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a�ribute table prepared by the defendants under the scheme were null and

void and not binding upon his owenership rights.

3. The  defendants—Block  Development  &  Panchayat  Officer,

Sadhaura and the Gram Panchayat, Village Sabhapur contested the claim. At

this  stage, Paramjit  Singh  (respondent  No.3) moved an  applica,on under

Order 1 Rule 10 CPC, alleging that the plain,ff, in collusion with the Gram

Panchayat, sought to grab the village gali and common property; that earlier

two  suits  by  the  plain,ff regarding  the  same  property  had  already  been

dismissed, but this fact was suppressed by the Sarpanchy of defenant - Gram

Panchayat. Claiming to be a permanent resident of the village and interested

in  protec,ng  Panchayat  property,  he  sought  impleadment.  Despite

opposi,on by the plain,ff, the trial Court allowed the applica,on.

4. Assailing the order, learned counsel for the pe,,oner contended

that the plain,ff, being  dominus li�s, cannot be forced to li,gate against a

party against whom no relief is sought, par,cularly when respondent No.3

has no concern with the residen,al property in dispute.

5. Learned  State  counsel  for  respondent  No.1  supported  the

impugned order. The Gram Panchayat and Paramjit Singh (respondents No.2

and 3) were proceeded ex parte.

6. This Court has considered rival submissions and examined the

record.

7. The  plain,ff  asserts  ownership  over  the  residen,al  property,

whereas respondent No.3 claims that it  forms part of  the village  gali and

abadi deh  of the village. If the plain,ff is found to be owner in possession,

respondent No.3 will have no concern; however, if the property is found to

be  common  land,  respondent  No.3,  being  a  co-villager,  would  have  a

legi,mate interest  in  safeguarding it.  The ques,on whether the plain,ff’s

earlier suits related to the same property is a ma�er of evidence, but the

applica,on indicates  that  respondent  No.3 is  at  least  a  proper  party.  His
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impleadment causes no prejudice to the plain,ff and, in fact, will facilitate

effec,ve adjudica,on of all ques,ons in controversy.

8. In  these  circumstances,  the  impugned  order  suffers  from  no

illegality  or  perversity.  The  pe,,on,  being  devoid  of  merit,  is  accordingly

dismissed.

September 02, 2025
Sarita

                  

           (DEEPAK GUPTA)

          JUDGE
 Whether speaking/reasoned? Yes/No 

 Whether reportable? Yes/No 
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