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AND ...PET|T|ONER
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"t

z rne Generar ManaoEr, The singarehi colieries co. Ltd, I\rrandamarrr Area-50423'1 , Adilabad Distri"ct.
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...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Artifle 226 of the constitution of tndia praying that in the
circumstances stated in thb affidavit filed therewith, the High court may be pleased

to call for the records from the 1tr Respondent in M.p.No.16/2003 and issue an

appropriate writ, order or direction, more particularly one in the nature of Writ of
Certiorari, and quash the drder passed by the lstrespondent in l\rl. p. No.16/2003, dt.

2B|OS|2OO4 by allowing tiie claim and directing respondent No.2 to 4 to pay the

salary for the period f rom 3110712001 to 19/06/2002 with all other consequential

benefits;

Counsel for the Petitionerl SRt. A.K. JAYAPRAKASH RAO

Counsel forthe Responddnt No.1: SRI NAMAVARAPU RAJESHWARA RAO,
ASSISTANT SOLICITOR GENERAL



THE HONOI.]RABLE SMT' JUSTICE P' MADHAVT DEVI

This is a Writ Petition filed by the petitioner under Articie 226

of the Constitution of India seeking a Writ more particularly one in

the nature of Writ of Certiorari to quash the order passed by the 1't

respondent in M.P.No.16 of 2003, dt.28.05.2004 allowing the claim of

the claimant and directing respondents 2 to 4 to pay the salary for the

period lrom 31.07.2001 to 19.06.2002 with all consequential benefits

and pass such other order or orders as this Hon'ble Court deems llt

and proper in the circumstances of the case.

2. Brief facts leading to the filing olthis Writ Petition are that the

petitioner was appointed as an Electrician in the respondent Company

and was working as such frorn 18.10.1988. On 20.07.1998, the 2"d

respondent issued a Notification for selection of EDP Assistant and

the petitioner submitted his application and was initially appointed for

2 months and was further extended till 12.07.2001 when the 3'd

respondent relieved the petitioner from the post of EDP Assistant. He

was directed to report before the 4th respondent. Aggrieved by the

orders of the 3'd responclent, the petitioner filed W.P.No. 15689 ol

2001 and this l-lon'ble CoLrrt granted interim orders directing

inYnuation of the petitioner as EDP Assistant. However, the
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ter affidavit, it is stated as under:
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concerned it was specificctlly mentioned that rhey will be subjectecl

to tests to find out their suitability to work on computers on
temporary basis. Among the selected candidates the petilioner was
one and he was deputed to work at Computer Centre for a
temporary period of Wo months from 27.08. l9gg. The petittoner,s
claim that applications were calledfor Electronic Data processing

Assistant (EDP) is incotect. For the post of E.D.p.Assistant, a
Clerk Grade-I with minimum service of 5 yeas as Clerk Grade-l
and possessing knowledge of Typewriting @nglish) is eligible ancl
the selection is based on wriuen test ancl the selecred cctnclidate

will be on training for one year cluring u,hich periott he will be
designated as EDP Assistcrnt Trainee. Thus the petitioner was
never calledfor the post oJ EDp Assitjtant ancl the petitioner is not
having the sctid quolificarion Jir c.ompeting Jot. .;clettittn tu the post
of EDP Assistant. "

4, Thus, it can be seen that the peritioner was appointed as EDp

Assistant on a temporary basis and was revefted back to the post of

Electrician and the Hon'ble }{igh court in rhe interim directions also

directed the petitioner to be continued as an Electrician only.

Therefore, there was no cause of action for any relief to the petitioner

to pay the difference of salary for the period between 31.07.2001 to

19.06.2002.

5. The Writ Petition is accordingly dismissed. No order as to

To,

6. Pending miscellaneous petitions, if any, in this Writ petition

shall also stand dismissed
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HIGH COURT

DATED:31 11212021

ORDER

W.P.No.11483 of 2004

DISMISSING THE WRIT PETITION
WITHOUT COSTS
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