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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE TWENTY EIGHTH DAY OF NOVEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTTCE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL NOS: 1224. 1243. 1250. 1261 AND 1264 OF 2025

W.A.NO: 1224 OF 2025

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

Dated 2510912025 in WP.No. 25851 of 2025. on the file of the High Court.

Between:

1. Telangana State Road Transport Corporation, Rep. by its tManaging Director,
Bus Bhavan, Musheerabad, Hyderabad.

2. The Regional Manager, TGSRTC, Ranga Reddy Region, MGBS, Hyderabad.
3. The Depot Manager, TGSRTC, MYP-I Depot, fi/iyapur, Hyderabad.

...APPELLANTS/PETITIONERS
AND

M.M. Reddy, S/o. M. Bathki Reddy, Aged about 57 years, Occ. ADC, E. No.
270823, N o. 2-521851414/P, Gachibowli, Hyderabad.

...RESPONDENT/RESPONDENT
lA NO: 1 OF 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

suspend the common Orders passed in W.P.No .25851 of 2025 and batch dated

2s10912025.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI R.ANURAG, SC FOR TSRTC
Counsel for the Respondent: SRI V.NARASIMHA GOUD

r'-.
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W.A.NO: 1243 OF 2025

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent preferred against the order

dated 2510912O25 in W.P.No.25766 of 2025 and batch on the file of the High Court.

Between:

1. Telangana State Road Transport Corporation, Rep. by its lVlanaging Director,
Bus Bhavan, Musheerabad, Hyderabad.

2. The Regional lvlanager, TGSRTC, Ranga Reddy Region, MGBS, Hyderabad.
3. The Depot Manager, TGSRTC, MYP-I Depot, Miyapur, R.R. District, Hyd.
4. The Depot Manager, TGSRTC, Uppal Depot, Uppal, Hyderabad.

...APPELLANTS/PETITIONERS
AND

lA NO: 2 OF 2025

Petition under Section 15't CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

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

suspend the comrnon Orders passed in W.P. No. 25766 o'f 2O25 and batch dated

25.O9.2025

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI R.ANURAG, SC FOR TSRTC
Counsel for the Respondent: SRI V.NARASIMHA GOUD

W.A.NO: 1250 OF 2025

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Filed against the order

Dated 2510912025 in Writ Petition No.25901 of 2025 on the file of the High Court.

Between:

K. Upender, S/o. K. Kamalnatham, Aged about 57 years, Occ ADC, E. No.
203972, Rl/o. '16-20, Plot No.31, Juma Residency Colony, Medipally, li/edchal
tvlalkaigiri District' Hvderabad' 

...RES'.NDENT/RES'.NDENT

1. Telangana State Road Transport Corporation, Rep. by its Managing Director,
Bus Bhavan, Musheerabad, Hyderabad.

2. The Regional Manager, TGSRTC, Ranga Reddy Region, MGBS, Hyderabad.
3. The Depot Manager, TGSRTC, MYP-I Depot, Miyapur, Hyderabad

AND 
...APPELLANTS/PETIIONERS

P. Srinivas, S/ o. Late Sathaiah, Aged about 59 years, Occ- ADC, E' Ng . .

Zl iZSq, Ci o. 4-3-1 87 t32, Seetharimpur Colony, Hayathnagar, Ranga Reddy
District 

...RES'.NDENT/RES'.NDENT



lA NO: 1 OF 2025

Petition underSection 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

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

suspend the common Orders passed in W.P. No. 25901 of 2025 AND batch dated

2510912025.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI R.ANURAG, SC FOR TSRTC
Counsel for the Respondent: SRI V.NARASIMHA GOUD

W.A.NO: 1261 OF 2025

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

Dated 2510912025 in WP.No.25767of 2025 and batch on the file of the High Court.

Between:

1. Telangana State Road Transport Corporation, Rep. by its tVlanaging Director,
Bus Bhavan, [Vlusheerabad, Hyderabad.

2. The Regional Manager, TGSRTC, Ranga Reddy Region, lVlGBS, Hyderabad.
3. The Depot Manager, TGSRTC, MYP-I Depot, Miyapur, Hyderabad.

...APPE LLANTS/PETITION ERS
AND

G.D. Reddy, S/o. Ella Reddy, Aged about 59 years, Occ. nOC, E. No.
27O774, R/o.1-5-16/ 11F2, Gangaputra Colony, Old Alwal, Secunderabad.

...RESPONDENT/RESPONDENT

lA NO: 2 OF 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

suspend the common Orders passed in W.P. No. 25767 of 2025 and batch dated

25.09.2025.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI R.ANURAG, SC FOR TSRTC
Counsel for the Respondent: SRI V.NARASIMHA GOUD



W.A.NO: 1264 OF 2025

Writ Appea, under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Preferred Against the Order

dated. 25-09-2025, in WP.N o.25897 of 2025. on the file of the High Court.

Between:

1. Telangana lState Road Transport Corporation, Rep. by its [rlanaging Director,
Bus Bhavar, Musheerabad, Hyderabad.

2. The Region,al fi/anager, TGSRTC, Ranga Reddy Region, MGBS, Hyderabad.
3. The Depot lt/anager, TGSRTC, MYP-I Depot, trliyapgr, Hyderabad.

...APPE LLANTS/PETITIONERS
AND

R. Kishore Babu, S/o. Ratnam, Aged about 50 years, Occ. Conductor, E. No.
210977. R/o. 6-61/78, Bhavaipuram, Ameenapur, Sangareddy District.

...RESPONDENT/RESPONDENT

lA NO: 2 OF 2025

Petition undr:r Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed ir-r support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to

suspend the common Orders passed in W.P. No. 25897 of 2025 and batch dated

25.09.2025.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI R.ANURAG, SC FOR TSRTC
Counsel for the Respondent: SRI V.NARASIMHA GOUD

The Court made the following: COMMON JUDGMENT



THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
, AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHIT'DDIN

Nos. 1243.1250. L26L and L264 of 2o25

COMMON JUDGMENT:

These batch of five Writ Appeals arises from the common

order of the learned Single Judge dated 25.09.2025 in

W.P.Nos.2 5766, 25767, 2585 l, 25897 and 2590 | of 2025.

2. W.A.No. 1224 of 2025 arises from W.P.No.2585 L of 2025;

W.A.No. 1243 of 2025 arises from W.P.No.25766 of 2025;

W.A.No.1250 of 2025 arises from W.P.No.25901 of 2025;

w.A.No. t26L of 2025 arises from w.P.No25767 0f 2025 and

W.A.No.1264 of 2025 arises from W.P.No-25897 of 2025.

3. Since the issue involved in all the above Writ Petitions is

integrally and intrinsically connected, the Writ Petitions were

disposed of by the learned Single Judge by a common order. The

Writ Appeals arising out of the underlying common order being

disposed of by a common judgment in view of the fact that the core

issue involved is one and the same.

4. The Telangana Road Transport Corporation and its officials

are the appellants in all the Writ Appeals (hereafter "appellants" for

brevity). The respondents in all the Writ Appeals are the writ
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petitioners in the underlying writ petitions (h.ereafter ,respondents,

for brevity)

Factual matrix (in brief)

5. The respondents (except in w.A.No.1264 of 2o2s - who was

workirrg ers r-:onductor) were rvorking as Assistant Depot clerks

(hereafter ADC for brevity) and each respondent was functioning as

shift in-charge at HpcL Fuel outret at Miyapur-I Depot. The

Accounts crfflcer Rangareddy Division reported certain

irregularities i, the transactions at the Hpcl Fuel outlet at

Miyapur-l Depot. The preriminary enquiry rvas conducted by the

Depot Managcr, Pickct Depot which uncovered a massive financial

loss of about F1s.30,32,000/- to the appellants, corpoiation. on the

basis on an interim enquiry, which pima facie indicated the

involvement o[ the respondents, they and were placed under

suspension by an order dated 3o.o6.2o2s. charge-sheet dated

o8-o7.2o25 we.s issued separately to each of the respondents,

framing specifi,: charges against each of the respondent alleging

serious misconduct in terms of Regulation 2g(x) of the TGSRTC

Employees (conduct) Regulations, 1963 (hereafter "lg6s
Regulations" for brevity) for misappropriation of receivable cash

and for failure to submit documents and proof of Hp and Dpr

transactions.
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6. The respondents filed the above noted Writ Petitions

challenging the order of suspension and charge-sheet as being

illegal and arbitrary. The learned Single Judge by a common order

dated 25.Og.2025 allowed the Writ Petitions liled by the

respondents in part, and has set aside the suspension orders dated

30.06.2025 holding 'that the suspension of the respondents

amounts to 'selective treatment'as certain other oflicials against

whom disciplinary proceedings were initiated with similar

allegations have not been placed under suspension and directed

the appellants to forthwith reinstate the respondents into service.

Aggrieved by the said common order, the appellants have preferred

the present appeal.

7. Heard Sri R.Anurag, iearned Standing Counsel for TGSRTC

and Sri V.Narasimha Goud, learned counsel appearing on behalf of

respondents and perused the record.

Contentions on behalf of appellants

8. Learned counsel for the appellants contended that the

learned Single Judge fell into grave error by applying the principle

of equality in a mechanical and superficial manner, without detving

into the fund.amental and substantive distinctions between the

respondents and other employees with whom the respondents

seeks comparison.
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9. The I,,'arned ccunsel for the appellants contended that the

charges against the respondents and the other employees are

entirely different. The respondents are charged u,ith the graver

misconduct of misappropriation of funds rvhich implies a positive,

intentional and dishonest act, as opposed to the other officers who

are charged vrith dereliction of duties which connotes negligence or

the failure t, properly supervise. The other officers are not in the

proximity of thc transactions involved and the charge framed

against thenr pertains to negligence in propcrly overseeing the

u'orking of the respondents i.e., a failure in supervision, a charge of

omission and no one of commission.

1O- Learnecl counsel further contended that the law treats these

two categories of misconduct differently. The learned counsel

argueci that thc suspension in cases of alleged dishonesty is not

just an administrative action, but a necessary safcguard to protect

the integrity of the enquiry, prevent tampering of evidence and to

maintain public confidence in a public trtility like TGSRTC.

Learned counsel further contended that to equate the charge of

active theft with the charge oi passive negligence for the purpose of

suspension is a gross legal error, as in much as there is

substantive distincti.on in the nature of both the charges.

1 1. The learned counsel for the appellants contended that the

respondents be:ing individuals; directly and physically handling

i
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and accountable for cash and digital transactions at the shift level

of the HPCL Fuel Outlet are directly and proximately responsible

for the alleged acts unlike the supervisory officers whose alleged

failure is lack of the proper overseeing. The respondents, as shift

in-charges, were the direct custodians of cash''and accountable for

the cash and digital transactions and were directly responsible for

the reconciliation of the transactions. The alleged misappropriation

occurred during the shift(s) of the respondents. The respondents

are primary and the proximate cause of the loss. The supervisory

oflicer's alleged failure/dereliction being of a remote nature,

created a permissive environment for the misappropriation, but

was not directly responsible for the misappropriation/loss.

12. The learned counsel for the appellants contended that a

substantial loss of a sum of about Rs.30.32 Lakhs of public money

was involved and the respondents are charged with siphoning off

the said funds. The learned counsel for the appellants further

contended that allowing the respondents to continue in a position

of financial trust or even within the organization, can severely

undermine the discipline and public trust.

13. It is also contended that the respondents are charged with

grave intentional acts of misappropriation of staggering amounts

and the appellants' corporation was perfectly justified in taking the

immediate step of suspension, taking into account the

I
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respondents,' role as being more direct proximate and immediate.

The learne<l counsel for the appellants submitted that the

respondents being direct instruments of the alleged misconduct

stand on a completely different footi,g from the supervisory

officers, whc,se fault lies in the failure to properly supervise the

transactions at the HpCL Fucl Outlet Depot.

14. The leierned counsel for the appellants further contended

that the powcr to suspend an employee, especially'rvhen conferred

by the stat'utory regulations is primarily the administrative

discretion of the employer. The writ court ordinarily ought not to

substitute its own judgment for that of the disciplinary authority

on the approF,riateness of suspension. The learned counsel further

submitted tha.t interference by the writ court may be warranted

only if the suspension is mala fi"d.e, issued by an incompetent

authority or is patently arbitrary and illegal.

15. The leerrned counsel contended that the impugned

suspension orders were based on a preliminary enquiry report

which specifically pointed to the financial irregularities and the

misappropriation during the shifts of the respondents. The

authority deemed it necessary in public interest to place the

respondents under suspension pending a full-fledged departmental

enquiry. Learned counsel further submitted that considering the

staggering amount of loss and the specific nature of charges

,



7

against the respondents', the decision to keep the respondents'

under suspension pending enquiry cannot be characterized as

arbitrary or mala. fide. The learned counsel for the appellants

submitted that the learned Single Judge erred in interfering with

this administrative discretion on the misplaced comparison of the

respondents with other supervisory officers who were not in the

immediate proximity of the transactions not were involved in the

alleged acts of misappropriation.

16. The learned counsel for the appellants contended that

reliance placed by the learned Single Judge in K.Sukhendar

Reddg a. State of A.P and anothert is distinguishable. The

learned counsel contended that in the said judgment, the involved

officers rvvere similarly situated and involved in a criminal case with

no material to show one was more culpable. In the instant case,

the charges themselves created the distinction and there is a clear

and material distinction of the charges against the respondents'

act, who were charged with direct act of misappropriation; while

the others were charged with supervisory lapses. The learned

counsel for the appellants argued that the principle of 'selective

suspension'does not apply where a valid and intelligible differentia

as exists like in the present case. In such cases, according to the

1

'(rssg) 6scc2s7
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learned counsel for the appellants, differential treatment is
justified.

17 - The le:arned counsel for appellants placed before this court
the hierarchy of the positions of the respondents and other

superior ancl the same is extracted hereunder for the purpose of

appreciating the proximity and distance of the persons concerned

with the allegled misconduct/lapses.

Depo,, tr{zurager/ Asst. Traf{ic Manager

Asst. I,l lTrafticl

Drir,er Gracle-l t20% of Actuals)

Supclt. {Traffic}

D1,'. Supdt. {Traffic:f -DR D3:. Supdt. fTraffi c] -PR

Depot Clerl</Traffic Inspector-
GR. III /Ticket Trar.ellin g

Inspector/DI

Asst. Depot ClerklOontroller

Corr-duc,tor Grade-l (10% of Achrals|

Conductor Grade-ll
(12 years / 20 years speciat gradei

Driver Grade-ll
[i2 years / 20 years special gradel
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18. The learned counsel for the appellants on the strength of the

above submissions prayed that the writ appeals to be allowed and

sought the setting aside of the order or the learned Single Judge.

The learned counsel for the appellant further sought that the order

of suspension of the respondents'be upheld. -

Contentions on behalf of respondents

19. Per contra, the learned counsel for the respondents

contended that the preliminary enquiry report itself concludes that

a group of employees including the respondents and others are

primarily responsible for severe financial loss to the corporation.

The report does not, at the present stage, exonerate the officers or

single out the respondents as sole perpetrators. The learned

counsel for respondents further contended that the loss of

Rs.3O.32 lakh, if any, is not the result of isolated acts by few

respondents but a systemic and collective failure. The learned

counsel further contended that when the preliminary repcrt

castigated all the persons equally treating them differently for the

purpose of suspension at the threshold itself is arbitrary and

violative of 'Article 14. The learned counsel for respondents

contended that the suspension of the respondents is selective and

cannot be sustained.
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20. The le'arned counsel for the respondents contended that at

the stage of suspension, where the charges are rnerely unproved

allegations, the corporation, for its convenience lras labelled one

sct of employees as dishonest and anothcr set of employees as

negligent to justify discriminatory treatment. The learned counsel

further cont,3nded that the final determination of thc nature of the

misconduct can only be made after a full-fiedgecl enquiry. The

learnecl counsel for the respondents further contr:nded that the

charge of misappropriation against the respondents is basecl on the

premise that the respondents failed to cross-check transactions

ri'hich in es,sence and negligence. The learned counscl for the

respondents further contended that the appellant corporation has

not presented any evidence of the responclenLs' personally

benefiting from the alleged misappropriation. The distinction that

thc appellant corporation seeks to draw between misappropriation

and derelicticn of duties is artificial and hollow and is an attempt

to create a false classi{ication to benefit supervisor officers.

2r. Learned counsel for the respondents contended that

proximity in hierarchical organization cannot be only physical and

the managerial and supervisory officers have a functional and

accountability based proximity. The learned counsel for

respondents argued that to suspend the junior officers at the

bottom of the chain, while to allow the senior officers, who failed to
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implement the Standard Operating Procedure to remain in power is

wholly arbitrary.

22. The learned counsel for the respondent contended that the

act of suspending the respondents is a pick and choose policy of

the appellant corporation to make the scapegoats of the lower level

employees while protecting the higher-ups. He submitted it is a

colourable exercise of power. The learned counsel further

contended that the continuous suspension of the respondents'

caused immense hardship to the respondents inasmuch as the

disciplinary proceedings are not being conducted expeditiously.

Learned counsel further contended that the learned Single Judge

has correctly balanced the interests of both the parties by revoking

the suspension while allowing the departmental enquiry to

continue, which was a just and equitable exercise and did not

warrant the interference from the appellate Court.

23. The learned counsel for the respondents contended that the

Hon'lrle Supreme Court in .I(.Sukhendar Reddg's case fsupra 7)

explicitly prohibited selective suspension. The factual matrix in the

case of K.Sitklrcndar Redd.y's case squarely applies to the present

case. The learned counsel contended that the Hon'ble Supreme

Court has observed that when multiple individuals were involved in

a single incident, but only junior ones were suspended; the same

would tantamount to selective suspension and cannot be
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permitted. The learned counsel argued that the principle is of

universal application and applies to the present case as well and

prayed to dismiss the appeals.

Analysis ancl reasoning

contentions.

25. Le the present case, there is a qualitative distinction in the

charges frarrred against the respondents' and others. The learned

single .ludge proceeded on the premise that all individuals named

in the prelinrinary enquiry report were similarly situated. In our

considered vieu,, this is a fundamental fallacy. The nature of

misconduct irlleged is the primary determinant in classifying the

individuais lor the purpose of disciplinary action, including

suspension. 'lhc specific charge against the respondents' is one of

misappropriation under Regulation 28(x) of Regulations, 1963. This

is a charge of grave, quasi-criminal nature which involves an

allegation oi active, intentional and dishonest diversion of

corporation funds for personal gain or otherwise. The said charge

implies mens rea.

26. On tht: other hand, the charges against the supervisory

officers are framed under Regulation 28(ix)(a) & xxxii of the 1963

Regulations, for dereliction of duties and failure to enforce

24. We hirve given our anxious consideration to the rival

I
i
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Standard Operating Procedure. These charges pertain to a failure

to exercise due supervision, lack of diligence or omission to

implement checks and balances. These charges allege negligence

but do not fall under the head of intentional dishonest5r.

27. It is pertinent to note that the distinction in this matter is

substantive and goes to the very root of the misconduct. The law

has consistently recognized that the allegations involving moral

turpitude, fraud and dishonesty warrant a different and more

stringent approach compared to allegations of negligence.

Suspension in a case of misappropriation is not just an

administrative measure but a necessary step to protect the

integrity of the enquiry and to prevent the accused from tampering

with the evidence or influencing witnesses, and to equate the

charge of active misappropriation with one of supervisory

negligence for the purpose of suspension is to ignore this critical

legal distinction.

28. Further, a proper appreciation of the distinction between the

allegation against the respondents'in the present appeals and the

other senior officers of the appellant corporation, particularly

regarding the irregularities related to the HPCL Fuel Outlet Depot

is necessary. It is opposite to extract the portions of the charge

memos and suspension orders issued. to the respondents and the

charge sheet issued to other senior officers which are as under:



l1

Charse Sheet dated 08.07,2925 issued to responde nts in the

followins Writ Appeals:

i) In W.A.l\o.1 224 of 2025

TEI,ANGANA STATE ROAD TRANSPORT CORPORATION

No.Pl/498(1)/2025 RR O/o the Regionat Manager/RR
MGBS, HYD. Date: O5.O7.2025

CHARGE SHDET

To
Sri M.M.Red<lg,
8.27()823, ADC
MTYAPUR-I DEPOT

(Through DM.MYP-1)

l>'urb

[?ef:

MISAPPROPRIATION - Misappropriatiot-t of receiuable
cash proceeds of Fuel Outlet at Miyapur-1 Depot bu !/ou
u:hile working as Sltift In charge at Fuel Outlet, Miyapur-
1 Depot by inJlating HP transactions and by not
submittinq releuant documents for Hp trtay transacfrons -
Charge Sheet - Issued - Reg.

1 .Accounts Officer,RR Lr.No.AM(F)/ 377(1)/ 202S-AD
dt.17.06.2025.
2. DM/ PKT inteim report dated. 28.06.2025.
3. DM/ PKT preliminary enquiry report d_t.03.O7.2025

ALLEGATION.

Videz re.ference 1 cited, Accounts Officer, Rangared"d.g Region has
reportertl thal certain inegularities are noticed in the transactions at Fuel
outlet o,cerated by Migapur-l Depot. As per the report, the irregulaities
letd to financial loss fo aru ertent of Rs.3o,32,2s6.21 to the corporation
during the period January, 2025 to May,2O2S.

The Deltot Manager, hcket Depot ho,s been nominated. to cond.uct
preliminery enquiry in to the matter. As per the preliminary report, the
cash proceeds generated through the sale of fuet to an ertent of around.
Rs. 30 iakhs has been misappropriated duing tlrc period. December,
2024 to Mag, 2025 and to conceal that, the Hp transactions and. DTp
transacttons haue been inJlated.

You haue discharged gour dutg as shifi Incharge at the Fuel outlet
during tLLe releuant period, and as per the preliminary enqiry report,
total cash proceeds amounting to approximately.Rs. 1,22,069.94 takh,s
utas misappropriated on the dags when you discharged gour duties as
shift Incharge and. gou haue remitted. Iesser ca,sL To conceal that you
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haue inflated the HP Pag transactions and DTP transactions which are
linked to HPCL Portal, to an extenf o/Rs. 1,22,069.94 takhs.

Based on the aboue allegations, the following charges are framed
against gou.

CHARGE No.1

"For having misappropriated receiuable Cash proceeds to a tune off
Rs.1,22,069.94 by inflating HP transactions qnd DTP transactions while

Aou were discharging gour duties as Shifi Incharge'at HPCL Fuel Outlet
at MYP--Depot during the penod December, 2024 to May, 2025, which
constttute senous misconduct in tenns of Reg.28 (x) of TGSR'|C
Employee's (Conduct) Reg. 1 9 63"

CHARGE No.2:

"For having not submitted the releuant documents/proofs for HP
transactions and DTP transactions, while you were discharging your
duties as Shr/t Incharge at HPCL Fuel Outlet at MYP-I Depot duing the
peiod January, 2025 to 17.03.2025, which constitutes senous
misconduct in terms of Reg.28 (tx) (a) of TGSRTC Emplogee's (Conduct)
Reg. 1963"

You are hereby aduised to submit the explanation to the q.boue charges
witltitt seuert(7) dags from the date of receipt of this Charge Sheet as to
whg further action should not be taken against you. If you fail to submit
the explanation within the stipulated. period, it wilt be assumed that you
haue no explanation to offer andfurther action will be taken against you
basing on the auailable euidences on record.

ii) In W.A.No.1243 of 2025:

TELANGANA STATE ROAD ?RANSPORT CORPORATION

No.P1/ 498(1)/ 2o2s-RR O/o tlrc Regional Manager/ RR
MGBS, HYD. Date: 08.07.2025

CHARGE SHEET

To
Sri K.Upender, (Through DM.MYP-I)
8.203972, ADC
MIYAPUR-I DEPOT(Nov working at DM.UPL)

Sub; MISAPPROPRIATION - Misappropriation of receiuable
cash proceeds of Fuel Anlet at Migapur-l Depot bg gou
while working as Shifi In charge at Fuel Outlet, Migapur-
1 Depot bg inJlating HP transactions and. by not
submitting relevant doatments for HP pag transactions -
Clnrge Sleet- Issued - Reg.
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Ref: T.Accounts OJficer,RR Lr.No.AIvI(F)/377(1)/2025-AD
dt.17.06.2025.
2. DM/PKT inteim report dated. 28.06.2025.
3. DM/PKT preliminary enqiry teport dt.03.O7.2025

ALI,ECI\TION

Vi,l.e re'fererrce 1 cited, Accounts Officer, Rangareddg Region has
reportect. that certain irregularities are noticed in the .transactions at Fuel
C>utlet o,oerated bg Miyapur-1 Depot. As per the report, the irregulanties
le;d to fi,nancial /oss to an erteni of Rs.3O,32,256.21 to the Coryoration
dunng tlte period January, 2025 to Mag,2O25.

The Depot Manager, Picket Depot has been nominated to conduct
preliminary enquiry in to the mqtter. As per the preliminary report, the
Cash pr<tceeds generated tlvough the sale of fuel to ant extent of around
Rs. 30 ltkhs hos been ntisappropriated during the peiod, Decernber,
2024 to May, 2025 q.nd to conceal that, the HP transq-ctions and DTP
transacticrts haue been inflated.

You hau<: discharged gour dutg as Shifi Incharge at tlrc Fuel Atilet
during tLie- releuant periocl, curd as per l.he preliminary enquiry report,
total Cas:h proceeds arruounting to approrimatelg Rs.80.969.14 was
misappro.oriated on the daus uthen qou discharged gour duties as Shift
Incharge and you haue remitted lesser cash. To conceal that you haue
inflated tlrc HP Pau transaclions and DTP transactions which are linked
to IIPCI. Fortal, to ant ertent of Rs.80,969.14.

Ba-sed on the aboue allegcttions, the following charges are framed
ag*inst t1<)tt.

CHARGE tYo.l

"For hauing misappropriated receiuable Cash proceeds to a tune off Rs.
Rs.80,969.14 by irdlating HP transactions and DTP transactions while

Aou were clischarging your duties as Shrft Incharge at HPCL Fuel Outlet
at MYP--D<zpot during the period January, 2025 to 17.03.2025, which
constitute serious miscortduct in terrns of Reg.2B (x) of IGSRTC
Employee's; (Cottduct) Reg. 1 963"

CHARGE No.2

"For hauing not submitted the releuant documents/proofs for HP
transactions and DTP transactions, while gou were discharging your
duties as Shifi Incharge at HPCL Fuel Outlet at MYP-I Depot during the
period Jartuary,2025 to 17.03.2025, uthich constitutes serious
misconduct in terms of Reg.2B (ix) (a) of TGSRTC Employee's (Conduct)
Reg. 1963"

You are herebg aduised to submit the explanation to the aboue charges
within seuen(7) dags from the date of receipt of this Charge Sheet as to
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why further action shauld not be taken against gou. If gou fail to submit
the explanation uttthin the stipulated peiod, it will be assumed that gou

haue no explanation to offer and further action utill be taken against gou

basing on the auailable euidences on record.

iii) In W.A.No.125O of 2025:

TELANGANA STATE ROAD TRANSPORT CORPORATION

No.Pl/ a98(1)/ 2025-RR O/ o tlrc Regional' Manager/ RR
MGBS, HYD. Date: 08.07.2025

CHARGE SHEET

To
Sn P.Snniuas,
8.271294, ADC
MIYAPUR-1 DEPOT

(Through DM.MYP-1)

Sub:

Ref:

MISAPPROPRIATION - Misappropriation of receiuable
cash proceeds of Fuel Outlet at Miyapur-l Depot by you
tphile working as Shift In charge at Fuel Outlet, Migapur-
1 Depot by inflating HP transactions and by not
submitting releuant documents for HP pay transactions '
Charge Sheet - Issued - Reg.

1. Accounts Officer, RR Lr.No.AM(F)/377(1)/2025'AD
dt.17.06.2025.
2. DM/ PKT inteim report dated. 28.06.2025.
3. DM/PKT preliminary enquiry reporl dt.O3.07.2O25

ALLDGATION:

Vide referetrce 1 cited, Accounts OJficer, Rangareddy Region has reported
that certain irregulaities are noticed in the transactions at Fuel Outlet
operated by Miyapur-l Depot. As per tlrc report, the irregularities led to

fnancial loss fo an ertent of Rs.30,32,256.21 to the Corporation during
the period January, 2025 to Mag,2O25.

The Depot Manage4 Picket Depot has been nominated to conduct
preliminary enquiry in to the mqtter. As per the preliminary report, the
Ca.sh proceeds generated through the sale of fuel to an extent of around
Rs. 3O lakhs has been misappropriated during the period December,
2O24 to May, 2025 and to conceal that, the HP transactions and DTP
transactions haue b een inflated.

You haue discharged gour dutg o,s Shift Incharge at the Fuel Outlet
during the releuant period, and as per tlrc preliminary enquiry report,
total Cash proceeds amounting to approximatelg Rs.14,23,423.70 takhs
was misoppropriated on the dags when gou discharged gour duties as
Shifi Incharge and you haue remitted lesser ca.slt- To conceal that gou
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haue inflaled the HP Pay transacfions and. DTp transactiotrs which are
linked to I {PCL Portal, to an ertent of Rs.14,23,423.70 lakhs.

Based on th-e aboue ailegations, the fortowing charges are framed.against gott.

CIIARGE I{o.1:

"For hauin,T m.isappropriated. receiuabre cash proceeds to a tune off Rs.
Rs.14,%,a23.70 lakhs bU inJtating LIp transactiorts and. DTp
transactior,: s wlile gou were discharginq gour chtties as ,sttift hrcharge
at HPCL Fuel outlet at Myp--Depot duing the period, Decentber 2o24 to
Mag, 2025, ruhich constitute senous miscottd.,ct in tenns of Reg.2B (x) of
fGSRfC Erltplouee's (Conduct) Reg. 1 963"

CHARGE No.2:

"For havinq not submitted the rererarft d.ocuments/proofs for Hp
transaction:; and DTp transactions, uthile you were discharging gour
duties as s/ufi lrtcharge- at HpcL Fuel otLtlet at Myp-l Depot during the
period Dec,zmber 2024 to Maa 202s, which constittttes senous
misconduct in terms of Reg.2B (ix) (q) of TGSRTC Emproyee's (conduct)
Reg. 1963"

You are heretby acruised to subrnit ilrc expranatiorr to the aboue charges
within seuen(7) dags from the d.ate of receipt of tlds charge sheet as to
whg furlher 'actton shourd- not be taken against gou. tf gou fait to submit
the explcLnation within the stipulated peiod, it will be assumed- that gou
haue no explenation to offer and further action wilt be taken against gou
ba.sing on the: auailable evid.ences on record.

iv) In W.A.No. 1261 of 2025:

TELAN'GANA STATE ROAD 1'RANSPORI CORPORATION

No'Pl/ 498(1)/202:;-RR o/o the Regionar Manager/ RR
MGBS, t{yD. Date: 08.07.2025

CHARGE SHEET

To
Si G.D.Reddg,
8.270774, ADC
MIYAPUR-I DEPOT

(Through DM.MYP-1)

Sub: MISAPPROPRIATION Misappropriation of receiuable
cash proceeds of Fuel Anlet at Miyapur-l Depot bg gou
while working as Shift ln charge at Fuel Outlet, Migapur-
1 Depot bg inflating HP transactions and. by not
submitting releuant doanments for Hp pay transactions -
Charge Sheet - Issued - Reg.
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Ref: l.Accounts Officer,RR Lr.No.AM(F)/377(1)/2025-AD
dt.17.06.2025.
2. DM/ PKT interim reporl dated. 28.06.2025.
3. DM/ PKT preliminary enquiry report dt.O3.O7.2O25

ALLEGATION:

Vid.e reference 1 cited., Accounts Officer, Rangared.dy Region has
reported that certain irregularities are'noticed in the transactions at Fuel

Outtet operated bg Migapur-l Depot. As per the rep.ort, ttrc irregularities
ted to financial loss fo an extent of Rs.30,32,256.21 to the Corporation
during the peiod January, 20ZS to Ma9,2025.

The Depot Manager, Picket Depot has been nominated to conduct

pretiminary enquiry in to the matter. As per ttrc preliminary report, tlrc
cash proceed.s generated through the sale of fuel to an ertent of around

Rs. 30 takhs has been misappropriated during the period December,

2024 to Mag, 2025 and to conceal that, the HP transactions and DTP

transactions haue been inJlated.

You haue discharged your dutg a.s shifi Incharge at the Fuel outlet
during the releuant period, and as per the preliminary enquiry report,

total Cash proceeds amounting to approximatetg Rs.12,62,208.29 lakr6
was misappropiated on the dogs uthen gou discLnrged your duties as

Slift Incharge and gou haue rernitted lesser cqsh- To concea.l tlwt gou

haue inflated the HP Pag transactions and DTP transactions rtthich are

linked to HPCL Portal, to an ertenf of Rs. 12,62,208.29 lakhs.

Based on the aboue allegations, the following charges are framed
against you.

CHARGE No.1:

"For hauing misappropiated receiuable Cash proceeds to a tune off R".

Rs.12,62,208.29 lakhs by inJlating HP transactions and DTP

transactions while Aou were discharging gour duties as Sht"ft Incharge

at HPCL Fuel Outlet at MYP--Depot duing the period December 2024 to

Mag, 2025, which constitute serious misconduct tn terms of Reg.28 (x) of
fGSRfC Emplogee's (Conduct) Reg. 1 963"

CHARGE No.2:

"For hauing not submitted the releuant docaments/proofs for HP

transactiorts and DTP transactions, while Aou were discharging gour
duties as ShrTt Incharge at HPCL Fuel Outlet at MYP-I Depot duing tlrc
period. December 2024 to Mag 2025, gthich constitutes serious

misconduct in terms of Reg.28 (rx) (a) of TGSRTC Emplogee's (Conduct)

Reg. 1963"

You are herebg aduised to submit th.e explanatioi to tlrc aboue charges

within seuen(7) dags from the date of receipt of this charge sheet as to
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why further action shourd. not be taken against gou. If gou fait to submit
the explarntion within the stipurated periad", it ttitt ai irrrrrr.d that gou
Itaue no e:cplanation to offer and lurther action win be taken against gou
ba-<ing on the auailable euid-ences on record_.

v) In W. No.1264 of 2025:

TEI,ANGANA STATE ROAD IRANSPOR?" CCRPORAT]ON

No.Pl/498(1)/2025-RR O/o the Regional Manager/ RR
MGBS, HyD. Date: 08.07.2025

CHARGE SHEET

To
Sn R.Kishore Babu,
E,210977, ADC
MIYAPUR-I DEPOT

(Through DM.Myp-t)

Sub:

Ref:

MISAPPROPRIATION - Misappropriation of receiuable
cash proceeds of Fuet Outtet at Miyapur_l Depot bg you.
uhile working as Shift In charge el piet Orillet, tWi{afiur_
1 .Deyot by inflating Hp trarrsactions ancl iy' not
submitting releuant documents for Hp paLt transactions -
Charge Slrcet - lssued - Reg.

1.. Accounts Officer, RR Lr.No.AM(F)/3.27(1)/2O2|-AD
dt.17.06.2025.
2. DM/ PKT interim report d.ated. 2g.06.202{;.
3. DM/ PKT preliminary enquiry report dt.O3 07.2025

ALLEGATIOAT:

vide referen<:e 1 cited, Acaunts offi.cer, Rangareddy Regiott rns reported
that certain irregularities are noticed. in the transactions at Fuel outlet
operated bg Migapur-l Depot. As per the repoft, the irregularities led. to
financial loss to an extent of Rs.30,32,2s6.21 to the corporatiort during the
period January, 2025 to Mag,2025.

The Depot Manager, picket Depot has been nominated. to conduct
preliminary enquiry in to the matter. As per the preriminary report, the
cash proceeds generated. through the sare of fuet to an extent of around.
Rs' 3o laklrc' has been misappropiated duing the period December,
2o24 to Mag,, 202s and. to conceal that, the Hp transactions and. DTp
transactions haue been inftated..

You ltaue dischnrged your dutg as shrTt Incharge at the Fuer outret
during th'e releuant period, and. a.s per ttLe pretiiinary enqutry report,
total cosh proceeds amounting to approximatetg Rs.1,o3,1s2.ss lakhs
was misapprc>priated on the dags when gou diicharged. gour d.uties asshifi Incharge and gou haue remitted. resser cash. To concear that gou
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haue inflated the HP Pay transactions and DTP transactions which are
linkedto HPCL PorTal, to an ertent of Rs.1,03,152.55laktrc.

Based on the aboue allegations, tlrc following charges are framed
against you.

CHARGE No.1:

"For hauing nisappropiated receiuqble Cash proceeds to a tune off Rs.

Rs.I,O3, 152.55 lakhs bg inflating HP transactions and DTP transactions

white gou were discharging gour duties as shifi'Incharge at HPCL Fuel

Outlet at MYP--Depot during the pertod December 2024 to May, 2025,

which constitute senous misconduct in terms of Reg.28 (x) of TGSRIC

Employee's (Conduct) Reg. 1 9 63"

CHARGE No.2:

"For having not submitted the releuant documents/ proofs for HP

transactions and DTP transactions, while gou uere discharging your
duties as shift Incharge qt HPCL Fuel Outlet at MYP-I Depot during the
period December 2024 to Mag 2025, which constitutes senous

misconduct in tenns of Reg.28 (ix) (a) of TGSRTC Employee's (Conduct)

Reg. 1963"

you are hereby ad"uisei to submit the explanation to the aboue charges

within seuen(7) dags from the date of receipt of this charge strcet as to
whg further action should not be taken against you. $ you fail to submit

the explanation uithin the stiputated. period, it will be assilmed that gou

haue no explantation to offer and further qction will be taken against gou

basing on the auailable euidences on record.

nsion orde 06.

the subiect Writ Appeals:

Sub: MISAPPROPRLATION - Financial loss to a tune of
Rs.30,32,256.21 at HPCL Fuel Outlet at Miyapur-l
Depot- Susp ension o rder Is sued-Reg.

Ref: 
irtr;:;;;;officer, 

RR Lr-No.AM(F)/s77(1)/202s-AD dt.

2. DM/ PKT interim reporl dtd. 28.06.2025.
3. Regulation No. 18 & 20 of IGSRTC Emplo'gees (CC&A)
of 1967.

Vide reference 1 cited. Accounts Officer, Rangareddg Region has
reporied that certain inegularities are noticed tn the transactions at Fuel
attlet operated bg Miyapur-l Depot. As per the report, tte irregularities
led. to ftnanctal loss fo an extent of Rs.3O,32,256.21 to the Corporation
during the period January, 2025 to Mag 2025.



22

The Depot Manager, picket Depot has been nomtnated. to cond.uct
preliminary enquiry and he has submitted. an interint report uid.e
reference 2nd cited. As per the Interim report, it is prima facie euident
that whil<: aou uere discharging dutg as shift in-charg" ot Fuer outret.
Migapur-) Depot, receiuable cash proceed.s taere misappropiated. and
to conceal that HP transactions were inflated.. you houe faited. to submit
rele.uant doutments for Hp pag trq"nsacticns.

You are, therefore, placed und-er suspensfon utith irnniediate effeci,
p en ding fi t rThe r inu e stig atio n.

You need rrct attend the Depot/offi.ce d.uring the peiod. oJ' suspensiort.
wheneuer aour prese.nce is required., gou wiil be informed. through a
separate letter.

You will be paid admissibte Subsistence alloutance dttring the period of
Suspensiort as par rules in Jorce. you must report prontptly, if ang
changes, irt your present ad.dres.s fo fhis office.

dated 6.07. 5 to office ln

subiect Writ Appeals:

v1 ke

TEI,ANGANA STATE ROAD TRANSPORT CORPORATIO\N

No.P1/a98(1)/2C\25-RR O/o the Regional Manager/ RR
MGBS, HyD. Date: 26.07.2025

CHARGE SHEET

to
Si G.Raui Shanker,
8.411613 AE(Me<:h),
MIYAPUR-I DEPC)T

(Through DM.MYP-t)

Sub:

Ref:

DERILICTION OF DUTY - Financial /oss fo a tune of
Rs.30,32,256.21 at HpCL Rtet Outlet at Myp-l Depot due tL

failure to inform higher autharities about d.iscrepoi"i", 
"o^.to notice - Charge sh.eet issued - Reg.

l-.Acounts Officer, RR Lr.No.AM(F)/ 377(1)/ 2025-AD
dt.17.06.2025.
2. DM/ PKT interim report dated. 28.06.2025.
3. DM/PKT preliminary enquiry report dt.O3.07.2025
4. Cir. No. 3/ 202 SOCTM@dI. 1 7. 02.b 02 S.
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ALLDGATION:

Vide reference, 7st cited, Accounts Officer, Rangareddg Region has
reporTed that certain irregularities are nottced in the transactions ot Fuel
Outlet operated by Miyapur-l Depot. As per the report, the irregularities
led to financial loss fo a.n ertent of Rs.30,32,256.21 to the Corporation
during tte period January, 2025 to Mag, 2025.

The Depot Manage4 Hcket Depot has been nominqted to conduct
preliminary enquiry in to the matter. As per the preliminary report, th.e

Cash proceeds generated through tLrc sale of fuel to an extent of around
Rs.3O lakhs has been misappropriated during the period December, 2024
to Mag 2025 and to conceal tha| the HP transactions and DTP
transactions haue been inJlated bg the Staff/ ADCs working in HPCL Fuel
outlet at MYP-I Depot..

The DM, Hcket in his report stated that gou haue the information on the
wrong entries occurring in the HP Pag transqctions. 1l is also stqted that
gou haue taken an assurance letter from the ADC K.Upender, D.203972,
trhile relieuing him to Uppal depot that the ADC shall be held responsible
if theg find any discrepancies in fuel outlet transactions.

From tlrc evidences on record and as per the preliminary enqtiry, it is
obserued that tltough wrong entries bg ADCs in fuel transactions/ HP pag
tra.rlsactions came to gour notice on 10.03.2025, you luue failed to inform
the same to higher authorities, which resulted in huge financial loss
approximatelg Rs.30lakhs to the Corporatioru.

Ba.sed on the aboue allegations, the following charge is framed against
gou.

CTIARGE No.

"For hauing failed to inform the discrepa.ncies in entries bg ADCs in HP
Pag transactions at the Fuel Outlet operated by MYP-I depot to the Depot
Manager, which resulted in huge financial loss, amounting fo Rs 30 lo.klm
(approximatelg), to the Corporation duing the period December, 2024 to
Mag 2025, which constitutes misconduct in terms of Reg.28 (rx)@) A
(rocxii) of TGSRTC Emplogee's (Conduct) Reg. 1983"

You are tereby aduised to submit ttrc explanation expla to the aboue
chnrge, within seuen(7) dags from tLrc date of receipt of this Ctwrge
Sheet, as to tahg further action shauld not be taken against gou. If gou

fail to submit the explanation uithin the stipulated peiod, it will be
osstmed that gou haue no explanation to offer and further qction uill be
taken against gou basing on the auailable euidences on record.
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ii. Charee Sheet issued to one Sri S.Ramaiah:

TELANGAIYA STATE ROAD TRANSPORT CORPORATION

No.Pl/ a98(1)/ 2C25-RR O/ o the Regionat Manager/ RR
MCBS, HYD. Date: 26.02.2025

CHARGE SHEET

To
Sri S.Ro-maiah,
8.25s626 Ds.RAaM)
MIYAPUR-I DEPOT

(Through RM/ ADB Region)

Sub: DERILICTION OF DUTY - Financial loss to a tune o.f
Rs.30,32,256.21 at HPCL Fuel Outlet at Myp-l Depot due
to failure to errcure proper impiementatiott of SOp - Charge
Sheet issued- Reg.

l.Accounts Officer, RR Lr.No.AM(F)/ 377(1)/ 202S-AD
dL17.06.2025.
2. DM/ PKT inteim report dated. 28.06.2025.
3. DM/ PKT preliminary enquiry report dt.03.07.2025
4. Cir. No. 3 / 2 02 SOCTM@dt. 1 7. 02. 2 02 5.

ALLEGATION:

Vide reference 1 cited, Acaunts Offi.cer, Rangareddg Region has reported.
that certairt irregulaities are raticed in the transactions at Fuel outtet
operated. b,7 Miyapur-l Depot. As per the report, the ircegularities led to
financial loss fo an extent of Rs.30,32,256.21 to the Corporation duing the
period Janu'.ary, 2O25 to May, 2025.

The Depot Manager, Picket Depot has been nominated- to and.uct
preliminary enquiry in to the matter. As per the preliminary report, the Cash
proceeds generated through the sale of fuel to an ertent of around Rs.3O
Iakhs has been misappropriated duing the period December, 2024 to Mag
2025 and to conceal that, the HP transactions and DTp transactions haue
been Inflattzd bg the Staff/ADCs working in HPCL Fuel outlet at Myp-l
Depot,

Vide Circular 4th cited, ttrc SOP (standard Operating procedure) uas
communicated on tLrc accountal of Cas{Digital pagments at tlte FUEL
OUTLETS operated bg TGSRTC and DMs were aduised to educate the
concerned and ensure thiat theg adlere utith the instructions and.
Implemented scrupulouslg to auoid dis;crepancies.

You worke<l as DM, MYP-I for the periodfrom Mag 2022 to 24.03.2o2s.

From the <,.uidences on record and .as per preliminary enquiry, it is
obserued tlmt during gour tenure as DM, Myp-l Depo!<a* haue faited.
to ensure and enforce the 

,

Ref:

i
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Based on the aboue allegations, the following charge is framed against

aou.

CHARGE No.l:

"For hauing failed to ensure and enforce adherence of Standard

operating Procedures(soP) communicated bg corporate olfice vide

circular No.3/25-CTM DT.17.02.2025 bg the staff deploged at Fuel

outtet operated bg MYP-I depot during gour tenure from March 25 to
May 25, resulted in huge financiat loss, amottnting to Rs.30 lq"kh,s

(approximatelg), to tLrc corporation during the period. December, 2024 to

Mag 2O25, which corxtitutes misconduct in tertns of Reg 28 (ix)(a) &
(xxxii) of TGSRTC Eriplogee's (Conduct) Reg: 1 963

You are herebg adutsed to submit the explanation to the aboue charge

uithin seuen(7) dags from the date of receipt of this charge sheet, as to

whg furtller action should not be taken against gou. If you fail to submit

the explanation within the stipulated period, it will be assumed that you

haue no explanation to offer and further action will be taken against you
basing on the auailable euidences on record.

Charse Sheet issued to one Sri V.Mohan Rao:

TELANGANA S?ATE ROAD TRAMSPORT CORPORATION

No.Pl/ 4e8(1)/ 2025'RR O/ o the Regional Manager/ RR
MGBS, HYD. Date: 26.07.2O25

CHARGE SHEET

To
Si V.Mohan Rao
8.30723 1, Depot Manager
MIYAPUR-I DEPOT

llr

Sub;

Ref:

DERILICTION OF DUTY - Financial loss to a tune of
Rs.30,32,256.21 at HPCL Fuel Outlet at MYP-I Depot due
to failure to ensure proper implementation of SOP -
Charge Slrcet issued- Reg.

l.Acounts Officer, RR Lr.No.AM(F)/ 377(1)/ 2025-AD
dt.17.06.2025.
2. DM/PKT interim report dated. 28.06.2025-
3. DM/PKT preliminary enquiry report dt-O3.O7.2025
4. Cir. No. 3 / 2 02 SOCTM@dI. 1 7. 02.202 5.

ALLEGATION:

Vide reference ace lst cited, Acounts Officer, Rangareddg Region has

reported that certain trregularities are noticed in the transactions at htel
outtet operated bg Migapur-l Depot. As per the report, the irregulaities
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led to financial loss fo an ertent of Rs.30,32,2s6.21 to the corporation
during the peiod January, 2025 to Mag,2O2S.

The Depot Manager, Hcket Depot has been nontinated- to cond-uct
preliminary enquiry in to the matter. 4s p", the prelimina4l report, the
cash proceeds qenerated through the sare of fuel to an extertt of around.
Rs.3o lakl:s has been misappropriated during the penod December,
2024 to Mag,2o25 and to conceal that, the Hp transactions ancl DTp
transactiorts ltaue becn inflated bg the staff/ADCs utorking in HpcL
Fuel outlet at MYP-I Depot.

vide circular 4th cited, the sop (stand.ard operating proced.ure) was
communica:ted bg the corporate off.ce on the accountq.l of cash/ Digital
pagments,ror the transactions at FUEL ourLETS operated. by TGSRTC
and DMs uLere qduised to educate the concerned. sta,ff and. ensure that
theg adlrcre with the instructions to auoid. ang discrepancies.

From the evidences ott record and as per preriminary enquiry report, it is
obserued that gou haue failed to ensure and. enfcrce the stand.ard.
operating Procedure(soP) at Fuet outlet operatec bg Myp-t d.epot and.
failed to aclhere to the instntctions rssued bg the corporate office uid.e
circular No.3/25-CTM @: DT.17.02.2025, which resultecl in truge
financial lo:;s approximately Rs.30 lakhs to the Corporatiott.

Based on the qboue allegations, the foilouing charge is franrLecl against
aou,

CHARGE N<t.1

"For hauinl\ failed to ensure and enforce the stand.ard operatirtg
Procedure(soP) at the Fuel outlet operated bg lryp-l d.e1>ot ancl for
lruuirtg failed to adhere to the instructions issued bg the coryorate office
uicle circulctr No.3/25-crM DT 12.02.202s resulting in huee financiat
Ioss, amourtting to Rs.3o lakhs (approximatelg), to the Corporation
duing the peiod December, 2024 to Mag 2o2s, whiclt constitutes
misconduct in tenns of Reg 28 (ix)(a) a Oqxii) of rGSRT() Enptoyee,s
(Conduct)R<zg 1963"

You are herebg aduised to submit gour explanation to the aboue charge
utithtn seuen(7) dags from the rlate of receipt of this charge sheet, as to
whg further action slnuld not be taken against gou. If gou fail to submit
your explanation uithin ttte stipulated period, it uitt be assumed. that
gou haue no explanation to offer andfurther action utiil be taken against
gou basing on the auailable euidences on record".

Charee Sheet issued to one Sri B.Sitarama Sastry:

TELANGANA STATE ROAD TRA]V.SFORT CORrcRATION

No.Pl/a98(1)/20t,5-RR O/o tle Regional Manager,/RR
MGBS, HYD. Date: 26.07.2025

-:

lV.
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CHARGE SHEET

To
Sri B.Sitorama Sastry
8.203934, Sr.Asst./Fi
MIYAPUR-I DEPOT

(Through DM.MYP-1)

Sub: DERILICTION OF DUTY - Financial loss to a tune of
Rs.30,32,256.21 at HPCL FueI Outlet at MYP-1 Depot due
to Vour gross negligence - Charge Shbet issued- Reg.

l.Awunts OJficer, RR Lr. No.AM(F)/ 377( 1 )/ 202S-AD
dt..l7.06.202s.
2. DM/ PKT inteim report dated. 28.06.2025.
3. DM/PKT preliminary enquiry report dt.03.07.2025

ALLEGATION:

Vide reference 1" cited, Accounts Officer, Rangareddg Regiott has reported
that certain iregulaities are noticed in tle transactions at Fuel Outlet
operated bg Miyapur-l Depot. As per the report, the iregularities led to
financial loss to an ertent of Rs.3O,32,256.21 to the Corporation during the
peiod January, 2O25 to Mag, 2O25.

TtLe Depot Manager, Picket Depot has beeru nominated to conduct
preliminary enquiry in to the mqtter. As per the preliminary report, the Cash
proceeds generated tlvough the sale of fuel to an ertent of around Rs.3O

laklls has been misappropriated during tlrc period December,.2024 to May,
2025 and to qnceal tha| the HP transactions and DTP transactions haue
been inflated by the Staff/ADCs working in HPCL Fuel outlet ot MYP-1

Depot. It has been furtlrcr reported that, you haue failed fo cross check and
reconcile all HP Pay Transactions in OMCs portal and you haue rnade

payments for the fuel wittrout reanciling, which has resulted tn huge

financial loss to the Corporation.

Based on the aboue allegations, tlrc following charge is framed against gou.

CHARGE No.1:

"For having failed fo cross check and reconcile all the HP pay transactions
in HPCL(OMC) portal daitg and for making payments for the fuel without
reconciling during tle period December, 2024 to Ma9,2025, resulting in
lutge Jinanciol loss approimately Rs. 3O lakls to the Corporation, which is
gross negligence oi,n gour parl and anstitutes misconduct in terms of Reg.28
(tx)(a)& (xxxii) of TGSRTC Emplogee's (Conduct)Reg. 1963"

You are lwebg aduised to submit the explanation to the aboue charges
within seuen(7) dags frcm the date of reeipt of thi.s Charge Sh.eet as to why
fur'ther action stauld not be taken against gou If you fait to submit the
explanation within tle stipulated period., it wilt be assumed that you haue
no explanation to offer and furtler action will be taken against you basing
on th.e auailable evidenes on reard.

Ref:

I

I
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29. The learned singre Judge failed to appreciate that the

respondents are directly related to and in immediate proximity to

the misconduct. In the present 
.case, the factuar matrix being

unequivocal, the respondents as shift in-charges were the primary

and direct custodian of the cash and digital transaction records at

HPCL Fuel outlet. The respondents were responsible for the

physical act of receiving cash, reconciring nozzle readings n,ith

Drive T.acf: prus transactions/Hp-pay, and ensure corrcct

remittance a.s mandated by circular No.3 of 2025. The ailegecl act

of misapprcprriation i.e., inflating digital transactions to cover up

the siphoning of cash courd not have occurred r,vithout direct

involvement of the respondents. In contrast, the supervisory

officers being situated in the hierarchy of 
"o.rt.or, their aileged

derelicti.n is .ne of a failure to detect or prevent the misconduct at

the ground level and their connection to the loss is indirect erncl

contingent orr the primary acts of the shift in-charges

(respondents). Further, the respondents who are charged alleged

misconduct of a grave nature and intentional acts stand on a

cornpletely different footing from those, whose fault lies in a remote

failure of supervision. To hold otherwise, would be to obliterate the

distinction betvreen the perpetrator of the act and those who may

have failed to prevent it. Thus, the appellant corporation was

perfectly justifir-'d in viewing the respondents, role as being of
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immediate proximity and serious nature warranting the immediate

step of suspension.

30. This court is of the considered view that the scope of judicial

review in suspension matters is limited, Interference is warranted

in suspension matters only if the suspension order is mala ftd.e,

issued by an incorripetent authority or is patently arbitrary or

illegal. The learned Single Judge in the present case, erred by

interfering with the administrative discretion of the appellant

corporation on the ground of a misplaced comparison of the

respondents' with other superior officers. The learned Single

Judge, in our view, has transgressed the limits of judicial review.

31. The principle of selective suspension does not apply in the

present case, where there is valid and intelligible differentia to treat

the respondents' and other officers differently.

32. For the foregoing reasons, we are of the considered view that

the learned Single Judge failed to recognize th,e substantive and

legal distinction between the charge of misappropriation and a

charge of dereliction of duties and also the significance of the

respondents' proximate role in the alleged misconduct. The

impugned common order, therefore suffers from a manifest error of

law and cannot be sustained.

{'
,t



33. consequently, tl're writ Appeals are allowed. The common

order dateri 25.o9.2o2s passed by the learned single Judge in

w.P.Nos.25766, 2s767,2s85 t, 2sggr and 2590 I of 2o2s is hereby

set aside. As a result, the suspension orders dated 3a.o6.202s

against the respondents stand restored. It is made clear that this

order shall not prejudice the rights of the respondents in the

pending departmental proceedings, which shall be concluded as

expeditiously as possible, in accordance with law. There shall be no

order as to (losts.

Miscellaneous applications pending, if &oy, shalr stand

ciosed
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