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236 IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CR No.7203 of 2014

Date of Decision: December 17, 2015
Rippa Sharma .... Petitioner

VS.
Rawati Kakkar and others .... Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KULDIP SINGH
Present: Mr. Deepak Sharma, Advocate for the petitioner.

Mr. J.S. Cooner, Advocate for respondent Nos.1 to 4.

1. Whether Reporters of Local Newspapers may be allowed to see the
Jjudgment?
2. To be referred to the Reporters or not?

3. Whether the judgment should be reported in the Digest?

Kuldip Singh J.(Oral)

Impugned in the present revision petition is the order
dated 14.08.2014 (Annexure P-6) passed by learned Civil Judge (Sr.
Divn.), Ambala, vide which the application of the defendants was
allowed, thereby allowing the expert of the defendants to take
photographs of the document (Ex.D5) and submit the report
regarding the same.

| have heard learned counsel for the parties and have
also carefully gone through the case file.

It comes out that during the evidence of the defendants,
an expert was sought to be examined after comparing the documents

Ex.PW6/A and Ex.PW6/D and the photostat copies of the same i.e.
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agreements dated 21.07.2007 and 05.11.2008. The handwriting
expert submitted the report by stating that the signatures on Q2 to
Q6 are subject to the condition that the photostat copies are the
copies of the original documents. Therefore, in order to remove that
confusion, the defendants wanted that the expert would take the
photographs of Ex.D5 and submit the report, accordingly.

The lower court has held that the case is still at the stage
of evidence of the defendants. Therefore, the said application was
allowed, subject to payment of costs of I2,000/-.

While exercising the revisional powers, this Court does
not find any illegality or infirmity in the same. When during the
examination of witnesses, some vagueness is found, the party can
always lead evidence to remove the ambiguity.

Hence, the present revision petition stands dismissed.

(KULDIP SINGH)
December 17, 2015 JUDGE

sarita
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