HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE TWENTY FIFTH DAY OF JUNE
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY ONE

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE P NAVEEN RAD

CONTEMPT CASE NO: 47 OF 2021

Centempl under Sections 10 1o 12 of Contempt of Courts Act 1971 te summon the
respondent personally and punish her for her wilful and negligent disobedience in
implementing the orders Dated 21-05-2020 in WP Mo, 18532 of 2019,
Betwean:
M. Rawi, Sfo. Sri N. MNarayana, aged 41 years, PRT Teacher/Secondary Grade
Teacher, CRPF School, Jawshar Nagar, Haksempet, Ranga Reddy District.
[mow under Medchal Malkaygiri District) Rio, Typa I, Block No. 80, Quartars No, 815,
CRPF Group Centre, RR District/ Medchal Malkajgin District.

. PETITIONER
AND

=il | Vijaya Kumari, The District Educational Officer, Near ORR, Keesara Mandal,
Madchal, Malkajgiri Distrizt

..... RESPOMDENT
Counsel for the Petitioner: SRI. P B VIJAY KUMAR
Lounsel for the Respondent: GP FOR SCHOOL EDUCATION (TG)

Tha Court made the following: ORDER
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THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE P. NAVEEN RAD
CONTEMPT CASE No.47 of 2021
ORDER:
This Contempt Case is filed alleging that directions issued by
thiy Court 1o WPE.No. 19535 of 201%, dated 21.05.2020, arc

vialazods

Z, Taking note of the fact that sppeal is already filed aggrieved
by order of sermination of service, by order dated 21.05.2020, writ
petition No. 19333 of 2010 was disposed of, directing the fourth
respondent to pass orders in the appeal preferred by the petitioner
on giving due opportunity to both parties within a period of eight
weeks from the date of receipt of a copy of that order. The Court
furiher ordercd that 1ill decision was macc by the appelate
auihority and communicated to the petitoner, nlecim ordet
aranted by Lhis Court o 18.09.201%9 should contnue. On
VE 09,2019 the Court direeted the respondents nob o eviot the

petitionsr from (Juartes No.A15/60, Block Type 11 G, CRPF ERY.

2 Poricloper filed & copy of the order of Distrct Educational
Officer (DED) in the form of letler daled 17.09.2020 addressed o
the Principal, CRPF Public Sehool, which contzins decisions in
purperted compliance of the directions of this Court. The DEQ
acoepted the contention of the petitioner that there was vinlation of
the provisions of Sections 79 and 40 of Telangana State BEducation
Act, 1982 (for shorl “the Act”] and that the Management has not
foliowed the procedure as required by law and remanded the
matter 1o the Management with instructions o follow  the

procedire as required by Sections 7% and BOU of the Act, and pass
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reasoned orders in the matter and accordingly, disposed of the

appeal,

4 Learned Senior Counsel for petitioner sought {o contend thal
the said order was passed withoa Ziving opportunit of hearing o
thie petitioner and therelore, the direction of this Courl is vialated.
It is further contended that while accenting the contention of 15
petitioner that the provisions of Sections 79 and 80 of the Act are
violaled, he has not allowed hig appeal nor declared  the
lermination as illegal and as a consequence, the petitioner is not

reinstated by the CRPF and other fnancial benefits are not paid to

hirm.

3 There is merit in the contention of learned Senior Counsel
thal opportunity of hearing was not alforded o petitioner, but that
aspecl cannol be sesn in isolation. Tl is seen from the order of
D.E.., that he has accepted the contention of the peritioncr o
vinlation of the provisions of Sections 79 =nd 80 of the Act, and
remanded the malter to (he employer. He has pot made iy
adverse decision agains: peritioner affecting his right, In such an
cvent, it 1S not open o the pelitioner 1o contend thal by nol
hearing the petitioner, the ditections of the Court are violated and

one rmore illegal order is passed by the respondent-DE.O,

5. In the facts of the case, it is safe to assume (hat as decision
was made m favour of the petitioner, the DEC may nhave felt that it
was nol necessary to hear the petitioner. An Officer can be held 1o
have committed contempl of the order of the Court only if his
avtions are wilful and deliberate affecting the majesty of the Court,

No doubt, as DEO was exercising statutory duties, appeal weasy
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prefevred against the termination of service by the emplover, when
the appellate authority was satisfied that the order of lerrmination
wis nol in compliance of the statutory provisions and decided to
remand to the emplover for fresh considerarion, he oughl to have
staled that the order of termination is set aside and then jssued
hurther dircctions. In the facts of this case, the action of the DED

cannol be said as wilful and deliberate.

7. As fairly submitted by learned Senior Counsel, the petitioner
iz not evicted from the quarter, If employer of the petitioner has
not reinstated him or has not paid the benefits as a COnsequent to
the directions of the D.E.O, itis open o the petitioner to work out
rermcdies as available in law, Since this is not the subject malter
ol contempl, it is apen to the petitioner to werk out his remedies, if
coployer s not taking consequential steps on remand holding the

lermination from the service was not validly made.

Lonternpt Case is closed, accordingly. Pending miscellanenus

petitions, il any, shall stand closed.

SD/- M. RAMANA KRISHMNA

DEPUTY REGISTRAR
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& SECTION OFFICER

To,

1. Smt. |, Vijaya Kumari, The District Educational Officer, Near ORR. Keesara
Mandal, Medchal, Malkajgiri District,

One CC to Sri. P. B. Vijay Kumar, Advocate [OPUC]

4. Two CCs to GP for School Education {TG), High Court for the State of
Telangana. [OUT]

Two CD Copies
One S}Eara Copy
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 25/06/2021
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CLOSING THE CONTEMPT CASE

@ %"}f\
V>

ST




