
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

C.R.P. No.3724 OF 2018 

ORDER: 

  

  Heard  Mr.Mahender Reddy for petitioner and  Mr.Avinash 

Reddy for respondent. 

  The defendant filed  I.A. No.107 of 2018 under Order 8 Rule 1 

(A) (3) of Civil Proc edure Code seeking the leave of the Court to 

b ring  on rec ord  Pahanis for the years 1995-96; 1996-97; 1997-98 and   

orig ina l simp le sa le deed  da ted  27.06.1967 and  simp le 

Purokthunama  da ted  13.4.1983. 

  The tria l Court through the order impugned  in the revision 

petition to the extent of Pahanis ac c ep ted  the p rayer and  the 

p rayer to file doc uments da ted  27.06.1967 and  da ted  13.04.1983 is 

rejec ted . The p rayer rejec ting  to rec eive doc uments da ted  

27.06.1967 and  da ted  13.04.1983 is c ha llenged  in the p resent CRP. 

  Mr.Mahender Reddy c ontends tha t the grounds on whic h the 

tria l Court rejec ted  the p rayer to b ring  on rec ord  the doc uments 

da ted  27.06.1967 and  13.04.1983 p rima  fac ie suffer from illega lity 

and  a lso tha t this is not the stage a t whic h the merits of the issue 

c an be gone into.  Ac c ord ing to him, onc e leave is g ranted , as and  

when the doc uments a re tendered  in evidenc e, the c ontesting  

pa rty c ould  take ob jec tions and  then these ob jec tions vis-à -vis 

lega lity, admissib ility etc . c ould  have been c onsidered .    

  On the other hand  Mr.Avinash Reddy c ontends tha t the rule 

on whic h the revision petitioner relies is c omp letely inapp lic ab le to 

the c ase on hand .  Firstly, the revision petitioner has not reserved  



 2 

any right on the p lea  vis-à -vis doc uments da ted  27.06.1967 and  

13.04.1983.   Unless and  until there is some founda tion in the 

p lead ing, the leave is c omp letely misc onc eived  and  sec ond ly, any 

amount of evidenc e without p lead ing has its own va lue in fina l 

apprec ia tion by the tria l Court.   

  I have perused  the rec ord  and  noted  the riva l c ontentions.  

The lea rned  tria l Judge has adverted  to survey numbers and  extents 

while c onsidering  the p rayer under Order 8 Rule 1 (A) (3) of CPC.  

This exerc ise ought to have been avoided .  This Court is in 

agreement with the fina l c onc lusion of the tria l Court in refusing  to 

grant leave vis-à -vis these two doc uments and  the order under 

revision henc e is c onfirmed , however, liberty is granted  to revision 

petitioner to work out the p rayer in ac c ordanc e with law vis-à -vis 

doc uments da ted  27.06.1967 and  13.04.1983. 

  The C.R.P. is d ismissed  with the above observa tion.  

 

Misc ellaneous petitions pend ing , if any, sha ll stand  c losed . 

 

 

 

                    _________________ 

              S.V.BHATT, J 

Date:01.10.2018 

Stp  

 


