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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY, THE TWENTY SECOND DAY OF APRIL

TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE P.SAM KOSHY
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE NAMAVARAPU RAJESHWAR RAO

CONTEMPT CASE NO: 856 OF 2025

Contempt Case under Sections 1 O to 1 2 of Contempt of Courts Act 1 971 to

punish the respondent herein for the willful and deliberate disobedience of the order

dated 03-05-2024 passed in W P No 5292 of2020'

Between:

V Srrnivas, S/o. V Narsaiah, Aged about 59 years, Occ: Junior Engineer

Electrrcal, National lnstitute of Rural Development, Rajendra Nagar, Hyderabad

...Petitioner

AND

1

2

Manoj Kumar, S/o. Not Known Aged: Ma.lor, Occ: Registrar, National lnstitute

of Ruial Development, Rajendra Nagar' Hyderabad

Dr G. Narendra Kumar, S/o. Not Known Aged: Major, Occ: Director General'

National lnstitute of Rural Development, Raiendra Nagar, Hyderabad'

...Respondents

Counsel for the Petitioner: Sri Avadesh Narayan Sanghi

Counsel for the Respondents: Sri Sai Eshwar, Counsel appearing on behalf on
Sri N B Sudarshan

The Court made the following: ORDER
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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OFTELANGANA
AT HYDERABAI)

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTTCE P.SAM KOSHY

AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE NAMAVARAPU
RAJESHWAR RAO

CONTEMPT CASE No.856 of 2025

DATE,: 22.04.2026

Bet*'een:
V. Srinivas, S/o. V.Narsaiah.

. .. Petitioner
AND

Manoj Kumar, S/o. Not known,
Aged : Major, Occ: Registrar,
National Institute of Rural Development,
Rajendra Nagar, Hydcrabad and another.

... Respondents

ORDER: fi)er the Hon ble Sri Jusrrce P.Sonr Koshl)

Heard Mr. Avadesh Narayan Sanghi, learned Senior Counsel for

the petitioner; and Mr. Sai Eshwar, leamed counsel appearing on behalf

of Mr. N.B.Sudarshan, leamed counsel for the respondeats.

2. The instant is a Contempt Case filed by the petitioner under

Section l2 of the Contempt of Coufts Act, l97l alleging willlul non-
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compliance ol the order and direction given by the Division Bench of

this High Court in Writ Petition No.5292 of 2020, decided on

03.0s.2024.

3. lt would be relevant at this juncture to take note of the operative

part olthe order passed by the Division Bench of this High Court in Writ

Petition No.5292 of 2020. For ready reference, the operative part is

reproduced hereunder:

"5. Hat'ing considercd thc .rubnissions made by lhe learned counsel

appearrng.for lhc pctitioners, this Court is ofthe view thot lhe 2

respondenl was inilially appointed os conlract employee on

04.07 t997. Though the 2"d respondent u,as appoinled afler

undergoing regular selection process, right to be considered is a

fundamental right. The Tribunal ha.s rightly direcled lhe petitioners

to regularize tha service of the ld respondent, ",I-hC is-A!he!y!se"

eligible. Therefore, this Court i-s not inclined to interfere with the

order passed by the Tribunal.

7. Accordingly, the W'rit Pelilion i.t disposed of. However, the

petilioners are "directed lo consider" the case oJthe 2"d respondent

.for regularizarion of his serviccs. "dJEj!_e!h!ry!!r-9.!!g!!k" and

"pass aDproDriate orders" in accordance with law. No costs. "

4. To understand the lacts more clearly, it would also be relevant at

this juncture to take note ol the order passed by the Central
I
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Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad Bench (for short the 'Tribunat') in

TA.No.2 I / I /20 I 5 (W.P.No.397 12003), decided on 24.11t..2019. whereby

the Tribunal in its operative part has held as under:

" l l 7 he T.A. is accordingly alkn,e<1. The responlents shall

consider lhe case of the applicant for regularizat;on of his

contractual sen,ices, wilhin a period of tvo months from lhe date of

receipt of this order. We also direct that on such rcgularization, the

appltcanl shall be extended lhc same benefts as was,lone in the

cose ofolher cortraclual employees, vho wcre rcgularized.

It was this direction which was subjected to chailcnge before the

High Court in a writ petition filed by the National Institute of Rural

Development, which stood disposed of in the man ner reflected in

paragraph No.3.

5. The National Institute of Rural Development subsequent to the

disposal of the Writ Petition No.5292 of 2020 on 03.05.2024, vide its

order dated 19.O3.2025 considered the case ofthe petitioner and has held

as under:

''12. ln view o/ the aboveficrs, the cuse oJ Shri ll Srinit,us is not jt
to bc considered for regularisalion. Llou'ever, laking inlo uccount his

controctual length of service, though due to lispendens ond also os

he vvould be attaining lhe age of 60 years b.v 31.12.2025, the
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undersigned takes a lenient view and comes to lhe conclusion to

allow Shri V Srinivas, .lunior Engineer (Electricol) to conlinue on

contractual basis up to his alloining the oge of 60 years of sbrvice.

On attaining the age of 60 1'ears, all the terminal benefits that were

extended in the similar case of Shri Ch. Prabhakar Rao' Junior

Engineer (Civil) rctircd on conlract basis would be allowed, subject

to his work performance andfutute good conduct.

13. NOW. THEREFORE, rhe Director General, NIRD&PR being

the Appoinling Authority tlccided that Shri VSrinivas, Junior

Engineer (Electricol) will be allowed to continuc his services on

contracl basis as Junior Engineer (Electrical) in the Institute till the

date of his attaining 60 years of age i.e., up to 31.12.2025.

Accordingly. the order dated 24.12.2019 of the Hon'ble CAT

and order dated 03.05.2024 of the Hon'ble High Court are complied

with. "

6. Learned Senior Counsel appearing lor the petitioner contended

that the subsequent order dated 19.03.2025 is nothing but a reiteration of

the earlier order whereby the petitioner's claim for regularization was

rejected by the National Institute of Rural Developmen! which already

was held to be bad by the Tribunal and further there was a specific

mandamus given by the Tribunal for regularizing the services of the

petitioner. Having failed to do so, the action on the part of the National
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lnstitute of Rural Development amounts to cont3mpt, entailing

punishment under the Contempt of Courts Act.

7. Learned Senior Counsel appearing for the p,:titioner further

contended that a plain reading ofthe order dated 19.03.2025 also goes to

establish that in spite of there being a specific mandamus issued by the

Tribunal while disposing of TA.No.2 I lll20l5 and passing the very same

order amounts to nothiug less than a contempt as it alI the more reflects

the conduct of the offrcers of the National Institute of Rural

Development whereby it has literally sat over the order ol the Tribunal

and rvhich was also confirmed by the Division Bench ol'this I{igh Court,

in the course of passing the order rejecting the petitioner's claim for

regularization, thereby paying no heed to the ordr:r / command /

mandamus issued by the Tribunal as also by the High Court and also

amounts to a blatant disrespect and dishonouring of rhe orders of the

Tribunal and the High Court.
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8. Learned Senior Counsel appearing lor the petitioner heavily relied

upon the judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case ol A. P. S.

R. T. C. and Ors. vs. V. G. Srinivas Reddy and Ors.r.

9. On the other hand, the leamed counsel for the respondents /

National lnstitute of Rural Development contended that the institute

places the orders of the High Court also that of the Tribunal at a very

high esteem and has in its letter and spirit considered the directions

issued and have strictly scrutinized thc claim of the petitioner for

regularization. It is only thereafter they have reached to a conclusion that

the relief sought for by the petitioner for the reasons reflected in the

order dated 19.03.2025 could not be granted and the claim for

regularization thus got rejected. Therefore, the action on the part of the

National Institute of Rural Development does not amount to contempt,

moreover the order dated I 9.03.2025 shows due compliance of the order

passed by the Tribunal as also by the Fligh Court.

10. Having heard the contentions put forth on either side and on

perusal of records, what is culled out is fact that the original petition

' AtR 2006 sUPREME couRT 1465
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filed by the petitioner before the Tribunal stood allowed vide order dated

24.12.2019. While allowing the T.A., the direction fbr the National

lnstitute of Rural Development was to "consider" the claim ol the

petitioner for regularization. The order of the Tribunal was subjected to

challenge by the Institute before the High Court and the Fligh Court vrde

its order dated 03.05.2024 had disposed of the Writ l,etition with the

observations as reflected in paragraph No.3 of this order

ll. A plain reading olthe operative part of the judgment passed by the

Division Bench of this High Coun which has been reproduced in the

preccding paragraphs rvould lead us to consider the three phases which

are cmphatically laid down by the Division Bench whilt: disposing olthe

writ petition. The three phrases are:-

r) I f he is otherwise elieible

2) Directed to consider

3) Pass aDDrooriate orders

12. At this juncture we need to consider the strict meaning that can be

given to these phrases one by one

/
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12. 1. "If he is otherwise eliqible" means that a person must satisfy all

the other applicable legal requirements and parameters apart from the

specific condition being discussed. It is used to indicate that the benefit,

right, or decision mentioned will apply only if the individual already

meets the general eligibility criteria laid down by law, such as age,

qualifications, conduct, or other statutory conditions. The phrase acts as

a safeguard, ensuring that even if one particular issue is addressed or

relaxed, the person is not automatically entitled unless they fulfill all

remaining requirements. In essence, it means 'providcd that he meets all

other necessarv conditions'.

12.2 "Directcd to consider" means that a Court orders a person or

body (such as a government official or administrative agency) to

examine and evaluate a matter carefully and make a decision according

to [aw. It does not mean that a specific outcome must be granted; rather,

it requires the authority to apply its mind, review the relevant facts,

follow proper procedure, and then arrive at an independent decision. This

phrase is often used when a Court does not want to substitute its own

j udgment for that of the competent authoriry but still ensures that the
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issue is properly addressed. In essence, it imposes a dut/ to fairly assess

the matter without guaranteeing any particular result

12.3 "Pass appropriatc orders" means that a Court is required to

make a decision or issue directions that are suitable, lawful, and justified

based on the facts and circumstances of the case. It gives the authority a

degree and element of discretion, allowing it to determine what action is

proper after considering the relevant laws, evidence, and principles ol

faimess. The phrase docs not prescribe a specific outcome but expects

that the decision taken will be reasonable, legalty sound, and in

accordance with established procedures. In essencer, it directs the

authority to arrive at a proper and j ustified decision within the

framework of the law.

13. As regards the reliance on V. G. Srinivas Reddy and Ors. (supra)

by the leamed Senior Counsel for the petitionel the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in the said case has dealt with the phrase 'consider'extensively

For ready reference, paragraph Nos. 13, 13.l to 13.5 and 14 of the said

judgment are reproduced hereunder:
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" 13. We may, in lhis context, examine the signifcance and meaning of a

direction given by the courl lo "con.sider" a case. When o court directs

on authority lo "consider", il requires the authority to opply ils mind to

the .facts and circumslances of lhe case and lhen take a decision lhereon

in accordancc with law. There is a reason for a large number of writ

petitions rtbd in the High Courts being disposed of with o direction to

"consider" the claim/cose/representalion of the petitioner(s) in lhe 
"vrit

petilions.

t-1.t. Whe re on order or uclion of the State or an aulhorii, is found to

bc illegal, or in con!rovenlion of the prescribed procedure, or in breach

of the rules of nalural justice, or arbi trary/unreasonable/i rrational, or

pompted by mala fides or exlraneous consideration, or lhe result of

abuse of pov,er, such action is open to judicial review. llhen the ttigh

Court fnds lhat lhe order or aclion requires inlerference ond exercises

the power ofjudicial review, thereby resulting in the action/order of the

Stute or aulhority being quashed, lhe High Court will not proceed to

subslilute its own decision in the matter, as lhat will amount lo

erercising appellate power, but require the authority Io "consider" and

dacidc the nutter agoin.'[he poter of.judicial rcvie* under Article 226

concentrales ond lays emphasis on lhe decision-making process, ralher

than the decision itsel[.

13.2. The High Courts also direcl lhe authorilies to "consider", in a

different category of cases. Where an authoriry vested u'ith lhe power lo

decide a matter /ails lo do so in spitc oJ-a request, the person aggrieved

approaches the High Court, which in exercise of the power ofjudicial

review, direcls the outhority to "consider" ond decide lhe matler In

such cases, v'hile exercising the power of iudicial review, the High

()ourt dirccl.s "consideralion" withoul exanrining the lacts or the legal
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question(s) involved arul without recording any findings on the issues.

The High Court may ulso direct the aulhority to "consiaer" afresh,

v'here the authoritS, had decided a motter without considering the

rclevant facts and circumstances, or by toking extroneous or irrelevanl

natlers inlo consideration. ln such cases olso, the High Coutt may not

examine the validi\, or tenabiliry of lhe clainr on merits, hut requirc the

authorily to do so.

13.3. llt'hcre the High Court finds the decision-muking process

erroneolts and reconl: ils./irulings as b lhe mantrcr in whtch the

deci-tion should be nrude, and thcn directs the outhority lo 'consider"

lhe malter the aulhori4,'tt,ill hove to consider and decide t.ke matter in

the light of itsfndings or obsenations of rhe court. But vhere lhe High

Court without recording any fndings, or v'ithout expressing any view,

merely directs the authority lo consider" thc malter. thc authority will

have to consider the natter in accordance y,ith law, with raference to

the Jacts and circunslances o.[ the cose, its pou'er not being

circumscribed by any observalions orfindings of the court.

13.4. We mu)t al-ro ru)tc thal :ionctimes thc fligh Courts d,'spose o.f the

malter merely wilh a directi)rt to the aulhoribl Io "consider"' the notter

vithout exanining lha issue ruised even though the.[acts nccessary to

decide the correctnes.t qf the order are available. Neither pressure oJ

v'ork nor lhe complexilv of the issue can be a reason for the court to

ovoid deciding the is.sue which requires to bc decided, and disposing of
lhe matter with a direction to "consider" the mauer afresh. Ile lhot as it

may.

13.5. There are also several instonces u'here unscrupulous pelitioners

vith the contivance tf "pliable" uulhorities have ntisused the direction
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"lo consider" issued by court- We may illttstrale by an example. A

claim, which is stale, time-barred or unlenoble. is put forth in the lorm

of o rcpresentalion. On the ground that the authority has nol disposed

of the reprcsenlution vithin o reasonuble tine, lhe person making lhe

representolion approaches the High Court with an inoocuous Prayer to

direct the authority to "consider" and dispose of the representation.

I{hen the courl disposes of the pelilion with a dircction to "consider",

the authority grants the rclieJ taking sheller under the order of the

court direcling him lo "consider" lhe granl of relieJ lnstances are also

not \eanting where authorities, unfamiliar with the pruce.ss and practice

reloting to v,nl proceedings and lhe nuances of judicial review, have

interpreted or understood thc order "lo consider" as directing gront of

rclie[ sought in lhe rcpresentation and consequently gronting reliefs

'l,hich olhcnri:;c could not havc been granted. Thus, action oJ the

outhorilies granting undeseming relief, in pursuance of orders to

"consider". mu)r be on accounl o.[ ignorance, or on account of bonn

fide belief thot they should grant rclief in viet of the court's direction to

"consider" the claim, or on accounl of collusion/connivance between

lhe person ntaking the representation and the authorily deciding it.

Repr" se ntations of daily-vagcrs see ki ng regula risation/absorpt ion inlo

rcgular sen'ice is a species of cases, v'here there has been a large-scale

misuse of the orders "lo consider".

14. The refore, t'hile disposing oJ the writ petitions with a direction to

"consider", lhere is a nced for thc Itigh Court to make the direction

clear ond spccirtc. The order should clearly indicate whelher the High

Court is recording any finding about lhe entitlement of the petitioner lo

the relieJor whether lhe petition is being disposed of wilhout examining

the claim on merits. The court should also normallyfix a time-frame for
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consideralion and decision. If no time-frame is fixed and if the authorily

does not dccide the molcf the direction of the courl becomes virtually

infructuous as the oggrieved petitioner will have to come ogain to courl

with a fresh \)rit petition or .file an application lor Jixing time for
deciding lhe matler "

14. After going through the judgment relied upon by the leamed

Senior Counsel for the petitioner, we need to now lock into the order

passed by the Division Bench of this High Court. The Division Bench

seems to have interpreted the order of the Tribunal and though has

declined to interfere with the order of the Tribunal, but in verv emphatic

terms held that the National Institute of Rural Development "should

consider" the case of the petitioner lor regularization "if he is otherwise

eligible". Likewise, there was also a specific directicn given by the

Division Bench to the National Institute ol Rural De.relopment in the

course of complying the order of the Tribunal to consider the case of the

petitioner for regularization and subject to his suitability and eligibitity

the authorities required to "pass appropriate orders".

15. A plain reading ol these phrases when read with the meaning

which is otherwise given to these phrases as is reflectc<l in the preceding

paragraph would leave no doubt in the mind of this Bench that in the
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course of disposal of the Writ Petition, an element of discretion was lelt

with the National Institute ol Rural Development to scrutinize the claim

of the petitioner and pass appropriate orders

16, Since the contempt petition has been filed for non-compliance of

the order passed by the Division Bench of this High Court, this Bench

would be constrained to rely only upon the order passed in the Writ

Petition by the Division Bench and cannot and should not initiate a

contempt based upon the directions given by the Tribunal while

disposing of TA.No.2lll 12015 as the petitioner had an option of filing a

contempt petition before the Tribunal as well, lor the non-compliance ol

the directions given by the -lribunal. Having not availed the same and

having knocked the doors of the High Court alleging non-compliance of

the order of the High Court, this Bench would have to strictly look into

the order of the High Court alone to consider whether a contempt has

been made out or not.

17. The National Institute of Rural Development after carefully

scrutinizing the case of the petitioner has held that the petitioner is not

entitled for regularization of his services, however it held that all the
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terminal benefits that were extended in the case ol Shri Ch. Prabhakar

Rao, Junior Engineer (Civil) retired on contract basis would be a[[owed,

subject to the petitioner's work performance and futur,: good conduct

Further, after the petitioner's retirement, the National lnstitute of Rural

Development had paid the CPF part, gratuity and EL benefits to the

petitioner, which again shows due compliance of the orcier passed by the

Division Bench of this High Court

18. Therefore, we are of the considered opinion that lhe petitioner has

not made out a case for initiating contempt againsl the respondents

Rather the order dated 19,03.2025 is one which would meet the

requirements of due compliance of the order ol the High Court

However, we make it clear that this Bench has not ventured into testing

the veracity of the order dated 19.03.2025 since this Bench was

exercising contempt jurisdiction. The veracity of the order dated

19.03.2025 could not be tested while exercising conterrrpt jurisdiction. If

at all if the petitioner is still not satisfied with the findings given by the

respondents while passing the order dated 19.03.20115, the petitioner

would be at liberty to avaiI appropriate legal rt:course available
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challenging the order dated 19.03.2025 passed by the respondents /

National Institute of RuraI Development

19. Accordingly, the instant Contempt Case stands closed and the

respondents are discharged from the contempt proceedings

20. As a sequel, miscellaneous petitions pending if any, shall stand

closed. However, there shall be no order as to costs.

SD/- N. CHANDRA SEKHAR
DEPUTY REGISTRAR
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 2210412026

ORDER

CC.No.856 ot 2O25

CLOSING THE CONTEMPT CASE WITHOUT COSTS
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