
THE HON’BLE SRI  JUSTI CE D.V.S.S.SOMAYAJULU 

 

CI VI L REVI SI ON PETI TON NO. 3 4 8 6   OF 2 0 1 5  

 

ORDER: -  

  

This revision is filed against  the order dated.12-08-

2015 passed in O.S.No.110 of 2008 on the file of the court  

of Senior Civil Judge, Addanki.  The order was passed when 

a document  dated.21-12-2006 which is t it led as “Angikara 

oppudala Pat ram ”  sought  to be adm it ted in evidence by the 

defendants.  An object ion was taken for adm it t ing the said 

docum ent  stat ing that  it  is inadm issible in evidence as it  

requires regist rat ion.  The m at ter was heard by the lower 

court  which held that  the docum ent  requires regist rat ion 

and, therefore, the docum ent  was held to be inadm issible in 

evidence. 

2. Quest ioning the sam e, the present  Civil Revision 

Pet it ion is filed. 

3. This court  has heard Sri Chakkilam  Venkateswarlu, 

learned counsel for the revision pet it ioner and 

Ms.Nim m agadda Revathi, learned counsel appearing                 

for Sri Nim m agadda Satyanarayana, learned counsel for the 

respondents. 

4. The essent ial point  that  ar ises for considerat ion in this 

revision is: -  

“Whether the document  dated.21-12-2006 requires 

regist rat ion or not? 
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5.  POI NT: -  

Learned counsel for the pet it ioner argued that  the 

docum ent  does not  either assign, surrender or give up any 

r ights in im m ovable property. According to him , it  is m erely 

an acknowledgm ent  of a t ransact ion executed by the 

daughter in favour of the father.  According to him , there is 

neither ext inguishm ent  nor giving up of any t it le or interest  

in the property.  I n reply thereto, the learned counsel for 

the respondents argued that  this docum ent  is forged and 

created one and that  it  is pressed into service with an 

ulter ior m ot ive. She also argued that  if the executant  did 

not  have any r ight  in the property, there was no need for 

her to rat ify the sam e.  The fact  that  she rat ified the 

t ransact ion, according to the respondents, im plies that  the 

executant  had a r ight  in the property. I t  is for this reason 

only that  she has rat ified the property. 

6. I t  is set t led law that  the t it le given to a document  is 

not  relevant .  I t  is also set t led that  how the part ies refer to 

the docum ent  is also not  relevant  and what  is relevant  are 

the contents of the docum ent  alone.  

7. A reading of the docum ent  m akes it  clear that  the 

executant  confirm s that  there was a part it ion am ongst  the 

fam ily m em bers and each party has been enjoying the 

separate share.  She also states that  her brother set t led 

som e property in her favour and delivered possession to 
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her. I t  is also m ent ioned in the division stated above the 

vacant  house site has fallen to the share of the father and 

that  father has been enjoying the sam e as absolute r ights 

after const ruct ing a house thereon.  I t  is also clearly 

m ent ioned that  the father has got  “all r ights in the 

property” .  Therefore, from  a reading of this docum ent , it  is 

clear that  the executant -Swarna Manjari is not  giving up 

any r ights in the property nor she is stat ing that  she has 

relinquished her r ights.  This docum ent  m erely records that  

a part it ion had taken place and that  the respect ive shares 

are being enjoyed by the sharers. I t  is also acknowledged 

that  the father has “all the r ights”  over the property. I n 

view of this, this court  is of the opinion that  this docum ent  

by itself does not  either create, assign, ext inguish or 

relinquish any r ights in the property.   

8. Therefore, this court  holds that  this docum ent  

dated.21-12-2006 does not  require any regist rat ion. I t  is 

only a confirm at ion of a sale deed.  The executant  does not  

say anywhere that  she has any r ight  in the property and on 

the other hand she states that  “Sarva Hakkulu”  or “ent ire 

r ights”  are in the father. 

9. This court  also not ices the subm ission that  because 

buyer wanted the signature of the executant  as a m at ter of 

abundant  caut ion, she was asked to join in the sale deed.  

I t  is not  unknown in law that  som e consent ing part ies are 
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added to the sale deed even if they do not  have any r ights 

in the property. Therefore, this court  is of the opinion that  

the said docum ent  does not  require regist rat ion. Her 

consent  does not  im ply she had a subsist ing r ight  which she 

has given up. Whether the docum ent  is forged etc., is not  

the subject  m at ter of the revision. 

Accordingly, the Civil Revision Pet it ion is allowed. The 

court  below is directed to dispose of the mat ter without  in 

any way being influenced by anything that  is m ent ioned in 

this order. The probat ive value of the contents are not  

touched upon in this order. No costs. Miscellaneous 

Pet it ions pending, if any, shall stand closed in consequence.  

 

______________________ 

D.V.S.S.SOMAYAJULU,J 

 

07-08-2018 

TSNR 


