
THE HON’BLE Dr . JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

 

CI VI L REVI SI ON PETI TI ON No .1 8 2 1  o f  2 0 1 9  

 

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 inter locutory order dated 05.07.2019 passed in 

O.S.No.19 of 2006 by the Senior Civil Judge, Sathupally, wherein 

the Court  below received the docum ent  dated 22.04.1980 as a 

Part it ion List / Mem orandum  of past  part it ion and held that  it  does 

not  require regist rat ion and stam p duty and can be received in 

evidence. 

2 . Heard the learned counsel for both the sides and perused 

the record. 

3 . Learned counsel for the revision pet it ioner/ defendant  

would contend that  the im pugned order dated 05.07.2019 is 

erroneous and against  the law relat ing to regist rat ion and stam p 

duty. There was no earlier part it ion, as determ ined by the Court  

below. Therefore, the disputed docum ent , dated 22.04.1980 

cannot  be received in evidence and ult im ately prayed to set  

aside the order under challenge and allow the Civil Revision 

Pet it ion.  

 

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

plaint iffs supported the im pugned order and contended that  

there is no infirm ity in the order under challenge and ult im ately 

prayed to dism iss the Civil Revision Pet it ion. 
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5 .  I n view of the subm issions m ade by both sides, the point  

for determ inat ion is:  

“ W h et h er  t h e in t er locu t o r y  o r d er  d at ed  

0 5 .0 7 .2 0 1 9  p assed  in  O.S.No .1 9  o f  2 0 0 6  b y  t h e 

Sen io r  Civ i l  Ju d g e, Sat h u p al ly , i s l iab le t o  b e set  

asid e.”    

 

6 . A perusal of the im pugned order shows that  the Court  

below, while dealing with the subject  m at ter of the disputed 

docum ent , dated 22.04.1980, ext racted its contents which are in 

‘Telugu’ and also exam ined the content ions raised by both the 

sides. The Court  below ult im ately held that  since the disputed 

docum ent  dated 22.04.1980 dem onst rates only past  part it ion, it  

does not  require regist rat ion and stam p duty. The Court  below 

relied upon the decision reported in Eu r av ar am  Leen ak ar a 

Red d y  Vs. E.Rag h u n at h a Red d y 1  wherein, it  was held that  

once a docum ent  is a m em orandum  of past  t ransact ion and 

when the part it ion of the propert ies was not  effected, such 

docum ent  is not  liable for stam p duty and regist rat ion. On the 

other hand, the revision pet it ioner/ defendant , to substant iate his 

content ion, relied upon the decision reported in Kh aj a 

Hab eeb u d d in  v s. Md .I b r ah im 2 .  The said decision is 

dist inguishable from  the facts and circum stances of the case on 

hand. Therefore, the Court  below is just ified in passing the 

im pugned order holding that  the docum ent  dated 22.04.1980 is 

a part it ion list / m em orandum  of past  part it ion and it  does not  
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require regist rat ion and stam p duty. There is no legal infirm ity in 

the order under challenge.  The civil revision pet it ion is devoid of 

m erits and is liable to be dism issed. 

 

7 . Accordingly, the Civil Revision Pet it ion is dism issed.  There 

shall be no order as to costs.  

    Miscellaneous pet it ions pending, if any, shall stand closed. 

 

           ______________________ 

                   Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

Date: 22nd January, 2020. 
Vvr 


