
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

C.R.P.No.3551_OF 2012 

ORDER: 
 

Defendants in O.S.No.94 of 2007 a re the revision petitioners.  

The p la intiffs/ respondents herein filed  app lic a tion for amendment of 

p la int.  The p roposed  amendment reads thus: 

 

(a)  The plaint schedule land in Sy.No.210/A area  

 1A-21 guntas of Namapur shivar, the following boundaries 

 of said land may be deleted as on East: Land of 

 Nunugoppula Lachaiah, West: Land of Lenkala Ganga 

 Ram, North: Land of Nugugoppula Mallaiah and brothers 

 and South: Land of Gandla Papamma (D1) and in the 

 same places inserted the correct boundaries of said land 

 as on East: Land of Gandla Lachaiah, West: Land of 

 Nunugoppula Komuraiah, who purchased land in 

 Sy.No.210/A area 0-30 guntas from Gandla Papamma 

 acquired through a  court decree in O.S.No.137 of 1991, 

 North: Land of  Nunugoppula Mallaiah and others and 

 South: Land of Gandla Papamma (D1) in Sy.No.230. 

(b) The plaint schedule land in Sy.No.231/B area  

 1A-21 guntas of Namapur shivar, the following boundaries 

 may be deleted as on East: Land of Jeela Komuraiah (D2), 

 West: Ralla Cheruvu Tank Bund, North: Land of Jeela 

 Komuraiah (D2) and South: Land of Varna Hanmantha 

 Reddy (D3) and in the same places inserted the correct 

 boundaries as on East: Land of Lenkala Raya Mallu, West: 

 Land of Jeela Lachamma in Sy.No.231/A area 0-26 guntas 

 purchased by her from Gandla Lachaiah, North: Land of 

 Jeela Komuraiah (D2) in Sy.No.221 purchased from 

 Gandla Papamma and South: Lands of Rupreddy Raji 

 Reddy and others”. 

 

The tria l Court, a fter taking  note of the stage a t whic h the 

amendment is sought and  exerc ising  its d isc retion and  jurisd ic tion, 

ac c ep ted  the p rayer for amendment.  Henc e, the revision. 

Mr.G.Madhusudhan Rao, c ounsel for petitioners, c ontends 

tha t the p roposed  amendment substantia lly rep lac es the p roperty 
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whic h was orig ina lly desc ribed .  Suc h amendment ought not to 

have been permitted .  The c ounsel for respondents submits tha t to 

keep  the c ase of the p la intiff in line with the doc uments, the 

amendment is nec essita ted .  Even if the amendment is permitted , 

the revision petitioners herein c an file add itiona l written sta tement 

and  ra ise a ll the ob jec tions ava ilab le to them in law and  fac t.   

On the other hand , if this Court interferes with the order of the tria l 

Court, the respondents will suffer irreparab le loss and  injury. 

I have perused  the order under revision. Prima fac ie , I am of 

the view tha t the lea rned  tria l Judge on the touc h stone of fa ir p lay 

and  to use the p roc edure for furthering  the ends of justic e and  a lso 

resolving  the d isputes between the parties has exerc ised  the 

d isc retion.  This Court is not persuaded  to interfere with the order 

under revision.   

Henc e, the revision fa ils and  is, ac c ord ing ly, d ismissed .  The 

respondents herein a re g iven six weeks time from today to file 

add itiona l written sta tement.  The tria l Court a fter rec eiving  the 

add itiona l written sta tement as sta ted  in this order c onsiders and  

d isposes of the suit within three months therea fter.  The parties if do 

not c oopera te the tria l Court is g iven liberty to rec ord  reasons and  

p roc eed  in ac c ordanc e with law.  There sha ll be no order as to 

c osts. 

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

                              
 

____________ 

         S.V.BHATT, J 

06th Sep tember, 2018 

Lrkm  


