
IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

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

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
ANO

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEALNO : 459 0F 2026

wril Appear under crause 15 0f the Letters patent preferred Against the order
Dated 2810812025, in W.p.No. Z1rOSO of 2021on the file of the High Court.

Between:

[ 3488 ]

...APPELLANTS/RESPONDENTS

... RESPONDENT/PETITIONER

,|

2

3

The Singareni Collieries Company Limited (SCCL), Rep by its Chariman andM.anaging 
.Director (andDisciphnary Authority), xlirirgro.. coilieries-SO7 101,Bhadradri Kothagudem Dist. (TS).

The Director (Personner Administration and werfare), The Singareni coflieries
lompany Lrmited (sccL), Kothagudem corri"iiur-soz 101 , BhadradriKothagudem Dist. (TS).
The General Manager personnel) Executive Establishment, The Singarenicollieries company Limited (sccLj, rotnaguoem corrlries_soz .r01, 

BhadradriKothagudem Dist. (TS)

AND

A Manohar Rao. Sio Gooal R.ao, Aged about 64 years Occ. Retired Director
Ill?r"I_S_ and projects) ih" Sing"r"ii Coilieries CJmpany Limited (SCCL) R/oH No S,S-Athena-c, casa paradi-so san"tn ,aJar,Gnatn Nagar Hyderabad-S.0018, (TS)

l.A. NO: 2 OF 2026

Petition under section 151 cPC praying that in the crrcumstances stated in the
affidavit fired rn support of the petition, the High court may be preased to stay the
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operation of the order of the rearned srngre iudge date 2grogr2025 passed rn writ petition
No' 21 050 of 2021 pending the writ Appear, otherwise, the petitroner/Apperant

Company would sustain rrreparable loss and injury

counsel for the Appeilants: SRI p.sRr HARSHA REDDY, sc FoR STNGARENT
COLLIERIES CO LTD

counsel for the Respondents: sRr G.vrDyA SAGAR, sENIoR couNSEL FoR
Ms. K.UDAYA SRt

The Court made the following: JUDGMENT
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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THI STATE OF TELANGANA

AT IIYDERABAD

THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH

AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M;MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL No.459 of 2026

Dated:23.04.2026

Behveen:

The Singareni Collieries Company Limited (SCCL),

Itep. by its Chairman and Managing Director & Disciplinary Authority.
Kothagudem Collieries - 507 l0l,
Bhadradri Kothagudem District (TS),

and 2 others.

...Appellants
and

A.Manohar Rao

...Respondent

JUDGMENT:

Sri P.Sri Harsha Reddy, leamed Standing Counsel lor Singareni

Collieries Cornpany Limited, appears for the appellants

Learned Senior Counsel Sri G.Vidya Sagar, representing leamed

counsel Ms. K.Udaya Sri, appears for the respondent

I
,

I
It
i

\
:
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2. 'l hc prescnt appcal prcferred against the judgmcnt datedIS

5. In vrerv of thc afbrcsaid. as W.A.No.l50'7 of 2025 wherein

ordcr as t() c()sl.s

28.08.2025 passcd br thc leanrcd Singlc judge allo\\,ing W.P.No.2l050

oll02 I filcd br thc rcspondenl

3. 'loda1. during the course of hearing. leamed counsel for the

parlies arc in conscnsus that thc prcsent appeal can be disposed ol in the

lincs ol .judgrncnt datcd 09 04.2026 passed by this Court in

W..{.No. 1507 ol'2025. u'herc similar issuc rvas involved

4. W.A No. I 507 ol'1025 uas dismissed bv this couft on 09.04.2026

u,ith thc lbllorvinp conc lus ion

''Conclusion

20. Iror the forcsoinq reasons. this Cou( is olthe considered yiew that
the lcarncd Singlc Judgc rvas lullr'.iustified in sening aside the Articles of
Clrarges datcd 26.01 .2021. 1he said charge nrerno having been issued
beyond tlre pcriod ol- linritation prescribed under Rule 34.5 of the
Singareni Collierres Er.ecutivcs Conduct, Disciplinc and Appeal Rules,
1989 is clcarly wrthout-iurisdictron and unsLrstainable in law.

21. Accordingll,. this Writ Appeal is dismissed. The ordcr dated
28.08 2015 passed hy the lcarncd Single Judge in W.P.No.3752l of 2021
is herehr afTinncd."

sirnilar issuc s as involr ed rvas dismissed by this court vide judgment

dated 09.04.2026. the proscnt appeal is also dismissed. There shall be no

I
I
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To

Miscellaneous applications pending, if any, shall stand closed

SD/.L. LAKSHMI BABU
DEPUTY REGISTRAR

//TRUE COPY//

SECTION OFFICER

1. One CC to SRI P SRI HARSHA REDDY, SC FOR S|NGAREN| COLLTERTES CO
LTD [OPUC]

2, One CC to Ms K.UDAYA SRl, Advocate TOPUCI
3. Two CD Copies

(Along with a copy of the judgment dated 09.04.2026 passed in
WA.NO.1507 ot 20251

PSK

BS
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 23104t2026

JUDGMENT 'I

WA.No.459 of 2026

DISMISSING THE WRIT APPEAL
WITHOUT COSTS

,i*o
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II{ THE HIGH COT'RT F{)RTTIE STATE OFTEI.ANGAITA
AT HYDERABAD

THE HOil'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KT'IIIAR SINGH
AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JI'STICE G.M.MOHIT'DDIN

WRIT APPEAL No.15O7 of 2o25

DATE.:. O9.o'4.2026
Between:

The Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Rep. by its Chairman & Managing Director
and 2 others

....Appellants

And

S.V.S.S. Rama-lingeswarudu ....Respondeut

JUDGMENT

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

Singareni Collieries Company Limited, appearing for the appellants

and Sri. Kallepalli Thirrmala Rao, learned counsel appearing for the

respohdent and perused the record.

2. This writ appeal is directed against the order dated 28.O8.2025

passed by the learned Single Judge in W.P.No.37527 of 2027,

whereby the charge memo (Articles of Charges) dated 26.07.2021

issued to the respondent was quashed on the ground that it was

issued beyond the period of limitation prescribed under Rule 34.5 of

the Singareni Collieries Executives Conduct, Discipline and Appeal

Rules, 1989 (hereinafter referred to as'CDA Rules 1989").

2026:TSHC:15025-DB



''1-

2

Factual matrix (in brief)

3. The Respondent was initially appointed as a Mining Graduate

Trainee with SCCL on 12.O3.1983 and, after a career ofover 37 years,

retired as Genera-l Manager (HRD) on 30.ll.2O2O upon attaining the

age of superannuation. The dispute lies in a tender process for

overburden (OB) removal at the Srirampur Opencast project (SRPOC).

The respondent had served as General Manager of the Contract

Management Uell (CMC) from t4.O4.2O15 to 23.04.2016. It was

alleged that, during this tenure, the respondent failed to work out

technical and financial implications regarding equipment,

incorporated an incorrect diesel formula, and introduced

contradictorj. clauses in the tender, resulting in an alleged hnancial

loss of approximately Rs.44.73 Crores to SCCL.

4. Based on an enquiry by the Vigilance & Enforcement

Department of the Government of Telangana, which submitted its

report on 04.06.2021, the appellants issued a Charge Memo (Articles

of Charges) dated 26.07 .2O21 to the respondent, who had by then

alread,v' retired i.e., on 30. I 1 .2O2O. Aggrieved by the charge memo

issucd after his retirement, the respondent filed W.p.No.37521 of

2021. T|:.e primary ground was that the charge memo was issued

beyond the period of rimitation prescribed under Rules 3a.4 and 34.5

of the cDA Rures 1989, which prohibif the institution of disciplinary
proceedings for an event or cause of action that took place more tharr

i
I
I
I

I
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four years before such institution. The Respondent contended that the

alleged events pertained to his tenure in the CMC, which ended on

23.O4.2016, and the final purchase order was issued on 29.06'2016,

both of which were more than four years prior to the charge memo

daled 26.07.2021.

5. The appellants contested the writ petition, arguing that the

relevant event was the discovery of the irregularity, specihcally a

"diesel tanker diversion incident" at SRPOC that came to light and

was reported in print media only on O2.O2.2O19 and 25.02.2019. They

also relied on the sanction obtained under Rule 34.4(1) to initiate

proceedings against a retired employee.

6. The learned Single Judge, after considering the rival

contentions and the relevant rules, allowed the writ petition on

28.08.2025. The Court held that the respondent had left the CMC as

General Manager in 2016 and that the event/cause of action arose

during 2015-16 or, at the latest, on 29.06.2016 when the purchase

order was issued. The Court found that issuing the charge memo on

26.07.2021 was beyond the four-yean limitation period prescribed

under Rule 34.5 of the CDA Rules 1989. Consequently, the charge

memo was held to be without jurisdiction and was set aside.

7. Aggrieved by the said order, the appellants-Compaly has

preferred the present writ appeal.

o 2026:TSHC:15025-DB



4

Submissions on behalf of the appellants

a. Lcarned counsel for the appellants, assailing the impugned

ordcr dated 28.O8.2025 of the learned Single Judge has advanced the

follorving submissions :

i) That thr: learned Single Judge erred in law alrd on facts in

treating 23.04.2016, i.e., the date on which the respondent

ceased to function in the CMC, as the relevant "event" under

Rule 34.5 of the CDA Rules, 1989, whereas the actual event

arose only in February, 2019 with the detection of the diesel

tanker ctiversion at SRPOC, reported on 02.O2.2O19 and

25.O2.2O19, followed by the Vigilance & Enforcement enquiry

cuiminating in report dated 04.06.202 l, pursuant to which

Articles of Charges were issued on 26.07.2021. Thus, the

"event" is the discovery of the irregularity and resultant

hnancial loss in 2019, and not the respondent's tenure ending

in 2O 16, rendering the impugned order erroneous.

ii) That the learned Single Judge failed to appreciate the true

scope and ambit of Rule 34.4 of the CDA Rules, 19g9, which

expressll, permits initiation of disciplinary proceedings after

retirement subject to sanction of the Chief Executive and

compliance with the prescribed conditions; in the pfeSent case,
the Disciplinary Authorig, namely the Chairmaa & Managing
Director, ha s duly accorded such sanction, thereby satisfying

2026:TSHC:15025-DB
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the statutory requirement and validating the issuance of the

charge memo; it is therefore submitted that Rule 34.4, being an

enabling provision and an exception to the general bar under

Rule 34.5, has been misconstrued, as once proper sanction is

granted, the proceedings cannot be invalidated merely on the

ground of delay, particularly when such delay is attributable to

the time taken for discovery and investigation of the

misconduct.

ii! That the acts of misconduct attributed to the respondent were

not isolated but constituted a continuing wrong, forming pa-rt ol

an ongoing chain of irregularities with enduring financial

implications; the defects in the tender process, such as

incorporation of an incorrect diesel formula, enharcement of

conventional equipment, and inclusion of contradictory clauses

continued to operate upon the contract awarded on 29.06.201'6

for a period of 72 rnonths, resulting in financial loss that

accrued over time. Thus, the cause of action is a continuing one

and the charge memo issued in 2O2l is not barred by

I imitation.

iv) That the learned Single Judge adopted an unduly hyper-

technical and restrictive approach in quashing the charge

memo at the threshold, despite the allegations involving serious

misconduct such as dishonest5r, negligence, and substantial

frnancial loss to the public exchequer. It is well settled that

o 2026:TSHC:15025-DB
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Courts ought not to interfere at the stage of issuance of a

charge memo on technical grounds of limitation unless it goes

lo the root of jurisdiction; moreover, the respondent, having

participated in the disciplinary proceedings by submitting his

expl:rnation and seeking adjournments, cannot be permitted to

approbate and reprobate by subsequently challenging the

initiation of the vcry proceedings.

Submissions on behalf of respondent

9. Learned counsel for respondent supportecl the order of the

learned Single ,Judge and has advanced the following submissions:

i) That Rule 34.5 of the CDA Rules, 1989 is clear and

unambigrous in prohibiting initiation of disciplinary

proceedings beyond four years from the date of the event; in the

l)resent clrse, the respondent served as General Manager (CMC)

frorn )4.O4.2015 to 23.O4.2O16, and the entire tender process,

incluclrng NIT 122.O2.2016), corrigendum (O2.04.2O16), and

purchase order (29.06.2O161, was completed within or

immediately after his tenure, and the alleged acts of misconduct

stood ooncluded by 2016; hence, the charge memo dated

26.07.2021 rs ex facie beyond the statutory period ald barred

by limitation.

ii.) That thc appellants, reliance on the date
misconcr:ived, as Rule 34.5 refers to an ,,e

of discovery in 2019 is

vent which took place"
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and not one 'discovered". Thus, limitation rLrns from the date of

occurrence of the alleged misconduct, not its detection, ald the

appellants cannot extend the limitation period on account of

their own delay in discovery or investigation.

iii) That Rule 34.4, being procedural arrd governing post-retirement

proceedings, does not override the substantive limitation under

Rule 34.5; rather, it incorporates the same four-year bar, and

therefore sanction by the Chief Executive cannot revive a time-

barred action.

iv) That the doctrine of continuing wrong is inapplicable, as the

alleged misconduct relates to speciFrc acts in the tender process

completed by 2016, and the subsequent execution of the

contract or accrua-l of hnancial loss are merely consequences

thereof and do not constitute continuing acts of misconduct.

10. We have taken note of the respective contentions urged and

perused the material on record including the Articles of Charges, the

respondent's statement of defence, the relevant provisions of the

Singareni Collieries Executives Conduct, Discipline and Appeal Rules,

1989.

Consideration by this Court

11. The issue that arises for consideration in the present case is

whetherthe charge memo dated 26.07.2021 is barred by limitation

2026:TSHC:15025-DB
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under Rule 34.5 of the CDA Rules 1989. The Rule 34.5 of the CDA

Rules 1989 stlpulates as under

34 5. No dtsciplinary proceedings shall be tnstituted in respect of a cause
of aclion ulich arose or in respect of an euent uhich took place more than
4 Aaars be; ,to such rnslrtutlon.

12. [t is to be noted that the language employed in the said Rule is

plain and unambiguous. The expresslon "event which took place'

clearly refers Io the date of occurrence of the alleged misconduct. The

Rule does not contemplate computation of limitation from the date of

discovery or from the point when the consequences of such act came

to light. In the absence of any such provision, the limitation must

necessarily be reckoned lrom the date of the event itself.

13. The Punjab and Haryana High Court dealing with a similar

instance in Baldhir Singh a. State oJ Punjab & othersl has held as

unde r:

16) A barc pcntsal of thc aforementioned Rule mqkes it cleqr that Rule
2.2fu)(2)(ii) piaces o complete embargo on holding of an enquiry against a
rellred emplauee for anA euent tuhich h<ts happened four gears pior to the
institution of enqtiry.. ln otner wora,s. in case a * ntal proceedino is

intlialed aoai nst an emDlouee after' his retirement, it cannot be ln
respe<:t of
to be

e.n euent. whrch ho.s taken place more thnnfour uears Daior to
the date of the institution of tnquttu The rationale behind the rule aDoertrs
lo be thot o retiree should not be subiected to undue hard.s hip tn the
eueginq of hts life after hauinq rendered satisfacto nl seruice to the State. If
oLcl matters u,htch han'e been settled bu afflux of time are tted to be
re opened oft(rr expiru of peiod of four uears th.en ct retiree mau not be ina
Dosttion to defend himself beca use th.e euidence in his fauour mau not be
auailable. The co-e mployee a.fter retirement might lwue settled at far Jlung
places and memory mag not sen)e such txitnesses and the retiree. The'Suord of Damocles'in
hatgring on the head of tt
allou,ed h ttue in peace
rcttrement has come to Qn

,:: :y:" of dep.anmental inquiry cannot be keplne-rehree for all times b comeafier the 
"totutrry ;;;o;"e 

and hE shoutd be
cnd Moreouer,;;;;,:;;:,,,,1't0 sears of his

te counsel has notI CWP No I7458 of2Oo7 darc(t 18.o7.2O18

Ai
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I
i

been successfullg able to controueft the argument and judgments (supra)
relied. upon by the learned counsel for the petitioner.
(7) We atso find merit in the contention raised bV the learned counsel for
the petitioner that the question raised in the instant petition is no longer res
Integra and hns been adjudicated in uaious Duision Bench judgments of
this Court in the cases of Puran Chand (supra| L.B. Gupta (supra) R.C.
Gupta (supra) Gurdeu Singh (supra) and M.P. Goswami (supra).
(8) TfLe aforementioned discussion sholas that on Dinciple as well as on

nt it hos bee held that no ut uld be initia nsl
retired. emplouee tn respect of an euent uthich has taken place more than
four qears preced.ino the date of such initiation. In tlre present case the
euent in lespecLof lu4ch inquiru lyalbeeLtr$slcd. ts 1toLe lllan fiue uears
old. Therefore, the same is liable to be set aside

(Enphosis supplied)

14. A perusa1 of the Articles of Charges would revea-l that all the

allegations pertain to the period when the respondent was functioning

as General Manager (CMC) between 14.04.2015 and 23.04.2016,

which are extracted as under:

Article I: That the said Sn S. V. S. S. Ramalingeswarudu, EC.No.OO14619 had
been utorked as General Manager, Contrqct Management CeIl (CMC),
Corporate from 14.O4.2O15 to 23.04.2016. While functioning as General
Manager(CMc), h.e had committed ttte follouing acts of misconducts:
(a) He Jailed to workout required technical & financial implications before
Increasing the conuentional equipment from 3 to 8 as per the request of the
controctor in pre-bid meeting due to which there is a fnancial loss oJ
Rs.44.73 Crores.
(b) He hlo.s fotled to eualuate a Jormula for HEMM in combination with
conuentional equipment as enuisaged in the order and responstble Jor
sefting of contrad"ictory clause uide para 1.1.3(e) and 1-1.3(g).
(c) He failed to uerify the contradicting clauses in corporate in the OB
contract Order for payment.
(d) He failed in taking into consideration of contractor's uploaded. document
tLhich stqtes the proposed. deployment of 6.5O atm shouel in combinatton
tltith 100 T Dumpers.
(e) He failed to notice the modtfications approued. bA tlle authoitg through
conigendum-IV uide dated 2.4.2016 for enquiry no.81115OO471, dated
22.02.2018, -1.1.3(e) not reflected as per th.e corrigend.um tn the ord.er. But,
while bsuing the order, the clause u.)hich uas published before
corrigend"um uas included.

All the said alleged acts stood completed, by the time the

corrigendum was issued ol 02.04.2016, and in aly event, by
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23.04.2016 when the respondent was relieved from the CMC. The

subsequent issuance of the purchase order on 29.06.2O16 was

admittedly aftcr the respondent had ceased to be in the said position.

Even if the said date of 29.06.2016 is taken as the last relevant event,

the charge mcmo clated 26.O7.2021 has been issued beyond a period

of four years therefrom. Thus, the initiation of disciplinary

proceedings is ex facie barred by limitation under Rule 34.5 of the

CDA Rules 1989.

15. Further, the contention of lhe appellants that the relevant event

is the diesel tanker diversion incident reported in the year 2019

cannot be zrccepted. The charges framed against the respondent do

not pertain to the act of diversion itself, but to alleged lapses in the

formulation of tender conditions during 2015-2016. The incident of

2Ol9 may at best have led to detection or investigation, but it cannot

be treated as the "event" for the purpose of Rule 34.5. Acceptalce of

such a contention would defeat the very object of the limitation

provisron and rcnder it otiose.

16. Thc Honble Supreme Court in State Bornk of India and.

others u. Nauin l{urnar Sinha2, while invalidating the disciplinar5r

proceedings initiated against an employee after the completion of his

service, has held as under:

3 t . As has bet,n held bq this Court on more than one tdt<rtplinury p,,,cecdrnq tccaslon' a subsisting
a"tinqu"nr' ,,i,a,';;-;:; ' 

t one initiated before su.be continued r:;;, ::;;:";::erannuation of the

2 2.,24 scco.,t-in" sc.lIi 

-- r-v" ruperannuation bg *eating a

(2026:TSHC:15025-DB
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legal fction of continuance of seruice of the d.elinquent offi.cer for th.e
purpose of concluston of the discipltnary proceeding (in this case as per
Rule 19(3) of the Seruice Rules). But no disciplinaru proceedino can be
tnitiated a.fter the delinquent emplo ee or officer retires from seruice on
attaininq the aqe of superannuation or aller the erLenled pelad of selylce

(Enphasis supplied)

L7 . It is to be noted that the reliance placed by the appellants on

Rule 34.4 is also misconceived. Rule 34.4, while- permitting initiation

of disciplinary proceedings after retirement with the salction of the

competent authority, itself incorporates a limitation that such

proceedings shall not relate to an event which took place more than

four years prior. Therefore, the requirement of sanction does not

override the substantive bar of limitation. As rightly observed by the

learned Single Judge, even Rule 34.4 cannot be invoked to sustain

proceedings which are otherwise barred under Rule 34.5.

18. Further, the argument that the misconduct constitutes a

continuing wrong is untenable, as the allegations relate to specific

acts performed during a defined period in 2015-2016. The

subsequent hnancial implications or losses do not convert such

completed acts into a continuing cause of action. The respondent was

no longer in the CMC during the period of execution of the contract,

and therefore, the theory of continuing wrong has no application.

19. It is well settled that when the rules prescribe a limitation

period for initiation of disciplinary proceedings, the same must be

strictly adhered to, failing which the proceedings would be without

jurisdiction. The learned Single Judge has rightly held that initiation
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of disciphnarv proceedings beyond the prescribed period amounts to

an inherent Iack of jurisdiction. We find no infirmity in the said

reasoning.

Conclusion

20. For the fort-'going reasons, this Court is of the considered view

that the learned Single Judge was fully justiired in setting aside the

Articles of Ch:rrgcs dated 26.07.202 1. The said charge memo having

been issued bcyond the period of limitation prescribed under Rule

34.5 of the Sir-rgareni Collieries Executives Conduct, Discipline and

Appeal Rules, 1989 is clearly without jurisdiction and unsustainable

in lau,.

21. Accordingly, this Writ Appeal is dismissed. The order dated

28.08.2025 passed by the learned Single Judge in W.P.No.37521 of

2O2l is hereby aff-rrmed.

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

closed. No costs.

APARESH KUMAR SINGH, CJ

Date: 09.O4.2026
szt

c.M.MOHTDDIII,J
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