
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

C.R.P.No.3245 OF 2017 

ORDER:  

 

 Heard  Mr.S.Lakshminarayana  Reddy for petitioner and  

Mr.T.S.Anand  for 1st respondent.   

 

 The first appellant in A.S.No.31 of 2007 in the Court of  

II-Add itiona l Distric t Judge, Kurnool a t Adoni is the revision petitioner.  

He is c ha lleng ing the dec ree and  judgment in O.S.No.47 of 1993 in 

A.S.No.31 of 2007.  The suit of petitioner and  respondents 2 to 7  

for spec ific  performanc e of agreement of sa le was dec reed .   

The p resent app lic a tion is filed  for send ing Exs.A-9 and  A-10 to 

Government Finger Print Expert for op inion under Sec tion 45 of the 

Evidenc e Ac t.  The p rayer was rejec ted .  Henc e, the revision. 

 

 Mr.Lakshminarayana  Reddy vehemently c ha llenges the 

find ings rec orded  by the lea rned  Distric t Judge on the ground  tha t 

the reasoning suffers from a  basic  fa ilure, as the p rayers in these two 

app lic a tions viz., I.A.No.427 of 2006 in O.S.No.47 of 1993 and  

I.A.No.151 of 2017 in A.S.No.31 of 2007 a re d istinc t and  separa te.  

Ac c ord ing to him, the report helps the appella te Court whic h is  

the fina l Court on an issue of fac t in a rriving  a t c orrec t find ings.  

Therefore, he p rays for setting  aside the order and  a llowing the 

revision.   

 

 Mr.T.S.Anand , per c ontra , c ontends tha t the effort and  ob jec t 

both in I.A.No.427 of 2006 and  I.A.No.151 of 2017 is in substanc e one 

and  the same.  He demonstra tes the c asua l manner in whic h the 

revision petitioner is p rosec uting  the litiga tion by relying  upon the 

da te of agreement of sa le, the order in whic h the suit was filed ,  



 2 

the da te of dec ree and  judgment and  filing  of appea l in 2007 and  

filing  of this app lic a tion in 2017.  Ac c ord ing  to him, the d isc retion 

exerc ised  by the appella te Court is well within the jurisd ic tion of 

appella te Court and  c ases where laxity in c onduc ting  the litiga tion 

is ob ta ined , this Court ought not to exerc ise its d isc retion and  further 

delay the hearing  of appea l.  

  

 I have noted  the submissions of c ounsel appearing  for pa rties 

and  perused  the rec ord . 

  

 The submissions of petitioner a re to be rejec ted  as they a re 

not b rought home by suffic ient reasoning or referenc e to relevant 

c irc umstanc es in this beha lf.  Further, from the c hronology of events 

adverted  to by appella te Court, it is c lea r tha t for both the reasons 

viz., tha t a  simila r or substantia l request was rejec ted  by the tria l 

Court and  tha t the petitioners a re working out their p rayers in a  

c asua l manner does not warrant interferenc e. 

  

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

no order as to c osts. 

 

Consequently, misc ellaneous petitions, if any pend ing, stand  

c losed .                

 

     ____________ 

         S.V.BHATT,J 

 

11th August 2017 
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