HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY, THE SIXTEENTH DAY OF SEPTEMEBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY

PRESENT

THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE RAGHVENDRA SINGH CHAUHAN
AND
THE HON'BLE SRI1 JUSTICE T. VINOD KUMAR

WRIT APPEAL NO: 333 OF 2020

Wit Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent filed against the order dated 17-08-
2020 passed in writ petition No.12786 of 2020 on the file of the High Court.

Betwaaomn:

P.Marasimha Chary, SioVenkata Swamy, Age. 57 years, Working as Daputy
Tahasildar, (TS5} Mow under suspension, Jagital District.

~APPELLANTY

PETITIZMER IN WP

AND

1. The State of Telangana. Represented by its Principal Sacretary, Revenue
Department, Telangana Secretariat, Hyderabad.

2. The District Collector, Jagital (DT)
RESPONDENTS!
RESPOMNDENTS

1A NO: 1 OF 2020

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in
the affidavit filed in support of the petilion, the High Court may be pleased to
suspend the operation of the orders in W.P . No 12786/2020 dtA7-8-2020 and the
arders of the suspension in Proc. Ne A3/536/2020 dt.31-7-2C020
Counsel for the Appellant: SRI P. V. RAMANA

Counsel for Respondents: GP FOR REVENUE

The Court made the following: ORDER



THE HON'ELE THE CHIEF JUSTICE RAGHVENDRA SINGH CHAUHAN
AND
THE HON'BELE SRI JUSTICE T. VINOD KUMAR

WRIT APPEAL No. 339 OF 2020
JUDGAMEMNT ! - ibe tur b -be Chinl Lister Ragreeraes Sivet Cluc b
The appcliant has challenged the legality of the order, dated
| 7.08.2020, passed by a Ie.amed Single Judge in Writ Petition Neo.
12786 of 2020, whereby the learned Single Judge has dismissed
the writ pectition filed bv the appellant, petitioner, wherein the

petitioner had challenged the suspension order, dated 31.07.2020.

For the sake of convenisnce, hereinafter, the partics will he

referred to as they were arrayed in the writ petition.

Brielly, the [acis of the case are Lhat the peritioner,
Mr. P. Narasimha Chary, was appeointed as Village Assistant on
10.0%, 1987, Subscogucently, he was promoted as Scnior Assistant
in February, 20200 Durnng the pernod 2003-2006, he worked as
Village Rewvenue Oflicer [/ Panchaval Sevretary in Bommakal
Village., [n Februarny, 2017, he was promoted in the post of Deputy
Tahasildar, Upon nis promotion, he was allotted 10 the Jagicval
District, where he continues to work cll present.  Howewer, by
order, dated 31.07.2020, the petitioner was suspended Irom his
service.  Since the pelitioner was aggrnieved by the suspension
order, he filed the writ petition before the learned Single Judge. As
mentoned hereinabove, the learned Single Judge has disrmissed
the writ petuticn. Hence, this appeal hefore this Court

Mr. PV, Ramana, the learncd counsecl for the peblioner,

g

submicts that the petitioner is almost at the end of Als scrvice

career, 43 he is sbout to retire within & period of one wear,



secondly, the allegations made against him relate to the yesr
2005-2006. Therelore, by suspending the petitioner, after a lapse
ol almost fourteen wvears, will not serve anv fraitful purpose.
Despite the fact thar this fact was pointed out to the learned Single
Judge, the learned Single Judge has upheld the suspension order.

and dismissed the writ petition.

Thirdly, lhe alleged complaint made by Mr Guda Hajeswar i
Rajeswara Reddy to the Police on 24.07.2020 on the hasis of which
& Criminal case, namely Crime No, 196 of 2020 has boen
registercd against the petitioner also relates tno the perciod of 2005-
2006,  Maoreover, despite the fact that Mr. Guda Rajeswar (4
Rajeswara Reddy has made allepations against the petitioner, he
has already lost his case betore the revenue authorives. Therelore,
even the F.ILR. is a false and frivelous ene. The FLE. has been
lodged merely to harass the petitioner. Thus, the impugned order

degerves to be set aside by this Court,

Heard the learned counsel for the petitioner and perused the
impugned order, and examined the record submitted by the

pttilinr’“.-f! £

Necdless to say, Rule 8 of the Telangana Civil Services
(Classification, Conoel and Appeal) Rules, 1991 [the Rules’ for
shert) clearly states thal an employec can be suspended eitherif a
Criminal cese is pending, o & Deparmmental  Enguiry s
conremplated.  In the present case, admittediy, Article of Charges
has been f[urnished to the petitioner on 31.07.2020. Thus,
ohvicusly a Departmental Enquiry has commenced.  Morsover,
undoubitedly, an F.L.R. has been registered sgainst the petitioner

on 24.07,2020 al Police Station, Karimnagar Rural for ollences



To,

rME

Lnder Sections 420, 468,171, 506 read with 34 LIMC. Thus, nath
the conditions, prescribed by Rule 8 of the Rules are [ulfilled in the

present case,

Whether the F.I?R. is » lalze or [rivolous one cannot be
decided by this Courl, For, it is for the Trial Court o decide about
the weracity and au';!r_--:r_u-:il}r of the F.O.R.  Thereforc, Lhe
contentions raised by the learned counse! [or the petitioner that

the F.LR. iz a falsc and & [rvolous one is clearly untenable.

Furthermare, suspension is not a punishment. Suspension
is merely suspending the relationship belween the employer and
an emplovee. Since the petitioner is facing both the Criminal trial,
and a Departmental Enguiry, the employer cannot be saddled with

such an emplevee, ,Therefore, the respondents werc justilied n

issuing the suspension order, dated 31.07.2020.

For the reasons stated above, this Courl doss not fing any
merit in the present appeal; it is, hereby, dismusscd at the
admission stage. Since the learned Single Judge has granted the
liberty to the petiboner to [le a departmental appeal agzinsl the
impugned suspension order, the liberty shall conlinue,  No arder

a5 1o costs,

Pending Miscellanemas Petitinns, if any, stand closaed

SD/-M.VIJAYA BHASKAR

IMRUE COPY//

1. One G o 2 PV Ramana Advocate [DPUC]

2. Two CCs to GP for Revenue, High Court for the State of Telangana [COUT)
3. Two CD Coples
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HIGH COURT
DATED: 16/09/2020

ORDER
WA.N0.339 of 2020

DISMISSING THE WRIT APPEAL

WITHOUT COSTS



