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1. Kamlesh S/o.Jagannath Suryavanshi and another V/s.

Kalyan s/o Shishir Kumar Dutta and another reported
in 2013 (6) Mh.L.J.193 wherein it has held that,

‘Amendment of pleadings. Must be allowed to do
substantive justice between the parties. An amendment
sought for by a litigant either as plaintiff or defendant
ought to be allowed by the Court to reduce/minimize
the litigation between the parties to avoid multiplicity
of proceedings. While allowing an amendment
application in respect of pleadings, a Court cannot be
expected to go into the merits and demerits of the
amendment. Delay to prefer amendment or negligence
may be penalized by imposing reasonable cost but not
by the complete or blanket refusal to amend the
plaint.”

2. Prabhakar Xembu Bhandari and another V/s. State of
Goa and others reported in 2013 (6) Mh.L.J.440
wherein it has held that,




“What is prohibited by way of an amendment is only
to alter cause of action in the suit. Order 6 Rule 17 is
to ensure that the parties get an opportunity to place
on record all the relevant facts in their pleadings so as
to promote the ends of justice and not defeat it.”
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1. Rohit K.Kapadia and another V/s. Perviz J.Modi
reported in 2013 (4) Mh.L.J.940 wherein it has held
that,

‘Amendment of pleadings after commencement of trial.
Party must set out the facts and circumstances. It is for
the Court to decide whether or not the party could
have raised the matter after exercise of due diligence,
having regard to the pleadings made in that behalf.”

2. Kvidyabai & Ors V/s. Padmalatha & Anr reported in
2009 SAR (Civil) 149 wherein it has held that,

“Order VI Rule 17. Amendment of pleadings after
hearing of a case begins. Pre-conditions that in spite of
due diligence the parties could not have raised the
matter before commencement of trial, are not fulfilled.
Amendment is not to be allowed.”

3. Mashyak Grihnirman Sahakari Sanstha Maryadit V/s
Usman Habib Dhuka & Ors reported in 2013 SAR

(Civil) 717 wherein it has held that,

“ Omission to sue for one of several reliefs at the time
of filing the suit originally. Non obtaining leave of the
Court for such omission. Consequence of. Petition for
amendment of plaint under Order VI Rule 17, CPC for
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bringing in such omitted relief. Failure of plaintiffs to
show that the proposed amendment is necessary for
determination of real question in controversy between
the parties and so also to show that in spite of “due
diligence” they could not bring the same on record.
Plaintiffs found not entitled for amendment of plaint,
by trial Court. Reversal of trial Court’s order by High
Court in writ petition under Article 227 of the
Constitution of India and permitting plaintiffs to make
amendment in the plaint as sought for. held not
justified. Order of High Court set aside, restoring that
of the trial Court.”

4. Kharinarayan G. Bajaj and another V/s. Vijay Agarwal
and others reported in 2012 (2) Mh.L.J.106 wherein it
has held that,

‘Amendment of pleadings. Limitation. An application
for amendment of pleadings must be made within the
period prescribed by Article 137 of the Limitation Act.”
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Il Srer Al e, T AR I T aT GRIAT §§ HRuhT SR a8y
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ol Tl QRIAT GO BIURITSAT SRR Y &l % AdveT] ATal ITaT GeaTdT vl
AMITD 3MTE. fHar AeR Tovlien HRUN QAT e Fox aeur ufém o7,
qu IR bW e WIS T 008 HEY TRdT BithIcHed @
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T ATEY 3R HeAT ITed. TEUH a¥let Td MEaT R el Ht a1 qe v
3nfor fafdrfarsres Moy arerelt 3 &Y, =TT 9 HrICITeT G Waxd]
SO ITERT IRl VIR ATET U H JeT %5.9 ° SR ABRiT forgd ge1 .
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