
H'GHcouRr,"*,JI'"'"|JilF,n',?:,'.ti'l}:t)$*HYDERABAD

MoN D AY' r HE,lSHit-H^"-ilt i^lA?Yt*ut*,,

[3eturectl

lr f) Arrtltoniernlna W/o Lote Mathew
Jcc: Ex' WHG No' 1785'rged rbotrt 60 Yeats, t-

R"/o. II. No. 3-53/75, New Gandhi Nagar'

Rantakrishr-rapLrram, t-lvderrbad'

11

r)

I\cstti Niirosiltllll liltr S o'

agecl abottt 6(r yeals, Occ: l:x' I'lG No 3003'

R]o. I I. l.,vo. l- I 6- l06i l4l396' Vculiatre dclv Nagat 
'

I{arnanthapur, Ilycierabad- I 3.

(i. Balaiah S,'o. Illl Narslialr,
rgccl abottt 60 ;'eals. Occ: lrx. I I(i.No. l0I 1.

R/o. Arntrcrltct, I I1'clclabad

4) V.Venl<ata Clialy S/o. Janakilarr Chaly,
aged abor.tt 6l years, Occ: E;t. HG No. 1902'

IVo. FI. No.4-l-178,'flooP Bazar,

Flyderabad.

5) S. Balnchar.rdrr.rdu S/o.

aged about 63 yeals, Occ: Ex. I-lG No. 6469,
R/o. I-{. No. 2-3-645l,4/241, Premnagar,

Amberpet, Hyderabad.

6) D. Mr,rttaiah S/o. D. Arrbasailu,
agcd about 64 years, Occ: Ex. HG No. 364,
R/o. I I. No. l4-73lA I 6, Annaram Road,
'l-lrorur villagc & N,landrl, \\'arangal District

7) Iirhentath Pasha (Baba) S/o. Shtil< i\'lahabtrb r\li,
lgecl aboLrt 63 1'crLrs. Occ: I:x. I IC No. I 182.

Ii,'Lr. I I. No. l -6- 1 ,-i9,-1. (iiriprasld Nagar f.olonl',
\ll hrr boobabad ( \'&\ l ) r ncl I) istlic t.

8) C. IlarrLrnrantlrr-r Sio. Balappa,
aqccl about 6l -veals, Occ: IJx. llG No. i 130,

ld'o. I L ,r-o. 2-3-617lll,rl 59.
z\rnbelpct. I IydelaLnd.
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9) Rajeshwar S/o. Thayappa.
aged about 65 years, Occ:
R/o. H. No. 2-3-662t2/4, p
Amberpet. Hyderabad.

Ex. FIG No. 3128,
remnagar,

13) D. Laxmaiah S/o. Yellaiah.
aged about 65 years, Occ: Ex. HG No. 613g,
R/o. H. No. 22-40, Nethaji Colony,
Farooqnagar (V&M), Ranga Reddy District.

14) V. Chandrashekar S/o. V. Pentaiah,
aged about 62years, Occ: Ex. HG No. 2085,
R/o. Amberpet, Hyderabad.

15) G. Madan Mohan S/o. G. Veeraiah,
aged about 65 years, Occ: Ex. HG No. 543 l,
R/o. H. No. 1 8-7-65 8/ I 8/A, Ayodhya Nagar,
Bandlaguda, Hyderabad.

l6) C. Sreechancl S/o. Changamahal,
agecl abor,rt 64 years, Occ: Ex. HG No. 5012,
IVo. H. No. 20-2-698/200. flutton Factor1,.
Ilahadurpura, Hyderabacl.

l7) Md. Zainulabuddin S/o. Md. Isrnail
aged about 63 years, Occ: Ex. HG No. 2046,
R/o. H. No. l-74, Chitkal Village and Mandal,
Medak l)istrict.

AND

l) The State ofTelangana,
Rep. by its Principal Secretary,
Home Department,
Secretariat, Hyderabad.

10) A.Gangamma Wo. Late Mallesh,
aged about 60 years, Occ: Ex. WHG No. 176g,

Yo. H. No. 24-67, Arundathi Nagar,
Jawahar Nagar, Secunderabad.

11) N. Ranga Reddy S/o. Ram Reddy,
aged about 63 years, Occ: Ex. HG No. 523 1,
R/o. H. No. 8-146, Thimmapur Village,
Atmal<ur Mandal, Nalgonda Distr.ict.

12) Burri Palushuram Reddy, S/o. Malla Reclcl1.,
agecl about 62 year.s, Occ: Ex. Ilorne Guarlcl.
I{io. l.{. No. 2-2 l, Nancligama Village & Manclal,
\ Irlrlrrbnbruar' [) ist r.ic t.
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2 lnp Director Ger
, Lakdikapui';va;rllT3] of Polrce, Telansana srate, Tetangana, office arJ.,t.he inspector-Gene
. Hyaeraoao. 

- --"-rai of Poiice, Home Guards, Telangana, office at Lakdikapul,4 The Commissioner 
c

', Iffi"#Hiffi,l' ?,"J';? "11",'ft:o Bil;Hf"%:o8n,* at Goshamaha,

...RESPONDENTS
Petition under Articre 226 0'f the constitution of rndia praying that in thecircumstances stated in the affidavit fired therewith, the High court may be preasedto issue an order or direction more particularly one in the nature of Writ of[\'4andamus decraring the action of the respondents in retiring the petitioners as home

guards on their attainment of age of 60 years without providing any retirement
benefits like payment of provident fund and gratuity and other retirement benefits rike
any other Government employees, illegal, unlawful, contrary to law andIS

consequently direct the respondents to continue the petitioners as home guards in
Police Department without there being any age of superannuation and as rong as the
petitioners are mentally and physically fit to discharge their duties as home guards or
the petitioners ought to be retired on attainment of age of 60 years, the respondents
shall provide the retirement benefits to them like any other Government employees.

lA NO: 1 OF 2020
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

interim order directing the respondents to continue the petitioners as home guards in

Police Department without restricting 60 years of the age of superannuation for the

said post as long as they are medically and mentally fit to discharge their duties as

home guards, pending disposal of main Writ Petition.

Counsel for the Petitioners: SRI M. DAMODAR REDDY

Counsel for the Respondents: SPECIAL GOVERNMENT PLEADER FOR
GP FOR HOME

The Court made the following: ORDER

I



THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI

WRIT PETITION No'17O of 2O2O

ORDER:

This writ petition is being disposed of at the admission

stage w'ith the consent of learned counsel for the respective

parties.

This Writ Petition is filed seeking the follon'ing relief:

"... to issue an order or direction more particularly one in the

nature of Writ of Mandamus declaring the action of the

respondents in retiring the petitioners as Home Guards on

their attainment of age of 60 years without providing any

retirement benehts, like payment of Provident Fund and

Gratuity and other retirement beneltts like any other

Government employees, is illegal, unlawful, contrary to law,

and consequently, direct the respondents to continue the

petitioners as Home Guards in Police Department without

there being ary age of superannuation and as long as the

petitioners are mentally and physica-lly fit to discharge their

duties as Home Guards or the petitioners ought to be retired

on attainment of age of 6O years the respondents sha1l provide

the retirement benefits to them like any other Government

employees and pass such other order or orders ..."

Heard Sri M. Damodar Reddy, learned counsel appearing

for the petitioners, and the learned Special Government Pleader

appearing for the respondents.

It has been contended by the petitioners that they are all

appointed as Home Guards on various dates and they are

discharging their duties to the utmost satisfaction of their

superiors and everyone concerned. The grievance of the



petitioners is that all the petitioners were retired from service on

attaining the age of superannuation at the age of 60 years and

they had contended that the respondents are selectively

continuing some of the employees in service beyond 60 years

and arbitrarily retired the petitioners on attaining the age of

60 years. Challenging the same, the present writ petition is

filed.

Learned counsel for the petitioners has drawn attention of

this Court to the proceedings dated 15.03.2017 passed by

respondent No.5, r.r,herein he has pointed out several employees

at Sl.Nos.24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 and several other instances

r,r,here the persons were continued as Home Guards beyond the

aged ol 60 1'ears, u,hich action of the respondents in retiring the

petrtloners on attaining the age of 60 years, is an arbitrary

exercise. Therefore, learned counsel for the petitioners submits

that appropriate orders be passed in the writ petition directing

the respondents to continue the petitioners as Home Guards

beyond the age of 60 years, as was done in respect of several

other individuais vide proceedings dated 15.03.2017.

On the other hand, the learned Special Government

Pleader appearing for the respondents had contended that some

of the persons, uho u'ere earlier continued, are not asked to

continue in service bevond the age of 60 vears and as on tociav

and none of the Home Guards are continued bevond 60 r,ears in

the entire -$tate of Telangana.



Moreover, the learned Special Government Pleader

submits that Section 5 of the Telangana Home Guards Act,

i94B (for brevity "the Act") reads as under:

"5. Period of service and discharge:

A Home Guard shall be bournd to serve the

State Government for such period and in such

areas, as may be prescribed, but he may be

discharged at any time by such lrConstitution of
Home Guards and appointment of officers.

Appointment and remoual of Home Guards. Period of
seruice and discharge.) [Act No.I of 1948]s authority

and subject to such conditions as may be

prescribed.

.3. Substituted for original section by Section 3 of and the
Schedule to the Andhra Pradesh Extension of Laws Act, 1958
(Andhra Pradesh Act XXIII of 1958)"

Learned Special Government Pleader had contended that

such prescription is made in the Police Manual. Part-1,

Volume-3, Standing Order No.936.6 states that a Home Gr-rard

has to serve the Department for a minimum period of three

years and his services can be extended upto the age of 60 years

and as per the Poiice Manual Standing Orders, Home Guards

are not entitled to continue beyond the age of 60 years. The

learned Special Government Pleader, therefore, contends that

there are no merits in the writ petition and the same is liable to

be dismissed.

)



 KS.J
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This Court, having considered the rival submissions made

by the learned counsel for the respective parties, is of the

considered view that Section 5 of the Telangana Home Guards

Act specifically states that the Home Guards should be

continued as per the prescription made in the said Act and hou'

the Home Guards should be continued is specifically stated in

the Police Manual, Part-I, Volume-3, Standing Order 936.6,

which clearly states that the Home Guards are not entitled to be

continued beyond the age of 60 years. As per the said Standing

Orders, it is apparently clear that the Home Guards shall be

continued upto the age of 60 years and they should not be

continued beyond the age of 60 years. Therefore, continuation

ol the petitioners beyond the age of 60 years is untenable and

the same cannot be accepted. Therefore, this Court is not

inclined to interfere in the case of the petitioners and grant

the relief of continuing them as Home Guards beyond the

age of 60 years and the writ petition is liable to be dismissed

and it is accordingly dismissed. No order as to costs.

Miscellaneous petitions, pending, if any shall stand

closed.
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HIGH COURT

DATED:3011112020

ORDER

WP.No.170 of 2020

DISMISSING THE WRIT PETITION
WITHOUT COSTS
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