
THE HON’BLE Dr . JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

 

CI VI L REVI SI ON PETI TI ON No .1 1 4 0  OF 2 0 1 0  

ORDER:   

  

 This revision, under Sect ion 22 of Andhra Pradesh 

Buildings (Lease, Rent  and Evict ion)  Cont rol Act , 1960, is filed by 

the pet it ioners/ landlords aggrieved by the judgm ent  and decree 

dated 08.04.2008, passed in R.C.A.No.2 of 2007 by the Principal 

Senior Civil Judge, Warangal, wherein the order and decree 

dated 28.02.2007 passed in R.C.C.No.5 of 2002 by the Rent  

Cont roller (Principal Junior Civil Judge)  at  Warangal, was 

confirm ed. 

2. Heard learned counsel for the revision pet it ioners/  

landlords, learned counsel for the respondent / tenant  and 

perused the record. 

3. Learned counsel for the revision pet it ioners would contend 

that  there is no t ransfer of suit  schedule land in favour of one 

Mohd. Jaffer under Ex.R1-sale deed dated 24.02.1978. The 

revision pet it ioners are the owners of the suit  schedule property 

and the respondent -Society is the tenant . There is am ple 

evidence to substant iate the jural relat ionship between the 

part ies to the lit igat ion. However, the learned Rent  cont roller has 

erred in dism issing the R.C.C., which was filed for evict ion of the 

respondent -Society.  The learned lower Appellate Court  also 

erred in confirm ing the order passed by the learned Rent  

Cont roller. The findings recorded by both the Courts below are 

perverse and erroneous and ult im ately prayed to set  aside 
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im pugned order and allow the civil revision pet it ion as prayed 

for. 

4. On the other hand, learned counsel for the respondent -

Society would contend that  earlier the revision pet it ioners filed 

O.S.No.247 of 1994 for perpetual injunct ion and it  was dism issed 

and ult im ately the revision pet it ioners were directed to file 

com prehensive suit .  They failed to do so.  The judgm ent  and 

decree passed in O.S.No.247 of 1994 at tained finality.  

Furtherm ore, at  no point  of t im e, the respondent -Society has 

adm it ted the jural relat ionship.  Md.Jaffer is the owner of the suit  

schedule property.  He purchased the sam e from  the or iginal 

owner-Jan Moham m ad, under Ex.R1 dated 24.02.1978.   There 

are several docum ents to show the paym ent  of rent  to Md.Jaffer. 

The Court  below is just ified in passing the im pugned judgm ent  

upholding the order of evict ion passed by the t r ial Court . There 

is nothing to take a different  view. There is no illegality or 

perversity in the judgm ent  under challenge and ult im ately 

prayed to dism iss the revision pet it ion.  

5. I n view of the subm issions m ade by both sides, the point  

that  ar ises for determ inat ion is:  

“ W h et h er  t h e im p u g n ed  j u d g m en t  an d  d ecr ee 

d at ed  0 8 .0 4 .2 0 0 8 , p assed  in  R.C.A.No .2  o f  2 0 0 7  

b y  t h e Pr in cip a l  Sen io r  Civ i l  Ju d g e, W ar an g al , 

con f i r m in g  t h e o r d er  an d  d ecr ee d at ed  

2 8 .0 2 .2 0 0 7  p assed  in  R.C.C.No .5  o f  2 0 0 2  b y  t h e 

Ren t  Con t r o l ler  ( Pr in cip a l  Ju n io r  Civ i l  Ju d g e)  a t  

W ar an g al , i s leg a l l y  su st a in ab le?”  
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6. POI NT:  Both the Courts below have elaborately dealt  with 

the jural relat ionship between the part ies to the lit igat ion.  They 

have exam ined the im plicat ions of Ex.R1-sale deed, dated 

24.02.1978 executed between Jan Moham m ad and Jaffer.  They 

have also exam ined the other docum entary evidence on record 

and held that  there was no jural relat ionship between the part ies 

to the lit igat ion.  Further, there was an observat ion with regard 

to the dism issal of suit  in O.S.No.247 of 1994, which was filed 

for perpetual injunct ion and in the appeal preferred against  the 

said suit , it  was observed that  revision pet it ioners were directed 

to file com prehensive suit  for adjudicat ion of t it le dispute.  

Further, it  was also observed that  the revision pet it ioners did not  

state as to whether they have filed com prehensive suit  or not .  

Both the Courts below recorded a finding that  there is no jural 

relat ionship between the part ies to the lit igat ion. The said finding 

is based on oral and docum entary evidence on record.   

7. I t  is apt  to state that  the supervisory jur isdict ion conferred 

on the High Court  is to see that  a Court  or Tr ibunal subordinate 

to it  funct ions “within the bounds of their  authority”  and to 

ensure that  law is followed by such Court  or Tr ibunal by 

exercising jur isdict ion vested in them  and not  declining to 

exercise the jur isdict ion which is vested in them.  I n the instant  

case, both the Courts below have discussed the m aterial on 

record at  length and concurrent ly held that  there was no jural 

relat ionship between the part ies to the lit igat ion. There is 

nothing to take a different  view. All the subm issions m ade on 

behalf of the revision pet it ioners do not  m erit  considerat ion. 
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Both the Courts below have r ight ly exercised the jurisdict ion 

vested in them . No perversity or illegality is found in the 

im pugned orders. The Civil Revision Pet it ion is devoid of m erit  

and is liable to be dism issed.  

8. I n the result , the Civil Revision Pet it ion is dism issed. No 

order as to costs. 

The Miscellaneous Pet it ions, if any, pending shall stand 

closed.  No costs. 

         

     ______________________ 

              Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

Date:  14.02.2020 

ssp 

 

 

 

 

 


