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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERAEBAD
{Special Original Jurisdiction)

FRIDAY, THE THIRTICTH DAY OF DECEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY TWO

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE T.VINOD KUMAR
WRIT PETITION NO: 17107 OF 2021

Between;

G Midyanand Reddy, Sfo. Satyanarayana Reddy, Age 41 years, Working as
Forest Secton Officer, Gudibutnoor, Echods Range and Division Adilabad
istrict.

.PETITIONER
AND

1. The State of Telangana, rep. by its Special Chiaf Sacretary. Environment,
Forests, Science And Technology Department T.5. Sscetarial, Hyderabad.

2. The Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, {HoFF) AmavaBhavan,
Hyderabad

3. The Conservater of Foresis, Adilabad Circe, Adilaban,

4. The Farest Divisional Officer, Adilabad

.RESPONDENTS

Feiition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India araying that in lhe
crcurnstances staled in the aflidavit filed therewith, the High Court may be
pleasad 1o issue a Wril, Order or direction more in the nalure of rMardarmus
declaring the orders passed by respondent Ro.MNo 484/202 1724 dt25.03. 2001
reecting petitioner case for promotion io the post of Deputy Range Officer without
finalizing the Aricles of Charges issued on 25/02/2017 in spite not proving the
Charges in the guise of the reopening of the said disciplinary proceedings by
ordors dated 29.05.2020 as ilegal, arbitrary and viclales Artice 14, 18 and 29 of
the Constitution of India -and contrary to the Division bench Judgment 2090 (4}
ALT 374 and contrary to the law lay down by the Hon'ble Apex Court resorted in
19845 () SCC 570 State of Punjab and others ws Chaman Lal Goyal and
tonsequenty declare thal the petitioner is entitle for notional promotion on par with

his juniors to the post of Deputy Range Officer with all consequontial banefits.
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Fettion under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in
tha affidayit filed in suppart of the peliton, the High Court may be pleazad fo issue
arvnterm direction directing the respondents w consider the caze of the patitioner
for promioticn to e post of Deputy Range Officer without reference to Adlicles of

chargaes datec 25/02/2017 panding disposal of the Writ Patition,

Counsel for the Petitioner: SRI P.V. RAMANA
Counsel fur the Respondents: GP FOR SERVICES |

The Court made the following: ORDER



THE HON'BLE 5RI JUSTICE T.VINOD KUMAR

WRIT PETITION No.17107 of 2021

ORDER:

1 This Writ Pelilion Is filed guestioning the action of the
respondents In not considering the case of the petitioner for promation
to the post of Deputy Range Officer, on the ground of reopening of
disciplinary cese, woe orders of the Conservalor of Forests (the 37
respondent) de29.05.2020 and Issuing further direction to the Forest
Civisional Officor, Adilzbad {the 4" respondent), for conducting fresh
enquiry and refecting the petitionar’s case for promotion 1o the post of
Deputy Rangs Dficer, wde orders db25.03.202 L, without finalizing the
articles of charge issued pn 25,02,2017, as illegel, arbitrary, violative
of Articles 14, 16 and 21 of the Constitution of India ard also to the
laws laid down Ly Lhe Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of State of
Punjab v. Chamanlal Goel' and the judgment of the Chvision Bench
of the Righ Court as reported in the case of The Government of AP
v. A. Rajeswara Reddy’, wilh a conseqguential relief to declare that
the peliioner is eptitled for notional prormotion on par with his juriors

Lo Lhe post of Deputy Range Officer.
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2. Hegw Sr PV.Eamang, leamed counsel for the petitdoner, and
iearied Gove-nment Bleader far Services T appeanng on Hehelt of the

respondents and porused the recosd,

-

3. Tt is the case of the patilonsr that he was initially appointed as
Jurtior Assistant on 31.05.2001, which post was corverted as Forest
Secticn OFicer on 24.10.2008; thar naxt promotion from the post of
Forest Sechion Officer 15 o the post of Deputy Range Officer; and thal
far the purposc of granting promotion as Deputy Range Officer, zach

circie Is cofsidesad 85 & unit,

4. Petifinnar contends that while ne oecame eligible for being
ronsidered to tre post of Deputy Range Officer, the 4 respondent had
issued & charge memn ot 26,02,2017, containing articles of charge for

mproper utilizaton of funds, in viclapon of Gavernment Order etc.

5 Petitioner further contends that he had submitted his roply
dt 78, 10,2017 to the said articlas of charge, denying the charge and
btingng to the notce of the disciplinary authorily that the alleged
mproper utilizalion of funds related to a period prior to petitioner

jeining in the saction 1.e., before 08,12,2015.

§. --Patitioner alsn contends that the 4% respondent being the

disciplinary autharity on considering the defence statement and by




causing discreet enquiry, dedared the charge made against he
pebtioner s not proved and dropaed further proceedings, WEe orders

dz. 4402 2020,

. It is further conlended thzt ugon dropping of the disciplinary
proceedings by the 47 respordent, the 3'° respondent in purported
exercise of power under Rule 18 Fjw Rule 40{1 }iv}ic) of the Andnrs
Pradesh Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1991
(for short, ‘the Rules®, wide order RoNeS31/P&E/2016/ME
dt. 29.05.2020 recpensd the said proceedings, and remitted the matter
back to the 4" respondsnt to make lurther enquiry and take necossary
action; and that in furthorence thereof, the 4" respondent ssued
proceedings dt.03.06,2020 for conducting further enquiry as per the

direction of the 3" respoendent.

8. Petitioner zlso contends that by the proceedings dr.03.06.2020,
the 4" respondent had not enly reopened already concluded
disciplinary proceedings, but had also kept them pending for an
abnormally long peried, and showing the pendency of the disciplinary
proceedings as a ruse, the respondents arg not considering and are in
fact denying granting of promofion t0 the Petltioner to the post of

Deputy Range Officer,




f; Fetiticner also contends that aggrieved by the nen-consideration
of hiz rase for promobtion oy e Respondents on the ground of
reppening end pendency of the discipiinary  proceadings, he had
approached this Court by filing W.P.No.4/99 of 2021 and this Courl by
its ordar d.01.03.2071, had direcled the respondents 1o consider the
Fetitinner's case for promotion t2 the post of Deputy Range Officer as
per G.0.Ms N 257 db. 10.06.1999; thal pursuant to the said direction
by this Court, the setitioner had approached the Respondent and
submitted & representation for cornsideration of his case in térms of
G.0Ms.No. 257, that the 37 respondent by order dt.25.03.2021,
rejected the same helding that in terns of (G.OMs NGZ257, the
disciolinary authority would have a period of bwo years Lo comglete the
disciplinary proceedings; and that as the said proceedings were
reopened on 03.06.2020, the gulhosty has time till 02062022 TLe,
when the period of twe years woul2 be completed and that the reguest
of the petitoner cannol be considered 25 an the date of filing of the
sald representation. Aggrisved thereby, the present Writ Petition is

fil=d.

10,  Petitioner contends Lthat the articles of charge issued pertain to
a period prior to the year 2015; and that the disciplinary proceedings
which were inltated in the year 2017, were dropped after a detalled
enguiry by the 4" respongent, wde proceedings do.24.02.2020, and

=
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under the guise of the same having been reapensd, the respondents
cannol take sheltor ynger GOMs Moo 25/ dbt 10.06.1009 35 F the
proceedings sre being iniliated #frosh for the first time. Moreower, as
the petitioner was iss5ucd with articles of charge and an enguiry officer
was appontod, the disciclinary procesdings ought to have been
completed wilthin a oerod of hree o sz months on the basis of
classification of cither being a simple or a complicated case as specified

i GAOME NG 679, GAlSer. ) Department db.01.11. 20018,

11.  Petiticner further contcnds that by keeping the disciplinary
praceadings cending and wethout concuding the same since 2017,
either within a seriod of bwe years in terms of G.0MS.NO.257 ar within
a peried of stk omonths i terms of GOLMsNo.679, the non-
consideration of the cakse of the petitioner for promation to the next

post even an adhor basis is clearly without avthority of law.
12, Counter-affidavit on sehalf of the respondents is filed.

13, By the counter-affidavit Fled, the respandents while not denying
- the facual aspects of Lhe petitionzr joining the service In the veer
200L, it is slated val articles of charge as issued to the petitioner
involved "neglect of duty, vioetion of Gowernment Ordors issusd in
(G.0Ms, No. L3 EFSRT (For IIT) Dept., dated 12.02.2002, G.O.Ms. No.

4 EFS&T (For.llI) Dept, dated 12.02.2004, and Lhe Atticle 257 and
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section 84(2) of AR Forest Derartment Code, violation of accounting
procecure laid down in G.OMsNo.2, EFSET (Forlll) Dept, dt
DRAL2004 =no also Lhe executive imstructions by the POCF AP
Fyderzhac, resulting in misappropriation of funds of Government to. 3
tunes of [R5, 12,51,0582/-and viclation of A.F Foros: Depariment Code,
1803, Articles 3 {1){2).{3) & (4) and Section 175 of the Financial

Coder

14. By the counter-affidavit, the respondents also contend that the
dseplinary case against the petticner was directad W be ~eopened by
the 37 Respordent i exercise of the powers corforred under mule
182} reed with sub-rulef13(iv)(c) of Rule 40 of the Rules, wherzhy the
said avthorily was of the view that the dscpliczry authority while
aropping  the  charges against the petticner wige proceedings
dr25.02.2020, ¢id nol discuss aboul the zayvment of & sum of
R5.280,000/ 1o Mfs. Kznname Agro Private Limited under the
signature of the petitioner on the woucher; thar as: the Bruiry
authorized in 2017, was not conducted keepirg, in view the
;r-rc-:-gulari’r.cs' which were duly supported by documentary svidence, the
3" Respondent remitted the matter back to the disciplinary authority to
cause further enguiry angd bake necessary action as por the rule: that

the 4™ respondent by proceedings di.03.05.2020 informed o the
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petitioner sbout the regpening of the disciplinary case and that the

disciplinary case is at enguiry stage,

L5, The respondents by the countor-affidavit would further contend
that though the period of ireguiarities portain to 2015, howevor, as
the same was pointad out during nspection dong in the year 2017, the
articles of charge were framed against the petitioner for irregularities
committed by him  and  discislinary  acllon  was  inibated,  wioe
proceedings dt.25.02.2017; that, thowgh n terms of drealar Memo
No.35676/5er.(f98-1, GA(Ser.C) Depzriment dt.01.07.19948, the
enquiry Initiated in simple cases |5 to ¢ Ccompieted within three
maonths and in complicated cases, the snguiry should be completed
within five or six maonths, as the petitiones submitted his defence
staternent on 26.10.2007, after eight menths from the date of issugnce
of the articles of charge an 25022017, the petitioner himsslf is
responsible for the delay, thus, the respondenl aulhonites are not
responsible for the delay in concluding the procesdings. It is alse
cotendead that the disciplinary authority aftor considering the defence
offerad, conducted & discrete enguiry and issued the proceedings
dt.24.02.2020 and thus, no fault can be found with the action of the

respandents.
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W, By the counter-affidavit, it is alsg contended that since the sald
arder passod by the 9 respondent was found 1o e mgroper;, e 3
fespondent hiad remitted the matter back to the 4 respandent and
diracled for rengening the same: pursuant b which, the 49 seseondent
Fad recponad the same on 03.06.2020 by stating the reasons Lherain:
gnd that since the disciplinary proceadings on re0zening 15 pending

enaulty, the case of the petitioner for promotion was not considered.

L7 Petitioner filed a reply to the counter—aff davit filed Ly the
respondents, wherain it is contended that the Feopening of the entire
15508 by the 3™ Respondent parficularly with g dirocion #ar -::wnrluc:im:u_
fresn enquiry, Is contrary to Rule 21 of the Rules, It is contended that
e espondents cannot make Lse of the said reppening proceedings as

dn excuse o deny grant of promotion to the petitioar,
18, 1 have taken note of the respective contentions urgad.

19,  The fact of the petitioner Jeining the service of the respondents
In tha year 2001 and the next promation ta which the petitianer would
become eligible is Deputy Range Officer, is not in disnute, It is also an
admizted fact that the petitionor was lssusd with drticles of charge
initiaily in the vear 2017, to which he had submitted his raply, thogh
after.a ferind of eight months, as contended in the counter-aidavit,

Even thereafter the respondents took more then twe vEars to complete

—
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the proceedings by conducting enguiry, It is anly on 24,02 2021, the
4" respondent issued proceedings dropping the charge against the
pelivoner, Thus, the entire proceedings from the issue of arlices of
charge, Lill the date of the order dropping the articies of charge issued

against the petitioner took three long years.

20. Though by proceeding dt24.02.2020, 1he 4™ raspondent
dropped the articles of charge against the petilionar as nof proved, the
sa3id order did not find acceptance with the 3 4 respundent, as the said
authority was of the view that enguiry officer did not taxe inld account
the documentary evidence found while passing the ordar and thus
girected the 4° Responden: 10 regpen fhe malter and pass orders
afresh. The said action of the 37 respondert is purportedly in exercise
of power under Rule 18(2) of the Rules. Rule 18 of CCA Rules deals
with authorities, who are vested with the power Lo recpen casas. The
said Rule is extracted below for better undersiancing:

Lower authority not to reopen case: higher authority can

axarcise power
18, (1) Where in any case a higher authorily has imposed e codined Lo

impasa o penally under ride 11, 12 of 14 3 lower authorty shall have no

{21 Where in ary case a lower autheity has imposed a penalty o
exonerated 2 membes of a service, 1T shall not dehar a higher authority

from exercising his powers under these rules in respect of the same casc.,



a8 tafer ol surh higher authesity shall sypeecede any order passed by a

W Cr mutinnily: I respect af the same caop.

2L A rzading of sub-rule(2} of Rulz 18 of the Rules indicates that it
contemplates 3 osituation where a higher autherty who i€ not in
agreemaent with the arder passed by the lower authcrity of alther
Mpasing 4 penally or exonerating a member, can oess =n arder b
mmselt, Whes such an order is passed, lhe samic wouid theon

suprrsede the lower authority,

22 However, in the facts of the present casd, a5 noted
herenabove, the 3 respondent being the higher authority, did not
pass an order by himself 2rriving at 2 conclusion with rosoect o the
peltnoee commiting any viclation as per the articles of charae issued
b, Uneothe other hand, the 3™ respondent by proceading
dt.22.05.2020, fnding that the enquiry officer in furtherance of the
arbicizs of thargs issusd on 25.02.2017.. had condicted the Pnguiry
withoul discussing the payment of Rs.2,80,000/- made to the firm
Kanname Agro Private Limited and also In the defence submitted by
the petitioner there was no mention regarding the said amount, held
that rreqularitios of grave nature had occurred, Therefore the 39
Respundent was of the view that the enquiry was conducted in a
casual way and remitted the case back to the discplinary autharity

With & directon to respen the said case and take necessary action by

i



making further enguiry tased on the documentary evidence, However,
uth a power as resorted to by the 3™ respondent is neither spacified
norcontemplated under Rule 18{2) of the Rules. As noted shovs, if the
higher authority was not satisfied with the order of the discplingry
authority, he is bestowed with the power to reopen the case, consider
the material on record, the explanation offered and pass an grder by
himsell, But the 3™ respondent could not record & finding and remit o
to the gisciplinary authority with a direction to reopen the case and

conduct fresh enguiry in terms of the findings recording by him

23, Further, reference to Rule 40 of the Rules by the 3™ respondent
autharity in the prococdings db.29.05.2020 is also misplaced, inasmuch
as the sub-rule( L) thersof deals with power of revision fo be exercisod
under clause (i} by the Government and authoritics as specified in
clause (i) to {iv] when a revision petition is preferred by the
Government servant aggrieved by the aclion of the discpinary officer,
but does not contemplate or provide for where proceedings against a

Government servant have been dropped.

24, In the facts of the present case, since the disciplinary authority
dropped the proceedings initiated against the petitioner  wige
proceadings dr 24.02.2020, there could nol have beer any application

filed by the petitioner seeking revision agamst the said procesdings, lor



the 37 respondent to remit the case back to Lhe discislinary authoriby
e, e 4" Bespondent in torms of sub-clause (ch of clause [iv) of sub-
rules (11 of Rule 40 of the Rulkes. Thus, the reference to Bule
A0{1 e e} of Lhe Rules by the 3™ respondent in the proceedings

b

gL 29 05 2028, n the view of this Court, s totally misplaced.

0. [nsofar as the power to recpen in terms of Ruie 18(2) of the
Rules s conterned, as noted herginabove, though the 3™ respondent is
conferred with such power, the sajd authority is reguired to pass an
crder by himsef, when he s in disagreement with the crder passad by
the distiplnary authorty, As the 3™ respondent did not pass an order
By hirmsetr aftor putting the pelitioner on notice, to arrive at a different
conclusion froms that of the disciplinary authority, the proceecings
dt29.05.2020 in purported exercise of power under Section 18(2)

cannet e said fo be a vaic exercise of power by the ° respondent.

26, The above conclission arrived at by this Court gets support from
Fule 4001w e) of the Rules, which provides that In a situation as in
the facts of tho present case, only when the 3™ respondent in oxercise
of powers undes rule 18(2) of the Rules, passes an ordar recording his
reasons and conciusions, & government servant would have 2 right to
soek revision by eporoaching the appropriate authority in terms of Rule

40 aof the Rulss, Thersfore, Rule 40 is a remedy avallable to a

L



governmant servant aggrieved by an order under RulelB{2), and the
said rule cannot be pressed into service by the Respondent authoritics

to further their cause, as has been done in the present case.

37.  Thus, the proceedings ob?9.05.2020 by which the 37
respondent remitted e matter back to the 47 respondent, directing
him to regpen Lhe disciplinary proceedings against the petitioner i
pursuance of articles of charge ct.25.02.2007, cannot be held o be

walid,

28, Even assuming that the power to reopen would also take within
its ambit, the power to remit back a matter for fresh consideration, 1013
to be noted thak, the disciplinary authority would have to procsed on
the artictes of charge which formed basls for the procesdings ariginaly
nitiaked, Thus, in the facts of the present case after remitting and
reqgening the matter, proceedings would have to be conducted alresq
on the articles of charge as issued o tl‘e.pe-tlti:mer on 25.02.2017.
Further, the 4" Respondent was then required to procesd by
considering the defence submitted by the Petitioner in October, 2017

and nat by mnsideﬁng proceedings as being initiated atresh.

20,  Further, a conspectus reading of G.O.Ms.Ng.257 dt.10.06.1999
and G.0.Ms. No, 679 dt 01.11.2008 would show that, the former

Government Order stipulates that in case of charge sheets pending for
e :

..---"'-I




14

more than 2 periad of 2 vears, the name of such person against wihiom
disciplinary proceedings are penging maybe be  considersd o
promation on ad-hot hasis. Such a neriod of 2 years in terms of
G.CH M My, 257 is celoulaled from the date of the first meeting when
the discipinary authotlty mad conducted the proCeecings, while the
atte- goyerameant order e, GUOME Mo, 657 Comes nto piay after

commencement of the disciplinary praceedings and fixes a tme period

afficar

0. Tn the facts of the present case, as the articles of charge were
issued. the pesitionsr having submitted his defence and the enquiry
afficar having haon eppointed, the 37 respondent authority ought o
Mave comnpleted the enguiry within the tme frame as prescribed in
terms of G.O0.Me No.G79, GA(Ser,C) Department db01.11.2008, The
relevasil clause of the said G.0O. reads as under:

“an alegation made againsl e Government empinyes,  discigtinary
cases ape (nTEtes 0 actordance with e ules in foroe and WheEnever
sipoheary, arquicy authoatss are appointed bo eaquire nto arides ol
chargs agansl such employpees, [nshructions were issued for campletion
= the cnguley and marmal of fras months and siz months &5 atlewed in

wenple ane complicatad cases respectively.”

several Tepresentaticss  hawe boen  received from  employess
=eencalion thar there are abnomal delays in cempistion of enquirias and
this 15 cAusing lot of frustration among the empiovers, aoyernmeant have




£31

revigwed the lssuse and decided o issue furthes in=tructions in the
MaTar

. Government direcled that the disciinury cases jnigeled against e
GOVETIFRENE employens shall be completed femaphasis supplied by
this Court] 35 expeciiously 3 possible and the existing instructions
read sbove shall Le adhercd to, The Aepartments of Secretary shall
revicw status postion of the perding discplinary cases, all the employecs
with wihich they ara one terned, asd subeil & nobe to the Chisf Secrerany
Lo Gavernrient a5 per irstruclions in farcs, [t i alsg tre responsbidfity of
the enauiring authorily to complese the SRGUIRY &5 por e allewed G
The compatent autharity after seceipr of the enguery report shall conclude
the disciplinary procoedings within gis ranabes Al i in'tlation and in cass
oF abnormal delay 1 condicting tha disciplinary procesdings; action shall

B iniliated against the concermed enqgu fing autharty.”

31.  From the above said Gy, it would be clesr that wharsver
disciplinary nrocesdings are initiated against the Government servant
and an enquiry officer is appointad to enquire into articles of charge,
the same s required to be completed within a period of three montis
or six months, depending upon the gravity of the charge. The said G.O.
In para 3 makes reference to the existing instructions issued in this
regard and one such instruction referred to therein is circular Memo
MNo.356/6/5er.C/98, GA (SerIIl) Department, dr.0l 07,1098, It is to be
noted that IL is the same circular memo to which referenice has been
made by the respondents in their counter, Lo claim that the enquiry
initiated 15 to be completed within a period of three manths or six
months, as the case may be. If the respondents are making a
reference to the said circuiar, which now forms part of G.0.Ms.No. 679,

i —r
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it s n0l known how the respondent authorities have been dragging the
matler by keeping the endury rmitlated against the petitioner pending
since 2017, or even after the 3% raspondent remitting the matter back

3 the 4" respondent on 29.05.2020,

2% Further, the stand of the respondents in the impugned
proceedings dt.25.03.2021 while rejecting the reprosentation of the
petitioner pursuant 1D the order of this Court (0 W.P.Ne.4799 of 702
on the ground that the acthority nas bwo yesr's time in terms of
GOMs N0 257 oo 10.06,199%, as the said period had not expired, in
the cansidered wiaw of this Cowt, 15 wholly misplaced, for the reason
that the perod of hwo years wolld be applicable from the date of
initiztion of gisciginary sroceedings ot the first instance and not when

the matter s remitled hack.

3% In fthe facls of the present case, the time frame prescribed
under G.0,Ms N0 257 dt10.05.199%, would start to run from the
inibation of proceccings at the first instance by issulng Articles of
charge Le., farm 25.02.2017. The disciplinary autherity having dropped
the same vides his order di. 24,.02.2020, which by itself s beyond bwo
years, the respondents cannot now seek to rely on the time period
prascribed, when the matter is remitted back and reapened. Once the

disciplinary authority nad passed an order e, on 24.02.2020, the 39
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respondent not being satisfied with Lhe said order, chooses to excroise
powers conferred on him under Section 18(2) of the Act and remit the
matter back to the discipiinary authority, for reopening and taking
further action, 1 the considered view of this Court, would not once
again grant/confer fresh pericd of two years therefrom, as it would
have to be treated as continuation of the initial proceedings, IF the said
stand of the respondents that, on Lhe matter being remitted back the
authority would gel 3 Iresh lease of life of bwo years, Is accepted, hen
every time the hrgher authority withaut passing an order by himself
remits the matter back to the discoplinary authority, the same would
amount ko granting extension of tme by the higher autnority, ie
abserce of any specitic powsr being conferred to that offect under the
Rules. Thus, the stand of the respondents it accepted would mean that
the respondent authority would be permitted to do indirectly what it

cannot do directly, which course of action 15 not permitted in law,

34.  Thus, the stand of the respondents in the impugned proceeding
that the authority has two years time from the date of reopening the
case cannot be countenznced. More so, having regard o the fact that
the articles of charge having been issued earlier and the defence
statement thereto being submitted, the disciplinary authority is only
reqquired to prococed from the stage of conducting enguiry by

considering the statement of defence and cannot assume as If he has

b
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b start from the soratch Le., by ssuing artictes of charge and calling
upan the Government servent to file Pis defence statement once again.
Thus, on the matter bBeing remittec back the discislinary authority
would ho reguired b act within the time frame in terms of
G.OMe MNo.79 e, 3 period of threg months oF ik months depending

upon the nature of the case either simple or complicatad.

35, In the Tacts of the present case, since more than a year has
glapsed Trom the date of regpening af the case wefe proceedings
db.03.06.2070, the respondent authorities cannct make use of the
pendency af the said proceading 25 a ruse for non-consideration of the
case of the oetitiorner far grant of promotiaon in the panel year during

2021 or any ime thercafter.

6.  Further, it s also to be seen that the respongents are
surprisingly -silest in their counter-affidavit as o when the petitiorer
wolid become @ligitle for grant of promotion even though a referande
was made in parg b of the counter o crcular Memo dt.01.07.1998,
which has tesn referred o G.OMs.No. 679 dt.01.11.2008. Thus, the
respondents baing clear of the timefing prescribed in the circular Memo
No, 35676 as referred to In G.OMsMN0.67% for completion of
discipiinary procesdings read in thereunder, along with the time frame

prescribed under G.0.Ms.No,257 db 10.06.1993 as commencing from

—




23.02. 2017, the non-consideration of the case of the petitionor for
grant of promoticn, i the panel year bovond the period prescrbeac

under e respective Government Orders, cannot be held o be valicd,

32 In view of the same, this Court is of the considered view that
thix respondents are required to consider the case of the petis anar far
grant of prometion to the post of Deputy Rargs Officer, at l=ast an
achor basis, notwitnstancing the pendency of arbicles of charge in

terms of procesdings de.25.02,201 7.

38 Accordingly, the Wril Betition iz allewed and the arder of the 3™
Respondent dt.29.05.2020 in RC.NC. 531/PRES2016/MI is set-aside, The
respandants are directed o include the name of the petitioner n the
list of the eligble candidates for promation be the posl of Deputy

Range Officer, for the current panel vaar i.e., for the viedr 2022-20727,

39, Pending miscellaneous petitions, # any, shall stand closed. No

order as to cosrs, e i -
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SECTION OFFICER

To
% 1. The Specizl Chicf Secratary, Envirenment, Forests, Science And Techaology

Department T.3. Secrelariat, Hyderabad, State of Telangana.
The Principal Chief Conservator of Foresis, [HoFF) ArnavaBhavan,

Hyderabad.
The Conservator of Forests, Adilabag Circle, Adilabad.

The Forest Divisional Officer, Adilzbad,

11 LE Copies

The Under Secretary, Linion of [ndia Ministry of Law, Jusbce and Company

Affairz, Mew Delhi.

7. The Secrefary. Telangana Advaocatas Association Library, High Court
Buildings, Hyderakad.

8, Two CCs o GP FOR SERVICES |, High Court for the Staie of Telangana, at
Hyderabad. [CUT]

g, One COC o SRIP.A . RAMANA, Advacate [OPULC]

10. Twio CD Copies
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HIGH COURT
DATED:30/12/2022

rf--f-i-:‘-
ORDER

WP.No.17107 of 2021

ALLOWING THE WRIT PETITION
WITHOUT COSTS.
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