
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

W.P.No.4723 OF 2003 

ORDER: 
 

The petitioner p rays for Mandamus dec la ring  the inac tion of 

respondents in appointing  the petitioner as Driver pursuant to 

selec tion held  on 20.02.2000, as illega l, a rb itra ry and  further dec la re 

p roc eed ings No.P2/ 255(2)/ RM(N) da ted  17.05.2002 insofa r as the 

same does not inc lude the name of petitioner, as illega l and  

d isc rimina tory. 

 

Briefly sta ted , the c ase of petitioner is tha t he a ttended  the 

interview held  by respondent-Corpora tion on 03.02.2000 for the post 

of c asua l Driver.  Through c ommunic a tion da ted  20.02.2000, the 

petitioner was c a lled  upon to a ttend  the offic e for verific a tion of 

testimonia ls.  On 17.08.2000, the petitioner was c a lled  upon to 

report to the Princ ipa l, Zona l Sta ff Tra ining  College, Hakimpet on 

04.09.2000 for undergoing  tra ining  as Driver. Ac c ord ing to petitioner, 

the petitioner has undergone the tra ining  a t Zona l Sta ff Tra ining  

College, Hakimpet.  Now, the grievanc e of petitioner is tha t 

respondents have not c onsidered  him for appointment as c asua l 

Driver.  Therefore, the omission to appoint him is illega l, a rb itra ry and  

d isc rimina tory.  

 

The Law Offic er of respondent-Corpora tion filed  c ounter-

a ffidavit on beha lf of respondent Nos.1 and  2.  The da tes on whic h 

the petitioner is relying  upon a re not d isputed , but the exp lana tion 

offered  by respondents for not c onsidering  petitioner for 

appointment as c asua l Driver is tha t the respondent-Corpora tion 

c a lled  the tra ined  d rivers kep t in panel to report for duty during  



 2 

the strike period .  Out of 35 c and ida tes c a lled  by respondents, 24  

of them reported  for duty.   The petitioner d id  not report in the offic e 

or a t any of the depots in Na lgonda  reg ion.  Therefore, the 

Corpora tion is justified  in not inc lud ing the name of petitioner in 

p roc eed ings da ted  17.05.2002.  It is further sta ted  tha t the 

d isc rimina tion c ompla ined  by petitioner tha t the c ase of one 

Md.Abbas is untenab le, for the sa id  c and ida te reported  for duty 

during  the strike period  and  was appointed  as Driver. 

 

From the stand  taken in the c ounter-a ffidavit, it is c lea r tha t a  

c a ll letter for appointment as c ausa l Driver was extended  to 

petitioner through Vaartha  d istric t ed ition da ted  14.10.2001, the 

petitioner d id  not ava il the opportunity.  The respondents keep ing in 

view the c and ida tes who have c ome forward  to p ly the buses 

during  strike period  trea ted  those c and ida tes as willing  to work as 

c asua l Drivers and  issued  the p roc eed ings da ted  17.05.2002.  After 

perusing the stand  of respondent-Corpora tion in the c ounter 

a ffidavit, I am sa tisfied  tha t either for not inc lud ing the name of 

petitioner in the p roc eed ings da ted  17.05.2002 or the d isc rimina tion 

c omp la ined , is unsusta inab le and , ac c ord ing ly, rejec ted .  

 

The writ petition 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, if any, stand  

c losed .  

____________ 

                                                                                      S.V.BHATT, J 

08th February, 2017                                                                    

Lrkm   


