
THE HON’BLE Dr . JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

 

Civ i l  Miscel lan eou s Ap p eal  No .9 3 7  o f  2 0 1 9  

 

JUDGMENT:   

 

 This Civil Miscellaneous Appeal, under Sect ion 88 of 

The Telangana Charitable and Hindu Religious I nst itut ions 

and Endowm ents Act , 1987, is filed by the 

appellant / respondent  in O.A.No.8 of 2015, challenging the 

order, dated 03.06.2019, passed in O.A.No.8 of 2015, by 

the Telangana Endowm ents Tribunal at  Hyderabad, 

whereby, the pet it ion filed by the respondents/ applicants to 

declare the appellant  herein as encroacher of the 

O.A.schedule property and for rem oval of such 

encroachm ent  and for delivery of vacant  possession of the 

O.A.schedule property, was allowed. 

 

2 . Heard the learned counsel for both sides and perused 

the record. 

 

3 . The learned counsel for the appellant  would contend 

that  the appellant  has t it le and substant ial interest  over the 

O.A.schedule property, i.e., 100 square yards consist ing of 

a house bearing Door No.9-4-86/ 222 (part ) , which is known 

as ‘Main Tem ple Mandapam u’.  The appellant  has num ber of 

docum ents to his credit  to substant iate the sam e.  The 

im pugned order is passed erroneously, without  considering 

the docum ents and the appellant ’s r ight  to cont inue in the 

O.A.schedule property and ult im ately prayed to set  aside 
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the order under challenge and allow the appeal as prayed 

for. 

 

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

for Arbit rat ion appearing on behalf of the 1st respondent  and 

the learned counsel for the 2nd respondent  Tem ple would 

contend that  the O.A.schedule property belongs to the 2nd 

respondent  tem ple, i.e., Kovela Ranganayaka Swam y 

Tem ple.  There is no dispute with regard to the t it le of the 

O.A.schedule property.  The appellant  herein is an 

encroacher thereon.  Having considered the sam e, the Court  

below was just ified in passing the im pugned order.  There 

are no docum ents to the credit  of the appellant  herein to 

establish his independent  t it le over the O.A.schedule 

property and ult im ately prayed to dism iss the appeal. 

 

5 . I n view of the above r ival subm issions, the point  that  

ar ises for determ inat ion in this appeal is as follows:  

“ W h et h er  t h e o r d er , d at ed  0 3 .0 6 .2 0 1 9 , 

p assed  in  O.A.No .8  o f  2 0 1 5 , b y  t h e 

Telan g an a En d ow m en t s Tr ib u n al  a t  

Hy d er ab ad , i s l iab le t o  b e set  asid e?”  

 

6 . Though the appellant  herein contended that  he has 

t it le to the O.A.schedule property, he has not  exhibited a 

single docum ent  before the Endowm ent  Tribunal to 

substant iate the sam e.  There is am ple record to show that  

the O.A.schedule property belongs to Endowm ents 

Departm ent  and the appellant  herein is an encroacher 
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thereon.  Moreover, the 2nd respondent  tem ple is a 

registered tem ple.  The Tribunal is just ified in passing the 

im pugned order.  There is nothing to take a different  view.  

Moreover, pursuant  to the impugned order passed by the 

Endowm ents Tribunal, the authorit ies concerned have taken 

over the possession of the O.A.schedule property from  the 

appellant  herein, vide panchanam a dated 02.11.2019.  

Under these circum stances, the appeal is devoid of m erit  

and is liable to be dism issed. 

 

7 . Accordingly, the appeal is dism issed.  There shall be 

no order as to costs.    

    Miscellaneous pet it ions, if any, pending in this appeal, 

shall stand closed. 

 

 

           ______________________ 

                   Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 

07h Novem ber, 2019 
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