
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

  

C.R.P.No.4466 OF 2016  

ORDER: 

 

Heard  Mr.K.Goverdhan Reddy for petitioner. 

The petitioner c ha llenges the order in I.A.No.2240 of 2014 in 

O.S.No.102 of 2013, on the file of the Princ ipa l Distric t Judge,  

Kurnool,  filed  under Order XI Rule 14 CPC.  The petitioner p rays for 

d irec tion to respondent herein to p roduc e the orig ina ls of 

doc uments whic h a re referred  in the written sta tement in the above 

suit.  In the a ffidavit filed  in support of I.A.No.2240 of 2014, the 

petitioner refers to exec ution of a  deed  on 29.03.2014 by the 

respondent herein and  submits tha t the p roduc tion of the orig ina l 

deed  is nec essary.  Henc e, he p rayed  for issuing appropria te 

d irec tions.  The respondent filed  c ounter and  opposed  the d irec tion 

p rayed  for by the petitioner herein. 

The tria l Court framed  the following point for determina tion: 

 
 “Whether there exists any justifiable grounds to 

issue a direction to the respondent to produce the 

original documents relating to the suit property as 

prayed for? 

 

The tria l Court a fter c onsidering  the sc ope of Order XI Rule 14 

CPC and  a lso the p rayer of petitioner herein held  as follows: 

 “The petitioner has sought for the original 

documents concerning the suit property for hearing in 

I.A.No.2889/ 2013.  The said interlocutory application is 

filed under Order 39 Rules 1 and 2 of Civil Procedure Code 

by the petitioner herein for grant of temporary injunction 

restraining the respondent herein from creating any 

documents in respect of the suit property.  The said 

interlocutory application was filed in the year 2013.  Record 

discloses that since 2013, the petitioner did not take any 



 2 

active steps to proceed with the enquiry in the said 

interlocutory application.  Without doing so, the petitioner 

has come up with this application seeking a direction to the 

respondent for production of original documents. The 

established principle of law is that only when the 

documents in respect of the issues in question are 

necessary for dealing with the matter that is pending 

before the Court, then only the Court can order for 

production of those documents; otherwise, the parties to 

the proceedings will be at liberty to come to a decision with 

regard to the production of those documents.  A right will 

always rests upon the other party to take the certified  

copies of those documents and to produce them before the 

Court as second evidence if the person/party with whom 

the originals are there fails to produce those documents.  

Having regard to these facts and as the petitioner did not 

pursue the petition filed by him for grant of temporary 

injunction till now, this Court is of the humble view that the 

present application is not maintainable and cannot be 

considered.” 

 

 This Court is in agreement with the find ings rec orded  by the 

tria l Court.  In add ition thereto, it is to be held  tha t the doc uments 

whic h the petitioner wants the respondent to p roduc e a re 

admitted ly reg istered  doc uments.  The p roc edure for p lac ing  on 

rec ord  the c op ies of reg istra tion extrac ts of a  reg istered  doc ument 

c an c erta inly be ava iled  by the petitioner.  The p roc edure under 

Rule 14 of Order XI CPC is not a ttrac ted  to the fac ts of this c ase. 

The revision fa ils and  is, ac c ord ing ly, d ismissed .  There sha ll be 

no order as to c osts. 

Consequently, pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, a lso 

stand  c losed .  

                  

____________ 

         S.V.BHATT, J 

Date: 23.09.2016 

Lrkm  


