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

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

 

 

ORDER: -  

 

This revision is filed quest ioning the order,                    

dated 05-10-2015, passed in I .A.No.221 of 2015 in 

O.S.No.163 of 1992 on the file of the Court  of Junior Civil 

Judge, Srungavarapukota. 

 

2 . The said applicat ion ( I .A.No.221 of 2015)  is filed 

under Order VI I , Rule 14 CPC to receive the FMB sketch 

issued by the Director, Survey and Set t lem ent  Office, 

Hyderabad. 

 

3 . The content ion of the learned counsel for the revision 

pet it ioner is that  this docum ent  is necessary to be m arked. 

According to the learned counsel, it  is a cert ified copy 

issued by the Assistant  Director, Survey and Set t lem ent  

Office, Hyderabad. The learned counsel for the pet it ioner 

points out  that  a challan for Rs.50/ -  was also paid and a 

copy of the cash bill was also produced. The learned 

counsel drew the at tent ion of this court  to an order passed 

on 30-03-2011 in A.S.No.38 of 2007 by the Dist r ict  Judge, 

Vizianagaram , wherein a Senior Advocate having knowledge 

of Survey was directed to be appointed as a Commissioner 

to localize the suit  land etc.,  The other direct ions of the 

court  in that  order included a direct ion to the Advocate 



2 

 

Com m issioner to execute the warrant  with the assistance of 

Mandal Surveyor and also with the assistance of a Private 

licensed Surveyor with reference to the old survey records 

of 1902 and other records. The Dist r ict  Judge, while 

rem anding the m at ter, also gave an opportunity to both the 

part ies to adduce further evidence if any. The learned 

counsel for the pet it ioner subm its that  pursuant  to this 

order, they want  to file the document , which is a cert ified 

copy issued by the Assistant  Director, Survey and Land 

Records. 

 

4 . On the other hand, the learned Governm ent  Pleader 

for Arbit rat ion(AP)   appearing for the respondents st rongly 

opposed the applicat ion and also subm it ted that  the 

docum ent  subm it ted is only a Xerox copy allegedly issued 

by the Assistant  Director, Survey and Land Records.  The 

content ion is that  the said docum ent  cannot  be looked into 

without  com paring with the or iginal and that  the said record 

is available in the MRO Office.  

 

5 . This court  after hearing both the learned counsel 

not iced that  the im pugned order is passed and the 

applicat ion was rejected only on the ground that  the Xerox 

copy cannot  be looked into without  comparing with the 

original docum ent  and that  the said record is available in 

the MRO Office. The content ion of the learned counsel for 
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the pet it ioner appears to be correct . I t  is his specific case in 

his affidavit  that  when the Advocate Comm issioner 

executed the warrant , he filed the Xerox copy of the FMB 

sketch.  I n the subsequent  para of the affidavit  filed in 

support  of the pet it ion, he states that  the docum ent  

proposed to be filed was obtained from  the Office of the 

Director, Survey and Land Records. The learned counsel for 

the pet it ioner subm its that  copy of the FMB sketch available 

in the Director ’s Office was a Xerox copy and the same was 

cert ified by the Assistant  Director. The learned counsel also 

points out  that  an am ount  of Rs.50/ -  was paid towards fee. 

Therefore, in the st r ict  sense of the term , the docum ent  is 

not  a “Xerox”  copy.  I t  is cert ified copy because the Xerox 

copy is cert ified as a copy. Therefore, this court  is of the 

opinion that  the im pugned order that  is passed is not  

correct . The learned counsel for the pet it ioner also 

undertakes to file an applicat ion im m ediately to sum m on 

the said docum ent  which is adm it tedly available in the MRO 

Office as per the counter filed in the lower court . Therefore, 

the im pugned order, dated.05-10-2015, is set  aside and the 

lower court  is directed to proceed with the t r ial. Any 

object ion as to the m arking of the docum ent  should be 

recorded at  the t im e when the docum ent  was actually 

tendered in evidence. I t  is for the court  to decide on the 

sam e in accordance with law. The lower court  is directed to 
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proceed with the t r ial on a pr ior ity basis. Requests for 

adjournm ents should be dealt  with st r ict ly and as per law. 

Accordingly, the Civil Revision Pet it ion is allowed. No 

costs. Miscellaneous Pet it ions pending, if any, shall stand 

closed in consequence.  

 
______________________ 

D.V.S.S.SOMAYAJULU,J 

27-09-2018 

TSNR 


