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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY, THE NINTH DAY OF APRIL
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

lA.No.l OF 2026

WRIT APPEAL NO: 53 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Preferred Against Order Dated

2410112025 Passed in WP.No.30349 of 2023 on the file of the High Court.

Between:

1 . The Singareni Collieries Company Limited, Rep. by its Chairman and Managing
Director Singareni Bhavan, Lakdikapool, Redhills, Hyderabad -500 004 (TS).

2. The Director (Personal Welfare and Administration), The Singareni Collieries
Company Limited, Head Office, Kothagudem Collieries - 507 101, Bhadradri-
Kothagudem Dist. (TS).

3. The General Manager (Personnel) lR and PM, The Singareni Collieries Company
Limited, Head Office, Kothagudem Collieries - 507 101, Bhadradri-Kothagudem
Dist. (TS).

4. The General Manager The Singareni Collieries Company Limited, Ramagundam
lll Area, Ramagundm, Centenary Colony, Peddapalli District -505 212 (TS).

...APPELLANTS/RESPONDENTS
AND

Y. Radha Krishna S/o. Suryaprakash Rao, Aged about 57 years, EC No. 1429037,
Occ. Fitter, OCP-I CHIP, The Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Ramagundam-3 Area, R|io. Qtr. No. T2-77, 8-lncline Colony - 505 211'
Godavarikhani, Peddapalli District (TS).

...RESPONDENT/PETITIONER

IN/ANO



l.A. NO: 1 OF 2026

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 250 days in filing the Writ Appeal against the order dated 24.O1 .2025 passed in

WP No. 30349 of 2023 in the interest of iustice.

l.A. NO: 2 OF 2026

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

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

operation order dated 24.01 .2025 passed in Writ Petition No. 30349 of 2023 pending

disposal of the Writ petition in the interest of justice.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI P.SRI HARSHA REDDY, SC FOR SINGARENI
COLLIERIES CO LTD

Counsel for the Respondents: SRI KALLEPALLI THIRUMALA RAO

The Court made the following: COMMON JUDGMENT



IN THE HIGH COT'RT FORTHE STATEOF TEI,ANGANA
AT I{YDERABAI)

THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESTI KI'MAR SINGH
AND

THE HON'BLE SRI WSTICE G.M.MOHIUDDIN
I- t.A.No.l of 2o26

ln and
WRIT APPEAL No.53 of 2O26

DATE: O9.04.2O25
Between:

The Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Rep. by its Chairman & Managing Director
and 3 others

....Appellants

And

Y. Radha Krishna ....Respondent

JUDGMENT

Heard Sri P.Sri Harsha Reddy, learned Standing Counsel for

Singareni Collieries Company I-imited for appeliants and Sri

K.Thirtimala Rao, learned counsel for respondent and perused the

record

2. This Interlocutory Application uide I.A' No' I of 2026, is hled by

the appellan[s seeking condonation oi delay of 250 days in preferring

the accompanying writ appeal. The said writ appeal is directed againsL

the order dated. 24.OL .2O25 passed by the learned Single Judge in

W.P.No.30349 of 2023, whereby the writ petition came to be allowed

and the appellants were directed to extend the beneht of pay parity to

the respondent (writ petitioner) by stepping up his salary on par with

his junior, Sri D. Venkat ReddY.

\-
---



3. Beforc entering Llpon thc merits of the Writ Appeal, it becomes

necessary to examir-ie the issue' of iimitation, as the appeal is

presented u,ith a delay of 25O days. Such delay, being prima facie

significant, calls for a careful consideration and cannot be treated as a

matter o[ routine-

Factual matrix (in brief)

4. The respondent was appointed as) a Fitter Tratnee in the

appellants-Companlr on 23.O7.1989 and was subsequently promoted

to Fitter Helper (Category-lll on 23.10.1990, Fitter (Category-lV) on

03.10.1991, Fitter (Category-V) on O1.03.1995. Respondent,s

grievance is that l'ris junior, one D. Venkat Reddy, appointed on

26.Oa.I99O, is drau,ing higher basic pay. The disparity is stated to

have arisen as the said junior received both an annual increment and

a promolional increment in the year 1995, whereas the respondent

was granted onlv a promotional increment. The respondent sought

rectification of the said anomaly by way of representation on

06.11.2017 , rvhich camc to be rejected by the appellants urde

proceedings dated 25. 12.201.7 on the ground that there were no

applicable guidelines r-rnder the ,JBCCI for such rectification.

5. Aggrieved there by, the respondent hled W.p.No.3O349 of 2023,

which was allou,ed by the learned Single Judge by order dated

24.O1.2025, setting aside the rejection order and directing the
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appellants to extend pay parity to the respondent on par with his

junior.

6. Aggrieved by the said order, the appellants-Company has

preferred the present writ appeal along with I.A.No. 1 of 2026 seeking

condonation of delay in filing the appeal.

Submissions on behalf of the appellants

7. Learned counsel for the appellants, while seeking condonation

of delay of 250 days in hling the writ appeal arising out of the order

dated 24.01.2025 passed in W.P.No.30349 of 2023, advanced the

following submissions:

i) That the certihed copy of the order of the learned Single Judge,

dated 24 .Ol .2025, was received by the appellants on

12.O4.2025. Thereafter, the matter was processed through the

requisite ofhcial channels in the appellants-company, namely

the Singareni Collieries Company Limited (SCCL). The General

Manager, Ramagundam-Ill Area, is stated to have initiated a

note on 2a.O4 .2025 seeking approval from the competent

authority for preferring a writ appeal, and the final approval for

filing the appeal was accorded on 19.06.2025.

ii) That the delay occasioned is not gross or deliberate, but is

attributable to the procedural requirements inherent in a public

sector undertaking. It is urged that the delay of 25O days is on

account of such administrative processing.
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iii) That the delal is neither intcntiona,l nor willful, but has

occurred due to bono fde administrative reasons, as the the

appellants w,ere required to folloil, due procedure in obtaining

nccessary approvals, and the same inevitably consumed time. It

is contended that the appellanrs have a substantial case on

merits, particularly having regard to the issues arising out of

seruice jurispru<lence, and that no prejudice would be caused to

the rcspondent if the delay is condoned and the matter is

adjudicared on merils.

iu) That tl-re order of thc learncd Single Judge gives rise to

substantial questions of law, including the interpretation of

service rules governing employees of the appellants_Company;

the applicability of the guidelines issued by the JBCCI; and the

scope and application of the principle of ,.equal pay for equal

work" in the context of pay fixation and time_bound promotional

schemes, as \ .as considered by the learned Single Judge while

directing parity ol pay with the junior cmployee.

Submissions on behalf of respondent

8. Learned counseL for respondent opposed the application for

condonation of delay and advanced the follotving submissions:

i) That the clelay of 250 days, as stated by the appellants, is

inordinate and wholly inexcusable and the explanation is

incomplete and fails to account for the entire period of delay. It
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is pointed out that though the order was passed on 24.01.2025

and is stated to have been received on 12.04.2025, there is no

explanation whatsoever for the period between I2.O4.2O25 and

24.04.2025, when the file was allegedly initiated, nor is there

arry explanation for the substantial period between 19.06.2025,

when approval was allegedly granted, and the actual hling of the

appeal on 07.01.2026. This unexplained gap of more than six

months, is fatal to the case of the appellants.

ii) That by allowing such a long delay to occur, the appeilants

have, accepted the judgment of the learned Single Judge dated

24.01.2025, under which the respondent was granted the

beneht of stepping up of pay on par with his junior. It is further

submitted that the respondent, who is due to retire on

31.04.2027 , has gained a vested right to receive the benefits of

the said order, and any interference at this stage would cause

serious prejudice and irreparable loss to him.

iii) That the reasons assigned by the appeilants do not constitute

"sr-rfficient cause" within the meaning of Section 5 of the

Limitation Act, 1963. The requirement of obtaining internai

approvals, is a matter entirely within the control of the

appellants and cannot be put forth as a ground for condoning

an inordinate delay.
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irr) That the merits of lhe case cannot be taken into consideration

u,hile deciding rln application for condonation of delay. The

scope of inquiry at lhis stage is conhned to the existence of

"sufficient cause" for the delay, and the strength or otherwise of

the case on me rits is wholly irrelevant. [t is urged that the

absence o[ a satisfactory explanation covering the entire period

of delay, thc application is liable to be dismissed.

9. We have tzrken note of the respective contenlions urged and

perused the material on record.

Consideration by this Court

10. The fur-rdamentzri question that falls for consideration before

this Court is whether the appellants have made out any "sufficient

cause" for concloning thc inordinate delay of 25O days in preferring

the present writ appeal against the order dated 24.O1.2O25 passed in

W.P.No.30349 of 2023.

11. It is trite that though Courts are inclined to adopt a liberal and

pragmatic approach in matters of condonation of delay, such

discretion is not excessive. The party seeking condonation must

demonstrate that the delay was neither intentional nor due to

negligence, and must furnish a reasonable, cogent and satisfactory

explanation covering the entire period of delay. The expression

"sufficient cause" cannot be constrlled in a routine or mechanical

manner.
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12. On a careful consideration of the material on record, we are of

the considered view that the explanation offered by the appellants

falls short of the legal requirement of "sufficient cause", for the

following reasons:

i) The chronologr furnished by the appellants is wholly

inadequate, as the order under challenge was passed on

24.O1.2025, the appellants claim to have received a copy thereof

on 72.04.2025. It is stated that a note was initiated on

28.O4.2025 and approval was obtained on 19 .06.2025.

However, the appeal came to be hled only on 07.O1.2026. There

is a substantial and unexplained gap of more than six months

between Jute, 2O25 and January, 2026. Thre afhdavit filed in

support of the application is conspicuously silent as to the

steps taken during this period. There is no explanation

whatsoever for the delay in presentation of the appeal. Such

lack of diligence and absence of material particulars is fatal to

the application.

ii) The explanation sought to be offered on the ground of

administrqtive processing and obtaining approvals within the

appellantstompany cannot, by itself, constitute sufficient

cause. It is well settled that internal procedural requirements or

movement of files within a department are internal matters of

the appellants and cannot be treated as a valid justilication for

condoning an inordinate delay, in the absence of a specihc and



siltisfacton, expl:ination lor each stage- A ltublic sector

undertaking is expected to act u,ith due promptitude and

cirnnot claim any spccial indulgence in this regard. As held by

the Hon'ble Su1>reme Court in Postmaster General u. Liuing

Media India Ltd.l, delays attributed merely to impcrsonal

irclminislrativc procedures, movemcnt of files, or bureaucratic

processcs cannot be acccpted as sufhcient cause. In the

atrsence of a re:tsonable, satisfactory, and bona Jide explanation

for thc delay, the routine plea of procedural red tape or

pcndency of files for prolonged periods docs not merit

acceptarrce.

The dela-v in thr-. prescnt case is ir-rordinate as the appellants

have approached this Court after a lapse of more than eleven

months from thr: datc of the impugned order. Meanwhite, the

rcspondent, rvho is nearing superannuation, u,ould have

Icgitimatcly expccted implementation of the order passed in his

favour directing pay parity. Entertaining such a belated

challengt: \'ould nor only unsettle the rights accrued to the

rt:spondent but rvould also undermine the principte of finalit5r of

litigation.

'I'hc contention of lhc le arned counsel for the appellan ts with

re gard to the merits of the case does not merit consideration at

tl'ris stage. The isstre of condonation of delay stands on an

iii)

i")

\ 1zotz1 :t scc 563
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independent footing. It is well settled that the merits of the case

cannot be a sutrstitute for explaining the delay. It is pertinent to

note that the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Esha Bhattachariee u.

Managing Committee of Raghunathpur Nafar Acadeng2

while reiterating the view taken in Vedabai u. Shanta;ram

Baburao Patil3 has held that the consideration of prejudice

caused to the other side will be a relevant factor in the

condonation o{ delay, when the delay is inordinate in nature.

Conclusion

13. For the loregoing reasons, this Court is of the considered view
"1

that the appellants have failed to establish any "suffltcient cause" for

condonation of the inordinate and unexpiained delay of 250 days in

Iiling the writ appeal.

L4. Accordingly, I.A.No.1 of 2026 is dismissed and the Writ Appeal

is dismissed.

As a sequel, miscellaneous petitions, pending if any, stand

closed. No costs
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To

1 One CC to SRI P.SRI HARSHA REDDY, SC FOR SINGARENI COLLIERIES CO

LTD. [OPUC]
One Cc to SRI KALLEPALLI THIRUMALA RAo, Advocate [OPUC]
Two CD Copies

2
3

PSK.
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 0910412026

COMMON JUDGMENT

lA.No.1 OF 202G
IN/AND
WA.No.53 of 202G oR lirE St F

.U
i4i\o_
\;i.
'r'.:. *

'i.-

0Z ttnt X6 vz
4)

l-t.iPrttc

DISMISSING THE IA AND WRIT APPEAL
WITHOUT COSTS
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