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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY, THE THIRTIETH DAY OF APRIL,
TWO THOUSAND AND T\A/ENTY SIX

:PRESENT:

THE HONOURABLE MRS JUSTICE SUREPALLI NANDA

l.A.No. 1 OF 2026
IN

WP NO: 14823 OF 2026

Between

M/s. Kendriya Bhandar, (A welfare project under the aegis of the Government of
lndia, Ministry of Personnel, P.G & Pensions), Represented by its Regional Manager
A. V. Ramana Murthy, S/o. A,Appa Rao, Aged about 57 years, Kendriya Bhandar,
Room No.20-21, MCH Complex, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad - 500 095.

...Petitioner
(Petitioner in WP NO: 14823 OF 2026

on the file of High Court)

AND

1. The State of Telangana, Represented by its Principal Secretary, Agriculture and
Cooperation Department, Secretariat Building, Hyderabad - 500 022. '/
2. The Telangana State Co-operative Marketing Federation Ltd., Represented by its
Managing Director, 5-2-68, 3rd Floor, Mahatma Gandhi Markfed Bhavan. Jambagh, '
Hyderabad 500 095.

...RespondentT
(Respondents in-do-)

Counsel for the Petitioner: M/s. D Madhavi r

Counsel for the Respondent No.1: Government Pleader for Cooperation

Gounsel for the Respondent No.2: Sri P. Vishnu, Standing Counsel for
TSCOPMF

Petition under Section 151 of C.P.C praying that in the circumstances
stated in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased
to suspend the operation of the lmpugned Proceedings dated 2810412026 issued by
Respondent No.2, and consequently direct the Respondent No.2 to consider the bid
submitted by the Petitioner under e-Tender lD No. 692946, subject to the outcome of
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the p Petitic n , pending disposal of the abovr writ petition, Pending
of 2A26, on the file of the High Cor rt.disposal of WP No

ORDER

The Cor:rt made the following

t

Head Sri D.Prakash Reddy, learned senior designated counsel

representing Sm: D.Madhavi, learned counsel appearing on behalf of the

petitioner on record and Sri Pole Vishnu, learnr:d standing counsel

appearing on belralf o'' the respondent No.2

The oetitioner approached the Court seekinq i rterim relief in the

oresent writ oetition is as under:-

"......to suspencl the operation of the impugned proceedings dated
28,04,2026 issued by respondent No.2 and consequently direct the
respondent No.2 to consider the bid submitted by th,: petitioner under e-
Tender ID No.69')-946, subject to the outcome of the lresent writ petition,
pending disposal of th,: above writ petition...."

Learned senigr glesionated counsel aooearinrr on behalf of the

oetitioner main[y puts-forth the following submi ssions:-

i) In response to the notice, dated 27.04.2026 issued by the

respondt:nt \o.2 to the petitioner here in seeking certain

clarification and documentary proof, the pe:itioner submitted a

detailed expl,anation, dated 28.04,2026 to the znd respondent

herein.

ii) But however without considering the petitioner's explanation,

dated 2t',04.i'.026 submitted by the petitioner in response to the

show-cairse rrotice, dated 27.04.2026 issue d to the petitioner

herein.

iii) The only grc,und raised in the impugned rr jection proceedings

vide Rc,ltlo./P&M/Disposal of Maize Vanakal tm 2025-26, dated

28.04.2026 o'the 2nd respondent is that th: petitioner's firm's

security depo:;it was forfeited by the consurner Affairs, Food &

Civil Supplies (CS.I.CRP) Department vide G.O.Ms.No.15, dated



09.09.2025 and therefore, the bid submitted by the petitioner's

firm under e-Tender ID:692946 had been rejected

iv) Forfeiture of Rs.65.90 crores from security deposit of the
petitioner's firm for non lifting of auctioned paddy on pro-rata

basis is an order passed in violation of principles of natural

justice without prior notice to the petitioner herein and hence,

the said proceedings, dated 09.09,2025 cannot be the ground for

issuing the impugned rejection proceedings, dated 28.04.202G.

v) The 2'd respondent had acted solely on the basis of allegations

contained in the complaint, dated 24.04.2026 without

undertaking any independent verification of the correctness

authenticity or legal status of the said allegations.

Based on the aforesFid submissions. lgerneC senigr
de.sionated coqnsel appea,ring on, behalf of the petitioner contenCs

that the oetitioner is entitled for the interim relief as oraved for
bv the oetitioner in the oresent writ oetition.

A bare perusal of the record indicates that in response to the notice,

dated 27.04.2026 issued to the petitioner herein by the 2nd respondent

herein, the petitioner submitted a detailed explanation, dated 28,04.2026

clarifying the allegations of blacklisting levelled against the petitioner's

firm.

A bare perusal of the impugned rejection proceedings, dated

28.04.2026 of the 2nd respondent curiously does not discuss the several

pleas put-froth by the petitioner herein, in petitioner's explanation, dated

28.04.2026 furnished to the 2nd respondent in response to the show-

cause notice, dated 27.04.2026 issued by the znd respondent to the

petitioner, but however on the ground that the security deposit of the

petitioner's firm had been forfeited by the consumer Affairs, Food & Civil

Supplies (CS.I.CRP) Department vide G.O.Ms.No.15, dated 09.09.2Q25,

the impugned rejection proceedings, dated 28,04.2026 had been issued



to the petitione,- her,3in on the basis of complaint received pertaining to

submission of cocunrents and participation in the e-tender process for

disposal of Maize: (varrakalam/Kharif 2025-26) under e-tender ID:692946.

Admittedly, as bor-ne on record, it is evident thirt the specific pleas

put-forth by the petitioner in the detailed explanation, dated 28.04.2026

furnished by the, petitioner in response to the shou-cause notice, dated

27.04.2026 issur:d by the 2nd respondent herein had not been considered,

since there is nc refe'ence in the impugned rejectiol proceedings, dated

28.04,2026 of tlre 2n'r respondent herein pertaining [o the same nor any

discussion and sr:lely cnly on the ground that the pet tioner's firm security

deposit had been forf-.ited by the consumer Affairs, :ood & Civil Supplies

(CS.I.CRP) Departmr:nt vide G.O.Ms.No.15, dated 09.09.2025, the

petitioner is informed that the bid submitted by the p:titioner's firm under

e-tender ID:6921t46 had been rejected.

This Court prima-'acie opines the order impugnr:d had been passed

hastily, without zrpplication of mind, without taking ir to consideration the

specific plea of the p,:titioner that the security depc,sit of the petitioner

had been forfei':ed lly the consumer Affairs, Foc d & Civil Supplies

(cs.I.cRP) Departmerrt vide G.o.Ms.No.15, dated 09 09.2025 unilaterally

without affording a r(:asonable opportunity to the pctitioner to put-forth

petitioner's defence, and the explanation furnishec by the petitioner,

dated 28.04.20;t-O irr response to the show-cause notice, dated

27.04.2026 issuecJ by the 2'd respondent had adnrittedly been totally

ignored. .--

This Court ollinesr that the petitioner is entitlrrd for the orant of
interim relief a:i orarved for bv the oetitioner ir the present writ
oetition and the-resuondent No.2 is therefore directed to consider
the bid submitted bv the petitioner's firm under e-tender
ID:692946 without reference to the impuoned oroceedinos vide
Rc.No. / P&M / Dis;ooserl Maize Vanakalam 2025-26, dated



28.04.2026 of the 2nd resoondent. Howeve[ thP Subjeqt teFdqr
shall not bp fin?lized till 05.05.2Q26.

Sd/. AHMAD ABDULLA KTIAN
ASSISTANT REGISTR/\R

To,

//TRUE COPY//

FFICER

1. The Principal Secretary, Agriculture and Cooperation Department, State of
Telangana, Secretariat Building, Hyderabad - 500 022.

2. The Managing Director, Telangana State Co-operative Marketing Federation
Ltd., 5-2-68, 3rd Floor, Mahatma Gandhi Markfed Bhavan. Jambhahg,
Hyderabad 500 O95.[Addresses 1 &2 by SPAD] -

3. One CC to Sri. D MADHAVI Advocate [OPUC] -
4. Two CCs to GP FOR COOPERATION, High Court for the State of Telangana,

at Hyderabad [OUT] -
5. One spare copy /



HIGH COUFIT
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DATED: 30-t)4-2',026

LtsT oN 06.05.2:026

ORDER

l.A.No. 1 OF 2026
IN
WP NO: 148',23 OF 2026
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