
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

C.R.P.Nos.1135 & 1225 OF 2018 

COMMON ORDER: 

 

 Heard  Mr.Subramanyam Daraboina  for petitioner and  

Mr.Ashok Reddy Kana tha la  for respondents 1 and  2.  

 

 Pla intiff in O.S.No.160 of 2012 in the Court of the Princ ipa l 

Junior Civil Judge, Jangaon is petitioner in both the revisions.   

C.R.P.No.1135 of 2018 is filed  aggrieved  by the order da ted  

25.01.2018 in I.A.No.78 of 2017 in I.A.No.315 of 2012 in O.S.No.160 of 

2012 and  C.R.P.No.1225 of 2018 is filed  aga inst the order da ted  

25.01.2018 in I.A.No.77 of 2012 in O.S.No.160 of 2012.  Defendants 1 

and  2 filed  I.A.No.78 of 2017 under Sec tion 151 CPC seeking 

rejec tion of the amendment c a rried  out by the p la intiff on 

21.01.2017 in I.A.No.315 of 2012 and  a lso the p la int while I.A.No.77 of 

2017 is filed  under Sec tion 151 CPC seeking rejec tion of the 

amendment c a rried  out by the p la intiff on 21.01.2017 in O.S.No.160 

of 2012.  

 

 It is sta ted  by the 2nd  defendant in the a ffidavit filed  in support 

of I.A.Nos.78 and  77 of 2017 tha t the p la intiff filed  the suit for 

perpetua l injunc tion in respec t of open land .  During  the pendenc y 

of the suit, the p la intiff filed  I.A.Nos.432 and  431 of 2012 under Order 

VI Rule 17 CPC seeking amendment of boundaries whic h were 

a lleged ly typed  as East, West, North and  South instead  of North, 

South, East and  West.  The tria l Court a llowed  I.A.Nos.432 and  431 of 

2012.  The revisions filed  aga inst the sa id  IAs a re pend ing before this 

Court.  It is further sta ted  tha t the p la intiff ought to have c a rried  out 
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the amendment in the p la int and  a lso I.A before 04.05.2016, but he 

c a rried  out the amendment on 21.01.2017 i.e., a lmost a fter eight 

months and  the amendment is liab le to be rejec ted . The p la intiff 

filed  c ounter opposing the p rayer in I.A.Nos.78 and  77 of 2017 and  

sta ting  tha t the tria l Court extended  time for c a rrying  out the 

amendment, a lso filing  fa ir c opy of amended  p la int till 21.01.2017 

and  the doc ket sheet of the suit c lea rly evidenc es the fac t of 

g ranting  time till 21.01.2017. Through the orders under revision, the 

tria l Court rejec ted  the request of revision petitioner hold ing tha t the 

p la intiff devia ted  from the p roc edure under Order VI Rule 18 CPC.  

Henc e, the revisions. 

 

 The Court is c onvinc ed  tha t there is c asua l approac h on  

the part of revision petitioner in filing  amended c opy of p la int.   

The c ertified  c opy of doc ket order d isc loses tha t on 17.01.2017, time 

was granted  till 06.02.2017 to c a rry out amendment and  file nea t 

c opy of the p la int.  Admitted ly, in the c ase on hand , on 21.01.2017, 

the d irec tion is c omp lied  by the revision petitioner.  The instant 

app lic a tions a re filed  on 06.02.2017. Taking the overa ll view of 

va rious exp lana tions granted  and  keep ing in view the doc ket order 

da ted  17.01.2017 and  06.02.2017, I am sa tisfied  tha t the reasoning 

g iven by the tria l Court is unsusta inab le and  liab le to be set aside, 

for on the one hand , time was extended  till 21.01.2017 and  on the 

other, within the extended  time, the nea t c opy of p la int is filed .  

Therefore, rejec tion of amended  p la int suffers from pa tent illega lity 

and  amounts to non-c onsidera tion of relevant da tes. 
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 The revisions a re, ac c ord ing ly, a llowed  and  the orders under 

revision a re set aside. The tria l Court is d irec ted  to d ispose of the suit 

as exped itiously as possib le, p referab ly within six weeks from the 

da te of rec eip t of a  c opy of this order.  There sha ll no order as to 

c osts. 

 

Pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, stand  c losed .  

  
 

____________ 

         S.V.BHATT, J 

23rd  November, 2018 

Lrkm  


