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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD
(Special Original Jurisdiction)

MONDAY, THE THIRTEENTH DAY OF JULY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRIT PETITION Nos.36488 AND 36486 OF 2025

WP NO: 36488 OF 2025

Between:

Wells Fargo lnternational Solutions Private Limited, Building 1A, Divyasree
NSL SEZ Survey No. 66/l, Raidurga Village Serilingampalli Hyderabad,
Telangana - 500032 Through its authorised signatory.

...PETITIONER
AND

1 Telangana State Human Rights Commission, Gruhakalpa Complex, 
^/J 

Road
Nampally, Hyderabad - 500001. Through its Registrar.
Ms. Viswanatha Srilakshmi, Raghavalli Flat No. 104, llnd Floor, Challas
Omega ,Near Madhuranagar Kaman, Pragathi Nagar Hyderabad - 500090.

...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Arlicle 226 of the Constitution of lndia praying that in the

circumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith, the High Court may be pleased

to issue an appropriate writ, order or direction, more particularly one in the nature of

writ of Certiorari, thereby calling for the records of Case No. 823 of 2020 pending

before the 1't Respondent and consequently quash Case No. 823 of 2020. (li)

Consequently, this Honourable Court may be pleased to declare the actions of

Respondent No. 1 in passing the Common lmpugned Order dated 14 October 2025

in H.R.C. No. 822 ol 2020 and H.R.C. No. 823 of 2020 holding that it has jurisdiction

to entertain Respondent No.2's Complaints as being illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and

violative of the Petitioners rights under the Constitution and set aside the same
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l.A. NO: 2 OF 2025

Petition under Sect on '151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in suppod of the petition, the High Courl may be pleased to grant
stay of all further proceedings in the Complaint, i.e., H.R.C. No. 823 pending before
Respondent No. 1. pendinlt disposal of the Writ Petition

l.A. NO: 2 OF 2026

Petition under Sect on 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affida,iit filed :n suppor. of the petition, the High Ccurt may be pleased to extend
the said lnterim Order dateC 01 .12.2025 passed in W.F. No. 36488 ol 2025

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2026

Betwee n:

tt/s. Viswanatha Srrlakshnri, Raghavalli Flat No. 104, llnd Floor, Challas Omega
,Near lzladhuranagar Kam:tn, Pragathi Nagar Hyderabad - 500090.

.....PETITIONERyRESPONDENT No.2
AND

1. Wells Fargo lntern:rtional Solutions Private Limited, Building 1A, Divyasree
NSL SEZ Survey No 66/1 , Raidurga Village Serilingampalli Hyderabad,
Telangana - 500032 Through its authorised signatory.

...RESPONDNET/PETITIONER

2. Telangana State Human Rights Commission, Gruhakalpa Complex, t\,4J Road
Nanrpally. Hyderabad - 500001 Through its Chairperson.

...RESPONDENT/RESPONDENT No. 1

Petiiion under Sect on 151 CPC praying that rn the circumstances stated in

the affidayil filed n suppor. of the petition, the High Ccurt may be pleased to vacate
the interim stay order granted in l.A.No.1 of 2025 in \r'/.P.No.36488 of 2025 dated
1-12-2025 and the extensirn of interim stay order granted 0,+-2-2026 in the interest
of justice

Counsel for the Petitione": SRI A. VENKATESH SENIOR COUNSEL REP
SRI. PASHAM MOHITH

Counsel for the Respondent No.1: Ms. R.S. VILASITA REP
SRI. A SAMIR KUMAR REDDY

(sc FoR TSHRC)

Counsel for the Respondent No.2: Ms. CH. SUJATHA



wells Fargo lnternational Solutions Private Limited, Building 1A, Divyasree NSL SEZ

Survey NJ. 66/1, Raidurga Village Serilingampalli, Hyderabad, Telangana - 500032

Through its authorised signatory

...PETITIONER

AND
1. Telangana State Human Rights Commission Gruhakalpa Complex, MJ Road

Nampally, Hyderabad - 500001. Through its Registrar.

2. Ms. Viswanatha Srilakshmi Raghavalli Flat No. 104, llnd Floor, Challas
Omega Near Madhuranagar Kaman, Pragathi Nagar Hyderabad - 500090.

...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of lndia praying that in the

circumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith, the High court may be pleased

to(i) pleased to issue an appropriate writ, order or direction, more particularly one in

the nature of writ of Certiorari, thereby calling for the records of Case No 822 of

2020 pending before the 1't Respondent and consequently quash Case No. 822 of

2020. (ii) Consequently, this Hon'ble court may be pleased to declare the actions of

Respondent No.1 in passing the common lmpugned order dated 14 October 2025

in H.R.C. No.822 of 2O2O and H.R.C. No.823 ot2020 holding that it has jurisdiction

to entertain Respondent No.2's Complarnts as being illegal, arbitrary' unjust, and

violative of the Petitioners rights under the constitution and set aside the same

WP NO: 36486 OF 2025

Between:

l.A. NO: 1OF 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 grant

stay of all further proceedings in the Complaint, i.e., H.R.C. No. 822 pending before

Respondent No. 1, pending disposal of the Writ Petition



l.A. NO: 2 OF 2026

Petition under SectLon 151 CPC prayirtg that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in suppor: of the petition, the High Ccurt may be pleased to extend

the said lnterim Order d aled 01 .12.2025 passed in W.P No. 36486 of 2025

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2026

Between

Ir,4s. Viswanatha S-ilakshmi Raghavalli Flat No '104, llnd Floor, Challas
Omega Near lv'1adhr, ranagar Kaman. Pragathi Nagar Hyderabad - 500090.

...PETITIONER /RESPONDENT No. 2
AND

Wells Fargo lnternational Solutions Private Limited, Building 1A, Divyasree
NSL SEZ Survey \o 66/1, Raidurga Village Serilingampalli, Hyderabad,
Telangana - 500032 Through its authorised signatory

.....RESPONDENT/PETITIONER

1 . Telangana State Hr- man Rrghts Commission Gruhakalpa Complex, tr,4J Road
Nampally. Hyderabad - 500001 Through its Registrar.

...RESPONDENT/RESPONDENT No. 1

Petiiion under Sect or^ 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

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

the interi.n stay order granted ln l.A.No.1 of 2025 in W.P.Nc.36486 of 2025 dated

1-12-2025 and the extensiion of interim stay order granted on 04-2-2026 in the

interest of justice

Counsel for the Petitione': SRI A. VENKATESH SENIOR COUNSEL REP
SRI. PASHAM MOHITH

Counsel for the Respondent No.1: Ms. R.S. VILASITA REP
SRI. A SAMIR KUMAR REDDY

(sc FoR TSHRC)

Counsel for the Respondent No.2: Ms. CH. SUJATHA

The Court made the following: COMMON ORDER



IN THE HIGH COIIRT FOR THE STATE OF TEI,ANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

TIIE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KI.'MAR SINGH

AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHIUDDIN

WRIT PETITION Nos. 3tr88 and 36486 of2A25

DATE: 13.O7.2O26

Writ Petition No.36488 of 2025

Bet\.['een

Wells Fargo Intemalional Solutions Private Limited

....Petitioner

ANI)

Telangana St.alc t{uman Rights (--ommission

'I'hror-rgh its Rcgstrar and anolhcr
....Respondents

Writ Petition No.36486 of 2025

Between

Wel1s Fargo Inlematronal Solutrons Pnvate Limitcd

....Petitioner

AND

Telalgala State Human R-rghts Commission

Through its Reglstrar and anoLhe'r
.,..Respondents

COMMON ORDER

Sint:c tltcsc l$ o ir riL Pcritions arise tlut of the common order

dated 1 4. 1O .2025 passcd bl the Telangana Sta[e Human Rights

Commission (TGHRC) in H.R.(l.Nos.822 and 823 ol 2020, involvc

common part.ies, substantiallv identical lacts, and raise the same

questrons ol fact and laq concerning the jurisdiction of the TGHRC to

enterlai.n complarnts arising ot-l1 of a privatc cmploymenI dispute,
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Lh('\' u crrc heard trrg.tirt'r :,td arc bcing clislt.sed ol bl. this <:ommon

or(lc r

2. W I,.\o.35 1t8 ot 202i. is filccl urLcler ,\rricle 2.25 ol rhe

CorrstiLr-rtion of Ir-rciia. u ir h rhe tollor.r-tng pra\ cr:

3. \4.1,.\o.,16.18r ot -l()25. is filed unclcr Lniclc 226 ol Lhe

Cons[itutron of Indra. u'rth Lhe folior,r.ing pra\.er:-

"...1o lssue rt appropnate wit, ortler or cir.ection: nrore
StafttcttLurlq at,.e 1n llle ature of u,)nt of Ct:rtroran, t]rcreby caLltttglor'ltt: record; (,/ (.rs. .\o. E2.3 of 2O)L p.tt(llttg oelorJ the tst
1ip.st)o/r.lent olcl .otjsequently quash Case Nt,. g23 cf-2a2a.
tt'l a'.-c()i.t,t-'t. .t.- lt^, btc aoL,n nt,).t 1.. 1tleo.<od tO cle,.,r,r_
tl)c (1ctlcns of ?espatldeti \o I in pass rrT th:t ComnLon Impugnecl()rd.r datecl t4 Oclolter )a).t rn H R C No. 822 of 2A2O anrl
11.1? (' lo. 82.i ot )())() holdlng that tt hes ltttt\,4tcli(n to etltetl(u,l
kespondenl l\r .?s ('rrrrrpl0irtls as beinq tll(,.)ol. urb.trary, Ltnll]l t.
tttLrl rtoLcittt,e'ttI t]ta. l,t'ttltat!.\-s nqhls tutrlt,t tlt,,()olstii|.ton rtlrl
s('1 //sral., tl',e ;otl rrrrrl /liss su(-:h olllc!. ()t.alt,t or r,rder,s a.s tlrrs
llo,t bie ottr'l Iarir r/r,r,rll l'it (Lnd proper it lhc .trcuit )t!-Ltlces oI t11..

''...to i551," 'ot ol)l)ropn(Lte LUnt. or.1"r or clirection: r,tort:
D.l1t.ltLerlL.l on. |t tlt(, notlLre of uit ol Certu)ron, tl,.erebA callinlltlt tlte rtcctrrl.. ,)/ ('r,s. .\'r) 8)2 of 2O)( ytt nrhng cefcri the I ,

tt) ('ot LseqLte1.t l'l :ltrs ![on ble Coutl tnclL| lte pl.nsed io ,leclare t]rc,
rrctrt)rr-s r;i Re.Sro1td.,lll .\o. / r,r passtttgl !he f..)r7i7)l )?1 Im.pttcln<,cl
Orcler duied I I ( )ctobet )0.25 Ln ll. R r ,\r., g.?2 >f 2A20 onrl
//./?.i' ,\,r 8)3 ot .l(1.)( l,ol.litu-t th.tt,l /rrr.s /riIsr/ir.tro i to erjtertct,rt
/l('.s/)()|.1,,|11 .Yr. - s ( orrrlrlrrrrrls,rs i,,,r y1 1r.,1,t, 1yp1 ,un|. ,,,.r-1,,r,
Ltttcl |rolctltue' at tl,r' !\.lilto ler.\ nqht\ Ltq,l,.t tlr totlsti;Lnon and
\{,1 .iir.la lfr .rrr,,r',|,trl llrss sLLch t)thet rtrri.,r or o"clerS cts tltis
llrtt:: 'r ( t,tL1' , ti.t tit,t 1ti lii .tttaj praper itr lltr. (,rt.ltnrsta?ces oflh€,

4. Il.irrd Mr,A.\'erk:rtcsh. learncd Scnir.,r ColLnsel represcltting

Mr.Pasirant llohi.h. lcarncd counscl lor the pctitioner;

l\1s.il S \ rlllsli.r, 1e.:r.('(l (.()LL.sel re prcscl-tting Mr.A.Samir Krtmar

Redclr, learnecl Sra:r(linq ('ounsel [or ]{rrmitn Rights Comrntssion.

appr'.rring f.r respo.rd..r N.. I irnrl NIs.Ch.S tj:rtha, learncr:l c.rt,nsel

appt ltrinq lor rc.sponcllrrr Nr;.J and perLlsccl tl c rr:crrrci.
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Factua I Matrix lin brie0

5. Respondent No.2 joined the services of the petitioner-company

on 09.05.2011 as an Associate Financial Analyst. Over the years, she

earned successive promotions and was working as a Senior

Commercial Loan Servicing Representative (S3). In July, 2019,

respondent No.2 lodged an internal complaint (for short 'HR

Complaint') before the Human Resources (HR) Department of the

petitioner against two of her colleagues, namely, Mr. lmtiaz Ahmed

and Mr. Muralidhar Yedugani. The complaint primarily related to

empioyment-related issues, including her dissatisfaction with her

performance appraisa.ls and allegations of harassment in the

workplace.

6. Upon receipt of the HR Complaint, the HR Department

initiated a detailed inquiry into the allegations. However, the

investigation stood prolonged on account ol the lbllowing:

i)

ii)

RespondenL No.2 availing medical leave during August and

September,2019, and

Respondent No.2's subsequent submission of voluminous

documents during October and November,2Ol9.

Upon completion of the investigation in December, 20 19, the HR

Department concluded that the allegations Ievelled by respondent

No.2 were not substanliated.



+

7, On 20.O).2O20, r.espondent No.2, through her learned counsel,

rssued a lcgal no,.icr: rciteratrng the allegarions m:Lde rn her HR

Complaint ancl allegirrg inacuon on [he part of the petitioner.

Subsequentlr', in Ma: ch. 2020, respondent No.2 escalated her

grievance to thc petiti )ner's Employee Relations (trR) Department.

The ER Depart ment, s ith a vie,"r. to ensuring that the grievances of

responrient No.2 u.crc comprehensively addressed. initiated an

independent inquiry'. Ir [he course of such inquiry, respondent No.2

was inlt:n'ieu'ccl on mrrltiple oc<:asions, the rvitncsses cited by her

were exEtmincd and othcr membcrs of the concerned team rvere also

interv ier.,.'cd. Upon corr plction ol the inquir,v, Lhe ER Department

likervisi conclr-rded that the allcgations made c1.- respondent No.2

rvere unsubstantiated. 'l'he findrngs of the inquiya.ere discussed

with respondent No.2 on 17.O8.2O2O, and rhe closure of the

investigation n,as lbrmz lh communicated to her. through an e-mail

dated 20 08.2020.

8. EYen prior to cscz.lating rcspondent No.2's grievance to the ER

Departnrent. respondcr:t No.2 had, on 28.O2.2O20, :nstitutcd tw.o

separatc complaints, bcine Il.R.(1. Nos.822 and 823 of 2020, before

the TGHRC, alkrging ,. ir,lation ol her human rigltrs. T:re complaints

principallv alleged harar;srnent at the hands of her superior officers

and inaction on the part ol rhe petitioner in acldressing her

grievanccs.
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g, In l"cbruary, 202 1, pursuant to the notices issued by the

Commission, the petitioner entered appearance through counsel and

filed a common affidavit claLed 08.02.202 1, setting out the factual

background and raising a prclimrnary objection as to the

maintainability of the complaints and lhe j unsdiction of the

Commission to entertain the same.

lo.Thepetitionerthereaftertileddetailedcounter.affidavits

reiteraling its objection to the jurrsdiction of the Commission' Il was

contended that the Commissron lacked jurisdiction under Section 12

o[ Lhe ProLection ol IIuman Rights ;\cr, 1993 (for short'1993 ActJ' to

entertain complaints ag:l inst a prrvate cntity or pcrsons $'ho were not

public servants. It \\'as further contended that the dispules raiscd by

responcient No.2 u'cre, in esscnce, disputes arising out of a private

empioyer employee relationship and, therefore, lay beyond the

statutory jurtsdiction of the Commission

11. Respondent No.2 filed rejoinders to the counter-affidavits' to

u'hrch the petitioner I'ilccl sur re;oindcrs. Thereafter, respondent No 2

liled a counlcr lo the petittot'lc-r s sur-rejoindcrs The pcf itioner also

placecl its n'ritten stlbmissions bcfore lhe Commission in support of

its prelLminarv oltjcc Iio n rcgi,rrciing.1urisdjclion

t2. Upon hearing the parties, the Commission reserved the matter

for orders on 16.06.2022. Hou'evcr, before orders could be

pronounced, the office of the Reglstrar feil vacant Following the
"\.



app/lllrttnen' ol ir n('\\ Itr.qisriar in Apri1. 20.15, lr< s:h surnu,;ns ,,r.ais

issut:c1 ;:ecluinnq rh(_- Jl( titr.ni-r i() .lpp(.cu- br:lrrt.r Llrc Conrrlission.

13. Pursuant th,,r(.1o. thr. pctitiorLe r. iippezLrod bc-forc the

Co.rrissr.n a.cl r(,it( rat.cl iis ltrclin-,rna.r. ritlc<:t.rl. rcg.rcirng lhe:

Comrnission s .;unsclictr,rn. r,.qltcstinfl thaL thc issue of

maintaLnabilitr bc dccicicd as a preliminan. rsrsLle . -l.he Conrmission

agrei'd to consirlt,l- :h,, oltir.crio:t irt tltc rhi(.-tirrrld, trr-rr clircctr:cl tl_.r:

(,

"J('llLi r l( l 1:r !rrr1l 1,i.1 ( r)i, (,\ f;, ,JrC r.r,1trtt.ls

coni:lir,ttcci itr 'rtC IIR l)r.p.r -rrnCn.r :litcl

petl t1o jte r acrcordinglr. produ<.crl thc said

i)('rl lnlr.g to Lhr. :nqrririr:s

:l.rc I.,Il [)r,pa rt n'ren t 'I'hc

.,'l),,rlS nrr I l. .0.JU25,

u'herceLiicr tlte Commrssion hearci the prrrtics on the question of

tniirn ainaltilir,,

14. Bv a contmo 1 ordcr datecl i.+.lt).,.0.)S, ihe Commissio:r

re-Jectr:rl the pctitior.rr.i-s prclirrrirran r.,b.iecliorr ,rlrd h, kl that since Lhe

c.rrtp,:rints rlrci :trt l)(,r i'it rr) s.^ici. i;,.rt.i-its b,t rl,lat.d t.
allcg:rriot-ts r--i h,trass lit( n' L,l I \\L,nt.1t , pll,l )!g(., u t-:tc:lt tl 1trovcr1.

',r'oulcl r:rodc rhe dign tr ;,Ln ci scil rr.sp(.ct

ven' rooL ol genclt r c qualitr.. thercltr",

httmi'r rrghrs: rt rl('|ss( s:i( (l rlrc .rLrrisclir'1ior- t() i^qLrlrr' irrr, thc

ComplaLnlS. Consc,qLtenrh. rhc Clolnmi*silrr clircctcd lhat the

complaints be hsted ior I-urLhe,r inqr-rir.r.on rnerits on 04.12.,2025.

ol \\'o-rlcn and strikcs at the

in lritrSlrng upon the basic
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15. Aggrieved thereby, the petitioner has instituted the present

wrlt petltlons

Submissions on behalf of the petitioner

16. Learned Senior Counsel for the petitioner, has advanced the

following submissions:

i) That Section 12(a) of the 1993 Act, confers jurisdiction upon

the State Human Rights Commission to inquire into

complaints alleging violation of human rights only where such

violation is alleged to have becn commilted by a public servant

or where there is negligence on lhe part of a public servant in

preventing such violation. It was contended that the petitioner

is a private limited company and its employees are private

individuals u'ho do not answer the description of a 'public

servan[ within the meaning of Section 21 of the Indian Penal

Code (IPC), 1860, now Section 2(281 of the Bharatiya Nyaya

Sanhita (BNS), 2023. Consequently, lhe Commission lacked

the statutory jurisdiction to entertaill the complaints.

ii) That the complaints preferred by respondent No.2 do not

contain any allegation either against a public seryant or

regarding negligence on the part of any public servant in the

prevention of any alleged violation of human rights The

complaints are directed exclusively against the petitior-rer-

company and its e mplol ccs, all of u'hom are private

c>-
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iii)

indiviciuals. Ir rhc abscncc of thr: Ioundaric,nal ..lurisdictional

requiremcnt ccntemplated under Sec[jon 1l] of the Act, the

assumpti,n o[' -iu.sdiction b' the Commission is n,hollv

rvithout auth()ritv ol' lan. and the procr:edings initiated

pursuant f her( ro arc liable to be declared uoid ab initio.

Reliance r,, as J,laced upon the judgments of Lhe Madras High

Court in Santosh Hospitals prtuate Ltd. u. State Hurnan

Rights Commisston, Tamil Nadut ar,d WOT Hospitals u,

State Human Rights Commlssion, Tamil Nadu and

Otherst, u'hcr,rin it u.as l,reld that tl-re jurisdiction of rhe

Human Riqhts Commission is confined to cornplaints relating

to acts or omissions a ttriburable to public servants and does

not extend to c isputcs involving purely private individuals or

e ntl Ilcs

iu) 'lhat er,cn assuming lor the sake ol argurnents that Lhe

allegatior.ts madr: bv rcspondent No.2 were true, they pertain to

matters relatirrg to performance appraisal. u,orkplace

qrievanccs, a1k ecd harassmenl and ather service_rclaled

issues arisrng orrr of a private employer-e mployee relationship.

According to tlre le:rrned senior counsel, rhe complaints

t'ssentiallr' .onc(,rn an inrernal employ-ment clispute betl,,,een

respondent No.2 ancl her co lleagues / s uperio r tfficers and do

'.2OA5 Q \IU, \ (Cr I 46 rr)ll
2017 SCC Onl_rnt, \lacl 3.lt J2
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not disclose any violation of human rights as contemplated

under the provisions of the Act. In this regard, reliance was

placed upon the judgment of this Court in IREP Dhqn Pvt'

Ltd. v. Telangana Stdte Human Rights Commlssion and

Other€, wherein it was held that the Human Rights

Commission cannot assume jurisdiction over disputes arising

out of a private contract of employment or purely private

employment disPutes.

v) That Regulation 2(1)(b) of thc Andhra Pradesh State Human

Rights Commission (Procedure) Regulations, 20 13 (for short

'2O13 Regulations'), as applicable to the State of Telangana,

defines a "complaint/ petition to mean a communication

alleging violation or abetment thereof, or negligence in the

prevention of such violation, by a public servant, of any oi the

human rights. lt was submltted that the said Regulation, read

with Section 12 of the Act and Regulation 12(d), prescribes a

threshold requirement that the complaint must allege violalion

of human rights by a public servant. Since the complaints filed

by respondent No,2 do not satisfl' this jurisdictional

prerequisite, they were not maintainable before the

Commission.

vi) That the procedural framework prescribed under the

Regulations also reirlforces the Iimited jurisdiction oi the

'w.p.No.899 of 202 i dated '27 1o.'2o2)-
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Commission. Learned scnior counsel submitted that the

prescribed lormats anncxed to thc Regulations, particularly

Form A (Noti :e) and F.orm C, are designe d exclusively for

seckinq tnforntation from an authrlrit,l, or public authorilv.

The repcated rrse ol the cxpression ,,authority,, in the statutory

forms unmis;rakabiv indicates that the proceedings

contemplated under the Regulations are intended to be

clirccted against public bodies or public officials and not

against ltrir,.atc entitlcs sur_-h as the p<,rittoner ,tompan\.

vii) Reliance rr as zLlso placed upon the juclgment of the Hon ble

Supremc Courl in N.C. Dhoundio,l u. Union oJ Indian o
contend tl'rat the H uman Rights Comn-rrssio _r is a statutory

bodv u hose j r,L -isdrctior-r is confined to the powers cxpressiy

confert'cl br-rhr: Act. lI u.as argued that the Commission, being

a creature of statute. cannot enlarge thr: scope of its

jurisdicti.n be'tncl rhe sta[uton, lirnitations zrnd is bound to

act strictl-y rvilhin thc parameters of the Act.

r,iii) That thc Commissron, b-v assuming jurisdiction over a purely

private r:mplor.nre:rt dispure and compelltng the petitioner to

partjcip:rte rn prtcccclings ri.hich are u.ithout jurisdiction and a

I'rullrtr- i. lan, has acted arbitraril' and in excess of its

statuton author it\ . lherebr- infringing the per itioner,s rrghts

guarantccd uncicr Arricie 1.1 of the Constitution ol. India. It rvas
' AIR 2oo+ sc 12;.1
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submitted that compelling the petitioner to undergo

proceedings before a forum inherently lackrng jurisdiction

causes serious prejudice and amounts to an abuse of the

process oI Iarv.

Submissions on behalf of respondent No.1

17. Learned counsel representing respondent No 1, has advanced

the followrng submissions

i) Thal the complaints preferred by respondent No 2 cannot be

characterised as disputes relating merely to service conditions

or service bencfits According to the learned counsel' the

gravamen of the allegations pertains to continuous harassment

and humiliation allegedly meted out to respondent No 2 by her

superior officer, resulting in erosion of her dignity, self-respect

and mental w'cll being. It u'as, therefore, contended that the

Commission had rightly treated the complaints as raising

allegations of violation of human rights rather than as ordinary

service d isPutcs.

ri) That the mere fact that the alleged incidents arose in the

course of an employer-employee relationship would not' by

itself, ousl the jurisdiction of the Comrnission Learned counsel

submitted that the Lrue nature of the complaint has to be

determinecl from its substance and not merely from the

relationship between lhe parties' According to the learned
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counsel, \\.here t he allegations disclose inf:ingement of the

lundamental r;ghts to life, dignitv and er1ualrt,",, the existence of

ztn empiovm,:nr relationship *.oull not denude the

ComrLission ol its jurisdiction to inquire into the matter.

iri) That the provrsions of the Act, berng a benellcial legislation

inte nded to taleguard h uman nghts, d<:serve a liberal

interpretation. Ir uas arguccl that the expression ,public

scrvant occurt-lnq ln lhe Act should nor be construed in an

unduh techni<:al or rcstricLivc manner so ils to defeat the

, ,bjcc r ,,irhc Je1 is.a r iorr

iv) Thar although rhe petltroncr is a private companv, the

of harassrnent committed at the
allegations rele te to acts

r,",orkplace bv a person occupving a position oI authority over

rerspondent No. 2. Thus, rhc Commission. whil: discharging its

statuton' obligation of protccting human rights, ought not to
bc precluded from examtnrng thc allegations merelt. becausc

the\ arose u'ithin a prl\.:1tc cs[ab]ishmcnt.

v) That the Comm ssron had rightly distinguishecl the decision of

rhis Court tn IREP Dho,n put..Ltd. (supra 3). It was contencled

tltat urhile rhe dLsputc tn the said case cssentizrlly pertained to

service benelirs. thc present casc concerns allegations ol

Itarassment ol a u,oman emplovee resulting in vrolation of her
rlignitr and funcjamentai human rights. lherefore, the
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Commission had correctll' helcl that the

relate to service benefits simpliciter

complaints did not

but raised issues

warranting an inquiry under the provisions of the Act

Submissions on behalf of respondent No.2

18. Learned counsel representing respondent No'2, has advanced

the following submissions

i) That the provisions oi Section 12 of the 1993 Act, ought to

receive a broari and purposive construction consislent with the

object sought to be achievcd by the enacLment lt w'as

contended that the Commission is a specialised statutory body

constituted for the protection and promotion of human rights

and, therefore, its jurisdiction cannoL be construed in a narrow

or restrictive manner so as to defeat the very purpose of the

legislation. According to the learned counsel, allegations

pertaining to harassment of a woman at the workplace strike

at the core of her dignitl', equality and bodily integrity and,

theretbre, Iegitimately fall within lhe Commission's jurisdiction

i0 That the expression 'human rights', as dellned under Section

2(1)(d) of the Act, is of rvide amplitude and encompasses rights

relating to life, liberty, equality and dignity of the individual

guaranteed under the Cor-rstitution or embodied in the

lnternalional Covenanls and enforceable by courts in India lt

.. \4'as contendcd that thc allcgations madc by respondenl No.2,
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iir)

parricularlr those relating [o persist(]nt hlrassment at the

*'orkplacc res_rlrinq in thc loss of her pregnancy, if establrshed,

would constitute a violation of her fundzLmental nghts to
dignitv and erlualitv and, consequentlv, amtunt to a human

rights vioLatrorr r',rthin the meaning of the Act.

That rcspon,lcnr No.2 \\'as subjr_.cted to contlnuous

harassment a1 her \r'orkplace bl, her irnmed ate superior, Mr.

Muralidhirr Yt:dugani. ovcr a period of nearlv nr.o vears.

Accorcling to r:spondent No.2, such harassnrent inclucled the

usc of abusive language, rcpeated humrliatiotr in the presencc

of her colleagu's. manipulzltion ol hcr perforntance evaluation,

trnlvarranted s,.rutinv and conslant monitonng of her u,ork, all

ol u'hicl'r caus;ecl hcr ser.ere mental agonl and emotional

distre ss.

enr,,ironment had a scrious adverse impact on her physical and

mental ltcalth ar.Ld ultimateh. resulted in a miscarnage in

August, 2019. According to rcsponccnt \o.2, the acts

complainecl ol constiLuted a violation of her fundamental

rights, parricr-tla rh hr:r righr to life, dignir1., anc bodily integrity

guaranreed unde r Art icle 2 I of the Constitution of lndia, and

thereforc squarc l-r fell u,ithin

clelined under thc 1993 Acr.

the ambit of "hr-rman rights.

i") That the sustaincd harassment and th,: hostile work

AS
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v) That despite re peatedly bringing the alleged acts of harassment

to the notice of the peritioner's HR Department, no effective or

meaningful action was taken against the persons concerned'

Respondent No.2 contended that the inquiries conducted by

the HR Department as u'ell as the ER Department were neither

fair nor impartial and n'ere undertaken only with a view to

protect the petitioner-company and its managerial personnel'

vi) That instead of redressing her grievances, the peti[ioner

retaliated against her by placing her under a Performance

Improvement Plan (PIP) and initiating steps to terminate her

employment. According to respondent No.2, the actions of the

pctitioner wcre vindictive in nature and amounted lo

victimisation for having raised complainls regarding workplace

harassment.

vii) That the TGI{RC u'as fully competent to entertain and inquire

into her complaints under Section I2 of lhe 1993 Act'

According [o respondent No.2, the complaints involved serious

allegations afl-ecting her dignity, equality and fundamental

human rrghts as a rvoman employee and, therefore, the

Commission had rightly assumed jurrsdiction to examine lhe

matter on merits.

viii) That if the conrplarnts \\'ere lo be rejectecl on the ground of lack

.. of jurisdictlon, rcspondent No.2 u'ould be Ieft u'ithout an

.,,'
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r:fficac:ious renrccly, particuiarly when the petitioner had failed

ro address respondent No.2,s gricvanccs through its rnternal

mechan ism s.

ix) Reliancc uas plai:ed upon rhe decision of the Hon,ble Supreme

Court in Apparel Export promotion Council u, A.K,

Chopras.

19. We have taken note ol the respective submissions urged and

the m:rl erial on recorrl.

20. 'lhe princrpal qrrestion that falls lor consideratron in the

prcsent u,rit l:etitions is u,hether [he Tclangana State Human Rights

Commission, constrtuted under the 1993 Act, possesses jurisdiction

to entcrtain r.omplaints arileging vioiation ol htiman rights against a

privatc companr and its emplovees. u,ho admittedll do not ans\.er

the clescription ol ltut,lic.ser\.ants under the Act ?

Consideration bvthis Court

I. Scope of Jurisdiction of the State Human Rights Commissron

21. The 1993 Acl \\ra s r:nacted to provide for the constitutron of the

National Human Rights Commission (NHRC), the State I_luman

Rights Oommrssions arrd uman Rights Courts for the better

protection of human r ghrs and for matters corrnectcd thercrvith or

incidenral rherero. The cxpression human rights" is defined under

Section 2(d) of rhe Act . s undcr:

. ArR 199c sc 625
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(d) 'Lruman rights" means tle rights relating to lift, libertg '
equatitg and dignitg of the inchuiduol Waranteed bA the

Constitution or embodied in the Intetnational Couenants and

enforceable bA courls in India:

22. The functions of the Commission are enumerated under

Section 12 of the Act, which reads as under:

12. Functions of the Commission.-7'he Commission sholl perfonn all or

anA of the IotloLuing functions, namelg:-

(a) inquire, suo motu or on a petition presented to it ba a uictim or ang

person on Ltis behatf [or on a direction or order of ang courT]' into

compLaint of-
(i) uiolation of human ights or abetment thereof; or

(ii) negligence in the preuention of such uolation,

bg a public seruant;

(b) interuene ln ong proceedlng inuoLuing ang allegation of uiokttion of

human ights penriing before a court Luith the approual of such

court;

[(c) uisiL, nottuitlstanding angthing contained in ang other lau for the

time being in force, ang jaiL or other instittttion under the control of

the State Gouernment, u-there persons are detoined or lodged for
purposes of treotment, reformation or protection' for the studV of

the liuing cond'itions of the inm(;,tes thereof and make

recomrnendations thereon to the Gouernment;l

(d) reuiew the safeguards prouided bg or under the Constitution or any

law for the tlnte being in force for the protection of human nghts

and recomrtend meosures for their effectiue implementation;

(e) reaeut the factors, includ-ing acts of teftoism, that inhibit the

enjoament of h.uman nghts and recommencl appropicLte rentedial

measures;

(J) studg treaties and other intemcLtionol instruments on human iqhts

and mal'*:e recommendcttions for their effectiue rmplementation;

(g) undertake ancl promote research in the rteH of human ights;

(h) spread human rights literacg among uarious sections of society

and promote au)areness of the saJbguards auaitable for the

protection of these ights through publications ' the rnedia'

seminars and other auaiLable means;



li) encouraqe t he e-fforts of non-gouemntental organisatLons and
institutions t uorking tn the ietd of humar, rights;

11) such otLter lu rclrons os tt tn.rA constder n,:cessary for the promotion
of human ncthts.

23. Section 2(m) ol the Act delines Lhe cxpression ,public 
servant,

b' aciopting the mcaning assignecr to it undcr sccrlon 21 of the Ipc.

1860 (nou' Section 2l23) of the BNS, 2023).

lll

Sections 12 and 18 of the 1993 Act

18 prcscribes the powers exercisable bt,

24. A conjoint rcading of

indic rcs r hat vr hilr' ic( tion

thc (lommission upr n complction of an inqui11,, the jurisdiction to

initiatc such inqutr. is traceable exclusively to Section 12. The

conlc:-ment of proccdural po\\.ers analogous tc thosr: oi.a Crvil Court

does not enlarile o - exLend tlte substantivc ..;ur isdiction of the

Commission bcyond thc limits prcscribed b1. thc Act.

25. A plain and qnrmrnarical rcarling of Secrion 12(a) revcals that

the .jLrrisdrction ol' thc Commission is triggerect only u,hen a

complaint alleges: (i) .,ioiarion ol'human rights, (ii) abetment thereof,

or (iii) negligence in the prevention of suc}r violation, by a public

servall L. The qualifr.ir g expression by a public sen ant,, governs all

the ca tegories

Section 1 2 (a).

public scrvant. or ncgligence attributable to a pLblic servant in
prevenLing such 

'i.ruLior-r, constituLcs the founrratr<,rnal jurisdicLionar

fact fr . i'vokrng trr<' crrnmission s ju.sdiction lrnder the Act.

ol lirr ctions enurne rated in clause,; (i) ancl (ii) of

Conscqrcnth-, the existence of an allegation against a
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26, The State l-lttman Rights Commission is a statutory body

created under the Act. Being a creature of statute, it possesses only

such powers as have been expressly conferred upon it or are

necessarily incidental thereto. It has no inherent or plenary

jurisdiction. Therefore, its authonty to entertain complaints must be

exercised strictly within the four corners of the Act ln the absence of

any statutory provision conferring jurisdiction upon the Commission

to inquire into alleged violations of human rights committed by

privale individuals or private entities, the Commission cannot

assume such jurisdiction merely because the allegations disclose

issues touching upon iiie, tiberty, cquality or drgnity However

serious or grave the allegations against a private individual may be,

the remedy would Iie before the forum recognised by law having

jurisdiction over such disputes, and not before the State Human

Rights Commission unless the jurisdictional requirements prescribed

under the Act are satrsfied.

27. lt is a settled principle of statutory interpretation that where

the language employcd b1' the lcgislature is plain, clear and

unambiguous, the Court must give effect to the provision as it

stands. Neither can words be added to a statute nor can a meaning

be assigned which is contrary to thc express language employed by

the legislature. The legislative intent must, therefore, be gathered

primarily from the words used in the enactment.
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24. Applying the aforesaicr principle, this court finds that Section

\2(a) of the Act aclrr.its of no ambiguity. The provision authorises the

Commission ro inqurrt, into r:omplaints alleging (i) r iolation ol human

rights or abermenr Lrcrcof. or (ii) negligence in the prevention of such

violatiitn, b1 a publi: sen,ant. The expression ,public servant,, is not

left undefinecl. B] ,'irrue o[ Section 2(m) ol. the Act, rt bears the

meaning assigned tt rr uncler Section 21 of the IpC, i g50 (nou,

Scction 2(28) of the llNS, 2023). The legislatrve choice to incorporate

an existing sratuton, clefinition leaves no scope f<rr expanding the

categon' ol persons irgirinst u,hom thc commrssron mav excrcise its

juriscliction.

29. lr is pertinent ro note that the petitioner is a private limitcd

companv incorporateC undcr the provisions of the Companies Act,

and rts officcrs and cmplolees clo not fall within the statutory

definitron oi a 'prrblic scr\-anr.. Equally, the complaints prefcrred by

rcspondent No.2 do r:ot allegr: either r.iolation of hurnan righls b1,a

public servanr o: ne5lligcnr.t, on thc part o[ an_\. pr]blc scrvant in

preventing such r iOlation. l.he loundational jurisdictronal

requirement conrempl:rred undcr Scction 12(a) of the Act is,

therefole, absent in thc present case.

30' It rs equarr'*'elr settled Lhat a starutory authority can cxercise

onlv srr<:h po\le rs a:j are exprcsslt. conferred upon it or are
necessarily incidcn tal :o the cxercise of those po\{,ers. A statuton
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tribunal cannot enlarge its own jurisdiction by adopting an expansive

interprelation contrary to the plain language of the statute. Any

exercise of jurisdiction in excess of the authority conferred by the

statute is without jurisdiction and cannot be sustained in law.

31. The aforesard principle stands authoritatively affirmed by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in N,C. Dhound.ial (supra 4), whe rein it was

held as under:

14. We cannot endorse tlle uieu of the Commtssion. !f;g
Commission tuhich is a "uniqu e expert bodu" is, no doubt,
enlrusled u..tith a ueru tmporlanl tunc tion of Drotectino human
nqhts, but, it is needless to point out th"at the Commission hg.s

no unltmited iuisdiction nor d.oes it exercisq plenaru DOLUCTS LN

deroqotion of the statutoru limitat ions. The Commission, tuh{ch
is the creature of statute, is bound bu its prouisions. lls duties
and fitnctions are de fined and circumscibed bu the Act of
course, as ang other statutory functionary, tt undoubtedlg hos
incidental or ancillaru potuers to effectiuely exercise its
jurisdiction in respect of the potuers confided lo it but the

Commtssion shouLd necessaiLu act within the Darameters
rescibed b

lunsdlction uested ln it bu the Act The Commisslon is one of
the fora u.thich can redress the gieuances aising out of the

uiolations of human rights. Euen if it is not in a position to take
up the enquiru ond to rtfford redressal on account of certaln
stcttutoru fetters ar handicaps, the aqqieued rsons are not

assumptton underlglng the

obseruation in the concluding passoge extracted aboue
proceeds on an incorrect premise that the person wronged. bg

uiolatton of human ights tuould be left uithout remedy if the

Commission does not tctke up the matter.
(Ernphasis supplied)

32. The Hon'blc Supreme Court lurther observed that even where

the Commission is unable to entertain a complaint owing to the

limitations imposed by the Act, the aggrieved person is not rendered

the Act creatin it and the con rnes o

tuithout other remedies. The



remediless, as suclr person is entitled to prlrsue such remedies as

ma\ be available urrdcr thc ordinary law. Therefore, Lhe existence of

statutory limitations on rhe jurisdiction of the, commission cannot be

dilurcd on considcraLions ol hardship or experliencl ,

33' 'lhe sratutorv scheme under the 1993 Act, is further reinforced

bv the pror.isions of the 20 l3 Regulations u.hich c,lntlnue to govern

the procedure ol the Tclangana SraLc Human JUghts Commission.

34. l?egulation 2(1 (b) delines a complaint/ ]retition, as under:

2. DeJinLtion s.
(1) In tlrcse Regulutions, un[ess the conte,xt )therurse reouires:

"Cornplrutt/ PeLition means cLll petitions cr atmmunicatrr.tns

o
b

receiued bt1 the (\tmntission from a uictim or anA .)tl7er person
on his belnlJ'. i:. lterson or bg posl or telegram o. fax or ctng
other rneons ohatsoeuer, tttleging uiolation or obetment
r.hereo.l' oure:glite n ce Ln the preuenLion o.f sLrch uicLation, pg_g
pAblig .iqf)alf1, oJ aLt or ang of the human rights, deJined n
Sectton 2(cl) rea,1 tuith Section 21(5) of the Act. or ihe material
on the basis of which the State Commission takes suo motu
('oqnlzance.

(Emphasis supplied)

The delinition e.<presslv incorporates thc requirement that the

complaint must allegc r.iolation o[ human rrghts, or negligence in

preventing such r iolat orr. bY a public servant. Thus, the Regulations

thcmst-lves rccognise tlte cxisrence of a yurisdrcttonal threshold

belore a complainr c'an bc entcrLaincd bv the Commrssion.

35. pu rther. thc. prc ccdural forms appended to t_.te Regulations
also lend support to tlc abo'e interpretation. Form ./r, rvhich rs the
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prescribed notice issued upon admission of a complainl' is

addressed to the concerned "Authority", and the accompanying note

specilically Provides as under:

Note: The infornwtion shalL be fumished onlg by tlrc outhoritg 
'

to u.)hom the notice is issued and not by anybodg else'

35. Likewise, Form C, which is the prcscribed format for calling for

inlormation or reports, contains a specific column titled'Authoity

from uLhom informotion or report called for''

3'7. On perusal of the above, it is evident that the repeated use of

the expressio n 'authoitg' in the prescribed statutory forms is not

\,r.ithout significance. The procedural framework envisaged under the

Regulations proceeds on the premise that the Commission would

ordinarily call for information or reports from public authorities or

public officials against r,r'hom the allegations are made' Therefore' the

Regulations are in consonance with the statutory mandate contained

inSection12ol.theActandreinforcethelegislativeintentthatthe

Commission's inquiry is directed against acts or omissions

attributable to pu blic scrvants The Commission, being bound by its

own Regulations, could not have issued notices to or called for

reports from a priva[e company. I3v clorng so, the Commission acted

in excess of its powers and contrary to the Regulations'

38. The scope and ambit of the jurisdiction exercisable by the

Human Rights Commissions ttncler the 1993 Act, has fallen for
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consideration befr,rc various High Courts The judicial

pronollncemcnts on the issuc ha'e consistentll,emphasized that thc

jurisciiction ol the rlommission is circumscribed by the staruton,

framervork o1' the Ac t .

39. In Scntosh Hospitals priuate Ltd (supra 1) the Madras High

Court, upon :rn examination of the provisions of the Act and the

Regu lations lramed tlereunder, held

21. 'l hus, q p9!
onnexed to I lrt

usai ol the DrouLSLo ns of the Act and the forms
Requlati.ons cLearl r.1 nclicate that the Humon

Riqht-s Act d.ect s "Ltith uiolation of Human Riqhts bu a public
sen)at1l ond n( t others. The petitioner IS not a public
seruant a
him at al[

nd h:nce lhe Hunnn Riqhts Act tuill ttot a oplu to

(Empha::is suppli.ed)

The albresaicl r.icu"lr.irs subscqucnth. reaffirme.d by -he Madras High

Courl in MIOT Hospitals (supra 2) u.hercin it rvas otrserved:

10. Wt:.,1nd orl.se1re.s m respectful agreement utrth the uieut
r:-rpresst'd irr r/r,:r-sion of Diuisiort Bench of thrs Co fft reporled
tn 200.7 l2t lvl|,'.\' (C:r.) 16 IDB) to the effectt.t:Lat the Act d.eclts
ruith t,iolations tf huntcrrL nglhls bg pubLic seruar,ts ancL not
others.

40. Ir is reit:'"'ant to nol.e that thc jurisdiction conferred upon the

Human Rights Comm ssions unde r the Act is not plenary in naturc

br-rt is condrrioneci tr- the requirements expressl.,- stipurated in

Sectio. 12 thcreof. 'r'he cor-rrts have consistentrv der:lined to extend

such jr-rrisdictLon [o drsputcs involving pure]y privatt; individuals or

private entr[ir.s in l;le absence of thc statutory jurisdictional
pre req rr rsite s.
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41. The contention that the provisions of the Act ought to receive a

liberal in[erpretation so as to encompass alleged violations

committed by private persons cannot be accepted in the face of the

express language employ'ed by the legislature While the Act is

undoubtedly a beneficial legislation intended lo advance the

protection of human rights, the scope of jurisdiction conferred upon

the Commission must nevertheless be gathered from the statute

itself and not from considerations of perceived necessity or

expediency.

42. It is a settled principle that a statutory authorlty cannot

enlarge the ambit of its or,r'n jurisdiction tly adopting an expatrsive

interpretation of the cr-rabling provision Had the Parliament intended

to confer upon the Human Rights Commissions jurisdiction to

inquire into alleged violations committed by private individuals or

private entities simplicitcr, appropriatc language to that effect would

have found place in thc statute. Thc Iegislative choice to confine the

inquiry conlemplated under Section 12(a) to cases involving a public

servant is, therefore, a significant indicator of legislative intent and

cannot be rendered otiosc by judicial interpre[ation'

II. Nature of the D ispute and its Jurisdictional Implications

43. Even on the assumption that the Commission could exercise

jurisdiction against private persons, the controversy in the present

case remains one aristng out of lhe employer-employee relationship
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(supra 3) on the grourrrr that rhe dispute thercin rerated to service
benelits' u hereas rhc present case pertains to allegations of

between the petirior cr-companv and responclent No.2. A perusal of

the complaints prelc rrr'd b' rcspondcnt No.2 u.ourc discrose that thc

allegations principaJll. relate to performance appraisals, workplace

interactions rvith her.immediate superior, allcged harassment in the

course of cmplovmctrt. and thc alleged failurr: of the petitioner,s HR

I)epartmcnt to redr.ss her grie'ances. These matters arise in the

contexr ol thc contra:tual relalionship betu,een the employer and the

emplovee and are gorcrned bv the applicable service conditions, the

intcrnal policies ol rltt pctrIioner-comp.rn-r, anC thc remedics

available uncler r-he rr:lcvant la,"i..

44. -fhe marerial :laced on record furthr_,r rn<iicates that the

petitioner compan\' ha<l an in[r:rnal grievan<:c rr:dressal mechanism,

ol rvhich respondcn, No.2 admittedll. ar,ailc,d he:self b1. lodging

complaints before thr HR Deparrment and thr:reaft.r before the ER

Department. Both nrluiries culminated in fin<1ings that the

allegarions levelled Ix rr.spondcnt No.2 rverr: noL substantiated. .l.his

Court expresses no oltitrion on thc correctness or otherv",ise of those

findines. as thc merjt:i ol the aliegations do nol lall for consideration

in the presen t procecdings.

45 The Cornmissior, u.hile passing the impugned ,)rder, sought to

distingursh the decis on of this Court in IREp Dhan hn, Ld.
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harassment. In the considered vier.'"' ol this Court, such a distinction

does not materially alter the jurisdictional issue arising under

Section 12 of the Act.

46. The mere nature of the allegations, whether relating to service

conditions, workplace harassment, perlormance appraisal, or any

other aspect of the employer-employee relationship, cannot, by itselt,

determine the jurisdiction oI the Commission The decisive

consrderation is u'hethcr the jurisdictlonal preconditions stipulated

under Seclion 12 of the 1993 Act stand satisfied. In the present case,

the complaints neither allege any violation of human rights by a

public servant nor attribute negligence to any public servant in

preventing such violation. Questions relating to the fairness or

othen,ise of the internal inquiries conducted by the petitioner-

company, and the enlitlement of respondent No.2 to any relief arising

out ol her emplol'ment, arc matters falling r.r'ithin the domain of the

competent forum constituted under law. The Human Rights

Commission cannot assume jurisdiction over such disputes in

substrtution of the remedies oLherwise available under the applicable

statutory or common law framework.

47, The mere characterisa[ion of a dispute arising out of an

employment relationship as involving human rights would not, by

itself, confer jurisdictron upon the Commtssion unless the statutory

rcquirements prcscribecl under the Act are fulfilled. The distinction
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betn'ecn disputes ar sing out ol an cmployer_employee relationship

and complaints mair tainable under the 1993 Act, js not merely one

of nomenclature but one rhat bears directly Llpon the extent of the

Commission s stzrtutc r\ .lurrsdtction. The Commrssion is a specialised

statutora' bodt const.Luted ior the purposcs specifit.d under lhe Act

and cannot assltme lhc role ol a forum lbr adjucicating disputes

u'hich othen'ise lall '.vithin the clomain of the competent judicial or

statuto n, a uthorrties

4a. In the present case. the Commission pror:cederl on the premrse

that, sir-rce the allega:ions pertained to h,rassment of a *,oman, it

was ('ompetent to entcrtain the complaints notwithstanding the

absenr:e ol an,v allega ion against a public servant. ln doing so, thc

commission o'cr-look,rd thc ju.sdictional l'mLtatiorrs contained in

Sectior.r 12 of the Act. The assumption of jurisdicticn solely on the

naturc of the irliegirtions, $'ithout satisfying the foundational

statuton' requirement, cannot bc sustained.

49. Il is pertincnt r() notc that there can be no quarrel witl-r the

pnrposirion rhat alk'3atior-rs of harassment at the r,r,orkplace,

particularl] thosc in, olr,ing rhc dignitv an<l safrttv of \\.omen

employces, $'arrant ser loLls consideration and nrust b,e addressed in

accordance q-ith 1au. Ho,,r..ever, the gravity or llature oI the

allegations cannot funrrsh a basis lor confcrring jurisdiction upon

the Commission rr.ht_-rc none cxists undcr thc l i93 Act. The
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jurisdiction of the commission is circumscribed by Section l2 of the

Act and cannot be expanded on equitable considerations or with

reference to the seriousness of the allegations'

50. If respondent No.2 is aggrieved by the alleged acts of workplace

harassment, it is open to her to avail such remedies as may be

available under the applicable law, including the provisions of the

SexualHarassmentofWomenatWorkplace(Prevention,Prohibition

and Redressal) Act, 20 1 3 (for short '20 13 ActJ, where applicable' or

any other remedy recognised try law The existence or availabiliry of

such alternative remedies, however, is not determinative of the issue

before this Court. The only question arising for consideration is

w'hether the Human Rights Commission possesses the statutory

jurisdiction to entertain the complaints As already held' the

Commisston cannot assume jurisdiction merely because the

allegations disclose a serious grievance, in the absence of the

jurisdictional requirements prescribed under the Act'

51. Moreover, the complaints preferred by the respondent No 2 are

directed against the petitioner, a private limited company' and its

employees. The allegations are principally Ievelled againsl Mr'

Muralidhar Yedugani, who is a manager employed by the petitioner-

company. AdmittedlY, neither the pcl-itioner nor its employees fall

within the ambit of the expression public servant' as defined under

Section2(m)ofthelgg3Act,readwithSection2lofthelPC'1860
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(nor.r'Secrion 2(28) ot'the BNS, 2023). Consequently, the foundational

jurisdictronal requir.ement for invoking the jur.isdiction of the

Commission under Sjer:rion 12(a) ol rhe Act is absent in the present

case ln the absenct: of such a jurisdictionai fact, the Commission

could not have lau..ullv assumed jurisdiction to inquire into the

complain ts.

III. The Altegation o f Miscarri age

52. Respondent Nc .2 has allegcd that the miscarriage sufl.ered by

her rl as attributable [o the harassme nt and mental stress allegedly

caused b1. I-rer imrnediate superior during the coursc of her

emplol'ment. The petrtioncr has categorically denied the saicl

allegation and h:rs disputed the existence of anv czrusar connection

belu'een thc :rlleged u orkplacc rncidcnts and the mis(jarriage.

53. The c:ontention that the mrscarriage sr_rffered by respondent

No.2 s'as a conscquer)ce of the a[eged harassment ztt the workplace

raises disputr_.d rluestiot-rs of lact. the adjudicatron ol.u.hich u.ould

necessarilr-dcpend ul)on the apprcciation of oral and documentarv-

evidence, including crpert medical cvidence. Howeve,r, thrs Court is

not concerncd r.rth the truthlulness or othenvise of the said

allegation in lhe present proceeclrngs. The onlr question thar arises

for considcratron is rr hcther the Commission u.as rested u_ith the
jurisdicrion to cnt(,rtai.t such complaints under the provisions of the
1993 Act. E'en rf thc ariegations are assumed to be correct for the
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Iimiled purpose ol examin ing the issue of jurisdiction, the

seriousnessornatureoftheallegationscannotconferjurisdiction

upon the Commission where none exists under lhe statute The

jurisdiction of the Commission musl be determined strictly in

accordance with the provisions of the Act and cannot be expanded

merely on account of the gravity of the allegations

rv Violation of Article 14 of the Const itution of India

54.Article14oftheConstitutionembodiestheguaranteeagainst

arbitrariness in state action. It is well settled that every statutory

authority is required to act fairly, reasonably and strictly within the

bounds of the powers conlerred upon it bv the statute The

respondent No. 1, being a statutory Commission constituted under

the 1993 Act, is bound to exercise its powers in conformity with the

provisions of the Act and the conslitutional mandate of fairness and

non-arbitrariness.

55.ItistobenotedthattheCommissionassumedjurisdiction

notwithstanding the absence of the jurisdictional prerequisites

prescribed undcr Secti<;n 12 ol thc Act ln doing so, lhe Commission

overlooked the express statutory scheme, the applicable Regulations

and the settled legal position governing the extent of its jurisdiction'

The exercise of jurisdiction in excess of the aulhority conferred by

the Statute Cannot be sustained in [aw,. The Consequence of such an

erroneous assumption of jurisdiction is that the petitioner has been
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compelled to parLicil)aie in proceedings befort: a lorum rvhich. on the

lac ts ol the presenr case. lackcd the staltutor!, competence to

proceeclings bcfore an authority which lacks

entertain the complaints. Such actlon, being <lehors the provisions of

the Act, cannot be regarded as fcrir, reasonable or in consonance with
the mandate of Artic.e 14 of thc Constitution.

56. It is u ell sett,ed that thc (lucstion of jurisrliction is a pure

quesrion of lau, q'hic h goes [o the very root of the matter. Where a

staLuron allthoritv lacks inhcrent jurisdiction ro entertain a

proceeding, an\ actior takcn in pursuanc. the-eof rs rendered

withour jurisdiction. In such circumstanccs, the petltioner cannot bc

compellecl to partrcip,tte in the proceedings and defe.r its objection to
a subsequent stage. r\n inherent lack of jurisdiction cannot be cured

by consent, acquiescencc or partrctpation in thr: proceedings.

57, In the jnstant casc, the petitioner raised a specific objection as

to the, maintainabilirr of rhe procceclrngs and the jurisdiction of the

Commrssior-r at rhe e:.lrliest availablc opl)orIunrti. Hor,r,er.er. the

Commrssion rejected rhe sard objcctron and procer:ded to assume

jurisdrc:tion no tu'ithstlrn drng 1"he s[atuton, limrtations governing the

exercise of its porvers, Thercfore, the petitioner cannot be relegated to

partlctpelte in

jurisdiction.

58. It is equalh, ri,e ll settled that a statuton. ar-rthorif.v cannot
enlargc the scope oi r s orrrr .1urisdrcLior.t b-r interpre,tatlve process.
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Any action taken beyond the authority conferred by the statute is

without jurisdicrion.

59. In the present case, the petitioner being a private limited

company incorporated under the provisions of the Companies Act' is

neither owned nor controlled by the Central Government or any State

Government, nor is it shown to discharge any public or governmental

functions.Themerefactthatthepetitionerisawhollyowned

subsidiary of a foreign banking company does nol' by itself' bring it

within the ambit of Article I2 of the Constitution Consequently' the

pelitioner-company cannot Lre rcgarded as an "authority" or an

instrumentaliry of the State within [he tneaning of Article 12 of the

Cons titu [ion.

V. Scope of the writ of Certiorari

60. The petitioner has invoked the extraordinary jurisdiction of

this Court under Article 226 of the Constitution of India' seeking

issuance of a writ of Cerliorari to quash the impugned order and the

consequential proceedings in H.R.C Nos' 822 &' 823 of 2O2O' It is well

settled that a writ of certiorari lies to correct errors of jurisdiction

committed by statulory authorities or tribunals' including cases

where such authorities act without jurisdiction' in excess of the

.lurisdiction conferred upon them, or in disregard of the limits

prescribed by the governing statute As discussed hereinabove' the

Commission assumed jurisdiction notwithstanding the absence o[
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the jurisdictional re( Lliremcnts contemplated urder Section t2 of the

199i1 Act. 'I'herefore, thc impugncd order suffr:rs from a jurisdictional

infirmitl' *'arranting intt'rl-ercnce bl this c()urt in exercisc of its
certiorarr j urisdrctior .

61' 'lhe por'"'er conrerrccl upon this court under,\rtrcle 226 of rhe

Constit.ut ion is int,:ndccl, inter alia, to e nsur€. that statutory

authoritics acr u'ithrrr the confincs of thc juriscliclion 
'ested in them

b_v- Iau . Where an aur horrtr assumes juriscliction contrary to the

statutory mandate, rhis Cr>urt rvould be justilied in exercising its

superr.ison jurisdicti,rn Lo sct aside such action.

62. Further. the reliance placed bv responclcnt lJo.2 on Apparel
Export Promotion Council (supra 5) is misconcervcd. There can be

no qurarrcl wlth the proposition laid down thereir_r that sexual

harassmenI ar the u.:rkplace violates the dignrtl. cf a r,r,oman and

requircs cffective red -essa]. llo* er.er, the iss,e belbre the Hon,ble

satd casc arose in the r:ontexr of disciplinary

scopc ol judicial revieu,, over r_he punishment

rmposed br. the cm plovcr r-rnder the 20 I 3 Act. and not the

jurisdiction of a Hum: n Iligh ts Commission under Section 12 of the

1993 Act. In the present case, the question is nr:t urhslhsr ths

allegatir>ns, rf provecl, ri.ourd constitute !,",orkplace harassment, bui
u-hethi,r thc responcenl No 1 coujd assunrc jurisdiction over
complaints ciirectcd e>iclusir,,clv agarnst a private co rrpany and its

Supreme Court in thr

proceedrngs and the
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employecs, none of whom are public servants, As already held above,

seriousness of thc allegations (rannot enlarge the statutory

jurisdiction of lhe Commission, rvhich must be exercised strictly

within the confines of the 1993 Act. Therefore, the said decision is

clearly distinguishable both on facts and in law, and does not

advance the case of thc respondcrtr No.2 in any way.

Conclusion

63. F-or the foregoing reasons, this Court is of the considered view

that the Telangana State I lr-rman Rights Commission has acted has

acted in excess of the jurisdrction conferred upon it under the

ProtecLion of Human Rights Act, 1993 in entertaining HRC Nos.822

& 823 of 2020. The common order dated 14.10.2025 passed in

H.R.C.Nos.822 & 823 of 2020, by thc Telangana State Fluman Rights

Commission rejecting thc pctilioncr's preliminary objection as to

maintainability cannot be sustained and is liable to be set aside.

64. Accordingli', Writ PctiLron Nos.36488 and 36486 ol 2025 are

allowed. H.R.C.Nos.822 & 823 ol 2O2O pending on the iile oi the

'I'elangana State Human Rights Commission sland quashed. It is,

however. clarified that respondent No.2 shall be at liberty to avail

such remedy as may be avarlable lo her in accordance with law

belbrc the c()mpctcnt forum. Anl'st-Lch proceedings sha1l be dccidcd

indcpendcntly on thr:ir ou,:n merits, unjnflur:nced b1' tl-re observatiorls

madc in th is judgmcr.Lt.
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As a ser1uc1. lhc misccll:rncous pctlLiorl:j, rl an\,, shall stand

closed. No cosrs

SDi. B.REKHA RANI
ASSISTANT REGISTRAR
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