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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY,THE TWELFTH DAY OF DECEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH

THE HONOURABLE SRIJUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRITAPPEAL NO: 1450 OF 2025

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Lefters Patent Appeal Preffered Against the
Order Dated 09;12-2025 in lA.No.1 ol 2025 in W.P.No 36889 of 2025 on the file of
the High Court.

Between:

A. Uma Rani, D/o. Harischander Rao, Aged about 55 years, Science
Supervisor (SA-Phy.SC), 0/o. State Council of Educational Research and
Trdining (SCERT), ielangana State, Hyderabad. Rl/o. Flat No.701, Block-1o,
Hill Ridge Springs, Near lSB, Gachibowli, Hyderabad. 

...A''ELLANT
AND

1. The State of Telangana, rep by its Principal Secretary, School Education
Department, Secretariat, Hyderabad.

2. The DirectorofSchool Education, Telangana State, Hyderabad
3. The Director of State Council of Educational Research and Training (SCERT)'

Hyderabad.
4. The District Educational fficer, Adilabad District

...RESPONDENTS

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 operation of the orders passed by His Lordship Justice Sri Pulla

Karthik in l.A.No. 1/2025 in W.P No. 36889 / 2O25 daled 09-12.2025 and also the

impugned proceedings in Rc.No.938/SER.lll-1/2025, daled'.24.11 .2025 issued by

the 2d respondent and proceedings Rc.No. 26/EsIUTSCERT|2O24' datedi



29.11.2025 issued by the 3'd respondent and continued the petitioner in the 3d

respondent's office, pending disposal of the main Writ Appeal

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI PRATAP NARAYAN SANTHI SENIOR COUNSEL
FOR SRI. POODATTU AMARENDER

Counset for the Respondents: SRI SANTHAPUR SATYANARAYANA RAO,
GP FOR SERVICES I

The Court made the following: JUDGMENT



IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TEIANGANA
AT I{YDERABAD

The Hon'ble The ChiefJustice Sri Aparesh Kumar Singh

and

The Hon'ble Sri lustice G.M.Mohiuddin

Wtit Appeal No.1450 of 2025

Datedz 12.72.2025

Between:

A.Uma Rani

Appellant

and

The State of Telangana,
Rep. by its Pdncipal Secretary,
School Education Department,
Secretariat, Hyderabad and 3 others.

Respondents

Iudgment:

-
Heard Mr. Pratap Narayan Sanghi, learncd Scnior

Counsel appearing for Mr. Amarender Pooclatru, learned

counsel for the appellant and IW. Santhapur Satyanarey^na

Rao, learned Government Pleader for Sen,ices-l appearing

flor the respondents.

2. Appellant 1S aggrieved bv intcrim order

dated 09.12.2025, passed by the learned \\rrit (-ourt in

/



I.A.No.1 of 2025 in W.P.No.36889 of 2025, refusing to

stay the proceedings dated 24.71.2025, whereby the

appellant has been repatriated to the Education

Department from State Council of Educational Research

and Training (SCERT).

3. Learned Senior Counsel appearing for the appellant

submits rhat the case of the present appellant stands on

equal footing r,vith that of one Ponnam Madhavi, both of

rvhom werc rcvcrted b.v the same impugned proceedings

dated 24.11.2025, and in whose case, the learned \X/rit

Court has, bv arr interim order of the same date passed in

\Y/.P.No.36885 of 2025, granted suspension of the

impugned procecdings of her repatriation from SCERT to

the llducation Dcpartmcnr as well as her relieving order in

procecdings datcd 29.1 1 .2025.

\



..?..

4. Learned Senior Counsel has drawn our attention to

the proceedings dated 23.04.2008, 20.05.2008 08.07.2008

and 02.06.2074, which are also correspondences berween

the Education Department and the SCERT in order to

submit that the appellant was promoted as School

Assistant initially. Thereafter, she was sent on deputation

to SCERT whereafter she was appointed on transfer to the

vacant post existing in the SCERT. After sev€nteen years

of such appointment on transfer, the impugncd

proccedings dated 24.1,1.2025 have been issurcd,

purportedly on a representation of the Employees' Union,

for repatriation of the appellant as well as Ponnam

Mladhavi. 'llhe learned $7rit Court has granted intcrim

suspension in case of Ponnam Madhavi, but has reflused

thc same relief to the appellant on erroneous grounds.

-l'herefore, the appellant has preferred this Writ ,'\ppeal.


