
HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.3163 of 2012 

 

ORDER: 

 

Heard  Mr.Mohd .Naurez Hyder Ali hold ing  for 

Mr.V.S.R.Anjaneyulu for revision petitioner.  No representa tion for 

respondents. 

One Ravula  Kumari W/ o.Ramesh filed  I.A.No.603 of 2011 in 

R.C.C.No.51 of 2010 to add  or imp lead  Ravula  Kumari as 2nd  

respondent in R.C.C.No.51 of 2010 on the file of lea rned  Rent 

Controller-c um-IV Add itiona l Junior Civil Judge, Vijayawada .  The 

sa id  app lic a tion was rejec ted .  Henc e, the Civil Revision Petition. 

The a ffidavit filed  by the revision petitioner and  the c ounter of 

land lord  a re very deta iled . The tria l Court in the order under revision 

has substantia lly adverted  to the c ase of both the pa rties with 

c omp lete ob jec tivity.  The petitioner c ould  not point out any 

omission in the na rra tion of c irc umstanc es.  Therefore, by referenc e 

to those averments, the issue involved  in the Civil Revision Petition is 

examined .   

The petitioner c la ims tha t she is nec essary and  p roper pa rty 

for d isposa l of R.C.C.No.51 of 2010.  In support of petitioner’ s c ase of 

c o-tenanc y, the petitioner relies on the amendments c a rried  out to 

O.S.No.3482 of 2004 etc . 

This Court is of the view tha t to c la im the sta tus of c o-tenanc y, 

the amendment to p la int or dec ree, if any, is not the dec id ing  
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c irc umstanc e.  The rela tionship  of revision petitioner with the 

land lord  is p leaded  and  estab lished  in the manner known to law.  

Admitted ly, the sa id  effort is wanting  in the c ase on hand .  Let me 

advert to the c onc lusions rec orded  by the lea rned  Rent Controller, 

whic h reads thus:- 

“ The pet it ioner f iled a copy of plaint  in 

O.S.No.3482/ 2004 wherein the pet it ioner is added as 2nd 

plaint if f .   The pet it ioner also f iled copy of decree in the 

said suit  which was ult imately dismissed.   The pet it ion 

schedule property was consist ing of ground, f irst  and 

second f loors.  The respondent  is a monthly tenant  in the 

ground f loor of Rs.2,200/ - p.m. and he is maintaining STD 

booth.  The pet it ioner is the sister of the 1st respondent  

and the present  pet it ion is f iled for evict ion of the 1st  

respondent  in the month of June, 2010.  The pet it ioner is 

not  f iled any schedule along with the pet it ion and the 

pet it ioner has also not  given.  Now she was connected 

with the pet it ion schedule property. The present  pet it ion 

is f iled by the 1st plaint if f  in O.S.No.3482/ 2004,                

the impleadment  of the pet it ioner as respondent .  The 

pet it ioner therefore cannot  be permit ted to be                    

as necessary party to the present  pet it ion.  The  

respondent / pet it ioner claimed that  the pet it ioner is no 

way connected to the pet it ion schedule property and she 

is 3rd party to the proceedings.  The pet it ioner failed to 

show that  her presence is necessary before the Court  in 

order to claim the court  to effect ively and completely 

adj udicate and set t le all the quest ions involved in the 

pet it ion.  Avoidance of  implicity of proceedings is also 

one of the obj ect ives of the provision under Order 1 Rule 

10.”    

 

This Court is in full agreement with the reasoning of the 

lea rned  Rent Controller.   
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The revision fa ils and  is ac c ord ing ly d ismissed . The lea rned  

Rent Controller is d irec ted  to d ispose of R.C.C.No.51 of 2010 as 

exped itiously as possib le, p referab ly within two months from the 

da te of rec eip t of a  c opy of this order.  No order as to c osts.   

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

   
 

_____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 

Dt: 26-09-2018 

Prv 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


