
 

HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.2471 of 2012 

 

ORDER: 

 

The p la intiff in O.S.No.11 of 2008 is the revision petitioner.  The 

suit is for spec ific  performanc e of agreement of sa le da ted  

03.03.2002.  The revision petitioner filed  I.A.No.80 of 2011 under 

Order 7 Rule 14(3) of CPC to rec eive doc uments enc losed  to the 

app lic a tion and  mark the same as exhib its. 

The 3rd  respondent c ontested  the app lic a tion.  The tria l Court 

through the order impugned in the Civil Revision Petition d ismissed  

the p rayer in I.A.No.80 of 2011. 

Mr.Ramesh Yadav c ontends tha t one of the purposes for 

introduc ing the doc uments, whic h a re deta iled  in the list appended  

to the app lic a tion, is tha t the vendor under an agreement of sa le 

da ted  03.03.2002 has g iven c ustody of the doc uments desc ribed  in 

the petition.  Therefore, though the c irc umstanc e is not very d irec t 

to the exec ution or enforc eab ility of agreement of sa le but for the 

limited  purpose of estab lishing the c ontinuity of negotia tion, 

settlement and  entering  into agreement of sa le, the sa id  

doc uments a re nec essary.   

Mr.P.Sridhar Reddy c ontends tha t the lea rned  tria l Judge for 

va lid  reasons namely tha t xerox c op ies c annot and  c ould  not be 

rec eived  in evidenc e, rejec ted  the p rayer.  Ac c ord ing to him, the 

find ings rec orded  by the tria l Court refer to b ind ing p rec edents.  
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Unless and  until an exc ep tion is pointed  out to the reasoning of the 

tria l Court, whic h further a ttrac ts the jurisd ic tion of this Court under 

Artic le 227 of the Constitution of Ind ia , there is no ground  warranting  

interferenc e aga inst the order impugned  in the Civil Revision 

Petition. 

I have taken note of the submissions of lea rned  c ounsel 

appearing  for pa rties and  perused  the rec ord . 

Let me first advert to the a ffidavit filed  by revision petitioner in 

I.A.No.80 of 2011.  The a ffidavit refers to the fac tum of not filing  the 

doc uments a long with the p la int and  sinc e they a re trac ed  now the 

doc uments a re filed  into the Court.  However, leave as required  by 

law is sought. 

I have gone through the p la int in O.S.No.11 of 2008.  This 

Court, keep ing  in view the stage a t whic h the request of petitioner is 

c onsidered , does not p ropose to refer to the other deta ils in the 

p la int.  It is suffic e to notic e tha t the filing  of xerox c opy of sa le deed  

da ted  19.10.1994 through I.A.No.80 of 2011 is rejec ted  for va lid  and  

c orrec t reasons.   

I am not persuaded  by the submission of Mr.Ramesh Yadav 

tha t doc uments c an be rec eived  only for limited  purpose to show 

tha t the vendor has g iven c ustody of the doc uments desc ribed  in 

the petition. The doc uments even if introduc ed  for any purpose 

would  not otherwise sa tisfy the requirement of law. 
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For the above reasons, the revision fa ils and  is ac c ord ing ly 

d ismissed .  The tria l c ourt is d irec ted  to d ispose of the suit as 

exped itiously as possib le, p referab ly within two months from the 

da te of rec eip t of a  c opy of this order.  No order as to c osts.  

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

   

 

_____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 

Dt: 11-09-2018 

Prv 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


