
THE HON’BLE Dr . JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

 

Civ i l  Rev ision  Pet i t ion  No .2 2 4 7  o f  2 0 1 9  

 
 

ORDER:   

 

 This Civil Revision Pet it ion, under Art icle 227 of the 

Const itut ion of I ndia, is filed by the pet it ioner/ defendant  No.4, 

challenging the order, dated 27.08.2019, passed in I .A.No.908 of 

2019 in O.S.No.635 of 2007, by the XI V Addit ional Dist r ict  

Judge, Ranga Reddy Dist r ict  at  L.B.Nagar, whereby, the pet it ion 

filed by the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  No.4 under Order VI I I  

Rule 1A (3)  of CPC praying the Court  below to receive the 

docum ents filed along with the list  to m ark the sam e in 

evidence, was dism issed. 

 

2 . Heard the learned counsel for both the sides and perused 

the record. 

 

3 . The learned counsel for the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  

No.4 would contend that  the docum ents sought  to be received in 

evidence, such as let ter of authorisat ion, dated 12.03.2018, 

authorising the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  No.4 to represent  

on behalf of the firm  in the subject  suit  etc., are necessary for 

determ inat ion of the subject  suit  in O.S.No.635 of 2007.  The 

Court  below ought  to have received the docum ents sought  to be 

m arked in evidence, since they have relevancy to determ ine the 

issues involved in the subject  suit .  The im pugned order passed 

by the Court  below is erroneous and ult im ately prayed to set  

aside the order under challenge and allow the subject  

inter locutory applicat ion in I .A.No.908 of 2019 as prayed for. 
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4 . On the other hand, the learned counsel for the respondent  

Nos.1 & 2/ plaint iffs would contend that  there is no whisper in the 

affidavit  filed in support  of the subject  inter locutory applicat ion 

with regard to the nature of the docum ents sought  to be 

received in evidence and the relevancy of those docum ents for 

the determ inat ion of the issues involved in the subject  suit .  The 

Court  below, assigning various reasons, was pleased to dism iss 

the subject  inter locutory applicat ion.  There is nothing to 

interfere with the order under challenge and ult im ately prayed to 

sustain the im pugned order and dism iss the Civil Revision 

Pet it ion. 

 

5 . I n view of the subm issions m ade by both the sides, the 

point  that  ar ises for determ inat ion in this Civil Revision Pet it ion 

is as follows:  

“ W h et h er  o r d er , d at ed  2 7 .0 8 .2 0 1 9 , p assed  in  

I .A.No .9 0 8  o f  2 0 1 9  in  O.S.No .6 3 5  o f  2 0 0 7 , b y  

t h e XI V Ad d i t ion a l  Dist r i ct  Ju d g e, Ran g a Red d y  

Dist r i ct  a t  L.B.Nag ar , i s su st a in ab le?”  

 

6 . The Court  below, while dealing with the subject  m at ter of 

the subject  inter locutory applicat ion, had referred to a decision 

of the erstwhile com m on High Court  for the States of Telangana 

and Andhra Pradesh in Un ion  o f  I n d ia  Vs. Y.S. H i - Tech  

Secu r e Pr in t  Pv t . Lt d ., Hy d er ab ad 1,  wherein, it  was held that  

leave for receiving the docum ents with delay cannot  be granted 

m echanically for m ere asking and adequate reasons should be 

furnished for not  filing them  along with the writ ten statem ent .  
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I n Vor u g an t i  Nar ay an a Rao  Vs. Bod la Ram m u r t h y  an d  

o t h er s2  also, the erstwhile com m on High Court  for the States of 

Telangana and Andhra Pradesh, while dealing with a sim ilar 

situat ion, held that  allowing a pet it ion to receive the docum ents 

which were not  filed along with the writ ten statem ent  is in the 

discret ion of the Court , if sufficient  cause is assigned for 

product ion of the sam e later, but  not  for m ere asking. 

 

7 . Under these circum stances, it  is relevant  to ext ract  the 

relevant  paragraph in the affidavit  filed in support  of the subject  

inter locutory applicat ion in I .A.No.908 of 2019, which reads as 

follows:  

“ I  su b m i t  t h at  t h e p et i t ion er  f i led  cer t a in  

m at er ia l  o f  p ap er s a lon g  w i t h  ch ief  t h er eb y  

m ar k ed  as Ex .B.1  t o  2 3 .  I t  i s su b m i t t ed  t h at  

t h e p la in t i f f  f i l ed  sev er a l  n ew  m at er ia l  o f  

p ap er s a f t er  f i l i n g  su i t  t h er eb y  p et i t ion er  h er e in  

w ish  t o  f i le  som e o t h er  d ocu m en t s w h ich  ar e 

n ecessar y  an d  p r op er  d ocu m en t s t o  p r ov e t h e 

case o f  DW 1  t h er eb y  ob t a in ed  t h e sam e an d  

w ish  t o  su b m i t  t h e sam e in  t h e ci r cu m st an ces 

o f  t h e case an d  in t er est  o f  j u st i ce.”  

 

8 . I n the whole affidavit , there is no whisper with regard to 

the nature of the docum ents sought  to be received and the 

relevancy of those docum ents to determ ine the issues involved 

in the subject  suit .  A vague affidavit  with not  even a single 

tenable reason is filed in support  of the subject  inter locutory 

applicat ion to receive docum ents.  I n the given circum stances, 

the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  No.4 ought  to have given the 

details of the docum ents, their  relevancy to determ ine the issues 

involved in the subject  suit  and the reason for filing them  at  a 
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belated stage.  Under these circum stances, the Court  below is 

just ified in passing the im pugned order.  There is no legal 

infirm ity or perversity in the order under challenge. The Civil 

Revision Pet it ion is devoid of m erit  and is liable to be dism issed. 

 

9 . I n the result , the Civil Revision Pet it ion is dism issed.  No 

costs.   

 Miscellaneous pet it ions, if any, pending in this CRP, shall 

stand closed. 

 

 ______________________ 

Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

19 th Decem ber, 2019 
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