HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN
BENCH AT JAIPUR

S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 445/2025

Jaswant Singh S/o Madan Singh, Sakin (Resident of) Shanti Pura
Vaishali Nagar, Ajmer (Raj.).

----Petitioner
Versus
1. Santosh Kumar Gupta S/o Shri Shriram Gupta, Sakin
(Resident of) 442/23 Gupta Floor Mill, Kesar Ganj, Ajmer.
2. Anil Meena S/o Shri Harlal Meena, Resident of Baldev
Nagar, Makadwali Road, Ajmer.
3. Smt. Saroj Meena W/o Shri Sawant Singh Meena, Ldc,

Anatomy, Medical Collage, Ajmer.

4, Shri Sawant Singh Meena Dy. Manager Indian Oil
Corporation Ltd., Presently Residing At Baldev Nagar,
Makadwali Road, Ajmer.

5. Urban Improvement Trust, Through Secretary Urban
Improvement Trust, Ajmer.

----Respondents

For Petitioner(s) :  Mr. Shailesh Prakash Sharma, Adv.
For Respondent(s) R

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ASHUTOSH KUMAR
Order

28/02/2025
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"In view of the aforesaid position, we do
not think that the impugned judgment
passed by the High Court directing that the
aforesaid document should be de-marked
and not be treated as an exhibit, is correct
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and in accordance with law. Once a
document has been admitted in evidence,
such admission cannot be called in
question at any stage of the suit or
proceedings on the ground that the
instrument has not been duly stamped.
Objection as to admissibility of a document
on the ground of sufficiency of stamp, has
to raised when the document is tendered in
evidence. Thereafter, it is not open to the
parties, or even the court to reexamine the
order or issue. To this extent, the
impugned judgment is set aside and the
appeal is allowed."
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