
 

 

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

WRIT PETITION No.4930 of 2003 

   

ORDER: 

 

 

Heard  Sri V.Jagapa thi for petitioners and  Sri Harina th 

Gupta  for the 2nd respondent.  No representa tion for the 1st 

respondent. 

 

The petitioners p ray for Mandamus dec la ring  the ac tion 

of the 2nd respondent in not regula rizing the servic es of 

petitioners and  not paying to petitioners’  the time sc a le of pay 

a ttac hed  to the post held  by the petitioners, in terms of 

d irec tions in W.P.No.5484 of 1990, da ted  27-07-1999, as 

a rb itra ry, d isc rimina tory and  c ontra ry to law and  further p ray 

for a  d irec tion to the respondents to regula rize the servic es of 

petitioners with effec t from 23-09-1988 i.e., the da te of their 

initia l absorp tion in TTDs servic e, with a ll other c onsequentia l 

benefits from the da te of initia l absorp tion with moneta ry 

benefits. 

 

The c irc umstanc es relevant for d isposing of the writ 

petition a re substantia lly admitted  in the c ounter a ffidavit filed  

by 2nd respondent and  these c irc umstanc es a re c onsidered  

and  dec ided  by this Court in ea rlier round  of litiga tion.  

Therefore, the c irc umstanc es relevant for d isposa l of the writ 

petition a re referred . 
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The petitioners were working in Sri Prasanna  

Venka teswara  Swamy Temple (for short “ SPVS Temple” ), 

Appa layagunta .  The 2nd respondent through its Resolution 

No.895 da ted  23-01-1988 resolved  to rec ommend to the 

Government to inc lude SPVS Temple in the I Sc hedule under 

Sec tion 2(20) of Ac t 30 of 1987.   

 

The 1st respondent favourab ly ac c ep ted  the Resolution 

and  issued  G.O.Ms.No.365, Revenue (End ts.III) Department, 

da ted  10-05-1988, whereby inc luded  SPVS Temple in I 

Sc hedule of Ac t 30 of 1987.  On 23-09-1988, the sta ff of SPVS 

Temple has been absorbed  on c onsolida ted  pay. 

 

On 21-12-1988, the 2nd respondent through letter ROC 

No.TS3/ 59795/ 87 forwarded  p roposa ls for approving the 

appointment of nine emp loyees taken over a long with SPVS 

Temple.  The petitioners a llege tha t they a re unaware of the 

outc ome or dec ision taken by the 1st respondent on letter 

da ted  21-12-1988.  However, the 2nd respondent c ontinued  to 

pay c onsolida ted  pay to petitioners.  The deta ils of whic h a re 

unnec essary for the p resent, having regard  to the orders of this 

Court in ea rlier writ petition. 

The petitioners aggrieved  by the inac tion as well as 

d isc rimina tion meted  out to them in pay, a llowanc e, 
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regula riza tion etc ., filed  W.P.No.5484 of 1990 aga inst the 2nd 

respondent herein seeking following relief:- 

 
“ …… to issue a Writ  of Mandamus or any other 

appropriate Writ  or direct ion declaring the Memo of the 

respondent  passed in TS/ 3/ 6160/ 90 dt .29.3.1990 as il legal 

and direct  the respondent  to pay salary to the pet it ioners 

on par with other regular employees working in Tirumala 

Tirupathi Devastanams from the date of their init ial 

appointment  and further direct  the respondent  to pay the 

pet it ioners the dif ference in arrears of salary accrued to 

them from the date of their absorpt ion into Tirumala 

Tirupathi Devasthanams Service.”  

 

 

The 2nd respondent filed  c ounter a ffidavit and  opposed  

the writ p rayer. 

 

On 27-07-1999, W.P.No.5484 of 1990 was d isposed  of by 

observing as follows :- 

 
“ The respondent , however, contended that  the 

respondent  has magnanimously increased the amount  of the 

pet it ioners consolidated pay immediately after they were 

absorbed by the respondent .  It  is not  proper for the 

pet it ioners to make any further grievance as their pay has 

already been increased.  It  is contended that  the salary of 

the pet it ioners’  cannot  be enhanced by resort ing to 

G.O.Ms.No.895 dated 23-01-1988.  The pet it ioners are not  

against  the sanct ioned posts and they cannot  be absorbed 

on monthly t ime scale. 

It  is unfortunate that  the pet it ioners though have 

been absorbed by the TTD on the ground that  they were 

doing work already in the erstwhile temple of “ Sri Prasanna 

Venkateswara Swami Temple” , they cannot  be absorbed 

against  regular t ime scale.  G.O.Ms.No.709 dated 12-7-1989 

clearly shows that  the temple was taken over along with the 

staff  by the TTD.  As soon as the TTD took over the staff  

including the pet it ioners it  was quite obvious that  the 
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respondent  was expected to t reat  the pet it ioners as their 

regular employees.  It  is t rue that  at  the t ime of taking over 

the pet it ioners were working on consolidated salary, but  

there is no j ust if icat ion now for keeping the pet it ioners on 

consolidated salary when persons doing the ident ical work 

recruited by the respondent  are being paid a regular scale 

of salary.  The absorpt ion of the pet it ioners cannot  be to 

the det riment  of the pet it ioners.  The principle of equal 

work equal pay has to be followed.  It  is not  the case that  

the pet it ioners are less qualif ied or doing dif ferent  nature 

of work than the regularly recruited persons subsequent ly 

by the TTD. 

In the circumstances, the respondent  is directed to 

consider the pet it ioners’  case for regularizat ion and pass 

appropriate orders regularizing them.  It  is open for the 

respondent  to pass orders for regularizat ion from 

appropriate date.  Final orders will be passed within two 

months from the date of receipt  of a copy of  this order, as 

sought  for by the learned counsel for the respondent .”  

  

Aggrieved  by the order da ted  27-07-1999, the 2nd 

respondent filed  W.A.No.514 of 2000.  On 06-11-2008, the writ 

appea l filed  by the 2nd respondent was d ismissed . While 

d ismissing writ appea l, the ob jec tions ra ised  by 2nd respondent 

have been c onsidered  in grea t deta il and  the pa thetic  

c ond itions in whic h the petitioners herein a re working a re a lso 

noted .  The find ings in the writ appea l a re as follows :- 

 
10. As can be seen from the record, the learned single 

Judge having observed that  the pet it ioners were not  

regularized on the ground that  they were working in the 

erstwhile temple of Sri Prasanna Venkateswara Swami 

Temple and they cannot  be regularized and the said 

temple along with staff  was taken over by Tirumala 

Tirupat i Devasthanam through GO.Ms.No.709, dated            

12-7-1989. The learned single Judge further directed to 

consider the case of the pet it ioners for regularizat ion and 
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pass appropriate orders regularizing them. It  is also 

further observed that  the date of regularizat ion also kept  

open to pass appropriate orders and granted two months 

t ime. The record further shows that  the writ  appeal is 

f iled on 08-6-2000 along with WAMP.No.996 of 2000 

seeking stay of the operat ion of  the order passed in 

WP.No.5484 of 1990 but  the stay was declined. The 

appellant -Tirumala Tirupat i Devasthanam is aware of the 

fact  that  in these hard days of galloping double-digit  

inf lat ion how the pet it ioners can work on a palt ry sum of 

Rs.150/ - ? This kind of dilly-dallying by the appellant -

authorit ies of Tirumala Tirupat i Devasthanam would cause 

untold hardship for the respondents-pet it ioners to 

maintain themselves at  a subsistence level.  It  is very 

unfortunate to observe that  the inact ion on the part  of 

the appellant -authorit ies is not  j ust if iable and nothing is 

det rimental to the appellant -authorit ies of Tirumala 

Tirupat i Devasthanam to regularize the services of the 

pet it ioners.  

 
11. Under the above circumstances, while conf irming the 

orders passed by the learned single Judge, we are of the 

opinion that  the t ime granted by the learned single Judge 

for regularizing the services of the pet it ioners is extended 

by six months. The appellant -authorit ies of Tirumala 

Tirupat i Devasthanam shall regularize the services of the 

pet it ioners by avoiding the least  possible delay and pass 

appropriate orders, posit ively within a period of  six 

months, from the date of receipt  of a copy of the order. 

 

12. With the above observat ion, the writ  appeal is 

disposed of. No costs.”  

 

Admitted ly, the order of Division Benc h has bec ome fina l 

and  b ind ing between the petitioners and  the 2nd respondent. 

The petitioners have the two remed ies aga inst the 

d isobed ienc e of the order in W.P.No.5484 of 1990 viz., file a  

Contempt Case for willful d isobed ienc e of order and  sec ond ly 
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file a  writ petition for Mandamus for imp lementa tion of order in 

W.P.No.5484 of 1990, but the petitioners guided  by d isc retion 

filed  the p resent writ petition with the p rayer referred  to above. 

 

The 2nd respondent filed  c ounter a ffidavit and  does not 

d ispute the c irc umstanc es adverted  to above. 

 

Briefly sta ted , the ob jec tions of the 2nd respondent a re 

tha t the petitioners were taken into TTDs servic e on 

c onsolida ted  pay only and  they a re not regula r emp loyees of 

TTD.  Therefore, the 2nd respondent is paying c onsolida ted  pay 

as enhanc ed  from time to time. 

 

The 2nd respondent admits d isposa l of writ appea l on                         

06-11-2008.  The rep ly aga inst not regula rizing  the servic es of 

petitioners or imp lementing  the d irec tions issued  by this Court 

in W.P.No,5484 of 1990, of the 2nd respondent is tha t the 1st 

respondent has not g iven approva l and  henc e, 2nd 

respondent is not in a  position to regula rize the servic es of 

petitioners.  

 

It is further averred  tha t the TTD Board  passed  Resolution 

No.619 da ted  29-01-2008 requesting  the 1st respondent to 

sanc tion 110 posts for ac c ommodating va rious emp loyees 

taken over by the 2nd respondent a long with Institution.  
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At the hearing , the lea rned  Stand ing Counsel p lac es on 

rec ord  G.O.Ms.No.1536, da ted  20-12-2008 issued  by the 1st 

respondent d irec ting  the 2nd respondent to release grants-in- 

a id  to the taken over Temp les and  pay sa la ry, p rovide for  

upkeep  etc ., from the grants-in-a id .  It refers to paying sa la ries 

equiva lent to minimum time sc a le of pay ensuring the pay 

p rotec tion of emp loyees without integra ting  their servic es into 

TTD/ 2nd respondent. 

The und isputed  fac t as on da te is the servic e c ond itions 

of petitioners rema in unc hanged  insp ite of the order of this 

Court and  G.O.Ms.No.1536 d t.20.12.2008. 

 

It is relevant to refer to one of the admissions of the 1st 

respondent while c onsidering the request of 2nd respondent for 

sanc tion of 110 posts and  the admission reads thus :- 

“ The Execut ive Off icer, Tirumala Tirupat i Devasthanams 

in his let ter 1st read above has reported that  from t ime to t ime 

the Tirumala Tirupat i Devasthanams had taken over the 

following Temples from the Endowments Department  and private 

organizat ions for bet ter maintenance.  At  the t ime of taking over 

of the temples, the Tirumala Tirupat i Devasthanams has taken 

over property, j ewellery at tached to the temples and staff  

working at  that  t ime.”  

 

From the above, it is very c lea r and  evident tha t the 2nd 

respondent has taken over the p roperty, jewellery a ttac hed  to 

the Temples and  sta ff working a t tha t time.  A few efforts were 

made to streamline the servic es of emp loyees working in taken 

over temp les, but without a  positive result.  Be tha t as it may, 
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the petitioners filed  W.P.No.5484 of 1990 for the relief of 

dec la ring  Memo da ted  29-03-1990 as illega l and  d irec t the 2nd 

respondent herein to pay sa la ry to petitioners on par with 

regula r emp loyees working in TTDs from the da te of their initia l 

appointment etc .  This Court, a fter taking note of the stand  

taken by the 2nd respondent, d irec ted  the 2nd respondent to 

c onsider the petitioners’  c ase for regula riza tion and  pass 

appropria te order regula rizing  their servic es.   

 

As regards regula riza tion is c onc erned , this Court has 

g iven d isc retion to the 2nd respondent to fix the sta rting  da te of 

regula riza tion.  The order in writ petition is c onfirmed  and  the 

Hon’b le Division Benc h gave further six months time to the 2nd 

respondent to regula rize the servic es of petitioners. 

 

The order in W.P.No.5484 of 1990 as well as the order in 

W.A.No.514 of 2000 rema in una ttended  and  not imp lemented  

by the 2nd respondent. 

 

This Court is c onsc ious tha t it is only c onsidering  the 

p rayer of petitioners for a  Mandamus, basing on the orders 

a lready passed  by this Court, but not whether the inac tion in 

imp lementing  the orders amounts to Contempt of Court or 

not.  The rep ly of 2nd respondent tha t G.O.Ms.No.1536 

d t.20.12.2008 was issued  by 1st respondent is not a  tenab le 

rep ly, inasmuc h as the outc ome sta ted  in G.O. c an’ t be 
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equa ted  to a  dec ision taken a fter the order d t.06.11.2008.  The 

2nd respondent ought to have taken steps as d irec ted  by the 

Division Benc h and  regula rized  the servic es of petitioners as 

per the order da ted  27-07-1999.  

 

Keep ing in view the orders of this Court in writ 

petition/ writ appea l, referred  to above, the exp lana tion 

offered  by the 2nd respondent tha t the 1st respondent has not 

g iven approva l and  it is not in a  position to regula rize the 

servic es of petitioners is merely noted  and  rejec ted  as 

unsusta inab le.  The order in  W.P.No.5484 of 1990 is between 

the petitioners and  the 2nd respondent, and  it is the c omp lete 

and  absolute responsib ility of the 2nd respondent to obey the 

d irec tions issued  by this Court in W.P.No.5484 of 1990 read  with 

W.A.No.514 of 2000. 

 

The 1st respondent c annot esc ape the ob liga tion in 

passing order of regula riza tion a fter ac c ep ting  the request of 

2nd respondent to take over Institutions with sta ff and  issuing  

G.O.Ms.No.365, da ted  10-05-1988.  The p leas now taken a re 

not ava ilab le to the 2nd respondent.  I am sa tisfied  tha t the 

petitioners have made out c ase for ordering the writ p rayer. 

 

The writ petition is ac c ord ing ly a llowed .  The respondents 

a re d irec ted  to imp lement the order passed  by this Court in 
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W.P.No.5484 of 1990 within three 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 in the writ 

petition, sha ll stand  c losed . 

_____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 

Dt: 17-03-2017 

Note: 

Issue C.C. in three days 

             (B/ o) 

               Prv 
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