M THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGAN
AT HYDERABAD .

MONDAY THE MINETEFNTH DAY OF DECEMBER
WD) THOWEAND AND TWENTY TWO

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE SRl JUSTICE A.VENKATESHWARA REDDY

CIVIL REVISION PETITION NO: 2897 OF 2022

Paotition Under Article 227 of the Constitution of India against the order
dated 28-10-2022 in L A.No. & of 2021 in O.A.Na, 3004 of 2010 an the file of the
Telangana Endowments Tribunal at Hyderabad.

Bobwoon:

1. Venugopal Inani | 5 Late Ram Frasad Inan, adopted by Late Shri Mohanlsl
Inari, Age B85 years, Ccoc. Business Rio DNo15-8-55  Maharagun,
Hydersbad -Z00 012

(zangabhishar Bajaj. {died and abated)

Ramesh Chandra Jnanwar Sic Late Suresh Chandra Jhanwar, aged 40 Yrs.,
Fuio D Mo 15-8-48 Maharajgunj, Hyderabad -500 0712

L3

...PETITIONERE! Respondents 1o 3
AMD
1. &mi. Chandrebhaga Bai , (Died) Aoated

2. The Asst. Commissionar of Endowments, Erdowments Depatment. Tilak
Road, Boggulakunta Hyderakad

4 Satyanarayana Sharma {Died],

4. Purushottam Das, Claiming lmself 25 Mamber Founder Family, S
Raghunathj Temple, Maharajgunj, Hyderabad

5 The Telangans Endowmenis Tnbunal, Kachiguda, Hydsrabad

..RESPONDENTS

A NO: 1 OF 2022

Potition under Section 157 CRC praying that in the circumstances slated in
the affidavit filed in suppart of the petition, the High Court may be pleasad 1o slay
all further proceedings © LA No 5§ of 2021 in O.A No. 2004 of 2010 on the file of
the Court of the Telangana Endowments Tribunzl, at Hyderabad, pending disposal
of the Civil Revision Patition




Counsel for the Petiticher: SRI, VvV RAGHAVAN
Counsel for the Respondent No.4 : SRIVENKATESH DESHPAMNDE

Counsel for the Respondent No. 2 & 5 : GP FOR AREBITRATION

The Court made the following: ORDER




THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE A.VENKATESHWARA REDDY
CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.2B97 ﬂ-f_ﬂﬂﬂﬂ

ORDER:

This Civil Revision Petition is filed under Article
227 of the Constirution of India by the petiticners/ respondent
Nos.1 and 3 assaling the legality and validity of the order
dated 28.10.2022 in LANo.8 of 2021 in 0.A.No.3004 of 2010
before the Telangana Endowments Tribunal at |Hyderabad [(for

shorl ‘the Tribunal’).

2. This interlocutory application in LA.No.8 of 2021
was filed by the proposed party under Orderl, Eule 10 read
with Section 131 of Civil Procedure Code (for short ‘CPCY and
under Rule 28 of Civil Bules of Practice for his impleadment as
respondent No4 in LA No.3004 of 20010 and to carry oul
appropriate  amendments, The  Tribunal, after elaborate
discussinn with reference to earlier hitigation and the status of
proposed party being the son of late Chandrabhaga Bai, who
is the 17 respondent in QA Ne. 3004 of 2021, has allowed the
saidl application and the proposed party was impleaded as

responident No.4 as prayed for in O.A No.3001 of 2010,
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5 Feeling agprieved by the said order, the revision:

petitioners, who are the applicant Nes.1 and 3 in O.A.No, 3004

ol 2010 have filed this civil revision petition.

% Heard learned counsel for the petitioners and the
proposed  parly /4% respondent. The submissions made on

cither side have received due consideration of this Court,

5. The admitted or undispuled lacts of the case arc
that the proposed party respondent No.d is the son of late
Chandrabhaga Bai, who is shown as respondent Neol in
QA N0 3004 of 2010, 1t is also apparent from the record that
the Assistant Commissioner, Endowmenls as per the arders
dated 22041998 recognized late Chandrabhaga Bai as
member of lounder-family along with others, though the said
order has been set aside by the Commissioner, Endowmnents,
as per proceedings dated 27.09.2003 in terms of the orders in
W.P.No 24d653 of 2003, she was permitted o continue as
member of [bunder family till the matter was decided by the
Deputy Commissioner Endowments and till date the Deputy
Commissioncr, Endowments has not adjudicated the matter,

in the meanwhile, late Chandrabhaga Bai the 1 respondent

e
—_—
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passed away during pendency ol this (.A No.3004 of 2010
The proposed parly, who was impleaded through the order
impugned as respondent No. 4 is the son of late Chandrabhaga

Hai.

£ Leamed  counsel for  the revision pefifioncrs
contends Lhat lale Chandrabhaga Bai obtained illegal order
from the Assistant Commissioner Endowments on 22.04. 1998
and Lthe Assistant Commissioner is not competenl lor passing
such  order, she was only  claiming Poojanship and
Mutawalliship, never claimed trusteeship of the swd lempie
and this Court in W.P.No.22653 of 2003, filed by her, while
setting  aside  Lthe  observations  of  the Commissioner
Endowments directed the Deputy Commissioner to decide the
matter within fouar weeks and tll such tme the parties were
directed to maintain stalus guo and that late Chandrabhaga
Bui wus not recognized as [ounder-family member, the
Tribunal has erroncously arrived at a conclusion that the
proposed parly being the son ol late Chandrabhaga Ba is
entitled [or impleadment as one of the respondents and the

order impugned is liable to be side aside.

—
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F3 Per contra, learned counsel [or the pmpuséd party
respondent No.d would submit thal late Chandrabhaga Bai
wag one ol the Jounder-lammily members of the temple and her
children have got a right and inferest in the said wemple and
that if he is not impleaded great prejudice would cause to the
proposcd party. [t is also submitted by learned counsel for the
proposed parly respondent Mo.o4 Lhat carbier O A No 97 of 2008
was filed by Lthe revision petiioners seeking declaration as
member founder family of the temple, it was dismissed on
14.10.2008, the another (0.A.86 of 2017 filed by the revision
petitioners seeking to scl aside the entries in Column Na.4q of
sectionn 43 Register and it was dismissed as not pressed on
06.03.2019. The revision petitioners through their associates
gol liled QA N0.2032 of 2010 and it was also dismissed and
that the revision petitioners are frying (o grab the property of
the temple. The proposcd party being the son of late
Chandrabhaga Bai the respondent No.l in O.A No. 3004 of

2010 1s entitded to be impleaded 1o protect his interest,

8. Be it stated that as per paragraph No.l13 of the
order impugned, the proposed parly has filed voluminous

documents and on perusal of the said documents, L

s

s
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Tribunal has opined that there is 4 serious dispute between
ihe proposed party and Lhe revision petitioners pertaining to
membership of under family of Raghunathiji Temple and all
those  documents  would  prima-facie  establish  that  the
proposed parly has got a semblanee of right and interest along

with his deceased maother.

9.  Therefore. having regard to the submissions made
on both sides and on perusal of Llhe material available on
record, considering the undisputed fact that the proposed
pariy is the son of late Chandrabhaga Bai, who is shown as 1+
respondent in QLA N0 2004 of 2010 and was recognized as
member founder family along with others and continued in
such capacity till her death pursuant to the orders in WP
No.22653 of 2003, as the Deputy Commissioner failed Lo
conduct and conclude the enguiry during her lifeume, prima-
facie the proposed party has semblance of right and interest in
the subject temple, he is a necessary party to be impleaded as
a legal represcrtative of late Chandrabhaga Bal.  As the
revision petilivners have not taken any such steps to bring the
lesal representatives of deceased Chandrabhega Bai the

proposcd  party himscll has filed the application under

-
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Order 1, Rule 10 of CPC [or his impleadment as respondent
No.d i O A N0 30040 of 2000, The Tribunal opined that the
presence of the proposcd party is felt essential o effectively
and completely adjudicate the issue involved in the said (A,
and he 1s a proper and necessary party to be impleaded, as
such rightly allowed the application impleading him  as
- respondent No.4, 1 do not find any irregularity or mirmity in
the order impugned and it does not warranl any interference
by thiz Court in exercise of the powers under Article 227 of the

Constitution ol lndia,

10. In the result, rthis civil revision petition is
’ dismissed confirming the order daled 28.10,2022 in |.A.No.8
of 2021 in OAN0.3004 of 2010 before the Telangana

Endowments Tribunal at Hyderabad,

| In the circumstances of the case, there shall be no order

as to the costs. As a sequel, miscellaneous applications if any

pending, shall stands closed.

{ SD/- I NAGA LAKSHMI, /
Fy DEPUTY REGISTRAR
TRUE COPY/ i

SECTION OFFICER
To.

1. The Telangana Endowments Tribunal at Hyderabad.
2 The Asst Commissioner of Encowments, Endowments Department, Tiak
Rosd, Boggulakunts, Hyderanad,

3. One CCto SRI. W WV RAGHAVAN Advocais [OPUC]
4 Oee GO o SRINVENEATESH DESHPAMDE, Adwvorate [OFLC]

5.Two CCS to G.P. for Arbitration, High Court for the State of Telangana
at Hyderabad.
6. Twio GD Copics
P,




HIGH COURT
AVRJ

DATED:19/12/2022

ORDER

CRP.N0.2897 of 2022

DISMISSING THE CRP WITHOLT COSTS
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