
THE HON’BLE Dr . JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

 

CI VI L REVI SI ON PETI TI ON No .1 3 3 1  OF 2 0 1 9  

ORDER:   

  

 This revision, under Art icle 227 of the Const itut ion of I ndia, is 

filed by the pet it ioner/ plaint iff aggrieved by the order dated 

15.04.2019 passed in I .A.No.407 of 2019 in O.S.No.537 of 2017 by 

the Principal Junior Civil Judge, Ranga Reddy Dist r ict  at  L.B. Nagar, 

whereby the applicat ion filed by the respondents/ defendants under 

Order XI  Rule 14 of CPC, to produce the latest  and the old passports of 

G.Poornim a in or iginal, green card or cit izenship cert ificate of 

G.Poornim a of USA and firm  regist rat ion cert ificate of the plaint iff,  was 

allowed. 

2. Heard both sides and perused the record. 

3. Learned counsel for the revision pet it ioner/ plaint iff would 

contend that  the Court  has no power to give a direct ion to produce the 

aforesaid docum ents.  Those docum ents are irrelevant  for the purpose 

of adjudicat ion of the suit  filed for perpetual injunct ion.  The Court  has 

to determ ine the lis in between the part ies basing on the docum ents 

filed by the part ies. Even if no docum ent  which relates to subject  

dispute is filed, an adverse inference can be drawn and ult im ately 

prayed to set  aside the im pugned order and allow the revision pet it ion 

as prayed for. 

4. On the other hand, learned counsel for the 

respondents/ defendants would contend that  only a cit izen of I ndia is 

ent it led to carry on business of cable network.  The rules and 

regulat ions governing cable operat ions m andate the sam e.  Since 

G.Poornim a has no I ndian cit izenship, she cannot  m anage M/ s.Baba 
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com m unicat ions.  The aforesaid docum ents are necessary for 

adjudicat ion of the subject  m at ter of the suit .  Therefore, the Court  

below is just ified in direct ing G.Poornim a to produce those docum ents.  

There is no legal infirm ity to set  aside the im pugned order and 

ult im ately prayed to dism iss the pet it ion. 

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

ar ise for determ inat ion is:  

“Whether the Court  below is just ified in direct ing G.Poornim a to 

produce the aforesaid docum ents?”  

 

6. POI NT:  I n the course of subm issions, it  is brought  to the not ice 

of this Court  that  in view of the m andate given under Rule 2-A(a)  of 

Cable Television Networks Rules, 1994, only a cit izen of I ndia can 

operate the business of cable network. 

7. The content ion of the learned counsel for the 

respondents/ defendants is that  only a cit izen of I ndia can operate the 

business of cable network and foreigners cannot  operate the business.  

The subject  dispute is that  G.Poornim a being a foreigner is operat ing 

the business of M/ s.Baba com m unicat ions. Therefore, the dispute 

relates to m anagem ent  of M/ s.Baba com m unicat ions.  As it  is denied 

by the respondents that  G.Poornim a cannot  conduct  business of 

M/ s.Baba com m unicat ions, in order to establish that  G.Poornim a has 

requisite qualificat ion to m anage the business of M/ s.Baba 

com m unicat ions, the cert ificates or record to be produced becom es 

relevant  for the purpose of adjudicat ion of the subject  m at ter of the 

suit .   Certainly, the Court  below has the power under Order XI  Rule 14 

of CPC to direct  the part ies to the proceedings to produce relevant  



 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

docum ents.  Under these circum stances, the Court  below is just ified in 

passing the im pugned order.  There is no illegality in the im pugned 

order.  This civil revision pet it ion is devoid of m erit  and is liable to be 

dism issed. 

8. I n the result , the Civil Revision Pet it ion is dism issed. 

The Miscellaneous Pet it ions, if any, pending shall stand closed.  

No costs. 

             ______________________ 

              Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

Date:  03.02.2020 

ssp 


