
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI 

WRIT PETITION No.27937 of 2011 

ORDER: 

 This writ petition is filed  seeking the following relief :- 

“ …… to issue writ  or direct ion preferably writ  of  

mandamus declaring the order issued by respondent  No.3           

vide proc.AEC/ MR/ SM/ B.Tech II Year civil/ YJR/ Complaint / FIR/  

Terminat ion/ 2011/ 2404 dt .18.8.2011 as il legal, arbit rary and 

violat ive of principles of natural j ust ice and violat ive of Sec.79 

of A.P.Educat ion Act , 1982 and consequent ly set  aside the said 

order and direct  respondent  No.3 to reinstate the pet it ioner 

with all consequent ial benefits …..” .  
  

  Heard  Mr.Kowturu Vinaya  Kumar, lea rned  c ounsel appearing  

for the petitioner, Sri S.Niranjan Reddy, lea rned  Stand ing Counsel for 

3rd  respondent and  Sri K.Ramakanth Reddy, lea rned  Stand ing 

Counsel for the 4th respondent. 

It has been c ontended  by the petitioner tha t he was 

appointed  as Assistant Professor in the 3rd  respondent College 

during  July, 2009 and  he has been d isc harg ing  his duties to the best 

sa tisfac tion of his superiors and  everyone c onc erned .  While so, a  

fa lse c rimina l c ase has been reg istered  aga inst the petitioner in 

Cr.No.141 of 2011 before the Pa lonc ha  Polic e Sta tion for the 

a lleged  offenc e under Sec tion 354 IPC.  Based  upon suc h 

c ompla int being  rec eived  aga inst the petitioner, the 3rd  respondent 

College has termina ted  the servic es of the petitioner vide order 

da ted  18.08.2011 without ob ta ining  p rior permission from the 

c ompetent authority under Sec tion 79 of the A.P.Educ a tion Ac t.  

Cha lleng ing the sa id  termina tion order, the p resent writ petition is 

filed . 
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Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner submits tha t when the 

termina tion order is stigmatic  a lleg ing  tha t the petitioner had  

involved  in a  c rimina l c ase, without c onduc ting  any enquiry and  

without g iving  any opportunity to the petitioner, the 3rd  respondent 

had  stra ight away termina ted  the servic e of the petitioner.  

Therefore, the impugned  termina tion order is liab le to be set aside.  

Apart from tha t, the lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner submits tha t 

the petitioner was tried  by the c ompetent Sessions Court in 

S.C.No.150 of 2012 and  he was ac quitted  by the Princ ipa l Assistant 

Sessions Judge, Kothagudem vide judgment da ted  14.11.2018.  In 

view of ac quitta l of the petitioner, whic h was the basis for the 3rd 

respondent to termina te the servic e of the petitioner, in a ll fa irness, 

the 3rd  respondent has to re-c onsider the termina tion order and  

reinsta te the petitioner into servic e with a ll c onsequentia l benefits. 

Learned  c ounsel for the 3rd  respondent has c ontended  tha t if 

the petitioner submits a  rep resenta tion by enc losing a  c opy of the 

judgment in S.C.No.150 of 2012 da ted  14.11.2018, the 3rd 

respondent would  c onsider the same and  appropria te orders would  

be passed  in ac c ordanc e with law. 

This Court, having c onsidered  the riva l submissions made by 

the lea rned  c ounsel for the respec tive pa rties, is of the c onsidered  

view tha t this writ petition c an be d isposed  of d irec ting  the 

petitioner to submit a  rep resenta tion to the respondents c la iming 

reinsta tement into servic e by enc losing a  c opy of the judgment in 

S.C.No.150 of 2012 da ted  14.11.2018 within two weeks from the da te 

of rec eip t of a  c opy of this order.   Upon suc h representa tion being 

rec eived , the respondents sha ll c onsider the same and  pass 
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appropria te orders in ac c ordanc e with law within four weeks 

therea fter.  

With the above observa tions, the writ petition is d isposed  of.  

No order as to c osts. 

 Pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, sha ll stand  c losed . 

 

 

____________________________ 

  ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI, J  

19-09-2019 

Prv 

 


