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Judgement

1. Supervisory jurisdiction of this Court is invoked to assail the interlocutory
order dated 02.08.2018 passed by 1st Civil Judge Class-I Ashok Nagar OS
No.59A/2016 whereby an application under Order 14 Rule 5 CPC for adding two
additional issues preferred by defendant has been rejected by the learned trial
Judge on the ground that subject matter of proposed additional issues is covered
by originally framed issue by petitioner No.1 vide order dated 05.07.2018.

2. Learned counsel for the rival parties are heard.

3. Learned counsel for the petitioners/defendants submits that it was incumbent
upon the learned trial Judge to have framed the two additional issues proposed
by the defendant in the absence of which the real issue involved cannot be
resolved.

4. For ready reference and convenience, the additional issues proposed to be
framed by the respondent No.1 are reproduced below;

3Id Y hdq IauT hH h/&

DY I 9T I T YT STSIRT bl HoYo GGd &b 11-10-2011 & R aR hdcd $ % doid&
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TJ'h(d STU9 G$ Ud dG+ hH $1 &$ Ud] Ud dg+ hH h2]3 h$ dU & ded $ H,/3mqu\ g
31 I hag gavd hH Hh3&

PT I ¥dd ded $ H, U g A% h$ U 2T H[FR$ AqR/A IA6% H(d™/ 3Iu ud
IGHUTGSTH Hd- H, 394 9999 U9 d4adsh  §$\88

5. The original issues framed by the trial Court on 5. 06.2018 which are six
in number are further reproduced below for ready reference and convenience and
comparision:

1- T TSI HIH IR A 17 T GeliT ST 32T el

gorgeh$ T;d: A, &/c1' 9 ;GdHSY I JIHITUG < 3Hg>Heh% G+d]
UHLHA, AH F] 3d H, H A USE' & |HI-Ied@UH,
[A'dR[/H 3 & HII TH 88 h$ UhHd Had GdH' IG+IT0]
&8\

2- BT I WG U Ud 96+ A H01 @ 04 g9 U9 /d GG 25%-10-2010 $ 9 dW: U;d: 9$ s
9 'S1$ §9$ $ haD &k derd 88\

3-(31) T IHHAT U Ud dG+ G haD b od$9$ T$ IG+TUIh Thol&@IUT$ Ud IW: h% ©d § \8+ &8

(&) Tcg< 88] T TG+TTUI1 d&IUT Ud d¥: h$ A< T$ hdD UdY Ga-l oh hedd U, d@HALIT : 2 IHIY
& % h$ 37d)h + 88\

4- Y qG+TUIG haD IUH' §$ / Ud IG+TUIh Idd])h 7 e $$ h$ & 9 aa-Ir'@ig8\
5-hg dg+ g 99/ gd$ H, dqeh Ul 37194\ §8
6- Hgd Td TF4\

6. An comparative analysis of the originally framed issues and the two
additionally proposed issues by the defendant, it comes to light that the original
issue No.1 was as to whether the plaintiff is the sole owner of the suit property
or not?

7. After having heard the learned counsel for the rival parties and perused the
pleadings contained in the plaint and the WS brought on record, this Court is of
the considered view that the originally framed issue No.l1 is comprehensive
enough to include within its sweep the subject matter of the two additionally
proposed issues by the defendant in the absence of which the suit can be
decided (the controversy between parties involved in the suit can be resolved)
and therefore, the two additionally proposed issues by the defendant superfluous
not necessary for determining the matter in controversy.

8. In view of above, no fault with the impugned order in the absence of any
jurisdictional transgression and therefore, this petition filed under Article 227 of
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the Constitution of India deserves to be and is hereby rejected.
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