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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA

AT CHANDIGARH

CRR No.2541 of 2013 (O&M)
Date of decision: 15.02.2016

Darbara Singh
.....Petitioner
versus
State of Punjab and others
...... Respondents

CORAM: Hon’ble Mr.Justice Kuldip Singh

Present: Mr.Narinder S. Lucky, Advocate for the petitioner

1. Whether Reporters of Local Newspapers may be allowed to see
the judgment ?

2. To be referred to the Reporters or not ?

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

Kuldip Singh, J. (Oral)

CRM No. of 36738 of 2013

For the reasons mentioned in the application, it is allowed
and 45 days delay in filing the revision petition stands condoned.

CRR No.2541 of 2013

The present revision is against the concurrent findings of
two Courts below whereby the accused-respondent Nos.2 to 5 were
acquitted of the offences punishable under Sections 420, 467, 468,
477 and 120B IPC.

In nutshell, the petitioner claims that Gurnam Singh had
executed a will in his favour. Accused claims that Gurnam Singh had

executed sale deed in his favour, which according to the complainant
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| have heard learned counsel for the petitioner and have
also carefully gone through the file.

It comes out that Gurnam Singh is now dead. Before the
lower Court, neither standard document was produced nor any expert
was examined to compare the disputed signatures with the standard
signatures of Gurnam Singh to prove that the sale deed is forged.
Even Tehsildar was not examined to show that actual Gurnam Singh
did not appear before him. The sale deed is duly registered in
accordance with law. Civil litigation is pending between the parties.
Therefore, merely on the oral evidence, it cannot be said that
signatures of Gurnam Singh on the sale deed are forged or that
Gurnam Singh made to sign the sale deed on the basis of mis-
representation or fraud. There is nothing to differ with the concurrent
view taken by both the Courts below.

Resultantly, the present revision petition stands dismissed.

15.02.2016 (Kuldip Singh)
gk Judge
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