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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY, THE NINETEENTH DAY OF NOVEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRIJUST]CE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

lA.No.1 OF 2025
IN/AND

WRIT APPEAL NO: 1100 OF 2025

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent to allow by setting aside the

order dated 05-02-2024 in W.P. No. 34356 ot 2022 on the file of the High Court.

Between:

The Quli Qutub Shah Urban Development Authority, Hyderabad rep by its
Secretary.

...APPELLANT/4Ih RESPONDENTS IN WRIT PETTTION

AND

R Siddappa, S/o Late Rudrappa, aged about 54 years working as Office
Subordinate, O/o Quli Qutub Shah Urban Development Authority Darulshifa,
Hyderabad' 

...RE'''NDENT/ wRrr pETrroNER

1

2. The State of Telangana, Represented by its Principal Secretary, MA and UD
Department, Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad.

3. -The State of Telangdnp, Represented by its Principal Secretary Finance
Department,'Secretaridt Buildings, Hyderabad.

4. The Quli Qutub Shah Urban, Development Authority Hyderabad rep by its
Administrator

(4th Respondent not necessary party in this Writ Appeal)

...RESPONDENTS/RESPONDENTS
IA NO: 1 OF 2025

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to

condone the delay of 566 days in presenting the writ appeal vide WA.No of 2025



lA NO: 2 OF 2025

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to
suspend the order dated 05-02-2024 in W.P. No. 34356 of 2022 passed by the
learned Judge of this Hon'ble Court pending disposal of the mrain writ Appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI G.NARAYANA
Counsel for the Respondent No.1: SRI K.RAMAKRISHNA FOR

SRI P.RAGHAVENDRA REDDY
counsel for the Respondent No.2: Gp FoR MpcL ADMN & URBAN DEV
counsel for the Respondent No.3: sRl s.suMAN, Gp FoR sERVtcES-lll
Counsel for the Respondent No.4: -
The Court made the following: COMMON JUDGMENT



/

THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR STNGH
AIID

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTTCE G.M.MOHIUDDIN

I.A. No.l of 2025
in/and

WRIT APPEAL No. I100 of 2025

JUDGMENT:

Sri G. Narayana, learned counsel appears for appellant.

Sri K. Ramakrishna, learned counsel appears for

Sri P. Raghavender Reddy, learned counsel for respondent

No.l lwrit petitioner.

Sri S. Suman, learned Government Pleader lbr

Services-Ill appears for respondent No.3.

2. The present Writ Appeal is directed against the

impugned order dated 05.02.2024 passed in Writ Petition

No.34356 of 2022 whereby the learned writ Court directed the

respondent authorities to implement the order dated

02.11.2011 passed by the learned Tribunal in O.A.No.8545 of

2011, within a period of two (2) months. l'he learned Tribunal

had in the order dated 02.11.2011 extended the relief, as

{
directed in O.A.No.7908 of 20ll vide order dated 22.09.2011,



Z HCJ (AKrS. J) & Glv{M, J
W.A.No. I 100 of 2025

to the writ petitioner that he was entitled for retrospective

regularization of his services for the purposes of pension and

pensionary benefits. Respondent No.l had approached the writ

court agg;rieved by the non-implementation of the order dated

02.11.2011passed by the learned Tribunal in o.A.No.g545 of

20ll for the purposes of pension and pensionary benefits

without any monetary benefit as was done in the case of

others.

3. The irrstant writ Appeal suffers from a delay of 566

days. Inkrlocutory Application No.l of z0z5 seeks

condonaticln of delay on the grounds contained in para I I of

the accompanying affidavit which is extracted hereunder:

"lt is subrnitted that there is a delay in fiiing the presenr Appeal

due to gcttirrg the order copy and communication gap, transfers of
tlre conccrned officers and coordination by the concerned in

perusi,g the case and the delay is neither willful nor wanr.on only
due trl the above said reason.,,

4. Learned counsel for the appellant submitr; that if the

delay is not condoned and if such a relief is grante,d to the writ

petitioner, it rvould lead to serious repercussions.



t.

3 HCJ (AKrS, J) & GMM, J
W.A.No. I tOO of 2O2S

5' Learned counser for respondent No.r has strongry

objected to the prayer for condonation of delay.

6. Upon consideration of the rivar submissions of the

parties and the onry ground urged on beharf of the appellant,

we are of the view that the appeilant has failed to furnish any

sufficient cause whatsoever for condonation of deray of 566

days in preferring the instant Writ Appeal.

7 ' Bureaucratic red tape and procedurar derays in preferring

the appeals by the state or its instrumentarities had often been

frowned upon by the Apex court in a series of judgments,

such ?S, Shivamma (Dead) by LRs v. Karnataka Housing

Board and othe.s'. The machinery of the organization does not

come to a standstill on transfers of the Heads of the

Departments or any Subordinate officer. Therefore, we are not

inclined to condone the delay.
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' zozs scc ont.ine SC 1969



4 IICJ (AKrS, J) & GMM, J
W.A.No. I IOO of 2025
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8. Accordingly, the instant Interlocutory Application is

dismissed. conseqLrently, the instant writ Appeal is also

dismissed, There shall be no order as to costs.

Miscellaneous applications, if any pendinpi, shall stand

closed
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HIGH COURT

DATED i1911112025

COMMON JUDGMENT

lA.No.l OF 2025
IN/AND
WA.No.1100 of 2425
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DISMISSING THE IA AND WRIT APPEAI.
WITHOUT COSTS


