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Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).74/2005
(From the judgement and order dated 22/06/2004 in CC No. 594/2004
of The HIGH COURT OF A.P AT HYDERABAD)

P. NARAYANA & ORS.                                           Petitioner(s)

                   VERSUS

SRI SUTIRTHA BHATTACHARYA AND ORS                  Respondent(s)
(With prayer for interim relief and office report)
(For final disposal)

Date: 27/01/2010    This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE P. SATHASIVAM
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE H.L. DATTU

For Petitioner(s)        Mr. R.Santhan Krishnan,Adv.
                         Mr. Pravin K.Pandey,Adv.
                         Mr. D. Mahesh Babu,Adv.

For Respondent(s)        Mr. Rakesh K. Sharma,Adv.
                         Mr. G.N.Reddy ,Adv

            UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                                O R D E R

             On going through the order of the High Court prima

    facie    we   are   satisfied   that    the    petitioners   have     to    be

    regularized/absorbed       as   Watch    and     Ward/Security      Guards.

    However, in spite of the specific order of the High Court

    which has been affirmed by this Court by dismissing the

    special leave petition          filed    by     the    Department,         the

    Superintending,      Engineer    Operation,      Ananthapur,     in    his
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communication dated 14th June, 2004 conveyed his inability

to absorb/regularize the petitioners in the post of Watch

and Ward/Security Guards. When this order was brought to the

notice of the High Court by filing        contempt petition, the

High Court by the impugned proceedings dismissed the same

holding that there are no rules and regulations governing

absorption.   This   order   is   challenged   under   this   special

leave petition.



       After going through the earlier order of the High

Court and dismissal of the special leave petition against

the said order, we are satisfied that the respondents have

disobeyed the order of the High Court and they are duty

bound to absorb/regularize        the petitioners as directed by

the High Court. In order to give one more opportunity to

comply with the order of the High Court, we intend to grant

some more time as requested by the counsel appearing for the

respondents. List after four weeks for reporting compliance.

   [Madhu Bala]                         [Savita Sainani]
    Sr.PA                                 Court Master


