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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY, THE ELEVENTH DAY OF FEBRUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE APARESH KUMAR SINGH
i.f ' AND
\,r
TI{E HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL NO: 157 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Lefters Patent Preferred Against Order Dated
0511212025 in W.P.No.30074 of 2025. on the fite of the High Court.

Between:

'1. Mishra Dhatu Nigam Limited (MIDHANI), Rep. by its Chairman & Managing
Director, Regd. Office. P.O. Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad.

2. The Additional General Manager (l/c HR), Mishra Dhatu Nigam Limited
(MIDHANI) Regd. Office. P.O. Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad.

.....APPELLANTS/R 2 & R 3 IN W.P
AND

1. Sigi Narsinga Rao, S/o. S. Kadirappa, Aged 58 years, Occ. Additional General
Manager, (Under Suspension), Ryo 4-45, Sita Homes, Meerpet Municipality,
Balapur Mandal, R.R. District.

....RESPONDENT/PETITTONER IN W.P
2. Union of lndia, Rep. by its Secretary, Department of Defence Production,

Ministry of Defence, New Delhi.
.....RESPONDENT/R.1 IN W.P

|.A.NO:1 OF 2026

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 Order passed in W.P.No.30074 of 2O25, Ot.O5l12l2O2S pending
disposal of the main writ appeal in the interest of justice.

Counsel for Appellants : Ms. V.UMA DEVI
Counsel for Respondent No.'l : SRI M.SURENDER RAO, Senior Gounsel
REPRESENTING FOR SRI M.SRIKANTH
Counsel for Respondent No.2 : SRI N.BHUJANGA RAO, DEPUW SOLICITOR
GENERAL OF INDIA
The Court made the following JUDGMENT
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Dated: 11.02.2026

Betrveen:

Mishra l)hatu Nigarn Lirnitecl (MIDIlz\NI),
Rep. b1.' ts Chainnan & Managin_q [)irector.
Regd. Ol tlcc: P.O.Kanchanbagh. H1 derabacl.
and anotltcr.

and
Sigi Narsinga Rao

and another.

...Respondents

JUDGMT:NT

Learnecl counsel Ms. v.Ur,a [)evi appears for the appeilants

[,earned Scnior Cclunsel Sri M.Surender [tao.

lea,red cotr,sel Sri M.Srikanth. appears ror respondent No. r

...Appellants

representing

Sri i{.Bhuianga Rao, rearned Deputl, Solicitor Generar of India,

appears lor respondent No.2
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2. Heard lcarncd counsel for the parties.

3. Respondcnt No.l lrled W.P.No.30074 of'2025 sceking a direction

to the appellants not to proceed rvith the dcpartmental procecdin_es

corrtained in chargc n1en1o dated 05.09.2025 issued by the appellants,

rvhcl are respondents No.2 and 3 therein, with thc fbllowing Articlcs of

Charge, pending outcoltle o[ thc crilninal proceedings in connection

rvith C.C.No.25 ol' 2025 on the tile of the learned Principal Spccial

Judge for CBI Cases at Nampally, Hyderabad, on the ground that the

irnpugned charge urenlo is issued on the very same set of facts to that of

the criminal casc:

..ANNEXURE-I

STA]'EMENl' OF AI{'t ICI,ES OF' CHARGE FTTAMED AGAINST
SHRI S. NAIIr\SINGA RAO. STAFF NO.0501. ADDL. GENERAL
MANAGER (UNDEII SUSPENSION)

Chargc I: Tlrat, Shri S. Narasinga Rao, Staff No. 0501, the
then Addl. Ceneral Manager (Security & Adrnin) being in
cltarqe of Sccurity Dept of MIDI-IANI in furtherance of
crirninal conspiracy rvith the Scrap dcalers. lrad obtained
illegal .qratiflcatiorr in the tbrnr of Diarnond ring fronr thc
Scrap dealcrs of MIDIIANI. Herrce, Charged Offrcer has

failcd to lollorv tlre provisions under Rule 4(l)(xv),
4(l)(xviii), 4(lXi), 4(lXii), 4(lXiii), a(l)(vi) and 4(l)(xxi)
and thcreby committed "Misconduct" as defined u/s Rule
9(2), 9(5) and 9(17) of CDA Rules of MIDHANI, and
rendered hinrself liable lbr disciplinary actiorr under Rule 29
of tlre MIDI{ANICDA I{ules.

Relevant Provisions of N[[DHANI CDA llules. 2020

Under Rule 4 (l)(6): "Maintqin ab.solute integrity:"



J

Under Rulc 4 (l)(ii) "Mqinktirt dewttion to dut1,; ,,

Untler Rule 4 (l)(iii): "L'<ttcluc.t.s hittt.sall'itt rt tttrutttct.contluc.ive to lhe
be.st itrtare.st.s oJ'tlrc ('tttttlturt.r'tntl ';lurl/ rtor tlo un.r,qcl, rt,fiic.fi is
pra.judiciul t() tlrc inl(rc.st o/ tlrc (.)ontlttur.t.or tlrit.h v,ortltl hc utrhac.otttittg
o.f u publi<' .\(rvu,tt. "

L:nde r Rult, 1r ,t,11f it: "lluintuirt high ethic.ul ttunclurd & honesb.;,,

Undcr Rulc J(!)(.rv): "nol rui.\Lrse onc'.t lto.sition a' puhlic servctttl untl not
lake decision.r in order to clcrite rtnunc.iul rtr tnuleriol beneJitsJbr oneself,
on e'.s .fam i I y o r one'.s .frie ncl. "

Uncler Rulc 1(l)(.rviii): "re.frain.frotrt cloittg urt.t,thing u,hich is or ntuS, Ss
c(,nIrer-y lo un_t. lav,, rule s, rcgululion und a.stubli.shatl pruclices...

[Jnder Rule 1/l)(xxi1: "Pcrfornt urul tli.sc.iterrge <tnc's r]uties wirh the
highest
abilitie.\

dagrac of professitttulisnt antl tlaclic'Lttirrt ro tlrc best oJ'hisiher

Under Rula 9 lv[isconclu<'r /2)'"'t-okiilg,r gi,ing bribe.s or (ut.\r ittegat
gret ificut iott. "

[-tnder Rulc 9 ,l4isconcluc't (5)
interests oJ lhc ,:ontpany."

".1e'tittg itr tt tttuttrtcr pr.ejucliciul to the

Uncler Rule 9 Alisconducl (17,1; "Conttttissistr ctJ-cr1.t, crct, w,hich atnoynl.,
to a crintinul offence intolving nrorul turltittule.,,

llv ordcr and in thc N:rnre ol'MIDHANI lloartl
sd/-

05i Sep/2025
(llari Kristrna V.)

Adtll. Gencral Nlanagcr (I/c [IIl), MIDHANI"

4. Relvin-sl upon tl'ro dccision rcndcrc(l in State of Rajasthan v.

B.K.lvleenar- lhc learned \vrit court disp.scd ol'ther writ petition by the

irnpul;ned order dated 05.r2.2025 and opined that rhe appellants should

not proceed u'ith t.he departrrental enquirv pLrrsuant to the irnpugned

'1teo6'6scc4t7
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charge melno till the conclusion ol- the criminal case. Being aggrieved'

thc appcllants are in aPPeal.

5. During the course of su$glissiot1s. it tralspircs that no charge

sheet had becn lrled and placccl belirre the leartted r'vrit court till the

irnpugnecl orcler was passcd. T[c Ceptral Bureau of Invcstigation (CBI)

has fited the charge sheet thcreaftcr bearing No.412024 dated 19'09'2024

under Sections 7, g. 12 ar*l r3(2) rcad witrr Secrion 13(lxa) of the

Prevention ol' Corruptiorr Act. lt)tt8 (as amettded irr the year 2018)'

against responclent No.l ancl otlicr accused- It is, thcrefore, apparent tltat

at thc tirne ol'passing the inrpugnt:d order. thc learned rvrit court did not

have thc beneflt o['the chargc shcet filed by the CBI to compare and

analyse rvhether the chargcs irt tltr: clepartmental proceedings and in the

crirninal casc are on the Salnc Sct of t'acts. rvitnesses etc' [n our vier'v'

thcre[bre, thc impugned ordcr strl'('crs liotn crror'

6. we. thcrcfbrc. proposc t() rclnand the ltratter to the learned writ

court to consider the issue afiesh in accordance with law. The

respondent No. t shall placc the charge sheet f rled by the cBI betbre the

learned rryrit court {br taking a liesh view on the tnatter.



5

1. The impugned order is accordingly set aside. The matter be

plac:d betbrc the appropriatc court"

tt. -l'hc 
irrstant appeal is accorclingl_r allorrccl.'l'herc shall be no or{cr

as to costs.

Miscellaneous applications perrcling- if an1'. shirll starrd closed.

//TRUE COPY//

SD/.K.SHYLESHI
DEPUTY REGISTRAR

SECTION OFFICER
To

1. The Sercretary, Union of lndia, Department of
Defence, New Delhi.

Production, Ministry of

2. One Cr3 to !E, y,qVA DEV|, Advocate tOpUCI3. One Crl to SRI IVI.SRIKANTH, Advocate[OpUC]
4. ONE CI] tO SRI N.BHUJANGA RAO, OCiUri SbLICITOR GENERAL OF

lNDlA, Advocate (OpUC)
5. The Section Officer, Writ (Service) Section, High Court for the State of

Telangana at Hyderabad.
6. The Section Officer, Posting Section, High Court for the State of Telangana at

Hyderabad.
7. Two CD Copies

SA/BSK
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HIGH COURT

DATED:'1110212026

JUDGMENT

WA.No.157 o12026

ALLOWING THE W.A

WITHOUT COSTS.
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