
 

 

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

WRIT PETITION Nos.27906 and 30709 of 2012 

 

COMMON ORDER: 

 

Heard  Sri K.Venumadhav for petitioners, Assistant 

Government Pleader (Panc haya t Ra j) and  Assistant Government 

Pleader (Revenue). 

The petitioners in these two writ petitions c ha llenge order 

No.W15/ 6078/ 2012 da ted  21-08-2012 of the Distric t Collec tor and   

Distric t Programme Coord ina tor, Karimnagar-1st respondent.  

Through the order impugned  in these writ petitions, the 1st 

respondent ordered  to rec over the devia tion amounts from the 

c onc erned  by invoking the R.R.Ac t apart from referring  to 

departmenta l ac tion under CCCA Rules and  further d irec ted  

initia tion of ac tion under SRDS Rules aga inst Fixed  Tenure 

Emp loyees.   

Sri K.Venumadhav c ontends tha t the show-c ause notic e 

was issued  by the 2nd  respondent-Projec t Direc tor, report was 

c a lled  for and  based  on the ma teria l ava ilab le on rec ord , 

instead  of 2nd respondent, the 1st respondent has passed  the 

order.  The extended  submission of lea rned  c ounsel for petitioner 

is tha t the 1st respondent, before passing the orders impugned  in 

the writ petition, d id  not a fford  opportunity to petitioners.  He 

p rays for setting  aside the orders impugned  in the writ petitions 

on this g round  a lone.   
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The c irc umstanc es in these two writ petitions a re 

substantia lly same and  simila r.   

The 1st respondent filed  c ounter a ffidavit in W.P.No.30709 of 

2012.  In the c ounter a ffidavit, the c irc umstanc es lead ing to the 

order of rec overy, further d isc ip lina ry ac tion etc ., a re referred  to.  

The 1st respondent submits tha t the 2nd respondent has issued  

show-c ause notic e, fina l show-c ause notic e by g iving  c opy of 

report on whic h devia tions were notic ed .  Ac c ord ing  to 1st 

respondent, on 09-05-2012 the 2nd respondent issued  notic es to 

a ll the persons involved  in the ep isode of misappropria tion to 

appear on 23-05-2012.  Another show-c ause notic e was issued  

on 21-06-2012 to appear on               28-06-2012.  Ac c ord ing to 1st 

respondent, the devia tions referred  to a re p roperly verified  and  

rec orded  by the Reg iona l Qua lity Control Offic er.  On the 

c omp la int of petitioners tha t notic e was not issued  by 1st 

respondent, the c ounter reads thus:- 

“ Hence the content ion of the writ  pet it ioners that , the 

1st respondent  without  looking into the realit y, without  calling 

for records and without  considering the explanat ion submit ted 

by him simply passed the order on 21-08-2012 is not  correct  but  

after careful examinat ion of the explanat ion submit ted by the 

writ  pet it ioners and with reference to the material records, it  

was concluded the explanat ion submit ted by the writ  pet it ioners 

are not  genuine.  Hence, ordered for recovery of the deviat ion 

amount  from all the indicted persons including the writ  

pet it ioners under the A.P.Revenue Recovery Act , 1864 and the 

3rd respondent  was inst ructed to init iate criminal prosecut ion 

against  all the persons involved in misappropriat ion of the 

funds.”   
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I have perused  the show-c ause notic e issued  by 2nd  

respondent, exp lana tion offered  by petitioners and  the fina l 

c ommunic a tion of 1st respondent.   

This c ourt is of the view tha t in the working  of this 

p rogramme, the Distric t Programme Co-ord ina tor is the Collec tor 

and  the 2nd respondent is the Projec t Direc tor, Distric t Wa ter 

Management Agenc y.  The initia l enquiry, c ollec tion of tec hnic a l 

report etc ., were undertaken by 2nd respondent. On a ll the 

c ommissions and  omissions, the 2nd respondent has put the 

petitioners on notic e, rec eived  exp lana tion, therea fter, issued  

fina l notic e c a lling  upon the petitioners to pay the amount 

c overed  by devia tions.  After a ll these efforts of 2nd respondent 

fa iled , the file was p lac ed  before the 1st respondent.  The 1st 

respondent has merely ordered  to rec over the devia tion amount 

from the petitioners and  initia te d isc ip lina ry ac tion aga inst erring  

offic ers.   

By app lying  the p rinc ip le of na tura l justic e or reasonab le 

opportunity in a  c ase like this, this Court is of the view tha t these 

c ontentions a re stretc hing  these two requirements too fa r.  

Further, as is evident from the stand  taken in the c ounter 

a ffidavit, the Assistant Eng ineer, Panc haya t Ra j, under whose 

administra tive c ontrol and  supervision these devia tions had  

oc c asioned , ac c ep ted  the devia tions and  a lso pa id  the amount 

demanded  from him. 
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In the pec ulia r fac ts and  c irc umstanc es of the c ase, 

pa rtic ula rly having regard  to the orders of rec overy d irec ted  

aga inst petitioners, I am not persuaded  with the submission of 

lea rned  c ounsel for petitioners. 

The writ petitions fa il and  a re ac c ord ing ly d ismissed .  No 

order as to c osts.   

Misc ellaneous petitions, if any, pend ing, sha ll stand  c losed .  

   

 

_____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 

Dt: 31-01-2017 
Prv 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


