
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

W.P.No.13363 OF 2012  

ORDER: 

 

Heard  Mr.M.Srikanth for petitioners, Mr.P.Venka t Swamy for 

respondents 1 and  2 and  Mr.Sampath Prabakar Reddy for  

3rd  respondent.  

 

The petitioners p ray for Mandamus dec la ring  the ac tion of 

respondent Corpora tion in selec ting  the 3rd  respondent for 

award ing d istributorship  under Ra jiv Gandhi Gramin LPG Vitrak 

(RGGLV) for Srirampur Village of Karimnagar Distric t, pursuant to the 

d raw c onduc ted  on 24.02.2011, as illega l, a rb itra ry and  c ontra ry to 

the advertisement da ted  30.03.2010. 

 

On 30.03.2010, respondent Nos.1 and  2 issued  advertisement 

c a lling  for app lic a tions for appointment of d istributors for supp ly  

of gas c ylinders under RGGLV and  Srirampur Village in Karimnagar  

d istric t is one of the villages notified  for appointment of a   

d istribution agenc y.  The sub jec t agenc y fa lls under open c a tegory.  

The petitioners have app lied  and  on 16.02.2011, the 2nd  respondent 

informed  tha t the petitioners were qua lified  for d raw for selec tion of 

RGGLV.  The da te of d raw was intima ted  as 24.02.2011.   

 

Ac c ord ing to petitioners, the 3rd  and  4th respondents a re  

not residents of Srirampur Village.  Therefore, shortlisting  the names 

of elig ib le c and ida tes by inc lud ing respondents 3 and  4, is 

unsusta inab le and  illega l. On 21.04.2011, the petitioners have 

c omp la ined  to the 2nd  respondent and  the 2nd  respondent rep lied  

tha t the c omp la int is investiga ted  as per app lic ab le c irc ula rs.  
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Apprehend ing further steps in the matter and  c onsidering  the c ase 

of 3rd  respondent for g rant of agenc y, the instant writ petition has 

been filed . 

 

The c ounsel appearing  for the petitioners has substantia lly 

reitera ted  the very same ob jec tion in the ora l submissions as well. 

 

One K.Sa ilendra  filed  c ounter a ffidavit on beha lf of 1st and   

2nd  respondents.  The 2nd  respondent has set out in deta il the 

p roc edure followed  for shortlisting  the c and ida tes, d rawing lot, 

verific a tion etc .  It is sta ted  tha t the c omp la ints da ted  28.02.2010 

and  21.04.2011 were investiga ted  and  the a llega tion aga inst  

3rd  respondent was not estab lished and  the a llega tion aga inst  

4th respondent was not investiga ted , for 4th respondent was not 

selec ted .  Therefore, the a llega tion tha t the c omp la ints were not 

c onsidered  is inc orrec t and  untenab le.  The respondents justified  

selec tion of 3rd  respondent as LPG d istribution agent.  The same 

does not suffer from infirmity or illega lity.   

 

The petitioners a re found  to be elig ib le a long with  

3rd  respondent for shortlisting .  Therea fter, the d raw for selec ting  the 

c and ida te takes p lac e. The 3rd  respondent has p roduc ed  the 

c ertific a te issued  by Tahsilda r, Srirampur Manda l, ra tion c a rd  and  

voter ID c a rd  in support of his a llega tion tha t the 3rd  respondent is 

both a  na tive and  resident of Srirampur Vila lge.   

 

I have c a refully c onsidered  the limited  grievanc e of 

petitioners, the ob jec tive manner in whic h the 1st and   

2nd  respondents have ac ted  and  how the c ompla int is investiga ted .   
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Prima fac ie c onc lusions a re rec orded  thereon. I do not see 

any infirmity or illega lity in the selec tion of 3rd  respondent for sub jec t 

d istribution agenc y.   Further, this Court c annot sit as a  Court of 

appea l and  investiga te the verac ity of these deta ils made either by 

the petitioners or the 3rd  respondent.  The 1st and  2nd  respondents 

a re c ompetent and  they a re prima  fac ie  sa tisfied  to the limited  

extent the law permits tha t the 3rd  respondent qua lifies for 

c onsidera tion. The 3rd  respondent has a lso p lac ed  materia l in 

support of his assertion on the elig ib ility c riteria .  I have perused  the 

materia l p lac ed  by 3rd  respondent in the writ petition and  the 

materia l supports the view taken by respondents 1 and  2. 

 

The writ fa ils and  is, ac c ord ing ly, d ismissed . There sha ll be no 

order as to c osts. 

 

Consequently, pend ing misc ellaneous petitions in these writ 

petitions, stand  c losed .  

                                                                
 

____________ 

         S.V.BHATT, J 

                                                       

Da te: 06.09.2016 

Lrkm  
 

 


