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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

2 WRIT PETITION NO. 2928 OF 2024

KAILAS NAMDEYV KOLI AND OTHERS
VERSUS
SHANTABAI PITAMBER KOLI AND OTHERS

Advocate for the Petitioner : Mr. Patil Mangesh G.

CORAM : ARUN R. PEDNEKER, J.

DATE : 18®™MARCH, 2024
PER COURT:
1. Heard.
2. The application is filed for amendment of the written

statement after 8 years of the pendency of the appeal. The proposed

amendment is as under:-
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The learned counsel for the petitioners submits that the

above amendment would indicate that the applicants mother has paid the

Nazrana and that she is the tenant in her personal capacity and the

possession is with her. However, the amendment is at a very late stage

and the earlier written statement of the defendants mother is on record.
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She has stated that she has paid the Nazrana and has received with the
certificate on part-payment as is stated in evidence and is reflected in the
final order of the trial court. No meaningful purpose would be served in
granting further explanation to the written statement, rather it is not a
necessary detail and the same should have been made at the time of
filing of the written statement or immediately thereafter. At an appellate
stage, the amendment would unnecessarily protract the matter. So also,

paragraph "§ (S)” above, sets-up a new case that the possession of suit

land was never with the plaintiff prior to 1977.

4. Thus, I see no reason to interfere in the impugned order

passed by the trial court.

5. The writ petition stands dismissed.

[ARUN R. PEDNEKER, J.]
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