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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH
1. Civil Revision No0.5430 of 2016
Date of Decision: 26.11.2018

Amarijit Singh ... Petitioner

Vs
Kultar Singh etc. ....Respondents
2. Civil Revision N0.4765 of 2017
Amarijit Singh ... Petitioner

Vs
Kultar Singh etc. ....Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE RAJ MOHAN SINGH

Present:Mr. Shiv Kumar, Advocate
for the petitioner.

Mr. Pranav Handa, Advocate
for LRs of respondent No.1.
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RAJ MOHAN SINGH, J. (Oral)

[1]. Vide this common order CR No0.5430 of 2016 and CR
No0.4765 of 2017 are being decided.

[2]. Both the petitions have been filed against the orders
dated 28.07.2016 and 12.01.2017 passed by the Civil Judge (Jr.
Divn.) Jalandhar vide which the petitioner was not allowed to
lead additional evidence after expiry of time period granted by
the High Court. Since common issue is involved in both the

petitions, therefore, for brevity facts are being culled out from

MOHMED ATIK

2018.11.27 17:28

| attest to the accuracy and
authenticity of this document



CR No0s.5430 of 2016 & 4765 of 2017 2
CR No0.5430 of 2016.

[3]. Perusal of the record would reveal that while deciding
Civil Revision No0.4061 of 2012 on 11.01.2016 filed by the
present petitioner, a period of two weeks was granted to the
petitioner to tender the documents in his evidence subject to
payment of costs of Rs.5000/-.

[4]. Further, perusal of orders dated 22.01.2016,
04.07.2016 and 12.07.2016 passed by the Civil Judge (Jr.
Divn.) Jalandhar would show that though the costs were
deposited and accepted by the plaintiff, but the required
documents were not tendered in time prescribed by the High
Court. In order dated 04.07.2016, defendant was directed to
tender the documents and the evidence of DW's for 07.07.2016.
In a subsequent order dated 12.07.2016, factum of application
to be filed by the defendant was also noticed.

[5]. In view of aforesaid facts on record, | do not see any
error of jurisdiction in the impugned order passed by the trial
Court. Both the revision petitions are accordingly dismissed.
November 26, 2018 (RAJ MOHAN SINGH)

Atik JUDGE

Whether speaking/reasoned Yes/No
Whether reportable Yes/No
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