
THE HON’BLE Dr .JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

CI VI L REVI SI ON PETI TI ON Nos.1 6 3 4  an d  1 6 5 2  OF 2 0 1 9  

COMMON ORDER:  

 Since the facts of the case, part ies and the issue involved in 

both these Civil Revisions Pet it ions are sim ilar, both these revisions 

are being disposed of by this com m on order. 

2)  C.R.P.No.1634 of 2019 is filed under Art icle 227 of the 

Const itut ion of I ndia, by the pet it ioners/ defendants, challenging 

the order dated 16.04.2019 passed in I .A.No.40 of 2019 in 

O.S.No.2192 of 2007 by the I  Addit ional Senior Civil Judge, Ranga 

Reddy Dist r ict , at  L.B.Nagar, wherein the applicat ion filed by the 

pet it ioners/ defendants under Order VI  Rule 17 read with Sect ion 

151 CPC seeking to am end the writ ten statem ent  by delet ing the 

exist ing para 7 and insert ing the proposed am endm ents as para 

7(a)  to 7(g) , was dism issed. 

3)  C.R.P.No.1652 of 2019 is filed under Art icle 227 of the 

Const itut ion of I ndia, by the pet it ioners/ defendants, challenging 

the order dated 16.04.2019 passed in I .A.No.41 of 2019 in 

O.S.No.2193 of 2007 by the I  Addit ional Senior Civil Judge, Ranga 

Reddy Dist r ict  at  L.B.Nagar, wherein the applicat ion filed by the 

pet it ioners/ defendants under Order VI  Rule 17 read with Sect ion 

151 CPC seeking to am end the writ ten statem ent  by delet ing the 

exist ing para 7 and insert ing the proposed am endm ents as para 

7(a)  to 7(g) , was dism issed. 
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4)  Heard the learned counsel for both sides and perused the 

record. 

5)  Learned counsel for the revision pet it ioners/ defendants would 

contend that  the proposed am endm ents are necessary for 

determ inat ion of the subject  suits. The Court  below erroneously 

dism issed the subject  I nter locutory Applicat ions. I t  is also 

contended that  when they were preparing for cross-exam inat ion, it  

was not iced in the writ ten statem ents that  events were not  

m ent ioned in chronological order and therefore, they sought  the 

proposed am endm ents. The proposed am endm ents would not  alter 

the nature of the subject  suits or cause of act ion. Therefore, the 

am endm ents sought  ought  to have been allowed by the Court  

below and ult im ately prayed to set  aside the im pugned orders by 

allowing the civil revision pet it ions as prayed for. I n support  of his 

content ion, learned counsel relied upon the following decisions:   

i)  Raj esh  Ku m ar  Ag g ar w al  an d  o t h er s v s. K.K.Mod i  

an d  o t h er s1  

ii)  Ram esh  k u m ar  Ag ar w al  v s. Raj m ala Ex p or t s Pv t . 

Lt d  an d  o t h er s2  

iii)  Pan k aj a an d  an o t h er  v s. Ye l lap p a ( d ied )  b y  LRs 

an d  o t h er s3  

iv)  Ab d u l  Reh m an  an d  an o t h er  v s. Ru ld u  an d  o t h er s4  

v)  A. Kr ish n a Rao  v s. A. Nar ah ar i  Rao  an d  o t h er s5 

                                                            

1 2006 (3) Supreme 507 = (2006) 4 SCC 385 
2 2012 (2) Supreme 593 = (2012) 5 SCC 337 
3 2004 (5) Supreme 772 = (2004) 6 SCC 415 
4 (2012) 11 SCC 341 
5 2014 (6) ALD 258 
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6)  On the other hand, learned counsel for the respondents/  

plaint iffs would contend that  at  the belated stage, m oreover, when 

the subject  suits are posted for argum ents, to prot ract  the 

proceedings, the subject  I nter locutory Applicat ions were filed 

without  there being any just ifiable cause. The Court  below is 

just ified in dism issing the subject  I nter locutory Applicat ions and 

ult im ately prayed to sustain the im pugned orders.  

7)  I n view of the subm issions m ade by both sides, the point  for 

determ inat ion is:  

“ W h et h er  t h e am en d m en t s sou g h t  f o r  b y  t h e 

p et i t ion er s/ d ef en d an t s can  b e a l low ed  as p r ay ed  

f o r ?”  

8)  POI NT:  I t  is the case of the revision pet it ioners/ defendants 

that  when they were preparing for the cross-exam inat ion, it  was 

observed that  events were not  m ent ioned in chronological order in 

the writ ten statem ents. Therefore, the pet it ioners wanted to 

am end the writ ten statem ents by adding certain pleas. A perusal of 

the am endm ents sought , do not  dem onst rate that  they are 

necessary for determ inat ion of the real cont roversies and issues in 

between the part ies to the lit igat ion.  No genuine or just ifiable 

reason has been assigned by the revision pet it ioners for filing the 

subject  I nter locutory Applicat ions belatedly, at  the stage of 

argum ents. Moreover, the subject  suits are filed for specific 

perform ance of agreem ents of sale. The burden would be on the 

plaint iffs to prove the readiness and willingness to perform  their  

part  of cont ract . Under the guise of proposed am endm ents, the 

revision pet it ioners cannot  int roduce new stor ies into the subject  
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m at ter of the suits.  The reasons given by the Court  below in 

dism issing the subject  I nter locutory Applicat ions are sustainable.  

Nothing new which was not  in the knowledge of the revision 

pet it ioners by the date of filing of the writ ten statem ents are 

figuring in the so-called am endm ents sought .  Therefore, all the 

subm issions m ade on behalf of the learned counsel for the 

pet it ioners are unsustainable. The decisions relied upon by the 

learned counsel for the revision pet it ioners are dist inguishable from  

the facts and circum stances of the case on hand. There is no legal 

infirm ity in the im pugned orders. This civil revision pet it ions are 

devoid of m erits and are liable to be dism issed.  

9)  Accordingly, both the Civil Revision Pet it ions are dism issed. 

No costs. 

 Pending Miscellaneous Pet it ions, if any, shall stand closed. 

  

 

______________________ 

            Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

Date:  27 th January, 2020. 

scs 


