
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

C.R.P.No.6503 OF 2017  

ORDER: 

 

 The p la intiff in O.S.No.73 of 2014 is the revision petitioner. 
 

 The revision petitioner filed  O.S.No.73 of 2014 for dec la ra tion 

of title and  rec overy of possession. 

 

 The revision petitioner filed  I.A.No.608 of 2016 for appointment 

of Advoc a te Commissioner to survey the land  in Sy.No.1366,  

identify Plot No.5 a t Subashnagar, Karimnagar, with the help  of 

Manda l Surveyor etc .  Through the instant app lic a tion, the  

revision petitioner p rays for either surveying or identifying  315 

sq .ya rds in Sy.No.1366 a t Subashnagar loc a lity of Karimnagar  

Town.  The lea rned  Distric t Judge, through order impugned  in the 

revision, rejec ted  the p rayer.  Henc e, the revision. 

 

 Mr.Venka teshwar Varanasi c ontends tha t the reasoning of 

the tria l Court is c omp letely unsusta inab le and , in the c ase on hand , 

the identity of p roperty is one of the issues for c onsidera tion.  

Therefore, the appointment of Advoc a te Commissioner helps the 

c ourt in dec id ing  the issues.   Therefore, the p rayer for appointment 

of Advoc a te-Commissioner ought to have been ac c ep ted .  He 

further c ontends tha t if the Advoc a te-Commissioner is appointed  to 

survey the land  with the help  of Manda l Surveyor, the exac t 

loc a tion of sub jec t ma tter of suit is apprec ia ted  and  the doc uments 

on whic h the respec tive parties a re relying  upon a re a lso 

apprec ia ted  while rec ord ing a  find ing. 
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 The tria l Court rejec ted  the p rayer by rec ord ing the following 

find ings: 

 “ The Sy.No.1366 is commonly claimed by the 

petitioner and respondent.  Likewise, both the petitioner 

and respondent are claiming their land in Plot No.5.  

However, the petitioner is claiming said Sy.No. and Plot 

No. are situated in Subhashnagar.  According the 

respondent, the suit Sy.No. and Plot No.5 are located in 

Vavilalapalli of Karimnagar. 

 It appears that the petitioner does not have the suit 

land identified on ground, hence, this attempt to locate and 

identify the suit land on ground by getting the Advocate 

Commissioner appointed.  As is established principle, 

Advocate Commissioner can not appointed for collection of 

evidence.  More so, when the petitioner is claiming to be 

owner and also possessor of 219 Sq.Yards of suit land 

excluding the land occupied by the Temple.  As such, this 

Court sees no merits in the petition”. 

  

 The revision petitioner to suc c essfully ma inta in the revision is 

required  to show the illega lity in the order impugned  in the revision 

and  the ground  a ttrac ting  the supervisory jurisd ic tion of this Court 

under Artic le 227 of the Constitution of Ind ia .  Even assuming the 

c ontentions ra ised  by the c ounsel a re ava ilab le, they do not go 

tha t fa r to upset the find ings impugned  in the revision. 

 

 Revision fa ils and  is, ac c ord ing ly, d ismissed . There sha ll no 

order as to c osts. 

 

 Misc ellaneous petitions pend ing , if any, sha ll stand  c losed . 
    

                                                                        

 

         

          ____________ 

                             S.V.BHATT, J 

24th November, 2017 
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