
,1

[ 34881

HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD
(Special Original Jurisdiction)

THURSDAY, THE EIGHTEENTH DAY OF SEPTEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRIT PETITION NO: 27787 oF 2025

Between:
Bhairu Naresh, S/o. B. Venkannq, Age 28 Years, Occ Student, R/o. H.No.2-3,
p^a$gpura Village, Nidmanoor Mandal, Nalgonda District, Tbtangana Statd
508278

...PETITIONER
AND

1. The _State gf Te_langana, Rep. by its Principal Secretary, Medical Health and
Family Welfare Department, Secretariat Buildings, Hydeiabad.

2. The Kaloji Narayana Rao University of Health Sciences, Rep. by its Registrar,
Warangal, Telangana State.

...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Article 226 ot the Constitution of lndia praying that in the

circumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith, the High Court may be

pleased to issue a writ or order or direction more particularly in the nature of writ
of lvlandamus ddclaring the action of respondent No.2 in not treating the
petitioner as Local candidate for admlssion into MBBS/BDS for the academic
year 2O25-26 in pursuant to NEET (UG) 2025 despite receipt of petitioner,s

representation dated 10.09.2025 as being illegal and arbitrary and violative of
Articles 14, 19 and 21 of Constitution of lndia, consequenfly direct the

respondent No. 2 to treat the petitioner as a Local candidate for all the purposes

of Admission into MBBS and BDS Courses for the Academic year 2025-26 under

the aegis of KNR University of Health Sciences, Telangana State.



lA NO: 1 oF 202s

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
direct the respondent No. 2 to consider the representation of the petitioner dated
10-09-2025 for treating the petitioner as a Local candidate in the Tetangana
State for admission into MBBS/BDS for all the purposes of Admission into MBBS
& BDS Courses for the Academic year 2025-26 in pursuant to NEET (UG) 2025

counsel for the Petitioner: sRI B.MAyuR REDDy, sr. couNSEL, REp. FoR
SRI ALLURI DIVAKAR REDDY

counsel for the Respondent No.1: Ms. K.swApNA MADHURI,
AGP FOR MEDIGAL HEALTH FW

counsel for the Respondent No.2: sRl T.SHARATH, sc FoR KNRUHS

The Court made the following: ORDER
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THE IIONBI,E THE CHIET'JIISflCE SRI APARESIH KT'MAR SINGH

AND

THE TION'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHII'DDIN

tr,RIT PECITIOIT No. 27787 of 2o.25

ORDER:

Heard Sri B.Mayur Reddy, Iearned Senior Counsel

representing Sri Alluri Divakar Reddy, learned counsel for the

petitioner, Ms. K.Swapna Madhuri, learned Assistant

Government Pleader for Medical and Health appearing for

respondent No.1, Sri T.Sharath, learned Standing Counsel for

Kaloji Narayana Rao University of Health Sciences appearing for

respondent No.2 and perused the record.

2. This writ petition, is filed under Article 226 of the

Constitution of India, with the following prayer viz.,

It is therefore praged ttwt thi"s Hon'ble Court mag be pleased to
issue a urit or order or direction more partianlarlg in the
nature of Writ of Mandamtts declaring the action of respondent
No 2 in not treating the petitioner as Local candidate for
admission into MBBS/BDS for the academic gear 2O25-26 in
pursuant to NEET (UG) 2025 despite receipt of petitioner's
representation dated 10.09.2025 as being illegal and arbitrary
and uiolatiue of Articles 74, 19 and 21 of Constitution of India,
consequentlg direct the respondent No. 2 to treat the petitioner
as a Local candidate for all tlw purposes of Admbsion into
MBBS & BDS Courses for the Academic gear 2025-26 under
the aegis of KNR lJniuersitg of Health Sciences, Telangana
State and to pass such other orders as the Hon'ble Court mag
deemfit in the circumstances of this ca.se and in the interest of
justice-
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3. Lrarned counsel for the petitioner contends that the

petitioner completed his Class I to X at Nidamanoor Mandal,

Nalgonda District in Telangana State. However, pursued his

Intermediate i.e., Class XI and XII from Vijayawada in the State

<if Andhra Pradesh. Subsequently, after he was qualified NEEI

(UG)-2O25 he sought admission under the Competent Authority

Quota' which is reserved for local candidates.

4 Learned counsel for the petitioner, in the underlying writ

petition contends as follows:

i. that an application for admission into MBBS/ BDS

courses was made to respondent No.2-University for the

academic year 2025-26 and accordingly respondent No'2

issued the admission prospectus which were issued

pursuant to the Telangana Medical & Dental Colleges

Admission Rules, 2017 (for short 'Rules 2017J as amended

by G.O.Ms.No.33, dated 19.O7.2024 and released a

notilrcation dated 16.O7.2025 for online registration for the

said courses, wherein the prospectus, mandated compulsory

submission of a residence certiircate as per Annexure-ll,

stipulating four years of continuous study or residence in

Telangana prior to the qualifying examination.

ii. that the said requirement contradicts and violates the

binding directions of this Court in order dated O5'O9'2O24 in

W.P.No.2 1910 of 2024 and Batch and in order dated

29.O8.2o23 in w.P.No.2 12 68 of 2023 ai?fBatch wherein this

,..-.
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Court has held that a residence certificate is sufficient for

categorrz,ation as a local candidate.

iii. that the said the Regulations were framed in pursuant to

Rute.3(a) of Rules 2Ol7 as amended uide GO. Ms. No.33

dated 19.O7.2024, as framed under the Telangana

Educational Institutions (Regulation of Admission and

Prohibition of Capitation Fee) Act, 1983.

iv. that as per regulation 2.2 of the prospectus, he is treated

as non-local even though he is permanent resident of

Telangana State which is violative of orders of the passed in

W.P.No.21910 of 2024 and Batch and in W.P.No.2l268 of

2023 and Batch.

5. We have taken note of the respective contentions urged

6. It is pertinent to note that though the learned counsel for

the petitioner has vehemently contended and relied on the

judgments of this Court in W.P.No.21268 of 2023 and Batch,

dated 29.08.2023 and in W.P.No.2l910 of 2024 and Batch,

dated O5.O9.2O24, wherein it was held the previous incarnation

of Rule 3(a) to be arbitrary and violative of Article 14 of the

Constitution, interpreting local candidate'to mean a candidate

whose 'domicile'is Telangana or who is a'permanent resident'of

the State. However, this Court is of the view that the aforesaid

legal position is unequivocal and does not support the
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petitioner's case, as the aforesaid judgments which have been

relied by the learned counsel for the petitioner were stayed by

the Hon'ble Supreme Court uide order dated 2O.O9.2O24 in

SLP(C) Nos.2l536-21588 of 2024. Further, the learned

bounsel's assertion that the SLPs were dismissed thereby

upholding the view taken by this Court is factually incorrect.

7. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Sto;fe ol Telangana and

othcrs o. Katluri Naga Narasinht Abhbam and othets'

while setting aside the impugned judgment dated 29.O8.2023 of

this Court, has categorically held as under:

37. For atl the reasons noticed aboue, u)e are unable to

uplntd the impugned judgment dated 29.08.2023 of the High

Court of Telangana.

33. We hnue alreadg lrcld thnt the pre-amended rule
defining a local candidate was perfectlg in order, which
reasoning applies squarelg to the amended rule also. Thcre
u)os tto warrdnt for a reading doun uhen the definition is
clear, in consonance with the Presidential Order and similar
rules lauing been upheld bg this Court as coming out from
the binding precedents. We frnd no reQ.son to talee a different
vieut with respect to the amended rule also; 15%o hauing been
anceded to the AllJndia quota.

34. We also obserue that the learaed Aduomte Geneml has
landed ouer a furtler am.endment proposed, incorporating a
proviso to Rule 3 as follows:-

I. Prouided tLat a candidate uho studies outside Telangana

for ang period during the reqtisite four conseantive ocademic
years ending with the academic gear in tuhich h.e appeared,
or as tte cose nurg be, first appeared in the releuant

' 2025 SCC OnLine SC 1880
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Walifuing examinatio:. *:il -be etigibte to be consid.ered iftheg faV und.er ang of the belout caiegoies:

1: Children of e-mplogees of the Telangana *ateGouernment who haue 
"eru.d. or are s.*ing outsideTelangana corresponding to the candidate,s "Aear/s 

ofstudg outside Telangana.
2 Children of seruing o1 retired emplogees belonging to theTelangana cadre of Alt Ind.ia seitceZ @st tisT dq unohaue serued ,: seruing outsid.e Telanganaarrespondtng to the candidate,s year/s of study outsid.e
Telangana.

f Chlldren of defence personnel/ex_seruicem.en/Central
Armed Poltce Force seruice uho at th.e time iy jii"r"g
seruice, haue decrared their hametown to be in tni stot. oyTelangana and wha haue serued" or are seruing outsid.eTelangana corresponding to the candid.ate,s ;";;) " ofstudg outside Telang ana.
4. Children of emplogees of acorporation/ Agencg/ In strum.entatiiy inder Goueiment ofTelangana, liable to be transferrei anguh.ere in Ind.ia asper the term.s and conditions of his/hJr ."rpt"g,^;ii, whohaue serued or are ""-ing outsid.e - 

Telangana
corresponding to the candidate,s gear/s of studg oi*ia.
Telangana

il. Subject to tlle candidate submitting Certifi.cate of
emplog.ment from *rc competent authoritg fir ttrc ciniiaatei
father/mother's seruice butstde tne dite for tie period
cltrresponding to the ca.ndidate,s gear/s o/ strtdg iutside
Telangana.

36. The appeal"s of the state and. firc uniuersitg are arlowed.,
sefting aside both the impugned jud"gments in the writ
Petitions filed bg the students. Tlrc writ petitions and the sLp
filed bg the stttdents before this Court, as q. co/tsequence
stand dbmissed; houteuer, with the reseruation insofar as
candidates who are couered" bg the proubo to Rule S as
specified in paragraph 34 aboue. No ord"er as fo costs.

Therefore, the regar position enunciated in w.p.No.2126g of

2023 and Batch, dated 2g.og.2o2g and in w.p.No.2r91o of

2024 and Batch, dated os.og.2o24, was suspended in the light

J-"1 \\q t
t
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of the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Kalluri Naga

Norrq.simtrc Abhiram's case (supra 1) and cannot be relied

upon as a binding precedent. Further, it is not the case of the

petitioner that he falls within the proviso to the Rule 3 of the

'Rules 2017.

8. It is pertinent to note that the requirement of four

consecutive years of study or residence is a conscious policy

choice made by the State and has been designed to create a

rational and verifiable classification to identify students who

have a sustained and profound connection with the State's

educational ecosystem. This Court in its judicial review cannot

substitute its own wisdom for the legislative policy behind the

Rule unless the said Rule is manifestly arbitrary or violates the

Constitutional framework. The Rule delineates a specilic class

and ensures equal treatment of all individuals within that class,

however, the petitioner does not fall within this defined class.

Therefore, there is no violation of Article 14 of the Constitution,

as the classification is founded on an intelligible distinction and

bears a rational nexus to the legislative objective of regulating

admissions.

9. It is settled in law that the State possesses the authority

to prescribe objective, quantifiable, and rational criteria for

I
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determining the status of a 'local area'candidate for the purpose

of admission to educational institutions, and such status does

not constitute an absolute right vested in every permanent

resident. The Hon'ble Apex Court in Pradeep Jain a. tlnion of

India2, has held as under:

79. It wilt be nottced from the aboue discussion thnt though
intra-fiate dbcrimination between persons resident in
different dbtricts or regions of a *.ate ttas bg and.large been

froutned upon bg the Court and struck doun a.s inualid a.s

in Minor P. Rajendran cclse IAIR 1968 SC 1012 : (1968) 2 SCR
786 : (1968) 2 SCJ 8011 and Peeria-kantppan ca.se ft1971) 1

SCC 38 : AIR 1971 SC 2303 : (1971) 2 SCR 43Ol the Court has
in D.N. Chanchnta case [(1971) 2 SCC 293 : AIR 1971 SC 1762
: 1971 Supp SCR 6081 and other similar cases upheld
irstittttional reseruation effected through uniuersitg wbe
distributian of seats for admission to medical colleges. T?rc
Court hns aLso bg its decisions in D.P. Joshi case IAIR I955 SC
334 : (1955) I SCR 1215: 1955 SCI 2981 andN. Vasundara
case [(1971) 2 SCC 22 : AIR 1971 SC 1439 : 1971 Srzpp SCR
3811 sustained th.e constitutional ualidity of reseruation based
on residence reqrirement within a State for ttrc purpose of
admisston to medical colleges. These deci.sions which all relate
to admission to MBBS course are binding upon us and it i.s

therefore not possible for us to hold, in the face of these
decisions, that residence requirement in a State for admission
to MBBS course is irrational and irreleuant and cannot be
introduced as a condition for admission uithout uiolating the
mandate of eqtalitg of opporhtnitg contained in Article 14. We
must otpceed on the ba.sis that at bo,st so far as
admlssion to IWBBS is concertted. tesidene
reoultemcnt tn a. State can introduced. a.s a condition
for adml,sslon tp tle MBBS course. It is of .course ttte
t rcit' 't tc tuIedical Reoleut Commlttee
establlshed ba the @oentmcnt of India ha.s in its ttoott
recomncnded. aftpr tokino intp account all relannt
cottslderations. tttat tle ufino,l obiectfute shouW be to
erurune that all odmi"ssions to the MBBS counse slrrc uld be

'?1res+;3 scc 654
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oDen to cqndlda;tr;s on an all-India uilttaut tle
Tmoosltlon of xl,stitw domiciliattt condltiono. but hany'rno
teaard. to thc orurf,tccrl difficttlties of ttzttsltion to tltc
staae utherc adnd.sslons to MBBS counsc in all medical
collcoes tttouW fu ott basis. the Medlcal

Reuieut has suqoested. fthat to
fuoin uith not less than 25 oer cent in each
instittttion be oDen to on all-India
ba.sisD. We are not at all sure uthether at the present stage it
would be consistent with the mandqte of eqtalitg in its
broader dgnamic se/lse to prouide thot admissions to th.e
MBBS cnurse in att medical alleges in the auntry should be
on allJndia basas. Theoreticallg, of aurse, if a?e
gitEn on the basl,s of all-Indla rnortlonal entancp
examlttation. gach lndtuidual utruld. haue equal
opportunlfut of sectfilna dmi,sslon. but tltdt utould. not
to,ke into o;ccount diverse con"slderations. such a.s.
dlfferhu leuel of socla.L economic educational
deuelopncnt 9J dffferent 

"eolons.
in tE

numfur of *ats a;uorllable for admi,sslon to tle MBBS
carunse dlffercnt Stcrtes. dif.ficr.tlties lathich moy be
urerienced. bu students from one reqion utho 'rrrioht in
the comoetitlon on all-htdld ba.sls qet admission ta tE
ilIBBS counse -in qnotLcr t,elsion far remote from tlrclr
oun and. other allied fqctots. Ttrcre co.n be no doubt that
the policy of ensuring admi.ssions to the MBBS course on all-
India ba.sis i.s a highlg desirable policy, based. as if us on the
postulate that India is one nation and euery citizen of Ind.ia b
entitled to haue eqtal opportunitg for education and.
aduancem.ent, but it is an ideal to be aimed at and it mag not
be realisticallg possible, in th.e present ciranmstances, to adopt
it, for it cannot produce real equatitg of opportunitg unless
tlrcre is complete a.bsence of disparities and inequalities - a
sihtation bmch simplg d.oes not exist in the country tod.ag.
There are massiue social and economic di"sparities and
inequalities not onlg behteen state and state but arso between
region and region within a state and euen betuteen citizens
and citizcns uithin the sqme region. Ttere is a ganlning gap
behpeen the rich and the poor and there are so manA
disabilities and injustices from which the poor suffer as a class
thnt theg cannot auail tlrcmselues of ang opportunities which
mag in law be open to them. Tleg do not haue the socia.l and.
material resources to talce dcloantaqe of these opportunities

\
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uthich remain m.erelg on paper recognised by laut but non-
existent in fad,. Students from backward States or regions will
hardly be able to mmpete uith tlnse from aduanced Sfates or
regions because, though possessing an intelligent mind, theg
utould lnue had no adequate opporhtnities for deuelopment so
as to be in a position to compete with otlrcrs. So also sfitdents
belonging to the weaker sections uha haue not, bg reason of
their sociallg or economicallg di.saduantaged position, been
able to secure education in good schools would be at a
disaduantage mmpared to sfitdents belonging to the alfluent
or well-to4o families wlto haue hnd the best of sctaol
edumtion and in open all-India ampetition, theg uould be
lilcelg to be utorsted. There would abo be a number of students
wha, if theg do not get admbsion in a medical college near
their residence and are a.ssigned admission tn a far off cnllege
in anotlrcr State a.s a result of open alt-India competition, maA
not be able to go to such other college on account of tack of
resour@s and facitities and in tlrc result, tlrcg would be
effediuelg depriued of a real opporfimitg for pursuing the
medico"l course euen tlaugh on paper theg uoutd haue got
admission in a medical college. It utould be tantamount to
telling th.ese sfitdents that theg are giuen an opportunitg of
taking up ttrc medical cottrse, but if theg cannot afford it bg
rea.son of tlrc medical allege to uthich th.eg are admitted being

far anaag in anottrcr State, it is tlrcir bad luck: tlrc State cannot
help it, because tlrc State has done all that it could, namelg,
prouide equal opportunitg to all for medical education. But the
question rb wleth.er the opporfiinitg prouided is real or
illusory? We ane thetefote of tle tieut that a cettain
oercentage of resettntion ott the bcsts of residence
requitemcnt mag legitinateUt fu nude in order ti
equalise opporfutnities for ncdical a.dmisslon on a
broader ba,sis and. to brina about real and. not forflu.L
ac t l and, not tttctplu lcoaL equo,lifuL T?e percentage of
reseruation made ort thb count mag abo include instihttional
reseruation for students passing the PUC or pre-medical
examination of tlrc same uniuersitg or clearing tle qtalifging
examination from the schaol sgstem of the educational
hinterland of the medical colleges in the State and for this
pufpose, there should be no di.stinction betuteen schools
afftliated to frate Board and schooLs affiliated to the Central
Board of Seandary Mumtion. It utould be constitrttionallu
oertnl.sslble to proolde. as an interim mca,sure un&Lare
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neotcl. t E staae ut En ute caln corurlstentht utlth t E broad

t Tt rtd,ote of tlg rule of eouo;lltu in thz lo?oer sense'

-e'/lsute oldmlsslotts to tlg lfiBBs couftre on the basis of
national enttance examlnation - an ideal which we must

icreasinglg striue to reach - fo, reseruation of a erlain
percentage of seats in the m-edical colleges for sfitdents

satisfging a prescribed- residence reqtirement as also for
students uho Ltaue passed PUC or pre-medical examination or

angotherqntifgingexamirtntionteldbgtheuniuersitgorthe
state and for this purpose it should m.o.l<e no difference

uth.ether the qtalifying etamination b conducted bg the state

Board or bg the central Board of secondary Education,

because no discrimination can be made betuteen schools

affiliated to the *ate Board and schaols alfiliated to the

Central Board of Seandary Education""'

(emphasis suPPlied)

10. It is pertinent to note that in the absence of any pleadings

or evidence demonstrating compliance with the prescribed

alternative objective criteria, the petitioner cannot claim any

legitimate expectation or right to be recognized as a local

candidate. The State is entitled to establish objective and

verifiable standards to ascertain residency. Thus, the

petitioner's failure to satisff any of these prescribed criteria

constitutes a complete and sufficient basis for respondent No' 2

to classify him as a non-local candidate'

1 1. Further, the petitioner's claim to domicile status based on

a 'Residence Certificate'issued by the Tahsildar is misconceived'

The Prospectus (Annexure-Itr) mandates a specific format for the

Residence Certificate, which is to be issued exclusively to

\
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candidates who have resided continuously for four years within

the state, and not to those who have pursued studies outside

the state. Therefore, the petitioner's certificate, which

ambiguously refers to a "gap in education," fails to comply with

the prescribed mandatory format and thus, was rightly rejected

by the respondent No.2-University.

12- In light of the judgment of the Honble Supreme court in

Kalluri Naga Nara.simha Abhiram,s case (supra 1), the

petitioner's case that he must be treated as a local candidate is

legally untenable, as being failed to satisfy the stipulated

criteria. consequently, we lind no merit in the writ petition, and

the challenge to the vires of Rule 3(a) of the Rules 2olz fails.

13. Accordingly, the writ Petition is dismissed. There shall

be no.order as to costs.

Consequently, miscellaneous petitions, if any pending,

shall stand closed.
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HIGH COURT

DATED:18/09/2025

ORDER

WP.No.27787 of 2025

DISMISSING THE WRIT PETITION,

WITHOUT COSTS
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