
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

C.R.P. No.1792  OF 2011 

ORDER: 

 

 Heard  Mr.Bethi Venka teshwarlu and  Mr.Venka teshwar 

Varanasi for pa rties. 

 The revision petitioner is the p la intiff. The revision petitioner is 

filed  I.A.Nos.2553 of 2008 and  2554 of 2009 for reliefs of rec a lling  

PW.1 and  a lso grant leave to rec eive the doc ument referred  in the 

petition. The revision petitioner p lac es c ertified  true c op ies of the 

orders in I.A. Nos.2553 of 2008 and  2554 of 2008.  These two orders 

a re filed  as materia l paper a t page Nos. 11 and  15. 

At Page No. 11, it appears the tria l Court has written:  

“ rec eived  doc uments” . “ 5.3.09 hearing” . Henc e……..”  

 The c ase of  Mr.Bethi Venka teshwarlu is tha t I.A. No.2553 of 

2008 was a llowed  and  the revision petitioner is ready for further 

examina tion.  He further submits tha t I.A. No.2554 of 2008 was a lso 

a llowed  on 05.03.2009, but c ontra ry to the sa id  order on 10.11.2009, 

the order whic h is filed  as materia l page No.5, is passed . Onc e I.A. 

No.2554 of 2008 was a llowed , ac c ord ing to him, the Court ought 

not to have passed  fresh order in I.A. No.2554 of 2008. 

 The c ounsel makes no bone in his submission tha t the manner 

in whic h the doc ket is written does not c onform to standard  

p rac tic e of writing  the doc ket or doc ket order. He points out tha t 

either the app lic a tion is a llowed  or d ismissed , there is no need  for 

leaving  substantia l spac e for a  purpose not d isc losed  in the doc ket 

order. Ac c ord ing  to him, by leaving  suc h gaps, it ra ises any number 
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of doub ts in the mind  of litigant pub lic .  He wants this Court to 

ac c ep t the order passed  on 05.03.2009 and  a llow the CRP. 

 Mr.Venka teshwar Varanasi submits tha t the doc ket order 

da ted  05.03.2009 in I.A. No.2554 of 2008 is not c lea r and  if there is 

gap  in doc ket order, it is for the Offic er to exp la in.  He c ontends 

tha t no order is passed  in I.A. No.2554 of 2008 and  the tria l Court on 

10.11.2009 passed  order in I.A. No.2554 of 2009.   

After perusing the rec ord  and  taking  note of the submissions 

of the lea rned  c ounsel appearing for the pa rties, this Court is of the 

view tha t the c ontention now c anvassed  for revision petitioner 

c annot be b rushed  aside without further examina tion. Therefore, 

this Court a llows the CRP by setting  aside the order da ted  

10.11.2009 and  sends the matter bac k to tria l Court to look into the 

rec ord  in I.A.Nos.2553 of 2008 and  2554 of 2008 and  find  out 

whether these app lic a tions, in fac t, have been a llowed .   The tria l 

Court a fter looking into the rec ord , if notic es an omission or error in 

the p roc eed ings ma inta ined  by the Court, forwards a  report to the 

lea rned  Princ ipa l Distric t Judge for appropria te further ac tion in this 

beha lf.   

 The CRP is a llowed  as ind ic ted  above.  The tria l Court, if is of 

the view tha t on 05.03.2009 I.A. No.2554 of 2008 in fac t, was 

a llowed , stipula tes time for appearanc e of revision petitioner as 

PW.1 and  c omp lete the evidenc e.  The suit is of the year 2003.  After 

15 years from the da te of institution, the system is till g rapp ling  with 

nuanc es resulting  in either on ac c ount of c hoic e or design.  Henc e, 
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this Court d irec ts the tria l Court to d ispose of the suit as exped itiously 

as possib le, p referab ly within two months from today.   

 No order as to c osts. 

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

 

 

                    _________________ 

              S.V.BHATT, J 

 

Date:06.09.2018 

Note: 

C.C. forthwith. 

B/ o. 
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