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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELAMGANA -
AT HYDERABAD
(Special Original Jurisdiction)

FRIDAY THE TWENTIETH DAY OF JANUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY THREE

PRESENT
THE HONOURARBLE SRI JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI
AND
THE HONOURAELE SRI JUSTICE PULLA KARTHIK

WRIT PETITION NO: 3688 OF 2010

Betweamn: i

The General Manage, Ordinance Factory Medak, Yeddumailaram -502 2035,

Medak District.
..PETITIONER
AND

1. P. Manik Reddy, Turner. Ordinance Factory Medak, Yeddumailaram -302
205, Medak District, AP,
2. The Registrar, Central Administrafive Tnbunal, Hyderabad Bench. Hyderabad.

...RESPONDENTS

Patition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
ciroumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith, the High Court mF'.uy ha
pleased to issue a Wit in the nature of Certiorari or any other apgropriate writ
order or direction calling for the records pertaining to operation of orders dt. 30
8.2009 issued by the Central Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad in O A No. 772
of 2008 Hyderabad, and guash the same and declare the same as illegal,

arbitrary and unconstitutional

LA. NO: 2 OF 2010(WPMP. NO: 4822 OF 2010} .

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affidavit tiled in support of the pebtion, the High Courl may be pleased to
suspend the operation of the orders dated 30-2-2009 issued by the Central
Administrative Tribunal in O.ANg. 772 of 2008, pending disposal of the main

Wit Petition, in the interest of justice.




LA. NO: 1 OF 2010(WVMP. NO: 1535 OF 2010]

Betwesn;

P. Manik Reddy. Turner, Ordinance Factory Medak, Yeddumailaram -502
205, Medak District, AP,

«PETITIONER/RESPONDENT NQ.1
AND

1. The General Managr, Ordinance Factory Medak, Yeddumailaram -502 205,
Medak District.

2. The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad Bench, Hyderabad
...RESPONDENT/RESPONDENTS

Petition under Section 1571 CPC praying that in the circumstances stafed
in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to
vacate the interim orders dt 19-2-2010 passad in WPMP No. 4822 of 2010 in
WP No. 266889 of 2010 being devoid of merits

1A NO: 1 OF 2022

Betwean:

The General Managr, Ordinance Factory Medak Hyderabad
A Linit of Armoured Vehicles Nigam Limited (AVNL)
Sangareddy District

Telangana H02205.
.PETITIONERS/RESPONDENTS

AND

1. P. Manik Reddy, Turner, Ordinance Factory Medak, Yeddumailaram -502

205, Medak District. AP, :
2. The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal. Hyderabad Bench, Hyderabad,

..RESPONDENTS

Fetition under Secticn 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances Stated
in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Gourt may be pleased to



permit the petitioners herein to amend the cause title to the extent of

nomanclkature, in respect of petitioner No.1 as

Ihe General Manager, Ordnance Factory Madak,
A unit of Armoured Vehicles Nigam Limited{AVNL})
Yedduamialrm, Sagareddy District, T5-302203

In the interest of justice

Counsel for the Petitioner: SRI. A. ANURAG, 5C .
Counsel for the Respondent No.1: SRL P. V. RAMANA

Counsel for the Respondent No.2; None Appeared

The Court made the following: ORDER



THE HON'BLE SR1 JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI
AND
THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE PULLA KARTHIK

Writ Petition No.3689 of 2010

ﬂRDER 5 e MonTade S Gastiee Addnaiond Keanor R TR

This Writ Pettion is filed by the petitioner under
Article-226 of the Constitution of India seeking a "Wiit
of Certiorari” by calling for records relating to the order
passed by the Central Administrative Tribunal (for
short, ‘the Tribunal), Hyderabad i OANo 772 of

2008, dated 30.09.2009 and to quash the same.

2. Heard Mr. A, Anurag, learned Standing counsel
[or petittioner and Mr. P.V. Ramana, learned counscl

[or the 1= respondent.

3. Learned counsel for the petitioner contended that
the 1% respondent was working as Tumer’ with the
petitioner and was involved in cnminal case and was
detained for more than 48 hours. On this ground, the
petitioner have placed the 1% respondent under
suspension on 01122005 and on conclusion of
crirminal proceedings, he was reinstated into service on

24.02.2008. The petitioners have passed the orders
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reating the suspension period as ‘not spent oty duty’
vide proceedings, dated 14,.08.2008. Apgrieved by the
same, Lhe respondent has approached the Tribunal by
filing QA No. 772 of 2008 and the Tribunal vide orders
dated 30,09 2009 was pleased to allow the O.A without
appreciating any of the contentions raised by the

petitioner,

4, Learned counsel for the petitioner had {urther
contended that the Tribunal falled to appreciate the
fact thal the 1 respondent was involved in a criminal
case and was detained for more than 48 hours and the
disciplinary authority has rightly passed the orders
treaung the suspension period as ‘not spent on duty’
The Fundamental Rule 54 clearly states that the
disciplinary authority can treat the suspension period
as mot spent on duty’ and exercising the powers
conferred under [ K. 54 only, the petitioner has passed
orders lreating the suspension period of the 1+
respondent as ‘not spent on duty’. This fact was oot
considered by the Tribunal. Therefore, appropriate

orders be passed in the wril petition by setting aside
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the orders passed by the Tribunal in 0.ANo.772 of

2008, dated 30,09, 2009 and allow the writ petition,

5. On the other hand, learned counsel for the |#
respondent contended that the 1% respondent was
tried by the Competent Criminal Court and he was
acquilted m a eriminal case e, in C.OC No.209, dated
27.11.2007 and no disciplinary proceedings were
initiated against the 19 respondent. The petitioner has
reinstated the 1% respondent into service but not
followed Fundamental Rule 54 and no opportumty was
given to the 1% respondent belore passing the
impugned orders, dated 14.08.2008 and the Trbunal
was justified in allowing the OA in lfavour of the 1=
respondent. Learned counsel for the |9 respondent
had further contended that the petitioner has accepted
the judgment rendered by the Competent Criminal
Court in 5.C.No.209 of 2006, dated 27.11.2007 and
once they have accepted and not inilated any
disciplinary proceedings, the petitioners were bound to

treat the suspension period as ‘spent on  duty’
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Therefore, there are no merits in the writ petition and

the same is liable to be dismissed,

6. Thiz Courl, having considered the rival
submissions made by the parties, 1s of the considered
view Lhal the Tribunal was justified in allowing the O.A
i favour of the 122 respondent as admittedly, the
petitioner has  nol initiated any  disciplinacy
proceedings against the 1% respondent and the
petitioner have rewnstated the 1% respondent into the
service on his acqguitial by the Competent Criminal
Courl. Morcover, the petibioner has also not given any
oppoertunity te the 15 respondent before passing the
impugned orders, dated 14.08.2008, Therefore, the
Tribunal has rightly allowed the O.A in favour of the 1#
respondent. On perusal of the record also, it has come
to our notice that the 1st respondent is aged about 64
vears and on this ground also, this Court s not
inclined to interfere with the orders passed by the

Tribunal.
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7. With these observalons, the Wol P{:l.i!...i[:-n 15

clismissed. No cosls.

8. As a sequel, miscellaneous applications pending

if any 1n this Wril Petition, shall stand closed.

5D/- C. PRAVEEN KUMAR

ASSISTANT REGISTRAR
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HIGH COURT

DATED:20/01/2023

ORDER

WP.No0.3689 of 2010 Far THE STareny
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DISMISSING THE WRIT PETITION WITHOUT COSTS
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