
THE HON’BLE Dr . JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

 

Civ i l  Rev ision  Pet i t ion  No .3 2 1  o f  2 0 1 8  

 

ORDER:   

 

 This Civil Revision Pet it ion, under Art icle 227 of the 

Const itut ion of I ndia, is filed by the pet it ioner/ defendant , 

challenging the order, dated 24.11.2017, passed in I .A.No.606 

of 2017 in O.S.No.1283 of 2012, by the VI I I  Addit ional Senior 

Civil Judge, Ranga Reddy Dist r ict  at  L.B.Nagar, whereby, the 

pet it ion filed by the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  under 

Sect ions 45 and 73 of the I ndian Evidence Act , 1872, to take 

his signatures in the open Court  and send the sam e to the 

handwrit ing expert  to com pare the adm it ted signature on 

Ex.A.1 with the disputed signature on Ex.A.1(a)  and to direct  

P.W.2-Mr.Venkat  Reddy to scr ibe the contents of the suit  

prom issory note and endorsem ent  before the Court  and send 

the sam e to the handwrit ing expert  for com parision as to 

whether it  was writ ten by one and the sam e person or not , 

was dism issed. 

 

2 . Heard the learned counsel for both the sides and 

perused the record. 

 

3 . The learned counsel for the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  

would contend that  the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  had 

adm it ted his signature on Ex.A.1, but  denied his signature on 

Ex.A.1(a) .  I t  is also contended that  the signature of the 

revision pet it ioner/ defendant  be taken in the open Court  and 
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be sent  to the handwrit ing expert  for com parision, along with 

the docum ents, and ult im ately prayed to set  aside the order 

under challenge and allow the Civil Revision Pet it ion as prayed 

for. 

 

4 . On the other hand, the learned counsel for the 

respondent / plaint iff supported the im pugned order and 

contended that  the Court  below r ight ly dism issed the subject  

I nter locutory Applicat ion, assigning valid reasons.  There is 

nothing to take a different  view and ult im ately prayed to 

dism iss the Civil Revision Pet it ion. 

 

5 . I t  is relevant  to state that  the revision 

pet it ioner/ defendant  had already adm it ted his signature on 

Ex.A.1, which is on record.  He is disput ing his signature on 

Ex.A.1(a) .  Therefore, there is no necessity to take his 

signature in the open Court  again and send the sam e to the 

handwrit ing expert  for com parision with the disputed 

signature.  P.W.2-Mr.Venkat  Reddy is said to be the scr ibe of 

Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.1(a) .  The revision pet it ioner/ defendant  

wanted to take the handwrit ing of P.W.2 in the open Court  and 

send the sam e to the handwrit ing expert  along with Ex.A.1 

and Ex.A.1(a) , for exam inat ion and report .  Under these 

circum stances, the m aterial quest ion is whether the signature 

on Ex.A.1(a)  is of the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  or not . 

 

6 . Having argued for som e t im e, the learned counsel for 

the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  had fair ly conceded that  if 
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the adm it ted signature of the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  on 

Ex.A.1 and the disputed signature on Ex.A.1(a)  are sent  to the 

handwrit ing expert  for exam inat ion and report , that  would 

m eet  the ends of just ice.  Anyhow, for adjudicat ion of the 

subject  suit  for recovery of m oney, Ex.A.1 and Ex.A.1(a)  are 

the m aterial docum ents.  Hence, the crucial quest ion that  falls 

for considerat ion is whether the signature on Ex.A.1(a)  is of 

the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  or not .  To com e to a just  

conclusion and for determ inat ion of the cont roversy in the 

subject  suit ,  it  is essent ial and in the interest  of just ice to send 

the adm it ted signature of the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  on 

Ex.A.1 and the disputed signature on Ex.A.1(a)  to the 

handwrit ing expert  for exam inat ion and report .  The Court  

below ought  to have part ly allowed the subject  inter locutory 

applicat ion, as indicated above. 

 

7 . Under these circum stances, the im pugned order, dated 

24.11.2017, passed in I .A.No.606 of 2017 in O.S.No.1283 of 

2012, by the VI I I  Addit ional Senior Civil Judge, Ranga Reddy 

Dist r ict  at  L.B.Nagar, is set  aside.  The subject  inter locutory 

applicat ion in I .A.No.606 of 2017 stands allowed in part , 

direct ing the Court  below to send the adm it ted signature of 

the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  on Ex.A.1 and his disputed 

signature on Ex.A.1(a)  to the handwrit ing expert  for  

exam inat ion and report .  On receipt  of the report  from  the 

handwrit ing expert , the Court  below is directed to dispose of 

the subject  suit  in O.S.No.1283 of 2012, expedit iously. 
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8 . The Civil Revision Pet it ion is, accordingly, allowed in 

part .  There shall be no order as to costs. 

 Miscellaneous pet it ions, if any, pending in this Civil 

Revision Pet it ion, shall stand closed. 

 

 

           ______________________ 

                   Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

08 th Novem ber, 2019 
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