
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

C.R.P. No.6246 OF 2017  

ORDER: 

 

 Heard  Mr.Surender Reddy for petitioners. The p la intiffs in O.S. 

No.5 of 2011 in the Court of Junior Civil Judge, Vemulawada  a re the 

revision petitioners.   The revision petitioners filed  I.A. No.338 of 2017 

to imp lead  Madari @ Madhire Dharma iah and  Cha lla  Laxmi as 

defendants 3 and  4 in the suit.  The revision petitioners filed  suit for 

dec la ra tion of title and  perpetua l injunc tion.  The 1st respondent 

being the c ontesting  pa rty filed  written sta tements about six years 

bac k.  This Court would  not p refer to get into the merits of the c ase 

p leaded  even by the 1st respondent, but the fac t rema ins for 

c onsidera tion is tha t a t the ea rliest point of time, it was d isc losed  

tha t defendants 1 and  2 c la im to have purc hased  from defendant 

No.3 who in turn c la ims to have purc hased  the p roperty from the 

fa ther of p la intiffs.  The lea rned  Tria l Judge, while d isposing of the 

interloc utory app lic a tion has taken suffic ient pa ins, referred  to eac h 

one of the averments in the a ffidavit and  the c ounter a ffidavit and  

framed the following point, namely, whether the 

respondents/ p roposed  defendant Nos. 3 and  4 a re nec essary or 

p roper pa rty  and  they should  be imp leaded  as defendant Nos. 3 

and  4? 

 The sa id  point is answered  in the nega tive. 

 The reasons of the tria l Judge a re tenab le and  tha t the 

c ontention of Mr.Surender Reddy tha t by imp lead ing defendants 3 

and  4 in the suit a t this point of time does not c ause p rejud ic e to 
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any party even assuming tha t there is some delay and , ac c ord ing 

to him, the delay by itself is not a  reason to rejec t the p rayer for 

imp leadment of p roposed  parties.  The c ontention of c ounsel for 

petitioners, if c an be trac ed  to the order impugned  in the CRP, 

there is nec essity to c onsider the merits of suc h submission.  In the 

c ase on hand , the find ings rec orded  by the tria l Court a re tha t the 

p roposed  parties a re not nec essary or p roper.  Onc e it appears tha t 

the jurisd ic tion or for tha t ma tter d isc retion is exerc ised  in the right 

perspec tive, this Court is not persuaded  to admit the c ivil revision 

petition.  The revision petition fa ils and  is ac c ord ing ly d ismissed .  It is 

made c lea r tha t the p rayer for imp lead ing defendants 3 and  4   is 

rejec ted .  The p la intiffs, if have a  c ause aga inst the p roposed  

parties, the same is left open for c onsidera tion in a  separa te suit.   

No order as to c osts. 

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

   

                                                                          

                  ___________ 

                          S.V.BHATT, J 

 

Da te:17.11.2017 
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