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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CR No. 1994 of 2018 (O/M)
Date of decision : 26.3.2018

Harinder Singh . Petitioner
Versus

Hardial Singh and others ... Respondents

CORAM : HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KULDIP SINGH

Present:-  Mr. Vikas Gupta, Advocate, for petitioner.

1. Whether the Reporters of local newspaper may be allowed to
see the judgment ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not.

3. Whether the judgment should be reported in the digest ?

.

KULDIP SINGH J. (ORAL)

Impugned in present revision is order dated 7.2.2017
(Annexure-P-2), passed by the learned Civil Judge (Junior Division), Patti,
in Civil Suit No. 15 dated 27.1.2011, vide which evidence of plaintiff was
closed by orders. Also impugned is order dated 21.2.2018 (Annexure-P-1),
passed by the learned Civil Judge (Junior Division), Patti, vide which
application filed under Section 151 CPC, 1908, for leading additional
evidence, was dismissed.

Heard.

It comes out that issues in this case were framed on 10.5.2012.
The perusal of impugned order shows that even costs of Rs. 200/- was to be
deposited on 24.1.2012 which was not paid and ultimately, evidence of
plaintiff was closed by orders on 7.2.2017 when the learned counsel for
plaintiff was present. It was also last opportunity.

The learned counsel for petitioner has stated that petitioner was

not aware about the order closing the evidence by orders and even after
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closure of evidence, evidence of respondents No. 24 and 25 was recorded
and they were allowed to cross examine the witnesses of plaintiff.

I am of the view that plaintiff got nearly four years to conclude
his evidence. The costs were imposed and as per order, last opportunity was
granted. Since the learned counsel for petitioner was present, therefore,
petitioner cannot state that he was not aware of the order closing evidence by
orders. The said order was not challenged. It was only when application for
additional evidence was dismissed that the said order has been challenged. I
am of the view that sufficient opportunities have been granted to plaintiff.
There has to be some end to the litigation. The case is pending since the
year 2011. There is no ground to interfere in impugned order. Consequently,
civil revision is dismissed. Since main case has been dismissed,

therefore, pending application, if any, stands disposed of.

(KULDIP SINGH)
JUDGE
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Whether speaking / reasoned : Yes/No
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