate and above-board but should be without any affection or aversion. 
It should neither be suggestive of discrimination nor even apparently give an 
impression of bias, favouritism and nepotism. The decision should be made 
by the application of known principle and rules and in general such decision 
should be predictable and the citizen should know where he is, but if a 
decision is taken without any principle or without any rule, it is 
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unpredictable and such a decision is antithesis to the decision taken in 
accordance with the rule of law (vide S.G.Jaisinghani Vs. Union of India & 
ors., AIR 1967 SC 1427; Haji T.M. Hassan Rawther Vs. Kerala Financial 
Corporation, AIR 1988 SC 157). 
 

 

PRAYER:-  F ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ ªÀÄºÀ¤ÃAiÀÄ £ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄUÀ¼À ¤zÉÃð±À£ÀzÀAvÉ  ªÀiÁ£Àå 

£ÁåAiÀiÁ®AiÀÄPÉÌ ¤ªÉÃ¢¸ÀÄªÀÅzÉÃ£ÉAzÀgÉ 1 £ÉÃ JzÀÄgÀÄzÁgÀgÀ DzÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ ¨sÁ»gÀªÉAzÀÄ 

wÃªÀiÁð¤¹ ¥Àæ²ßvÀ DzÉÃ±ÀPÉÌ ªÀÄÄ£Àß eÁjAiÀÄ°èzÀÝ d«ÄÃ¤£À ¸Áé¢üÃ£ÀvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥ÀºÀtÂ 

G¯ÉèÃRUÀ¼À£ÀÄß AiÀÄvÁ¹ÜwUÉ vÀgÀ®Ä PÉÆÃgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. 

 

¢£ÁAPÀ: 

¸ÀÜ¼À: vÀÄªÀÄPÀÆgÀÄ          ªÁ¢AiÀÄ ¥ÀgÀ ªÀQÃ®gÀÄ 


