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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY, THE FIFTH DAY OF FEBRUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENW SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRIAPARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRt JUSTICE G.M. MOH

ilrr{,
1073.1074.107 1076-1077.1078. 1079. 1080.1086 and 1470 of

Nos: 1 1067 flrrtl1 1 111

2025

WRIT APPEAL NO: 1 066 0F 2025

1ry61 4ppeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent preferred against the order

dated 09/092025 passed in W P No 1 1439 of 2025 on the file of the High Court.

Between
Public Service Commission, by its Secretary, M.J.

Road, , Hyderabad, Telangana

1. Paramesh Matta, S/o Pandu Matta, Aged 33 years, Occ. Business R/o
H.No.2-86, Nandanam Village, Bhorigir Mandal, Yadadri Bhongir District

2. K Parsharamulu, S/o Kistaiah, Aged 37 years, Occ. Govemment Service, FVo
H.No.4S7, Shiva Nagar, SirJdipet 502372.

3. Kota
Service, HNo

S/o Kota Laxmaiah, Aged 34 Years, Oco. Government
4-192, Anjanapally Village, Thripuraram Mandal, Nalgonda

District 508207.

4. Anil
R/o HNo Ganesh Nagar, Ghattuppal N

, S,/o Venkatesham, Aged 30 Govemment Service,

5. Teddu Prem, S/o Balaksishan, Aged 34 years, Occ Govemment Service, R/o
H No 2-138, Bandalingapoor, Metpalli, Jagitial 505325.

6. Pothani Diwabharathi, , S/o Ganesh, Aged 33 Years, Occ Government
Service, R/o-H No 5-23 ltikyal, Jagitial 505460.

7. Kethavath Srikanth, S/o Jamla, Aged 29 years, Occ Government Service, FUo
H No 5-87 Pallethanda, Arkapally, Madgul, Rangareddy 509327

8. Kethavath Suguna, , S/o Jemla, Aged 33 Years, Ocr Ayush-Medical Officer,
R/o H tlo 5-87, Pallethanda, Arkapally, Madgul, Rangareddy 509327
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9. Gurram Prudhvi Raj, S/o Lakshamaiah, Aqed 3ZServioe, R/o H No ?-9.
Ransareddvr,ro,",uo',;701?ffi 

'ii15i'ni::"i^i"ih%1id";&:f il:il&'#
10. Bichhala Veerababu. S/o .Guravaiah, Aged 32 years, Occ Governmentservice, Rto 5_212, sbtnavore, ahirrrrl, s,i,ilpJfbEtrict 508204.

''s*[I;i[y1,1'r3?_l_",g,i,,Hii,i,%[3:#3?,3?,133f;"?",3"g15?jiiili
50001{l

"9iJ#ili:!fj1?x'8:,,?i:Eif ?X3,u,L"f#i,ff :,*Hit6?1'[,].*i"u,nro
13.

U

Sh

,HA
'l,"t"nl3:'.13??fi ".Iit?#*lnil,"rrJ,i,T'*?il.ifli*:fl Inmakonda 506009

'oxf if il 
ji:33"8;,u:,#ffi 

'ah#,?1fr.#?se.occGovernmentservice,

"ffi '.$,{{-,3i;i'*,1i,'?liJtuTf; :^i'*tft Hi3fi ?,.Er'fl[s?.f r,T,#iffi :

'u3:ll,gl8fl ',i,f illleii;#illfi'f""li#,lEit,i,"ffiaag*Government

" [i:1 [i"iI #,[:;*f, #:il: +^fip 
"ff il:ffi ;EE g3v;mment service,

,'Riii.,fl 
i,:'T.,'6'il""J,lffi l5:'fl iI#frX3irr"",il-f"i:&.ilige?B,rService,

'19. Pasula
H No 3-4til2,

22.

o-2 of 2O25 i

23.SHIV RA.I S/o Venu

, s/o Aged Government Service FUo
, Thanga

38 years, Occ
Rajann Sircilla District 505405

R/o. no 305
Gopal P
D- Block,

abba,
Nivriti

Aged 27 yea
homes, B.K.

rs, Occ.
Enclave,

'oHff ill,S';f B',iliaYtli,li.jjir1l?fl 
".,.r5,ili;,8,?o,3sIE6)[B5rService,21.The 

. Statr: of Telangana, Represented
Administrarion Depaitmeit, SA";;d;i;
HyderabarJ

B',,,r11n3n''J"8Ei#n:' 
"SFjt?al

?1i,"?Eilji,*??,'J;,1'*!s^Ii;X;1",11fl:,:,,^[Ji.Jil."i

Ng-.?-herein was impteaded vide order d 07.07.2O25 inn WP No 11439 ot ZOis

a- 500090

24.AKKENAPI\LLY RANJEETH Reddy, S/o Akkenaoa

i:a:ft *yffil3ffi 9;#&'piJii["33p3!"y?5;lHS&,^fr""3;
25 AYYAPAREDDYGARI VAMSHT Krishna. S/o A ,

ffi i{ileih*:,m::Sj*#i j'Jl'itu'lfi ,tYB?liEA"tJr,i:"f#i



J

26.YEARADI-A NIKITHA, D/o Y Sudhakar Reddy, Aged 28 years, Occ.
1251304, Balaiah Nivas, Cherukuthota

- 500035

27.KUD]KALA BHAVYA, D/o Kudikala Venkateshwarlu. Aqed 23 vears. Occ.
Unemployed, FUo. House no. 16-3-779/1, Warangal, tbtangana- 500035

Ri/o. House no. 1 1-6-

29.MANDLA PAVAN Kumar, S/O Mandla Venkatswa Aged m years, Occ.
Telangana-, FVo. House no.19-2124c, Kothakota,

30.DANA[,] NAVEEN, S/O
R/o. House no.

3I.BUSIREDDY SHANTAN KUMAR
27 Occ. Une

32.DONTHIREDDY ROHITA, D/O
Occ. Unem

2S.POLIMERA SUDARSHAN
yeafs,
Andhra

Occ
Pradesh-

40.MUDDAGONI

114

R/o. Flat no

, Rr/o Flat No 302, Sri La

mployed
nyapuri, Hyderabad, Telangana- 500060.

Reddy, S/o Polimera Naoeshwara Rao. Aoed 32
, R/o. House no.1-34, L-ingasamudrar;, lrleflore.

Danam Sammaiah, Aged 26 years, Occ.
146, kondapur, Ghanpur ( MulngU) Telangana-

Reddy, S/o Busireddy
R/o. Flat no 202. SVS Nivas, Road no.

Ravindra

33.PA|LLA MAHESH Reddy, S/o Pailla Vittal Reddy. Aqed 28 vears.
lnspector oJ Police, R/o. KSS Residency, Room nd- 202, 'New'
Kondapur, Hyderabad, Telangana- 500049

50080

34.VELDI GOPIKRISHNA, S/O
Motor

506356

3S.KISHAN PATEL, S/O Yugand
Tax Dept.,), R/o.

Veldi Nages
R/o. 1-151,

hwar Rao, Aged
Gunturpally, C

har Patel, Aged 25 years, Occ.
2-12:190, Sai Ganesh Colony,

onda, Telangana- 506009

Occ. Sub
hafeezpet,

Jr. Assidant
Opp. KU 2nd

Occ. Asst.

6-

Mdya ranyapuri, Hanamk

36.RAVIRALA YASHASWINI, S/o Ravirala Veerendra Kuma 25r,
Occ. R/o H. No. 20-24, Gandhi Nagar,
Nalgonada ngana- 508248.

3T.POORELLI NAGA SHIVANI Reddy, Wo Poorelli Aravind
Occ. Governme nt Employee, Rl/o. Plot no. 60,

, Telangana- 50007't.

38.S RAGHAVENDER
Rl/o.H. No. 17$914,

Reddy, S/o S Bal
Srinagar Colony,

39.KANAPARTHI SUKEERTHI, S/o Koteswara Rao Kana
Occ.

Reddy,
Sainagar

28

n rs,

years, Occ. Jr.
24D57,Green

KALYAN GOUD, S/o Muddagoni Krishna Goud, Ased
Assistant ( Badangpet Muncip5l Corporation ), ruo. HIwo.
Homes Colony, Nadargul, Rangareddy, Telangana- 501510.

, Telangana- 500080.

25

4l.RAMAVATH U\KSHMI PRASANNA, S,/o Prasad Naik, Aged 29 years, Ooc.
, Rl/o. Plot no.119, Vanasthalipuram, RangaReddy, Telangana-
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42.VELOOR MANI NIVEDITHA, S/o V.N.MAN|, Aged 25 years. Occ.Unemptoyed. R/o. H. J!o.^-!7-a, Kamata iowe.si-iaml-r""L'di, eEii:Hyderabad, Telangana- 500062

" fi TiI Li {fl Yha ?'" r8l fj',"5i 
.it#fl.:*#, 

IEffi ;ST #em 
p,oyed, R/o

44.GOMASA JACTNTH .qFr_, _S/g _G.J. DANIEL, Ased 29 years. Occ.Unemptoyed, - FUo, H. No.' 5-1 1 -Slflolo, 
- 
Fliialaisf, i"i liJgJi-i l'irrrXi",Telangana- 504106.

a5[":3|lf 
tYi'.Y,'"i,r,8fl :fi,1*',t"tnfro,i?",fi%!;6.Emoroved,R/oH

46.SAND/'NA NTKHTL KUMAR, sandanq Nikhil Kumar, s/o Sandana Narsaiah.

iffi if,1"lf.?'c8sf [??3,'gi,f 
^m*,m"i&]*156#FTii"ri5l"Ei1i:47.AKHIL PAPINENI, S/o papineni 
.Srinivasa Rao, Aged

Ftplgy,-'0, FUo H. No. s-zr7A, friirti[u'ntl]bo,iii]i, xX;;507208
28 years, Occ.

mam, Telangana-

4S.NAYABIJ SOUMYA SREE , S/o N Ramesh
R/o. H. lrlo.2-14816, Colony,

49.BURAG,qDDA N S/o B. Rambabu
Unemployed, Rt/o H. No. 31-3-1750 SVS homes

asanparthy, Telangana 506370.

54.GOUROLI.A NIKHI tA, D/o Gourolla BhoomTown olannino
Nizamaba,l- 5012

Building overseer R/o Hand

S0.VARKALA VEDAVATHI, Q/o Varkala Mjay Kumar, Aged 30 years. Occ.
9nemptoyed, _Rt/o. Ftat no 203, Sai imperiat'apirimdi t, fj_"i-r, ,Fiyd;'d#:
Telangana- 500017.

"F'Sft ,i'6*il,."??i?+"'a,e'.rTillyH-fliii#:"fl,"'l-ffi ff ;.o.,?";i,!hospitats, Nampally, Telang6ha- 500001-.-

52.GAJARE SANGEETHA, D/o Gajare prakash, Aged 26 years. Occ.
!,Ir^elnptoyed, R/o H. No. 8437dt6s, nainJg;'i, ri6i"u"iir,,1".,-r;n#;
500018

53.S|R|KONDA VENKATA SHIVANAND, S/o SrikoM""#;P,i:rildvziH;cbl-kirpb?r#;,"iii.]ili,[fl 
:,B?dff :+.1]"[:ffi ,

Occ.
ngana-

Unemployed,
500039.

H

, Aged 26 years, Occ.
opposite, Jawahar Colony,

Aged
.4-61,

29 years, Occ.
Gupta, Aloor,

13.

55.KALUVAL\ UTTEJ, S/o K Ananad Kumar. Aoed 32"" 
#T J"l i<ilHi'?al:'il,.i;i,;a;:d,arii";,:,viift BB3.yt?[r"BJii:

56.KOPPAKA AVINASH S/o K Srinivas Rao,
Rl/o Flat no. 502 Sun Rays
Telangana- 507001.

Platinum Nagar,
nemployed,
Khammam,

, Occ. U

5T.BOJANAPI\LL| LAVANYA,. Qlq .e Somi Reddy, Aged 26 years. Occ.Unemptoyed, R/o H.No.28-.t47l4, Maruthinagri, nL'"r. djnomnrglil'frt'"olijiDistrict, Tet.angana- 5000g1.
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5S.BATTIL| YAWAN, S/o B
Flat no - 203, 1-1-71
Gandhinager- 500080.

59.DR YELLU DINESH Reddy, S/o Laxma Reddy. Aqed 32 vears. Occ. Doctor
(senior Resident), R/o. Flai no{02, Bataji Hoires,-AOarsh Nagir, Opp. New
Bus stand, Siddipet- 502103.

was impleaded
No 11439 ot2025l.2025 in lA No.S of 2O25 inWP

65.Nannuri Kumar
2-1tA

66.
House No 1

dent No.23 to 59 herein

1

32 years, Occ.
Sudarshan Residency, I,

vide order dated

27 Years, Occ.
ra Colony,

FUo
6

Go.Boinpally P:gnqy-Sai,_S-/o. Vishnuvardhan. Aged 26 years, Occ. Govt
ErDployee. R/o. H.No. 10-9, Sriram nagar Colony,-Toopran, Meddk _ 502334.

61.8. Raviteja, 9o, B. Ramaialr {Seq 28 ye_aq_Occ. Unemployed FUo.House
No 12-74, S.C. Colony, Kosgi, Gundumat. 509337.

62.P.M..Nishanth, S/o Prasad P. M. C. M. Aged 35 years, Ooc. Government
Employee, R/o. Aura 8104, Rajapushpa Atri5, Kokapet, SC)IIOSS-. 

-- -"""-"-
63.Dadi Venkata Ramana, S/o Dadi Srinivasa Rao, Aged 2g years, Occ.

G^ov^emment Employee, R/o Plot No 75, Brundivan- Cotony, Nalgond;;
508001.

64.5. Krutika, D/o S.
R/o House No 10-1
500097.

Govemment Emolovee.
Jillelaguda, nangireilay,

Unemployed,
Reddy, S/o Venkatram Reddy, Aqed 26 years. Occ.
, Gudapur, Munugode, Nalgon-da, 508244.

67.Rohit Netha Thoutam, S/o Surender.T. 25 Years, Occ.

-O{g l,! Venkanna, Aged 2-5 Years, Occ. Unemployed, R/o
1, Madhavaram, Munagala, Suryapet, 508233.

Aged
KamaRl/o. House no.9-19, Beside MRO office, lapur, Hanumakonda,

njamuri Sriram Praneeth, S/o V.V.P
Rlo Flat 2O2 Pragathi

.A.K Murthy, Aged
Castle, Block B,

28
ragathi Nagar,

Years, Occu.
P

5fi)O90

m Martha

68.Vi

2

70. K. Sravan Kumar, S/o K Yadaoiri, Aqed 27 vears.
13and14, Hasmathpet, Old Bo-wenp5[y, Secunde

Occ. Unemployed, R/o.9-1-

Occ. Unemployed, R/o 6-7-
506001.

rabad

Yadav, D/o Anlaiah, Aged
68, Street No

27 Yea$, Occ. Govemment
5, AdarshaGemacs Colony,

71.

72. Bongu Madhav, S/o Mogili, Aged 31 Years, Occ. Government Emolovee. FVo-
2-263, SatyaSai Colony-Vidhyaranyapuri, Hanamkonda - 506009.'

73.9ailesh Puna, S/o Ravinder Puna, Aged 26 years, Occ. Unemployed. FUo.
House No 1-9-3lDlN2, Vasavinagar Colony, Medak, 502110

50229s.

ri Latheefa Asha Dlo

Plot No

R/o. 11.No. 21
1 Years, Oce.Dadasalam,74.PinF Pinjari

-2-67t1lA Markandeya
Aged. 3
Colony. Godavarikhani,
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75.A. Nitheesh, S/o A Veresh_, Aged 30 years, Occ. Government Employee. R/o.
11-29-19 4t1, Ftat 204, L.K. Towers, 6ank Cobny_2, Warangir,-S0606r ' ""

".[fi[[,i"I'ffi ii!*i'3i,ul?ff3111;,,1fl #,031*Jfi ["r3:i",,f i,:.,ffi ;ll
508001

TT.Bathula Shiva Kumar, S/o Ravinder B.. Aoed
Emplgygg, R"/o._ fiouse No. 2-35,' R-lja
Kandik;rtkoor, 505401.

27 Years, Occ. Government
nna Sircilla, Ellanthakunta,

78. Pendyala Chandrakira
Rto. 13.64341C11O2t1 , Maruthi Nagar,

n, S/o. 34 Years, Occ. Private Service
Hyderabad 500008

Sampath Reddy,
Employee, R/o.-1 -96/4, Wanalpahod, Nirmal, 504109

S/ci Srinivas 25 Years, Occ.

80. AllalaVishnuvardhan S/o. Laxma

79. Karremrtlla
Governrnent

R/o. H.trto. 2-69, Venugumatla,

84. Mattebham Padma
Government Emp
Nagar, Kukatpally

85. Erraga
Occ.

fO9p.2_6^ !_e_a1s, Occ. Unemptoyed,
Jagtial-505532.

Raju, Aged 27 Years. Occ.
Teja Enclave, Panduranga

S/o. Shashendar Reddv. Aoed
Flat 301, Venkata Sii

Sl.Kothapalli Kushil Vamshi, Sl/o Shivakumar K., Ase. 24 vears. Occ
Unempkryed, R/o. House no. 2-l?A,1, Kakaravailvil,'Khatma,n, S67i 6 i - -"

82.Minde Flavitej-a., S/o !?j.9, 4ggq.?!,Occ. Govt Emptoyee, Rl/o. 4_115/81,
Raghave,ndra Nagar, SirJdipet-5OZtOS.

B3.Busa Uday_.Kiran, S{q Quga Murali, Aged 26 years, Ocr. Government
Emproyee, ruo House No 3-6-13, Umanag-r, Medchal, 501401

26 Years,
Apartment,

86. Maddineni Murali, S/o.Maddineni
Governmr:nt Employee, R/o. 84-1
Haveli. Khammam - 5O7OO2-

64,
, Aged 32 Years, Occ.

Nagar -2, Kahnapuram

87. Thogata lvlohankumar Pranathi, D/o. Mohankumar. Aoed 30 vears Occ
Unemployed.. .R/o. 1-10-18, F.No.203, 3rd Floor, lakitmi-Sri'Fi* V,;;
Apartments, Ashoknagar, Hyderabad, Sd002O.

Mayurinar;ar, Miyapur,

88. Lavudya
R/o. H.N

S;rika
04, Poolnayik

ntli, S/o, Soma,
Husnabad, Siddipet - 505466
28 Y.ears. Occ. Government Employee,

o:l-1

nisha, D/o. M. S. N. , Aged
Unemployed,
MedchalMalkaj

Royal Palms, Balaji
28 Years. Occ.
Gajulararnaram,R/o Plot 49

giri, 500055.

B9.Mavuri. N. V. S. L. Ha

90.Aditya-R-S;AS. FR. Ashok,-Aged_34 yegrs, Oce. Govt. Emptoyee R/o House
no.2-1-28e , Street 13, Old Na-ila Route, Hyderabad, S000a+l

91-M. Girish, si/o, surya Rao. Aged. 34 years. occ. Government Emorovee R/o

H.:3,i"??31',1il-?EI%Hfi :gi"llgtrBi-M;h;;iiGH;"'d;ffi :

n'ilii8i,'-?U:'B};#&,33ilijfl 
A3#:8fl i"1.,*".f,?lt,o?,"&,yffi ry;3r..,*^
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93.K. Varshitha, S/o K. Narendar Reddy, Aged 27 Years, Occ. Govt. Emolovee.
R/o. Plot No 7, Road No 4, Hastinapuram East, Hyderabad, 500070.

94. chaturvedula Sai Srikanth, s/o chaturvedula Ganesh prasad. Aoed 30 years.
pc9. pqvgpment Emptoygg, R/o House No 2-t-,t242, Vilayipai Coionv,
Subedari, Hanamkonda, 506370.

95. Moharir Sahithi, D/o. Venkataramana, Aqed 26 years. Occ. Unemoloved. R/o
H.no.12-124, Tilak Nagar, Kalwakurthy, Naga*urnool'- SOS324. 

- -'--' ' - -'

96,M.. Bhargav, S/o. Ram Narsaiah, Aged 32,Occ. Govt Service, Rlo. 4_1O711
Hrmmathnagar, Veenavanka, Karimnagar, Telangana, 505502.

97.P. Pratibha .Sh-elar, D-/o P.R,Shekar, Aged 26 years, Occ, Government
Fqrptgyeg, ryo. Hoyse I'lo, 1:?9;.3-3J,ptot No 43, Rbi Cotony, Bhudevi Nagar,
Lothukunta, Secunderabad, 50001 5.

98.

105.

Salveru Saicharan, S/o. Sa
Employee, R/o. H.No.
SecuniJerabad - 500020.

na, 30 Years, Occ. Government
Srinivasnagar, Panjagutta,

99.Kanukuntla Aravind Reddy, S/o. Ravinder Reddy Aqed 24 years. Occ.
Unemployed, R/o. H No, 6-8/4, Main Road, Asifabad, K.6. Asafabad _ Sfj+2S3.'

100. Jeripothula Anjaneyulu, S/o. Butchaiah Aqed 29 vears. Occ
Unemployed F/o. 1-3612, Choudampally, Narkatpally, iialgonda _'SOAt t+.

101. Muddadani Sri Ram Reddy, S/o M Srinivasa, Aqed 27 vears. Occ.
Unemployed, _R/9 H.No S-5-1ffi/8r/N9tl Krishna- Naga'r, 

- Nfrc.
Ramagundam, Peddapalli District, Telangana 50521 S.

1O2. V. Arun Chandra S/o V. Venkateshwar Rao
F/o. *2-1O11611 Dr. V.V.Rao Hospital,

, Aged 35 years, Occ.
Shivaji Nagar, Siddipet-

mpapet, 500059.
^4 _.tgrya Reddy, Aged 28 years, Oce.
CRK Lifestyle 2,-Rd No '1, Duiga Bhavani

Years, Occ.

5021

103. Dommati Praveen Kumar, S/oRavinder, Aqed 25 vears. Occ-
G-ov^ernment Employee, R/o Hotise No D-S20, Mindamiri,' Marictreriai
504231.

Employee,
Hyderabad

upathi T_ejaswi, D/o. Sangaiah, Aged 28 Years, Occ. Government
fl-or_.P^lot No.79, Road No.8-, BSR Colony, Beeramguda,

- 502319.

'1O4. Mad

106. Konduri Ravalee, D/o K. Raiender Nath, Aqed 30 vears Occ. private
Service R/o villa 24, Janaprrya silvei crest villas, Ka-pra, Sanikpuri, 500062,

, D/o Ch. Rajender
703, Block 15, Hi

Reddy Aged 29
ll Ridge Springs,

107. Ch
13b Road

Gach i, Hyderabad, 500032

10q.... 
^Clir.+iqgyi V-., S/9. Kash_anna, Aged 36. Occ. private Service, R/o.

H.No. 6-3-609/161, Anandnagar Colony, Khairatabad, Hyderabad, S00OO4.

42 Years. Occ. Junior Assistant, R:/o109.
P

Kumar, S/o.
lot No 66, Vinayat Nagar, agar, Ranga reddy, 501505.
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110;-- Kasanagottu Sjrtya. Pranav, S/o K.someshwar Rao, Aged 26 years.
occ. Government Employee, R/o House No 7dltOS. hoal frto-a'
Satyanarayana Puram Cdlony, Medipaily, MedchalMatkijgiri'sod05d "- -'

111. Palle Siri Vennela, -S.1o_.,.!a!e Shankar, Occ. Aged 22 years, Occu.
Un^em5iloyed, P.Uo. 1-6-1418f218, Sri Vidhyan'agar, no"aO n.. 'S,-Sr.;.y-"i;.
508213.

112... 'rlanga_Vishnuva4!?{!, S,/o. Chandrasekhar, Aged 29 years. Occ.Unemptoyed Rl/o. H.no. 2-l2l1,Thippapoor, RajanniSircTtta _ SOSioZ

113:. ..l3oya- Ujwala, S/o. Padmanabham Aqed 25 years. Occ. Unemployed,
R/o. H no 184341A. Tirumala Colony, Shadiagar,-Rangareddy _ SOSiZT'O-.-'--'

114.

1'17. Lakshamalta

Raju Yadav, Aged
No 18-84441

Hyderabad, 500053.

f)otharlaSai Srinivas Yadav S,/o PotharlaOcc. Government R/o House
Raghavendra Swamy r,

29 Years,
1l101tNB.

(P O.),

115. K. Abhinav Sreeven Bpg{V, .SlS.f. _sudarshan Reddy, Aged 25 years.
occ. Govt. Emorovee R/o prot itil, rut 2, SnehiRes-ioEir'cv,"t,riirl"Jiii,
Miyapur 50004'9 '

116. Chiti Saicharan, S/o Chiti Mohan Rao, Aged 29 years, Occ.Governnrent Emprovee'R/_o House ruo-i:5]iNiililu. ctronrr hoii r.rii aloi,iAlwal, H,rderabab, SOOO1O.

Governnrent FUo
D/o !. Sriliyas, Aged 30 years, Occ.

No 5-169/A, Kri5hna nagar, Munagata.
Suryapet,

118. Asa Manish, S/o. Asa Kista
Employer:, Rl/o House No 14-l2lf3b, , Siddipet, 502103.

iah, 28 Years, Occ. Government

12 Kumar rs, Occ.
No Colony

bad, 500072.

11q. Mudavath Vinod 
^ 

Kuqrq, _S/o. Shankar Aged 32 years. Occ.
U nemptoyed, R:/o. H. No. 2-17 I, p ddagattu, pe Fini, fr irgonOt-a -'SttibO "*

121 . Pathi Sandeep .Kumar, S/o Venkatadri, Aged 24 years, Oce.Unemptoyed, R/o 6-56 r,ralipuE, I-rumaiadil;5;ryapeisoaz2s, - -' -'

1 D, Aged 31 Years, Occ.

123;. Y. Rajyalakshmi, D/o y. Mallikarjuna Rao, Aged 25 years. Oce.Unemployrd R/o House No. 12-209, Sri S5i ttagaiCbto'ii tvteerpi:t-SOOOiil
124: Shag_ufthalffath, D/o Mohd Munawaruddin, Aged 29 years, Oce. Govt.Employee, R/o House No 7-1-gZB, Ferozguda, tivOEraUia, 

'SOOb-i r-* -""
125: Go_pisetti Susmitha,_.S/o G. Venkateswarlu, Aged 28, Occ. GovtService, RJo2-34 Taflada, Khammam, fetanganal507f 07.

126. PranrodSai T.

Nagar

S/o. Rarnachandra Rao T.
Rl/o Thatisuba

Mandal, Badradri ,50

, Near Water Tank,

rs, Occ.

Moosapet,

Unemploye.C
Dammapeta

"'*,i3l!i?:,?T8'1,#ii',-iJ":;.fi :Xi,ie,T;A"I,.r"d;,occUnem,,oyed,
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128. Shiva Shankara Vara -Prasad T., _9o Narisimhulu T, Aged 24 years,
Occ. Une.mployeg .B/g Flat No-301, -JBR Residency, NearRe?dy.s Chicken
Center, Moosapet, Hyderabad, 50001 8.

129. Alli Keerthana, D/o. Peddiraiu, Aged 26 vears. OCC. Unemoloved. R/o
H.no. 1 -1 49, Boyaguda, Anumula, Nalgonda - SOg202.

130. Bandal Ramesh Abhinav Chander, S/o Subash 8.R.. Aqed 27 years.
9-cg.^Government Emptoyee, FUo. 6-/-120, Subash ttdgai- Nzaribr-,i
503002.

-Dlo. Allep_u Qammaiah, Aged 24 years, Occ.
Mallampalle, Mulugu 506349:

, D/o. Bhukya Harisingh, Aqed 33 years. Occ.
6-1-KA0010, CPI Party Office Road, Bank iotony,

1 31 . Allepu Mounika,
Unemployed, RJo. 1-751A

U
Deepthim

R/o. H.No.
- 506101.

133: . Bajoji Srilekha, D{o Bqjoji Srinivas, Aged 30 years, Occ. Government
Employee 

. 
R/o_!g!"u No 12-10-921511,'Bh-arath Nagar bobny,- t toojap.i,

Hyderabad, 500018.

134: Chatlu Bhavani, Si/o Achaiah, Aged 2g years. Occ. Government

5l?9:"J".,.r$:"lHE#: 1 -1 1 3, voice- singevaram, Anantnasiii n,'i 
"0, 

i,

135. Enugu Manoj
Government Employee R:/o

137. Mudavath Hanumanthu

132. Bhu

140.

143. D. A. Christina

ankya, Aged 28 YearsrnOce.
4-33, Chinthachettu Thanda,

S/o E. rs, Occ.

1

139. Veke Srinivas, S/o.

506347

, Aged 32 Years, Occ
No. , Opp. New water tank,

S/o M. H

138: Rohita S, S/o Sekhar Babu S. E., AS"d 38 years. Oce. Unemoloved.
R/o. House No. 17-1-383A//1, VyshalnagarFhase 1, Cnampapet, HvO;ra6;:
500079.

Government Emp R/o House No
Molkacherla

Rl/o. H.No. 7-59/a, Vidyanagar
30 Years Occ. Unemployed

Adilabad, 504 307

Bikkumalla Pravalika , D/o B. 27 Years, Occ. Unemployed,
R/o House No 6-53/1, Srin ivasa Colony, nagar,50900'1.

141. Perapaka Deepak,
Government Employe6 R/o
Khammam - 507165.

S/o Venkateswarlu,
House No. 649/4

Aged 33 Years, Occ.
kothalalapuram, Konijerla,

142. Eslavath Sri Ram Harsha, _S/o E Hanumanthu, Aged 23 years, Occ.
Unemployed R/o Hari harapuram Colony, Vanasthalipurani, SOOOZO.

Evengileen, D/o D. Anand, Aged 35 years, Occ.
, R/o House No 18-486/9/1, Matlikarjunai{agar,Government

Malkajgiri, 50004

144... Gangavathi Pavan Kalyan, S/o G. Lakshman, Aged 23 years, Occ.
Unemployed R/o Peddakistapuramgarla, Mahabubanaga r-5O721O.
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145. Solipuram Shashi Kumar Reddy, S/o Malla , Aged 25 Years OCC
unemployed R/o. 3-3, Modiyup unta Atmakur, Yadadri- iri-5081 1 1.

'146. Maddiboina Phani G_opal, S/o Maddiboina Venugopal, Aged 27 years,
Oce. Llnemployed, R/o 13-1-4 72. Anasuya Nitayam, M;ng#tai-5obOoO. --'-'

Tatapudi Jacob Abhishek,
ployed, R/oPrapathiNagar, K

S/o nand, Aged 26 Years, Occ.147.

149.

50003€,

Unem

148. iM. Balakrishna
House

,_S/o ltrl. Shekar, Aged 24 Years,
Road No 1, Telep-hone Colony,

ukatpally,

rao, S/o B. Ramachand raih,
Rl/o House No 3-1 5-19

500076.

No 11-11-12,
Occ.
Kothapet,

, R/o

, Siddipet,

Government
Mallapur

5023

Aged 32 Years, Occ.
Venkataramana Colony,

fl,

15q.. ()h. Vasundara,..p1g 
-CH,Saty-ana_rayana, Aged 30 years, Occ.

Unemployed, R/o 8-1-59/1 Shalipet, 5ObOO8. '
151.

153.

154.
H

500044.

la S/o M. Mallaiah
R/o No 8-23, Sirsinaga ndla,

Mahesh Nayak, S/o

25 Years, 0cc,

152;. Ayesha_Anjum,,pto 
-Khqgz4kiuddin, Aged

Unemployed, FUo House No 1O4-i71tBZCl5. Flat-No
Green Street, Ahmed Nagar, Masab Tank, 500029

40 Years, 0cc.
302, TaheraManzil,

-no,2-1

Employee R./o 1-8-1lA1
V. Panthva. Aoed 24
27 7 I 1 6, Baghlin'gampally

Years, Occ.
Hyderabad

Years, 0cc. Private Service, R/o.

Naik, 26 Years, Occ.
549202

155. Akshay Kumar Kola, S,/o Srinivas K. Aged 30 years, Occ. private
service, lvo.-House llo. +jfi-sr12, ii."a ii.i'7, ii,iri.ir5-ir'lirfi; ilffi;:Hayat Nagar, Rangareddy, S015OS.

'uus*trr-1-i!i^{ii[i.S1"3Slo"'*'J1lt;3rr,fi X,.'",I3ifi?*"".,8:fl1}}.#:
Hyderabad, 500070.

157 . MslavathSwarnalatha, D/o. Chandra
Governmernt Employee, R:/o. Kollur, Nawabpet,

158' Kornpalli samuer Benedict rsraer paul, S/o. Ravi Kishore Babu. Aoed
2e-.yea.rs,_b._cc. UnempJgy-e_a, mo. u.Nlo. it:iiiziiqiail'5iijo'"ffi5'i{A;;
safilguda, RK puram - 500056

159. Yasam Lavanya, D/o y. pocham, Aged 33 years, Occ. Unemploved
Rl/o. Ftar 302, cv ca6t i,anchsneerEn;ur;.;,''S;ni6rri _ 500094.

160. M.D ThaheraBehum, D/o M.D Saleem, Aged 30 years. Occ.Government Emptoyee, FUo H.No. a-zct2 Kalriti.' Arooil r,rizjriaulil'stsz'15.

Raj Kumar,
No. 69

161. M. Benny Joseph, S/o M.
covernment Employee, R/o plot
Bandlaguda Junction, Kalimandir, Ranga Reddy,

31 Years, Occ.
Nagar Colony,



'162. Chittem Swarnalatha, , D/o ChittemNaoaish. Aoed 40 vears. Occ
Private Service R/o HIG-619_f!4_402, Sarojini Oevi"ttitayjml-iV pn-ase
K.P.H.B colony, Hyderabad - fi@12.

163; . D STgegqltullqr.,.S/o p Sarveshwar Rao, Aged 33 years, Occ. Govr.
tmptoyee, R/o 562, Old Yerraboinapally, Khammam

164: I Bharath Chandra, ,9o
Ri/o H.No 18-1-17n SRN Colony,

Govindu, 26 Years, Occ. Unemployed,
-507111

ll

nt No.50 to 164 herein was impleaded vide order dated
.2O25in lA No.8 ol2025 in WP No I 1439 ot 202s1

16s.
U

Sai Reddy,
no 2012

S/o Sri PVR Reddv. occ.
Sri Sailaja Sharma 'suites.

Vikas , Dilshuknagar, 5(xn60

saitheja Pull, s/o Kishan Kumar Pub
Naimnagar,

Aged 31
Hanmakonda, Warangal

166.
U

"he,1,[it^{-.fl.yrc?,^B'gTi$:l'B,Ts'*i"'"ri,?E;ffi cyi.fi Bl.Jh",l:
Malkajgiri District- 5000€

168. K Anusha, D/o K Yadava Reddy Aged 35 vears. Occ. oovernmenr
-e.mployee,.Rlq H9999 !o 3-11-228, Rirad-no 03, Sri Shankar-"o6t, tri
Nagar, Hyderabad 5fi)O74

169. Seelam Meoha.
Unemployed, R/o H-ousb

R:/o House no. S11-90/1

D/o Seelam
no.32477

years, occ.

occ.
f

17O: Banavath V.anaja, aggd ?q years, D/o Banavath Dhasharath Naik, Occ.government employee. FUo House no. 2449, Lingapoor, Dandepally,
Mancherial 504206 '

171. Gandra Naveen Reddy, aged 28 years. S/o Gandra Mallikariuna
Reddy- occ. Unemptoyed. R/o-Hou-se no. 1d-6-t83/tsfz, ne[artnu nig;;,-Bt
Pass Road, Khamrirarir Sm7(X)2.

172. Mekala Surya Prakash Reddy, aged 30 years. S/o Mekala Vasantha

FoTg., 
o"" U n em f toyed. nyo HouE hol i-s5, e'ruo in n" u riid.i, w" 

"Iri, 
j iiiii

'173. Barira Fareed, aged
Unemployed R:/o Hbuse no.
Hyderabad 500045

29 dlo Shaik Fareed Uddin. occ.
Venkatagiri, Yousafguda,

years. S/o Ellandula Narsaiah. occ.
3{4, Raiparthy, Warangal 506314

174. Ellandula Rakesh, x
governor employee. R/o

'175. Palakurthy Sandeep, . aged 28 years. S/o palakurthy Kashaiah. occ.govemment employee. Rl/o House no. $&23S, Srinagar Colony, Karimnagar
505001.

176.. - Bootla_ Shravan, aged 27 years. S/o Boo a Govardhan. ace.
Unemployed R/o House no, $5-109, Sapthagiri colony, Karimnagar 50511

177. .. _ Mohammad Vilayath Ali, . aged 26 years. S/o Mohammad Mahaboob
Atr, o.ccc. unemployed, R/o House no. 147, punnel, lnnvole, Hanumakonda
506310



)

178. Shaik Naziya Begam, aged 25
. Rl/o House no. B-106'1,
500070

years. d/o Shaik Zameer. occ.
NGO's colony, Vanasthalipuram,

'179. Da
occ.
M

180.

1

ulugu

ii.Veena,
FUo. House no. 1

R/o
5063

no.131, Road no 6, I

Sammaiah.
runagalam,

ace.

colony,
182. Banoth

188. Jatoth

lly Praveen,
. R/o House no. 12-143, Akulavari, Gh

aged 26 years. S/o Da inampelly
anpur, Etu

employee.
Boduppral, Medchal-Malkajgiri 500092

s/o Banoth Bhima. occ.
R/o House

1

ag9{!Z^ye..a.p Olg S Srinivas. occ. government employee,
4-112, Civil line, Kurvageri, Narayanpet SO92.lO

181.. [)ongari . Prathibha, aged ZB years. Dlo Dongari Raju.
Unemployed. R:/o House no.4-2213, Arpafally, Sarangapur, iagitial '

Narendar, .aged 30 years.
19/4, Plotno.3-1

't83.

1U. Dtlrisheyty Mjay Kumar,

Jagital
. government
505326

occ

aged
ployed. Rl/o .House no

29 years. S/o mamidi

nagar 505001

aged 29 years.
employee. R/o House

S/o Durisheety
59, MOno.4-1-1

185. . Tlota Sony, aged 27 yea
employe(... FUo House no. 3-5-i00

186.

rs. D/o Thota Damodar. Occ.
, Tailors street, Hanmakonda

1 years. D/o Sabavat Jitender. occ.
no. 3-1O-33712, Opposite Radio Station,

1

R/o House no 1-1, Oorugonda

o@.

187. Mohammed Ahmed
Psha. orr. oovernment
Hanumakonda-506342

Pasha, aged
employee.

31 years. S/o Mohammed yakoob

Kumar,
no.

aged 32 years. S/o Jatoth Balaii. occ.
6-2-25, Daknathanda Maripeda, Mahatiubabad

Pathlavath Balram. occ.
Mollonigadda Thanda,

189. Pathlavath Rajesh, aged 27 years. S/o
govemment employee R/o. House' no. 3-11
Bheemaram, Fariroqhagar, RangaReddy SOOSiO '

E-!tam, aged 29 years. S/o Jagath Reddy. occ.
,. R/o Plot no 115, Road NO-9A, Saitoshi Mata'Colony
Hyderabad 500079

190. Mnod

191. Dwikuntla Venkatesh, aged 27 years. S/o Darikunfla Venkatesh.t employee. R/o House no. 34-644, lndira Nagar, Hanamkonda

192. Pochampalli

nna Siricilla 02

Pochampalli Ashok. occ.
Nampally, Vemulawabada,

years. D/o
no. 2-20,

193. Neha Puroh
R/o flat

it, aged^32_ yeap. D/o Rajeev purohit. Occ. government
no. 303, Balaji apartmenis, Arora colony, einjara niif,



194. Koyyda U.day K!pa.r.: aSed 30 yeals. S/o Koyyda prabhakar. oce.
government employee. Rio House no. 7-21, Raghunathirilly, Jangaon 506244

195. Sai Pavan Vavilala, aged 26 years. S/o Vavilala Thiruoathi. occ
Unemployed. R/o $57, Pillonip-alli, Bhup-alappally 506 1 6 g

196. Bandari Anvesh, aged 32 years. S/o Bandari lndraiah. occ.
Unemployed. R/o House no.-32-2-9, Pairepula, Hanmakonda 506009 ---'

l3

Sapavath Dasharath, 25
Unemployed. R:/o House no.4-1

199. Potharaju Pavan,

198. Varikoti Laxman Anand, aged 34 years. s/o Varikoti Mahendar. oce.
pr^ry{--e^ employee. R/o House nb. Z-A-309, NGO's cotony, HanamionOi
506370

197.

M

209.

rs. S/o
ly, iTha

governrnent employee
Hanamkonda 505371

ag{ 27 _y9V1s. S/o Potharaju Ramesh Babu. occ.R/o 13-229, Ambedkar -Nagar, 
Hasanparthy,

2OO. Menaka Poudel, aged 28 years. S/o Mohan Kumar poudel. occ.
government employee.^R/o House' no. 1-SllS11, A-Block, Sri Ram Nagar
Colony, Kothagu:da 50084

2O1 . Baindla Venkatesh, aged 28 years. s/o Baindla Naravana .occ.
Govemment employee. R/o House no. {3-29t1, Dubbak, siOOipet5oi2o8---'

202. Gali Rahul, aged. 25 years. S/o Gali Ravi Kumar. occ. qovernment
employee._Rl/o. Hgqlq _qo. 40$-112, SC colony, Mammor, Khila-Warangal,
Warangal District-506 1 66

. R/o
Kiran, aged 30 years. S/o Donupala Ganqadhar. occ.
House no. 269, Savel, Mendora, Niiamabad 5-03219

Jyothi Shirisha, aged 27 years. D/o Janqam puli. occ.
ployee R/o House no. 4-53, Mittapall, Thall5da, Khammam

2O3. Don

2O4. Jangam

2O5. Madari Anand

em
7167.

andal, N

206. Advaitha
occ.Government
Subedari, Ha

503308.

Vanaparthy, aged 36 yea
FUo House

Kumar, aged 37
R/o House no.

years. S/o Anand Madari. occ.
7-94, Uplorr village, Kammarpaly

rs. D/o
no. 2-7-1

Sadanand.
colony,

20

2O8. Yarabolu Deepika aged.
Unemp Rt/o House

29 . s,/o Gaddala Amruthaiah. occ.

, Jangaon 67
Government hospital,

occ
(v)

26 year. D/o Yarabolu Surendar Reddv.
195/1, High School Road, Madhapura'm
507170

1

no. 3-
(Mandal), Khammam

Thallapally Raksh
, Gandhinagar, Bh

. R/o House no
3-309

21O. Avirenola Venkat_ _Ramana, aged 24 years. o@. Ward officer,
govemment 

^employee. R/o House no. 1&365,- Shantinagar, Miryalaguda,
Nalgonda 508207



211;, Ganta Chamani, B.D 
-S, age-d 29 years. D/o Ganta Bhoomaiah.occ.

unem;ctol€o. wo House no. 2_4411 , Seetharampur, Karimnagar 50500.1.

t4

No.165 to 21'l herein was im

212. Anusha Boppana, aged 32 years. D/o Sri B Chandrasekhara Rao. occ.unemrrtoved. wo' oo r, Anpni<iri - nesd6;i, 6;i;i' ?i-.;i!':' ?ttrtilifi;
Hyderabdd, soooz2

213. Ashok -Tejava!h., aggd 28 y-ears. S/o Lakshaman Tejavath. Oce.

il:fS8'SJ?t*,Y,:rBH333 
rhanda' i(ondrapore post., DamarctririJ-'iian-aii,

214. []andi Amarender. aoed 32 vears
employae. R/o H NO. 12-2{1. Saraiwath i Nagar, Mavala,

pleaded vide order dated
:.2O25 in lA No.9 ot 2025 in WP No .t 1439 of 2o2sl

S/O Bandi Ashok. Occ. ment

215. Mamilla Omkar yadav
, R/O Flat no 101,

aged 25
Rajeshwari

years. S,/o M S
HUDA, Serilingampally,

Oce.

FI{.Io rEt

216. Patha

,504001

Msh.nunandan,. qseq 26 years, S/o patha Ramesh Occ.empbyee. H.No.2-47, Near Hanuman Temple, Dandepalif
504206

217.

21

0.?H#i,:,xg';3$?1ilil,t?1"3i..,3:i:,ijil:ttlltiltr;,il8$si"#
8. Pujari Sravani,
employee, H.No.11-1
Raihrvay station, Zinka

aged
3-29t1.

25 years. D/o Puia
Prabhakar Reddv

500018

219. D Shivaji, aged 32 years.
Flat no -402, SiiV5nkat R5mana

S/o D Pa:':darinath. Occ. Seff
liiiayam, Kavadiguda,

221. Sridhar., aged 28 years.
1, village Katkur, Akkannpet mandal, distritt,

S/o Hanumaia

hnrada.
Nagar

R/o

22O:_ Mandala Sumanth,- aged 29 years. S/o M Murali. Occ. Govemment
Employeer' H. No. 1 - 1'r 3/38, Road nuiroei z, ininimapur, Mancheaiar--Eo4ldg

h. Occ.
H.No.2-8

222. Borra Sai Chandorkar 25 years. S/o Borra Rambabu. Oce.
Shanti Nagar, Badrachalam, Badradri

in lA No.lO ol 2025 in Wp No 1i ot 2O251
vide order dated

Petition under section 1sl cpc praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affitiavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased to
suspend the operation of the order dated 09.09.2025 in w.p. No, 11439 ot2oz5
and batch pendinly disposal of the main Writ Appeal.

govemment emplovee. H.No
Kothagudem Distriit. 5071 1 1.

aged
9-2-96,

No.212 lo 222 herein was

o
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Counsel for the Appellant: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY, ADVOCATE GENERAL
& SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL, REp.

SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Counsel forthe Respondent No.1 to 5, 7 to 2O &22:. Ms. B.RACHNA REDDy, Sr.
COUNSEL, REP. SRI MOHD BASEER RIYAZ

Counsel for the Respondent No.6: SRI ABHTSHEK SAGAR

Counsel for the Respondent No.21: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

Gounse! for the

Counsel for the

Respondent No.23 to 59: SRI P-AMARENDER

Respondent No.60, 61, 63, 64, 67 to 71 , 14 to 79,81, 82, 84, 86

Represented by its Chief Secretiarv. General
Secretariat Bi.tildings, Secrctariat,''saifabad,

lo 125, 127 to 133, 135 to 137, 14O to 158 and 160 ro 164:
SRI O.PRAKASH REDDY,
Sr. COUNSEL, REP. SRI SRIRAM POLALT

Counsel for the Respondent No.62, 65, 66, 22, 73, 80, 85, 126 & 138:
SRI Dr. S.MURALIOHAR, Sr. COUNSEL, REp- SRtADtTyAVYAS

Counse! fortfie Respondent No.83, 134 & 159:
SRI P.VISHNUVARDHANA REDDY, REP. SRI C.JANARDHAN

Counsel for the Respondent No.{65 to 222: SRI Dr. K.LAKSHf,II NARASIMHA

WIM APPEAL : 1054 0F 2025

writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters patent prefened Against the order
Dated 09/09/2025, in W.P.No.16653 of 2025 on the fite of the High Court.

Mrs..Sh_agufta Firdouse, M.Sc. Physical Science. B Ed Mathematics phvsics.
4ged_29 years, D/o Sri Syed ha6eeb ur Raheman, Wlo Sri Sniii piiweil
Occ. School Assistant (Physical Science) at GHS BK Guda. Sanathnaoar. R/d
H No 404371 1, 1st Floor, Gopal Nagar Colony, Hyderabai SOOO+0. -

D
1. The State of

Administration
Hyderabad.

na,

State Public Service Commission , Rep. by its Secretary,2. The
Nampally,

S. 9l,i,Ihe!ryqtiUpender, S/o Latchaiah, Aged 33 years, Occ Student, R/o H No
255/1, SC Colony, Etoor, Thirumalagiri Mandat, Natgoirda, T S 50g 279.



t6

4. 9ooti Srinivasa Rao, S/o Apparao, Ag9! a  years, Occ Govt. Teacher. Rl/oH.No. 42, ApN puram,_'cheruvu," Ma;hr;;, ' N"t"ff;;p;fi"1iilil;iKhammam District, T S, 507169.

5. Alli. Rr:ruka, D/o Alli Narasaiah, Aged 36 years, Occ. Govt. Teacher, R/o.H.No. s110/1, peddathanda, rndm#im nrri[?ihmmam,TS, b07-0dil 
'--

6. Chepp,qla Ratnakar, S/o.Chep_pata Ganganarsaiah, Aged 32 years. Occ.porice consta bte. Rl/o. H. No. irtta ea ndliirns;p-ui, rrl'"ip;iii .r6iti" ibiiiriX]is, 505 325.

' ifflB,i#?j;5"f6?,:i3jlj:[?i*,33:fl i,.l;6ri&:" student, R/o H No

Petition under Section 1sl cpc praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affidavil: filed in support of the petition, the High court may be preased to
stay the oper,tion of the order and judgement passed in wp 166s3/2025 and
batch, dated g/9/2S, pending disposal of the writ petition.

Counsel for the Appelant: SRI Dr. K.LAKSHITII NARASIIIHA

counsel forthe Respondent No.r: cp FoR GENERAL ADMrNrsrRATroN

Counsel forOre Respondent No.2: SRl A.SUDARSHAN REOOY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDy, Sr.

. SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TG

Counsel for the Respondent No.6: SRI SHADAN FARASAT, Sr. COUNSEL,ASSISTED by SRt KAUSTUBH CHA SRI ABHISHEK SAGAR
;t

1 70 2025

writ Appear under crause 15 of the Letters patent prefened against the order
dated 09/0912025 in W.p.No.1O92t ot 2025 on the fite of the High Court.

Telangana Public Service Commission, Represented by its Secretary, M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, fetangini 566

...APPELLANT
AND

1' Kandrakunt:r sruian Mourya,. S/o Kandrakunta Murari Mohan Aged about 30vears, occ Studrint ruo rfai'N-o. sitD iwi'#d6ii to 4 Naiks prudvi GordenTowers O U Road Vidyanagai Hyd;r"b;;oo"dil'
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2. IF S..t t ^of T€langana, Rep. by its The principat Secretary, Higher
Education Departrnent, Secretariat, Hyderabad.

3. The Telangqng Pu_blig Service Commission, Rep. by
Bhavan, M.J Rd, Patel Nagar, Ghosha Mahal irlorth
Telangana 500001.

(Respondent no.3 as not necessary party)

its Chairman, Prathibha
, Nampally, Hyderabad,

2

Petition under section 151 cpc praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affidavit filed in support of the petirion, the High court may be pleased to
suspend the operation of the order dated 09.09.202s in w.p. No.10927 ot 2o2s
pending disposal of writ appeat.

Counsel for the Appellant SRI A.SUDARSHAN REODY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRt S.NTRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

. SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Couns6! for the Respondent No.l : SRI ARAVTNDU MATURI

tr r L:l No.2: THE ADVOCATE GE

oF 202s1

writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters patent prefened Against order
Dald O9lO9lfr25 in WP.No.9444 ot 2O25 on the fite of rhe High Court.

Public Service Commission by its Secretary, M.J.:l.Fjlfl Hyderabad , Telangana

1. K Hanmi S/o Sri Ramchandra Redd about 34 Years Occ
Koilkonda Mandal

District
No 125 VeerapaltiH

y Aged
Village

2. A Chandra Sekhar, S/o Sri K Ramutu,
Servie Deputy Tahasitdar Rt/o HNo 11b
Mandal Nagarliumool District

1

about 34 Years Occ Public
i Mllage Uppunuthala

3. Tt.te. $!ate o! Telangana, Represented by Chief Secretarv General
Admtnstration Department Secretariat Buildings Secretariat Hyderdbad.
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IA NO: 2025

Petitio n under section 1 51 cpc praying that in the carcumstances stated
in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased to
suspend the operation of the order dated 09/09/2025 in w.p. No.9444 of 2o25
pending disp,1s31 of writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appettant: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

REP. SRIP.S,RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Telangerra Public Service Commission, Represented by its Secretary, M.J.
Road, Nermpally, Hyderabad, Telangana Staie

Counsel for the Respondent No.l & 2: SRI RAMULU.B

Counsel for ttre Respondent No.3: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

WRITAP NO: 1069 oF 2025

writ Appeal under clause 'ls of the Letters patent Filed Against the order
Dated 09/09/2025 in writ petition No.996 s ot 2o2s on the file of the High court.

Between

.APPELLANT

1. Bommera sravan Kuma! s/o Bommera Veeraswami Aged about 31 years,
Rl/o H.No- 5-7, Perikaid, Rayiparthy, Warangal, tetangan5 _ SO6t14 

- '-- -'

2. The chai,man- Teranoana pubric service commission (Tcpsc), Nampaily,
Hyderaba,J.

(Respondent no.2 is not necessary party)

...RESPONOENTS

IA NO: 2O2:5

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 operation of the order dated 09/09/202s in w.p. No.9965 of 2o2s
pending disposal of writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
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SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,
REP. SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Gounsel for the Respondent No.1 : SRt SHREYAS REDDY YALAGIRI

WRIT :1070 0F 2025

2. The State Rep by its Principal Secretary, Higher Education,
Hyderabad

3. The Tela
Bhavan,

NO

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters patent prefened against the Oder

dated 090912025 in W.P.No. 9413 ot 2O2S on the fite of the High Court.

Road
na Public Service Commission,

, Hyderabad, Telangana
Sepresented by its Secretary, M.J.
State.

1. -Splq f{hyi., S/o Sale Ranga Rao, aged about 30 years, Occ Student, R/o plot
No.54, Sai Nagar, EastAllwyn Cotony, Kukatpafly, Hyderabad-500072.

its Chairman, Pratibha
Nampally

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 operation of the order dated 09.09.2025 in W.p. No.9413 ot 2O2S
pending disposal of writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant SRt A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

REP. SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Counsel for the Respondent No.l: Ms. NISHA TlWARt, REp.
SRI ABH]SHEK SAGAR

Rep by
Mahal,

Counsel for the Respondent No.2: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL
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WRIT APPEAL NO: 1071OF 77VI,

writ Aopeal under clause 15 of the Letters patent preferred againsl the order
dated 09.09.21025 in W.P.No.12338 ot 2O25, on the file of the High Court.

Between
Telang.ana Public Service Commission, Represented by its Secretary, M.J.
Road, lrlampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State 

- - - -_-

ANO

A E Frrtzie Niraja, D/o A Emmanuel about
Unempl oyee, Rl/o 192521101Gt1, Near I

43 years, Occ.
Hyderabad.

...RESPONDENT

lA NO: 2 2D25

Petition under section 15'l cpc praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be preased to
suspend the operation of the order dated 09.09.2025 in w.p. No.12338 of 2025
pending disposal of writ appeal.

Counse! for the Appeltant: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
sIIt]nIrrjtllr:Tll REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

SRIP.S.RA'ASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Counsel for the Respondent: SRt D.RAMAKRTSHNA

WRIT APPEA[- NO: 10

writ Appeirl under crause 1s of the Letters patent preferred Against the order
Dated 09/09/202ri, in w.p. No. 9032 ot2025 on lhe fire of the High.court.

Between

AND

1

Telangana Public.Service Commission, Represented by its Secretary, M JRoad, Narrpally, Hyderabad, Telangana Staie.--- 
-_-

...APPELLANTS

Es.rfi 3r*ii,it5hR'i,r?rfffi'l"E;3llrf"'"?q"* jlo, jllv"B?f;rEffi 
,",District- 50ti 101.
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2. Padakanti Rajashekar, S/o P Babu, Aged 34 Yrs., Occ. Student, R/o H No 2-
56, Damarched ViHage and PO Basheerabad Mandal, Vikarabad District- 501
143.

3. Yennaram Chandra S
Student, R/o Flat No
NagarColony,RCPu

Aged 36 Yrs., Occ
Apartment, Sri Sai

4. Jadi Shankar-Varma, S/o J Mallaiah, Aged 37 yrs., Occ. Student, R:/o H No 2_
47, Dubbapally, Jaipur, Adilabad Districl- iU i16.'

5. Nalabolu Gayatri, D/o N Sudheer Reddy,
No 7-98, Opp. Library, Amangal Mllage,-M

502

29 Yrs.

6. Grandhi Srikanth, S/o G Venkateshwarlu, Aqed 35 yrs.. Occ. Studenr R/o
Plot No 72, Jahnavi Town Ship, Pillala Marri (Rural) Suryapet District SOA'Z1S.

7. P Akhileshwar Reddy, S/o P Narshima Reddy, Aqed 31 yrs.. Occ. Student
FUo H No 8-7-177149t1181202, Sraarnadhdma-Nagar, Old Bowenpatty,
Secunderabad- 500 01L

, Occ. Student, Rt/o H
District- 509 321.

29 Yrs., Occ.
Bowenpally,

Pra S/o T.Parameshwar, Aged 31 yrs., Occ. Student, R/o H
Priyadarshini Nagar, Nirmal, Adilabad District- 504 106.

9. Nukala Nikitha, D/o N Saidi Reddy, Aged 31 yrs.. Occ. Student. Rl/ o E_1504.
Aparna Sereni Park, Masid Banda, Kondapur, Hyderabad -5OO OS4.

10.P Hasitha, D/o P na, Aged 32 Yrs., Occ, Student, Rt/o H No 3-6-
Nagar Colony, Kukatpally, Hyderabad- 500

t.l

NO:2

No 5-1 1-5

V/398, Plot No 398,
072.

1 'l.Amireddy !en$ta. phqrqt Reddy, 9o A. V Srinivas Reddy, Aged
Student, Rl/o H No 8-7-177111i, Swamadhama Nag'ai, btO
Secunderabad- 500 011.

12.Dara
3$1, llain Kistaram, Sathupally

Aged 35 yrs., Occ. Student, Rl/o H No
, Khammam District- 507 303.

l3.Koppula Lldaya Btanu, D/o K Ram Reddy, Aged 33 yrs., Occ Student, R:/o
i|a! No 202, Venkata Sai Nivas, Madhava Hi[-s, Kondaprir, Hyderabad -500
084.

S/o D Sambasiva Rao,

14. State of Tela , Rep. by its Chief Secretary, General Administration
Department,

15.The Telan-gqp Pgbllc S.eryice Commission, Rep. by its Chairman, pratibha
9lt?y?1, M J Road, Patel Nagar, Ghosha Mahat, North Nampaily, Hyderabad
500001.

(Respondent no.lS is not necessary party)

...RESPONDENTS

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
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suspend lhe operation of the order dated 09.09.202s in w.p.No.9032 of 2025,
pending disposal of the writ petition.

Counsel for the Appellant SR! A.SUDARSHAN REDOY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SR!S.NIRANJAN REDDY, ST. COUNSEL,

REP. SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

counsel for the Respondent No.i to r3: Ms. CHENNABOINA sHRAvANt

Counsel for ttre Respondent No.i4: ADVOCATE GENERAL

WRIT APPEAL NO:1O7

writ Apcear under crause 15 of the Letters patent preferred against order
Dated 09/09/2()25 in wP.No.86s8 or 2o2s on the fire of the High court.

Between:
Telangarra Public Service Commission.
Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana

by its Secretary, M.J.

.APPELLANT
AND

1. _Sr{g1e_sh, S/o. S V Ramana, Aged about 36240927102, Occ. GROUp-1 As'pira"nt, nfo H.ruo. f
Nagar, Bi Pass Road, Khammani, Xtrainmim riiitrict,

a(awa
years,
1-11-19

Hall Ticket No.

'lii,ii!r,tli_&.%"i#5:f ''fi B^,fl ff ..X9Hi,,.,^IiEs:L?il"li"fl,ll"l:
Telangana-504103.

3. Matha
Ticket

240909231
Gundlapoc

7. Muda Prashanth Vardha

26 years, Hall Ticket No
SC Colony, Charms Road
District, T.G.-500 100.

Hall Ticket
, Mallapur,

Aged
. H.No.

911 Ba

about 31 Yrs Hall

Telanga

ngi Joseph
No. 24091

Serene, S/o.
7375, Occ.

M Syam
GROUP-

Sudhakar about 32 years, Hall
H.No. 5-2-248lE/3,1

Sriam Naglar, Khammam, Kharnmam Districl, .G-507001

5. K Anusha

'[3]',']Aig?',1:-3HBA%5#?i5,*tHT??;.,**1?,,,?*vJli:,:'"9:l
Nivas, pkrt No.11B, Beplde. Arbor'rni6iiiaidai'S'dffi[-ni#;U''H;i6:
Kondapur, Ranga Reddy District, T.G._5OOO84. 

-"-'

'ft ll!38i8;lti:'4"":"e"['.]5:1"'tir,An"T€,3:,,ri,r"";:r,
Thimmapur, Telangana-505469.

n, S/o. M
Ticket No.2.10945343 .0cc. GROUP-

T.Narayankhe,d Mandal , Sangareddy -502286.
2-2-24, Mangalpet,
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8.

9. Mannalliker Malleshwari, D/o. M.
No. 240901247, 0cc. GROUp-1
Colony, Sanga Reddy, Telanga

10. Kanchana Priyanka,
2409197

Nagar Colony, Old Alwal,

12. S. Nagaraju,
0cc. GROU

S/o. Veeraiah,

ll Ticket
aya

30 Yrs, Hall Ticket
1-321218, Sainagar

Yrs, Hall

10.
8, Surya

about 29 Yrs, Hall Ticket No.
3-711313, Keesara, Medchal

32 Yrs. Hall
-20, Kuruma
Kothagudem

Aged about
R/o. Gattu

38 Yrs, Hall Ticket No. 240930228,
Singaram, Addagundur, Yadadri

Aged about 26 Yrs, Hall Ticket
H.No. 3-6-132, Shanthinagar,

rN

1

Ticket No.

ll.Ramavath-Mohan, S/o. R Lal Singh, Aged about M yrs, Hall Ticket No.
240913550, Occ Group-1 Aspirairt, - R/o. H.No.5-70. Chennjmoalr"
R^oa9.,Lingal PO vi[age 

'and 
Mairdal, 

'Nagar 
Kumoot Ddtrici i;ta;g;;'-

509401

P-1

'l3.Ketha.vath^Srikanth,_S1q. ( Jamla, Aged about 29 yrs, Halt Ticket No.
240946122, Occ. GROU_p-!. {qpi1an1, R/o. H.No. S_87, parrettrindi,
Arkapally, Madgul, Ranga Reddy D3trict, Telangana -SO}32Z

Bhuvanagiri District,

14. Gugulothu Tara Sn, D/o.
No. 240919506, Occ. G P-
Residency, Maheshwari Nagar
District, T6langana -5mOO7

1 5. Akkaldevi Aravind, S/o. Akkaladevi
No. 240933290, Occ. GROUP-1
Rajanna Sirciilla, Tela

16.Mora D/o. Mora Ravikanth
240918630, GROUP-1 R/o. H

Aged
.No.

Malkajgin District, T.G-501 301.

17. Danne
Ticket
Bazar,
District

20.Kane Sathish, S/o. Jana
Occ. GROUP-1 Aspirant,
T.G.-508001.

18. Devsoth Anitha, D/o. Devsoth Dasha Hall Ticket No.
240918465, Occ. GROUP-1 Santosh Nagar
Colony, Malkapur X Road, nga Reddy District, T.c.-5O2295.

19. Kiran Kumar Kare S/o. lGnaiah about 38 Yrs, Hall Ticket No.
240927587, Ocr.. GROUP-.I Thanedharpally
Village, Thipparthy Mandal, District, T.G. 508001.

R/o. H.No. 147

FUo-
about 35 Yrs, Hall Ticket No. 240920197

.No. 147, Thanedharpally, Nalgonda District,

21 . Jarupula Ranga, S/o. Karupula
No.24091557't, Occ. GRO[JP-1
Village, Mothey Mandal, Suryapet

Bheema, Aged about 28 Yrs, Hall Ticket
jsplran! _R:/o. H.No. 3-150, Gpathanda
District, T.G.
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22.[a-!9vq1[ Ravi, S/o. Ka.{ar1a!h puilu, Aged aboul 2l yrs, Halt Ticket No.2409276s9, Occ. GROUp-1 Aspiranr, Rlt. H.r.ro- n-i Zn, 
-tnjtiduo;'Flm6i

Khanaour, Nirmal, T.G.

23.Ramavath Anand Naik, D/o.Ramavath varya Naik, Aged about 29 yrs, Ha[Ticket No. 24os16s?s .R/.o, {.No_. 
,t_$t2h;, rirsi fi"ooi,T*i',ini-o'Ct"r},

Shadnagar, Ranga Red'dybistiict,t.O.-- -

25.The Terangana Public service c^ommission, Rep. by its chairman, prathibha
Bhava n, MT.-J- Eg, patel Nasa r, o n.ini rr,rihl'Ift'";th,' N#p;i t; iii.E ;fji:
Telangerna 500001.

(Respondent no.25 is not necessary party)

24.The State of Telangana,
Education Department,

its The Principal Secretary, Higher

DENTS

by its Secretary, M.J.

..APPELLANT

NO: ?IIEIi,

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 operation of the order dated 09.09.202b in w.p. No.B658 ot 2ozs
pending disposal of writ appeal.

Counsel for the,Appellant SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDOY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

. SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SCFORTGPSC

Counsel for the Respondent No.1 to 23: SRI ANIRUDH SADHU

Counsel for the Appellant No.24: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

NO: 1074 F 2025

writ Appeerl under clause 15 of the Lefters patent prefened against the order
dated-09/0912025 in w P No.16653 or zo25 on the fire of the High court.

Between:
Telang-qna Public Service Commission,,
Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana'

1. pjtiqlhglgp^ati Upender, S/o Latchaiah, Aged 33 years Occ Student Rt/o H No255/1 SC Cotony Etoor Thirumatagiri Maridat ttatgonO-a tE 5d8 2;0.'
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Gooti Srinivasa Rao, S/o Apparao Aged 44 years Occ Govt Teacher Rl/o H
No 42 APN Puram Cheruvu Madharam Nelakondapalli Mandal Khammam
District T S 507169

3. Alli Renuka, D/o Alli Narasaiah Aoed
51'l0/1 Peddathanda Khammam R'ura

2

5. Ramulu Kodem, S/o Shankaraiah
Dundrapalle Boinpalle Karimnagar

36 Years Occ Govt Teacher R/o H No
I Khammam T S 507 003.

Aged 43 Years Occ Student R/o H No 249
TS 505 524.

Represented by its Chief Secretarv
Secretariat Buildings Secretariat'

4 Cheppala Eqtnakqr, Q1o Cheppafa Ganganarsaiah Aged 32 years Occ police
Constable R/o H No 3Ei/4 BaridalingapuiMetpafli.tastiat OistdcrlS 505 szli. -

6. The State of Telangana,
Administration Depa'rtmeirt
Hyderabad

General
Saifabad

...RESPONOENTS

IA :2OF 2O

Petition under section 151 cPc praying that in the circumstances stated
in lhe affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pteased to
suspend the operation of the order dated 09.09.2025 in w.p. No.16653 of 202s
pending disposal of writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appellant SRt

SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,
REP. SRI P.S.RA'ASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Counsel for the Respondent No.l to 5: SRI J.PRABHAKAR, Sr. COUNSEL,
REP. SRI GUMMALLA BHASKER REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent No.6: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

WRIT APPEAL NO: 1075 oF 2025

writ Appeal under clause 1s of the Letters patent prefened against order
Dated 09/09/2025 in WP.No.10S31 ot 272ion the file of the High Court.

Telangana Public.Service Commission, Represented by its Secrelary, M.J.
Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana Staie.

...APPELLANT/RESPONDENT No.2
AND

1. V.Pavan, S/o V.Rama Chandra Sharma about 47 Years, Occ. Service

n

R:/o. H No. 5-97, Manganoor, Nagar -509203 HT. 24093021s.
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...RESPONDENTA'VRIT PETITIONER
2. The rstate of reranoana, Represented by its chief secretiary, GenerarAdmirristration Deoaimerir, S-.c;;d;i;i 6iiro:i".,g!,"'Su;;iiii,r,srIElZEj

Hyderabad.

IA OF

Petition under section 151 cpc praying that in the circumstances stared
in the affidavit fired in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased to
suspend the rrperation of the order dated 09/09/202s in w.p. No.10531 of 202s
pending disposal of writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appeltant: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDy, Sr.

REP. SRI P.S. RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Counsel for th,e Respondent No.i: SRI K.SAI TEJA, REp.
SRl T.R.V.S.S.S.V.PRASAD

Counsel forOre Respondent No.2: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

1076oF 2025

writ Appear under clause 15 of the Lefters patent prefe'ed against order
Dated 09/0912025 in Wp.No.18556 of 2025 on the fite of the Heh Court.

Road
Public Service Commission

lly, Hyderabad, Teta
Represented by its Secretary, M.J.
State-ngana

D

1.G
H

uguloth Siuresh, S/o
No 3111488 Durga C

R/o

2' Vemula Arrush, s/o V-emura Samuer John Aoed about 40 years occEmplovee FU_o H No 12884 Rakasipet VrriJge Besioe miin'RoiJ-b-oaE#Municipatitl, Bodha n Nizamabad rebhginj Stiiesle r A-s.' 
- "'

3. Banolh Naveen Kumar, S/o Banoth Venkati Aged about 31 years occEmptovee ruo H No 3036/1 Lachvaf.ranJJ carrii'rrerrJWJririg;r i;Hg;#State50638 1.
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4. Palavancha Rohit Kumar, S/o P

State-
Nagar Almasgudano6TYSR Plot

na

5

WRIT AP

The State of Telangana, Represented by Chief Secretarv General
Administration Department Secretariat Buildingd Secretariat Hyderjbad.

...RESPONDENTS

:2OF

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 operation of the order dated ff).O9.202S in W.p. No.18556 ot 2O2S

pending disposal of writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appellank SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

REP. SRI P.S.RA'ASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Counsel for the Respondent No.l, 3 & 4: SRI K.S.MURTHY, Sr. COUNSEL, REp-
SRI S.RAMA MOHAN RAO

Counsel for the Respondent No.2: SRI B.ADINAR.AYANA RAO, Sr. COUNSEL,
REP. SRI MADAS BHARATH CHANDRA

Counsel for the Respondent No.S: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

PEAL NO: 1077 oF 2025

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Leftes Patent preferred against the Order

Dated 09-09-2025 in W.P.No 12206 of 2O25 on the fi le of the High Court.

Telangg.na Public.Service Co:nmission, -Represented by its Secretary, M.J.
Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana Strafe

AND

E

1. Eshwara Prasad Kandula. S/o K Maisaiah. Aoed about 4O vears. Occ: ITO in
lncome IqlPeparlqqnt, R:/o H No. 551, Wa-ngapally, Yadigirigutta, yadadri
Bhuvangiri District 508 286

2. Survi Bowan Goud, S/o Survi Yadaqiri Goud. Aqed about 28 vears. Occ
9-nemployed, R/o H !o 864, Vikas Nalar Colony, Nigaram, Keesdra Mindat,
Medchal - Malkajgiri District - 500 083 -
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3. T Feli:r, S/o T Samson, Aged about l?_Vggp, Occ UnemptoyeA, Rfo. H Ho.1238, Beside Area HospitaT, Jangaon sod i67' --

'*if.1Y"'d,Tfi l*"leii,f,t,,,yli*n jlg"l:"rlf s8r.3?,il8;lf*_Si.ff.I
5. 9: Bqv{eia, S/o, B. Ramaiah Aged 28 years, Occ Unemployed Rt/oHouse No12-74, S.C. Cotony, Kosgi, Gun"clumrL SOS357. 

--

6. 1.M.. N'ishalrth, S/o pra-sad_ p. M. C. M. Aged 35 years, OccEmployee, R/o Aura 8104, Rajapust pa Atrijlkori-pet, 500035.
7. Dadi !'enkata Ramana, 

^S/o _Qadi _srinivasa Rao, Aged 29 years. Occ
Soorrf6?r"^, 

Emptoyee, R/o ptot r.r. 7sl-aru^ilrj""thinv,' fr?ljoilt
8.

10.

10-15 R/o

!-pd!V, S/q Venkatram Reddy, Aged 26 years. OccGudapur, Munugode, Natgondb, ilAZU.
D/o M. Venkanna. Aoed
, Madhavaram, Munag-alaHouse No 1

25 Years Occ
, Suryapet, 508233

11.Rohit Netha Thoutam , S/o Surender.T 25 Years, Occ

S. Krutika,
House No

D/o S.

500097.

9. Nannuri Kumar
2-1tA,

-101 R/o

, FUoHouse no9-19, Beside MRO office, Ka r, Hanumakonda,
12. Sriram Praneeth .A.K Murthv. Aoed

Castle, Biock -B, Pragathi

. Aged
malapu

S/o V.V P 28 Occu

1

I Yea

R/o Flat 2O2, Pragathi

Martha,
, Occ Unemployed,,R/o GZ

'o'f.lffilT [5#ii,iJ&5,t"3:"fllhis,",,l g:"[?T:,,rr"j.Unemproved, FUo s-'r:

'uEffir#fl eJ,#ft:u8l3,,si",.lxni,A3:,1^,r3"J:lf t.i.Tr,

16.Bongu Madhav.
2-263, SatyaSai

S/o 31 Years, Occ Government

13.S

18. ri Lalheefa
R/o.

20.Kothuri Praneeth
R/o H.No. 3,16 , Sri

Asha, D/o Pinjari Dadasalam. Aoed 3
1 1.No. 21 -2-6711/4, Markandeya C-olony-

Colony ranyapuri, Hanamkonda - 506009.
l7.9ailesh Puna, 9o Ravinder puna, Aged 26 ye:" 

ffi lU h;'i j5:e67nDl 
U, 

"a 
vr n asa r c oro n y, r,a"o 

" 
itazor% 

Unemploved

Ri/o

Rl/o

Oce

19.A. Nitheestr, S/o A Veresh, Aged 30 years, Occ Gr'-'-li:isiTitrli,Eriiioa]'i.x. 
rowers,Ba'nk c"r.,y_2,W:[iX;ll 

Emprovee, R/o

S/o. Laxmaiah.Aoed 3O
Sainath Arcade. -New V.T. Colony, Nalgonda-50800

Years Oce Government

21. Bathula Shiva Kumar S/o Ravinder B. Aged 27 years, Occ GovemmentEmptovee, tuo House'No 2-rs, r{iianna siiEini, Errrirlr,art^I"-, xi,tiiiiiilEi]505401.



22.Pend-yala 9lg.q9r.r^tti'.?n., S/o. Bheesma, Aged 34 years, Occ private Service,
R/o. 1 3€434/c r 1 o2r 1, Maruthi Naga r, Me6adipatnam. itvoe.aoio, 

-dboooii. -'

29

S/o Srinivas , Aged 25 Years, Occ
-96/4, Wanalpahod, B , Nirmal, 504109.

'A)5'fi Y,l,?lf i8'$S1,,|J$;h::u:,,ffi,11iirli,lff.Iii",occunemp,oved,
25.Kothapalli Kushil Vamshi, S/o. Shivakumar K., Ase 24 vears. Occ

Unemployed, R/o House no 2-72A1, Kakaravailvil, Xttamirim, SOif Oi. '

23.Karremolla
Government

26.Minde

Miyapur,

35.

Sampath Reddy
Employee, R/o i

Raghavendra ^F.rj.r, {n^"^0.-25,0cc covt Employee, No 4-115181,
Siddipet-502103.

27.Busa Kiran, S/o Busa
House No 3-6-1

29 S/o Erragari Shashenda

, s,/o

Emplqpe,
Murali, Aged 26 Years, Occ Government

3, Umanagar, Medchal. 50140.1

28.Mattebham.Pgd.." Priya, D/o Mattebham Manga Raju, Aged 27 years, Occ

ffi:f[,?,g,rTiii"lft#o?,X'#ff 
Nuo 13-e-2' Fr' reja Entrave' Panduransa

,500049.

30. MaddineniMurali, .S/o Maddineni laxminarayana, Aged 32 years, Occ

[.9J3,TP^'#.rt*fi ':Xfi?'o#: 
I 4 -'t 64' Ven usopa I Nasa r -2, Kah naf u ram

St.LhoSat? Mohankumar Pranathi, D/o. Mohankumar, Aqed 3O vears Occ
Unemployed R/rc. 1-10-18, F.No.203. 3rd Ftoor, Laks6;i sri Fi*-vilri
Aparfircnts, Ashoknagar, Hyderabad, 500020

32.Lavudya 9rikanth, S/o. Somq, Aged 28 yeaq Occ Government Employee, Ri/o
H.No3-104, Poolnayik Thanda, Husnabad, Sk dipet - 505466.

Ri/o Flat 301, Venkata
r Reddy, Aged 26 Years, Occ
Sai Apartment, Mayurinagar,

. Murthy, Aged
Balaji Layout, Gajularamaram,

33.Mavuri. N. V. S. L. Hanisha D/o M. S. N 28 Years, Occ
R:/o Plot 49, Royal Palms,

500055

3a.Adilyq B._S S FR. Ashok, Aged 34 years, Oce Govt. Emptoyee R/o House
no 2-1-286, Street 13, Old Naiia Route, Hyderabad, 5fi)044'

Occ Govemment
m. Madhavi

Employee Fl/o.
Nagar Society,

36.Narige Swamy, S/o.
H.No. 1-39, Gangapur,

"'["'F3li1n"i,.JS]5^["[:?riT,,ffS,%#9""1,:ffi:?fr"SSGovt.Emprovee,
33.Chaturvedula Sai Srikanth, S/o Chaturvedula Ganesh prasad, Aged 30 years,

999 9oyqr.nrent Empto_y^e^e-_Rl/o House No 2-7-1242,'Viiaylpaibbtoriil
Subedari, Hanamkonda, 506370.

39. Moharir Sahithi, D/o. Venkataramana, Aqed 26 years. Occ Unemoloved- FUo
H.no. 1 2-1 24, Tilak Nagar, Ka lwakurthy, liagarkurnool - SOSl2l

, R/o.



40.M. Bhargav, S/o Ram N.arsg!a\, Aged l2,0cc Govt Service, No 4_1OZl1Himmathnagar, Veenavanka, Karirnn5gar, Telangana, 5O5SOr.-'

41-P. Pratibhashekar, D/o p.R.shekar, Aged 26 years, occ GovernmentEmptcyee, R/o House No.1-23-331, ptbt N;43, Rbibot-<iny, ti'nri6;iN;;;,
Lothul(unta, Secunderabad, 50001 5.

o'Hll"'.jl"3"H[",1i1,;l{:"1-&Yr?3i,1",#i},?;#33"i0"Ii3&3,t"*n*:i*
- 5000.20.

43.Kanukuntla Aravind Re{dy,. S/o.. Ravinder Reddy Aged 24 years. OccUnemp,toyed, R/o. H No, 6-6iq, uain noaa, Asiiaoioir,ei Asifi6"d:E&zdi]
* j:Jg;l''3li,ill?ffi]il,11-?',fl 

;B,,1il"i,ilsg::33du.,,0o*UnemprovedR/o
45.Muddadani Sri Ram .Egddy,_ S/o- M Srinivasa, Aged 27 years. Occ

Hffii:gfJ.'$, #o%"r5iilu&"",1;:*::l'J#:,;.;rt" 
- 

fr lg,ii* NTFH

*U#ffiily""dirui?r-:'&"YiJ,:1)1):fr 
:Hii"$,li,S,y.ili,f,lnJira.f.T

502103.

47. Dommat.i Praveen Kumar
Employe'e, R/o House No

48.Mad upalhi

30

S/o Ravinder, 25 Occ Government
1.D-520, Mandama rft

Government

Pranav S/o K.Someshwar Rao 26 Years, OccAged
Rl/o House No 7dl105 Road No4 Satyanarayana
, Medchal Malkajgiri, 500098.

55. Palle Siri Vennela S/o Palle Shankar, Occ

Tejaswi, ,
FUo. Plot

- 502319.

D/o._Sangaiah, Aged 28 years, Occ
No.79, Road No.8, BSR Cotbny,

"fl.{t?il{L1fi_!I;3ii,?J3,i,J?o,rf nft 3?,Bi'&offi 
"Yiii,,.l?t"#:Champal)et, 500059.

50. Konduri flavalee, D/o K.. Rajender.Nath, Aged 30 years occ private service
R:/o villa 2'4, Janapriya silverbrest vinas, kaira Sinifpuii, 5o00di.-*

Sl.ChitlaAkshitg EgddJ, D/o Ch. Rajender Reddy Aged 29 years. OccUnemptoy,ed. R/o Ftat rygz-o_3, Bto'ck 1s, nirr-Hioge"Spriri",'i5ii'ni'd,
Gachibowli, Hyderabad, 500032.

S2.chiranjeevi v, s/o. Kashanna,.A99d 36 occ private service, R/o H,No. 6-3-609/161, thandnagar Cotony, Khliratabad, nydeiabaO, SOtjriOi. 
-

53.Kumar, S/c. Ramaringaql,Ased 42years occ Junior Assistant, R/o prot No66, Vinayat Nagar, Hiyatti r,ligir, Ra;sjr;oo-v] Sdisos. :

54. Kasanagottu
Governmerrt E
Puram Coft:ny,

50821

Aged
Road

22 Years, Occu
No. 3, Suryapet,

56.Vanga Vishnuvardhan, s/o. chandrasekhar, Aged 29 years occ Unemoloved
R:/o. H.no. 2:.-T2l|,Thippapoor, RajannaSirciih I SOSSOZ. 

- - --- vrlv'|r'ii/'vrw

No 1-6-14119t2t8 Sri Vidhyanagar

Padmana 25 Years Occ. U57. BoyaUjwala, S/o.
18-434/A. Tiruma la Colony,

bham Aoed
Shadna-gar, Rangareddy - 50921

, FUo H.no



3t

59.K. Abhinav Sreeven Re^{dy,_S.19 K..Sudarshan Reddy, Aged 25 years Occ
.G-gvf Eqpt^oyge R/o plo[ 744. Ftat 2, Sneha R;'side-ncy,-Ma:yu;ilag;;
Miyapur, 500049

58. PotharlaSai Srinivas Yadav, S/o Potharla Raju yadav, Aged
Government Employee R/o House No lgjl-444/1 nOl.rNg,
Swamy Nagar, Uppuguda, Hyderabad, 500053.

29 Years, Occ

Mohan Rao. Aoed 29
1 -5-79412, Vbr -Cotony, Road l,lo 4, Old Alwal,

Years, Occ. Government

D/o L. Srinivas. Aoed
No 5-169/4, krisfina

30 Years, Occ Govemment
nagar, Munagala, Suryapet,

, R/o.

S/o V. Janardhan, Aged 26 years, Occ
4-6-13712218, Sainagar, Allwyn Colony,

*ffi 
,13?Siii'&f,?#:1f, :';li,fffj,,?,I",;:?ffi ff ,.,'"ntEmp,ovee,

63.Mudav-ath_Vinod Kumar, S/o. Shankar Aged 32 years, Occ
H.No.2-178, Peddagattu, PA pa[i, Natgdnda - 508266

60.chiti

61.

64.

66.

S/o Chiti
R/o No
,500010.

Hyderabad, 5OO072.

, R/o
Mandal,

65.Pathi-Sa.ndeep kumar, ,S/o Venkatadrl AgHZq years, Oce Unemployed, R/o
6-58 Malipura, Tirumatag iri, Suryapet SObr2Z3,

R/o No
nlt_, q& Y- Mallikarjuna Rao, Aged 25 years Oce
12-209, Sri Sai Nagar Cotony, Meerpet, 500097.

6S.Shagufthalffath, . D/o Mohd Munawaruddin, Aged 29 years, Oce Govt.
Employee, Rl/o House No 7-1-9718, Ferozguda, H-VoeraOaU, SCbtiti-- --"'

69. S/o G. Venkateswarlu , Aged 28, Occ Govt Service ,No2-u , Khammam, Telanga na.507167.

TO.PramodSai T, S/o Ramachandra

Moosapet,

67.Y.

ud
Badradri

71

72.Shlva Shankara Vara Prasad T S/o Narisimhulu

S/o Narayana Reddy D, Aqed 3i Years. Occ, R/o Bharath Nagar Colonyl Near Water'Tank,

, Aged 33 Years,
Moddulagudem (P

Occ
.o.),

T, Aged
Redd/s

9qqgqla!.lrpnth Raj, S/o. Ravi, Aged 25 years, Occ Unemployed. R/o H.no.269, K C Colony, Ha-sanparthi, Waiangat. 50601'5.

R/o Flat No-30 1. JBR Residency, Near
24 Years, Occ

Chicken Center,
Hyderabad, 500018

73.AIli Keerthanq, D1o. Peddiraju. Aged 26_y_e-ars, OCC Unemployed, FUo H.no.1_
149, Boyaguda, Anumuta, Natgonda - SOB2O2.

74.Bartd,al Ramesh Abhinay Chander, S/o Subash B.R., Aged 27 years, Occ
Government Employee, Rto 6-2-120, Subash Nagar, Nizari-UaA SOSOOZI 

---
75.Allep.qMou.nika, D/o Attepu SgllTalah, Aged 24 years, Occ Unemployed, R/o

1-75lAMallampalle,Muti.rgu506349. *
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"BUff :i3?'-?1il[#,'3,$iE#il"6?i13n*f"%T#,I33',:;f ii#lBfltiiB'#:
5061(r1.

77
R/o
, 500018.

500079.

83. Veke Srinivas, S/o,
7-59la, \ridyanagar

84. Bikkumalla Prava

D/o Bajoj
House No

i . .Sriryv-a_s, Aged 30 Years, Occ Governmenl
12-10-921511, Bharath Nagar Colony, tutoosapet,

78 chattu Bhavani, , s/o Achaiah, Aged 2g years occ Government Emorovee
lfq .Hou9g-!lo 1-113, Voice Siigevaram, Ananttragiri- Iviil;i -d|y;Ei
Districl - 508206.

79.Enugu Manoi Reddy
Employ,ee R/o 56812

S/o E.

80. Lakavath QiyV.a . .Qr.ee, D/o. Lakavath pandya, Aged 32 years, OccU_nemployed R/o H.No .3igpq4!tc, Road No.27,'Oirp. iiiew *iter ir"i, hU'-oiMayuri Colony, Miyapur-500049. . 
'

Sl.Mudavath Hanumanthu, S/o M. Hankva.
Employ-"e, R/o House No  -33, bti
Nalgoncla, 5O82O7

Years, Occ Governmenl
na, 506347.

28 YearsmOce Government
Thanda, Molkacherla,

loyed, R/o82. Rohita rS,

House No
S/oSekhar Babu S. E., Aged 38 years, Oce Unem

1 7 - 1 -383 N t 1, Vysha tdag5r ptrise 1-,' th-a-m pipli,''

Napeshwar, fged 30 Years, Occ Unemployed. Rl/o H.No
uorony, tchoda, Adilabad, 504 307.

House Nc

85. Perapakzr
Employer..
507't65.

6-53/1, Srinivasa Colony
,.194 ?7 Years, Occ Unemptoyed, Rl/o
Mahabubnagar, 509001 .

86. Eslavath Sri Ram Harsha, S/o E Hanumanthu, Aged 23 years, OccUnemptol,ed R/o Hari harapuram Colony, Vanaittratiburim, SoOOZb.-'-' -""
87. D.A.Christila. Evengileen, D/o. D.Anand, aged 35 years, Occ: Governmentemprovee, R/o- House No.18-{86/9/1, trlaitikS4una Nigir, MiikrsirF66'ob#."
88.9angavathi Pavan kalyan, S/o G. Lakman, Aqed 23 years, Occ Unemployed

Rt/o Peddakistapuram{arla, Mahabubanagi r iliZ7 o
89. Solipuram Shashi Kumar Reddv. S/o Ma

unemployed R/o 3-3, Modiyupunta'Atmakur, Yadad giri-5081 1 '1.

lika, D/o EI

Deepak, VoVenkateswa
R:/o House No. 6-.49/A

rlu, 33 Years, Occ Government
ram, Konijerla, Khammam -

lla Aged 25 Years OCC

90.MaddiboinirPhaniGopal, S/o Maddiboina Venugopal, Aged 2l years, OceUnemptoyed, ilo r3'-rj zz, enJJu-yl liit"vi,ri,lfi"hgharai sboobo'
91 . Tata i Jacob Abhishek, S,/o

!ffiUAB:".,Ased 
26 Years, occ unemptoyed,

rapathiNagar, Kukatpally,

92. M. Balakrishna , S/o M. loyed, R:/o HouseNo
Shekar, Aged 24 Yea
'l, Telephone Colony, Kothapet,

rs, Occ
11-1'l-1.2, Road No , 500035

93 BejavadaLingarao, s/o B. Ramachandraih, Aged 32 years, Occ Government
5.mgl9v9-e: R/o House_-No 3-1s-19, Vbnkirirrrnanj t.t;;y:-M;iffi;;,MedchalMaikalgiri, 500076.



.,J

%.Ql:'. _Vqsyftqala, Dlo CH.S^atyanarayana, Aged 30 Years, Occ Unempkryed,
R/o 8-1-59/1 Shalipet, 500008

9s.Muthyala Rajashekhar, 9o M. Matlaiah, Aqed 25 years. Occ Unemoloved.
Rl/o House No 8-23, Sirsinagandla, Kondapaka, Siddipet, SOZSIZ.

96. Ayesha Anjum, D/oKhajaZakiuddin,
Hotrse No 'lO4-77il8AC8, Ftat No
Nagar, Masab Tank, 500028

Rl/o

9T.Varthya Mtp"lt !l|4y_ak. S]o V. Panthya, Aged 24 years, Occ Government
Employee, Rl o 1 -8-1 I A1 27 7/i 6, Bagh tingamp-afiy, Hyderabah S0OO44.

98. PatilJyothsna, D/o.. Mallaiah, AS^q 26 Years Occ private Service, R:/o H.no, 2-
106/1, Gimoor, Adilabad - 504307.

99.Akshay
House No 4-11-8112, Road No 1.

Kumar Kola, S/o Srinivas K Aged 30
Tirumala

Years, Occ Private Service Rl/o

, 501505.
Housing Colony, Hayat Nagar,

10O: . Sama Sathwika,_D/g Sama Jayaram, Aged 2-5 years, Occ Govemment
Employee.FUo^l]o-! +5, Road No 2, Sushri'a Sainagar, Vana$taiitjur;il,
Hyderabad, 500070.

101. VislavathSwarnalatha, D/o. Chandra Nai
Govemment Employee, Ri/o. Kollur, Nawabpet, Ma

k, 26 Years, Occ
509202

102. m Samuel Benedict lsrael Paul, S/o. Ravi Kishore
Fl/o. H.No. 27-1612214142, Sirldartha29

,RK

1

103. Yasam lavanya, Dlc Y . Pocham, Aqed 33 vears. Occ Unemoloved R/o
Flat 302, GV Cast PanchsheetEnclave. Sainikpuri:500094.

1M. M.D ThaheraBehum, D/o M.D Saleem, Aged 30 years, Occ
Govemrnent Employee, R/o H.No 6-24t2 Kafiadi. Aioor,-Nizamabd, SOiZtg- 

-

Kumar, Aged 31 Years, Occ Government
aya Nagar Colony, Bandlaguda Junc*ion,

16, Chittem Swarnalatha, D/o Chittem Naqaish. Aqed 40 \,ears Occ private
Service R/o HlG413 Ftat 4O2, Sarojini OEvi Nitalam, M ,hase k.p.ti.B
colony, Hyderabad - 500072

1O7: . O Stlegp-!<uqq1.S/o.D Sarveshw_ar Rao, Aged 33 years, Occ Govt.
Employee, R/o 5S2, Old Yerraboinapaily. Khammam

108. B Bharath Chandra, S/o Govindu. Aqed 26 Years. Occ Unemolnved.
R/o H.No 18-147n SRN Colony, Bhadracha-iam-5O7111

109. SHIV RA", PABBA, S/o Venu Gopat Pabba. Aoed 27 vears. Occ
Unemployed,-R/_o_Flat no 305, D- Btock, Nivriti homes, B.K. Enchv6, Mifapur,
Telangana- 500090.

110. AKKENAPALLY RANJEETH Reddy, S/o Akkenapalty Venkat Reddy,
{Sed..2f .yegrs.0cc Unemployed, R/o Ptbt no B- 320,'eaili neaOy }taga?j
Jagathgirigutta,Telangana- 500037

111. AYYAPAREDDYGARI VAMSHT Krishna, S/o A Venkata Reddv. Aoed
24 years,.0cc lnspector of lncome Tax, RUo M.l.G-157, APHB Coloni,'Ad-oni
kurnool, Andhra Pradesh- 518302.



112. YEARADLA NI
U

KITHA, D/o Y Sudhaka
R/o House no 11$-lZSlgU

34

50003s

SHANTAN KUITAR

Hffiil $,i:s,3^[:;fii',3";

113: KUDTKALA BHAVYA, Dr'o Kudikala Venkat0". un"iIrii"I,'n7ofi or"" no,t6-3-7tet 1,*"."'E3liX','J;S::l ;.r6t^'
114. POLTMERA SUD.ARSHAN Reddy, S/o polimera Nageshwara Rao.Aged 32 years. Occ Unemptoyed, it/o Hbusb- noi_ia, Li,.1i"illii,oil'#,Nellonr, Andhra pradesh- SZSit4.
115: MANDLA PAVAN Kumar, S/o Mandla VenlgT tr'i.il"[i"i ii " frb.' rj;,;6' - ;;i;ff2;;,^ft,31fl3[I; lrifl#rr*li:I elangana- 509381,

116... DANAM NAVEEN, S/-o--@nam Sammaiah, Aged
Un^emptoyed, R/o House ho 1-46, tonaapui,'Ctrinplr lir4uf50634s

years,Occ
Telangana-

v,

117. TIUSIREDDY

Colon yderabad-

no.5,
Aged 27 years, Occ

r, Chaitanyapuri,

Ass
KU

26
ugu)

118:_ D,ONTH|REDDY ROHILA, Dl9 Donthireddy Shyam Sunder. Aoed27years. occ Unemoloyed, R/b Ttat-nii.b,' Sid" Si.vilr:r"'XplnilEiiGandhiragar, Hyoeratiad, Teiangjnj_'SdO66.-' -'
1 19. P.A|LLA MAHESHfeddy, {o pailla Mftal Reddy, Aged 28 years, OccSub tnsrrector of potice._R/rc fSS nislOiiicfr, Coom no,_'zO-2, N;fi;;;;;;;Kondapr,,r, Hyderabad, tetangana- 

-S-OOG

12

't21.

127.
2

0. -VELD| cOptKRtSHNA, S/o VeldAsst Motor Vehicle lnspectoi R/o i_i
tshupatapratty. Telangani_ 506356.

51,

No 2-

S/o S Bal
rinagar Colony,

27 years, Occ
Jayashankar

Occ Jr.
12-190,
Patel, Aged 25 years.

Sai Ganesh Cob
Telangana- 506009

ny, opp.

122. RAVTRALA YASHASWNI, 
-S/o lqvlrala Veerendra Kumar. Aqed 25years. or:c Unemotoved,_R/o H. No. rGr4-c;dH"il;U;,'il;"ai-i;:

Natgonad.r, Tetanjan6- sbAi+e'.

"',u,.i3o&'"'-bLu*:fu:[jEili"?g:rtuy,B,L.ii8l,,#,,8:i,.[:1ob"t%11
Kukatpally, Telangana- 5

124. S FAGHAVENDER Reddv.
Fndqy"o, R/o H. No. 17$9t4, S
509209

125;- .NAIHI YUVTKA M[IL!FA, p/o-!.lgthi Srinivas Goud, Ased 2t years.occ Unenrptoyed, R/o._l_.fo.i_io_zini' G;il; Api;,'p;;i;sfr Ni#;:tsegumpet, Telangana_ 500016

126. KANAPARTHI S[]K_EFRLH!,-S./o Koteswara Rao Kanaparthi. Aoed 29years, occ Unemotoved, R/o Ftat' No- i'r;-# Gi$;;'il:ff"" H":tH;;Gand hinagar, nyobrabad, retanginl_t6odbol" 
*

33 years, Occ
Telangana

, Aged
No.6-

i Krishna Goud
2

_ MUDDAGONI KALYAN GOUD.
9.yg?r.. O,:c Jr. Assistant f BaJanSGt
41257. crcen Homes Cotoiy, ll-iaa?gui

S/o M

510



128. RAMAVATH

129. VELOOR MANI N|VEDITHA, So. V.N.MANI. Aoed 25 vears. Occ
Unemployed,.R/o H. !_o, .1.7-4, Kamala Towers, (amatana'gli,-'gC[,
Hyderabad, Telangana- 500062.

LAKSHMI PRASANryA, S/o Prasad Naik, Aged 29 years,
Rl/o Plot no.119, Vanasthalipuram, Rangadeddy,

506001.

35

Sandana Nikhil Kumar, Si/o Sandana
R/o H.No. 4$-1371E118 Sai

ly, Medchal-Malkajgiri- 500072

Aged 28 years, Occ
Telangana-

S-E_FE,. S1o N Ramesh, Aged 28years, Occ
48/6, Venkateshwara Colony,-Uppal, ielangana-

750, SVS homes Colony

Occ U
Telanga na- 70

130. CHINTA RAHUL, S/o Chinta , Aged ployed,
R/o H.No.5-45, Beside ZPHS, Tallada,

P.WSHNAVI, S/o P. hu Babu, 25 years, Ooc Employed, Rt/o
10-13-32, Laxmipuram,

131. GOMASA JACINTH .tQ!!,_S_19-e..r. DANIEL, Aged 29 years, Occ
!n9mployed.., - Rl/rc H. No. 5-1 1 -SltZOrO, eriyd-dtrini-Nag"r,' -Nl,;r"l-l
Telangana- 504106

132.
H. No.

1

lU. AKHIL PAPINENI S/o
Employed,
507208.

R/o H. No. 5-21lA,

136. BURAGADDA NISHANTH S/o B. Rambabu, 26 Occ

135.
U

138. SU
Assistiant
hospitals,

U
50001

NAYABU SOUMYA

139. GAJARE

, R/o H. No. 2-1

R/o H. l.lo.

Unemployed,
Hasanparthy,

R/o H. No. 3't-3-1
Telangana 506370

RNA ADARSH GOUD , S/o S Ramulu
u4-1

llv,

137. VARKALA VEDAVATHI, S,/o Varkala Viiay Kumar. Aoed 30 vears.
Unemploye4 

-Rl/-o. 
f lat no 203, Sai imperiat airahment, rafrili,-tiGii

Telangana- 500017.

Occ
bad,

goud, Aged 27 years, Oc* Jr.
111711, Malakunta, near care

Prakash, 26 years, Occ
Telangana-nagar,

140. SIRIKONDA VENKATA SHIVANAND, S/o Srikonda Krishna, Aged 27years, Occ Unemployed, R/o C9, KTTp Colony,

141. GOUROLTA NIKHILA, , D/o Gourolla Bhoom Reddv. Aoed 29 vears.

$*#ffi rJSnning and Buitdins overseer, nyo x.r,lo.+6i, 6upta, hloiil

142. KALUVALA UTTEJ, S/o K Ananad Kumar. Aoed 32 vears.
9nemployed,-FU_o H.No.2-1-45, Flat 302, tndrakuteer, tt "-lunta, fuVaEia
Telangana- 503213.

Occ
bad,

143. KOPPAKA AVINASH, S/o K Srinivas Rao. Aoed 29 vears. occ
Unemploye{ R/o Flat n9.!.0-2, Sun Rays platinum nesidency, N6trru ttaga,i
Khammam, Telangana- 507001.



144. BOJANAPALLT t4y4ryy , D/o B Somi Reddy, Ased 26 years, OccUnemplgyed, R/o H.No.28-147l4, Maruthinagar, near'bariAtrinrsa?, ME'd;]r;at
District, Telangana- 500081

"'x"-r'ii[''r]fi[1]?i%3'Tl?ny,:'38g:f#ffi 
"e.:';|;'gJ:1"3:Gandtrinagar- 500080.

146. DR YELLU DtNESH.Reddy, S/o Laxma Reddy, Aged 32 years, OccDoctot (senior.Resident), FUj Flat;o402, eala;i ftom,ii, A"O*rh Nlgii o};New Bus stand, Siddipei- 502103.

36

nrl
ASed

House
27 years,

no 4-49, Sri
S/o Sri PVR Reddv occ

Sailaja Sharma suites'Vikas
500060

occ
ram,

14

149.

'ou*"n;l3lX?il,1l,3i?,TB?#li[HilI"ylLtB#":t/;:'""6":%"#385,0","0,

R/o
Mal

ha, D/o Seelam
Unemployed, FUo
Hanmak,lnda 5060

no 324-77,
Raghuveer,
Anandnagar colony,

Aged 26 years,
Bheema

15

29

*:i:i{:fl ',-ffi Ei!3"39f i5fr l'ilf"*#,,fi 3[?,,"?i",'t"il311r^T:
kajgiri District- 500062

'ut*rs{,rlptft.3i:^[""49,i'irE{J"f %T.1lK?iBi*i:.n""J3'il1?E
Nagar. t{yderabad 50fi)

151. S,eelam

152. Banavath Vanaja, aged 25 years, D/o Banavath Dhasharath Naik occgovernment emolovee R/o House no 244g, Lingapoor, OanOebaf fV,Mancher,al 504206 '

153. G:rndra Naveen Reddy, aged 2g years s/o Gandra Maflikariuna Reddvoc Unemptoyed R/o House nii lds4eshsn, Reparttru nigii;'ljy h;;.'R;;1
Khammarn 5OO7OO2-

"t^.oorT::1?,"t,Hff ar3f [?:t#i"o3r;".n!Su:r=,,l5s,f ,:,9,,,yS:',i,"r,A*X;
509131

155. Barira Fareed, aged
Unemployed R/o Hiluse no
Hyderabarl 500045

rs D/o Shaik Fareed Uddin occ
Yousafguda,Venkatagiri,

156. Ellandula Rakesh, aged 26 years s/o Elandura Narsaiah occ oovernmemployee R/o Bandanpadi,-S-aa, R-aiparttry,WiEngal 506Ji4 
vw .,v lv'| I rr I r

157: Palakurthy. Sandeep,.aged 2g^years_S/o palakurthy Kashaiah occgovernment emorovee R/o House no 9:3-235, srinagar crt6nv,-kirt-""g;
505001.

158. Bootla Shravan, age-lJ _?7 -years S/o Bootta Govardhan oceUnemprove'd R/o House' no-d-s- r os, sipth'alir[ironv, ki?i.nigJi sos i r 
-""

159. Mohammad Vilavath Ali, aged 26 years S/o Mohammad Mahaboob Ali.
9g!9. unenrptoyed, R/ii HoG;"no I jz,-'F,iir.i,' -i;il;E" ;i; ffi ;i;#:506310



JI

160 Shaik Naziya Begam, aged 25
Unemployed R/o House no 8-1061,
Rangareddy 500070

years
NGO's

mpelly
R/o

Praveen,
House no

aggd-2p ye-ars. S/o Dainampelly Sammaiah occ
12-143, Akulavari, Chanilur, Eturunagaram,

161. Daina
Unemployed
Mulugu 5061

d/o Shaik Zameer oce
colony, Vanasthalipuram,

509210
employee, R/o

narayana
a Nagar,

65

162. S.Veena, aged27 years d/o S. Srinivas occ
House no 1-4-112, Civil line, Kurvageri,

163^. .. Dongari.Prathibha, aged !8 yeqrs D/o Dongari Raju oce Unemptoyed
R/o House no 4-2213, Arpap-lly, Sarlnliapur, Jagitiil

164. Banoth Narendar, aged 30 years s,/o Banoth Bhima occ oovernment
employee R/o House no -3-119/4, Plot no131, Road no 6, jS'CT-coii;ry,
Boduppal, Medchat-Malkajgiri 500092

165. Agumamidi Akhil Reddv.
Reddy occ Unemployed R/ri'
Ramnagar, Karimnagar 505001

Sr/o
1,

166: . Durisheyty Mjay Kumar, aged
satnyanarayana occ government emolovee
Road, Korutla, Jagital 505326

29 . 
years S/o Durisheety

Rl/o House no 4-1-159, Bataii

167: Thol". Sony, aged ?7.^y_e{s..D/o Thota Damodar Occ governmenr
emptoyee ruo House no 3-5-100, Tailors street, Hanmakonda 500601

168. Kadavath . Roja@i, aged 3i years D/o Sabavat Jitender occgovernment emptoyee R/.o__l-{9qq" no 3-1Gl3lf2, Opposite Radio Starion,
Nyalkal Road, Nizamabad 503001

169r Mohammed Ahmed Pasha, aged 31 years S/o Mohammed yakoob
Psha occ .gorr-ernment employee- R/o Flouse no J-i, 6rrg"^da
Hanumakonda 506342

Vijay Kumar, 32 years Sl/o Jatoth Balaii occ Unemoloved
Maripeda, Mahabubabad 50631 5

170. Jatoth

171.

R/o House no6-2-25,

Pathlavath years S/o Pathlavath Balram occ
Mollonigadda Thanda,government

Bheemaram, RangaReddy 500916
no 3-17,

172. Vinod Reddy Ettam, aged 29 years S/o Jaqath Reddv occ oovernmenr
p,Tp^l,o.yee, R/o.. Plot . .no 1.1S,. _89?:d NO-9A, Santosfii Ma-ra Cotony
Hasthanapuram-North, Hyderabad 500079 .

173. DVvikuntla Venkatesh, aged 27 years S/o Dwikuntla Venkatesh occ
government employee FUo House no 5444, lndira Nagar, Hanamkonda
506001

174. Pochampalti
R/o

aged 25 years D/o Pochampalli Ashok occ
House no 2-20, Nampally, 

'Vemulawabada.

175.
em

Neha purohit, aged
Rl/o flat no 303,

3_2 years D/o Rajeev Purohit Occ government
Balaji apartment5, Arora colony, B5njara hiils,

Divya,

34

176. Koyyda Ulay [gm-qr, aged 3q years S/o Koyyda prabhakar ocegovernment employee Rio House no T-Z7i Raghunathpaillr, Jangaon 306244
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177. Sai Pavan Vavilala, . ag.ed_ 26 years S/o Vavilala Thirupathi occUnemployed R/o !57, Pillonipa-lli, Bhupalappafly 506169

178:. .. Bandari Anvesh, aged 32 years s/o Bandari rndraiah occ Unemoroved
R/o House no 32-2-9, Paliepula, Hanmakonda 506009 --v- rr"v'vv

unempbyed ruo House no 4_19, polepally, Bandameethi Thanda, NalgtindJ
180. varikoti Laxman Anand, _agejr 34 years s;/o Varikoti Mahendar oceprivate employee R:/o House no25-309, NGO,s colony, Hinimf<onaJtooii6
181. Potharaju Pavan,

konda

182. ltlenaka Poudel, aged 28

187. M;rdari Anand
ment

employee
506371

aged 27 years
R/o 13-229,

raru
N

S/o Potha
Ambedkar

Ramesh Babu occ
agar, Hasanparthy,

years S/o Mohan Kumar poudel occ
R/o House no 1-5715'11 A-Block

183. E.aindla Venkatesh, aged 2g years s/o Baindla Naravana occcovernrnent emptoyee R/o Horise no 3_t'_zgt,t , ouuoJt, 
'Sidoip;itoiz 

66 
*"

184. Gali Rahul, aged 25 years S/o Gali Ravi Kumar occ oovernment
e-mproyeq 5r9 . Hqus; no qoh-i t1, -Sb ;;dy, -tfi #;;;, "riir""ii,!illi;Zil
Warangal District-506 1 66

18q.. Drnupala .Kiran, aged^ 3_O ygqry S/o Donupala Gangadhar occUnemplc'yed R/o House no2-69, Sav6l, Mendora, Nizarnabad SO3"21d'-' 
---

"ui*r*di"',"gl"J,,.!gil'i:i'*'fl :'r-Al,il",afr"?,,"rn*,,,:g::*[r,*#ff
507167

Sri Ram Nagar

occ
M

R/o House no 3-
97

govern
Manda

Kumar, aged 37
Ri/o House no 7

yea
-94,

rs S'/o Anand Madari occ
Uplorr village, Kammarpally

1B8. Advaitha Va

503308

ndal), Khammam

occGover
Hanmako

aged 36 years D/o Vanaparthy Sadanand
House no 2-7-19312, Excise'cotoiy, SuGairi

189_. Gaddala Arundhar Rao, age-d _2Q years Vo Gaddala Amruthaiah occ
H:S,TS'FIij#3n:f.1"f 

" 

jo};z:*g:nraAru;i6-6;;#;;i"ffi "'pii;i
, aged
no 3-

26 year D/o Yarabolu Surendar Reddv
19-511, High Schoot Road, Madhapurair
507170

190. Ya

191.
309 ,

Thallapally Rakshita.
Gandhinagar, Bheema

"'.np.r,A!ffi e,y;g'brill?:?#',1#1,t?ffi ,r?E,.,Yfi ,'g",lJT,"fi:Nalgonda 508207

193. Ganta Chamani, B.D.S .?Sqd 29 years D/o Ganta Bhoomaiahocc
Unemptoye,J R:/o House no 2++lil5eetnirSrfir, -6iim;A;, 

soidof -'-*



194. Anusha Boppana
unemptoyed fud'6oi:
llyderabad, 5OOO72

195. Ashok Tejavath,
unemployed R/o dubba
Nalgonda district, 508355

39

32 D/o Sri B Chandrasekhara Rao occ.
Residency, Gokul plots, Kukatpally,

aged 28 years S/o Lakshaman Teiavath Oce
Thanda, kondrapole post., Damarcha'rla mandal,

196. Bandi Amarender, aged 32 years S/0 Bandi Ashok Occ oovernment
employee R/o l-1 NO 12-281, saraswathi N4ar, mavala, Adilabad:504001

198. Patha Vishnunandan, aged 26 years, S/o patha Ramesh Occ
G^overnment employee H.No.2:47; Neai llanuman Temple, Dandepally
504206

199. Bugrga Pallavi, aged 27 years D/o Sri parandhama occ unemoloved
R/o plot no-21, road no.04, Abhyudaya Nagac Vanastali puram, Hyderf,bai -

2O0. Pujari.S.rav.ani,^ag-ed 2_5 yga{s D{0 Pujari Lingam Occ Government
employee, H.No.11-13-29,/1, Prabhakar Reddy Nagarl Near Sanarh Nagar
Railway station, Zinkalwada. 50001 8

201. D Shivaji, aged 32 years S/o D Pandarinath Occ Self emoloved R/o Ftar
no -4O2, Sri Venkat Ramana Nilayam, Kavadiguda, Hyderabad'500080

2O2. Mandala Sumanth, aged
Employee H.No. 1-1 13/38, Rbad

29
2, Thimmapur, Mancheriat -504209

S/o M Murali Occ Government

203. Ullelgala Sridhar, aged 28 yea6 S,/o hanumaiah Occ oovernment
gllplgyee R/o H NO 2-81, village Kalkur,6;4q2nnpet mandat, Siddiper disrrict.
505466

204. Borra Sai Chandorkar, aged 25 years S/O Borra Rambabu Oce

fl3l,ii3TjiJl Bll?JLy,:&rfl fi "'-e6' 
shanti Nasar' Bad racha I a m' B ad rad ri

, tuO Flat no 101,
50001

(Responde
07.o7.m25 in lA No.4 ol 2O25, !A No.2 of and lA

nt No.4 to 204 herein lm

No.5 of 2025 in WP No 12206 ol2O25l

205. The State of

197. Mamilla Omkar Yadav

Administration Department,

_aged 25. .y.ggp S_/o M Shankarappa Oce
Rajeshwari Fl UDA, Seritingampalty, T'eianga na

vide order dated
No.3 of 2025 and lA

its Chief Secretary, General

...RESPONDENTS

NO: 2 OF

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 operation of the order dated 09.09.2025 in W.p. No.12206 ol Z02S

pending disposal of writ appeal.
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Counsel for the Appeflant: SRt A.SUOARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRl S.NIRANJAN REDDY , Sr. COUNSEL,

REP. SRI P.S.RAJASEKH

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 to 3: SRI G.VlDyA Sr. counset, rep.
SRI SAI PRASEN GU

Gounsel for the Respondent Nos.4 to 108: SRI SRIRAM POLELI

Counse! for fhe Respondent Nos.l09 to .l57: SRI P.AMARENDER

counsel for the Respondent Nos.ls8 to 204: SRI Dr. K.LAKSHMI NARASIMHA

Counsel for the Respondent No.205: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

writ Appear under crause 15 of the Letters patent preferred against the order
dated 09/0912025 in W.p.No.13221 ot 2025 on rhe fite of the High Court.

Road
Public Service Commission Represented by its Secretary, M.J., Hyderabad, Telangana State

ETII,]

1. Dasari Sravan Kumar, S/o Dasari Ramulu, Aged about
Mahabubabad,

33 Occ.RJo. 1-2-67122 Old Street,
in- 506101

25

SCrgP TGPS.

Unemployed R/o.House

'trilzuH,Tilu".lio-Yls.,yj"Jx,",#B:t"f l.i.r?:",",fi ffiir9ff ls8fl
' ft;Tig5iii 3f i.:""?:ffi:?i Bflil,i'.Iffi'&.?1"
4' P-M- Nish'anth. - S/o prasad l. M. c M. Aged 35 years, occ. GovemmentEmptciyee, R/o. Aura sroa, Raiiilir,p" ntiill'i<"o["pet, 500035
5. Dadi Venkata Ramana, aS/o Dadi Srinivasa Rao, Aged 29 years. 0cc.

ffrrfiil.., Emptoyee, nyo aoi'N; i6;"8il'.Javan- Cotony, Natjondi,

6. S. Kr.utika, D/o S. Beerappa, Aged 27 years. Oc-ml;rffi il6ldiSiliravdr;ilil*;';i;;,f Jfi :[?lBlt"=#lEI3;:
7. Nannuri Manoi Kumar Reddy, S/o Venkatram Reddy, Aged 26 years. Occ.unemptoye d, Rt o 2_ 1 t A, C td;il, M ;;; gii",' i{ 

"jil ili d,- goezZi.
8. Medam. Starvya, D/o M. Venkanna, Aged 25 yea$;; i\6'i--1 di, "n,tla'r, 

"r" 
r"-, M u nas a ra. su,yape[:'53ffi 

. 
aU 

nemployed, Rio



9. Rohit Netha Thoutam, S/o Surender.T. Aged 25 Years. Occ. Unemoloved
Fl/o. House no.9-19, BesiJe MRO office, Ka-malapur, HanumakonOa, SfjSt'OZ.'

l0.Vinjamuri Sri ram Praneeth, S/o V.V.P.A.K Murthy. Aoed 28 years. Occu
l-lnemployed, ^ 

R/-o 
^ 
Flat 202, Pragathi Castte, Bidck - B, pragathi Nagar,

Hyderabad, 500090

11.Su Martha,

12. K. Sravan Kumar, S/o K tn
13 and 14, Hasmathpet, Otd

16. Pinjari Latheefa Asha. D/o

Occ. Unemployed, R/o 6-7-
506001

nemployed, R/o. 9-1-

Pinjari Dadasalam, Aged. 31 Years, Oce.
-2-67 I 1 I A, Markandeya eolony. Godavaiikhani,

Laxmaiah, Aged 30
, Sri Sainath Arcade, New V.T. Colony, Nalgonda-

Years. Occ. Government

4t

Srinivas fgeo 25 Years, Occ.
Nirmal,504109

13.Kappe Pooja.Yad_av, D/o Anjaiah, Agd 27 years, Occ. Government
Employee,. ny-q.- Bl_ot No 68, Street-No S, AdarshaGemacs Colony,

. Sangareddy - 50229,5.

14.Bongu Madhav, S/o Mogili, Aged 31 years, Occ. Government Emolovee. R/o.
2-263, Satyasai Colony, Mdhyaranyapuri, Hanamkonda - 506009'

l5.Sailesh Puna, S/o Ravinder Puna, Aqed 26 years. Occ. Unemoloved. R/o
House No 1-9-3lDlN2, Vasavinagar Colony, Medak,'SO2,|1O

U

R/o.

, R/o. 11.No. 21

't7.A. Nitheesh, S/o A Veresh, Aged 30 years, Occ. Government Emolovee. R/o.
11-ZS-19 411, Flat 204, L.K. Towers, Bank Colony-2, Warangal, 50'6062 '

lg.Bathula Shiva .Kumar, S/o Ravinder 8., Aged 27 years, Occ. Government
Emplgyqp, R/_o._ _House No. 2-35, Riajanna Sircifia, Eltanthakunti,
Kandikatkoor, 505401

lS.Kothuri Praneeth S/o.
R/o. H.No. 306

50800

20. Chandrakiran
3-6434tct102t1,

24.Minde S/o

Government

, S'/o. _Bheesma, Aged 34 Years, Ooc. Private Service,
Maruthi Nagar, Mehadipatnam, Hyderabad, 500008

2l.Karremolla Sampath Reddy, S/o
Government Employee, R/o.- 1 -96/4,

22.AllalaVishnuvardhan, S/o. Laxma Reddv, Aqed 26 years. Occ. Unemoloved
R/o. H.No. 2-69, Venugumatta, Goflapalli,iadtial-50SS32

23. Kothapalli Kushil Vamshi, S/o Shivakuinar K.. A@. 24 vears. Occ.
Unemployed, Rt/o. House no. 2-7 2A1, Kakaravailvil,'Kha'inmarn, fhl rc i

Raghavendra 13310". 
Govt Employee, R/o. 4-115/81,

25. Busa Uday_ -Kiran, S/o BusaMurali, Aged 26 years, Occ. Government
Employee, Rl/o House No 3-6-13, Umanaj'ar, Medchal,5O14O1

26. Mattebham Padma Priya, D/o
,R/oH

, Aged 27 Years, Occ.

Nagar, yderabad

Mattebham Manga Raju
ouse No 't3-9-2, Fl, Teia
500018

Enclave Panduranga
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" 5.8:",3"",:',:i*#'E'd43i.q"j,l_-y-i:r',.{,.lsi:"{,S?XtJ, tgi.^?." fi8f;:Mayurirragar, Miyapur, HyariraUad, SOOOaS. 
- - '

28:Maddineni Murari, S/o.Maddineni Laxminatayana, Aged 32 years. occ.Govemment Emoiovee,_ R/o al-rea,' n6"iii.ip;' N""s* _2, K;il'jp;;Haveli, Khammam - SOIOOi ' vi's,vPe

29. Thogatr Mohankumar Pranathi, D/o. Mohankumar, Aged 30 years. Occ.Unemployed . R/o. 1-10-18,. F.lrro.!O_3. grd Fiooi, Lai"s[mi-5ri'F.]t ff;Aparfnents, Ashoknagar, Hyderabad, SIiOOZ-O 
--'

30. Srikanth S/o. Soma Aged .28 Years. Occ. Govemment Emolovee.
nda, Husnabad, Siddipet- 505466R/o. Noll04 Poolnayik Tha

31.Mawri. N. V. S. L. Hanis , AgedUnemployed, R:/o
MedchalMalkajgiri,

Plot 49, Royal Palms, Balaji
28 Years, Occ.
Gajularamaram,

50c05s

32.Aditlra
no.2-1-:286, S'treet 13, Otd

Fl. SAS. FR. Ashok R/o House

ha, D/o. M. S. N. Mu

33.M..Girisn, Si/o, Surya rao. Aged. 34 years. Occ. G-- 
!,r.r"."1rzl-ibiiid." dg,y,_- rarsnmi- r.rr:rafa-,i' -fi:TfrS?"i,:fiJ"t?3,i;
Bhagyanagar Cotony K.p.it.B. Hyder;bad _300ti72

*ilru:,:lU:g;,9&,:3i#iiiil;#l8fl 
*1"."*l?ii.sfo,T;;,ynemproved,FUo

35.K. Varshitha, S/o K. Narendar Reddy, Aged 27 ye:-'liio. 
Fr-<ii'il'Jzliioli rtlq, Hasrinapuram er.t, Hyof;iu?ff' 

Govt' Emplovee,

36.

37.

38.

la. papgh_ !r_qsa.d,, Aged 30 years,
No 2-7-1242, Mjayapal Colony,

Moharir {iahithi, D/o. Venkataramana, Aged 26 years. ,

H.no.12- t24,Titak Nagar, katwakurrhy, Naga rkurnoot -?fO#f 'r'"yed, 
R/o-

M. Bha(pv, S/o Ram Narsaiah, Aged 32,Occ. Govt Service, No 4_1CJll1Himmatliriagar, Veenava nka, rari-ni gi r, iLta n;"ii, bossoz.
39. P. PratitrhaShekar D/o P.R. GovemmentEmployee,

Lothukunta , Secunderabad,
R/o House No 1-23

500015.

Shekar, Aged
-331. Plot No 43, Rbi Colony,

26 Years, Occ
Bhudevi Nagar,

40 , S/o. Satyanarayana, Aqed 30
-3-36219 lB, Srinivas-nagar,Ri/o H.No. 11

Years, Occ
Panjagutta,

4l.Kanukuntla -Aravind Re{d1r,- S/o.. Ravinder Reddy Aged 24 years. OccUnemprol'ed, FUo. H No, o-6rq, ruirn noidlAsiiioiilr.el esiri6ai:Eoizui]
42

mpally, Narkatpatty, N !,ne"9 29-.y^e_ap- Occ Unemployed R/o.
algonda - 508114.

lu, S/o. Butchaia

43.Muddadani Sri Ram .Egday,_ S/o. M Srinivasa, Aged 27 years. OccUnemptoyed, R:/o H.ruo''s_5_ioijilNlii*i
Ramalurirtam,peddapaliDisrrict,Tetanganauorrii]nn" Nagdr, NTPG,



44.V. Arun Chandra, S/o V. Venkateshwar Rao. Aoed 35 vears_ Occ
Un_employed, R/o. 8-2-10116/1 Dr. V.V.Rao Hospitdt, S'niva;i Nag'ai, SitOipei_
502103.

45. Dommati Praveen Kumar, S/o Ravinder, Aged 25 years, Occ. Government
Employee, Rl/o House No D-520, Mandamarrl, Manclierial 'SOAZC1. - -' ""-"-

46. Madupathi Teiaswi, Dlo. Sanqaiah. Aoed
Employee, R/o. Plot No.79, -Road tio.8.
Hyderabad - 502319.

28 Years, Occ. Government
BSR Colony, Beeramguda,

'ii{Hr:lill:si1l3A?^.ierf ,J%i.hf 'ft :,f ,,ff lap,.n"yHl",i:f".i
Champapet, 500059

4S.Konduri F?r?|.e, D/o K.. Rajender Nath, Aged 30 years Occ. private Servic,e
rvo vrn 24, Janapnya sitver crest villas, Kapra, Sanikpuri, 500062
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49.ChitlaAkshita Reddy, D/o Ch.
R/o Flat No 703,

Rajender
Block 15 HiI

Gach Hyderabad, 500032.

Nagat

52. Pranav S/o K.Someshwar . Rao
FUo House No 7dl1o5, Road

Puram Colony, , MedchalMalkajgiri, 500098

53.Palle Siri Vennela S/o. Palle S,hankar, Occ.

ears, Occ.
13b Road

5O.Ctiranjeevi V., S/o. Kashanna,.Aged 36. Occ. private Service, R/o. H.No, 6_3_
609/161, Anandnagar Colony, Kh-airatabad, HyderabaO, SOOOOi.- 

-

51.Kumar, S/o
66, Vinayat

Aged 42_Years. Occ. Junior Asslstant, R/o plot No
Nagar, Rangareddy, 501505

Aged 26 Years, Occ.
No 4, Satyanarayana

ly

5082
-6-141191218, Sri Vidhyanagar

22 Years, Occu.
l,lo. 3, Suryapet,

Aged
, Road

S4.Vanga. Vishnuvardhan, S/o. Chandrasekhar, Aged
Unemployed R/o. H. no. 2-7 2t S, T hippapoor, RajahnaS"iicilla

FUo. 1

I

55. S/o. Padmanabham
.no 1

57.K. Abhinav
Govt.
Miyapur

58. ChitiSaicharan, S/o Chiti
Em R/o House No

29 Years. Occ.
- 505302

30 Years, Occ. Govemment
nagar, Munagala, Suryapet,

H Tirumala Colony, S
Aged 25
hadnagar

Years. Occ. R/o.
, Rangareddy-5092 rn

S/o K. Sudarshan 25 Years. Occ.
744, Flal 2, Sneha Mayurinagar,

Mohan Rao, Aged 29 Years, Occ. Government
1-5-79412. Vbr Colony, Road No 4, Old Atwal,

56. PotharlaSai Srinivas Yadav, S/o pothada Raju yadav, AgEd 29 years, Occ.p_oglfsq tmptoyee Rr/o House r{o raja444iiiiorlnrs, Rasffiei-d.E
Swamy Nagar, Uppuguda, Hyderabad, 500053

, 500010

59. LakshamallaTejaswi, , D/o L. Srinivas. Aoed
Employee R/o House No 5-169/4, Kris6na
508233

60.Asa.Manish, S,/o, A9a Kistaiah, Aged 28 years, Occ. Government Emolovee.
R/o House No 14-127t3b, Marutin5gar, Siddipet, 502104.



61. Mudavzrth Vinod Kumar, S/o. Shankar Aoed 32 yee
H.No. 2-178, peddagaftu, pA pa[i, Nalgonda - 508{360*' 

Unemployed, R/o'

62.Vanga .Akshay_Kumar Reddy, S1o^ 
-V._J lqrdhan, Aged 26 years, Occ.Unemplo.yed, R/o House^Jrio 4-6-BZ2AB, Sainab-al atlwfi-'E"il;:

Kukatp;rlly, Hyderabad, SOO072

63. Pathi Sandeeo Kumar S/o Venkatadri. Aoed 24 years, Occ. Unemployed,
R/o 6-5tl Matif ura, Tiruinatagiri, Su-rvaptit'SdAiZS'
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M.

Moosapet, Hydera

65.Y.

66.S

67 u Khammam,

68.Pramod{iai T. S/oRamachandra Rao

S/o. Narayana Reddy D, Aged 31 years, Occ., Rt/o. Bharath Nagai Coloni, llear Waiei'fini,

Rl/o No. 12
O/9-V._tytlttitla-1juna Rao, Aged 25 years. Occ. Unemptoyed
-209, Sri Sai Nbgar Colony, Meencet, 5OOO97. 

- - --

Rl/o
, . D/o Mohd Munawaruddin, Aged 29 years, Oce. Govt.
House No 7-1-97t8, Ferozguda, tiyderabad, SiiObti 

--

, s/o G. Venkatesw-arlu_.,Aged 28, Occ. Govt Service, R/o 2-
l elangana, 5O7167 .

, R:/o
Mandal,

udam
Badradri

7O.Shiva Strankara Vara prasad T S/o Narisimhulu
FUo. Flat No-301 JBR Residency

Hyderabad, 500018.

506101.

75.
R/o
,500018

Unemplc,yed
Dammat,bta

T, Aged 24 Years,
, Near Reddy's Chicken

Aged 33
Moddulag udem (P.O.),

Years, Occ.

Occ.

Years, Occ.

*fi 
i{:1i1d:frtH,*?rfl S;,[:Yli,1ffi,"i"i"Y,"Ff;oo?sl"Unemproved,R/o

"fl :llJTiB:4""'r,'r',%":ff l:ffi 1i:fl 9ff""?'"J886"ioro""Unemproved,R/o
72.8_anda Ramesh Abhinav ghander, S/o Subash 8.R., Aged 27 years, Occ.Govemm'ent Emproyee, Rro- 6-2-lao, subash ttagir, ilizimiuao 5o-io6'2.-*'
73.Allepul\[r:].rli-kq, D/o Alll[u.Sammaiah, Aged 24 years, Occ. Unemployed,R/o. 1-75A Mallampalle, lilutugu 50634d. "
74. Bhukya Deepthim. D/o.

Rl/o. H.No.6-1-KAoor0
Bhukya Harisinqh. Aqed 33

, CPI Party omd6 Ro;o. aank Colony, Mahabu

D/o Bajoji
House No -!rLryr?9,, Aged 30 Years, Occ. Government

12-10-921511, Bharath Nagar Colony, tvtoosapet,

76.chaftu. Bhavani, s/o Achaiah, Aged 2g years. occ. Government EmobveeR/o. Hou:;e No. 1-113, Voiie Singevar"., Aninirrali;1;i;;;i,-$IiapZ;
District - 508206 '

"Ex,xg5,Srilffi 3iJn3{,?"5;I,?1ff xi,la,f +?1"33.L.=aa$:covernment
TS.Lakavath Divya Sree, 

^Dlo.__!g_kgra!hpandya, Aged 32 years, Occ.
llLe_nplgv,:o nro. H.r.rci. .a-oosr,,tld, -Coao iiol2z, 

'"opp. i,L*'ilEr. ffii:HUDA Ma'/uri Colony, Miyapur-50004b. --- - -



79. Mudavath Hanumanthu, S/o M. Hankya, Aged 28 years Occ. Govemment
En'lployqe,_&_o__House No 4-33, Chint6achettu Thanda, lvtottaCtierta,
Nalgonda, 508207

S0.Rohita S, S/o Sekhar Babu S. E., Aged 38 years, Oce. Unemoloved Rt/o.
House No. 17-1-383Nt1, Vyshatnag-ar phase .t, Cnampapet, -HVOliaUaA,

500079

81.Vete $qt1iyaq,_$/o. Nage^shwar, Aged 30 years, Occ. Unemployed, R/o.
H.No. 7-59la, MdyanagaiCotony, tchbda, Adilabad, so4 {7 - - -'--' '--'

82.Bikkum-alla^!qy-al(q, D/o B. Batraj, Aged 27 years, Occ. Unemployed, R/o
House No 6-53/1, Srinivasa Colony, Ma-habubnagar, SOSOOT

83. Perapaka D_e.epqll, S/o V€nkateswartu, Aged 33 years, Occ. Govemment
E_[qqyee R/o House No. 6-49/A kothalalapuram, Konijerla, Khammam
5(}7165
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S4.Eslavath Sri _Ram Harsha, S/o E Hanumanthu, Aged 23 years, Occ.
R:/o Hari harapuram Colony, Vanasthalipur5m, 500070.

85.D. A. Christina
Employee, R/o

Evengileen
House No 1 8-486/9/1, Mall

D/o D. Anand , Aged 35 Years, Occ. Govemment
ikarjuna Nagar, Malkajgiri, 500(X7

86. Pavan Kalyan, S/o G. Lakman,
da, Mahabubanaga

Aged 23 Years, Occ.
r 50721OR/o

ST.Solipuram Shashi Kumar Reddy, S/o Malla red 25 Years OCC
unemployed R/o. 13, Modiyupu nta Atmakur, Yadad 111.

SS.Maddiboina Phani S/o MaddiboinaGopa
3-14 5m006.

27 Years, Oce.
Unemployed, R/o 1 72, Anasuya Nilayam,

89. Jacob Abhishek , s/o
iNagar, Kukatpally,

Vijayanand, Aged 26 Years, Occ. Unemployed,
500090.

90.M. Balakrishna, S/o M. Shekar,
No 1'l-11-12, Road No 1, Telephone Colony, Kothapet,

Aged 24 Years, Occ. R/o House
,500tr!5.

91. S/o B. Ramachandra ih, Aged 32 Years, Occ. Government
Venkataramana Colony, Mallapur,

500076

SZ.Q|. !qsg$3q, P./o. CH,laryanarayana, Aged 30 years, Occ.
R/o &1-59/1 Shalipet, 500008.

93. E ar, S/o M. Mallaiah
R/o 8-23, Sirsinagandla, Kond

, Aged 25 Yea{s.-@. Unemployed,
apaka, Siddipel, 502372.

94.Ayesha Anjum, D/o Khaja
House No 104-77 1l82lcts

Zakiuddin, Aged
, Flat No 3O2,Ta

40 Years, Occ. Rl/o

Nagar, Masab Tank, 500028
heraManzil, Green Ahmed

96. , D/o. Mallaiah
2-1 , Gimoor, Adilabad -

Kumar Kola, S/o S

House No 3-15-19,

9s.lartllya Mqlqsh Nayak, S/o V. Panthya, Aged 24 years, Occ. Government
Emplolree, Wo 1 -8- 1 I A1 27 7/1 6, Baghtingampa [y, Hyderabad 500044.

Rl/o.
nntvas

No. 4-1 1-8112. Road

,_499._26 Years. Occ. Private Service, FUo. H.no,
504307.

97

Naga r, Rangareddy, 501505.

K. Aged 30 Years, Occ. Private Service,
No 1, Tirumala Housing Colony, Hayat



*Effir'di:^{ipl,_i#.3:83,i'X,TT,sffi 
*,"r1"y"Tfi ;,??;"S,fl :ifr j["#:

Hyderabad, 500070.

99. vislava th swarnaratha, D/o. chandra Naik, Aged 26 years, occ. GovernmentEmptoyee, R/o. Ko[ur, Nawaopet, Minioiibn5dJr-soszoz
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uel Benedict lsrael paul S/o. Ravi Kishore Babu Aged
1

R/o. H.fJo. 27 -16D214142, Siddartha Nagar,

'o'*^rJii8i&?'Ellie"o,{"rh j"?*"#,,er9,"?prffi :ta&r.Unemproved
1O2:- Ivl.D Thahera Bgfutt, D/o M,D Saleem, Aged 30 years. Occ.Governrnent Emproyee, R/o H. No. a-zrn xaaai,Aiooiiruizamauii, btsz-ir
103. IVl, Benny Joseph,_ S/o M. Raj Kumar, Aged 31 years. Occ.Governrnent Eftpbyee, 'nro -pt6[ 

tvJ: b'd"i'ddr-,iji"iilii'j'Lr-r"ii,#f.r=arimanoir, Ransa Reddy, uo[b[Slr' 
Nasar coronv,

104. Chittem Swarnalatha,
R/o HIG{13

40 years. Occ.Private Service
K.P.H.B colony,

106. B Bharath C
Ri/o H.No 1B-1-17n

D/o Chiftem
Flat 402, Saroiini Nilayam, lV phase

ars, Occ.
B

105. D Sandeeo Kumar., -S/o D Sarveshwar Rao, Aged 33 years, Occ. Govt.Emptoyee, R/o 562, OU VenaUoina-pif rv:'klififfi ;

Hyderabad - 500072.

handra, S/o Govindu 26 Years, Occ. Unemployed,
SRN Colony, 111

PABBA, S/o Venu Pabba, 27Gopal
Block,

ye
.K. Enclave,

1O7. S}IIV RAJ
Unemplo
Miyapur,

305, D. Nivriti
Aged

homes,

1OB. ATiKENAPALLY RANJEETH
Aged 27 years
Jagathgirigufla,

FpOUf, S/o Akkenapafly Venkat Reddv,
R/o. Plot no B- 320, pa-pi Reddy N;g;?:

109. A}YAPAREDDYGARI VAMSHT Krishna S/o A Venkata Reddv. Aoed
.G-157, ApHB Cobnf,' Adoni24 years, Occ. I

kurnool, ltndhra
nspector of
Pradesh- 5

.lncome Tax, R/o. M.l
18302.

i1q.. YEARADLA N|K|THA, D/9.y^Qglhakar Reddy, Ased 28 yearsUnemptoyed, Rl/o. House_rio. rro_i2slbti4,' eilidd t-ivas, cf,;;;iColony, Hyderabad- SO0O35.

, Occ.
uthota

KUDIKALA BHA\ fA. D/b Kudikala_ Verkateshwarlu, Aged 23 years,
,uUnr:mptoyed, 

R/o. House il.' -i6_a_r7iti,-'wir5ng.r, 
Tetangana_

11',t.

1 13.

Occ.
5000

112. POLTMERA SUDARSHAN Reddv
Aged 32 years, Occ . Unemolovea. Rtii_
Nellore, Ardhra pradesh- SzZi1i

S/o Polimera Rao,
House no,1-34, asamudram,

MANDLA PAVAN Kumar S/o Mandla_Venkatswamy, Aged 26
no.19-224c, Kothakoia, -Wana years,

R/o. HouseOcc.
Telanganar- 1.

parthy,

114. DAl.lAM NAVEEN, S/o .Danam Sammaiah, Aged 26 years, Occ.
urilu"jiB"nro, 

R/o. House'no. r+0, ionirapui,'dIJnpr, ( Mutugu) retansana-



47

115. BUSIREDDY SHANTAN KUMAR Red
years, Occ. Unemployed, R/o.
r, Chaitanyapuri, Hyderabad, T

dy,
Flat
elangana- 500060.

S/o
no 202. SVS , Road

Ravindra
Aged27

no.5, lnaga

116. DONTHIREDDY ROHILA, D/o Donthireddv Shvam Sunder. Aoed
2JVar+ Occ.. Unemployed, R/o. Ftat It9.3, Sree Sirryakal ApdrtmEni
Gandhinagar, Hyderabad, Telangana- 50080,

117. PAILLA MAHESH Reddy, S/o Paitta Mttat Reddy, Aoed 28 vears. Occ.
Sub lnspector of P.olicg._R1o. KSS Residency, Room no'- 202, Newh;feCzGi;
Kondapur, Hyderabad, Telangana- 500049 

-

118. VELDI GOPIKRISHNA, S/o Veldi Naqeshwar Rao. Aoed 27 vears.
Occ. Asst. Motor Vehicte tnspecror, -R/-o.' t-tSt, cuntu6;[ya Chiral;
Jayashankar Bhupalapally, Telan!ana- 506356.

119. KISHAN Occ, Jr.
Assistant
2nd Gate,

120.

121.
28 years

122. S RAGHAVENDER Reddy,
-69/4, Srinagar Colony,

S/o S Bal

RAVI
O,CC-

RALA YASHASWNI, S,/o Ravirala Veerendra Kumar, 25
Rr/o H. No. 20-24, Gandhi Nagar,

50824a

POORELLI NAGA SHIVANI Redd
O,cc. Govemment Employee,
Telangana- 500071.

y, Wo Poorelli
R/o. Plot no- 60, Sainagar

AgedAravind

FUo .H. No. 17

Opp. KU

33

, Aged 27 years,
Prakash Nagar,

16

123.
Occ.

NATHI YUVII(A MITHRA S/o Nathi Srinivas Goud
1-10-27n12 Ganga Apts,R/o. H,No.

500016.

124. KANAPARTHISU KEERTHI, S/o Koteswara
, R/o Flat No 302, Sri La
, Telangana- 500080.

29
Occ.

,125. MUDDAGON 1 KALYAN GOUD, S/O

126. RNWqVATH
O@.

LAKSHMI PFTASANNA, S/o Prasad Naik, Aged 29 years,
, Rl/o. Plot no.119, Vanasthalipuram, Rangadeddy,

Telangaria-

25 years,
6-24D57,

Occ. Jr. Assistant ( Badangpet
Green Homes Colony, Nadirgu

MANI NIVEDITHA, S/o V.N.ftlANl, Aged 25 years, Occ.
Kamala Towers, Kamalanagar, ECIL,

127.

128.

R/o. H. No. 1-74
500062

CHINTA RAHUL, S/O Chinta Raju,
, Tallada, Kh

Aged 2
R/o H.No.545, Beside ZPHS ammam

129. GOMASA JACINTH JOE
U

years, Occ.

106.
r, NirmalR/o. H. No. 5-'l'l-517016

L, S/o G.J. DANIEL, Aged 29
Priyadarshini Naga

130:. ..q..VY9tlry4Y_l S/o P. Raghu Babu, Aged 25 years, Occ. Emptoyed,
R/o. H. No. 10-13-32, Laxmipuram, Warangal,-Telanga-na- 506001.
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131. SANDANA NIKHIL KUMAR @Sandana Nikhil Kumar, S/o Sandana
Narsaialr, lq"..d 27 years,_9"". t/rlgmployed. R/o H.No. 4-6-137lE/18, Sai
Nagar East, Allwyn colony Phase 1, Kuk-atpally, Medchal-Matkajgiri- 50o072.

132. AKHIL PAPINENI,_s/o Papineni srinivasa Rao, Aged 28 years, occ.
Fl'tp^tgyuo, R/o H. No. 5-21lA, Thutikunfla, Bonakar, (hairmam, telanginj-
507208.

133- N,AYABU souMYA SREE, g/o N Ramesh, Aged 28years, occ.
Ynemployedr^ R/o. H. No. 2-14916, Venkateshwar6 colony, upp"r,
Telangana- 500039.

134- BIJRAGADDA NtsHANT[,--s/g- F-. Rambabu, Age d 26 years, occ.
Unemplcy.ed,Fo H. No. 31-3-17s0, svs homes opliosiie, Jawahar colonv,
Hasanpa rthy, Telangana 50G370.

135. Vr\RKALA VEDAVATI!, S1o yarka[avijay Kumar, Aged 30 years, occ.
unemploy"d..,^Vgrjlat no 203, sai imperiar apartment, Tainaka, Hyderabad,
Telangana- 500017.

136. SITRNA ADARSH GOUD, S/o S Ramutu goud, Aqed 2T vears. Occ. Jr.
Assistant (pommgrclgl rax); R/o. H.No. s4-17tnn, filabkunta, near care
hospitals, Nampally, Telangina- 500001.

137 - Gr\JARE SANGEETH4,- plo_ Gajale prakash, Aged 26 years, occ.
Un^employed, R/o H. No. 84-37016g,- Rajnagar, Boribonda, tetariganJ-
500018.

138. sllllKoNDA VENKATA SHIVANAND_, s^/o.srikonda Krishna, Aged 27
fe?rs, occ-_-U_lgqrployed, R/o. cg, KTTP cotony, chetpur, gtiupEtpafiy,
Telangana- 506168-

139. GouRoLl-A NlKHll-A,.D-/o Gouroila Bhoom Reddy, Aged 29 years,
occ. Tovrl plglrlriqg and Building overseer, FUo H-No.+16t, "crpta, Atoor,
Nizamabad- 503213.

140. KA,LUVALA..9IT_EJ, s/o_ K Ananad Kumar, Aged 32 years, occ.
Unemplolreq^ryp-H.No.2-1-4s, Flat 302, Indrakuteer, Na"ttakunta, Hydeiabad,
Telangana- 503213.

141- KCIPPAT AVINASH,^ Slo K Srinivas Rao, Aged 29 years
Unemployed. $/o Flat no.502, sun Rays pratinum Res-riency, Nlrrru
Khammarn, Telangana- 507001.

142. BC,JANAPALLI ISVANYA, 
-D-/o Q somi Reddy, Aged 26 years, occ.

!lgrptg'*, R/o H.No.28-1 4T14, Maruthinagar, neai GaioninagSr, Medchat
District, Tr=langana- 500081.

143- BATTILI-. YAWAN, _s/g .B Latchayya, Aged 32 years, occ.
Unemploy.ed, .ryo Fht no -203, 1-1-716, La-ri,Crirark"Sudarsnari neEiO"ilt:
street 9, Ciandhinagar- 500080.

144- DR YELLU DINESH Reddy, s/9 !a1m.a Reddy, Aged 32 years, occ.
Poctor (sernior.n::,.oSnt), Vp^..Flaino-402,Bala1i Hon#s, Aoarsn Njgrr, opp.
New Bus r;tand, Siddipet- 502103.

, Occ.
Nagar,

1 S/o Sri PVR Reddy. occ.
Sri Sailaja Sharma 

-suites.

500060
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146. Saitheja Puli, S/o Kjshan Kumar Puli, Aged 31 years, occ.
Un_ernployed, Ri/o House no. 5-11-9U1, Naimnagar, HInmakondl, Wdrangal
506009

147. K.Lakshmi Deepika, D/o K.Krishna, Aged 29 years, occ. Unemployed,
P-q.plol.lQ-29, V_enkateswara Nagar, Dr AS Rao'Nagir, EC|L, Ubainal
Malkajgiri Diskict- 500062

148. K Anusha, D/o K Yadava Reddy Aged 35 years, Occ. government
employee,_R/o Hgqgg-No 3-11-228, Rdad-no 03, Sri Shankar cotony, LB
Nagar, Hyderabad 500074

149. Seelam Megha,. D/o Seelam Raghuveer, Aged 26 years, occ.
!.lnemployed, R/,o- House no. 324-77 , Ahandnagar colony, Bheemaram,
Hanmakonda 506015

years, , D/o Banavath Dhasharath,Naik,
House no. 2-449, Lingapoor, Dandepally,

150. Ba

151. Gand
oc.

Occ.

Pass

ra Naveen Rqddy, aged 28 ygars. S/o Gandra Mallikarjuna
.Unemployed. Ri/o-House no. 10$-183n5n, Reparthu nagai, By
Khammam 5OO7OO2

152. Mekala Surya Prakash Reddy, aged 30 years. S/o Mekala Vasantha
B{9y-occ. Unemployed. Rt/o Housd no. 1-55, Erladinne village, Wanaparthy
509131.

1

.158. Shaik

1il. Ellandula Rakesh, 26
govemm ernployee. R/o

Uddin. occ.
Yousafguda,

rs. S/o Ellandula Narsaiah. occ.
, Raiparthy, Warangal 506314

yea
3-84

155. Palakurthy- Sandeep, aged 28 years. S/o Palakurthy Kashaiah. occ.
govemment employee. Rl/o House no. 9-3-235, Srinagar Colony, Karimnagar
505001.

156. Bootla Shravan, aged
Unemployed R/o House no.-9-5-1

27
09,

years. S/o Bootla Govardhan. oce.
Sapthagiri colony, Karimnagar 5051 1

157. Mohammad Vilayath Ali, aged 26 years. S/o Mohammad Mahaboob
Ali, Occc. unemployed, Rl/o House no. 1-47, Punnel, lnnvole, Hanumakonda
506310

Naziya Begam, aged 25
R/o House no. 8-1061,

years. d/o Shaik Zameer. oce.
NGO's colony, Vanasthalipuram,

Ranga 50@70

159. Dainampelly Praveen, aged 26 years. S/o Dainampelly Sammaiah.
ace. Unemployed. R/o House no- 12-143, Akulavari, Ghanpui, Eiurunagaram,
Mulugu 506165

160. S.Veena, ag,ed 27 years. d/o S. Srinivas. occ. oovemment emolovee.
Rr/o. House no. 11-112, Civil line, Kurvageri, Narayanp6t 509210

161... Qonggrl . Prathibha, aggd 28 years. D/o Dongari Raju. ace.
Unemployed. R/o House no.4-2213, Arpapally, Sarangapur, Jagitial
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162. Banoth Narendar, aged 30 years. s;/o Banoth Bhima. occ. oovernment
employee.-Vq Hqr.sp no...Q-!!Q14, Ptot no.13i, Road no 6, tStT cotony,
Bodupp:rl, Medchal-Malkajgki 500092

163. A,lumamidi Akhil Reddy, aged 29 years. S/o Aoumamidi
.S.atyana,'ayana Red_dy. occ. l.liremployed. R/o 

- 
House no S-d-ZlStNi,

Markandeya Nagar, Ramnagar, Karimhagar 505001

164:- D rrisheyty Vijay Kumar, aged 29 years. S/o Durisheetv
Salhvanaravana. occ qovernment employee. FUo House no.4-1-15g, Balaji
Road, Korutia, Jagital 5d$2.6

165. Thotg.Sony, aged 27_ yg?E p/o Thota Damodar, Occ. government
employer:. Ryo House no. 3-5-'100, Tailors street, Hanmakonda 5Od6Ol

166. Kadavath Rojabai,

167. Mrrhammed Ahmed
Yakoob.[)sha. occ.
Hanumallonda

FUo

't years. D/o Sabavat Jitender. occ.
no. 3-10-33712, Opposite Radio Station,

3

27

31 years. S/o Mohammed
FUo House no 1-1, Oorugonda,

168 Jatoth Vijay Kumar, aged 32 years. S/o Jatoth Bataii. occ.
Un_employed. R/o House no. 6-2-25, Dakn-athanda Maripeda, Mahatiubabad
50631s

169. Pathlavath

173. Ne

governm(:nt
Bheemaram, Faroognagar, RangaReddy 5009r6

House
years. S/o Pathlavath Ealram. occ.

Mollonigadda Thanda,

Dlo Purohit. Occ. government
Arora colony, Banjara hills,

a Prabhakar. oce.
pally, Jangaon

occ.S/o Sa

no. 3-17,

170. Vinod Reddy Ettam, aged 29 years. S/o Jaoath Reddv. occ.
governmont employee, R/9 P{ot no__.1_.1-5_r-Road N0-9A, Saitoshi Mata'Cotony
Hasthinapuram-North, Hyderabad Sfi)079

171. Drarikunl;s Venkatesh, aged 27 years. S/o D^/ikunfla Venkatesh. occ.
govemm€)nt employee. R/o House no. 34444, lndira Nagar, Hanamkonda
506001

172. Pochampalli Divya, , ageO 25 years. D/o pochampalli Ashok. occ.
governm€rnt employee. R/o House io. 2-2O, Narnpally, Vemulawabada,
Rajanna l;iricitta 505302

employee
Hyderaba

'174. Ko.ryda Uday Kumar,
government employee. R/o
506244

aged 30
House

175. Sai Pavan Vavilala, aged 26 years. S/o Vavilala Thiruoathi. occ_
Unemployed. FUo 5-57, pifionipafli, Bhupitappally 506169

176. Bandari Anvesh, aged 32 years. S/o Bandari lndraiah- occ.
Unemployed. FUo House no.-32-2-g, pairepula, Hanmakonda 506009

'177 . Sapavath Dasharath
Unemployed . Rl/o House no.

aged 25 years.
4-19, Polepally, Band iTha onda
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179. Potharaju Pavan,

'178. Varikoti Laxman Anand, aged
private employee. FUo House no.
506370

34 years. s,/o Varikoti Mahendar. ace.
2-8-309, NGO's colony, Hanamkonda

government employee
Hanamkonda 50637'l

aged 27 years. S/o Potharaju Ramesh Babu. occ.No 13-229, Ambedkar Nagar, Hasanparthy,

180. Menaka Poudel, aged 28 years. S/o Mohan Kumar Poudel. occ.
government employeB. 

_ 
Rl/o House no. 1-5715'11, A-Block, Sri Ram Nagar

Colony, Kothaguda 50084

181. Baindla Venkatesh, aged 28 years. s/o Baindla Narayana .occ.
Government employee. R/o House no. 3-3-29/1, Dubbak, Siddipet 501208

182. Gali Rahul, aged. 25 years. S/o Gali Ravi Kumar. occ. government
e.mployee.^R/o. Igqgg-go. 40+112, SC colony, Mammor, Khita Warangat,
Warangal District-5061 6t

183. Donupala Kiran, aged 30 years. S/o Donupala Gangadhar. occ.
Unemployed. R/o House no.249, Savel, Mendora, Ni2amabad 503219

184.
s
5

185.
government
Mandal, Niza

186. Advaitha
occ.Government
Subedari, H

Jangam Jyothi
overnment employee
07167.

Madari Anand

Qhirisha, aged 27 years. D/o Jangam Puli. occ.
R/o House no. 4-53, Mittapall, Thallada, Khammam

Kumar, aged
R/o House

37 years. S/o Anand Madari. occ.
no. 7-94, Uplor village, Kammarpally

503308.

Vanapa rthy, aged
R/o

36 years. D/o Vanaparthy Sadanand.
House no. 2-7 -19312, Excise colony,

147. Gaddala Arundhar Rao, aged 29 years. s,/o Gaddala Amruthaiah. occ.
Unemployed, Rl/o House no. 1-2-248131A, opposite Govemment hospital,
Beside Pradeep Cricket Academy, Jangaon 5061 67

1BB. Y aged.
U no. &
Mudigo Mandal), Khammam 507 170

26 year
195/1, H igh School Road, Mad hapuram (V)

D/o Yarabolu Surendar Reddy. occ

189.
3-309

Tha Rakshita, 28 years. occ. Ullv . R/o House no
7

190. Avirenola Venkat Ramana, aged 24 years, occ. Ward officer,
R/o House no. 1&365, Shantinagar, Miryalaguda,

algonda

'191. Ganta Chamani, B.D.S, aged 29 years. D/o Ganta Bhoomaiah.occ.
Unemployed. Ri/o House no.24411, Seetharampur, Karimnagar 505001

192. Anusha Boppana,
unemptoveo.- W6'6oi:
Hyderabad, 5OO072

193. Ashok Tejavath,
unemployed. Rl/o dubba
Nalgonda district, 508355

32 D/o Sri B Chandrasekhara Rao. occ-
ri Residency, Gokul Plots, Kukatpally,

aged 28
Thanda,

rs. S/o Lakshaman Tejavath. Oce.
post., Damarcharla mandal,

194. Bandi Amarender, aged 32 years. S/o. Bandi Ashok. Occ. government
employee. R/o 1-1 NO. '12-281, saraswathi Nagar, mavala, Adilabad, 504001
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195. Mamilla9ryt"t Yad_ay,_aged 25 years. slo M shankarappa. oce.
9lr^.gqt.,yed, R/o Flat no 10'1, RaJeshwari-HUDA, serilingampally, iEtangin;
500019

196. Patha vishnunandan, aged 26 years, s/o patha Ramesh occ.
Governrrent employee. H.No.2-42, Nedr llanuman Temple, oanoefiariy
504206

',97:. . Bugglr_Pallavi, aqed ?!.years. D/o sri parandhama. occ. unemployed.
R/o plot tto-21, road no-o4, Abhyudaya Nagar, vanastali purim, Hyoerbudo

198. Pujari.Qpvali, aged 25 years. D/o. pujari Lingam. occ. Govemment
employee, !:1.No.11-13-2911, PqQ[akar Reddy Naga-r, Near sanatr NagJi
Railway s;tation, Zinkalwada. 500018

199. D shivaji,.gge.d 9?years. S/o D pandarinath. occ. self employed. R/o
Flat no 402, SriVenkat Rimana Nilayam, Kavadiguda, HyderaUaci StiOOgO 

-

200. M;rndala sumanth, aged 2g years. s/o M Murali. occ. Government
Employee. H.No. 1-1 13/38, Road number2, Thirnmapur, Mancherljt-SOaZOg

2O1. Ullelqlrla Sridhar, aged 28 years. S/o hanumaiah. Occ. sovernment
qrplo.ye_qi_Vq ll No. 2-81, vifiale Katkur, Akkannpet mandSt, Siooipei
district,505466

202. Borra sai chandorkar, aged 25 years. s/0 Bora Rambabu. oce.
governm€|nt ernployeg._I.No.9-2-96, Shanti Nagar, Badrachatam, Badradri
Kothagudem District, 5O7 111.

(Respond_ent No.2 to 2O2 herein was impteaded vjde order dated
o7.07.202t5 in tA !o.2 ot 2025, tA No.3 oJ 2ti25, ]A No.4 ot zozs ana iA
No.S of 2t025 in WP No 13221 ot 2O2Sl

2o3. The state of relangana, Fep, Qy its chief secretary, General
Administriltion Department, Secretariat, Hydi:rabad.

...RESPONDENTS

lA NO: 2 OF 202',5

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumsta:nces stated
in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to
suspend the operation of the order dated 09.09.2025 in W.P. No.13221 of 2O2S
pending disposal of writ appeal. r

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENER.AL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

REP. SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Counsel for the Respondent No.1: Ms. A.ANITA

counsel for the Respondent No.2 to 106: sRr sRtRAM poLELt

counsel for the Respondent No.l07 to 1s5: sRr P.AMARENDER
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Counsel for the Respondent No.l56 to 202: SRI K.LAKSHMI NARASIMHA

Counsel for the Respondent No.203: ADVOCATE GENERAL
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079 202s

writ Appr:al under ctause 15 of the Letters patent prefered Aga
Dated ogioei'znzs in wp.rrro .12819 of 2o2son the fite of the High Court.

inst O_;!er

Between: .- - lv -/ -i
\r

.Telan gana:P-utllic Service Co m m i ss i o n,

Represented ty itsSecretary, M.f . Road,
- - "NernpeIljfTlyFta-abad;'Tel an ga na Sta te.

And

\

\
. P etiti oner/AFpeTlem' -/-

1 P Adithya
S/o Sathyanarayana Age 2B Years, Occ Student,
R/o Ward No:L3, Kanchanapally Village,
Raghunadhapally Mandal, f angaon District.

M S Avinash Yadav,S f o M S Shivzr Shernkar,
Age37 years, Occ: Government [imployee,
R/o H No: 3-41-355 (22/2) Lakshrninagar Colony,
West Marredpally, Marrecl pat ly, I lyderabad.

3. Rajsree ['uma Pawar, D/o Vishlavath Lakshman,
Age 35 Years, Occ: Private [:)rnployee,

.i -R/o.HIG I27,Above Avenue tlospital,
3rd Floor', Phase -1 &amp; 2 KPHB Colony,
Kukatpally, Medchal- Mal kajgi ri District.

2.

4. Kaleru Di:epak, S/o fanardhalr, ,

Age 33 Yr:ars, Occ Government F,mployee,
R/o. H No: L-6-22511, Near [,akslrnri Narasimha Swamy Temple, .

Phanigiri Colony, Chaitanyapuri, Ranga Reddy District.

D Sai Raghunath Charan, S/o [) Ramesh,
Age37 y()ars, Occ: Governnrent Employee,
R/o:30-2841227 , PB Colony,
OId Safilguda, Medchal-M al kajgi ri District.

5.



6. Sumera Tarannum,D/o M Fazlur Rahman,
Age 26 years, Occ. Student, R/o. 3rd Floor,
Farhath Manzil, PlotNo. 28, Road No.9,
Kakateeya Hills, Madhapur, Hyderabad District.

!7. B Rahul Raju, S/o B Sat5ranarayana Rhlu,
Age 3 L years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/o. H No. 3-7-840, Bank Cofony, [avilalapal]y,
Karimnagar, Karimnagar Distribt. .

B. M Malleshwari
D I o M Nijalingappa, Age 30 years, 0cc: Student,
R/o 51.32/2/, Sainagar colony, Sangareddy,
Sangareddy District.

9. P Balaswamy,S/o Chandraiah,
Age 42 Years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/o.6-2-V0002, Road No: 16, Srilaxmi Nagar,
Near Bandaru Gardens, Nalgonda.

10. B Mayuri ,D/olaxma Reddy,Age38years,
Occ: Government Employee, R/ o: 7 B / L,

Ganesh Nagar, Husnabad, Siddipet

11. D Santhosh, S / o Madhunaiah, Age 37 Years,
Occ: Government Employee, H.No. 1-2-269,
3rd Floor, Behind f B Apartment, Domalaguda,
Gaga n mahal, Hyderabad.

L2. K Sateesh Reddy, S/o Indra Reddy,
Age 36 Years, Occ: Govdrnment Ernployeg
R/ o. H No: 1 L-23,Thippalammagude,
Thipparthi, Nalgo-nda DisEEicL

L3. K Mallikarjun, S/o Kishta Reddy,
Age 40 Years, Occ : Government Emplolree;
R/o. H No: L8- LB-66/28/L/L, Behind Siddipet Urban M R O Office,
Beside SV Enclave, Haripriya Nagar, Siddipet.

14. The State of Telangana,
Rep. by its Chief Secretary,
General Admi nstration Departrnent,
Secretariat, Hyderabad.



23. Vinjanruri Sriram Praneeth, S/o V.V.p.A.K Murthy,
Aged IIB Years, Occu: Unemployed,
R/o Flat 202, Pragathi Castle, Block B,
Pragithi Nagar,'Hyderabad, 5 00090.

24. Surya'Ieja Marrha, S/oRajender,
Aged 2B Years, Occ: Unenrployed,
R/o 6-7 -20 / L, Brahmanawada,
Hanarn,konda, Chowrastha, 50600 1.

25. K. Sravan Kumar, S/o K yadagiri,
Aged 27 yed,rs, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: 9-1-13&1 4, Hasma rh per,
Old Borarenpally, Secu ndera ba cl

26. Kappe Pooia Yadav, D/o Anjaiah,
Aged 2',/ Years, Occ: Government [.-rn;lloyee,
R/o: Plot No 68, Srreer No 5,
AdarshaGen'lacs Colorry, Sangarerl dy - 50ZZ9S.

27. Bongu l{adhav, S/o Mogili,
Aged 31 Years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/ o: 2-2',63, SatyaSai Colony,
Vidhyaranyapuri, Hanamkonda - 506009.

28. Sailesh Puna S/o Ravinder puna,
Aged 26Years, Occ: Unemployecl,
R/o: House No L-9-3/D/A/2,
Vasavinagar Colony, Medak, 5021 l0

z9 ari Latheefa Asha, D/o Pinjari f)aclasalam,
Aged: 3 1 ears, Oce: Unemployed,
R/o. 11.1,1o.21-2-67 /1/A. Markandeya Colony.
Godavarikhani, Peddapalli-505209.

30. A. Nitheerqh, s/o A veresh,
Aged 30'years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/o: 1L-1r.:9 -19 4 / L, Flat 20 4, L.K.Towe rs,
Bank C;olony-Z, Warang a|,5060A2.



40. ErragariPrabath Reddy, S/oLrragarishashendar Reddy-
Aged 26Years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/o FIat 30L, Venkata Sai Apai-tment,
Mayurinagar, Miyapu r, Hyderabad, 500049.

41,. MaddineniMurali, S/o:Maddineni Laxminar ayana,
Aged 32 Years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/ o: 8-4-'1.64, V enugopal Nagar -2,
Kahnapuram Haveli, Khammam - 5A7002.

42. Thogata Mohankumar Pranathi, D/o. i\vlohankumar,
Aged 30 years: Occ: Unemployed :

R/o. 1-10-18, F.No.203,3rd Floor,
Lakshmi Sri Park View Apartments,
Ashoknagac Hyderabad, 500020.

43. Lavudya Srikanth,S/o. Soma,
Aged 28 Years: Occ: Government Emplo.vee,
R/o: H.No3-LO4, Poolnayik Thanda,
Husnabad, Siddipet - 505466.

44. Mavuri. N. V. S. L. Hanish a, D f o: M. S. N. Murthy,
Aged 28 Years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o Plot 49, Royal Palms, Balaji Layout,
Gajularamaram, MedchaI Malkajgi ri, 5 000 5 5.

45. Aditya R. SAS: FR. Ashok,
Aged 34 Years, Oce: Covt. Employee
R/o House no: 2-L-286, Street 13,
Old Nalla Route, Hyderabad, 500044.

46. M. Girish: S,/o, Surya rao:
: Aged:34 Years: Occ: Government Employee

Ro. H.No. 2-22-L6L /L9. Surya Lakshmi Nilayam.
Madhavi Nagar Sociegr, Bhagyanagar Colony
K.P.H.B. Hyderabad - 500072.

47. Narige Swamy, S/o. Chandraiah,
Aged 33 Years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o. H.No. L-39, Gangapur, Guuralagondi,
ChinnakodurSiddipet - 50227 6



56. Muddadani Sri Ram Reddy,S/o N,l Srinivasa,
Aged 27 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o H. \o s-s-163 /B/ A/B /L
Krishrra Nagar, NTPC, Ramagundam,
Peddapalli District, Telangana 5052 1 5.

57. V. Arun Chandra: S/o V. Venkateshwar Rao,
Aged 35 years, Occ: Unernployed,
R/ o: B-Z-1,O1 / 6 / 1 Dr. V.V.Rao Hospital,
Shivaji Nagar, Siddipet-502 103.

58. Dommati Praveen Kumar, S/oRavinder,
Aged Zli years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/o House No D-520,
Mandamarri, Mancherial 50423 l.

59. Madupathi Tejaswi,Df o. Sangaiah,
Aged 2t| Years, 0cc: Government Employee,
R/o. Plot No.79, Road No.B, BSR Colony,
Beeramguda, Hyderabad - SAZ3L9.

60. AynalalSahiri Reddy,L/o A f anga Reddy,
Aged 2€iyears, Oce: Unemployed,
Rio FIat lr(o 302, CRK Lifestyle 2, Rd No 1,

Durga Bhavani Nagar, Champaper, 500059.

61. Konduri Ravalee. D/oK. Rajender Narh,
Aged 30 years Occ: Private Service
R/o villa 24,lanapriya silver crest villas,
Ka-pra-S a n rkplu ri, 5-0- 0 0- 6 2 .

62. ChitlaAkshita Reddy,D/o Ch. Rajender Reddy
Aged 29 Years, Occ: Unemployed.
R/o FIat No 703, Block 15, Hill Ridge Springs,
13b Road,'Gachibowli, Hyderabad, 500032.

63. Chiranjeevi V.,S/o. Kashanna,
Aged 36: Occ: Private Service,
R/o: H.No. 6-3-609 /L6L,
Anandnagar Colony, Khairatabad,
Hyderabad, 500004.



7L. LakshamallaTejaswi,D/o L. Srinivas,
Aged 30 Years, Occ: Government Employee
R/o House No 5-169/4, Krishna nagar,
Munagala, Suryapet, 508233.

72. Asa Manish,S/o. Asa Kistaiah,
Aged 28 Years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/o House No 14-127 /3b,
Marutinagar, Siddipet, 502 i 03.

73. Mudavath Vinod Kumar, S/o. Shankai-
Aged 32 Years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o. H.No. 2-L7 B, Peddagattu,
PA Palli, Nalgonda - 508266

74.' VangaAkshay Kumar Reddy,
S/o V. fanardhan, Aged 26 Years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o House No 4-6-L37 /22/8,
Sainagar, Allwyn Colony, Kukatpally, t{yderabad, 5A0072.

75. Pathi Sandeep kumar,S/o Venkatadri,
ASed 24Years, Oce: Unemployed,
R/o 6-58 Malipura, Tirumalagiri,
Suryapet 508223,

76. Haripriya Duggireddy, S/oNaray;rna Reddy D,

Aged 31 Years, Occ: Governmen[ Employee,
R/o: Bharath Nagar Colony,
Near Water Tank, Moosapet, Hyderabad.

-- - 7t---Y3ajyalaksh mi;D/o Y. M a I I i ka rj u na Rao,-

Aged 25 Years: Oce: Unemployed
R/o House No: t2-209, Sri Sai Nagar Colony,
Meerpet,500097.

Shagufthalffath, D/o Mohd Mu trawaruddi n,

Aged 29Years, Oce: Govt. Employee,
'R/o 

House No 7-I-97 /8,
Ferozguda, Hyderabad, 50001 L

78.

..:. -..
-:..



87. BajojiSrilekha, D/o Bajoji Srinivas,
Aged 30 Years, Occ: Government Employee
R/o Hc use No 12-70-92 /5 / 1,
Bharath Nagar Colony, Moosapet,
Hyder;bad,500018.

88. Chattu Bhavani, S/o Achaiah,
Aged 23 Years: Occ: Government Employee
R/o: House No: 1-1.L3, Voice Singevaram,
Ananthagiri Mandal, Suryapet District - 508206.

89. Enugu rVanoj Reddy, S/o E. Ravinder,
. Aged 2ll Years, Occ: Covernment Employee

R/o 5-tB/2 Govindraope
M ulugu, Telangana, 506347.

90. Lakavat.h Divya Sree D/o. LakavathPandya,
Aged 3,1 Years, Occ: Unemployed
R/o: H.l,lo .3-665/MIG, Road No.27,
Opp. New water tank, HUDA Mayuri Colony,
Miyapur-500049.

91. Mudavath Hanumanthu, S/o M. Hanlqya,
Aged 2ti YearsmOce: Government Employee,
R/o Horrse No 4-33, Chinthachettu Thanda,
Molkacherla, Nalgonda, 508207.

92. Rohita S;.,S/oSekhar Babu S. 8.,
Aged 38 Years, Oce: Unemployed,
R/o: House No:1,7-L-383/V /7,
Vyshalnagar Phase 1, Champapet,
Hyderatrad; 500079;-

93. Veke Srinivas, S/o. Nageshwar,
Aged 30 Years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: I{.lrlo. 7 -59 / a, Vidyanagar Colony,
lchoda, ,ldilabad, 504 307.

94. Bikkum;rlla Pravalika, D/o B.Balraj,
Aged,27 Years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o Ilouse No 6-53/1, Srinivasa Colony,
Mahabu irnagar, 509001.



103. BejavadaLingarao, S/o B. Ramachandraih,
Aged 32Years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/o House No 3-L5-19, Venkataramana Colony,
Mallapur, MedchalMal kajgiri, 500076.

L04. Ch. Vasundara, D/oCH.Satyanarayana,
Aged 30 Years, Occ: Unenrployed,
R/o B-L-59 / L Shalipet, 500008.

105. Muthyala Raiaslrekhar, S/o M. Mallaiah,
Aged 25 Years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o House No B-23, Sirsinagandla,
Kondapaka, Siddip eL 5A237 2.

L06. Ayesha Anjum,D/oKhajaZakiuddi n,

Aged 40 Years, Occ: Unemploysc!,
R/o House No 10-4-771/82/C/5,
Flat No 302, TaheraManzil, Green Street,
Ahmed Nagar, Masab Tank, 500028.

L07. Yarthya Mahesh Na,vak,S/o V. Panthya,
Aged 24Years, Occ: Government Employee,
R/o L-B-L/A1,277 /16,
Baghlingampally, Hyderabad 5 0 00 44.

108. Patillyothsna, D/o. Ivlallaiah,
Age:26 Years: Occ: Private Service,
R/o: H.no, 2-L0 6 / 1, Gi rnoo r,
Adilabad - 504307.

Kol nivas K.

:Aged 30 Years, Occ: Private Service,
R/o: House No: 4-'LL-BLL?,
Road No l-, Tirumala Housing Colony,
Hayat Nagar, Rangareddy, 501505.

110. SamaSathwika, D/oSamafayaram,
Aged 25 Years, Occ: Government Employee:
R/o: Plot 45, Road No 2, Sushma Sainagar,
Vanasthalipuram, Hyderabad, 500070.



119. SHIV RAI PABBA, S/o Venu Gopal Pabba,
Aged27 years, Occ: Unemployed, :

R/o: Flat no 305, D- Bloch Nivriti homes,
B.K. Enclave, Miyapur, Telangana- 500090.

120 AKKENAPALLY RANIEETH Reddy,
S/o Ak:<enapally Venkat Reddy,
Aged 27 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: Pl:t no B- 320, Papi ReddyNagar,
f agathg i rigutta,Telangana- 500037

1 2 1. AYYAP,IREDDYGARI VAMSHI Krishna
S/o A Venkata Reddy, Aged 24years,
Occ: ln:;pector of Income Tax,
R/o: Ivl.l.G-157, APHB Colony,
Adoni l<u rnool, Andhra Pradesh- 518302.

122. YEAlti\l)t,A NIKITHA, D/o Y Sudhakar Reddy,
Ageri 2tl years, Occ: Unemployed,
ll/o: H rruse no: 11.-6-L25 /304, Balaiah Nivas,
Cheru krrthota Colony, Hyderabad- 500035.

123. KUDIK/ILA BI{AVYA, D/o Kudikala Venkateshwarlu,
Aged 2!l years, Occ: Unemployed,
ll/o: ilouse no: 16-3-779/ 1, Warangal, Telangana- 500035.

124. POl.ltUF,RA SUDARSHAN Reddy,
S/o Polimera Nageshwara Rao, Aged 32years,
Occ: Unemployed, R/o: House no:1-?4,
Li n gasa nr u d ram, Nellore, Andhra Pradesh- 5231L4.

125. MANDLA PAVAN Kumar, S/o Mandla Venkatswamy,
Aged26 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: llo use no:19 -2 /24c, Kothakota,
Wanaparthy, Telangana- 509381.

126. DANAM NAVEEN, S/o Danam Sammaiah,
Aged26 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: Ilouse no.l-46, kondapur,
Ghanptrr' ( Multrgu) Telangana- 506345.



L34. S RAGHAVENDER R,eddy, S/o S Bal Reddy,
Aged 33 years, Occ: Employed,
R/o :H. No. L7-69/4, Srinagar Colony,
Nagarku r:nootr, Telangan a 509209.

135. NATHI YUVIKA MITHRA, S/o Nathi Srinivas Goud,
Aged 27 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: H.NoJ-rc-2:l /7 /2 Ganga Apts, Prakash Nagar,
Begumpet, Telangana- 50001 6.

136. KANAPARTHI SUKEERTHI, S/o Koteswara Rao

Kanaparthi, Aged 29 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o FIat No 302, Sri Lakshmi Chakra Residency,
Gandhi nagar, Hyderabad, Telangana- 500080.

L37. MUDDAGONI KALYAN GOUD,

S/o Muddagoni Krishna Goud, Aged 25 years,
Occ: f r. Assistant ( Badangpet Muncipal Corporation ),
R/o: H. Na. 6-24/257, Green Homes Colony,
Nadargul, Rangareddy, Telangana- 501510.

138. RAMAVATH LAKSHMI PRASANNA, S/o Prasad Naik,
Aged 29 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: Plot no.L 19, Vanasthalipuram,
RangaReddy, Telangana- 500070.

L39. VELOOR MANI NIVEDITHA, S/o V.N.MANI,
Aged 25 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: H. No. L-7-4, Kamala Towers,
Kamalanagar, ECIL, Hyderabad, Telangana- 500062

L40. CHINTA RAHUL, S/o Chinta Raju,
Aged 27 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o H.No.5-45, Beside ZPHS, Tallada,
Khammarn, Telang ana- 507 L67 .

L4L. GOMASA IACINTH IOEL, S/o G.f . DANIEL,
Aged 29 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o: H. No. 5-1 L-5L/70 /6, Priyadarshini Nagar,
Nirmal , Telangana- 504106.



150. SI RIKC NDA VENKATA SHIVANANID,
S/o Srikonda Krishna, Aged 27 years,
Occ: Unemployed, R/o: C9, KTTP Co-lony,
Chelpur, Bhupalpally, Telangana- 506168.

151. GOURCTLLA NIKHILA,D/o Gourolla Bhoom Reddy,
Aged 2) years, Occ: Town planning and
Building overseer, R/ o H.No.4-61,
Gupta, .Aloor, Nizamabad- 5032tr_3.

752. KALUVALA UTTEI, S/o K Ananad Kumar,
Aged 3,1 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o H.ltlo.2-l-45, Flat 302, Indrakuteer,
Nallaku nta, Hyderabad, Telangana- 5O3213.

153. KOPPAI(A AVINASH, S/o K Srinivas Rao,
Aged llt years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o Fla - no. 502, Sun Rays Platinum Residency,
Nehru lJagar, Khammam, Tdlangana- 507001.

154. BOIANI.PALLI LAVANYA,D/o B Sorni Reddy,
Aged 2(, years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o H.No.28-147 /4, Maruthinagar,
near Ga:rdhinagar, Medchal District, Telangana- S0008i.

155. BATTIL{ YAWAN ,S/o B Larchayya,
Aged 32 years, Occ: Unemployed,
R/o Flat no - 203, L-L-7L6,
Landmark Sudarshan Residency,
street 9 500080.

156. DR YELI,U DINESH Reddy, S/o Laxma Reddy,
Aged 32 years, Occ: Doctor (senior Resident),
R/o: Flar: no-402, Balaji Homes, Adarsh Nagar,
Opp.Nerv Bus stand, Siddipet- 50ZLO3.

L57. Sai Prathyush Reddy, Aaged ZT years,
S/o Sri PVR Reddy: occ: Unemployed,
R/o FIat no 202, House no: 4-49,
Sri Sailaja Sharma suites: Vikas Nagar,
D i lshukrragar, Hyderabad 500060



1.66. Ellandula Rakesh: aged 26years:
S/o Ellandula Narsaiah: occ: governm employee:
R/o Bandanpadi, 3-84, Raiparthy, Warangal 506314

i67 . Palakurthy Sandeep: aged 28 years:
S/o Palakurthy Kashaiah: occ: government employee:
R/o House no: 9-3-235, Srinagar Colony,
Kar-imnagar 50500L.

i68. Bootla Shravan: aged 27 years:
S/o Bootla Govardhan: oce: Unemployed
R/o House no: 9-5-109, Sapthagiri colony,
Karirnnagar 50511

169. Mohanrmad Vilayath Ali: aged 26years:
S/o Moharnmad Mahaboob Ali, Occc: unemployed,
R./o t-louse no: l-47, Punnel, Innvole,
Hanurrrakonda 506310

i7O. Shaik Nazi-va Begam: aged 25 years:
d/o Shaik Zameer: oce: Unemployed:
R/o I{ouse no: B-1061, NGO's colony,
Va nastha ! i pu ram, Rangareddy 500070

L7L. Dainampelly Praveen: aged 26years:
S/o Dainampelly Sammaiah: occ: Unemployed:
R/o House no: L2-L43, Akulavari, Ghanpur,
Etu ru nagaram, Mulugu 506165

L7Z. S.Veena: aged 27 years: d/o S. Srinivas:
occ: govern ment ernployee,

o: House no: L-4-112, Civil line,
Kurvageri, Narayanpet 509210

173. Dongari Prathibha: aged 28 years:
D/o Dongari Raju: oce: Unemployed:
R/o House no: 4-22/3,Arpapally,
Sarangapur, f agitial

R/

L74. Banoth Narendaraged 30years:
s/o Banoth Bhima: occ: government employee:
R/o House no: 3-LL9/4, Plot no:l-3L, Road no 6,

ISCT colony, Boduppal, Medchal-Malkajgiri 500092



tB4.

185.

186.

1,87.

1BB.

Pochampalli Divya: aged 25 years:
D/o Pochampalli Ashok: occ: government employes;
R/o House no: 2-2Ot Nampally, Vemulawabada,
Rajanna Siricilla 505302

Neha lrurohit: aged 32 years;
D/o Rajeev Purohit: Occ: government
employee: R/o flat no: 303, Balaji apartments,
Arora colony, Banjara hills, Hyderabad-s00034.

Koyyda Uday Kumar, aged 30 years:
S/o Koyyda Prabhakar: oce: government
emplo'1ee: Rio House no: 7-27,
Raghu nathpally, fangaon 50624+

Sai Pavan Vavilala: aged 26 years:
S/o Vavilala Thirupathi: occ: Unemployed:
R/o 5-57, Pillonipalli, Bhupalappally 5A6169

Bandar-i Anvesh: aged 32 years:
S/o Bandari Indraiah: occ: Unemployed:
R/o Hcruse no: 32-2-9, Palrepula, "

Hanmakonda 506009

189. Sapavath Dasharath :aged 25 years:
S/o Sagravath Swamy: occ: Unemployed:
R/o Flc,use no: 4-t9, Polepally,
Bandarneethi Thanda, Nalgonda

190. Varikoi:i Laxman Anand: aged 34 years:
s/o Varikoti Mahendar: oce: private employee:
R/o House no: 2-8-309, NGO's colony,
Hanamkonda 505370 ---_- - "'-'-- -

191,. Pothar,rju Pavan: aged 27 years;
S/o Potharaju Ramesh Babu: occ: government
employ'ee: R/o L3 -229, Ambedkar Nagar,
Hasanprarthy, Hanamkonda 50637 L

192. Menakr Poudel: aged 28 years:
S/o Mohan Kumar Poudel:
occ: go'/ernment employee:
R/o House no: L-57 /511, A-Block,
Sri Ranr Nagar Colony, Kothaguda 50084



20L. Thallapally Rakshita: aged 28 years:
occ: Unemployed: R/o House no 3-309;
Ga n d h i naga r, Bheemabevarapally,
Hanumakonda 505497

202

203.

20 4.

205.

206.

Avirenola Venkat Ramana, aged 24years:
occ: Ward officer, government er,nployee:
R/o House no: L8-365, Shantinagar,
Miryalaguda, Nalgonda 508207.

Ganta Charnani, B.D.S: aged 29 years:
D/o Ganta Bhoomaiah:occ: Unemployed:
R/o House r1o: 2-44/L, Seetharampur,
Karimnagar 505001

Anusha Boppana: aged 32years:
D/o Sri B Chandrasekhara Rao:
occ. Unernployed: Wo 601,
Anjanadri Residency, Gokul Plots,
K u katpaliy, I lyderabad, 500O7 Z

Ashok Tejavath: aged 28 years:
S/o Lakshaman Tejavath: Oce: unemployed:
Rr/o dubba Thanda, kondrapotre post.,
Damarcharla mandal, Nalgonda district, 508355

Bandi Amarender: aged 32years:
S/O Bandi Ashok: Occ: government employee:
R/o I-1 NO: 12-281, saraswathi Nagar,
nravala, Adilabad, 504001

207 . Mamilla Onrkar Yadav-:-aged' ?'5aexs
S/o M Shankarappa: Oee: Unemployed,
R/0 Flat no 1-01, Rajeshwari HUDA"
Seril i nganrpally, Telangana 500019

208. Patha Vishnunandan aged 26years,
S/o Patha Ramesh Occ: Government employee:
H.No.2-47, Near ilanuman Templg
Dandepally 504206



2A9. Bugga Pillavi: aged 27 years:
D/o Sr: Farandhama: occ: unemployed:
R/o pklt n o-2L, road no-04,
Abhyurlaya Nagar, Vanastali Puram, Hyderabad

210. Pujari liravani: aged 25 years:
D/O Pujari Lingam: Occ: Government employee,
,H.No.1 L-L3:-29/L, Prablrakar Reddy Nagar,

i aged 32 years: S/o D Pandarinath:
Occ: Self employed: R/o FIat no -402,
Sri Venkat Ramana Nilayam, Kavadiguda,
Hyderabad 500080

Mandala Sumanth: aged 29 years:
S/o M'tttlurali: Occ: Government Employee:
H,No. L-L 13138, Road number 2,

Thimrnapur, Mancherial -504209

Ullelgala Sridhar: aged 28 years:
S/o han.umaiah: Occ: government en"rployee:
R/q tt Ir[O:'2.81-, village Katkur,
Akkannpet mandal, Siddipet district, 505466

2t2.

2L3,

214. Borra S,ai Chandorkar: aged 25 years:
S/O Borra Rambabu: 0ce: governrnent entployee:
H.No.9. Z-96,Shanti Nagar, Badraclralam,
Badradri Kothagudem District, 5071 11.

... Respondents/Respondents

Itlo.15 to 214 herein was impleaded vid.e

I.A.NO.12 of 2O25,!.A.No.13 of 2025 & l'AN
o. 128'19 ot 2o251

\,
i\

'-t
. r! :.

order dated /o.14 of 2.025
.D
it. rN

\
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lA NO: 2 OF 2025

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 operation of the order dated 09/09/2025 in W.P. No.12819 ot 2025

pending disposal of writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN Sr. COUNSEL,

REP. SR! P,S,RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

Counsel for the Respondent No.l to 13: SRI M.SURENDER FIAO, Sr. COUNSEL,
REP. SRI SRINIVASA RAO MADIRAJU

Counsel for the Respondent No.14: ADVOCATE GENERAL

Counsel for the Respondent No.15 to 118: SRI SRIRAM POLAL!

Counsel for the Respondent No.l19 to 167: SRI Dr. K.LAKSHMI NARASIMHA

Counsel for the Respondent No.l68 to 214: SRI P.AIUARENDER

NO: 1080 OF

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent filed against the order

Dated 09/09/2025 in writ petition No.122O6 ot 2025 on the file of the High Court.

1. SHIV RAJ PABBA, S/o Venu
Unemployed, R/o- Flat no 305. D-
Telangana- 500090.

Gopal Pabba, ASed 27 years. Occ-
Block. Nivriti homes, B.K.Enclave. Miyapur,

2. AKKENAPALLY RANJEETH Reddy, S/o Akkenapally Venkat Reddy, Aged 27
years, Occ- Unemployed. FUo- Plot no B- 320, Papi Reddy Nagar.
jagathgirigutta,Telangana- 500037

3. AYYAPAREDDYGARI VAMSHI Krishna, S/o A Venkata . Aged 24
years, Occ- lnspector of lncome Tax. R/o- M.l.G-157.
kurnool- Andhra Pradesh- 518302.

. Adoni

4. YEARADTA NIKITHA, D/o Y Sudhakar Reddy, Aged 28 years, Occ-
, R:/o- House no- 11-6-125/304, Balaiah Nivas, Cherukuthota

Colony, bad- 500035.

6. POLIMERA SUDARSHAN Reddy, S/o PoliIiEE] Rao,

5. KUDIKALA BHAVYA, D/o Kudikala Venkateshwarlu, Aged 23 years, Occ-
Unemployed, Rl/o- House no- 16-3-77911. Warangal, Telangana- 500035.

years, Occ - Unemployed,
Andhra Pradesh- 5231 14.

Rl/o- House no-1-34, asamudram,
Aged 32
Nellore,
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7. MANDL\ PAVAN Kumar, S/o Mandla , Aged 26
. Rl/o- House no-19-2124c, Kothakota, rthy,

years, Ooc-
Telangana-

reddy Ravindra Reddv.
SVS Nivas, Road no.5,

Reddy.,
, R/o- Fla

atel,

, Telangana- 500080

S/o Busi

Rao Kanapa
ri Lakshmi

Aged

1.

8. DANAM NAVEEN, S/o Danam Sammaiah. Aged 26ye.ars, Occ- 9nemployed
Mulugu) Telangana- 506345.R/o- House no- 1-46, kondapur. Ghanpur (

9. BUSIREDDY SHANTAN KUMAR
27 years. Occ- Unemployed I no 2O2,

Chaitanyapuri, Hyderabad, Telangana- 500060
10.DONTI-IIREDDY ROHILA, D/o Donth ireddy Shyam Sunder,

Occ- Unemoloved. R:/o-
Hyderab'rd,'Teian jana-

Flat no.3, S ree Suryakaa Apartment.
50080.

rs,

25

l1.PAlLLA IIIAHESH Reddy, S/o Pailla Viftat Reddy, Aged 28 years, Occ- Sub
lrlspgcto' qf. P.olicg. Ryq: XSS Residency. Rooni no- - ZOZ,'tlew'nifllzpel
Kondapur. Hyderabad, Telangana- 500049

12.VELD| GOPIKRISHNA, S/o Veldi
Motor Vehicle lnspector. R/o-

. Telangana- 506356
13.

Nageshwar Rao, Aged 27 years, Oe Asst.
1-151, Gunturpally, Chityal, Jayashankar

-190.
Tela

l4.RAVlRAtA YASHASWINI. S/o Ravirata Veerendra Kumar. 25
Oco- Nagar,
Nalgonada elangana- 508248.

Aged 25 years. Occ- Jr. Assistant
Sai Ganesh Colony, Opp. KU 2nd

ngana- 506009.

R/o H. No. 20-24, Gandhi

1S.POORELLI NAGA SHIVANI Reddy, Wo Poorefli Aravind Reddy.
Ig?6, 9@_Qovernment Employrie, R/o- Plot no. 60, Sainalia
Kukapally , Telangana- 50007i.

7n
f

16.S RAGTUVENDER
R/o -H. No. 17$914

1 7. T.IATHI YUVIKA MITHRA

Reddy, S/o
, Srinagar C

S Bal Reddy, Aged
olony, Nagarkurnool

, S/o Nathi Srinivas Goud. Aqed 27 vears. Occ,-
-1l-27nn Ganga Apts, Prakash Nagarj Begumpet,

a- 500016-

1 8. KAl,lAPAltTHl SUKEERTHI S/o Koteswara
Occ- U

FUo- H.No.1

R/o Flat No 302, S
rthi, 29
c

l9.MUDDAGONI
Occ- Jr
, G reen

20.RAMAVATH
U

21.VELOOR MANI NIVEDITHA

23.GOMASA JACINTH JOE

l4[SElrl PRASANNA, S/o Prasad Naik. Aged 29 years, Occ-
, Rl/o- Plot no.119, Vanasthatipuram. RangaReddy, ielarigana-

yeals,
241257

{ALyAN GOUD, S/o Muddagoni Krishna Goud, Aged
. Assistant ( Badangpet Muncipal Corporation ), R/o- HlNo.
Homes Colony. Nadargul. Rangareddy. Telanjana- S01OlO.

6-

Rl/o- H. No. 1-74, Kamala Towe
500062

S/o V.N.MANl.

L, S/o G.J. DANIEL,
No. 5-'11-51nO16. Priya

Aged 25 years,
rs, Kamalanagar,

Occ-
ECIL,

22.CH|NTA ltAHUL, S/o Chinta Raiu, Aoed 27 vears. Occ- Unemoloved. R/o
H.No.545, Beside ZPHS, Tallada, Khammam, ielangana- SO716i. '

Rl/o- H. darshini
106.

29 years,
Nagar.

Occ-
Nirmal

24.P.VYSHN.AV|, S/o P. Raghu 8abu, Aqed 25 vears. Occ- Emoloved. FUo- H.
No. 10-13-32, Laxmipuram, Warangal,lehng6na- 5O6OOt.
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25.SANDANA NIKHIL KUMAR, Sandana Nikhil Kumar, S/o Sandana Narsaiah,
Aged 27 years. Occ- Unemployed- R/o H.No. 4-6-1371E118, Sai Nagar East.
Alhrvyn colony Phase 1, Kukatpally . Medchal-Malkajgiri- 500072.

26.AKHIL PAPINENI, S/o Papineni Srinivasa Rao. Aged 28 years. Occ-
Employed, R/o H. No. 5-2'llA, Thutikuntla, Bonakal, Khammam, Telangana-
507208.

27.NAYABU SOUMYA SREE, S/o N Ramesh, Aged 28years, Occ- Unemployed,
R/o- H. No. 2-148ts, Venkateshwara Colony, Uppal, Telangana- 500039.

2S.BURAGADDA NISHANTH, S/o B. Rambabu, Aged 26 years, Occ-
Unemployed, R/o H. No. 31-3-1750, SVS homes opposite, Jawahar Colony,
Hasanparthy, Telangana 506370.

29.VARKALA VEDAVATHI, S/o Varkala Viiay Kumar, Aged 30 years, Occ-
Unemployed, R/o- Flat no 203, Sai imperial apartmenl. Tarnaka, Hyderabad,
Telangana- 500017.

30.SI.JRNA ADARSH GOUD, S/o S Ramulu goud, Aged 27 yeas. Occ- Jr.
Assistant (Commercial Tax), R/o- H.No. 54-111711, Malakunta, near cale
hospitals, Nampally, Telangana- 500001

31.GAJARE SANGEETHA, D/o Gajare Prakash, Aged 26 years, Occ-
Unemployed, Ri/o H. No. 8-4-370/69, Rajnagar, Borabonda. Telangana-
500018.

32.S|R|KONDA VENKATA SHIVANAND, S/o Srikonda Krishna, Aged 27 years,
Occ- Unernployed, Rl/o- C9, KTTP Colony, Chelpur, Bhupalpally, Telangana-
506168.

33.GOUROLLA NIKHILA, D/o Gourolla Bhoom Reddy, AgEd 29 years, Occ-
Town planning and Building overseer, R/o H.No.461, Gupta, Aloor,
Nizamabad- 503213.

34.KALUVALA UTTEJ, S/o K Ananad Kumar, Aged 32 years, Occ- Unemployed,
R/o H.No.2-145, Flat 302, lndrakuteer, Nallakunta, Hyderabad, Telangana-
503213.

35.KOPPAKA AVINASH, S/o K Srinivas Rao. Aged 29 years, Occ- Unemployed,
R/o Flat no. 502, Sun Rays Platinum Residency, Nehru Nagar, Khammam,
Telangana- 507001.

36.BOJANAPALLI LAVANYA, D/o B Somi Reddy, Aged 26 years, Occ-
Unemployed, R/o H.No.2B-147 14, Marulhinagar, near Gandhinagar, Medchal
District, Telangana- 50008'1.

3T.BATT|L| YAWAN, S/o B Latchayya, Aged 32 years, Occ- Unemployed, R/o
Flat no - 203, 1-1-716, Landmark Sudarshan Residency, street I,
Gandhinagar- 500080.

38.DR YELLU DINESH Reddy, S/o Laxma Reddy, Aged 32 !,ears, Occ- Doctor
(senior Resident), R/o- Flat no-402, Balaji Homes, Adarsh Nagar, Opp. New
Bus stand, Siddipet- 502103.

...APPELLANTS

AND
1. Eshwara Prasad Kandula, S/o. K. Maisaiah, Aged about 40 years, Occ- ITO in

lncome Tax Department, R/o. H.No. 5-51, Wangapally, Yadagirigutta, Yadadri
Bhuvanagiri District - 508286

2. Survi Bowan Goud, S,/o. Survi Yadagiri Goud, Aged about 28 years, Occ-
Unemployed, R/o. H.No. 8-64, Vikas Nagar Colony, Nagaram, Keesara
Mandal, Medchal-Malkajgiri District - 500083
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3. T. Felix, S/o. T. Samson, Aged about 32 years, Occ- Unemployed, R/o. H.No.
1-2-38, Eteside Area Hospital, Jangaon - 506167

4. The State of Telangana, Rep., by its Chief Secretary, General Adminiskation
Departm,-.nt, Secretariat Buildings, Secretariat, Hyderabad.

5. The Tela State Public Service Commission, Rep. by its Secretary.
Nampalll,,

...RESPONDENTS

lA NO: { OF 2025

Petition rlnder Section 15'l 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 operation of the orders dt- 09.09.2025, in WP.No. 12206 ot 2025

and batch pending disposal of the main Writ Appeal.

Counsel forther Appellants: SRI POOOATTU AMARENDER

Counsel for the Respondent No.l to 3: SRI G.VIDYA SAGAR, Sr. counsel, rep.
SRI SAI PRASEN GUNDAVARAM

Counsel for the, Respondent No.4: ADVOCATE GENERAL

Gounsel for the Respondent No.S: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

REP. SRI P.S.RA"'ASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC

WRIT APPEAL NO: 1086 OF 2025

Writ Appeal under clause '15 of the Letters Patent filed against the order dated

09DgnO25 in writ petition No.1 1439 ot 2025 on the file of the High Court.

Between
1. Boinpally Pranay Sai, S/o. Vishnuvardhan. Aged 26 Years, Occ- Govt

Employee. R/o- H.No. 10-9, Sriram nagar Colony, Toopran, Medak - 502334.

2. B. Raviteja, S/o, B. Ramaiah Aged 28 Years, Occ- Unemployed Rl/o-House
No 12-74, S.C. Colony, Kosgi, Gundumal, 509337.

3, Dadi Venkata Ramana, S/o Dadi Srinivasa Rao, Aged 29 Years, Occ-
G_ovemment Employee, R/o Plot No 75, Brundavan Colony, Nalgonda,
508001.

4. S. Krutika,
R/o Houst:
500097.

D/o S. Beerappa,
No 10-151, New Ve

27 Years, Occ- Government Employee,
Colony, Jillelaguda, Rangareddy,

5. Rohit NethaThoutam, S/o Surender.T. Aged 25 Years, Occ- Unemployed,
Rl/o- House no-9-19, Beside MRO office, Kamalapur, Hanumakonda, 5O51O2.
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6. Viniamuri Sriram Praneeth, S/o V.V.P.A.K Murthy, Aged 28 Years, Occu-
Unemployed, R/o Flat 202, Pragalhi Castle, Block B, Pragathi Nagar,
Hyderabad, 500090.

7. Surya Teja Martha, S/o Rajender, Aged 28 Years, Occ- -Unemployed, 
R/o 6-7-

20li, Brahmanawada, Hanamkonda, Chowrastha, 506001.

8. K. Sravan Kumar, S/o K Yadagiri, Aged 27 years, Occ- Unemployed, Rl/o 9-
1-13 AND 14, Hasmathpet, Old Bowenpally, Secunderabad

9. Kappe Pooja Yadav, D/o Anjaiah, Aged 27 Years, O-cc- Govetnment
enidbyee, 'R/o- Pbt No 68, Street- No 5, AdarshaGemacs Colony,
Sanqa,eddy - 502295.

l0.Piniari Latheefa Asha, D/o PinjariDadasalam, Aged- 31 Years, Oce.-
Unemployed, Rl/o. 11.No. 21-2-67illA. Markandeya Colony. Godavarkhani,
Peddripalli-505209.

11.A. Nitheesh, 9o A Veresh, Aged 30 years, Occ- Government.Emplgyge, R/o-
1'l-2919 4l1,Flat2O4, L.K. Towers, Bank Colony-2, Warangal, 506002.

l2.Kothuri Praneeth, S/o. Laxmaiah, Aged 30 Years- OcC- Govemment
Employee, R o- H.No. 306, Sri Sainath Arcade, New V.T. Colony, Nalgonda-
508001.

l3.Bathula Shiva Kumar, S/o Ravinder B., Aged 27 Years, Occ- Govemirient
Ernployee, R/o- House No- 2-35, RajannaSircilla, Ellanthakunta,
lGndikatkoor, 505401.

l4.Pendyala Chandrakiran, S/o. Bheesma, Aged 34 Years, Occ- Privatg $gryice'
P./o- l!il34lcll 0211, Maruthi Nagar, Mehadipatnam, Hyderabad, 500008.

l5.Kanemolla Sampath Reddy, S/o Srinivas Reddy, Aged-25 Yegp,.^Oe
Govemment Emfloyee, Rl/o--'l -96/4, Wa na lpahod, Bhainsa, Nirmal, 5041 09.

16. Kothaoalli Kushil Vamshi, S/o Shivakumar K., Age- 24 years, Occ-
tjnem'ployed, R/o- House no - 2-7 2A1, Kakaravailvil, Khammam, 507 1 61.

17.Minde Raviteja, S/o Raju, Aged 25,0cc- Govt Employee, No' 4-115181,
Raghavendra Nagar, Siddipet-502103.

l8.Mattebham Padma Priya, D/o Mattebham Mangjr Raju, 4g4 27 Years, Oca
Govemment Employee, Rl/o House No 13-9-2, Fl, Teja Enclave, Panduranga
Nagar, Kukapally, Hyderabad, 50001 B.

lg.Maddineni Murali, S/o-Maddineni Laxminarayana, Aged 32 Years, Occ-
Govemment Employee, R/o- 8-4-164, Venugopal Nagar -2, Kahnapuram
Haveli, Khammam - 5O7OO2.

20.Thoqata Mohan Kumar Pranathi, D/o. Mohan Kumar, Aged 30 years- Occ-
UneirptoveA - R/o. 'l-'10-18, F.No.203, 3rd Floor, Lakshmi Sri Park Mew
AparfheEts, Ashoknagar, Hyderabad, 5O002o.

21. Lavudya Srikanth, S/o. Soma, Aged 28 Years- Occ- Govemrnent Employee,
R/o- H.No3-104, PoolnayikThanda, Husnabad, Siddipet - 505466.

22.Mavui. N. V. S. L. Hanisha, D/o- M. S. N. Murthy, Aged 28 Years, Ocq
Unemptoyed, R/o Plot 49, Royal Palms, Balaji Layout, Gajularamaram,
MedchalMalkajgiri, 500055.

23.Aditya R. SAS- FR. Ashok, Aged 34 Years, OcC- Govt. Employee R/o House
no-2-1-286, Street 13, Old Nalla Route, Hyderabad, 500044.

24.M. Girish, S,/o, Surya rao- Aged- 34 Years- Occ- Government-Employee.Ro.
H.No. 2:22-161/15. Surya-Lakshmi Nilayam. Madhavi Nagar Society,
Bhagyanagar Colony K.P.H.B. Hyderabad - 500072.
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25.Narige llwamy, S/o. Chandraiah, Aged 33 years, Oco- Unemploved. R/o.
H.No. 1-39, Gangapur, Guuralagondi, Chinnakodur Siddipet - 502276

26.K. V€rshitha, S/o K. Narendar Reddy, Aged 27 years, Occ- Govt.
Employe,e,71:R/o- Plot No 7, Road trlo 4, Ha-stinapuram East, UyOera-bld-,
500070.

27. chaturvedula Sai Srikanth, s/o chaturvedula Ganesh prasad. Aqed 30 years-
Ocg- Grrvernment Employeg, 

^Rt/o 
House No 2-7-1242, Vijaylpai Cotoni,

Subedari, Hanamkonda, 506370.
28. Moharir Sahithi, D/o. Venkatiaramana, Aqed 26 years. Occ- Unemolovert

Rlo- H.no.12-124, Titak Nagar, Kalwakurth!, Nagarkurnool - 50932+.
29.M.. Bharg;av, S/o Ram Narsaiah, Aged 32,0cc- Govt Service, Rto- 4-107l,l

Himmathnagar, Veenavanka, Karimnagar, Telangana, 505502.
30.P. PratibhlQhekar, D/o P.R.Shekar, Aged 26 years, Occ- Govemment

Fnr.plgyeg, R/o- House No- E?^93_1 ,ptoiNo 43, Rbi Cotbny, ehuOevi Nigji,
Lothukunta, Secunderabad, 50001 5.

31 . 9alveruSaicharqn, :S/o. Satyanarayana, Aged 30 years, Occ- Government
Employa--,. $/9- l-t.No, 

- 11-3-362/918, Srinivasnigar, pa"iiltt;;
Secunderabad - 500020-

32.Kanukuntla Aravind Red-dy,,S_/9.. Ravinder Reddy Aged 24 years, Occ_
Unemployed, R:/o. H No, 6-8/4, Main Road, Asifabad, K.E. RsifaUaO _ Sti+Zge

33-Jeripothula Anjaneyulu, S/o. Butchaiah Aqed 2g vears- Occ- Unemolovert
R/o. 1-36/2. Ctioudampally, Na*atpaily, NaTgonda -'SOaf t+.

34. Muddadani Sri Ram Reddy, S/o M Srinivasa, Ased 27 vears. Occ_
Unemplo'7ed, R:/o H.No 

- 
5-5-163tBtNW1 (ristria Naoii. -'r.rr-pt

Ramagundam, Peddapalli District, Telangana S0S21S.
35.V. Arun Chandra-, S/o

Unemploved, Rlo- 8-2-1O1
502103.

V. Venkateshwa r Rao,
1611 Dr. V.V:Rao Hospital,

Aged 35 years, Occ-
Shivaji Nagar, Siddipet-

36. Dommati Praveen Kumar, S/o_ Ravinder, Aged 25 years, Occ_ Government
Employeer, Rl/o House No D-82O, Mandamarfi, tr,tanctieriai 'SOaZal

3T.Madupathi T_ejaswl D/o. Sangaiah, Aged 28 years, Occ_
Employee,,. R/_o-- Plot No.79, -Road tio.8, BSR C6lony,
Hyderabad - 502319.

* 
ii{iL?_ ['i-]ffjla'A:l l?3:i,,I'!l,ntn"*0",?,,"f,fn.""f;,y3.,r,^i?!?.,:
Champapet, 500059

39. Konduri Ravalee., D/o K Rajender_Nath, Aged 30 years occ- private service
R/o villa 24, Janapnya silver-crest villas, kafira, Saditpuri, Sbbti62.--- -- - --

4O.Chitla Akshita Reddy, Q/o_ph. Rajender Reddy Aged 29 years, Occ_
Unemployed. R/rc Ftat !-o^f-0^3, Block 15, Hi[ Ridgdsprings, 13b'Road,
Gachibowli, Hyderabad, 500032.

4l.Chiranjeevi 
-V., S&. Kashanna, Aged 3G Occ- private Service, R/o_ H.No. 6_

3-609/161, Anandnagar Colony, Khairatabad, HyderabaO, SOOOb+.

42. Kannkanti Sai Kumar, S/o Ramalin
4:i'_s!qnt, Rt/o Ptot No 66, Mnayat
501505.

gam, Aged 42 Years- Occ- Junior
Nagar, Hayath Nagar, Rangareddy,

Government
Beeramguda,

43.[,qsanagotty Saty.a Pranay, S/o K.Someshwar Rao, Aged 26 years, Occ_
Government Employee, Rl/o House No 7dl105, Road N-o 4. Satvanaiavana
Puram Cotony, Medipally, Medchal Matkajgiri, S00098.
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44.Palle Siri Vennela, S/o. Palle Shankar, Occ- Aged 22 Years, Occu-
Unemployed, R/o- 1-6-14119128, Sri Vidhyanagar, Road No. 3, Suryapet'
508213.

4s.Vanga Mshnuvardhan, S/o. Chandrasekhar, A_99d... 29---Y-e^qp- Occ-
Uneinployed R/o. H. no. 2-7 21 5, f hippapoor, RajannaSircilla - 505302.

46.Boya Ujwala, S/o. Padmanabham Aged 25 Years- Occ. U-qe^qployed, R/o-
H.fo 18-434/,4. Tirumala Colony. Sharinagar, Rangareddy - 509216

47. Potharla Sai Srinivas Yadav, S/o Potharla Raju Yadav, Aged 29 Years, Occ-
Govemment Employee R/o House No 18-8-444/1 l1O1lNB, Raghavendra
Swamy Nagar, Uppuguda, Hyderabad, 500053.

48.K. /\bhinav Sreeven Reddv. S/o K. Sudarshan Reddy, Aged 25 Years- Occ-
Golr't. .Employee R/o Ploi 744, Flat 2, Sneha Resitlency, Mayurinagar,
'Milapur, 5-00049

4g.Chiltib Saicharan, S/o Chiti Mohan Rao, Aged 29 Years, Occ- Ggvgr4r.neqt
Employee R/b House No 1-5-79412, Vbr Colony, Road No 4, Old Alwal,
Hyderabad, 500010.

5O. LakstrarnallaTejaswi, D/o L. Srinivas, Aged 30 Years,- Occ- - Govemment
Employee R/o'House No 5-169/4, Kri5hna nagar, Munagala, Suryapet,
508233.

51.Asa Manish, S/o. Asa Kistaiah, Aged 28 Years, Occ- Government Employee,
R/o House No 14-12713b, Marutinagar, Siddipet, 502103.

S2.Mudavath Vinod Kumar, S/o. Shankdr Aged 32 Years, Occ- Unemployed,
R/o. H.No. 2-178,Peddagattu, PA Palli, Nalgonda - 508266

s3.Vanqa Akshav Kumar Reddy, S/o V. Janardhan, Aged 26 Years, Occ-
Unehployed, 

-FUo House No 4-6-137122/8, Sainagar, Allwyn Colony,
Kukapally, Hyderabad, 5OOO7 2.

54.Pathi Sandeep kumar, S/o Venkatadri, Aged 24 Years, Oos' Unemployed,
R/o 6-58 Malifura, Tirumalagiri, Suryapet 508223,

55. Harioriva Duooireddv. S/o Naravana Reddv D, Aqed 31 Years, Occ-
GoGniment E-mplovi:e, R/o- Bhlrath Nagai Colony, Near Water Tank,
Moosapet, Hyderabad.

56.Y. Raiyaiakshmi, D/o Y. Mallikarjuna Rao, Aged 25 Years- Oce- Unemployed
R/o Hiiuse No- 12-209, Sri Sai Nagar Colony, Meerpet, 500097.

ST.Shaguffiiaffath, D/o MohdMunawaruddin, Aged 29 Y€?rs, Occ- Govt.
EmpIoyee, Rl/o House No 7-1-9718, Ferozguda, Hyderabad, 500011

5S.Gopisefrisusmitha, S/o G, Venkateswarlu, Aged 28, Occ- Govt Service, F/o 2-
34 Tallada, Khammam, Telangana, 507 167.

Sg.SangalaJeswanth Raj, S/o. Ravi, Aged 25 Yeqrs, Ogc- Unemployed, R/o-
H.no-.249, K C Colony, Hasanparthi, Warangal, 506015.

60.Shiva Shankara Vara Prasad T, S/o Narisimhulu T, Aged 24 Years, Occ-
Unemployed-.R/o- Flat No-30'1, JBR Residency, Near Reddys Chicken
Centei, Moosapet, Hyderabad, 500018.

6l.Allilcerthana, Dlo. Peddiraju, Aged 26 years, OCC- Unemployed, Rl/o'
H.no.1-149, Boyaguda, Anumula, Nalgonda - 508202.

62.Bandal Ramesh Abhinav Chander, S/o Subash 8.R., Aged 27 Years, Occ-
Government Employee, Rlo- 6-2-120, Subash Nagar, Nizamabad 503002.

63.Allepu Mounika, D/o Allepu Sammaiah, Aged 24 Years, Occ- Unemployed,
Rlo-'l-751A Mallampalle, Mulugu 506349.
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64. Bhukya l)eepthim, D/o. Bhukya
R/o- H.No. 6-1-KA0010, CPI Pa
506101

65.

Ha{singh, Aged 33 Years, Occ- Unemployed,
rty Office Road, Bank Colony, Mahabubabad -

Bajoji Srilekha, D/o Bajoj
Employde R/o House No
Hyderabad, 500018.

i Srinivas
12-1

, S/o E. Ravi

No. 6-49/A

30 Years, Occ- Government
Nagar Colony, Moosapet,

32 Years, Occ-
New water tank,

28 Years Occ- Government
Thanda, Molkacherla,

33 Years, Occ- Governmenl
Konijerla, Khammam -

66.Enugu tulanoj Reddy
Employe,-. R/o 5-68/2

nder, Aged 28 Years, Occ- Government
Mulugu, Telangana, 506347.

6T.Lgkavath Divya Sree, D/o. Lakavath Pandya, Aged
Unemployed Rl/o- H.No .3665/MlG, Road No.27, Opp
HUDA M;ayuri Colony, Miyapur-500049.

68. Mudavatlr Hanumanthu, S/o M. flanlqya,
Employer:, R/o House No 4-33, Gh
Nalgonder, 508207.

69.9ikkumalla Plgval(a, D/o B. Balrai, Aged 27 Years, Occ- Unemptoyed, R/o
House No 6-53/'l , Srinivasa Colony, Mahabubnagar, 509001.

70. Perapaka Deepak, S/o
Employet: R/o House
507165

Tl.Eslavath Sri Ram Harsha, S/o E Hanumanthu, Aged 23 Years, Occ-
Unemploved R/o Hari Harapuram Colony, Vanasthalipuram, 500070.

72.D. A. Christina Evengileen, D/o D. Anand, Aged 35 Years, Occ- Government
Employeer, R/o House No 18-486/9/1, Mallikarjuna Nagar, Matkajgiri, 500047.

73. Gangavalhi Pavan kalyan, Sr/o G. Lakman, Aged 23 Years, Occ- Unemployed
R/o Pedd.akistapuramgarla, Mahabubanagar 5O721O.

74. Solipuranr Shashi Kumar , S/o Ma 25 Years OCC
unemployed R/o- 3-3, ri-50811 1.

75. Maddiboina Phani Venugopal, Aged 27 Years, Occ-
Manghalat 500006Unemploy,ed, FUo 1 Nilayam

76. Tatqpudi .Jacob Abhishek, Slo lijqyq4and, Aged 26 Years, Occ- Unemptoyed.
R:/oPrapal:hiNagar, Kukatpally, 50m90

77. M. Ealakrishna, S/o M. Shekar,
No 11-11-12, Road No 1,

24 Years, Occ- U
Colony, Kothapet,

R/o House
, 500035.Hydera

TB.Beiavada Lingarao, S/o B.
Employee, R/o House
MedchalMlalkajgiri, 500076.

79.Ch. Vasundara, D/o CH.
R/o 8-1-5()/1 Shalipet,

80. Muth
fuo us€l 8-23,

32 Years, Occ- Government
No &15-19, Ven na Colony, Mallapur,

Aged.30 Years, Occ- Unemployed,

25 Years, Occ-
Siddipet,50237,Unemployed,

81.Ayesha Arrjum, D/o Khaja Zakiuddin, Aged 40 Years, Occ- Unemployed, R/o
House No 1O4-77il84C8, Flat No 302, TaheraManzil, Green Street: Ahmed
Nagar, Ma,sab Tank, 500028.

S2.Varthya Mahesh Nayak, S/o V. Panthya, Aged 24 Years, Occ- Government
Employee Rlo'l -B-1 1A1277116, Baghlirigam[ally, Hyderabad 500044

83. PatilJyoth:;na, D/o. Mallaiah, Age- 26 Years- Occ- Private Service, Rl/o- H.no,
2-1OOl1, Girnoor, Adilabad - 504307.
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84.Akshav Kumar Kola. S/o Srinivas K. Aged 30 Years, Occ- Private Service,
R/o- tiouse No- 4-11-8112, Road No 1, Tirumala Housing Colony, Hayat
Nagar, Rangareddy, 501505.

85. Sama Sathwika, D/o Sama Jayaram, Aged 25 Years, Occ- Government
Employee- R/o-'Plot 45, Road No 2, Sushma Sainagar, Vanasthalipuram,
Hyderabad, 500070.

86.Vislavath Swarnalatha, D/o. Chandra Naik, Aged 26 Years, Occ- Government
Employee, Rl/o. Kollur, Nawabpet, Mahabubnagar 5O92O2

87. Komoalli Samuel Benedict lsrael Paul, S/o. Ravi Kishore Babu, Aged 29
years, Occ- Unemployed, R/o. H.No. 27-16nA4142, Siddartha Nagar,
iafilguda, RK Puram - 500056

88.M.D Thahera Behum, D/o M.D Saleem, Aged 30 Years, Occ- Government
Employee, R/o H, No- 6-24 12 Kalladi, Aloor, N izamabad, 5032 1 3.

89-M. Bennv Joseoh. S/o M. Rai Kumar, Aoed 31 Years, Occ- Government
Employee, nfo Ftit No. 69 Abhyudaya Nagar Colony, Bandlaguda Junction,
Kalimandir, Ranga Reddy, 500086.

9O. Chittem Swarnalatha, D/o Chittem Nagaish, Aged 40 years- Occ- Private
Service R/o HlG613 Flal 4O2, Sarojini Devi Nilayam, lV phase K.P.H-B
colony, Hyderabd - 5OOO72.

91. D Sandeep Kumar, S,/o D Sarveshwar Rao, Aged 33 years, Occ- Govt-
Employee,'R/o 5S2, Old Yerraboinapally, Khammam

92.8 Bharath Chandra, S/o Govindu, Aged 26 Years, Occ- Unemployed, R/o
H.No 1 8-1 -1 7/7 SRN Colony, Bhadrachalam-s07 1 1'l

...APPELLANTS

AND
1. Paramesh Matta, S/o Pandu Matta,

H.No.2€6, Nandanam Village, Bhongir
Aoed 33 vears. Occ- Business Rl/o
M"andal, Yddadrii3hongir District.

2. K Parsharamulu, S/o Kistaiah, Aged 37 years, Occ- Government Service, Rl/o
H.No.4S7, Shlva Nagar, Siddipet 502372

3. Kota Naqariuna, S/o Kota Laxmaiah, Aged 34 Years, Ocr- Government
Service, Rd H r'io 4-192, Anianapally Mllage, Thripuraram Mandal, Nalgonda
District 508207.

4. Anil Cheripally, S/o Venkatesham, Aged 30 Years, Occ- Government Service,
R/o H No 2€, Ganesh Nagar, Ghattuppal Nalgonda 508253.

5. Teddu Prem, S/o Balaksishan, Aged 34 years, Occ Government Service, Rl/o
H No 2-138, Bandalingapoor, Metpalli, Jagitial 505325.

6. Pothani Diwa Bharathi, S/o Ganesh, Aged 33 Years, Occ Government
Service, R/o-H No 5-23 ttikyal, Jagitial 505460.

7. Kethavath Srikanth, S/o Jamla, Aged 29 years, Occ Government Service, Rl/o
H No 5-87 Pallethanda, Arkapally;Madgul, Rangareddy 509327.

8. Kethavath Suguna, S/o Jemla, Aged 33 Years, Occ Ayush-M^edical Officer,
Rl/o H No 5-82 Pallethanda, Arkapally, Madgul, Rangareddy 509327.

9. Gurram Prudhvi Rai, S/o Lakshamaiah, Aged 32 years, Occ Government
Service, R/o H No'4-9-776lARl8 Road No Anjali Residency, Hayatnagar,
Rangareddy District 501 505.
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10. Bichha{a Veerababu, S/o Guravaiah, Aged 32 years, Occ Government
Service, Rlo 5-2'12, Bethavole, Chilukur, Suryapet District 5082M.

11. P Kiran Kumar, S/o Late P Narsing Rao, Aged 42 yea$, Occ Government
Service, R/o H No 1-5-87711, Plot No 66, Om Sri Sainagar Colony, Old Afwal
500010

12. Bhukya ..lail Singh,
ThummalaThanda, Ga

l3.LakkiredrJy Shivateja, S,/o Sanjeeva Reddy, Aged 33 years, Occ Government
Service, R/o H No 235-7511@., Srirama Hills Road No 4, Kamakshi
Residen<;y, Hanmakonda 506009.

'l4.Vallupu l)radeep, S/o Rangaiah, Aged 33 years, Occ Government Service,
R/o H Nc'2-30, Bandalemoor, Rangareddy 501 508.

S/o Balu, 35 years, Occ Government Service, R/o
Khammam 507161.

27 Occ Government

l5.Amarsing Mudavath, S/o
R/o H No 4-33, Chinta
MiryalgudaNalgonda 508207.

16. Sabbani Shiva Krishna
Service, lVo H No 2-2,

(Responclent
No.2 of 2l)25 i

23 herein was im
n WP No 11439 2025)

fl3 years, Occ Government Service,
, Molkacherla, Adavidevulapalli,

7.

17.Ktan Kunar Kare, S/o Janaiah, Aged 39
R/o H No 1-47 Thanedharpally, Thipparthy,

rs, Occ Government Service,
1.

I 8. PuliialaSrinaiah, S/o Venkataiah, u rs, Occ Government Service,
R/o H No 1-108, Devdnipadakal, , Rangareddy 509408.

by its Secretary, M.J.

19.Pasula S'aramy, S/o Poshaiah, Aged 38 years, Occ Government Service, R/o
H No 3-4(i/2, Nerella, Thangallapally, RajannSircilla District 505405.

20. Nayeka tlagaraju, S/o Muneppa, Aged 34 years, Occ Government Service,
Rl/o Housing board colony, Near Hanuman Ternple, Siddipet 502103.

21 . The State of Telangana, Represented by its Chief Secretary, General
Administr,ation Department, Secretariat Buildings, Secretariat, Saifabad,
Hyderabad.

22.T elangana Public Service Commission,
Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana

23.Bommu F'ujitha Reddy, D/o Sammi Reddy, R/o.Ho.No.4-7-31l4/301, Friends
Residenc,/, Street No.4-A, Bapuji Nagar, Nacharam, Uppal, Medchel
Malkajgiri Diskict.

24.Shiv Raj l)abba, S/o Venu Gopal Pabba,
R/o- Flat rro 305, D- Block, Nivriti homes,
500090.

vide order dated 07.07.2025 in lA

F'ged 27 years, Occ- Unemployed,
B.K. Enclave, Miyapur, Telangana-

25. Akkenapally Ranjeeth Reddy, S/o Akkenapally Venkat Reddy, Aged 27 years,
Occ- Unemployed, Rt/o- Plot no B- 320, Papi ReddylNagar,
Jagathgiri()utta, Telangana- 500037

20.Ayyapare<ldygari Vamsti Krishna, S/o A Venkata Reddy, Aged 24 years, Occ-
lnsp€ctoJ of lncorne Tax, R/o- M.l.G-157, APHB Cblony, Adohi kurnool,
Andhra Pradesh- 51 8302.
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2T.Yearadla Nikitha, D/o Y Sudhakar Reddy, Aged 28 years, Occ- Unemployed,
R/o- House no- '11-6-1251304, Balaiah Nivas, Cherukuthota Colony,
Hyderabad- 500035.

28. Kudikala Bhavya, D/o Kudikala Venkateshwarlu, Aged 23 years, Occ-
Unemployed, Rl/o- House no- 16-3-77911, Warangal, Telangana- 500035

29. Polimera Sudarshan
Occ - Unemployed,
Pradesh- 523114

Ri/o-
, S/o Polimera Nageshwara Rao, Aged 32 years,

no-1-34, Lingasamudram, Nellore, Andhra

30. Mandla Pavan Kumar, S/o Mandla Venkatswamy, Aged 26 years, Occ-
U , R/o- House no-19-2124c; Kothakota,. Wanaparthy, Telangana-

1

31.Danam Naveen, S/o DanamSammaiah, Aged 26 years, Occ- Unemployed,
R/o- House no- 1-46, kondapur, Ghanpur ( Mulugu) Telangana- 506345.

Ravindra Reddy, Aged
SVS Nivas, Road no .5,

32.

35. Veldi Gopikrishna,
Motor Vehicle
JayashankarBhupa

no
, Telangana- 500060.

27

years, Occ- Asst-
turpally Chityal,

33. Donthireddy Rohila, D/o Donthireddy Shyam Sunder, Aged 27years, Occ-
Unemployed, Rl/o- Flat no.3, Sree Suryakaa Apartment, Gandhinagar,
Hyderabad, Telangana- 50080.

34.Pailla Mahesh Reddy, S/o Pailla Vittal Reddy, Aged 28 years, Occ- Sub
lnspector of Police, Fl/o- KSS Residency, Room no - 202, New hafeezpet,
Kondapur, Hyderabad, Telangana- 500049

S/o Veldi r Rao, Aged 27
1-151, Gun

, Telangana- 506356.

36.Kishan Patel, S/o Yugandhar Patel, Aged !5 years, Occ-,Jr. Alsistant
(Commercial Tax Dept.,), Rlo- 2-12-190, Sai Ganesh Colony, Opp. KU 2nd
Gate, Vidyaranyapuri, Hanamkonda, Telangana- 506009.

37. Raviralayashaswini, S/o Ravirala Veerendra Kumar, Aged 25 years, Occ-
Unemployed, R/o H. No. 20-24, Gandhi Nagar, Devarakonda, Nalgonada,
Telangana- 508248.

38.Poorelli Naga Shivani Reddy, Wo Poorelli Aravind Reddy, Aged 28 years,
Occ- Goverhment Employee, R/o. Plot no. 60, Sainagar Colony, Kukatpally,
Telangana- 500071.

39. S Raghavender Reddy, 9o S Bal Reddy, Aged 33 years, Occ- Employed, Rl/o
-H. No. 17-69/4, Srinagar Colony, Nagarkumool, Telangana 509209.

40.Nathi Yuvika Mithra, S/o Nathi Srinivas Goud, Aged 27 years, Occ-
U nemployed, R/o- H. No.'l -1 G27 17 f2 Ctanga Apts, Prakash Nagar, Beg umpet,
Telangana- 500016.

41. Kanaparthisukeerthi, S/o Koteswara Rao Kanaparthi, Aged 29 years, Occ-
Unemployed, Rt/o Flat No 302, Sri Lakshmi Chakra Residency, Gandhinagar,
Hyderabad, Telangana- 500080.

42. Muddagoni Kalyan Goud, S/o Muddagoni Krishna Goud, Aged 25 years, Occ-
Jr. Asslstant (B-adangpet Muncipal Corporation ), R/o- H. No.6-24f257 , Green
Homes Colony, Nadargul, Rangareddy, Telangana- 501510.
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43.Ramavath Lakshmi Prasanna, S/o Prasad Naik, Aged 29 years, Occ-
Unemplc'yed, R/o- Plot no.119, Vanasthalipuram, RangaReddy, - 5OOOZO.

44. Veloor Mani Niveditha, S/o V.N.Mani, Aqed 25 vea
H. No. 1-74, Kamala'Towers, Kamila-nagar, ECI
500062

45. Chinta Flahul, S/o Chinta Raju, Aged 27 years, Occ- Unemploved
H.No.5-45, Beside ZPHS, Tallada, Khammam, Telangana- 50716?

46. Gomasa Jacinth Joel, S/o G.J. Daniel. Aoed 29 years. Occ- Unemoloved.
Rr/o- H. No. 5-11-51n0rc, Priyadarshini NagZr, Nirmil , Telangana- 504'106

47. P.Vyshnervi, S/o P. Raghu Babu, Aged 25 years, Occ- Employed, R/o- H. No.
10-13-32, Laxmipuram, Warangal, Tetangaha- 506001.

rs, Occ- U , FVo-
L, Hyderabad, ngana-

Sandana Nikhil Kumar, S/o SandanaNarsaiah

, R/o

4S.Sandana Nikhil
27 years, Occ-
colony Ptrase 1

49.Akhil Papineni, Si/o Papineni Srinivasa
R/o H. No. 5-21lA, Thutikuritla, Bonakal

50.Nayabu S;ouqya.$re9, S/o N Ramesh, Aged 28years, Occ- Unemployed
H. No. 2-1-4816, Venkateshwara Colony, Uppal, Telarigana- 500039.'

R/o H.No. 4-6-137lU18, Sai Nagar East,
, Medchal-Malkajgiri- 5fi)072.

,TA
30 years, Occ-

maka, Hyderabad,

, Aged
Allwyn

,KU

51. Buragaddanishanth, S/o B. Rambabu, Aqed 26 years, Occ-.Unemoloved. FVo
H. No. 31-3-1750, SVS homes opposite, Jatfuahai Colony, Uisahpartny,
Telangan;a 506370

52. Varkalavedavathi, S/o Varkala

, R/o-

years, Occ- Jr. Assistant
nta, near care hospitals,

Aged 27 years, Occ-
Telangana-

Occ- Town
Nizamabad-

Unemplol,ed, R:/o- Flat no 203, Sai
Telangana- 500017.

53.Suma Ad;arsh Goud, S/o S 27
R/o- H.No. 54-

na- 500001.

55. Sirikonda Venkata Shivanand, S/o Srikonda
U

(Commen;ial Tax),
Nampally, Telanga

11nh

S4.Gajare Sangeetha, D/o Gaiare Prakash, Aoed 26 years. Occ- Unemoloved.
Ri/o H. No. 8-4-370/69, Rajnagar, BorabondS, Telan!ana-500018.

Rl/o- C9, KTTP Colony, Chelpur,
506'l

56.Gourollanikhila, D/o GourollaBhoom
planning and Building overseer, Rl/o H.No.
503213.

yeals,
Aloor,

57. Kaluvala tlttej, S/o K Ananad Kumar, Aoed 32 years. Occ- Unemoloved. R/o
H.No.2-1-r15, Flat 302, lndrakuteer, -Nallakdnta,'Hyderabad,' T6langan-
503213.

58. Koppaka l1yirys!, S/o K Srinivas Rao, Aged 29 years, Occ- Unemployed. R/o
Flat no. {i02, Sun Rays Platinum Reiidency, Nehru Nagar, kn5mmam,
Telangana- 507001.

59. Bojanapalli Lavanya,
No H.No.28-14714,

years, Occ- Unem

Telangana- 500081.

D/o B Somi Reddy, Aged 26
Maruthinagar, near Gandh inagar, Medchal
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60.Battili Yawan, S/o B Latchayya, Aged 32 years, Occ- Unemployed, R:/o Flat
no - 203, 1-1-7'16, Landmark Sudarshan Residency, street 9, Gandhinagar-
500080

61.Dr Yellu Dinesh Reddy, S/o Laxma Reddy, Aged 32 years, Occ- Doctor
(senior Resident), R/o.Flat no-402, Balaji Homes, Adarsh Nagar, Opp. New
Bus sland, Siddipet- 502103.

(Respondent No.24 to 6'l herein was impleaded vide order Dtd.
07.07-2025 in lA No.S ol 2O25 in WP No 11439 ol 20251

62.P.M. Nishanth, S/o Prasad P. M. C, M. Aged 35 Years, Occ- Government
Employee, R/o- Aura B1(N, RajapushpaAtria, Kokapet, 500035.

63.Nannuri Manoj Kumar Reddy,,9o'Venkatram Reddy, Aged 26 Years, Occ-
U nemployed, F1l o 2-1 I A, Gudapul, Munugode, Nalgond a, 508244.

64. MedamSravya, D/o M. Venkanna; Aged 25 Years, Occ- Unemployed, Rio
House No l-101, Madhavaram, Munagala, Suryapet,508233.

65.Bongu Madhav, S/o Mogili, Aged 31 Years, Occ- Governmenl Employee, R/o-
2-26-3, SatyaSai Colony, Mdhyaralyapuri, Hanamkonda - 506009

66.Sailesh Puna, S/o Ravinder P(ha, Aged 26 Years, Occ- Unemployed, R/o-
House No 1 -9-3lDl N2, Vasavinqgar Colony, Medak, 5021 10

67.Allala Vishnuvardhan, S/o. Laxma Reddy, Aged 26 Years, Occ- Unemployed,
R/o- H.No. 2-69, Venugumatla, Gollapalli, Jagtial-505532.

68. Busa Uday Kiran, S/o Busa Murali, Aged 26 Years, Occ- Government
Employee,-R/o House No 36-13, Umanagar, Medchal, 501401

6g.Erragari Prabath Reddy, S/o E[aga]i Shashendar Reddy, {ged 26 Years,
Occ-- Government Employee, Rlio Flat 301, Venkata Sai Apartment,
Mayurinagar, Miyapur, Hyderabad, 50m49,

TO.PramodSai T, S/o Ramachandra Rao T. (Late), Aged 33 Years, Occ-
Unemployed, Rl/o Thatisubanagudam (Village), Moddulagudem (P.O.),
Dammapeta Mandal, BadradriKothagudem, 507306.

71. ChattuBhavani, S/o Achaiah, Aged 28 Years- Occ- Govemment Employee
R/o- House No- 1-113, Voice Singevaram, Ananthagiri Mandal, Suryapet
District - 508206.

72.Rohita S.. S/o Sekhar Babu S. E., ASed 38 Years, Oce- Unemployed, Rl/o-
House No- 17-1-383N/1, Vyshalnag-r Phase 1, Champapet, Hyderabad,
500079.

73.Veke Srinivas, S/o. Nageshwar, ASed 30 Years, Occ- Unemployed, Rl/o-
H.No. 7-59la, Vidyanagai Colony, lchoda, Adilabad, 504 307.

74. Yasam Lavanya, D/o Y. Pocham, AgEd 33 ygaq, qcc Unemployed Rl/o- Flat
302, GV Cast PanchsheelEnclave, Sainikpuri - 500094.

(Respondent No. 62 to 74 were impleaded as Respondent Nos. 5, 8, 9,
is, io, zs, 26, 28, 69. 77,81,82,162 vi,de order deted o7.o7.2o25 in lA
No.8 of 2025 in WP No 11439 of 20251

75. SaiPrathyush Reddy, aged 27 years, S/o Sri PVR Reddy- occ- Unemployed'
Rl/o Flat'no 202, House no- 449, Sri Sailaja Sharma suites- Vikas Nagar,
Dilshuknagar, Hyderabad 500060
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76. Saitheja Puli, S/o Kishan Kumar Puli, Aged 31 years, occ- Unemployed, Rt/o
House nr> 5-11-90/1, Naimnagar Hanmakonda, Warangal 506009'

77. K.Lakshrni
Plot 78-79,

80.

82.Mekala S

K. Krishna,
Nagar, Dr

, D/o Aged 29 years, occ-
AS Rao Nagar, ECIL,

U

S/o Gandra MallikarjuTA

R/o
lkajgiri

oc-

78. KAnu_sh;r, D/o K Yadava Re4dy Aged 35 years, Occ- government employee,
Rl/o House No 3-11-228, Road ho 03,-Sri Shankir colony, LB'Nagar,
Hyderabad 500074

79. Seelam lvlegha, D/o Seelam Raghuveer, Aged 26 years, occ- Unemployed,
FUo House no- 324-77, Anantinagar colony, Bhieemaram, Hanmikondd
506015

District- 500062

81. Gandra

aged 25 years, D/o Banavath Dhasharath Occ-
R/o House no- 2449, Lingapoor, Da

28 years-
10-6-183/1

5007002.
5/7, Reparthu nagar, By Pass

years- S/o Mekala Vasantha Reddy
rladinne village, Wanaparthy 509't31occ-

83.Barira Fareed-, 29 rs- D/o Shaik Fareed Uddin- occ-
FUo House no- Venkatagiri, Yousafguda, Hyderabad

84. Ellandula (a.ke.sh, - aged 26 years- S/o Ellandula Narsaiah- ooc- govemm
employee- R/o Bandanpadi, 3-84, Raiparthy, Warangal 5063'14

S5.Palakurthy Sandeep, - aged 28 years- S/o Pa Kashaiah- occ-
employee- R/o House no- 9-3-235, Srinagar ,lGrimnagar

1.

86. Bootla Slrravan-, aged 27 years- S/o Bootla Govardhan- oce- Unemployed
FUo House no- 9-5-109, Sapthagiri colony, Karimnagar 50511

ST.Mohammad Vilayath Ali-, aged 26 years- S/o Mohammad Mahaboob Ali,
Occc- un,:mployed, R:/o House no- 147, Punnel, lnnvole, Hanumakonda
506310

88.Shaik Naziya Begam-, aged 25 years-
FUo Houser no- B-1061, NGO's colony, Vanasthalipuram, Rangarcddy

D/o Shaik Zameer- oce-

aged 26 years- S/o Da inampelly Sammaiah-=met89. n,
FUo House no- 12-143, Akulavari Ghanpur, Eturunagaram,

Mulugu 165

90.9.Veena-, q?d 2! years- d/o S. Srinivas- occ- government employee, R/o-
House no- 14-112, Civil line, Kurvageri, Narayanpet 509210

9l.Dongari Piathibha, - aged,28 years- D/o Dongari Raju- oce- Unemployed- R/o
House no- 4-2213, Arpapally, Sarangapur, Jajitiat

92. Banoth Narendar, aged 30 years- s/o Banoth Bhima- occ- government
employee- 

_ 
Rt/o !-lquse nq-.3-119/4,_Ptot no-131, Road no 6, lS?T colony,

Boduppal, Medchal-Malkajgiri 500092
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g3.Aqumamidi Akhil Reddy-, aged 29 years- S/o Agumamidi Satyanarayana
R6ddy- occ- Unemployed- PJo House no 9-5-2751N1, Markandeya Nagar,
Ramnagar, Karimnagar 505001

94. Durisheyty Vijay Kumar, aged 29 years- S/o Durisheety 
-Sathyanarayana- 

occ
- goverrinienf einployee- P7o Houie no- 4-1-159, Balaj'i Road, Korutla, Jagital
505326

95. Thota Sonv, - aqed 27 years- D/o Thota Damodar- Occ- government
employee- R7o HoIse no- 3:s'100, Tailors street, Hanmakonda 500601

96. KadavathRojabai, - aged 31 years- D/o SabavatJi!9nQer;. occ-. go.vernment
employee- Fi/o House no.3-1G337D, Opposite Radio Station, Nyalkal Road'
Nizamabad 503001

aoed 31 vears- S/o Mohammed YakoobPsha-
rut House no 1-'1, Oorugronda, Hanumakonda

98.Jatoth Vijay Kumar-, agd ?2 years- S/o Jatoth Balaji- ocr- Un-employed- Rl/o
House n6r- 

-6-2-25, 
Dialinathania Maripeda, Mahabubabad 5063 1 5

99. Pathlavath Raiesh-. aged 27 years- S/o Pathlavath Balram- occ- government
employee R/b- Hoise nci 3-17, MollonigaddaThanda' Bheemaram'
Farooi:inagar, RangaReddy 500916

100. Vinod Reddy Ettam, aged 29 years- -S{o J-agath. $9d!y-^ occ-
government employ-ee, R/o Plot no 115, Road NO-9A, SantoshiMata Colony
Flasthinapuram-North, Hyderabad 500079

DwikuntlaVenkatesh-, aged 27 year* S/o Dwikuntla Venkatesh- occ-
overnment employee- R/o'H5use nol 34 644, lndira Nagar, Hanamkonda
06001

97. Mohammed Ahnred Pasha-,
occ- government employee-
506342

10't
g
5

1O2. Pochampalli Divya-, aged 25 years- D/o. .Pochampalli Ashok-. occ-
government employee-' R/o louse io- 2-2O, Nampally, Vemulawabada,
RajannaSiricilla 505302

103. Neha purofiit, aged 32 years- D/o Rajeev Purohit- Occ-- governmgnt
employee- Rio flat ho-- SOf , B:ahji apaftments, Arora colony, Banjara hills,
Hyderabad-500034

1O4. Koyyda Uday Kumar, aged 30 yearyr--S/o-Koyyda.Prabhakar- oce-
governmerit emplo-yee- Rio Hl-ouse io- 7-27, Raghunathpally, Jangaon
506244

105. Sai Pavan Vavilala, - aged 26 years- S/o VavilalaThirupathi- occ-
Unemployed- R/o 5-57, Pillonipaiii, Bhupalappally 506169

106. BandariAnvesh-, aged 32 ]rears- S/o Bandarilndraiah- occ-
Unemployed- R/o Houie nclSZ-Z-5, Palrepulaz Hanmakonda 506009

1O7. Sapavath Dasharath, -aged 25 years- S/o Sapavilh Qwq1y- oc9-
Unemployed- Rl/o House no- 4-18, Polepally, Bandameethi Thanda, Nalgonda

108. Varikoti Laxman Anand, - aged
private employee- R/o House no' 2
506370

109. Potharaju Pavan, -
government employee-
Hanamkonda 506371

34 yea
-8-309,

rs- s/o Varikoti Mahendar- oce-
NGO's colony, Hanamkonda

zr:ed 27 vears- S/o Potharaiu Ramesh Babu- occ-
pJo fi:229, Ambedkar 'Nagar, Hasanparthy,
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110. Mr:naka Poudel, aged 28 years- S/o Mohan Kumar Poudel- occ-
qoyernmj?n! employ-ee,- R/o House no- 1-57l5'll, A-Block, Sri Ram Nagar
Colony, llothaguda 50084

111. Baindla Venkatesh, aqed 28 vears- s,/o BaindlaNaravana -occ-
Govemment employee- R/o House no- 3:3-2911, Dubbak, Siddipet'so1208

112. Gerli Rahul, aged- 25 years- S/o Gali Ravi Kumar- occ- govemment
.e-Tpktye€i-_E/o. Hggse _rp- 40-6-112, SC colony, Mammor, Khila Warangal,
Warangal District-506166

113..- Donup4q Kiran, aged 30 years- S/o Donupala Gangadhar- occ-' Unemplorled- R/o House no- 2-69, S-avel, Mendora, Niiamabad SOSZ1S

114. JangamJyothi Shirisha-, aged 27 years- D/o Jangam puli- occ-
'government employee Rl/o House no- 4-53, Mittapall, ThalLda, Khammam
507167.

115. Madari Anand Kumar, aged 37 years- S/o Anand Madari- oce-
ggvepJng..lt employee-^^Rl/^o House no- 7--94, Uplon village, lGmmarpally
Mandal, llizamabad 503308.

1'16. Advaitha Vanaparthy-, aged 36 years- D/o Vanaparthy Sadanand- occ-
Govemment employee- R/o House no- 2-7-193t2, Exbise bolony, Subedari,
Hanmakonda 5obod1

117. Gaddala Arundhar Rao, -aged 29 years- s/o Gaddala Amruthaiah- oac-
lne.qplgyed- Fl/o House no- 1-2-2481?JtA, opposite Government hospihl,
Beside Pradeep Cricket Academy. Jangaon 506i67

118. Yarabolu Deepika, aged- 26 year- Dto YaraboluSurendar Reddy- occ
p_ne.pployed; R/o House no- 3-195/1, High School Road, Madhapurah 69
MudQonda (Mandal), Khammam 5O717O -

119: __- Thallapally Rakshita-, aged 28 years- occ- Unemployed- R/o House no
&309, Gandhinagar, Bheemabevarap-ally, Hanumakonda 505497

120. Avirenola Venkat Ramana, aged 24 years- occ- Ward officer,
govemment^ 

-ernployee- 
Ri/o House no- 18-365, Shantinagar, Irliryalaguda,

Nalgonda 5O82O7

'121;. Ganta Chamani, B.D.S-, aged 29 years- D/o Ganta Bhoomaiah-occ
Unemployed- R/o House no- 24411 , Seethbrampur, Karimnagar S0SOO1

(Respondent No.75 to l2l herein was impleaded vide order dated
07.07.2025 in !A No.9 ot 2O25 in Wp No 11439 bf 2025)

'tiZ. 
- Anusha Boppana, - aged 32 years- D/o Sri B Chandrasekhara Rao-

gcg. U.neTp_lgygq- Wo 601, Anjanadri Residency, Gokul Ptots, Kukatpally,
llyderabad, 5OOO72

123. Asl^rok Tejavath, - aged 28 years- S/o LakshamanTejavath- Oce-
unbmployed- FUo dubbaThanda, kohdrapole post., Damarchlrla mandal,
Nalgonda district, 508355

124. Barrdi Amarender, - aged 32 years- S/0 Bandi Ashok- Occ- govemment
employee- R/o H.NO- 12-281, saraswathi Nagar, mavala, Adilabad SO40O1

125. Marnilla Omkar Yadav, - aged 25 years- S/o M Shankarappa- Oce-
Unemploy:d,^R/.O Flat no 10't, Raj 'eshwari HUDA, Serilirigampaity,
Telangana 500019
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Vishnunandan, aged 26 years, S,/o Patha Ramesh Occ-
employee- n.i,to.Z-nz, Ne5r llanuman Temple, Dandepally

127. Bugga Pallavi-, aged 27 years- D/o Sri Parandhama- occ-. un.employed-
Rl/o plot io21, road no-6a, RUtryuOaya Nagar, VanastaliPuram, Hyderabad

128. Puiari Sravani-. aoed 25 vears- D/0 Puiari Lingam- Occ- Government
employee, H.No.l1-13-2-9l'1, Prabhakar Reddy Nagar, Near Sanath Nagar
Railwdy station, Zinkafwada. 50001 8

129. D Shivaji, - aged 32 years- S/o D Pandarinath- Occ- Self .employed-
R/o Flat no -4o2,3ri verirat RamanaNilayam, Kavadiguda, Hyderabad
500080

130. Mandala Sumanth-, aqed 29 years- S/o M Murali- Occ- Govemment
Employee- H.No. 1-1 13/38, Road number 2, Thimmapur, Mancherial -5(N2Og

131. Ullelgala Sridhar-, aged 28 years- S/o hanumaiah- Occ-.government
employee--R/o ll NG 2-51, villa(Je Katkur, Akkannpet mandal, Siddipet
district,505466

132. Bona Sai Chandorkar-, aged 25 years- S/o. Borra Rambabu- Oc,e-
oovernment emplovee- H-No:9-2-96, 

- Shanti Nagar, Badrachalam,
EadradriKothagudbm-District, 5Ol 1 1 1.

(Respondent No.122 to 132 herein was impleaded vide order dated
bt.oi.zozs in tA No.10 oI 2o2s in wP No 11439 of 2025)

...RESFONDENTS

Counsel forthe Appellants: SRI D.PRAKASH REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL' REP.
SRI SRIRAM POLAL!

Counset for the Respondent No.l to 11, 13 to 20 & 23: Ms. B.RACHNA REDDY'
Sr. COUNSEL, REP. MOHD BASEER RIYAZ

Counsel for the Respondent No.l2: SRI DAMA SESHADRI NAIDU, Sr.
COUNSEL, REP. SRI K.KIRAN MAYEE

Counsel for the Respondent No.21: THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

'126. Patha
Government
504206

lA NO: 2 OF 2025

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 operation of the order dt. 09/09/2025 in W.P. No. '11439 of 2025'

pending disposal of the writ appeal.

Counsel for the Respondent No.22: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY'
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NTRANJAN REDDY, ST. COUNSEL'

REP. SRt P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FOR TGPSC
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counsel for the Respondent No.24 to 61: SRI P.AMARENDER

Counsel for the Respondent No.75 to i21: SRI Dr. K.LAKSHMI NARASIMHA

WRITAP PEAL NO: 1470 oF 202s

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent preferred Against the order
dated 09-09-20j25, in WP,No.1 22OG ot 2O2S on the file of the High Court.

1. Eshwara Prasad Kandula, S/o. K.Maisaiah
lncome'l'ax
Bhuvangiri - 508 286

2. Survi Bowan Goud

Rio. H. No. 5-5'1,

S/o. Survi Yadagiri Goud
R/o. H. No, 8-64 Vikas

iri District- 500

Aged about 40 years, Occ. ITO in
Wangapally, Yadagirigutta Yadadri

U
Mandal

Nagar
083

Aged about 28 years, Occ.
Colony, Nagararir, Keesara

a. J fe]i1, !,1o. T. Samson, Aged about 32 years, Occ. Unemployed, R:/o. H. No.
1-2-38, Beside Area Hospit-al, Jangaon - 506 167

AND
1. Qtate . oJ . Telangana, _General Administration Department,

Secretari:rt, Hyderabad, Rep. by its Chief Secretary
Telangana

2. T€langana State Public Service Commission, Nampally, Hyderabad, Rep. by
ib Secretary

3. Boinpally
Rl/o.H.No

Sai, S/o.Vishnuvardhan Aged 26 Years Occ Govt Emplovee
nagar Colony Toopran Medak 502334

+. 9^Egrjtq',r.9o.B.Ramaiah Aged 28 Years Occ Unemployed R/o.House No
1274 S C Colony Kosgi Gundumat 509337.

5. PM Nishrrnth, S/o.Prasad P M C M Aged 35 years Occ.Govemment
Employee R/o.Aura 8104 Rajapushpa Atria kokapet 500035.

6. Dadi Venkata Ramana, S/o.Dadi Srinivasa Rao Aqed 29 years Occ
Governmernt Employee R/o Plot No 75 Brundavan Coloni Nalgonda COgOOl. 

-

7. 9 Krutik?. D/oS Beerappa Aged 27 Years, Occ Government Employee.R/o
House N,r 10-151 New Venkateshwara Colony JillelaguAa RangareOOy
500097.

8. Nannuri lt|anoj Kumar fieddy, S/o Venkatram Reddy Aged 26 years Occ
Unemployed Rio 2-1lA Gudapur Munugode Natgonda 508244.

9. Med_am SraWp, D/o M V-enkanna Aged 25 Years Occ Unemployed R/o House
No 1-101 Madhavaram Muiiagala Suryapet 508233.

.'t0-9

10. Rohit Nettra Thoutam , s/o
House no!)-19 Beside MRO

Surender T Aoed
office Kamala[ur

25 Years Occ U
Hanumakonda 5051

Rl/o

11 Vinjamuri Sriram Praneet!,- S{o V V P A K Murthy Aged 2g years Occu
!.fngmpfoyid__!19_Flat 202 Pragar en Casile Bt6ck-B pragathi Nlgii
Hyderabacl 500090.
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12.Surya Teja Martha, S/o Rajender Aged 28 Years Occ Unemployed R/o 6-7-
Z)/l Brahmanawada Hanamkonda Chowrastha 506001.

13.K Sravan Kumar, S/o K Yadagiri Aged 27 years Occ Unemployed R/o $1-13
and14 Hasmathpet Old Bowenpally Secunderabad.

14. Kappe Pooja Yadav, D/o Anjaiah Aged 27 Years, Occ Govemment -E-mployee
R/o Plot No 68 Street No 5 AdarshaGemacs Colony Sangareddy 502295.

15.Bongu Madhav, S/o Mogili Aged 31 Years Occ Government Employee R/o 2-
263BatyaSai Colony Vidhyaranyapuri Hanamkonda 506009.

l6.Sailesh Puna, S/o Ravinder Puna Aged 26 Years Occ Unemployed R/o
House No 1-9-AO|N2 Vasavinagar Colony Medak 502110.

lT.Pinjari Latheefa Asha, D/o Pinj
Unemployed Ri/o H. No 21-2-671
Peddapalli505209.

Aged 31 Years Occ
Colony Godavarikhani

ari Dadasalam
1/A Markandeya

18.A Nitheesh, 9o A Veresh Aged 30 years Occ Government Employee R/o 11-
29-19 411 Flat20/. L K Towers Bank Colony 2 Warangal 506002.

19. Kothuri Praneeth, S/o Laxmaiah Aged 30 Years Occ. Govemment Employee
R/o H No 306 Sri Sainath Arcade New V T Colony Nalgonda508001.

Z). Bathula Shiva Kumar, S/o Ravinder B Aged 27 Years Occ Govemment
Employee Ri/o House No 2-35 Rajanna Siicilla Ellanthakunta Kandikatkoor
505401.

2l.Pendyala Chandrakiran, S/o Bheesma Aged 34 Years Occ Private Service
R/o 1-3-6434/C/102/1 Maruthi Nagar MeharJipatnam Hyderabad 500008.

22.l(anemolla Sampath Reddy, S/o Srinivas Reddy Aggd !5_-!99p Occ
Govemment Emiloyee R/o 1-96/4 Wanalpahod Bhainsa Nirmal 504109.

23.Allala Mshnuvardhan, S/o Laxma Reddy Aged 26 Years Occ Unemployed R/o
H No 249 Venugurnatla Gollapalli Jagtial-505532,

24. Kothapalli Kushil Vamshi, S/oShivakumar K Age 24 years Occ Unemployed
FUo H6use no2-72A1 Kakaravailvil Khammam 507161

25.Minde Raviteja, S/o Raju Aged 25 Occ Govt Employee No 4-115t81
Raghavendra Nagar Siddipet502 1 03.

26. Busa Uday Kiran, S/o BusaMurali Aged 26 Years Occ Govemment Employee
R/o HoUse No 3$-13 Umanagar Medchal 501401.

27.Maftebham:Padma Priya, D/o. Mattebham Mangafajunged 27-Years Occ
Govemment Employeei R/o House No 119-2 Fl Teja Endave. Panduranga
Nagar Kukatpally Hyderab id 500018

28.Enagari Prabath Reddy, S/o. Erragarishashendar Reddy ASed 26 Years Occ
Gov6mment Employeri R/o Flat -301 Venkata Sai Apartrnent Mayurinagar
Miyapur Hyderabad 500049.

29. Maddineni Murali, S/o. Maddineni Laxxninarayana Aged- 32 Years - Occ
Government Emplbyee R/o 8-4-164 Venugopal Nagar 2 Kahnapuram Haveli
Khammam 507002.

30.Thogata Mohankumar Pranathi. D/o Mihanlaimar Aged. q0. Leafs .gcc
Une-mployed R/o 1-10-18 F No 203 3rd Floor Lakshmi Sri Park View
Apartrnents Ashoknagar Hyderabad 500020.
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31. Lavudya Srikanth, S/o Soma Aged 28 Years Occ Government Emplovee R/o
H No.3-104 Poolnayik Thanda Fiusnabad Siddipet 505466.

32.Mavuri N V S L Hanisha, D/o M S N Murthy Aqed 28 Years Occ Unemoloved
Blg^ll_ot 49 Royal Patms Balaji Layout Gajrltaramaram Medchat-Maikaj!2iri
500055.

33.Aditya R SAS FR Ashok, Aged 34 Years Occ.Govt Emplovee Rl/o House no
2-1-286 {itreet 't 3 Old Nalla Route Hyderabad 500044. -

34.M Girish, S/o Surya Rao Aged 34 Years Occ Govemment Emolovee R/o H
No.2-22.-.L91. I 1 9.Surya Lakshmi Nilayam Madhavi Nagar Society'Bhigyanaga r
Colony KPHB Hyderabad 500072. 

-

35.Narige Swamy, S/o Chandraiah Aged 33 Years Occ Unemployed R/o H.No.1-
39 Gangapur Guuralagondi Chinnakodur Siddipet 502276.' '

36. K.Varshitha, S/o K Narendar Reddy Aged 27 years Occ Govt Emolovee R/o
Plot No 7 Road No 4 Hastinapuram-Eaat Hyderabad 500070.

37. Chaturve,Jula Sai Srikanth, S/o Chaturvedula Ganesh prasad, Aged 30 years
Occ.Govt:rnment Empl_q':eg_^Rl/o House No 2-7-1242 Vi]ayipat Cotony
Subedari Hanamkonda 506370.

38.Moharir S;ahithi, D/o Venkataramana Aqed 26 years Occ Unemoloved R/o H
no 12- 1 2t1 Tilak l,lagar Kalwakurthy Nagarkurnool 509324.

39.M Bharg;rv, S/o Ram Narsaiah Aged 32 Occ Govt Service Rto 4-10711
Himmathnagar Veenavanka Karimnagar Telangana S0SS02.

40.P Pratibha Shekar, D/o P R Shekar Aged 26 years Occ Government
Employee R/o House.No 1-23-331 Plot N-o 43 Rbi Colony efruOevi ttagJi
Lothukunla Secunderabad 50001 5.

41. Salveru {iaicharan, S/o Satyanarayana Aged 30 years Occ Government
F1p^tgy". R/o H No 1144eiU9lB Srinivas--nagar panjagutta Secunderabjd-
500020.

42.Kanukuntla Aravind Reqqyr S/o Ravinder Reddy Aged 24 years Occ
Unemplo),ed R/o H No 6-8/4 Main Road Asifabad K 6 Asi-fabad 504293.

43. Jeripothula.Anjaneyulu,.S/o Butchaiah Aged 29 years Occ Unemployed R/o 1-
36/2 Chotdampally Narkatpally Nalgond- 5081 i4.

44. Muddadani Sri Ram Reddy, S/o M Srinivasa Aqed 27 vears Occ Unemoloved
Rl/o H Ncr 5-5-163NNB/1 Krishna Nagar NTpC Ra'magundam eeObaflitti
District Telan.gana 50521 5.

45.V Arun Chandra, S/o V Venkateshwar Rao Aqed 35 vears Occ Unemoloved
No 8-2-101 16ll Dr V V Rao Hospitat Shivaji Nigar Sidilipet-so2l 03.

46. Dommati Praveen Kumar, _S/-o.Ravinde, Aged 25 years Occ Government
Employee R/o House No D-520 Mandaminifuancherial 504231.

47. Madupathi Tejaswi, D/o Sangaiah Aged 28 Years Occ Government Emplovee
Rl/o Plot No 79 Road No I BSR Colony Beeramguda Hyderabad 502319.

48.AynalaSahili t!9-V, D/o A Janga Reddy Aged 28 years Occ Unemployed Rl/o
Flat No 302 CRK Lifestyle 2 Rd No 

-1 
Durga Bhavani Nagar Chahpapet

500059
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49. Konduri Ravalee, D/o K Raiender Nath Aged 30 years Occ Private Service
R/o villa 24 Janapriya silver crest villa Kapra Sanikpuri 500062.

sO.Chitla Akshita Reddy, D/o Ch Rajender Reddy Age-d -29 Ye-ars_Occ
Unemployed R/o Flai No 703 Block 15 Hill Ridge Springs 13b Road
Gachibowli Hyderabad 500032.

51. Chiranieevi V, S/o Kashanna Aged 36 Occ Private Service R/o H No 6-3-
609/161 Anandnagar Colony Khairatabad Hyderabad 500004.

52. Kumar, S/o.Ramalingam Aged 42 Years Occ Junior Assistant R/o Plot No 66
Mnayat Nagar Hayath Nagar Rangareddy 501505.

S3.Kasanagottu Satya Pranav, S/o K Someshwar_Rao 4ged ?6 Yearc Occ
Govemirent Employee R/o House No 7dl105 Road No 4 Satyanarayana
Puram Colony Medipally Medchal-Malkajgiri 500098.

54. Palle Siri Vennela S/o Palle Shankar Aged 22 Years Occu Unemployed R/o
'14-14119D18 Sri Vidhyanagar Road No 3 Suryapet 508213.

S5.Vanga Mshnuvardhan, S/o Chandrasekhar Aged 29 Years Occ Unemployed
Rlo H no 2-7 21 5 Thippapoor Rajanna Sircilla 505302.

56.Boya Ulwala, S/o Padmanabham Aged 25 Years Occ Unemployed FUo H no
'l 8-.434/A Tirurnala Colony Shadnaga r Rangareddy 5092 1 6.

sT.Potharla Sai Srinivas Yadav, S/o Potharla Raiu Yadav Aged
Govemment Employee R/o House No 18-8-444/1 llOllNB
Swamy Nagar Uppuguda Hyderabad 500053.

Sreeven Reddy, S/o K Sudarshan Reddy Aged 25 Years Occ Govt
R/o Plot 74ii'Flat 2 Sneha Residency-Mayurinagar Miyapur

29 Years Occ
Raghavendra

58.K Abhinav
Employee
500049.

sg.Chiti Saicharan, S/o Chili Mohan Rao Aged 29 Years Occ Govemment
Employee Rl/o'House No 1-5-79412 Vbr Colony Road No 4 Old Alwal
Hyderabad 500010

60. LakshamallaTelaswi, D/o L Srinivas Aged 30 Years Occ Govemment
Employee R/o House No 5.169/A Krishna n-agar Munagala Suryapet 508233.

61.Asa Manish, Sl/o Asa Kistaiah Aged 28 Years Occ Government Employee R/o
House No 14:l27/3b Marutinagar Siddipet 502103.

62.Mudavath Vinod Kumar, S/o Shankar Aged 32 Years Occ Unemployed R/o H
No 2-178 Peddagattu PA Palli Nalgonda 508266.

63.Vanga Akshay Kumar Reddy, S/o V Janardhan Aged- 26 Y.qap. Ogc
Une-mployed tilo House No 4-5-fi712218 Sainagar Allwyn Colony Kukatpally
Hyderabad fioo72.

64.Pathi Sandeep Kumar, S/o Venkatadri Aged 24 Years Oce Unemployed R/o
6-58 Malipura-Tirumalagiri Suryapet 508223.

65.Haripriya Duggireddy, S/oNarayana Reddy Q .Age-d-. 31 .Years Occ
Govbniment E-mployi:e R/o Bhbrat i Nagar Colony Near Water Tank
Moosapet Hyderabad.

66.Y Raiyalakshmi, D/o Y Mallikariuna Rao Aged 25 Years Occ Unemployed R:/o
Housii No 12-209 Sri Sai Nagar Cclony Meerpet 500097.
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67. Shaguftlralffath, D/o Mohd Munawaruddin Aged_29 Years Oce Govt Emptoyee
R/o House No 7-1-97lB Ferozguda Hyderab6d 50001 1.

68. GoPisetli Susmitha, S/O G Venkateswarlu Aged 28 Occ.Govt Service RIo 2-
34 Talla,Ja Khammam Telangana 50Z16Z.

69.Pramod Sai_T,_s/o.Ramachandra Rao T Late Aged 33 years occ
U.nemp.loyel n/q .Th.atisu banag_qq4 yilla ge Modd u ta g utiem p o Da m m a peta
Mandal lfadradri Kothagudem-S07306. -

zo Pglgqta.Jeswanth Raj, s./.o. flgviAge!_2_s lgqrs occ Unemptoyed Rto H no 2-
69 K C Oolony HasanparthiWarangal 50601S.

71.Shiva Shankara Vara Prasad T, S/o Narisirnhulu T Aqed 24 years Occ
U-nemployg9 R/o Flat No.301 JBR Residenry Near Reddys Chicken Centei
Moosapet Hyderabad 500018.

72.Alti Keerthana, D/o Pedqr-rarrrAge{26 ygars occ unemployed R/o H no 1-
149 Boy:rguda Anumula Nalgoniia 508202.

73. Bandal liamesh Abhinav Chander, _S/o Subash B R Aged 27 years occ
Government Employee R/o. 6-2-120 subash Nagar Nizamlbao sogooz.

74.Allepu Mounika, p. /q.-A.llepu-sammaiah Aged 24 years Occ unemptoyed R/o
1-751A Mallampalle Mulugu 506349.

75. Bhukva. Jlegp!1ry,^P/9 P[qlqF .Haqglnoh]oep _33 
years occ unemproyed

R/o H No 6-1-l(40010 CPI Party Otfice Rdad Bank Colony tUanjUu'OaUaO
506101.

76. Bajoli.Srilekha, olq ggjqji-s_rlpivils nggd-go yeap occ Government Emptoyee
R/o Hou,se No 12-1O--gUSl1 Bhardth Nagar Cotony Moosapet HyoerJ6io
500018.

77.Chattu Blravani, 
-S/o.Achai?.h Aged 28 years occ Government Employee R/o

House No 1-113 Voice Singevaram Ananthagiri Mandal Suryaiet District
508206.

78. Enugu tvla1rgj _R_"dqy,_ S/o E Ravinder Aged 2g years occ Government
Employer: R/o 5$B/2Govindraope Mulugu Tehngana 506347.

"hi5ilfl !?[%1,'^liS'8J30'ftf; IitS;f,JS*g?S,i3"I"fi t',?"i'Yi,?ru5ffi iMiyapur-1i00049.

80. Mudavatl'r Hanumanthu, S/o M Hankya Aged 2g years, occ.Government
Fnployee, R/o House No 4-33 Chinthdchettir Thanda Molkairrerla-r.rirgond.
508247.

81.Rohita s, s/o. sekhar Babu s E Aged 38 years oce Unemployed R/o House
No 17-1-3i83N/1 Vyshalnagar phas6 1 champapet Hyderaoio sooozg

82 !_efe. Srinivas, S/o Nages[rwa.r 4gp-! eo ygarc occ unemptoyed R/o H No 7-
59/a Vidyanagar Cotony lchoda AdilaUad SO4 3OZ.

83. Bikkumalla Pravalika, D/o B
House No 6-53/1 Srinivasa Colony

27 Years Occ Unem2 loyed R/o
509001.

84.?erapaka _Deepak, s/o venkateswartu Aged 33 years occ Government
Emplcyee R/o House No 649/,4 kothalalapulam Konijerla Kharnmjm S07165.



85. Eslavath Sri Ram Harsha, S/o E Hanun-anthu Aged 23 Years Occ
Unemployed R/o Hari harapuram Colony Vanasthalhuram 500070.

86.D A Christina Evengileen, D/o D Anand Aged 35 Years Occ Government
Employee Ryo House No 18-486/9/1 Mallikarjuna Nagar Malkajgiri 500047.

BT.Gangavathi Pavan kalyan, S/o G Lakman Aged 23 Years Occ Unemployed
R/o Peddakistapuramgada Mahabubanagar 5O7 21 O

SS.Solipuram Shashi Kumar Reddy, S/o M
unemployed R:/o 3-3 Modiyupunta Atmakur

B9.Maddiboina Phani Gopal, S/o Maddiboina Venugopal Aged 27 Years Occ
Unemployed Fl/o 13-1-4 72 Anasuya Nilayam Manghalat 500006.

90.Tatapudi Jacob Abhishek, S/o Vijayanand Aged 26 Years Occ Unemployed
R/oPrapathiNagar Kukatpally 500090.

91. M Balakrishna, S/o M Shekar Aged 24 Years Occ Rl/o House No
11-11-12 Road No 1 Telephone Colony Kothapet H 500035.
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alla 25 Years OCC
Yadad 111.

Ramachandraih 32 Years, Occ Govemment
Colony Mallapur

25 Years Occ Unemployed Ri/o
ipet5O2372.

92. Bejavada Lingarao, S/o B
Employee Ri/o House
MedchalMalkajgiri 500076.

No 3-15-19

93.Ch Vasundara, D/o.CH Satyanarayana Aged 30 Years Occ Unemployed Rl/o
8-1-59/1 Shalipet 500008.

94.Muthyala
House No 3 Sirsi

10

Flat 302 GV Cast

95.Ayesha Anjum, D/o. Khaja Zakiuddin Aged 40 Years 0 cc Unemployed Rl/o
Hbuse No 1O4-7711821C15 Flat No 302 TaheraManzil Green Street Ahmed
Nagar Masab Tank 500028.

96.Varthya Mahesh Nayak, S/O V Panthya Aged 24 Years, Occ Government
Employee Rl o 1 -8-1 I A1277l1 6 Baghlingampally Hyderabad 5000214.

97.Patil Jyothsna, D/o Mallaiah Age 26 Years Occ Private Service FUo H no 2-
1 06/1 Girnoor Adilabad 504307.

98.Akshay Kumar Kola, S/o Srinivas K Aged 30 Years Occ Private Service R/o
House No 4-11-8112 Road No 1 Tiiumala Housing Colony Hayat Nagar
Rangareddy 501505.

99.Sama Sathwika, D/oSama Jayaram Aged 25 Years Ocr Government
Employee B/o Plot 45 Road No 2 Sushma Sainagar Vanasthalipuram
Hyderabad 500070.

100. Mslavath Swamalatha, D/o Chandra Nai Aged 26 Years Occ
Government Employee R/o Kollur Nawabpet Mahabubnagar 51.9202.

uel Aged 29
safilguda

Benedict lsrael Paul, S/o Ravi Kishore Babu
R/o H No 27-1612214142 Siddartha Nagar

nya D/o Y Pocha m Aged 33 years Occ Unemployed R/o
Sainikpuri 500094.

1O2. Yasam Lava

103. M D Thahera Behum, D/o M D Saleem Aged 30 Years Occ G
Dvernment Employee R./o H No 6-2412 Kalladi Aloor Nizama Dad 503213.
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1o4. Mr Benny Joseph, s/o M Raj Kumar Aged 31 years occ Government
Employere po Plo! tlp.G9^4Q!yud-aya Nagai Colo zy Bandlaguda Junction
Kaliman,Jir Ranga Reddy 500086.

105. Chittem.ly."fng]alh.q, D/o CfrittqmNagish Aged 40 years Occ.Private
Service R/o HlG613 Flat 402 Sarojini Devi Nitayari lV phase KPt-t B cotony
Hyderabad 5OOO72.

106. D sandeep-(u.rygl, s/p P sarueshwar Rao Aged 33 years occ Govt
Employee R/o 562 Old Yeraboinapally Khammam.

107. B Bharath 9lr.a!dF, slQ Ggvin-du-Age_{!6 years occ Unemptoyed R/o
H No 18-1-17n SRN Colony Bhadrachatam-s07111.

108. slriv ngj Pabba, 91q Yerr.u Gopal pabba Aged 27 years occ
Unemplcyeq^ryo Flat no 305 D Block Nivriti homes SK Enctave Miyapur
Telangana 500090.

109. Akkenapally Ranjeethle.ddy,_s/o Akkenapally venkat Reddy Aged 2t
Ie?rs Occ Unemployed R/o Plot n6 8-320 Papi Recidy Nagar lagaingirigutta
Telangana 500037.

110: . Ay'yapare{dygari vamshiKrishna,_s/o_A Venkata Reddy Aged 24 years
Occ. lnspector of lncome Tax R/o MIG 157 APHB Colony Adoni Kurnool
Andhra F'radesh 51 8302.

111. Yeraradla Nikitha, D/o Y Sudhakar Reddy Aqed 2g vears Occ

Hyderabad 500035.

112. Kudikala Bhavya, D/o Kudikala Venkateshwartu Aqed 23 vears Occ
unemplo'yed R/o House no 1G-3-779l1 warangarreranganl sooosS.

113. Polimera Sudarshan Reddy, s/o P-olimera Nageshwara Rao Aged 32
fear.s Qc_c^ -Ulgmployed R/o l-loulCe not-34 Lingasariudram Nettore Andhra
Pradesh t;23114.

Pavan Kumar, S/o Mandla Venkatswamy Aqed 26 vears OccR/o House no19-2f24c Kothakota Wdnafarthy fetangana

115. Danam _ Naveen, s/o Danam samrnaiah Aged 26 years occ
un^employed R/o House no 146 kondapur Ghanpui Mulugu'Telangani
506345.

116. Busireddy^shantan [uma1 Bed{y, s/o Busireddy Ravindra Reddy
Aged 27 years occ Unemployed R/o Fiat no ?i2 svs- Nivas Road no 5
Ka ma lnagar Cha ita nyapuri Hyd-erabad Telangana 500060.

117. Donthiredd.y joh{q,. D/o Donthired_dy shyam Sunder Aged 27years
Occ Unernployed R/o Flat no 3 Sree Silryakaa Apartment Ganoniiigii
Hyderabad Telangana 50080.

118. Pailla Mahesh R9ddy,^Q/o Pailla Vittal Reddy Aged 28 years Occ Sub
lnspector .of .Police R/o KSS Bqqtdqrcy Room' ni zoz triew hafe.rpei
Kondapur Hyderabad Telangana 500049. 

-

119. Veldi Gopikrishna, S/o_Veldi Nageshwar Rao Aged 27 years Occ Asst
Motor Vr:hicle . tnspectot 

- &q 1-1s7 Gunturpally 'chitya[ 
Jayashankar

Bhupalapally Telangana 506356

114. Merndla
Unemploved
509381.
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12O. Kishan Patel, S/o Yugandhar Patel Aged 25 years Occ Jr Assistant
Commercial Tax Dept Rlo 2-12-190 Sai Ganesh Colony Opp K J 2nd Gate
Vidyaranyapuri Hanamkonda Telangana 506009.

121. Ravirala Yashaswini,, S/o Ravirala Veerendra Kumar 25 years
Occ Unemployed R/o H No 20-24 Gandhi Nagar
Telangana 508248.

Nalgonada

rs Occ

122. Poorelli Naga Shivani Reddy, Wo Poomlli Aravind Reddy Aged 28
years Occ Government Employ ee R/o Plot no 60 Sainagar Colony Kukatpally
Telangana 500071.

123. S. Raghavender Reddy, 9o.S Bal Reddy Aged 33 years Occ
Employed R/o.H No 17.6,914 Srinagar Colony aprkumool Telangana 509209.

124. Nathi Yuvika Mithra,
Unemployed R/o H No 1-1
Telangana 500016

Aged 27 years Occ
lush Nagar Begumpet

S/o Nathi Sriniva Goud
O-27nn Ganga Apts Pra

125. Kanaparthi Sukeerthi, S/o Koteswara Rao Aged 29 years
kra ResidencyR/o Fl it No 302 Sri Laksh Cha

Gandhinagar Telangana 500080.

126. Muddagoni Kalyan Goud, S/o
Occ Jr Assistant Muncipal
Homes Colony Nadargu reddy 50't510.

Ramavath Lakshmi Prasanna, S/O Prasai
R/o Plot no 1 19 Vanasthalipuram

Naik Aged 29 years Occ
RangaReddy Telangana

0.

Occ U

't27.
U

128. Veloor Mani Niveditha, S/O V N Mani, Aged 25 years Occ Unemployed
R/o H No 1-74, Kanala Towes Kamalanagar ECIL Hyderabad, Telangana
500062.

'129. Chinta Rahul, S/o Chinta Raju Aged 27 years Occ Unemployed R/o H
No 5-45 Beside ZPHS Tallada Khammam Telangana 507167.

130. Gomasa Jacinth Joel, S/o. G J Daniel Aged 29 years Occ Unemployed
R"/o H No 5-11-51nOB Priyadarshini Nagar Nirmal Telangana 5M106.

131. P Vyshnavi, S/o P Raghu Babu Aged 25 years Occ Employed R/o H
No 10-13-32 Laxmipuram Warangal Telangana 506001.

132. Sandana Nikhil

133. Akhit

U
Kukatpal

50

R/o H No

Papineni, S;/o
R/o H No 5-2 1tA utikuntla Bonakal

Srinivasa Rao

hase 1

Aged 28 years Occ
Khammam Telangana

134. NAYABU SOUMYA SREE, S/o N Ramesh Aged 28years Occ
Unemployed R/o H No 2J|4816 Venkateshwara Colony Uppal Telangana
500039.

135. BURAGADDA NISHANTH, S/o B Rambabu Aged 26 years Occ
Unemployed Rr/o H No 31-3-1750 SVS homes opposite Jawahar Colony
Hasanparthy Telangana 506370.
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136. VqRKALA VEDAVATHI, S/o Varkala Vijay Kumar Aged 30 years Occ
Unemployed R/o Flat no 203 Sai imperial apartment Tahaka Hyderabad
Telangana 5000'17.

137. SIJRNA ADARSH GOUD, S/o S Ramulu goud Aged
Assistant Commercial Tax FUo H No 5-4-1111711 Mala
hospitals Nampally Telangana 500001.

138. G,qJARE SANGEETHA, D/o Gajare Prakash Aged 26 years Occ
Unemployed Rl/o H No 8-4-370169 Rajnagar Borabonda Telangana-500018.

139. SIRIKONDA VENKATA SHIVANAND, S/o Srikonda Krishna Aged 27
years Occ Unemployed R/o C9 KTTP Colony.

140. G()UROLLA NlKHltA, D/o Gourolla l3hoom Reddy Aqed 29 vears Occ
Town planning and Building overseer, R/o H No 4-61 Guita-Aloor Nizamabad
503213.

141. KIILUVALA UTTErr, S/o K Ananad Kumar Aged 32 years Occ
Unemployed R/o H No 2-145 Flat 302 lndrakuteer Nallakunta Hyderabad
Telangana 503213.

142. KOPPAKA AVINASH, S/o K Srinivas Rao, Aged 29 years Occ
l]nemploye{ R/o Flat !o 502 Sun Rays Platinum Residency Nehru Nagar
Khaminarn Telangana507001.

143. BOJANAPALLI LAVANYA, D/o B Semi Reddy Aqed 26 vears Occ
Unemplo'7ed Rl/o H No 28-14714 Maruthinagar nearGaidhinaga'r Medchal
District Tr:langar a 500081.

144. BA.TTILI YAWAN, S/o B Latchayya
R/o Flat no 203, 1-1-716 Landmark
Gandhinagar 500080.

fged 32 years Occ Unemployed
Sudarshan Residency streef 9

145. DF: YELLU DINESH Reddy, S/o Laxma Reddy Aged 32 years Occ
Doctor senior Resident R/o Flat no'.402 Balaji Homes A'dadh Nagai Opp New
Bus stancl Siddipet 502103.

Sar Prathyush S/o Sri
R/o Flat n House no

r Hyderabad 500060.

27 years Occ Jr
kunta near care

Occ
Vikas

Occ U
MedchalMa

146.
U

Reddy
o 2O2

PVR Redly Aged 27 years,
4{9 Sri Sailaja Sharma suites

Nagar

147: Saitheja Puli, S/o Kishan Kumar Puli Aged 31 years Occ Unemployed
R./o Housr: n6 5-1 1-90/1 Naimnagar Hanmakoida Warbngal 506009.

148. K l-akshmi Deepika, D/o K Krishna Aged 29 years
Rt/o Plot 78-79 Venkiteiwaia Nagar Dr AS Ra5 NagarEClL
District 500062.

149. K r\nusha, D/o K Yadava Reddy Aged 35 years Occ government
employee R/9 Equse 14O,3-11-228 Roa6 no-03 Sri Shankar coto-ny LB Naar
HyderabarJ 500074.

150. Seelam Megha, D/o Seelam Raghuveer Aged 26 years Occ
!.lnemployed R/o House no 324-77 Anandnagar -colony Bheemaram
Hanmakonda 506015-

151. Banavath Vanajq, D/o Banavath Dhasharath Naik Aged 25 years Occ
gov-ernme'lt employee R/o House no 2449 Lingapoor Dand-epally Mancherial
504206.



152. Gandra Naveen Reddy, S/o. Gandra Mallikarjuna Reddy aged 28 years
occ Unemployed R/o Househo 10$18U15fi Reparthu nagar By Pass Road
Khammam 5007002.

153. Mekala Surya Prakash Reddy, S/o Mekala Vasantha Reddy
years occ Unempioyed Fl/o House no 1-55 Erladinne village Wa
509131 .
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Shaik Fareed Uddin age
no 8:52291H63/A Venka

aged 30
naparthy

years Occ
Yousafguda

154. Barira Fareed, D/o
Unemployed R/o House
Hyderabad 500045.

155. Ellandula Rakesh,
Occ.government employee
506314.

156. Palakurthy Sandeep,
occ.government employee
Karimnagar 505001.

d29
tagiri

S/o
Ri/o

Ellandula Narsaiah aged 26 years,
Bandanpadi 3{4 Raipadhy Warangal

S/o Palakurthy
R/o House . no

Kashaiah
g-3-235

aged 28 years
Srinagar Colony

157. Bootla Shravan, S/o Bootla Govardhan aged 27 years, Occ
Unemployed R/o House no 9-5-'109 Sapthagiri colony Karimnagar 50511.

158. Mohammad Vilayath Ali, S/o Mohammad Mahaboob Ali aged 26
yearsOccc unemployed- R/o House no '147 Punnel lnnvole Hanumakonda
506310.

159. Shaik Naziya Begam, D/o Shaik - Zameer aged 25 ..years,
Occ.Unemployed Fl/o Horlse nq 8-1061 NGOs colony Vanasthalipuram
Rangareddy 500070.

160. Dainampelly Praveen, S/o Dainampelly-sammaiah aged 26 years.occ
Unemployed Fi/o House no 12]|43 Akulavari Ghanpur Eturunagaram Mulugu
506165.

161. S Veena, D/o S Srinivas aged 27 )€ars Occ government employee R/o
House no 14-112 Civil line Kurvageri Narayanpet 509210

162. Dongari Prathibha, D/o Dongari Raiu aged 28 years, Occ.Unemployed
R/o House ho 4-2213 Arpapally Sarangapqr Jagitial.

Banoth Narendar, S,/O Banoth Bhima aged 30 years occ government
loyee Rl/o House no 3-11914 Plot no131 Road no 6 ISCT colony Boduppal
chalMalkajgiri 500092.

163
emp
Med

164. Agumamidi Akhil Reddy, Si/o Agumamiii Se!y?1t?r?!/a{ta Reddy-aged
29 yeari occ Unemployed R/o House no *5-2751N1 Markandeya Nagar
Ramnagar Karimnagar 505001.

165. Durisheyty Vrjay Kumar, S/o Durisheety qallyalafayana aged 2.9

years occ.Gov-einmelnf employe. R/o House no 4-1-159 Balaji Road Korutla
Jagital 505326

166. Thota Sony, D/o Thota Damodar aged 27 yeary qgg^ggvernment
employee R/o Horlse no 3-5-100 Tailors street Hanmakonda 500601.

167. Kadavath Rojabai, D/o Sabavat {it ryte,r, -aged. 31 years occ
government employde, Rl/o House no 3-10-33712 Opposite Radio Station
Nyalkal Road Nizamabad 503001.
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168. M,)hammed Ahmed Pasha, S/o Moham ned Yakoob Pasha aged 31
ygars crcc _ 

government employee R/o House no 1-1 Oorugonda
Hanumakonda 506342

169. Jatoth Mjay Kumar, S/o Jatoth
Rl/o Ho is.e no 6-2-25 Daknathanda Ma

Balaji aged 32 years occ Unemployed
ripeda Mahabubabad 506315.

170. Perthlavath Rajesh, S/o Pathlavath Balrm
House no 3-17 Mollonigad

aged 27 years occ
da Thanda Bheemaram

172. Dvikuntla Venkatesh 27 years S/o Dwikuntla Venkatesh occ, aged
House

500916.

171. Mnod Reddy Ettam, aged 29 years S/o Jagath Reddy occ government
empl,oyee R/o-. P!9t no 115 Road NO. 9A Santoshi Mata Colony
HasthinapuramNorth Hyderabad 500079.

employee R/o no 3-4-644 lndira Nagar Hanamkonda

175. Koyyda Uday Kumar,

173. Pochampalli Divya, aged 25 years D/o Pochampalli Ashok occ
ggyqlnn1q$-gpployee R/o House no.2-20 Nampally Vemulawabada Rajanna
Siricilla 505302.

flat
aged 32 years D/o Rajeev Purohit Occ govemment

no 303 MAP apartmenls Arora colony B-njara hills
174. Neha

180. Potharaju Pavan.

176. Sai Pavan Vavilala, aged 26 years S/o Vavilala Thirupathi occ
Unemployed R/o 5-57 Pillonipalli Bhupalappally 506169.

177. Bandari Anvesh, aged 32 years S/o Bandari lndraiah occ Unernployed
R/o House no 32-2-9 Palrepula Hanmakonda 506009.

178. Sapavath Dasharath, aged 25 years S/o Sapavath Swamy occ
Unemploled, R/o House no 4-'15 Polepally Bandameethi Thanda Nalgonda.

179. Varikoti Laxman Anand, aged 34 years s/o Varikoti Mahendar occ
private enrployee R/o House no 2-8-309 NGOs colony Hanamkonda 506370.

aged 27 years S/o Potharaju Ramesh Babu occR/o 13-229 Ambedkar Nagar Hasanparthy

182. Baindla Venkatesh, aqed 28 years S/o Baindla Naravana occ
Govemment employee Rl/o Horlse no 3-5-291't Dubbak Siddipet S012Og.

183. Gali Rahul, aged 25 years S/o Gali Ravi Kumar Occ government
e-mployee _flo. llo_use no 40-6-'112 SC cotony Mammor Khila-' Warangal
Warangal District506 1 66.

employee R:/o
aged 30 years S/o Koyyda Prabhakar
House no 7 -27 Raghunathpally Jangaon

S/o Mohan Kumar Poudel occ
'11 A Block Sri Ram Nagar Colony

nt
1.

181: Menaka
Ffiil

1U.
U

la Kiran,Dor,u
R/o.House

aggd Q0 years S/o Donupala Gangadhar occ
no 2-69 Savel Mendora Nizamabad 503219.
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185. Jangam Jyothi Shirisha, aged 27 years D/o Jangam Puli occ
government emplcyee R/o House no 4-53 Mittapall Thallada Khammam
507167.

186. Madari Anand Kumar, aged 37 years S/o Anand Madari, occ
government employee R/o House no 794 Uplorr village Kammarpally Mandal
Nizamabad 503308.

187. Advaitha
Occ.Government
Hanmakonda

36 years D/o Vanaparthy Sadanand
no 2-7-19312 Excise colony Subedari

188. Gaddala Arundhar.Rao,,'aged 29 years s/o Gaddala Amruthaiah occ
Unemployed R/o House .no'1.2;2481' lA.opposite Government hospital Beside
Pradeep Cricket Academy Jangaon 506167.

189. Yarabolu Deepika, aged 26 year D/o Yarabolu Surendar Reddy occ
Unemployed R/o House no 3-195/1 High School Road Madhapuram V
Mudigonda Mandal Khammam 5O717O.

190. Thallapally Rakshita, aged 28 years occ Unemployed R/o House no 3-
309 Gandhinagar Bheemabevarapally Hanumakonda 505497.

191. Avirenola Venkat Ramana, aged 24 years Occ Ward officer
government employee R/o House no 18-365 Shantinagar Miryalaguda
Nalgonda 5AB2O7.

192. Ganta Chamani, BDS aged 29 years D/o Ganta Bhoomaiah, occ
Unemployed R/o House no 24411 Seetharampur Karimnagar 505001.

(Note. Notice is not required to Respondents 3 to 192 as they are
Respondents in WA No.107712O251 (The Respondents No's.3-192 in the
prE sent Writ Appeal are arrayed as Respondents No's.4 to 193 in WA
No.1O77l2025l

..-RESPONDENTS

lA NO: 3 OF 2025

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 Respondents to re-conduct the Group-l Mains Examination pursuant to

the Notification No.O2l2O24, dated.19.02.2024 from among the candidates who

succeeded in the preliminary examination as per the Notification, pending

disposal of the writ appeal.
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Counsel for the Appellants: SRI c.VlDYA SAGAR, Sr. COUNSEL, REP.
SRI SAI PRASEN GUNOAVARAM

Counsel for the Respondent No.l: GP FOR GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

Counsel forthe Respondent No.2: SRI A.SUDARSHAN REDDY,
ADVOCATE GENERAL &
SRI S.NIRANJAN REDDY, Sr. COUNSEL,

REP. SRI P.S.RAJASEKHAR, SC FORTGPSC

Counsel for tfie Respondent No.l5, 42,81,123,130: SRI AVTNASH Sr.
COUNSEL, REP. Ms. B.N.PRAVAI-IKA-GOUD

The Courtdelivered the following: COMMON JUDGMENT
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IN THE HIGH COURT F'OR HE STATE OFTELANGANA

THE HON'BLE TTIE CHIEFJUSTI CE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH

AND

HIUDD

WRIT APPEAL Nos.1066- 1054- 1067- 1068- 1069- 1O7O- 1O7 1072I
077 to79fl il I

Dated:05.02.2026

WRIT APPEAL No.l066 o12025
Between:
Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secrctary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
...Appellant

...Respondents

.Appellant

...Respondents

...Appellant

Paramesh Matta and 22 I others

No.l054 of2025
Between:
Mrs. Shagufta Firdouse, D/o Sri Syed Habeeb Ur Raheman,
Wo Sri Shaik Parwez

And
The State ofTelangana, rep. by is Chief Secretary, General
Administration Department, Secretariat Buildings, Secretariat,
Saifabad, Hyderabad and 6 others

WRIT APPEAL No.l 067 of2025
Between:
Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
Kandlakunta Srujan Mourya and 2 others

WRIT APPEAT.

.,.Respondents
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WRIT APP No.l 068 of 2025EAL
Between:
Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

K.Hanmi Reddy and 2 others

IYRIT APPEAL No.t069 ot 2025

...Appellant

... Respondents

.Appellant

And

Between:
Telangarra Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
Bommer:l Sravan Kumar and another

A L No.l 25
Between:
Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M,J.ROacL Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana Srare

Between:
Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana Srare

Sale P.rittrvi and 2 others

A. E.FriEieNiraja

Between:
fslengana public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And

WRIT APPEAL No.l07l of2025

And

WRIT 1072 of 2O2sPEAL No-

Dharma V ennela and 14 others
And

... Respondents
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WRTT APPEAL N 2025
Betrveen:
Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
S.Naresh and 24 others

WRIT APPEAI, No.l074 of2025
Between:
Telangana Public Sewice Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
Chinthalapati Upender and 5 others

WRIT APPEAI, No.l075 of2025

Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by irs Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
V.Pavan and another

WRIT APPEAL No.l076 of 2025
Between:
Telangana pu6lic Service Commission, rep. try its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
Guguloth Suresh and 4 others

...Appellant

...Appellant

...Appellant

...Appellant

...AppeIIant

ts

PPEAL No.l077 of2025
Between:
Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
Eshwara Prasad Kandula and 204 others

WRITA

...Respondents
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No.l078 of2025
Between:
Telangana Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
Dasari Sravan Kumar and 202 others

WRIT APPEAI. No.l079 of2025
Between:
Telangarra Public Service Commission, rep. by its Secretary,
M.J.Road, Nampally, Hyderabad, Telangana State

And
P.Adithya and 213 others

WRIT APPEA L No.l080 ol2025
Bctwccn:
Shiv Raj Pabba, S/o Venu Gopal Pabba and 37 others

And
Eshwara Prasad Kandula and 4 others

WRIT APPEAL No.l086 oI2O25
Between::
Boinpalll, Pranay Sai, S/o Vishnuvardhan and 9l others

WRIT APPEAI,

...Appellant

...Respondents

...Appellant

...Respondents

...Appellants

,..Appellants

... Respondents

ts

ts

And
Paramesh Matta and l3l others

WRIT APPEAI, No.l470 of202S
Between:
Eshwara Prasad Kandula, S/o K.Maisaiah and 2 others

And
State of Telangana, General Administration Department,
Telangana Secretariat, Hyderabad, rep. by its Chief Secretary
and l9l others

ts
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COMMON JUDGMENT (Aparesh Kumar Singh, CJ):

Mr. A.Sudarshan Reddy, learned Advocate General and

Mr. S.Niranjan Reddy, learned Senior Counsel appear for

Mr. Ieamed Standing Counsel for Telangana Public

Service Commission, appellant in W.A.Nos.l066, 1067,1068, 1069, 1070,

1071,1072,1473,1074, 1075, 1076, 1077, 1078 and 1079 of2025.

Mr. D.Prakash Reddy, leamed Senior Counsel appears for

Mr. Sriram Polali, learned counsel for the appellants in W.A.No.1086 of

2025 and respondent Nos.60, 61,63, 64, 67 to 71,74 to 79,81, 82, 84, 86

tol25,l27to 133, 135 tol37,l40 to l58and l60to 164 inW.A.No.l066

of2O25.

Mr. G. Vidya Sagar, leamed Senior Counsel appears for

Mr. Sai Prasen Gundavaram, leamed counsel for appellants ln

W.A.No.l470 of 2025 and respondents in W.A.Nos.l077 and 1080 of

2AZ5

Dr. K.Lakshmi Narasimha, leamed counsel appears for the

appellant in W.A.No.l054 of 2025 and respondent No.l58 in

W.A.No.l0Z of2025.

Mr. Poodattu Amarender, leamed counsel appears for appellants in

W.A.No.1080 of 2025 and respondent Nos.23 to 39 in W.A.No.l066 of
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2025. respondenr No.l09 in W.A.No.1077 of 2025 and respondent No,24

in W.A.l,lo. I 086 of 2025.

Vlr. Gopal Sankaranarayanan, learned Senior Counsel appears for

Mr. Aditya Vyas, learned counsel for respondent Nos.62,66,72 and g0 in

W.A.No 1066 of 2025.

Dr. S.Muralidhar, leamed Senior Counsel representing Mr- Aditya

Vyas, leamed counsel appears for respondent Nos.65,73,85, 126 and l3g

in W.A.l\Jo.1066 of 2025.

Mr. Avinash Desai, Ieamed Senior Counsel for respondents No.g l,

123 and li0 in W.A.No.l470 of 2025 and also for Ms. B.N.pravalika

Goud, learned counsel for respondents No.l5 and 42 in W.A.No.l470 ol

2025.

Mr. P.Vishnu Vardhan neddy, teaniCtl'S,eniiji Counsel appears for

Mr. C.Jarrardhan, leamed counsel for respondent Nos.83, 159 and 134 in

W.A.No. lO66of 2025.

Ms. B.Rachna Reddy, leamed Senior Counsel appears for

Mr. Mohd. Baseer Riyaz, leamed counsel for respondents/writ petitioners

in W.A.N,r. 1066 and 1086 of 2025.

Mr. B.Adinarayana Rao, leamed Senior Counsel appears for

Mr.Madas Bharath Chandra, leamed counsel for respondent No.2 in

W.A.No.l076 of 2025.



Mr. Shadan Farasat, leamed Senior Counsel, duly assisted by

Mr. Kaustubh Chaturvedi, leamed counsel appears for Mr. Abhishek

Sagar, learned counsel for respondent No.6 in W.A.No.l054 of 2025,

virtually.

il

Mr. K.Sai Teja, leamed counsel appeani for

Mr. T.R.V.S.S.S.V.Prasad, leamed counsel for respondent No.I in

W.A.No.l075 of2025.

Mr. Aravindu Maturi, leamed counsel appears for respondent No.l

in W.A.No.1067 of 2025.

Mr. J.Prabhakar, Ieamed Senior Counsel appears for

Mr. Gummalla Bhasker Reddy, learned counsel for respondent Nos.l to 5

in W.A.No.1074 of 2025.

tvlr. Shreyas Reddy Yalagiri, leamed counsel appears for

respondent No.l in Vf.A.No.l069 of 2025.

Ms. Nisha Tiwari, learned counsel appears for Mr. Abhishek Sagar,

leamed counsel for respondent No.l in W.A.No.1070 of 2025.

Mr. K.S.Murthy, leamed Senior Counsel appears for Mr. S.Rama

Mohan Rao, Ieamed counsel appears for respondent Nos.l, 3 and 4 in

W.A.No.1076 of 2025.
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lvlr. M. Surender Rao, learned Sgnior Counsel represenrs

Mr. Srinivasa Rao Madirpjg- ;isgunsel for unofficial

respondr:nts/writ petitioners in.,

Vir. Dama Seshadri N Counsel appears for

Ms. K. Kiran Mayee, learned",,qg,itnse[,, for respondent No.l2 ln

W.A.No.l086 of 2025.

2. Tlre present writ appeals, except w.A.No.l470 of 2025, have been

preferred by the Telangana Pub[C"Service Commission (hereinafter

relerred to as 'the Commission') candidates aggrieved
,...i

by the judgrnent dated Og.Og.z,Oii .No.l1439 of 2025 and
'y(.. -i :

*--.;,''' '
#itir:i,:.'

batch by the learned writ court.

by the writ

petitioners in the nature direction of the

to conduct re-evaluation by
':': ,' l

following the method of moderation as prescribed in the case of Sanjay

Singh vs. u.P.Public service commiqsion, Allahabadr. lnstead, it has
. i. .. i

been prayed that the learned writ court should have confined the relief to

re-conduct the Mains examination under the recruitment Notification

No.02/20.14, dated 19.02.2024.

3. The writ

learned ,vrit court to the

'(zooz) l scc 720
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4. The present challenge IS regard the conduct of the Mains

examinations by the Telangana Public Service Commission vide

Notification No.02l2024, dated 19.02.2024 for recruitment to Group-l

services (General Recruitment) for 563 posts. On 09.06.2024, preliminary

examination was conducted, the results of which were declared on

07.A7.2024. The Mains examination was conducted from 21.10.2024 to

27.10.2024 in 46 centres. Evaluation of the said examination was done

from 0l .11.2024 to 3l .01.2025. The results of the said examination were

declared on 30.03.2025. Alleging that there are inconsistencies ln

conducting the Mains examination and in the method of evaluation, the

writ petitioners, who are unsuccessful candidates, filed the W.P.No.l1439

of 2025 and batch. The leamed writ court by a common order dated

09.09.2025 disposed of the said writ petitions with the directions referred

to hereinunder. It is appropriate to indicate the altemative directions which

the learned writ court has granted by allowing the writ petitions at paras

369 to 372 which are as under:

uConclusion:

369- After analysingttle submissions of all the counsels, case laws,
and the material available on record, this Court feels that the
Commission, while condtrcting the Group-I Mains Examination had

not maintained transparency, integrity, acted in biased manner and
deviated their own Rules.

370. Due to the Commission's negligence and ineffrcierrcy, the
affected individuals are the unanployee youth of Telangana State.
The candidates have spent a substantial anrount on coaching classes,
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stJdying l0 to 12 hours a day and some candidates had resigned their
jobs for the sake of preparation for this exam. The Commission failed
in both procedural aspects and evaluation method, which is
inrpermissible.

312. ln view of the foregoing discussions and also taking inro
consideration the facts and circumstances mentioned above, these writ
petitions are disposed of with the following directions:-

3i'1. Although, there have been two instances of cancellation of
Group-l examination, the Commission has not leamr from its
previous experience.

(a) The Final Marks List dated 10.03.2025 as well as General
Ranking List (GRL) dated 30.03.2025 are hereby sa aside.

(b) The respondent authorities arc directed to rc-evaluate all rhe
an.;wer scripts of the Gmup-l Mains examination by applying the
moderation method in terms of &njay Singh and Anr- Ys. IJ.p.pubtic
Se,'vice Commission, Allahabad (2007) 3 SCC 72O), manually and
an rounce the results- Based upon such r€sults, the respondents
aurhorities are directed !o take st€ps for filling up ofsa l 563 posts.

(oTrrERwrsE)

(c) This Coun is inclined to cancel the Group-I Mains examination.
Th': respondent authoritics are directed to reonduct the GroupJ
Ma ins examination in Notification No .0Am2+ dated 19-O2.2024, for
those who have succeeded ip thg pr-elios oramination.

d) The above said exercise should be corpleted within a period of
eigrt (08) months from the dare of receipt ofa copy of this common
order."

5. For the convenience sake, the learned counsels for the parties have

broadly rt:lied upon the pleadings and annexures of W.A.No.1066 of 2025.

The entire pleadings have been compiled in seven volumes. Therefore, this

Court wc'uld rely upon the pleadings and supporting documents in

W.A.No.l066 of 2025.
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Impugned Judgment:

6. The writ petitioners assailed the results of the Group-l examination

on a number of grounds. The learned writ court divided the entire issues

into two parts, they are I - Procedural Aspects and II - Method of

evaluation. The issues identified under these heads ulre as under:

*l ) PROCEDLTRAL ASPECTS:-

a) Issuing of two hall tickets forthe GrcupI Examination.
b) Allocation of examination centres'in a biased rnanner.
c) lnconsistency about the total number of candidates, who

appeared for the rnain examination
d) Multiple evaluation of answer scripts.
e) Publication of provisionaUtotal marks list.
f) Disclosing of unqualified candidate's hall ticket numbers

in the Mains final marks list.
g) lncreasing vacancies by bdding,tie*l vacarrcies.

2) ivlETIIOD OF EVALUAfiON:-

a) The selection of the enaluators.
b) The procedure of evaluation.
c) Telugu medium candidates were neglected.
d) Highest qualified candidates in specific cextres.
e) Commission awarded the sarne marks to certain candidates-"

7. Be it indicated here that the leanred writ court answered issues

(a) to (f) under the head 'Procedural Aspects' in favour of the writ

petitioners, whereas issue (g) relates to increasing vacancies by adding

new vacancies was answered in favour of the Commission. The learned

writ court answered the issues (a) to (e) under the head 'Method of

Evaluation' against the Commission. Based on these findings, the learned

writ court in its conclusion at paras 369 to 372 held that the Commission
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had not maintained transparency, integrity, acted in biased manner and

deviated from their own rules. The learned writ court set aside the Final

Marks [,ist dated 10.03.202s as well as General Ranking List dated

30.03.2025. The learned writ court proceeded to issue alternative

directions, i.e., the respondent authorities were directed to re-evaluate all

the ansu'er scripts of the Group-l Mains examination by applying the

moderati,rn method in terms of Sanjay Singh (supra), rnanually and

announct) the results. Based upon such results, the respondent au.thorities

are direcled to take steps for filling up of said 563 posts. (oTHERwIsE)

This Court was inclined to cancel the croup-l Mains examination. The

respondent authorities were directed to re-conduct the Group-I Mains

examinati.on in NotiFrcation No.02l2024 dated 19.02.2024, for,tliose who

'have sucr:eeded in the prelims examination. These directions are under

challenge by the Commission and the successful candidates by filing these

appeals except w.A.No.1470 of 2025. Be it indicated here that the writ

petitionen; had not impleaded any o[ the successfirl candidates. The

successful. candidates were impleaded at their instance during the course of

the proceedings of the case.
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Submissions of Mr. A.Sudarshan .learned Advocate General on

behalf of the Telangana Public Service Commission/

Appellan ts/Successfu! teaudidatgs:

(l) Procedural Aspects:

(a) Issuing of trvo hall tickets for the Group-I Examination:

8. Mr. A.Sudarshan Reddy, learnd Advocate General has submitted

that after the Prelims examination results were declared on 07.07.2024, a

Web Note was issued on 16.08.2024 giving instructions to the candidates

selected for the Mains examinatiorr to be held from 21.10.2024 to

27.10.2024. It is clearly stated therein that a new hall ticket number would

be issued to the candidates appearing for the Mains examination. The hall

ticket flor the Mains examination (Conventional Type) reflected the

Prelims exarnination hall ticket number. Therefore, no prejudice was

caused to the candidates. He has further pointed out that the High Court for

the State of Telangana also issued two separate hall tickets in conducting

the examination for appointment to the porgts of Civil Judge (Junior

Division) for Screening Test (Computer Based Test) and Hall Ticket for

the Written Examination. Therefore, there was nothing wrong in issuing

two hall tickets for administrative convenience. Two hall tickets were

given for providing a continuous sequence for hall tickets which would be

convenient for printing OMR sheets accompanying the answer scripts,
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distributing them across examination cenrres and also in the examination

halls. fire writ petitioners failed to demonstrate any prejudice caused to

them in issuance of two hall tickers for prelims examination and Mains

examinar:ion. The procedure followed by rhe Commission was transparetrt

and not arbitrary.

(b) Nlocation of examination centres in a biased menner:

8.1. It is submitted that initially 45 centres were found to be suflicient

for the Mains examination. However. upon physical verification during the

first week of Octobeq 2024, ir was noriccd rhar ar Centre No.l9, the

ground floor is at an elevation making ir inaccessible to Persons with

Disabilig, @wD) candidates, 87 such PwD candidares originally allotted to

Centre Nb.l9 were relocated ro Cenrre No.2 I (40 candidates), Centre

No.39 (41 candidates) and Centre No.36 (4 candidates). Since additional

space warl allocated in Test Centres for PwD candidates (appearing with

scribes), there was a requirement to constitute a new Test Centre to

accommodate the candidates. Therefore, one Test Centre was added,

making tbe Test Centres to 46.

8.2. Leamed Advocate Gencral has pointed out that there are no

separate toilets for men in Koti Wonren's College. When the Union public

Service C:ommission (UPSC) conducred examination at that particular

centre acsommodating both men and rvornen, there was a lot of
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inconvenience for the men. The candidates had to queue up outside the

toilets. It was reported in newspapers. Taking this into consideration, the

Commission after deliberation, allocated only women for the Test Centre

Nos.l8 and 19 sinrated in Koti Women's College. He has submitted that

all this process was conducted before issuing the hall tickets and no

prejudice is caused to the candidates appearing for the Mains examination

for increasing the test cenffes from 45 to 46,

(c) Inconsistency about the total number of candidates, who appeared

for the main examination:

8.3. Learned Advocate General has drawn the attention of this Court to

the Web Note of 'statistical Summary of Attendance Pertaining to Mains

Examinations held from 21.10.2024 AN to 27.10.2024 AN' dated

27.10.2024 issued by the Secretary of the Commission. He has submitted

that in column (iv) in the Note below the Table specifically rnentioned that

'the figures pertaining to the number of candidates who appeared for the

Mains Exams are collected from the Chief Superintendents of the exam

centreson the go when the examinatton was in progress and are subject to

minor variation. f any. ' He further submitted that on 27.10.2024, the last

day of the Mains examination, it was tentatively arrived at21,093. After

reconciliation, the said figure was revised to 2l,l l0 as 17 candidates who

were present in the examination were erroneously marked as absent by the
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examination superintendents. This Court directed not to publish the result

of 25 ceuxdidates under the Sports Quora. After deducting this 25;fr,o.,g

;,

2!?110, the commission had drawn up a list of 21,085 candr4a6$,"11{iib:

1ppg.ar€d, for all the seven papers in the Mains examination 4_n4r tbg,qe

resplts were declared including the 924 candidates who did not ouali$r,ip

the English Paper. Thus, in the Press Nore dated 13.03-202s. it was statqd

thattotal number of candidates appeared is 20,161 and in the said figure,

924 carchdates who did not qualify in the English examination is not
. ii

included. Therefore, there is no discrepancy in the total numbEr .qf

candidates declared from time to time by the Commission. Therefore, the
'. :jr' ..i.1 | ,.i

findings rf the learned writ court that the Commission declared multipll

figures times are illegal.

of answer scripts:

8.4. Le-;rrned Advocate General has subrnitted that all the answer scriBts

in the Mains examination were evaluated by two different evaluators.

However, in case there was a difference of more than l5% marks awarded

by two evaluators, a third evaluation was carried out. The process of

evaluatio.n. of each evaluator was closely monitored by the Chief Examincr

tb ensure 
'lhat 

the evaluation is strictly irnplemented in terms of uniformity

and fairnr;ss. A system of scrutiny was undertaken after each evaluation to

veriff whether marks are awarded to each question answered by the



2t

candidate and whether the totals are correctly done. For all the languages,

adequate number of teaching faculty had been engaged for evaluation. The

Commission thoroughly identified and accommodated the subject experts

across the country and did not compromise with the quality of expertise.

All the evaluators engaged in the assessment of answer scripts were duly

trained by the Commission.

8.5. Learned Advocate Ceneral has further subrnitted that the allegation

that there is no separate bar code for the third evaluation slip, while the

first and second evaluation (on the first page of the Answer Booklet) carry

unique bar codes, which render the third evaluation subject to

manipulation is not acceptable. He has submitted that since all the papers

are evaluated twice, provisions have been made on the first page itself for

the two evaluations. However, the third evaluation, which is necessary

only in a few cases, is provided for on the third page of the Answer

Booklet. He has drawn the attention of this Court to the Sample Answer

Booklet, which contains tkee parts - (l) details of the candidates, (ii) a

table for first evaluation (which is signed by valuer, chief examiner and

scrutinizer) and (iii) a similar table for the second evaluation. The first part

of the Arswer Booklet, i.e., details of the candidate, is removed prior to

sending for first evaluation. After obtaining the first evaluation and its

scrutiny, and prior to sending the paper for second evaluation, the portion
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containirrg the reference to the first evaluation is removed. This is done to

ensure that the second evaluation is independent and uninfluenced by the

first evaluation. Third evaluation, when the di fference of more than 15%

mark b,:tween the Iirst two evaluations, is conducted by removing all

three parts. Therefore, there was absolutely no scope for any

at any stage of evaluation.

8.6. Lt:amed Advocate General has further pointed out that the writ

petitioners have filed rhe list of evaluators by abusing their offrce in the

governm(:nt service. They have filed the letters addressed by the

Commissioner of Collegiate Education to the Commissioners of police. He

has submitted that ttre list of evatuators is highly confidential to ensure

fairness and anonymity. As such, the Commission reserves its right to

initiate legal action against the writ petitionem for illegally procuring the

highly confidential documents. He has further pointed out that the writ

petitionen; have levelled allegation against one o[ the evaluators i.e., Dr.

M.A.Malik, that he worked as a private tutor at RC Reddy IAS Study

Circle ancl he favoured his own students. It is submined that the said Dr.

M.A.Malik had not taken a single class in the saitl instinrtion since 2010.

That he used to take classes around 14 years ago. In this connection,

learned Arlvocate General has drawn the attention of this Court to the lefter

addressed by Dr. M.A.Malik to the Secretary of the Commission,
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Hyderabad that he is taking legal action against the writ petitioners in

W.P.No.l 1439 of 2025 for making false allegations against him.

(e) Publication of provisional/total marks list:

8.7. Learned Advocate General has referred to Para 15.2 under

'Memorandum of Marks' in the Notification No.02t2A24, dated

19.02.2024 issued by the Commission for Group-l Services (General

Recruimen$, which specifically stated that the marks list of Mains

examination (total marks) of all the candidates will be displayed on the

Commissionis website. However, paper-wise Memorandum of Marks of

all candidates could be accessed in their respective Logins for a period of

one wd<. That as per the said para. the Commission had provided the

paper-wise Memorandum of Marks of all candidates in their respective

logins. Therefore, the f,rnding of the learned writ court that the

Commission ought to have published the total marks of all the candidates

alongwithprovisional subject-wise marks, cannot be accepted. There is no

pleading that the writ petitioners intended to compare their paper-wise

marks with that of the other candidates for recounting. He has submitted

that the Commission has not deviated from its Rules of Procedure.
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($ Disclosing of un-qualified candidate's hall ticket numbers in the

Mains final marks list:

8.8. Lt:amed Advocate General has submitted tha! while evaluating the

, .- . ,,, 1,.,.: "..-i-., i; , ,: L . .

General English papers, it is not possible to know the category of the

candidatr:. Therefore, it is irnperative to evafuate a[ the seven papers of all

the candidates. Further, as per para l5 (Memorandum of Marks), there is

an option for recounting in all the papers. If all the papers were not

evaluated simultaneously, there was no provision for recounting at a later

stage, if :r candidate chooses to seek recounting. The writ petitioners had

not shown any prejudice caused to them by puElibation'of the marks of the

candidates who did not qualiff in General Engtish. All the marks of all the

candidates were declared. That does not'rdfIedt ,the hnking of the

candidates. ',,. f .ii.t+).r'.ii, - : i
-' ..i<-..,

-. r- r: .t.i

Method E

a) The sellection of the evaluators:

8.9. Th,: learned Advocate General has submitted that the selection of

evaluators is entirely within the domain of the Commission. The writ

petitioners; have not pleaded any prejudice with respect to any of the

evaluators. In respect of the finding of the learned writ court that one

Dr. M.A.lvlalik is alleged to have been associated with RC Reddy IAS

2
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Study Circle, it has been submitted that Dr. M.A.Malik, after joining as

Associate Professor of Government Degree College, Chevella, in 2010,

had not taken even a single class in the said institution. In respect of the

finding of the learned writ court based on Press Note dated 13.03.2025 that

the Commission is taking renowned subject experts for the purpose of

evaluation, who are currently in service. Leaned Advocate General

submitted that the Comrnission had taken the 'regular faculty', which

means that even the retired faculty also included in that definition. He

further stated that even the UPSC also uses the services of the retired

subject experts as evaluators. The breakup of the evaluators was placed at

pg.M8, vol.III of the compilation.

@) The procedure of evaluation:

8.r0. The subrnissions on this issue have been referred to in the

later part of this judgment in order to avoid repetition with the submissions

of the learned Senior Counsel for the Commission.

(c) Telugu Medium candidates were neglected:

8.11. Learned Advocate General has submitted that the degree

college faculty teaches both English and Telugu Medium graduation

students. As such, they are competent enough to evaluate Group-I Mains

examination papers. He funher submitted that on comparison with



26

neighbouring State of Andhra Pradesh, it would reveal that the percentage

of successful candidates from both the States is more or less equal. The

enlire exercise of evaluation was carried out with best possible practices

available. No injustice has been caused to any candidate irrespective of

medium. He has stated that out of the total vacancies, l0% vacancies were

occupied by Telugu Medium candidates.

(d) The highest qualilied candidates in specific cetrtres:

8.12. On the observation of the learned writ court that from Centre

Nos.l8 and 19, the highest female candidates, i.e., 7l female candidares

were sel,:cted, whereas in *1g remnining 26 centres, only 139 female

candidates were selected, learned Advocate General submined that rhere is

no allegation of malpractice in those cent€s more so the writ petitioners

have not appeared from Centre Nos.l8 and 19.

(e) Comn-rission awarded the same marks to certain candidates:

8. I 3. Learned Advocate General has submitted that it is quire

natural thlt same number of marks will be secured by so many candidares

in a highly competitive examination. He has referred to instance of a

candidate having the hall ticketNo.240902470 who got 253 marks and rhe

candidate having the hall ticket No.240902471 also got 253 marks.

However, it did not mean that they got the same marks in all the subjects.

He has also referred ro rhe table provided at pg.926, vol.V showing thar so
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many candidates got the similar marks. On the question of similar marks

secured by number of candidates, the selection procedure mentioned in

para 12.3 of recruitment Notification No.0212024 has been adverted to

which provides tie breaker principles at various levels. If the total marks of

two or more candidates are equal, then the local status of the candidates is

considered for ranking i.e-, candidates local to Telangana are given first

positions. If the total marks and local status of more than two candidates

are equal, then the date of birth of the candidates is taken forranking i.e.,

the elder candidate is given prior rank. If total marks, local status and date

of birth of nvo or more candidates are equal, then the ranks are awarded

based on the marks obtained by the candidates in Paper-I. If tie continues,

then highest marks in Paper-II would be given priority, even then if tie

continues then highest marks in Paper-III would be given priority, even

then if tie continues then highest marks in Paper-IV would be given

priority, even then if tie continues then highest marks in Paper-V would be

given priority. If then also two or more candidates are equal in all aspects,

the date of passing of the required qualifying examination will be taken

into account for consideration for ranking. If then also two or more

candidates are equal in all aspects as indicated above, the percentage of

marks in the required quali$ing examination will be taken for awarding

the rank i.e., the candidate having higher percentage in the required
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qualifying examination is given prior rank. If then also two or more

candidates are equal in,all qsp,ggt$i?"t4eir:hieh€r qualification will be taken

into account. If then also,tw."g:"#fn*g&r-cgB4idates are equal in all aspects,"-,'::;.,r.

the date of passing of fte *nigh.g..aqtrQH-qgalion will be taken.into accounr

for con:;ideration for ranking;.4n$.,,gven if the ranking is sarRe, the

percenta;3e of marks in highe.r quali,flgatipn will be taken as criteria for

awardin€; the rank. Commissioq,s, dqcision will be final in all other

exceptional cases other than the Gapes mentioned above-

8- 14- Learned Advocate General has submitted that in the presenr

recruitmr:nt re-evaluation is not permifted. He has placed reliance on the

apex colrrt judgments in Pramod Kumar Srivastava vs. Chairrnan,

Bihar Purblic service comniission? (paias 7 and8); Ran vijay Singh vs.

State of uttar Pradeshs (p:irai' 29 ,to'32) and Dr. NTR university of

Health Sciences vs. Dr. Yerra Tiinadha. [Ie has placed reliance on the

case of sianjay Singh (supra) (paras 17 and 23) and Sunil Kumar vs.

Bihar Pubtic Service commissions 1p*u, 2,3, 1g,20 and 2l) on the issue

of moderation. It is submitted that the Commission has the freedom to choose its

own method of evaluation.

2 pooq 6 soc 7t4
31zors12 s(:c 357
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Submissions of Mr. D.Prakash Reddv. learned Senior Counsel for the

appellants in W.A.No.I086 of 2025 (Successful Candidates):

8.15. Mr. D.Prakash Reddy, leamed Senior Counsel has adopted

the submissions of learned Advocate General on all the above aspects. He

has further submitted that the learned writ court should not have set aside

the examination since there is no case of systemic failure. He has

submitted that the observations on procedural aspects carrnot justify re-

evaluation or to re-conduct the Mains examination. That the observation of

the learned writ court that the first and second evaluators did not put their

marks on the answer scripts does not reflect proper consideration of the

matter since the evaluators had put their marks on the answer scripts, the

third evaluator would come to know the marts awarded by the earlier

evaluators.

8.16. Learned Senior Counsel also submitted that the entire

approach of the learned writ court on procedural aspects of the conduct of

Mains examination is not correct as they are administrative measures by

the Commission for the fair conduct of the examination. No prejudice has

been caused to the candidates. There is no allegation of mass copying or

leakage of paper. Learned Senior Counsel has referred to paras 48 to 64 of

the common additional counter affidavit on the method of moderation

adopted by the Commission. He has relied on the case of Institute of
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chartered Accountants of India vs. shaunak H.Satyau lparas 30 and

3l) an<l Sunil Kum.dr (supra) (para z0). It is submitted that the

recruitment agency.h1...,tr" freedom to decide what sort of evaluation has

to be followed. It is beyond scope of the writ court to decide the method of

evaluation.

8-17- He has also submitted that multiple evaluation of answer

scripts itself is moderation. That the commission has the power to appoint

the subjr:ct experts for evaluation, even if they retired. The reasons for

coming to the conclusion by the learned writ court are therefore arbitrary.

8.18. Under Rule 3(xi) of the Terangana State public Service

Commisr;ion Rules of Procedure (Rules of procedure), the Commission

has the rDower to prescribe the procedure for evaluation. As such, the

finding of the learned writ court that no specific rule has been prescribed

for evalu;ltion is without any basis.

8.19. on the issue of candidates selected from centre Nos.lg and

19, it wa:; submitted that the learned writ court did not take into account

the percentage of the selected candidates with the other centres. It has

strangely concluded that more number of female candidates were selected

from Centre Nos.18 and 19. The Commission had followed randomisation

while act:ommodating candidates at ditferent centres. Leamed Senior

6 
lzor r; 8 scc 781
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Counsel has placed reliance on the decisions of the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in Ashok Kumar Yadav vs. State of Haryana'lpara 2l); Ran

Vijay Singh (supra) (para 32), Tajvir Singh Sodhi vs. State of Jammu &

Kashmir 8 
lparas 3l to 36,37 and 39) and Deependra Yadav vs. State of

Madhya Pradeshe in support of his submissions.

for the Successful Candidates:

8.20. Mr. Gopal Sankaranarayanan, learned Senior Counsel for the

successful candidates/respondent Nos.62, 66?72 and 80 in W.A.No.1066

of 2025 has sought to dislodge the findings of the learned writ coun by

referring to data from the pleadings on recod which are as under:

NOTE ON DATA
I. CANDIDT\TES

l. Appeared in preliminary exam - 3,02,172 @ef. @E of Commission WS)
2. Qualified for mains exam - 3l,zm3 @ef. @8 of Commission WS)
3. Sat for mains exam and wrote all T papers - 2l,ll0@ef.@12 of WA)
4. Women candidates who sat for mains - 6,396
5. Whose marks included in total marlcs list - 21,085 (Ref,@912 of WA)
6. Cot qualifying marks - 12,622 @ef. @927 ofWA)
7. Selected pursumt to mains €xam - 563 (Ref. @316 ofWA)
8- English medium candidates - 12,381 (Ref.@ 316 of WA)
9. Telugu medium candidates - 8,694 (Ref. @ I 6 of WA)
10. Urdu medium candidates - t0 @ef. @316 ofWA)

II. SUBJECTS

I l. Subjects in exam - English (qualiffing) + 6 others(Ref. @383 of WA)
12. Marks - 900 (150 per subject) (Ref. @383 ofWA)
13. Highest mark scored - 550 (Ref. @927 of WA)
14. Median mark scored - 369
15. Cut offmarks for those qualified - 360
(for open catesory, EwS), 315 (OBC),270 (SCIST) (Ref.@. 927 of WA)

'lressy 4 scc 4r7
t lzozr; r7 scc r47
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NI. EXAMINATION
16. l{unber ofcentres - 46 [3 women cenrresl [Rcf. @ 9 t7 of WA]
17.,,\raerpge number ofcsodidates io each cenrre - 459
18. Nusrber of candidates in Centrc 18 and 19 (*.omen

ri, kiilf,ut'iiir"roiuators - 35 t 1n"r 6 r sz nr wlll 
& 776
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Senior Cou

his written

centre)

8.21. By adopting the submissions of rhe learned Advocate

General and Mr. D.Prakash Reddy, learned Senior Counsel, he has

forcefully contended that neither on the issues of procedural aspects nor on

the methrtds of evaluation, the writ peritioners have been able to show any

prejudiie 
-which 

necessitated the learned rvril court lo issue the impugned

direction. The learned Senior Counsel has rnatle pointwise submissions on

the findfugs rendered on different issues ttamed by leamed writ court and

a" *rponii! li"rito'by the successful candidares.

nsel has coined the fono*m[, leff$i']i1,.i.,,..
Jj

submissions referred to multiifp' ", '

authorities on these issues but during course o[ submissions he has cited

some of the leading judgments which have been referred to in the latter

part of tbis judgment. Some of these decisions have also been cited by

other corusels during their submissions.

I. rls a constitutiotral ruthority, the discretion of the public Service
tlommission ought not to be tightly interfcred witb, especially when
the Commission has evolved a non-discriminatory procedure.

r' Sanjay Singh v. U.P. Public Service Conr.mission,
(2007) 3 SCC 720 (Para 50)x' Sunil Kumar v. Bihar Public Service Cornmission,
(2016) 2 SCC 495 (Para 20)



33

+ Tajvir S .gh Sodhi v. State of J & K,
(2021) 17 SCC r47 (para 3l-36)* Binod Kumar v. The State of Jharkhand,
(2022: JHHC:25635-DB) @ara la)

(Note: Binod Kumar (supra) was carried to SC vide SLP (C) No.2l94l -
2194312022 and was dismissed on14.12.2022)

The existence of a grave irregularity must not only be alleged
but also must have been proved.

Vanshika Yadav v. Union of India,
(n2q 9 SCC 743 @ara 68-71,86)
State of West Bengal v. Baishakhi Bhattacharyya
(Chatterjee), 2025 SCC Online SC 7 I 9 (P ara I 2, I 8- I 9)

After such grave irregularity is proven, it must pervade the
entirety ofthe process so as to vitiate the entirety ofthe selection

II.

*

*

III.

*

*

Tajvir Singh Sodhi v. State of J & K,
(2023\ 17 SCC 147 @ara43,5l)
Vanshika Yadav v. Union of India,
(2024) 9 SCC 743(ParalO,62-63,67)

Any allegation regarding the procedure or the eveluation
ought not to be entertained unless a prejudice is shown to
have been caused to the Writ Petitioner.

TV

Sadananda Halo v. Momtaz Ali Sheikh,
(2008) 4 SCC 619 (Para 24,35)
Ashok Kumar v. State of Bihar,
(20t7) 4 SCC 357 (Para 19)

8.23. He has also relied upon the observations of the Supreme

Court in Sunil Kumar (supra) (para 20) on the proposition that the

recruitment agency has the freedom to decide the method of moderation to

be followed in an examination. It has been submitted that a three-fold test

has been laid down in Vanshika Yadav vs. Union of Indialo for the writ

court to interfere in the examination.

*

*

'o (zozqlg scc 743
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8.24. He has also relied on cases o[ vanshika yadav (supra)

(paras 6ll to 7l and 86) and rajvir Singh Sodhi (supra) (paras 43 and 5l),

that the existerce of grave irregularity must not only be alleged, but must

be proved.

8.25. He has submined that rhere is comprete absence of malafide

in the conduct of examination. The writ petitioners have not made any

allegations of mass cheating or mass copying or leakage of question

papers. ldoreover, the methods of evaluarion adopted by the Commission

are uniferrmly applicable to all the candidates including those who are

unsuccessful. Therefore, as per three-fold test in the case of Vanshika

Yadav (rupra), unless there is a case of systemic tailure or where the

integrity,3fthe entire examination process is affected, the Court in exercise

ofjudicial review would not order re-conduct of the examination. That the

courts should not sit in judgment over the wisdorn of the policy or the

procedurc adopted unless proven mala Jides are present. He has placed

reliance o,n'the judgment of Maharashtra State Board of Secondary and

Higher Slecondary Education vs. paritosh Bhupesh Kumar Shethll

(para 29). The writ petitioners had participated in the examination without

objection. They are estopped from chailenging the process as an

afterthouglrt after having been declared unsuccessful in the examination.

'r 1tes+;4sCC27
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He has referred to Tajvir Singh Sodhi (supra) and submitted that when

the rules of the garne are silent on evaluation, the Commission can device

its own mechanism which is non-discriminatory and uniform to all

candidates. He has relied on the judgment of the High Court of Jharkhand

at Ranchi in the case of Binod Kumar vs. the State ofJharkhand (dated

28.07.2022 in L.P.A.No.l98 of 2019 and batch). The Special Leave

Petitions filed against the said order, bearing SLP (C) Nos.2l94l-21943 of

2422, were dismissed on 14.12.2022.

8.26. The learned Senior Counsel has submitted that mere

suspicion qf manipulation or mala fide in third evaluation cannot be a

ground for mass cancellation of examination or re-evaluation of answer

scripts. He has relied on the judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

Vanshika Yadav (supra) (paras 62, 79, 86 and 87).

8.27 It is further submitted that every Commission has its own

standards of evaluation. The method of evaluation adopted by the

Commission is in accordance with the settled law. It is further submitted

that the scheme of evaluation (rules of the game) has not been changed

during or after the conduct of the examination. The procedure for

evaluation should be left to the expert committee. It is submitted that the

bane of the entire exercise for recruitment by the Commission has been the

unnecessary eagemess to show transparency, by issuing Web Notes and
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Press Notes from time to time. The finding of the learned writ court

deserve::o set aside since they fail to adhere to the three-fold test laid down

in Vanshika Yadav's case (supra). The direction to conduct re-evaluation

by moderation on the lines of Sanjay Singh (supra) is also unsustainable.

Subrnissions of Dr. S.Muralidhar, learned Senior Counsel appearing

for the Sluccessful Candidates:

8.28. Dr. S.Muralidhar, learned senior counsel for the successful

candidatt:s/respondent Nos.65, 73,85, 126 and 138 in w-A.No.1066 of

2025 has adopted the submissions made by previous counsels. According

to him, the conclusion at para 369 of the impugned judgpqgt rpgardi!€

lack of transparency, integrity and having acted, in a biaped n[_anapr.Etd

,Sgqi*qd F,o.B,,,F€,,lplgs., as against the
,, 'i

submits that the Rule 3(ix) of the Rules

under any circumstances, revaluation of answer sheets shall not be

entertaine:d, is not under challenge. He has also referred to the web Notes

dated 10.03.2025 and 13.03.2025 in that regard. He has also pointed out

that the obsenrations made at para 307 of the impugned judgment

regarding the procedure followed by the higher body like the UpSC is

fundamentally incorrect. Under Article 320 of the Constitution of tndia

the State (lommission or the UPSC stand on the same footing. The finding

of the learned writ court that the candidates who intended to apply for a re-

Commission.
.' i;i" .\,^..-',,.

of Procedu.re,
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count in terms of para 15.2 of the recruitment Notification, need to know

both their own marks and the total marks of other candidates for

comparison is completely incorrect. Any candidate seeking recount does

p\rt have right to see the marks of other candidates for comparison and

seek a recount. He has referred to a judgment of a Division Bench of this

Court Mogili Kinnera vs. the State of Telangana (W.A.No.l95 of 2025,

dated 27.02.2025), where the same issue of evaluation by third evaluator

was in question. The learned Division Bench found that the allegations

were completely bald. The apex court has opined that some procedure

sh9{d be adopted to reduce 'examiner subjectivity' or ''examiner

variability'. The learned Division Bench opined that no fault could be

found on the method of evaluation by the third evaluator.

8.29. He has submitted that the last selection to Group-l Services

w'as made in the year 201l. The recruitment to Group-l Services after 14

years have been annulled on untenable grounds. It would have catastrophic

effect upon the State administrative set up. The aspirations of whole

generation of aspiring candidates would get shattered. In conclusion, he

submits that in the absence of any systemic irregularity, such as malice or

fraud that undermines the integrity of the entire selection process, the

results of the examination should not be cancelled nor can any r€-

evaluation be conducted in any manner directed by the learned writ court.
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Submiss;ions of Mr. K.Lakshmi Narasimha, learned counsel:

8.30. Dr. K.Lakshm'i Narasimha, learned counsel appearing for the

appellani in w.A.No.l054 of 2025 il;-ir, ,nii'1'thl appeilant, Mrs.
:. . .. -. '.. i.

Shagffta Firdouse qualified through urdu medium, having secured 512.5

marks, out of 900 marks, she was placed at general rank No.l8. tn the writ

petition, i.e. w.P.No.l 1439 of 2025, filed by Paramesh Matta, at para 24,

an allegettion was made that Urdu medium candidates had been unduly

favoured. The learned writ court held .the allegation in favour of the urdu

mcdium candidatc \vas frivolous. Thc aplrcllaut's uurks, ranlt and

particulars were specifically discussed, though she was not impleaded as

:';i. i . 1.:'.,:; ... ,.

party respondent. The impugned

her rights behind her back-,'l

tlgq prejudicially affec ted

dbcision of State of8.31. Learned counsel .hpg,

west Bengal vs. Baishakhi Bhattacharyya (Chatterjee)12, submined

that the findings of the learned writ court on the issues of English

qualifyinfl marks, moderation in evalqation, hall-ticket renumbering,

exclusive centres for women, evaluation inconsistencies and statistical

irregularities are all misplaced. There is no proof of bias or any taint in re-

numberinl; or allotment of women centres, which are based on standard

'2 2025 SCC online SC 719
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logistics. The direction fbr re-evaluation or re-conduct of the examination

without any proven systemic irregularity is contrary to the principles of

proportionality as held in Baishakhi Bhattacharyya (Chatterjee).

Therefore, a blanket direction passed by the leamed writ court for re-

evatuation by undertaking moderation in line with Sanjay Singh (supra)

or in the alternative, for cancellation of the entire exarnination, is wholly

unsustainable.

Submissions of Mr. S.Niranjan Reddy, learned Senior Counsel on

behalf of the Telangana Public Service Commission:

8.32. Mr. S.Niranjan Reddy, learned Senior Counsel appearing for

1fo9 Qsmmission has, in continuity with the submissions made by other

counsels forthe appellants stated the fact that only 3.76% of the candidates

amongst all candidates had a variance of l5o/o or more, which required

evaluation by a third evaluator. He has presented a comparative chart of

the centres with the percentage of the candidates who have qualified in the

ultimate result. The figures show that the success percentage of candidates

appearing ftsm some'centres were higher i.e., 8.7% and 6.250/o, compared

to centre Nos.l8 and 19, where only female candidates were appearing.

Centre Nos.l8 and 19 had 5.41% and 4.127o success rate. He has

explained the method of evaluation carried out by the Commission and

submitted that it is also a method of moderation. All the candidates
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appeare(l in tlre same subjects- In scaling down method, candidates have an

option tc) appear in variety of subjects:: , ,.. . ,,

' ; +i{*j,ugqf,,r,iliiv'1, ;,,,;
8.33. It is submitted that nong d:thec,Slrdidates complained about

1; :r;i''l;i: 1;'1;'f i'1',t':'
the issuance oF different hall tickets for Maiqs.examination though it was

notified by rhe Commission through a Web Note before the Mains
'...

examination. Such complaints were made after one month of the

examinations. Learned Senior Counsel has also clarified that during the

initial hearing, rhough it was conveyed o,n beharf of the commission rhar

there were no answer keys, but at the stage of linal hearing, it was clcarly

brought tr the norice of the learned wut.coqrt,that each paper had clear key

answers. All the evaluators were instnrgted,tqf,ollsw the key answers. The

leamed rvrit court's finding at pqqq,,f45,,ras,Il?igards variation in oral
". il.,

submissions on the question of ke.y;;.a6pffi1qt:.prr,oneous. The additional
,, : ;

atfidavits filed by the commissioa. clariS the existence of key answers,

based on which all the evaluators were instructed and trained to carry out

the evalu:ttion. It is submitted that none of the petitioners could establish

that any of successful candidate had indulged in cheating, or that he was

the beneficiary of a favourable evaluation in his papers. He submitted that

therefore the impugned directions are fit to seJ aside by upholding the

sanctity ol- the Mains examination to Groupl services.
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Submissions of Mr. P.Vishnuvardhan Reddy, learned Counsel:

8.34. Mr. P.Vishnuvardhan Reddy, learned Counsel appearing for

the respondent Nos.83, 159 and 134 in W.A.No.1066 of 2025 submits that

the petitioners have made bald allegations in the writ petitions. [t is

submitted that the Rules of Procedure permit the Commission to take

decision in respect of all selections and matters incidental to the selection,

which includes the basis on which the marks should be awarded, the

marmer in which the evaluation is to be done. If the evaluation process has

been applied uniforrnly to all the candidates, petitione$ cannot allege any

prejudice which may call for interfererrce by the court in judicial review.

The Court is not an expert body for conduct of recruitment examination. [t

is further submitted that the petitioners have challenged the results after

participating in the Mains examination which has been held after 14 years.

The conclusions drawn by the learned writ court are patently incorrect.

8.35. Learned Counsel has also submitted a brief analysis of the

findings of the learned writ court on. each of the aspects relating to

procedure and method of evaluation in line with his submissions made by

the earlier counsels representing the appellants. He referred to Rule 22 of

the Rules of Procedure that where no specific provision is made in the
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Rules, the commission may regulate its proceedings in such manner as it

decides. The allocation of examination centres was made by computer

software without any manual intervention. He has strongly denied the

allegations about inconsistency about the total number of candidates who

appearecl for the Mains examination. It is submitted that the Commission

has elaborately explained it in their common additional counter affidavit.

8-36- on the issue of multiple evaluation of answer scripts, he has

also relit:d upon Rule 3(xi) of the Rules of procedure and submitted that

the writ petitioners failed to provide auy documentary evidence to any

manipulation in the third evaluation which vitiated the sanctity of the
' ',:,':;.

examination.

8-37- It is turther submiffed'rhit jiaras 12.-r(D) and 15 of the

recruitme:nt Notification should not be read together as both pertain to

different contexts i.e., Procedure of Selection and Memorandum of Marks

respectivr:ly. He has also refuted the observation that Telugu medium

candidates were neglected. The Commission provided separate answer

keys for English and relugu medium, which were produced before the

learned writ court in a sealed cover. Therefore, the conclusion that English

was given primacy is factually and legalty incorrect. Evaluation was

conductetl fairly across all there mediums ensuring equal treatment to all
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candidates of all mediums. Finally, he submitted that if the impugned

judgment of the learned writ court is sustained, it would incentivize failed

candidates to file speculative challenges, endlessly delaying recruitment

and exacerbate the governance deficit.

8.38. Based on the above submissions, learned counsels for the

appellant Commission and successful candidates have prayed that the

impugned judgment being wholly unsustainable in law and on facts, be set

W rit petitioners/U nsuccessful Candidates:

Submissions of Mr. M.Surender Rao, Iearned Senior Counsel for the

w ri t petitioners (unsuccessful candidates):

9. Mr. M.Surender Rao, learned Senior Counsel appearing f,or the writ

petitioners/unsuccessfu I candidates has zupported the impugned judgment

inter alia on the basis of the following submissions:

9.1. After cancellation of the preliminary examination under recruitment

notification No-A4/2022 for 503 Group-I posts, the Commission

committed serious illegality :ia issuing recruitrnent Notification

No.02l2024 for holding examination to 563 Group-I posts by adding 60

posts on instructions of State Government vide G.O.Ms.No.l6, dated

03.02.2024. The Commission failed to follow the directions passed by the

learned writ court in W.P.No.l58ll of 2023, dated 23.09.2023 as upheld
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in w.A.No.942 of 2023 by judgment dated 27.09.2023. The cornmission

withdrerv the challenge before the Hon'ble Supreme Courl and on the

same da'y, i.e., 19.02.2024 issued the recruitment Notification No.0Z/2024.

The commission acted in reeth of proviso to Article 320(3) of the

Constitution by framing Rules which can at best be called as executive

instructir>ns not having any statutory flavour.

9.2. However, it has been pointed out by the learned Senior Counsel for

the Commission, during the course of submissions, that the learned writ

court harl answered this issue under procedural aspect (g) in favour of the

Commissiion.

9.3. Ftrther, Mr. Rao submitted that the commission had failed to

follow the scherne of examination as prescribed under para 9 of the

recruitme,nt notification- The procedure for selection prescribed under para

12.5 perrnitted evaluation through digital mode or conventional mode. It

did not prescribe any such method of moderation which the Commission

adopted [,y evaluation through third evaluator in case of difference of more

than l1o/c in the evaluation of f,rrst rwo evaluators. The notification only

provided for criteria for normalisation and not moderation.
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9.4. Learned Senior Counsel has referred to the case of Ajith G. Das vs.

the State of Keralat3, paras 8, 15, 27 and 28, wherein it was held that

PSC's autonomy must be exercised within the confines of its role as a

facilitator of recruitment and not as an arbiter of administrative policy.

9.5. In the case of Mandeep Singh vs. State of Punjabrn, paras 2, 8, 12

and 13, are referred to on the same proposition. The Commission has a

duty to make selection on the basis of requirement of the State

Government. It is contended that anything done in undue haste also

smacks mala fide. The decision of the Commission to issue recruitment

notification on 19.02.2024 after withdraral of the S.L.P., smacks of mala

"/id,

9.6. He has also relied upon the decision in the case of Partha Das vs.

the State of Tripuru", pa.a 42, aod contended that the apex court held

that State having failed to prove that the decision to apply NRP to the

ongoing recruitment process was in the larger public interest, the

legitimate expectation of faimess in the recruifinent process must be

upheld. The legitimate expectation of tbe candidates for conduct of the

examinations under the Notification No.A2D024 finds support from the

above decision

tt 2024 tN sc rolT
'' 2025 SCC onLine SC 1420

" 2025 IN sc lo49
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9.7. It is further submitted that in Ramjit Singh Kardam vs. Sanjeev

I(uqp4pt{,,the,apex court held that the candidates who had participated,in

the 
-soJegtio-n:'pre 

not estopped from chalrenging the selection. The apex

::.cow,.?t:psa-68 also held that the malice in law has been dealt..as,l
,,,.,,,.,.

'something,,loo. without lawful excuse'. Malice in law is also mata fide ,' i. :,

exercise of statutory power for purposes foreign to those for which it is in ,a

law interrded.

9.8- ,,Hr,s.tirrqy.qr, this court is of the view rhat the decisions cited on rhe

q€.s#p.*,,od,.,.pommission's autonomy vis-a-vis the Government?s

p,r,e[ggaE*rgr" the role in making of the requisitions do not have a beariqs

in the present case as the issue of addition of vacancies to the Notification

an unsuccessful challenge before this court ip

.,At the same time, the learned writ court has

this issue in favour of the Commission

9.9. Mr:. surender Rao, leamed Senior counsel has questioned the

actions ol'the Commission after issuance of the Notification No.02l2 024 at

length. According to him, despite specific provisions in the recruitrrent

notifigalion prescribing the rnanner and procedure for conduct of ,the

exarnination through digital mode or conventional mode evaluatiog,

issuance crf separate hall ticket for the Mains examination was withoui any

'6 1zozo1 20 scc 209
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information or basis to help particular candidates. He has explained the

pattern of the nine-digit hall ticket number. The first four numbers are

indicative of Group-I examination. The second two numbers are indicative

of the centre and the last three numbers are the indicative of the seat

number of the candidate. By referring to one of the sample answer sheets,

he has tried to show that the controlling bundle in the first page contains

the serial number of the answer booklet in the bundle. This information is

available with the evaluator while fitling the marks in the table provided

therein. Therefore, it depicts lack of conf,rdentiality in the evaluation. The

evaluator can know as to which candidate's paper he is evaluating.

9.10. It is contended that as per the list of dornain expert

evaluators published through Press Note by the Cornmission, the

evaluators covered only six subjects though each paper have more than

one subject which should have been examined by an expert of the said

subject. He has referred to the scheme and syllabus for recruitment to

Group-I. It comprises English as qualiffing paper with 150 marks and the

remaining six papers, including ohe General Essay paper, each with 150

marks. He submits that leaving aside the General Essay PaPer, the other

five papers comprised three subjects, which should have been examined by

the domain experts.
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9.11. In the case of president, Board of Secondary Educatiog,

orissa.vs. D.Suvankart', paras 6,7, g,9 and 15, it was held that diff€rg$t

su$gct experts of subject should be appointed as examiners inst.g,q$#

gettrng tlhe papers with more rhan one subject evaluated by an ex4pqftgr

who is em expert of only one subject. He has also referred to cent4al

Board o;[ secondary Education vs. Aditya Bandopadhyrytt (paras 46,

47 arad l5l); Dr P.Kishore Kumar vs. the State of Andhra pradeshre

(pan 46(d)), wherein it was held that a stuclent has legitimate expectatiog

for his arsw€r sheets to be evaluated properly. If safeguards have not bqgn

followed in evaluation, the entire process of evaluation was wrong and

defective, There was no proper evaluation in the eye of law.

9-12- Based on these submissions, he has clefended the innpugned

judgment passed by the learned rvrit court. He has inter alia also

questionerl the conduct of the examination on the following points:

Allocation of centres by pick and choose method; Answer Scripts were not

anon5nniz,:d/randomized; Lack of oMR Barcode for third evaluation;

Press Note is silent on multi-evaluation. No indication of evaluation is

contrary to law; Unauthorised evaluation work; Arbitrariness and lack of

moderatioro in the commission's average method o[valuation.

" eow) I s(:c 603tt 
lzor t; 8 s(:c 492

" 2016 SCC online Hyd364
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9.13. He asserted that para 15.2 read with 15.3 of Notification

No.0212024 were violated in the publication of Total marks of all

candidates.

9.14. It is submitted that subsequent affidavits by the Commission

cannot cure the reasons omitted in the original counter affidavit.

9.15. Based on elaborate arguments. the learned Senior Counsel

Mr.Rao submiued that the learned writ court's findings do not suffer from

any errors or illegality.

Submissions of Mr. B.Adinarayana, learned Senior Counsel:

9.16. Mr. B.Adinarayana, learned Senior Counsel appearing for

the respondent No.2 in W.A.No.l076 of 2025 has in addition to the

subnrissions made by Mr. Rao, learned Senior Counsel, further contended

that:

9.17. The recruitment notification is silent on moderation. The

recruifinent notification only provide for normalisation that is applicable to

Prelims examination. He has referred to paras 1.8 and I.9 which are'

relating to Mains examinations. He has also referred to para 12.5 of the

Notification and 6.7 of the [nstructions to Candidates regarding written

examination (Mains) (Annexure-Vl appended to the Notification) that the

notification did not provide for any moderation. Evaluation by two
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evaluators is not akin to moderation. The Commission has not been able to

demonstrate that it is not arbitrary.

9'18- That the Commission has not shown any conscious detision

for unde,rtaking moderation. No rationale is forthcoming to support the

action ol'the Commission for moderation.

9.19- The commission has acted in a non-transparent manner in

violation of Rules of Procedure. paras 15.2 and 15.3 of the recruihnent

notification has been viora,ted by not allowing opportunity to the

candidates to compare their marks with others and seek recounting. The

conduct of the commission shows that it wanted to suppress the

information regarding rnarks obtained by other candidates.

9-?0- It is contended that out of 46 centres, about g5% of.thg
' ' ''_it --t 

" ' :1 t-: :'

selection is from 24 centres, whereas 15% from the rest otthe centres. If
the procerls of randornisation had taken place, then such lopsided results

from som,s centres may not be possible-

9.21- Any such decision regarding randomisation or moderation

etc., wer€r not taken before corlmencement of the examination. It is

contended that the rules of the game cannot be changed in between. He has

referred tc' the judgment of the apex court in the case of vanshika yadav

(supra).
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Submissions of Mr. Shadan Farasat, learned Senior Counsel:

9.22. Mr. Shadan Farasat, learned Senior Counsel appearing for

the writ petitioners/respondents in W.A.No.l045 of 2025 has focussed his

submissions on the issue of moderation.

(a) According to him, a candidate cannot be penalised for

defective evaluation process in which he has committed no mistake.

The method of moderation applied by the Commission could result

in three scenarios. Two liberal examiners examining the same

papgr, two strict examiners examining the same paper or one liberal

andro,ge strict examiner evaluating the same paper. Such kind of an

evaluation exercise leads to systenlic errors. If this unmethodical
':i:..t

system of evaluation is not disapproved, it may lead to such errors

repeated every year. He has further stated that there was no clear

qua,lrty answer key prepared for the majority of the subjects. They

were often restricted only to sub- headings, not containing details of

possible answers or permitting 'rvidely divergent marking ranges uls

evident from the observations of the learned writ court at para 355

of the impugned judgment-

O) Secondly, rather than having a Head Examiner assess each

evaluator's independent style a hawk or a dove, and then

accordingly moderate the final scores granted by that evaluator the

Head Examiner admittedly examined only a few sample answer

keys for each evaluator to give guidance in implementation of the

scheme of evaluation. He has referred to para 49 of the common

additional counter affidavit, dated 25.06.2025, of the Commission.
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(c') Thirdly, a number of evaluators were not regular faculty

from universities, but rather retired individuals as stated by the

commission in para 57 of its cornmon additional counter aflfidavit,

dirted 25.06.2025. Some, allegedly, also had relationships with

commercial coaching entities.

(d) Fourthly, a simple mathematical carculation revealed that

evaluators have as many as over 2000 answer scripts to evaluate on

a\, erage for the subjects, where there were only l g data

interpretation or 2l science and technology evaluators. This kind of
extreme workload is likely to affect erors and arbitrariness in the

evaluation process. The moderation as per sanjay singh (supra)

lirnits each evaluator to approximately 300 answer scripts.

(e.t Fifthly, there is nothing on record to indicate answer keys

w(:re prepared in Telugu at all.

(0 Sixthly, the commission did not mix answer scripts from

dilrerent centres together, shuflle them out and then send out for

ev;lluation as is done in UPSC examination. lnstead, as per

Ccmmission's own admission in para 29 of its common additional

corrnter affidavit dated 25.06.2025, it divided answer booklets from

onr: ssn1.. for each paper into smaller bundles, and then distributed

thc,se bundles to evaluators. consequently, large bunches of answer

scripts from each centre went to the satne evaluators, significantly

increasing the chances of large bunches of sfudents from each

cerrtre doing well or poor depending upon the approach of the

evaluator.

(g) Seventhly, it is contended that double and tripre evaluation

are obviously not a solution to the problem of evaluator
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subjectivity. The system adopted by the Commission still leaves the

fate of each candidate to chance. Therefore, there is lack of proper

moderation in the present case which leads to adverse

consequences. According to the learned Senior Counsel Mr.

Farasat, moderation as per Sanjay Singh (supra) is only solution.

Therefore, the leamed writ court rightly directed the Commission to

undertake re-evaluation in the manner prescribed in Sanjay Singh

(supra) as prescribed at para 232 of the said judgment.

9.23. Learned Senior Counsel for the writ petitioners has relied on

the decisions of the apex court in Sujasha Mukherjee vs. High Court of

Calcutta through Registrar2o, U.P.Public Service Commission vs.

Manoj Kumar Yadav2rl Disha Panchal vs. Union of India2'; *d

Pranav Verma vs. Registrar General of the High Court of Punjab and

Haryana at Chandigarh23, to support his submissions on the absence of

any proper method of moderation by the Commission in the present case.

Therefore, the operative direction of the learned writ court to conduct re-

evaluation by following the method prescribed in Sanjay Singh (supra)

requires no interference.

20 lzots; l l scc 395
21 
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Subrnissions of Mr. G.Vidya Sagarr learned Senior Counsel:

9.24.

appellants, by way of

respondt:nts in W.A.No.l077

Senior Counsel for the

70 of 2025 and

,,t0ti:tbas inter alia made rhe

Mr. G.Vidya

fol lowing submissions:

9.25. Any deviation from thb t rand conditions of recruitmenr

Notification No.02l2024 is arbitrary. He.trias rifEred to paras 1.6, 1.7, l.g

and l -9 rvhich provide for digital or convEiitiori mode of evaluation. There

is no mention of moderation. He has also ref,€rred to paras 12, 12.5 and

13.6 of the recruitment notification. Thab'.was non-compliance of paras

15.2 and 15.3, which relate to Memoiandum of Marks. He has also drawn

the attention of this cout to other conditions of the recruitmenr

Notificat;on, such as paras 17 and.l:8.. -'-' ..-" .:

9-26- He submitted that the recnritment Notification No.02l2024

contained detail process to be adopted in the recruit process, but the web

Note issued thereafter makes a complete departure. The web Note dated

16.08.202'4 had for the first time displayed sdmple answer booklets an<l

hall tickels on the Commission's web'site, that there were two evaluators.

Later, by web Note date d 27.09.2024, change in the answer booklet and

hall tick,:t number were communicated. This web Note reflects

introducti,cn of third evaluator. In the case of the third evaluation, there is
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no darkening of any bubbles like the two evaluations on the first page of

the answer sheet. The Mains examinations were held from 21.10.2024 to

27.10.2024. Later by Web Note dated 05.03.2025 after the examinations

are over, the candidates were cautioned against social media. The

Commission also communicated that paper-wise marlcs and provisional

marks sheet would be released shortly. By Web Note dated 10.03.2025, it

was communicated that after the publication of marks, a candidate may

apply for re-counting. By clause 3 of Press Note dated 13.03.2025, it was

communicated that double valuation is mandatory. This had no reference

in the recruitment Notification No.02l2024.

9.27. Learned Senior Counsel has then referred to the first counter

affidavit of the Commission, specifically to paras 14, 16,25 and 26. He

has also referred to paras 48 to 54 and 62 and 64 of the second counter

affidavit of the Commission, which contains answer to the allegations

regarding evaluation method. It is submitted that a statement rvas made

that no such moderation is required in Group-l examination because all

papers were mandatory. However, later in the additional affrdavit dated

08.07-2025 filed by the Commission, it is stated that third evaluation was

made for more than 700 candidates. At that stage, arguments were

concluded and judgment was reserved. Only wriuen submissions were to

be filed. Therefore, the learned writ court at paras 344 and 345 of the
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impugne,d judgment observed that the stand of the commission on

evaluation and key answers In one of the affidavits, the

;moderation/ normalisation.Commission had referredr to:

There u'as no clarity as to. ho.g, of answer sheets or

moderation was to be undertaken by the Commission. In this regar.d.

reliance is placed upon Babu verghese vs. Bar ,Council of Kerala2a

(paras 3l and 32), State of Jharkhand vs. Ambay cements2s (para 26)

and Statr: of Tamil Nadu vs. G.He.mplnt[a126.
.'

g.28. Learned Senior Cotiurbeljc'&iti;nds that the Comrnission could

not have evaluated answer sheets by more than one evaluator as it

amounte(l to re-evaluation, which is in teeth of Rule 3(ix) of the Rules of

Procedun: framed by the Commission itself. Therefore, the learned writ

court heltl that if re-evaluation is not proper, fresh examination is the only

option. The cross-appeal, i.e., w.A.No.l470 of 2025 is directed against rhe

direction ,rf the learned writ court for re-evaluation by moderation.

9.29. Based on these submissions, learned Senior counsel for the

appellants in w.A.No.l470 of 2025 has supported the findings of the

leamed writ court and sought re-conduct of the examination.

" lter; I st:,c 422
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Submissions of Mr. D.Seshadri Naidu, Iearned Senior Counsel:

9.30. Mr. D.Seshadri Naidu, learned Senior Counsel for the

respondent No.l2 in W.A.No.l086 of 2025, has taken this Court to the

finding of the learned writ court on the procedural aspects, like issuance of

nvo hall tickets, allocation of centres, discrepancy in the number of total

candidates appearing, multiple evaluations and non-publication oI

provisional marks sheet, evaluation of papers of candidates disqualified in

English paper, and lastly, the lack of consultation with the government

The last point was answered in favour of the Commission, against which

no challenge has been made.

9.31. Mr. Naidu, learned Senior Counsel, has pointed that the

Commission violated its own professed standards by employing retired

persons for evaluation. He ernphasized that evaluation was not undertaken

by subject experts of the six papers, apart from English. He has also

reiterated the submission of the previous counsels appearing for the writ

petitioners on the pattern of identical marks obtained by about 719

candidates. According to him, on account of non-observance of a proper

biometric system, the checks and balances in screening the candidates and

ruling out chances of impersonation were compromised. Mr. Naidu also

submitted that the leamed writ court found serious discreparrcy in the

answer keys and grading of marks for different papers. According to him,
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there are no experts for evaluation of papers in Telugu medium. He

support,:d the findings of the learned writ court.
. t] .'-' ..

submissions of M.r;,1:[ip,.1abhaka r, rearned Senior cou nser :

9.32- Mr. J.pmbhakar, Iearned Senior counser, for respondent

Nos.l tc, 5 in w.A.No.l074 of 2025 submitted that the candidate appearing

in Telugir medium had also complained against the manner of evaluation

by the Commission.

Submissrions of vri. rs.Murthy, Iearned senior counser:

9-33- Mr- K.S.Munhy, Iearned senior counser for respondent

Nos.l, 3 and 4 in w.A.No.1076 of 2025, also submitted that the Telugu

medium candidates'sdffered since their answer scripts were not properly
' *'t'rr,.oir:,{i;:;., . ,

evaluatecl in ttre'eutffifficxpert examiners of rerugu medium. In those
: 

",t;-'J :. 
' 
-'- . .

centres, the perceniage'-of Telugu medium candidates qualified was

abysmall'y low.

submissions of Ms. B.Rachna Reddy, rearned Senior counsel:

9-34- Ms- B.Rachna Reddy, Iearned senior counsel foi

responde.ts in w-A.No.1066 and r0g6 of 2025, has questioned the entire

method o:i evaluation by a third evaluator. She submits that the first web

Note dated 16.08.2024 made no mention about third evaluator. It was

introducerl in the later web Note. Moreover, the third evaruator did not



59

have any OMR sheet for marking which gave scope of manipulation. She

has also reiterated the submissions on the issues concerning total number

of candidates appeared, non-observauce of biometrics in screening the

candidates and in the publication o{ final marks. The Commission gave

different numbers of candidates who..appeared at different stages till the

final marks were published. The common additional counter aflidavit of

the Commission showed changes in number of candidates from time to

time. All this taken together point to a well thought out conspiracy to

manipulate the results of the Commission. Based on these submissions, it

is prayed that the findings of the teamed writ court are just and proper,

recorded after detail analysis of the materials placed by rival parties.

Therefore, there is no scope for interference in the rnatter. She has relied

upon the decisions rendered in Baishakhi Bhattacharyya (Chatterjee)

(supra), Veerendra Kumar Gautam vs. Karuna Nidhan Upadhyay2T

and the decision of the apex court in Anoop M. vs. Gireeshkumar T.M.

(S.L.P. (C) Nos.50 77-78 of 2024decided on 04.1 1.2024).

9.35. Ms. Nisha Tiwari, learned: counsel for respondent No.l in

W.A.No.1070 of 2025 has submitted written submissions in support of the

findings of the learned writ court on more or less same lines.

2'1z0t6y 14 scc l8 : 2016 SCC onLine sc 704
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Reply submissions by the learned Advocate Ceneral:

10. [,earned Advocate General has submitted that during the course of

the lengthy hearings, almost every issue has been canvassed on behalf of

either p;rties and as such, any detailed reply is avoidable. He, however,

has cotmtered the pointed allegations by learned Senior counsel,

Mr. Surender Rao on the issue of addition of 60 posts to the earlier

advertisr:ment of 503 posts under Notification No.04/2022.|t is submitted

that this was the subject mafter of challenge in w.p.Nos.21239 and22320

of 2024, which were dismissed by the leamed u,rir court vide common

judgment 
*r"d 15.10.2024. He has referrecl ro paras 7 and, I0 of the

aforesaid judgment. It is also pointed out rhar the writ appeal Ncis.I lgg

and I 19) of 2024 preferred by the unsuccessfrrl writ petitioners was

dismissed on 18.10.2024. He has drawn the attenrion ro para 20 of the said

judgment. The Special Leave Petition (Civil) No.22790 of 2024 was also

dismissec[ on 06.12.2024. He has also brought ro the notice of this court

that some of the candidates challenged the Notification No.0212,024 in

: w.P.Nos.2@38 of 2024 and batch, which were dismissed on 06.12.2024.

He has also referred to the findings of the tearned writ court at para 23.

The Special Leave Petition (Civil) No.24t0 of 2025 prefened by the

unsuccessful writ petitioners was also dismissed on 03.02.2025. The

contentiort made on behalf of the writ petitioners on the issuance of
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Notification No.02l2024 after withdrawal of the Special Leave Petition

preferred by the Commission is therefore rnisplaced. The petitioners

carmot rake up the issue again. The Telangana State Public Service

Commission Regulations, 2014 provides for conduct of examinations by

the Commission. Para 3(ix)(d) of the Rules of Procedure clearly provide

that no case of revaluation would be permissible. Further, Rule 3(xi)(v) of

the Rules of Procedure gives enough flexibility to Commission to

prescribe the procedures which are incidental to the selection. The entire

thrust of the petitioners' case relates to the procedural aspects framed by

the learned writ court, which are within the domain of the Commission in

the conduct of the examination. They are non-discrirninatory and have

been applied uniformly throughout the setection process. It has not

resulted in any prejudice to any of the candidates.

10.1. Learned Advocate General has explained that each paper

having different subjects was examined by different examiners. By way of

illustration, he referred to the paper, which contains History and Culture of

India, History and Cultural Heritage of Telangana and Geography of India

and Telangana Paper -II. It is also stated that the entire evaluation

process was ln the scherne of things employed by the

Commission, candidate's papers were evaluated by almost fourteen

evaluators. Therefore, there could not be any scope of favouring any



62

candidate by any examiner, more so when the identity of every such

qgS.S&tE w,as kept confidential by removing rhe rerevant part of the,first

:-; ,i
"oaEq.-ofj$$Ilrer script where the details of the candidates are recorded.,.q6b

. 
i...-,.i -...j

.. , . ,' .-.'

aryfvef s,heets were identified by the barcode. Therefore, no allegarions.of,

biasi-,fack of qansparency or any sysremic irregularity affecting thc

intqg1iq14,of-the examination could be established for the learned writ cour.t

tg fp,@$.e.*n the,matter. Learned Advocare Generar has placed specifig

Ig.|!ffi7gqr[$,9,.decision of the apex courr in Union of India vs. AIO[.,
... :..-;. :,1"

#+ [ 89 and 92 and subrnitted that this approach of uodffi '

,- . ., ..

dm-i ,,.Is an examination of such large scale conducted UV.l tne,,,.,,.:,,,1, 
!

, .,"1':, it-l
fl-,be discouraged by the courts in judicial review... ..,;?ii

'S.Niranjan Reddy, learned Senior Counsel has

of the leamed Senior Counsel Ms. Rachna

presence of the third evaluator was well known to'

candidatep through the web Note pubrished in September, 2024 much

before th,e examinations started frorn 2l.lo.2oz4. In fact, the uptoaded

sample answer booklet'reflected on the second page the presence of the:

thir{ evatuator. The allegation that the rules of the game were changed by

condgctillg,thp.evaluation through the third evaluator is wholly unfounded.

It is fur,ttrt:r srtbmitted that paras 15.2 allowed indiviclual candidates to see

'81zoto;5 Sr;g 349
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their own marks paper-wise and seek recounting if they were dissatisfied

with their marks. The total marks of the Mains examinations of all the

candidates were uploaded after such recounting. Allegations to the

contrary by reading paras 15.2 and 15.3 are wholly rnisplaced. He has

demonstrated the manner in which the individual examiners fill the answer

blocks in the first page of the answer sheet during his evaluation.

Thereafter, they are scrutinized and the bubbles are filled. Similarly, in the

second evaluation, the same exercise was done by the examiners and the

scrutinizer in the presence of the Chief Examiner. Learned Senior Counsel

has also refuted allegations relating to the sealed cover containing the

answersheet provided to the writ court. It is submined that the learned writ

court committed an error at para 355 of the impugned judgment by

recording that the grading of marks for each paper had different patterns. It

is submitted that the answer keys for English, Essay Paper and other

papers had different grading patterns, whereas the learned writ court went

wrong by mixing up all the papers with one yardstick. It is submitted that

the materials placed in sealed cover ought not to have been revealed by the

learned writ court. He contends that the writ petitioners have in improper

manner obtained the details of evaluators and disclosed their identity from

the concerned government colleges or other sources. Learned Senior

Counsel further added that in the absence of any allegations of mala fides
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agalnst imyone or any paper leakage or the examination at any centre being

,ggln^prolnised, there was no justification for the learned writ cour"trto order
i.'

,,,.:ffi:,G-g-p{trct of the examination. It is submined that the pqtitiongrs:jdid,,not
:i':l
. it.

,ligqprlead the selected candidates. They got themselves,impleacled.,during

the pror:eedings before the learned writ court. The details of the

moderation exercise undenaken by the Commission as explained in their

counter affidavit have been adverted to, to submit that the Commission had

made a conscious effort to ensure that the evaluation process did not suffer

from 'examiner variability' or 'hawk - dove effect,. He has refuted that

elaluation was lopsided to favour few people. He has referred:to the

decision of this court in w.A.No.l95 of 2025, dated 27.oz,zoz.s;.,where

through the third evaluatsr

the Cornnrission.

10.3- Mr- Gopal Sankaranarayanan, Iearned Senior counser, in

, reply, sutrmitted that the petitioners have expanded their submissions on

many technical aspects or procedural aspects, which were not argued

before the' leamed writ qourt. This court at the appellate stage should not

entertain rtrose submissions made beyond the grounds urged before the

learned writ court. He submits that the commission has been more than

method of evaluation as it ties
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transparent in the conduct of exarnination which has become a reason for

the attack. He has also rebutted the subrnission of Mr. Shadan Farasat

learned Senior Counsel on the question of moderation employed by the

Commission by referring to the decisions rendered by the High Courts of

1'slangaftl and Madras in Mogili Kinnera (supra) and E.Ranjith (supra)

respectively. He has distinguished the judgments relied upon by the

petitioners. He has also submitted that the diagrams submined by the

petitigners are faulty. The method of moderation adopted by the

Commission had nothing to do with the success rate at different centres.

Based on these submissions, learned Senior Counsel for the Commission

and the successful candidates have prayed for that the writ appeals be

allowedby setting aside the impugned judgment.

ANALYSIS ATYD DISCUSSION :

tl. We have considered the submissions of learned counsel for the

parties. We have also taken note of the copious materials placed on the

records ofwrit appeal No.1066 of 2025, which is the lead matter. We have

also taken note of the decisions relied upon by leamed counsel for the

parties. Some of them by both sides. The learned writ court in its

concluding para369 onwards felt that the Commission had not maintained

transparency, integrity, acted in biased manner and deviated from their
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own rules in conduct of Group-l examination. Based upon the discussions

made and taking into account facts and circumstances referred to therein,

Final lr{arks List dated rl.B.za2s and the General Ranking List dated

30'03'2005 were set aside. The learned writ court,directed re-evaluation of

the ansrver scripts of Group-I Mains examination by applying moderation

method in rerms of Sanjay Singh (supra) manually and announce the

results- Based upon such results, respondents were directed to take steps to

fill up the said 563 posts. The learned writ court went on to issue

alternative direction that it is inclined to cancel the Group-r Mains

examination and direct for re-conduct under Notification No.02/2024.

dated 19.02.2024 for those who succeeded in the Frelims examination.

12- The chronology of dates and events inclu4ing the cancellation of

the recruitment Notification No.04/2022 and the initiation of the instant

recruitmt:nt to Group-I services under Notif,rcation No.02l2 024, as are

borne from the pleadings of the record contained in W.A.No.l066 of 2025

are being narrated hereunder:

Chnrnotogv of Dates iqd Events:

26.04-2022: The Terangana state rhbric Service commission/Appelrant
issued notificarion No.04/2o22 for recruitment for 503 vacancies in Group_I
Serv:ces. This was the first notification issued for Group-I senrice after
flormation of the State of Terangana in the yar 2014. Earlier notification
rvas in 201 l.

23'01''2023: w-P. No.l5gl r of 2023 was filed chartenging the preriminary
exam held pursuant to the notification. The wrir p"tition-*"s atto*ed bycancellation of the examination.
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27.09.2023: W.A. No.942 of 2023 filed assailing the above was dismissed.

03.02.2024: The State Government issued G-O. Ms.No.l6 (Finance Dept.)
whereby 6O additional vacancies in Group I services were added.

19.02.2024: SLP (C) Diary No.44500 of 2023 filed by the Cornmission
against order dated 27.09.2023 in W.A. No.942 of 2023 was dismissed as

withdrawn. The Noti fi cat ion No.04/2022 dated 26.04 .2022 was witMrawn.

.19.02.2024: A fresh Notification vide No.02l2O24 for Group-l Services
was issued by the Commission, the subject matter of the present writ
appeals.

49.062024: Preliminary examinalion was conducted in 897 test centres-

12.06.2A24: A Web Note on Day Wise schedule for the Group-I (Mains)
Examination was uploaded by the Commission.

21.M.2024: A Web Note was issued on display of scanned copy OMR
sheets in candidate's login. The district wise details of candidates who have
appared forthe Group-I preliminary examinations were shown.

,Oil.07:2024: Results of the preliminary exam were declared

16.A8.2A24: A Web Note was issued by the Commission announcing the
date of Mains Exarn as2l-10-2024 to 27.1O.2024 to be held in Hyderabad. It
was indicated that separate hall ticket will be issued for the Mains Exam.
Sample answer booklet was issued with this Web Note. The Prelimimry &
Mains.exam hall ticket numbers were indicated therein. The Web Note
informed that sample answer booklets along with instmctions printed on
Hall Ticket would be available on the commission's website from
t7.08.2024.

27.09.20242 A. Web Note was issued for display of Revised Answer Booklet
for Paper on General English, Paper V on Science and Technology and Data
lrterpr-etation and latest Hall Ticket lnstructions

09.10.2024: A Web Note was issued by the Commission instructing the
candidates to download Main Hall tickets. Sample Mains Hall ticket were
shown.

15.10.2024: W.P. lrlos.2l239 and 22320 of 2024 filed inter alia
challenging notification No.0212024 were dismissed by the Court.

18.10.2024: W.A. Irlos.l188 and I190 of 2024 challenging the order dated

15.10.2f,24 in W.P. No.21239 of 2024 were dismissed by the learned
Division Bench.
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21.10-2024 to 27-10.2024: Mains Examination was conducred by rhc
Commission in 46 Centres in Hyderabad.

27.10-2024: web Note on statistical summaD/ of attendance pertaining ro
Marins Examination herd from 2r.ro.2o24to2i.lo.zaz4 was issued.

0l.ll-2024 - 31.01-2025: The period during which answer scriprs u,ere
eva luared in a Centralised manner.

06-122024: SLP (c) No.27790 of 2024 challenging the order dated
18.10.2024 in w.A. No.lr90 of 2024 r,as dismiisJ u, the Hon'bre
SuJrremc Court.

i .'.:.' ,

12.4,3.2025 to 02.04.2025: Writ
Charrman and Secretary of
various issues after final results
I 5 0 ].2025, t 6.03.2025, 2t.03.2025,

the
on

dated: 12.03.2025,wer€ ,

02M.202s.

13-03.2025: Press Note was issued by the commission in the narure ofclariication regarding the doubts and misinformation with respect ro rhe
iUairrs Examinations.

l5-03-2025 - 02.04.2025:_RTI Applications wer:e submitted by petitioners
to th e Public Information officer on I 5.03.202s, 2g.o3.zoz5,' or .04.2025,
02 0.t.2025.

30-01.2025: General Ranking List was published bythe commission.

09-04.2025: The commission notified the list of candidates picked for
certificate verification to be held betweeir 166-21$ Aprrl,zo2s.

l6-04i.2025 to 21.04.2025: verification of certificates of candidares were
undertaken.
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16.04.2025: In W.P. No.l I zl39 of 2025, rhe learned Single Judge passed an
order pennitting the Commission to carry out certificate verification, but
restraining it from issuing appointment orders.

21.04.2025: Secretary of the Commission sent letter regarding accusations
made by Bommu Poojitha Reddy.

22.04.2025: FIR registered against Bommu Poojitha Reddy.

25.04.2025: W.P. No.l243l of 2025 challenging rhe evaluation and result
publication process of the Mains exam was dismissed.

30.04.2025: W.A. No.487 of 2025 filed challenging order dated 16.04.2025
in W.P. No.l1439 of 2025 was dismissed with a request to the learned
Single Judge to decide question of interim relief before ensuing summer
vacation.

09.09.2025: The learned Single Judge allowed the writ petitions. The
impugned order is under challenge in the present Writ Appeals.

13. The above chronology of events starts from earlier Notification

No.04/2022. The results of preliminary examination held ttrereunder on

11.06.2023 were challenged in w.P.No.ls8l I of 2023. The writ perition

was allowed vide order dated 23.09.2023. w.A.No.942 of 2023 preferred

against it was dismissed oa27.09.2023. The special leave petition i.e., SLP

(c) Diary No.44500 of 2023 preferred by the Commission was withdrawn

on 19.02.2024. The instant recruitment Notification No.02t2024 was

issued on the same day i.e., 19.02.2024. Prior to that by G.O.Ms.No.16,

dated 03.02.2024, the govemment had asked the Cornmission to fill up 60

posts in Group-I examination. The addition of 60 posts in the fresh

recruitment notification No.0212024 issued by the Commission was

challenged in W.P.Nos.2l239 and 22320 of 2024. The learned writ court
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vide juclgment dated 15.10.2024 refused to entertain rhe challenge ro rhe

initiation of fresh recruihnent to Group-I posts under the impugned

Notification No.02l2024. The writ appeal Nos.l lSg and I 190 of 2024 by

the aggrieved petitioners were dismissed on 18.10.2024. The Special

Leave Petition No.27790 of 2024 was also disrnissed on 0d. 12.2024. The

legality of G.o.Ms.No.29, dated ot.oz.zoz4, whereby 'G.o.Ms.No.55,

dated 2:t.04-2022 was amended and G.o.Ms.No.96, dated 22.07-2019,

were called in question in W.P.No.26038 of 2024 and analogous writ

petitions. The vtres of Rule zzQ)@) and (b) of the Telangana State and

Subordirrate Service Rules, 1996 (the Rules of 1996) were also called in

question. The writ petitioners had urged before the Court that since the

directions contained in order of the learned writ court in w.p.No.l5gl I of

2023 we,:e affirmed in w.A.No.942 of 2023,the only option Ieft with the

commiss;ion was to re-conduct the -examination. The petitioners took a

plea that in the teeth of such directions, issuance of new recruitment

Notificat:ron No.02l2024, dated D.a2.zaz4 was bad in law. Secondly, in

the event of re-conduct of examinatio-.p, the respondents were required to

adhere to the same number of vacancies. By the NotificationNo.02/2024,

the Government enhanced the vacancies from 503 to 563 enlarging the

zone of ,ronsideration, which was impermissible. The learned Division

Bench urde judgment dated 26.12.2024 dismissed the writ petitions
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without granting any relief to the petitioners with liberty to file separate

proceedings in relation to that aspect based on subsequent events. The

Special Leave Petition (Civil) No.24l0 of 2005 preferred by the aggrieved

petitioners u,as dismissed on 03.02.2025. It would also be relevant to

mention here that in the impugned judgment, the leamed writ court

rendered a finding on the issue of increase in vacancies in favour of the

Commission. against which no appeal has been filed by the writ

petltroners

14. The present writ petitions were filed challenging the results of

Group-l Mains examinations underNotification No.02/2024 inter alia on a

number of grounds both on the manner of the conduct of the examinations

and also the method of evaluation adopted by the Commission. The

learned rvrit court framed turo broad propositions, as extracted hereunder

to answer the contentions raised by the rival parties. Its findings start flrom

para 301 of the impugnedjudgment.

* I ) PROCEDLTRAL ASPECTST

a) Issuing of two hall tickets forthe Gro.upl Examination.
b) Allocation of examination centres in a biased rnailler.
c) Inconsistency about tbe total numbr of candidates, who

appeared for the main examination.
d) Multiple evaluation of answer scrips.
e) Publication of provisional/total martcs list.
0 Disclosing of unqualifred candidate's hall ticket numbers

in the Maim final marks list.
g) lncreasing vacancies by addingnew vacarrcies.
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2) r\TETHOD OF EVALUATTON :-

The selection of the evaluators.
The procedure of evaluation.
Telugu medium candidates were neglected.
Higbg*,qlpliped,cgndidates in specific centres.
Cornmission iwarded the same marks to certain candidates."

.1.-, i

15. The findings on these issues have been assailed in the present

appeals by the Commission and the successful candidates. One cross-

appeal h;m been filed by the writ petitioner, i.e., W.A.No.l470 of 2025

questioning the alternative direction for re-evaluation by following

moderati'cn on the lines of Sanjay Singh (supra). We proceed to examine

the correctness of the f,rndings of the learned writ court hereinafter. It is

also important to examine whether the alternative directions issued by the

leamed rvrit court were proper or mutually irreconcilable. Rival parties

have pla,:ed reliance on a number of decisions on the direction of re-

a)

b)
c)
d)
e)

conduct of tr,""i?a#ffiiii.'rli!'p.op.. to refer to mS .re-gg{W.gnaeog in

Baishakhi Bhattacharj,jia (Chatterjee) by which the entire reoruitment

of Teachr:rs and non-teaching staff in the State of West Bengal numbering

12,946 were cancelled on account of systemic irregularities in the selection

process. 'the principles culled out from the precedents on the subject in the

case of [taishakhi Bhattacharyya (Chatterjee) (supra), at paras l8 and

19, are e>ltracted as under as they illuminate the course which the courts in

Judicial [leview have to follow.



73

"lS.lnVanshika Yadavv.Union of India [(202$ 9 SCC Z4]1.
this Court observed that a holistic view must be adopted by assessins
the e*tent of unfair means used and whether it is possibre to separare
the tainted candidates from the untainted ones. The court rnust ensure
that allesations of malpractice are substantiated and that the rnaterial
on record. including investigative reDorts. suDDorts this conclusion.
There rnust be at least some evidence for the court to reach such a
conclusion. However. the standard of evidence need not be undul;v
strict. Specifically. the material on record need not point to a sinsle.
definitire conclusion that malpractice occurred at a systemic level.
Neverrheless. there must be a real possibilitlr of systemic malaise. as
reflectcd in the material before thecourt.

19. The followine principles emerge from the aforesaid
discussion:

. W}ren An in<le-oth fae.tual innrrinr s svslernra
irregularities. such as malaise or fraud. that undermine the intesrity
of the entire selection orocess- the result should be cancelled in irs
entirety. However. if and when possible. seeremtion of tainted and
untainted candidates should be done in consonance with fairness and
qqult

. The decision to carrcel the selection ez neasse must be based on
the satisfaction derived from sufficie,lrt rnaterial collected throueh a
fair and thoroueh investisation. It is not necessary for the material
collected to conclusivelv prove malpractice beyond a reasonable
doubt. The standard of evidence should be reasonable certairuv of
systemic malaise. The probability test is aoplicable.

. Desoite the inconvenience caused to untainted candidates.
when broad and deeo manipulation in tle selection onocess is proven.
due weiehtaee has to be givexr to maintaining the ourity of the
selection process.

. tndividual notice and hearing may not be necessary in all cases
for practical reasons when the facts establish that the entire selection
process is vitiated with illegalities at a large scale."

16. The principles summarised above require the Court to test whether

the conduct o[ the Group-I examination revealed systemic irregularities,

such as malaise or fraud that undermine integrity of the entire selection

process leading to the inevitable cancellation of the result in its entirety?

whether tainted and untainted candidates could be segregated in
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consonance with fairness and equity? lt lays down that such decision to

cancel ttre selectioD. en masse must be based on the satisfaction derived

from strfficient material collected through a fair and thorough

investigation. It may not be necessary to conclusively prove rnalpractice

beyond a reasonable doubt, but the standard of evidence should be

reasonable certainty of systemic malaise. The probability test would apply.

The court also has to keep in mind that when broad and deep neanipulation

in the selection process is proven, due weightage has to be given to

maintain'ing the purity of the selection process, despite inconvenience to

the untainted candidates. Individual notice and hearing may not be

necessa4/ in all cases for practical reasons when the fact establishes that

the entire: selection process is vitiated with illegalities at a large scale. The

leamed unit corrt directed cancellation of entire Mains examination and

re-condu,:t under the same notification if the Frrst direction for re-

evaluation through moderation on the lines of Sanjay Singh (supra) cou'ld

not be undertaken. [n view of the above directions of the learned writ

court, it is to be examined whether the Comrnission had adopted a method

of moderation which eschewed arbitrariness in evaluation and whether the

moderati,rn conformed to the yardsticks laid down by the apex court in a

series of decisions starting from Sanjay Singh (supra), on which parties

have plac'ed reliance.
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17. In order to examine the issues as above, it is now pertinent to

extract the relevant clauses of the Notification No.0212024, dated

19.02.2024, under which Group-I examinations were conducted as under:

"1.6. The Preliminary Test (Objective type) will be held in OMR. Based
offline rnode/Computer Based Recruitment Tesr (CBRT) mode. The
commission reserves the riglrt to conduct the Preliminary Test either
in OMR based Offline mode or in CBRT mode.

l-7- The commission will normalize the scores of candidates for the
Computer Based Tests which are conducted in Multi-sessions to take
into account ofany variation in the question papers across different
sessions. The criteria of normalization is given in Annexure-Vll.

1.8. Main Examination would be in Descriptive type. The Commission
reserves the right to conduct the Main Examination either through
Digital mode of question paper display or Conventional hard copy
based question paper.

1.9. The Commission may evaluate the answer scripts of the Main
examination on Digital / Online mode in addition to or instead of
conventional evaluation.

PARA-I2 PROCEDURE OF SELECTION:

12.1. Procedure of selection will be as per G.O. Ms. No. 55 General
Administration (Ser.A) Department, Dt.2510412A22 and as amended
vide G,O. Ms. No. 29 General Administration (Ser.A) Department,
Dt.08t02/2O24.

(A) There will be a Preliminary Test (Objective tlpe) cornprising
General Srudies and Mental Ability. This Test is meant for
short listing the number of candidates to be admiftsd to the
Written (Main) Examination. The Preliminary Test will be
conducted in Englistr, Telugu & Urdu.

(B) The number of candidates to be admined to the Written (Main)
Examination (Conventional Type) would be Fifty (50) times to
the total number of vacancies available in each Multi-Zone.

Provided that, in case of any shortfall in respat of
candidates in reserved categories as laid down in Rules 22 and
22 (A) of Telangana State and Subordinate Service Rules-
1996, action shall be taken to include such number of
candidates from the merit list beyond l:50 mtio as required to
meet the shortfall in the respective categories.



76

(C) The Main Exarnination rvill be conducted in English, Telugu
& Urdu. The papers, except General English, in the Main
Examinations shall be answered in English or Telugu or Urdu
only as chosen by the candidates. A candidate is not permitted
to write part of the paper in English and Part of it in Telugu or
Urdu.

(D) The Paper on General English is a qualifuing one and th6
standard of this paper is that of Secondary School Certificate.
The minimum qualifying marks in this paper are: For the
candidates belonging to OCs, Sports men & EWS - should not
be less than 40%;BCs - not less than 357o; SCs, STs and PH -
not less than 30%. The Marks obtained in this paper are not
counted for ranking.

12.4.. Once medium is chosen, the candidate has to write answers in the
medium chosen by him/her only. If there is any deviation from paper
to paper or part of the paper, the candidature would become invalid.
All 06 (Six) papen have to be rvritten in the chosen medium only
completely.

12.5, .In respect of evaluation of the Mains Examination Answer scripts,
the Commission will resort to Digital Evaluation mode or
Conventional mode depending upon adrninistrative and operational
convenience.

12.8. Quatifying Marks in Main Examination:- The minimum marks to
qualii, for selection shall be: not less than 407o of the aggregate

',narks in all papers for the candidates belonging to @, E\ilS &
Sportsperson; not less than 35% for BC and not,

SCs, STs and PH
event of SC and ST candidatcs not coming up for

the minimum marks prescribed above for selection,
shalt be considered on the basis of rank with reference to

',thei.r perfornance in the written exanrination irrespective of the
marks secured.

NB.: Mere securing minimum qualifying marks does not vest any
right in a candidate for being considered for selection.

13.6 Constitutional Provisions:-The Cornmission is empowered under
the orovisions of Article 315 and 320 of the Constitution of lndia
read with relevant laws. rules. requlations and executive instructions
and all other enabline legal provisions in this resard to conduct
examination for aooointment to the posts notified herein. duly
followine the principle of order of rnerit as per Rule 3 of the TSPSC
Rules of Procedure read with reference to relevant statutory
nrovisions and ensuring that the rvhole recruitment and selection
process is carried out with utrnosl reqard to maintain secrecy and
confidentiality so as to ensure that the principle of merit is followed.
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PARA.I5 MEMORANDUM OF MARKS:

l5-1. Th€ marks secured in the Preliminary Test wilr not be counted for
Ranking. The marks of the Preliminary Test will not be notified as it
is a Screening Test.

l5-2 Th" *rkr li.t of Mui, E*u*i.,ution (rotul *urkr) of uil th"
candidates will be displayed on the Conunission's *ebsite. However.
Paper *ise Memorard*- of Murks of 

"ll "rndid"tes ""r, 
be accessed

in their respective Logins for a period of one week.

15.3 Reguest for recounting of -u.ks .ill be 
"onsid.r€d 

for conrentional
Tlpe (Written) Test onlv within 15 days after publication of
Provisional Marks List on pavmenr of Rs. 1000/- (Rupees One
Thousand only) for each paper through online payment only.

15.4 The request for recountine shall be submitred only through onrine.

15.5 Rejected. lnvalid. disoualified. ineligible candidates will not be
issued any Memorandum of Marks and fees paid by such candidates.
if any. will be forfeited to Govemmenr account. without entertaining
any correspondence in this reqard. Request for revaluation wilt not
be entertained under any circumsrances as per Rule-3 (ix) (d) of
Commission's Rules of Procedure.

PARA I7: SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS TO CANDIDATES:

l7.l Candidates are directed ro follow the Commission's website
(https://wrvw.tspsc. gov. in) regu larly ro know the latest developments
of this Recruitment and any changes/ Modifications /Addendum /
CorrigendunL dates of Examination, calling of candidates for
verification of certificates / Results etc. candidates may note that no
individual communication will be sent. Hence, they must regularly
visit the TSPSC website for updares such as Edit option, Merit List,
List of candidates shortlisted for certificate veri{ication, schedule of
certificate verification /I{edical board, etc.

17.2 Candidates are advised to go through the Instructions to
Candidates enclosed to this Notification at Annexure-Vl

PARA- 18: COMMISSION'S DECISION TO BE FINAL:

l8.l The decision of the Commission in all aspects and in all respects
pertaining to the application and its acceptance or rejection as the
case may be, conduct of examination, and at all consequent stages
culminating in the selection or otherwise of any candidate shall be
final in all respects and binding on all concemed, under the powers
vested with it under Article 315 and 320 of the Constitution of India,
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Commission also reserves its right to alter or modify conditions laid
down in the Notification during the entire process of recruitment and
selection or withdraw/ cancel the Notification at any time, duly
intimating details thereof to all concemed, as warranted by any
unforeseen circumstances arising during the course ofthis process, or
as deemed necessary by the Cornmission at any stage."

17 -1. As noted earlier, Notification No.02/2024, dated 19.02.2024,

for the present recruitment exercise was issued inviting applications from

qualified applicants for the posts of Group-l Services in the State of

Telangarra notifying 563 vacancies in different categories. It provided that

a Preliminary Test (Objective Type) rvould be held. The Commission

reserved the right to conduct the Preliminary Test either in OMR based

Offline rnode or in CBRT mode. The Commission would normalize the

scores ol'candidates for the Computer Based Tests if it were conducted in

Multi-ser;sions to take into account of any variation in the question papers

across di fferent sessions.

17.2. As per the Notification, the Mains Examination was to be in

descripti're type. The Commission reserved the right to conduct the Main

Examination either through Digital mode of question paper display or

Conventional hard copy based question paper. [t was made clear that the

Commisr;ion may evaluate the answer scripts of the Main Examination on

DigitaUCtnline mode in addition to or instead of conventional evaluation.
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l7 .3. Para 12 thereof deals with the procedure of selection. As per

Sub-para (C) of para l2-1, the Mains Examination would be conducted in

English, Telugu and Urdu. The papers, except General English, in the

Main Exarninations should be answered in English or Telugu or Urdu only

as chosen by the candidates. The candidates were not permitted to write

part of the paper in English and part of it in Telugu or Urdu. Sub-para @)

of para 12.1 is significant as it e.xplains the qualifying paper and the

qualiffing marks. The Paper on General English is a qualifying one. The

standard of this paper was that of Secondary School Certificate Grade. The

minimum qualifring marks in this paper for each category of community

are explained in the sub-paras:

17.4. The mode of evaluation of the Mains Examination Answer

scripts is described at para 12.5. The Commission would resort to Digital

Evaluation mode or Conventional mode depending upon administrative

and operational convenience.

17.5, It was made clear uncler para 13.6 that the Commission

would duly follow the order of merit as per Rule 3 of the Rules of

Procedure. The whole recruitment and selection process would be carried

out with utmost secrecy and confidentiality and the principle of merit

would be assured
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t7.6. It is necessary to deal with para-I5 of the Notification which

describes the Memorandum of Marks. As per para 15.2, the marks list of

Mains Examination (total marks) of all the candidates would be displayed

on the (lommission's website. At the same tiBqe, it was clarified that

paper-wiie memorandum of marks of all candidates could be accessed in

their resp,ective logins for a period of one week. The request for recounting

was to bt: online and would be considered for Conventional Tlpe (written)

Test onlyr within l5 days after publication of Provisionat Marks List on

payment of Rs.l000/- for each paper online.

17.7. Para 18 provided that the Commission's decision would be

final. Thr: Commission reserved its right to alter or modiff the conditions

laid down in the Notification during the entire process of recruitment and

selection or withdraw/cancel the Notification at any time, duly intimating

the details thereof to all concerned at any stage.

17.8. In the chronology of dates and events mentioned in the

foregoin6l paragraphs of this judgment, it is also pertinent to refer to the

gist of the Web Notes or Press Notes published from time to time by the

Commission.

Web Not,:. dated 16.08.2024:

It stated that the Mains Examinations (Conventional/
f,tescriptive type) would be held in Hyderabad from 21.10.2024 to
27.10.2024 from 2.00 pm to 5.00 pm. The candidates were informed
that they would be provided Personalized Answer Booklet with Pre-
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printed details and their photo. The Sample Answer Booklets for all
sever) papers was to be rrnde available frour 17.08.2024 onwards on
the Commission's rvebsite. The candidates were instructed to read all
the instructions printed on it and practice writing before appearing
for the examination, so as to avoid rejection/invalidation of their
candidature.

Web Note. dated 27.09.2024:

ln partial modif,rcation of the Web Note dated 16.08.2024, the
instant Web Note informed rhe candidates rhar for General English
(Qualifuing Test) paper, Answer Booklet shall not have preprinted
questions. A separate question paper shall be given to the candidates.
That there were minor changes in the pattem of examination and the
instructions to be printed on the Hall Ticket for Group-I Mains. It
was clarified that the instructions issued in case of other papers i.e.,
Papers I to IV and VI would remain unaltered. The candidates were
instructed to download the revised latest Sample Answer Paper
Booklet for the paper on General English (Qualifying Test), Science
& Technology and Data lnterpretation, Paper-V and the Latest Hall
Ticket Instructions from the Commission's website.

Web Note. dated 05.03.2025:

This was issued to count€r some talse propaganda and
misleading news being spread in some social media platforms with
regard to Group-I Services Recruitment Notification No.0A2024-
The Group-I aspirants were advised not to believe such false
propaganda. It assured the candidates that no injustice would be done
to any candidate. That the results were being processed in a fair and
hansparent manner as per merit. The Commission was contemplating
to release paper-wise marks in the candidate login and to publish
provisional marks list on its website.

Web Note. dated 10.03.2025:

After the valuation process of all the seven papers was
completed, ttrc Commission issued this Web Note informing that the
paper-wise marks secured by the candidates who have attended
seven papers of Mains Examinatiors were placed in the respective
candidate's login from 10.03.2025 to 16.03.2025 up to 5.00 pm for a
period of one week. The candidates could view their paper-wise
marks by entering their TGPSCID, Mains tlall Ticket Number, Date
of Birth and OTP received on their registered Mobile Number online
on the Commission's website. Candidates rvere also advised to
download the Mains Memorandum of marks sheet and preserve it till
the completion of recruitment. Candidates were also informed the
dates for recounting as already specified in the Notification
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Ito.O2/2024. lt stated that after conclusion of recounting process, the

informed individually and also 's website.

Press Note. dated 13.03.2025:

This Press Note sought to convey tle steps taken for fair and
transparent valuation of Group-I Services Marqp Answer Scripts.

As per rhis Press Note, the Mains Answer Script contains
three parts i) the pre-printed candidateq' details, ii) the 2d and 3d

[,art contains the part where mads afe awafdd by the examiner. It
started, the OMR
' details part were

cietaclred so that it cannot be

t'erson at any point of time.
or any other

licripts was mandatory. It was of Mains
valuatorV

cxaminers and after completion of the part containing
t re marks awarded by the first valutor The answer
script is handed over for second valuation. The utilization of services
c f the number of evaluators for difEreot papers for different subjects
uras also mentioned in the said Press Note.

It rvas stated in the said Press Note that the Chief Examincrs
('omnrittee was formed for each sribjeot,with minimum of two
subject experts based on the specializatipuiof,the subject area. Senior
prol'essors from reputed universities,across the country were
irlcntilied as the members of the Chief Examiners Committee. These
chief examiners/evaluators are also involved in several UPSC
examinations and evaluations. The erraluators have been identified
firr all the subjects from reputed universities/institutions across the
country. All the evaluators are the regular faculty from the
L Ini vcrs it ieV Covemment collegeVinstitutions. The assignment was
kept strictly confi dential.

ln order to dispel false news in the social media and clear the
unneccssary confusion and urest among the candidates,
C'omnrission released the statistics of Group-I Mains examination.
T hat the candidates would be picked up from merit list based on the
vacancies notified as per the Reservation Rosters (communities).
Every category of posts like RDO, DSP, CTO etc., would have
unreserucd and reserved categories and recruitment category
c,lndidates as per the NotiFrcation.

(lommission would be hosting the
the Commission's website. Once
\vas over, after resolving such

Jrublished. Based on it, the
picked up for certificate

/\nswer Paper Booklet was

of all the candidates in
of recounting requests

GRL would be
would be
would be

of all Answer
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18. In this background, we propose to deal with the findings of the

learned writ court on both aspects - Procedural Aspects and Method of

Evaluation, sequentially hereinafter.

19. The learned writ court held that the issuance of two hall tickets for

Group-l examination is suspect in view of the illegalities and inegularities

that have followed. Rules of Procedure did not require issuance of trvohall

tickets. That UPSC issues only one hall ticket. There was no material

placed regarding the selection to Group-I examination conducted in the

year 201 l, more over it was before bifurcation of the State. In this regard,

it is pertinent to mention that the Rules of Procedure and the Notification

No.02/2A24 do not bar issuance of two hall tickets. The candidates were

informed of the need to download a separate hall ticket for the Mains

examination through the Web Notes dated 16.08.2024 and 09.1,0.2024, i.e.,

before conduct of the Mains examination starting from 21.10.2024 to

27.10.2024. Both the Prelirns and Mains examination hall tickets

contained the respective examination centre codes. The Mains hall ticket

had reference to the Prelims hall ticket number as well. The issuance of

two hall tickets were followed in Group-I examination also under

Notification Nos.l51201I and l8l20ll as is evident from para 304 of the

impugned judgment. The appellants have also stated that for other

examination, such as for Civil Judges (Junior Division) examination,
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Police Sub Inspector examination and Police Constable exarnination

different hall tickets were issued. In this background facts, it is to be seen

as to horv does the issuance of trvo hal[,1ickets prejudiced the case of the

writ petitioners? Whether issuanee of two hail tickets was conclusively
. ,.! ::..i: ,^t';,:'

shown to benefit any candidate or a group of candidates in the final result?

The leanred writ court has not recorded any such finding to that effect. The

writ petitioners have strongly urged that the issuance of separate hall ticket

for Mains examinations affected the integrity of the examinations. They

have hovvever failed to demonstrate as to in what manner it affected the

purity of'the examinations. Mere issuance of two hall tickets may have

caused srrspicion in the minds of the candidate, but unless any prejudice is

shown or proved by the probability test that candidates have specifically
. .ri. :: ,.. ..,t.trii:t!,' ,,. . . t'

been favoured on account of, by the leamed writ
' '1!.,1.!

court were not justified.

20. On the second issue of allocation of examination centres in a biased

manner, the learned writ court has referred.to cente Nos.l8 and 19 where

female candidates were allocated. According to the learned writ court

proper r;rndomisation was not followed in the allotment of female

candidates to those centres. The Commission also did not give preference

to the physically challenged candidates, who were accommodated in the

second and third floor buildings. From the stand of the Commission, it is
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apparent that allocation of test centres was done through computer

software in a random manner. Due to lack of toilets for men in centre

Nos.l8 and 19, these centres are allocated only for females. In any case,

mere allotment of female candidates to cenfie Nos.l8 and 19 for logistical

reasons could not lead to any inference of unfaimess or arbitrariness or

favouritism in conduct of the Group-I examination. Such allocation of two

centres to female candidates by the Commission cannot be a basis for

alleging a deliberate strategy which undermines the purity of the

examination process. No prejudice has been caused to any candidate

including the writ petitioners. The Commission has contended that no

disabled candidate had filed a complaint for their accommodation in the

second and third floor buildings. Only the unsuccessful candidates, who

were non-PwD candidates, had raked up this issue. It has also been stated

by the Commission that the test centres were increased from 45 to 46 to

accommodate candidates who were tarsferred after accommodating PwD

candidates from inaccessible centres. The increase in the number of test

centres again is purely in the domain of the Commission, a constitutional

body empowered to arrange the manner necessary for smooth conduct of

examinations. The petitioners cannot complain any prejudice on account of

allocation of examination centres nor have they been able to establish any

bias or malafide on facts in doing so.
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2l - The leamed writ court has rendered a finding on the inconsistency

in the tor:al number of candidates who appeared for the Mains examination

by observing that the Commission was negligent in finding out correct

number of candidates who appeared. The Final Marks List had 21,085

candidat,:s which had increased from 20,161 published in Press Note dated

13.03.2025. The Commission in its common additional counter affidavit at

para 14 at page 912 explained the difference in the figures given in the

statistical summary datd27.10.2024, Press Note dated 13.03.2025 and the

Total Mark List dated 30.03.2025.It states that the figures were collected

from Chief Superintendents and were subject to minor variations as they

were rel,:ased 'on the qo'. A total of 2l,l l0 candidates had written the

examinal:ion. The figure in the Press Note dated 13.03.2025, i.e., 20161

excluded 924 candidates who did not qualiff in English and 25 whose

results were withheld due to High Court orders. The Total Marks List on

30.03.2025 reflected 21085 candidates which did not include 25

candidatcs, whose results were withheld. The variation in the summary

released on 27.10.2024 and the final count of candidates was only 17.

Leamed writ court observed that the Commission had used biometrics,

however biometrics were not used for real time attendance, but for

authentication of the identity of the candidate. The writ petitioners have

questiont:d the inconsistency in the flrgures of appearing candidates by the
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Commission as a serious irregularity, which underrnines the sanctity of the

examinations. The variation in these figures does not lead to inesistible

conclusion that ghost candidates appeared and were declared successful,

neither are such instances shown by the petitioners. Therefore, the instant

issue (c) uncler 'Procedural Aspects' does not lead to any inference of

systemic irregularity in the conduct of the examination and that too in the

absence of proof of fabrication of results in favour of any candidate. Such

finding based on statistical assumption cannrct take the place of proof to

annul the exarnination itself.

22. On the fourth issue of multiple evaluation of answer scripts, the

learned writ court has commented that the Commission conducted a triple

evaluation method in which the third evaluation did not have barcodes and

bubbling, which increases the scope for manipulation. The Commission in

its affidavits stated that the third evaluation lvas conducted on a difference

of more than I 5oh in the evaluation of first and second evaluations. The

sample booklet was uploaded through Web Note, dated 16fi8.2024, more

than one month before conduct of the examination, also bore reference to

the third evaluation. It was contended that such procedure was valid in

2008 and 201I Group-l examinations in the united State of Andhra

Pradesh. The Commission also explained that due to barcode on stitched

part of the answer script, the third evaluation could be identified by the
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same barcode given on the answer script. The evaluation and marking by

the two rlvaluators by bubbling of marks on the OMRs was done manually,

but that $o.L q.,f.gl.pecessarily lead to manipulation. The adoption of the
. .:, :

methg$lpp,gyplpgtloo by more than one examiner in every paper was in

fact a ,gefeg.uar, to ensure that hawk-dove effect between Iiberal and

conservativg expqiner is minimised to the maximum possible extent. In

any case, sqch a method was applied unifornnly for evaluation of all the

pap.ers,of a[.ggdidates as explained by the Commission. The petitioners

have on,ithe"oth.gr hand strenuously argued that the procedure of evaluation

gave apJgle sc€pe to identifu the candidate by the examiner. Moreover the
. t 'r. ..;J,-:

thirdevaluatgr did not have any barcode which could lead to manipulation, . .",.....i... ... I ... -.r,,-t,

The contention of the parties examined in the light of
. :.i.,.; :.

that the procedure of multiple

hand were applied uniformly thereby

scope of disparity in marking, on the other hand, did not result in any

particula: candidate being favoured. No such specific instance had either

been sho'arn by the petitioners.

23. " Aller the evaluation by the first examiner and bubbling of marks

explainecl in detail by the Commission, the relevant part of the answer

sheet wari torn off from the remaining part at the perforation. The second

evaluator had no clue as to the first evaluation. Both strips containing the
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marks by the evaluators were matched with the barcode on the ansrver

sheet later on. lf there was a difference of more than I5% between the first

and second evaluation, then such papers were given to the third evaluator.

The marks were given by the third evaluator on second page of the answer

sheet. They were matched with the barcode available on the first page.

Thus entire process has been graphically explained by the Commission in

its note referred to in the latter part of the judgment under the head

'Method of Evaluation'.

24. Any such procedure uniformly applied is in the iarger public

interest and introduces an element of fairness. Moroover, Rute 3(xi)(v) of

the Rules of Procedure confers a discretion upon the Commission to

evolve procedure for conducting the selection exercise. It supplements the

constitutional powers of the Commission for proper conduct of such an

examination. Writ petitioners have not been able to show that this

supplemental power in specific language or by necessary implication is in

conflict with the constitutional powers of the Commission to ensure a fair

conduct of the examination. Such provisions vesting discretion should not

be interpreted in a manner which would take away the discretion

contemplated under the Rule, rather it would be proper to interpret it in a

manner which furthers the object of such Rule.
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25. The learned writ court has referred to paras 15.2 and 15.3 of the

on the issue of publication of provisional/total marks list. It

,Commission ought to have published the total rn*,,S.*,"of

with provisi onal paper-w i se marks. Provisional, .qlA-rl<s

could have enabled the candidates to compare their oUrn

marls with the marks of other candidates before seeking re-count. Thc

Commistion had wrongly sent individual subject marks to individual

logins. r\ccording to the learned writ court, the Commission failed to

fOlloU, tbre Rules of Procedure. Para I 5.2 has been repeatedly referred to by

lparnd r:ouusel for the writ petitioners also. It states that the total marks

, .r$r, 
ndi.W,!3ye0 on website and paper-wise marks of all candidates gao}p

respective logins. However, the observation o,L$e

marks sheets of all candidates

petitioners to compare their marks of

recounting, does not flow out of a reading of these clausps

together. A candidate is supposed to seek recounting of marks if, on his

assessment, ft", marks allotted in a particular paper is less than his

estimation. tt it neither conceivable nor permissible for a candidate to

know ab.1ut $re marks allotted to another candidate for seeking recounting

of his oum marks. It is to be noted that the Commission after recounting

publishedl the provisional marks list. The final marks list of every
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candidate was duly published on 30.03.2025. Though much arguments

lrave been addressed on the non-conlpliarrce of para 15.2 of the

Notification, but the petitioners have not been shown any prejudice or

suffered. Every candidate could access their paper-wise marks with the

respective logins for seeking recounting. It is not the case of the

petitioners, nor any material has been brought on record that the marks list

finally published on 30.03.2025, where fabricated in respect of few

candidates.

26. Paras 15.2 and 15.3 of the Notification construed harmoniously

means that candidates could access their paper-wise marks through their

respective logins. Any candidate could seek recounting of marks within 15

days after publication of the provisional marks list. Thereafter, the marks

list of the Mains examination (total marks) of all the candidates would be

displayed on the Commission's website. Thus read together it clearly

indicates that after recounting of marks, the marks list of Mains

examination (total marks) of all the candidates would be displayed on the

Commission's website. tt cannot be intended to mean that the Commission

was obliged to publish provisional marks list of all candidates for an

individual candidate to compare before seeking recounting of his own

marks. In this case, candidates have accessed their paper-wise

memorandum of marks through their respective logins and if dissatisfied,
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have sought recounting. After the recounting process, the marks lists of the

Mains e;<amination have been displayed on the Commission's website on

30.03-2025- The findings of the leamed writ court on the alleged non-

compliance of para 15.2 of the recruitment notification is, therefore,

misplaced.

27. T'he learned writ court has commented upon disclosure of the hall

ticket numbers of the unqualified candidates in the Mains Final Marks List

i.e., those who did not secure qualifying marks in English, still the other

papers rvere evaluated. It has observed that the Commission issued

Memorandum of Marks in other six subjects despite those candidates not

qualifuiug in English examination. As a matter of fact, no negative

inference, can be drawn if all the papers of those candidates who later

hmred out to have Dot secured qualiffing marks in English were evaluated
, i.i. .

simultaneously with other candidates. The Commission has sought to

justifr such act on the gmund that if on recounting such disqualified

candidatrs secured qualifuing marks in English, then the results could be

declared along with the other successful candidates without undertaking

the evaluation of the remaining six papers of those candidates by a later

exercise. AII the papers of all candidates were evaluated in the centralised

evaluation to ensure that evaluation of all such candidates took place by

same set of examiners in a centralised manner avoiding chances of
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variability in evaluation ifdone later. In any case, the evaluation of all the

papers of all candidates together does not lead to any conclusion that such

candidates scord a march over more nreritorious candidates.

28. The discussion made hereinabove. lherefore, does not reveal any

systemic irregularity or fraud that undennines the integrity of the entire

selection process for its results to be cancelled in its entirety as per the

principle laid in Baishakhi Bhattacharyl'a (Chatterjee) (supra). It is to

be taken note of that there are no allegations o[ leakage olquestion papers,

rnass cheating or mass copying in the examination or answer keys being

available to the candidates before the exarnination. Learned counsels for

both parties have relied on a number of decisions on this issue including

that of Baishakhi Bhaftacharyya (Chatterjee) (supra).

29. The principles, on the basis of rvhich the cancellation of the

examination en tnasse can be allowed, have been summarised in the case

of Baishakhi Bhattacharyya (Chatterjee) (supra) relying upon several

pr€cedents. Based on those principles, we are of the considered opinion

tbatnime ofthe findings of the leamed writ court on the procedural aspects

establish any systemic irregularity, such as malice or fraud, which

undermines the integrity of the entire selection process calling for

canc€llation of the Mains examination. Not a single candidate is shown to

have unduly benefitted by any acts ofcheating or copying or on any count
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formulated under procedural aspects by the learned writ court. The writ

petitioners have not been able to conclusively establish that the purity of

the seler:tion process was affected on account of any of these alleged

infirmiti,:s in the procedure followed by the Commission for conduct of

the exanrination as held by the learned writ court.

30. Ir the absence of any prejudice shown by the writ petitioners in the

entire pnrcedure for conduct of the examination, the writ petitioners cannot

be allow,:d to assail the conduct of the Mains examination.

31. As regards the increase of vacancies by adding new vacancies, the

leamed tvrit court has answered it in favour of the,Cornmission. Such plea

was rejet:ted. It has been brought to the notice of this court that challenge

to addition of 60 vacancies from the earlier notification dated 26.04.2022

had flailed. The matter was upheld till the apex court.

32. The decisions cited by the parties on these issues are being dealt

with hereinafter.

33. ln the case of Ashok Kumar Yadav (supra), it was held that the

suspicion cannot take place ofproof. The observations of the apex court, at

para 2l,u:re as under:

"... ... ... But suspicion camot take the place of proof and we
cannot strike down the selections made on the ground that the
e'raluation of the merits of the candidates in the viva voce
e:(amination might be a6itrary. It is necessary to point out that the
Court cannot sit in judgrnent over the rna*s awarded by the
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interviewing bodies unless it is proved or obvious that the marking is
plainly and indubitably arbitrary or affected by oblique motives".

34. In the case of Tajvir Singh Sodhi (supra), at para 3l of the

judgment, the apex court laid down the principles of interference by courts

in the selection process for public employrnent

*3I. Before proceeding further, it is necessary to preface our
ju'dgment with the view that courts in lndia generally avoid
interfering in the selection process of public employment,
recognising the importance of maintaining the autonomy and
integrity of the selection process. The courts recognise that the
process of selection involves a high degree of expertise and
discretion and that it is not appropriate for courls to substitute their
judgment for that of a Selection Committee. It would be indeed,
treading on thin ice for us if rve were lo venture into reviewing the
decision of experts who form a part of a Selection Board. The law on
the scope and extent ofjudicial revieu, of a selection process and
results thereo{, may be understood on consideration of the following
case law."

35. It lala down that in respect of selection process of public

emplolment, tlre courts generally avoid interference, recognising the

importance of maintaining the autonomy and integrity of the selection

process. That the process of selection involves a high degree of expertise

and discretion. It is not appropriate for courts to substitute their judgment

for that of selection committee. It is not within the domain of the courts,

exercisiqg the power of judicial review, to enter into the merits of a

selection process, a task which is the prerogative of and is within the

expert domain of a selection committee, unless there are proven

allegations of malfeasance or violations of statutory rules or inherent

arbitrariness where courts can intervene.
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36- lrr the case of Deependra Yadav (supra), the apex court referred to

the caser; of State of U.P. vs. Atul Kumar Dw,ivedi2e and Tajvir Singh

Sodhi (r;upra) on the application of -ra.rion/scaling of marks in a

l:.'t,'l

recruitrnr:nt process and as to when such an exercise would be permissible.

While upholding the exercise undertaken in adopting the process of

nonnalization was consistent with the requirement of law, the observations

of the ap,3x court at para 27 are as under:

the decisions made by expert bodies, including the
t'ublic Service Commissions, should not be lightly interfered with,
unlcss instances of arbitrary and malafide exercise of power are
rrrade out".

37. We now proceed to deal with the finding of the learned writ court

on five i:;sues under the heading 'Method of Evaluation'. The writ court

directed lhe Commission to undertake revaluation by adopting moderation

on the lines of Sanjay Singh (supra):

The selection of the evaluators.
The procedure of evaluation-
Telugu medium candidates were neglected.
tlighest qualified candidates in specific c€ntres.
Commission awarded the sarne marks to certain candidates."

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

38. Tlte learned writ court has, on the selection of evaluators, referred

to the Prt:ss Note dated 13.03.2025 and observed that two retired faculty

mentbers were appointed as evaluators contrary to the assertion of the

Commissron. Dr. M.A.Malik was a private tutor, who also evaluated the

'n (:o:2) I I scc 578
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answer scripts. He had written a book on Indian Economy for Mains

examination in the year 2024 and had guided students from R.C.Reddy

IAS Study Circle. The learned writ court, therefore, observed that the

Commission had not acted as per its proclamation in the Web Note that it

had engaged regular faculty from the University/Government Colleges

The petitioners have supported the findings and alleged that the

Commission acted contrary to its own professed standards and thereby

failed to maintain integrity of the evaluation process. [n this context, it is

to be noted that out of 35t evaluators engaged by the Commission, even

Dr. M.A.Malik against whom allegations have been made, was working in

Governrnent Degree College since 2010. He had written a book on lndian

Economy for the Mains examination. He has on affrdavit rebutted the

allegation that he took classes in R.C.Reddy IAS Study Circle for the last

fourteen years. In the scheme of evaluation, where the identity of the

candidate is totally anonymous and the marks are awarded by bubbling by

more than one set of evaluators, the process of evaluation of more than

2O,000.candidates could not be tainted on the basis of such an allegation

without any proof of a single instance, where the evaluation had resulted in

a particular candidate being favoured.

39. Mr. M.Surender Rao, learned Senior Counsel for the writ

petitioners had relied upon the case of D.Suvankar (supra) and submitted
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that the selection of examiners or chief examiners should have been such

who are experts in the subject an(,1ealfy equipped for the job, otherwise

the evalrration would suffer. O+ tlUr l".q.t#,.ei,.$is Court finds substance in the

. .i ,..::i :

reply of the Commission that,inr..9qg$,r..9..--t9d of evaluation process, a totat

set of l4 subject experts were invo.lve$. in, evaluation of answer scripts of

seven papers o[ each candidate. Thus,, in all 28 different subject experts

evaluaterl answer booklets of seven p.apen of each candidate in two

evaluatic,ns together making the procpss rsbust and foolproof. In such a

case, the aforesaid contention of the Wtilpetitioners is not correct.

40. Pt:titioners have relied ,dri',,Adr-ty--a Bandopadhyay (supra). This

decision was rendered on the right'oF.aniexanrinee to examine his answer

book or to obtain a certified:;copyt::th-et€6fl The,issue involves right to

obtain 'infonnation' ,or Secrecy of the

examiner, who had present cae, while

there is lack of material on 'any Such 'information obtained by the

petitioners by inspection or obtained certi,fied copy of his answer books,

on the other hand, the production of the list ofexaminers by obtaining the

correspondence between the Commissioner of Collegiate Education and

the Comrnissioner of Police shows breaeh of confidentiality and privacy of

the identity of the examiners.
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41. The decision in Dr. P.Kishore Kumar (supra) has also been relied

upon by the writ petitioners on the plea of legitimate expectation of a

student that the answers written are at least looked at and appreciated for

evaluation. However, no materials have been placed to satisfy that during

the process of evaluation, the answers written by aoy of the writ petitioners

were not looked at or appreciated. The tregal plea sans material basis

cannot stand in the facts and circumstances of the case exhaustively dealt

with by this court in this discussion.

42. The above decisions relied upon by the petitioners do not lend

assistance to their challenge to the selection and procedure for evaluation

adopted by the Commission.

43. The learned writ court has also commented that due to double

evaluation, the evaluators were burdened. Same persons evaluated English

and Telugu answer scripts. The Commission's stand on the preparation of

anslver key smacked of lack of transparency in the evaluation process. The

Commission has taken a contmry stand on the moderation method adopted

in the evaluation. The learned writ court gave example of a candidate that

he had spent l0 to 12 hours a day after quittiqg a corporate job, but had

suffered due to lack of transparency and fairness in 'evaluation. This

observation of the learned writ court however is not based on any factual

assertion. Learned writ court also observed that the Commission had
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produce(l the answer keys on being asked, but there was no proper

explanatron in that regard.

44. The Commission has sought to explain the process of evaluation by

producing the answer keys in a sealed cover. It had also explained that the

evaluatic,n by two evaluators if resulted in a difference of more than 15%

marks, then a third evaluation was carried out. The third evaluation was

necessaq/ only in a very miniscule number of candidates i.e., 579, i.e.,

only 3.1tio/o of the candidates. The Commission has in its note explained

the manrrer in which evaluation was conducted by the two evaluators and

in case of difference of more than 15% of marks between the two

evaluations, by the third evaluator, in the following manner:

Grouo-I Mains Exarninrtion

/r. Steo I
the Group I Mairs Examination was held between 2l-10.2024 and
27.10.2024- All the answer scripts of all the candidates who have
appeared on each date ofthe examination are immediately sent to the
central processing lab from the examination cemers, where all the
answer scripts each paper-wise are made into bundles comprising of
40 answer scripts in each bundle. Thereafter, the entire processing of
evaluation work takes place paper-wise/bundle wise.

Ei. Step 2

[r each bundle, the lirst perforated portion in each of the answer
s,:ript containing the persorul particulars ofthe candidates viz., part I
of the answer script is tom off and preserved in sealed covers and
kept under lock and key till the completion of the entire evalualion
process. Then the entire answer booklet is scanned and control
bundlc numbers are assigned. Thereafter all the bundles of the
answer scripts of each paper are sent physically to the centralized
sl)ot evaluation center where each answer script is subjected to
evaluation.
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C. Step 3

At the Centralized Spot Evaluation Centre, paper-wise answer script
bundles of each paper are thereafter distributed subject wise among
subject experts one after another in the ltt evaluation process. Each
subject expert is required to evaluate the answers with respect to
hiVher subject and award marlcs in the second perforated portion in
the section column against the question number. The first evaluator
writes the serial number of the answer booklet in the bundle in the
space provided for the same in th€ answ€r booklet. The valuer ID
and valuer signature is aflixed in the place meant for it. After
completion of evaluation of the answ€rr scripts in the bundle by the
first subject expert, the Chief Examiner randomly review by
checking of three answer scripts from'each bundle of 40 answer
scripts and countersigns on then concerned answer scripts.

The answer script bundle is then distibuted to ttre next subjet exp€rr
who would evaluate the questions related to his / her subject
followed by review check by concerned Chief Examiner and so on
an so forrh.

The last subject expert would evaluate the answer scripts relevant to
his4rer subject and then enters mads awarded by him/her and
thereaf,ter enler the grand total in figures and words in the space
provided for the same and also btrbble the salne iu the space provided
therein.. The last subject expert woutd also bubble the serial number
of the answer booklet in the bundle at the space provided.

D. Step 4
Finally, the answer script btmdle of the concemed paper at the end
o[ first evaluation would be sent to the scnrtinizer who in turn would
veriff whether all answers are evaltrated or not, whaher the sub
totals and grand total are accurate and whether bubbling is done
accurately and affix his/her signature and in case ofany discrepancy
in the data, the same is brougfut to the notice of the Chief
Examiner/Examiner who would rectiry the same. Thereafter the
second perforated portion of the answer script is torn off and
preserved. The answer script is ready for second erraluation.

E. Step 5

The entire process as stated in Steps 3 aod 4 is repeated for the
second evaluation by assigping the answer scripts for different set of
subject experts. After the completion of the smond evaluation of
answer scripts in each bundle, the 3d perforated poition is also tom
off and further process is undertaken.

F. Step 6
Both the perforated slips of first and seond evaluations so separatd
fronr the answer scrips are then scanned and computerized. The
totals of valuations I and 2 are tabulated against the barcodes of the
respecti ve answer booklets.
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ti. Step 7

'il/herever there is a difference of l5%o or nlore between the total
rnarks of answer booklets in each paper in the I't and 2d evaluations,
tiuch answer booklets are sent for 3'd evaluation to be evaluated by
ditrerent set of relevant subject experts by repeating the same process
tp[[g1veA.in the first and second round of evaluations including the
proceryr.,of aflixing the signature of the subject experts, Chief
llxaminer and scrutinizer-

II. Step 8
r\fter the completion of third evaluation of answer scripts as statd
zr.bove, third evaluation sheets are also scanned and the third
evaluation data is computerized for further processing of the results.

lthe space/sheet provided for the tabulation of marks of the third
t;raluation eontinues to remain attached to the concerned answer
tpoklet along with the bar code in the verrical portion of the answer
tpoHet in the first page.

Award of Marks
of total marks in the l " and 2nd evaluation of each

of each paper in cases where there is no 3d
calculated and then the figure is arrived at as the naarks

said candidate in that panicular paper- In case where
the average of two nearest total marks of

is calculated and the figure arrived at is the marks
said candidate in that particular paper.

two evaluations together making the process robust and foolproof.

J. Step l0: Result Processing
It fter completion of the evaluation process, the marks securd by all
candidates paper-wise are tabulated by mapping the bar codes of the
Itnswer Booklets with the concerned Hall Ticket Numbers before
p,ublishing the results.

Ii. Possibility of Decimals:
though the marks awarded by each subject expert in each paper
don't contain any fractions, the averaging of total marks secured in
t'ro evaluations in each paper of a candidate may result in fractional
values in the marks secured by each candidate in that particular
paper.
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The following examples can be taken into consideration:

Example-A: Suppose a candidate secures IO0 marks in first
evaluation and 97 marks in second evaluation, then the marks
secured by that candidate would be the average of both evaluations
i.e., 98.5 marks (100 + 97 divided by 2).

Examole-B: Suppose a candidate secures I00 marks in first
evaluation and 74 marks in second evaluation, since the difference
between the first and the second evaluation is more than 159lo, the
paper of the said candidate will be sent for third evaluation. Suppose
if the candidate secures 87 marks in the third evafuation, then the
average of nearest marks in two evaluations will be taken. In this
example, the nearest marks are in first evaluation (100) and third
evaluation (87). Harce, the marks secured by that candidate would
be the average of first and third evaluation i.e., 93.5 marks (100 + 87
divided by 2).

45. The Commission has in this respect referred to its Press Note dated

13.03.2025 and clarified that the chief examiners committee consisted of

two subject experts and senior professorc. A total of 351 evaluators were

identified and trained by the Committee of Chief Examiners. They

evaluated around 2l,l l0 papers over a period of 90 days frorn 0l.l I .2024

to 31.01.2025. The evaluators had 20 daln betw'een 10.A3.2024 to

30.8.2424 to correct the re-evaluation papers. The Commission stated that

along with its afFrdavit filed on 08.07.2025, produced the answer keys in a

sealed cover. It had also explained that where there was a difference of

more than 15% marks awarded between two evaluators, the third

evaluation was carried out. According to the Commission, the third

evaluation is in the form of moderation, which was accepted by the High
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Courts of Telangana and Madras in Mogili Kinnera (supra) and

E.Ranjith (supra) respectively.

46. The Web Note or the Press Note, published by the Commission,

intended to show transparency in the manner of conduct of the

examinalion. It indicated the method of moderation employed by the

Commissrion by third evaluation in case of difference of more than 15%

marks be'tween first and second evaluators. These were wholly within the

domain of the Commission with an objective to rninirnise 'saemiasl

variability' or 'hawk-dove effect'. 'l'he sample answer booklets were

uploadod through Web Notes dated 16.08.2024 and27.09.2024 before the

conduct of the written examination. On the question of adoption of the

method of evaluation, it cannot be said that the method of moderatioo

employal by the Commission amounted to change in the rules of the game

midway.

47. R,tyrg upon the case of Ran Vijay Singh (supra), Sunit Kumar

(supra) ;md Tajvir Singh Sodhi (supra) and other decisions, the

Commission submitted that it has autonomy in the manner in which the

evaluation has to be made. Therefore contention of the writ petitioners

based on which the leamed writ court has rendered its finding that the

procedurr: of evaluation suffered on account of arbitrariness, does uot

merit acceptance.
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48. In this regard, it is appropriate ro refer to decisions in Sanchit

Bansal (supra), Sunil Kumar (supra) and rajvir singh Sodhi (supra).

The apex court has consistently held that the court cannot sit as an expert

body over the decision of the Commission unless it is shown to be

arbitrary, suffering from mala fide or any violation of statutory rules.

under Rule 3(xi)(v) of the Rules of Procedure, the Comrnission has the

power to take decisions in respect of the selections made and to evolve the

procedure in any other matter incidental to the selection. The contention of

the writ petitioners that the introduction of the third evaluator was an

afterthought, thereby changing the rules of the game midway is also not

correct on the facts. The sample answer booklet uploaded through Web

Note dated rc.a8.2024 more than one monrh before the conduct of the

Mains examination also bears reference to the third evaluation. The

process of evaluation, in case of difference of more than 15% marks

awarded by the first and second evaluators, by the third evaluator, was

earlier also followed in 201I Group-l examination in the State of Andhra

Pradesh.,The entire argument of the writ petitionerc for the method of

moderation is based on the decisions rendered in the case of Sanjay Singh

(supra), Sujasha Mukherjee (supra), Manoj Kumar (supra), Disha

Panchal (supra) and Pranav Verma (supra).
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49. The apex court in the case of Sanjay Singh (supra) laid down that

in order to avoid subjectivity of respective examiner in a large scale

examinat.ion where more than one examiner is involved to evaluate the: ..- i,1 :i;.r :i': . :.

answer r;cripts relating to a subject, resulting in hawk-dovQr,9..S.egt,,9.r
. :,

'examiner variability', a procedure is needed to be evolved. to ensure

uniformity inter se the examiners so that the effect of .lexaminer

subjectivity' or 'examiner variability' is minimised. This procedure is

known ars moderation. The apex court also observed that only certain

situation:; warrant adoption of scaling techniques. Scaling is employed

when carrdidates take examination in different subjects. Statistical experts

have evc,lved the scaling method, which places the scores from different

tests or test fornrs on to a common scale. The writ petitioners contended

that the rnethod of moderation in the case of Sanjay Singh (supra) was not

followed by the Commission. The petitioners also submitted that t[e

Commisr;ion had contradicted itself by stating that no moderation or

scaling vras required. In this regard, it is pertinent to deal with the decision

relied on this point by the rival parties.

50. In the case of Sujasha Mukherjee (supra) relied on by the

learned lienior Counsel for the petitioners Mr. Farasat, the apex court

agreed vrith the finding of the learned writ court that the ratio of

Sanjay liingh (supra) was not comprehensively followed, which had
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observed that instead of moderation, in fact a reassessment of the

answer book of the writ petitioners of Paper-ll was carried out. It held

that the cornerstone in Sanjay Singh (supra) posrulates the existence

of a [,Iead Examiner. The purpose behind moderation is to achieve

uniformity and to eradicate the hawk-dove effect as much as possible.

The petitioners contended that the method of moderation laid down in

the case of Sanjay Singh (supra) is the only method to adopt

uniformity. Therefore, the learned writ court had directed moderation

rnethod to be followed as in Sanjay Singh (supra).

51. In the case of Manoj Kumar Yadav (supra) also relied upon by

him, the apex court partly agreed with the decision of the Allahabad High

Court that the Commission erred by applying scaling to compulsory

suQiects, contrary to the principles in Sanjay Singh (supra). The apex

court, however, set aside the High Court's order to re-declare results

because the selected candidates had been working under interim orders for

about ten years and disturbing their appointments would cause grave

prejudice. It observed that the exercise ofl declaring fresh results wotrld

result in'diiplacement of a number of selected candidates not before the

court and alteration of the merit list causing serious prejudice to those

appointed and working for the last ten years. The apex court, therefore,

upheld the finding of illegality in using scaling for all papers but moulded
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the relief to preserve the appointments and set aside the direction to

declare the results afresh-

52. T,he case of Disha Panchat (supra) rgligd upQTliW.$*,roritioner's
. ' .... . '

counsel, Mr. Shadan Farasat, relates to "the ,Qgpdup.tro,,{,.Coq44on Law

Admission Test (CLAT),2018 entrance examiaation. The apex,court was

considering whether the entire examination should be cancelled due to

certain irregularities, and if not, what remedy could fairly compensate the

affected candidates without prejudicing the rest of the candidates. The

apex ccurt observed that any outright cancellation would cause

tremendous inconvenience on the rest of the candidates. [t stated that if

those candidates who suffered loss of time could be compensated, then

there is rro reason that the entire examination be annulled. The apex court

directcd thc authorities to compensate affected candidates by applying a

statistical normalization formula to adjust scores based on the measured

loss of examination time caused by the disruptions. [n the present case,

there are no such allegations of loss of examination time.

53. [n the case of Pranay Verma (supra), the apex court directed

addition of grace marks since the extremely low pass rate suggested undue

strictness. [t was held to be constitutionally permissible tool to correct

strict mzrrking, consistent with established jurisprudence. The writ
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petitioners, however, have not been able to show any undue strictness in

the evaluation of the answer sheets.

54. In this regard, the appellants had placed reliance upon the decision

of the apex court in Sunil Kumar (supra). In the said case, it was observed

that the requirement of, adoption of moderation to a particular kind of

examination and scaling to others, are at best, opinions, exercise of which

requires an in depth consideration of questions that are more suitable for

the experts in the field. An adoption of any singular process or by a

straitjacket formula cannot be ideal. The apex court further held that

Sanjay Singh (supra) did not decide that to an examination where the

papers are corunon, the system of moderation must be applied and to an

examiriation where the papers/subjects are different, scaling is the only

available option. Holding of public examinations involving wide and

varied subjectVdisciplines is a complex task which defies an instant

solution by adoption of any singular process or by a straitjacket fonnula.

Not only examiner variations and variation in arvard of marks in different

subjects are issues to be answered, there are several other questions that

also may require to be dealt with. Variation in the strictness of the

questions set in a multi-disciplinary examination format is one such fine

issue which was coincidentally noticed in Sanjay Singh (supra). It was

further held that a conscious choice of a discipline or a subject by a
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candidat,3 at the time of his entry to the University thereby restricting his

choice of papers in a public examinatio.q;.the standards of inter-subject

evaluation of answer papers and issg4n;q,rgf 4p^propriate directions to
, , : .--..,

evaluators in diff,erent subjects are all rgl.g+r,?p.},qIg?,E of comideration. All

such qu,:stions and, may be, several others not identified therein are

required to be considered, which questio.ns, by their very nature should be

left to the expert bodies in the fiel{, inclu{ing the Public Service

Commis:;ions. The fact that such bodies includine the Commissions had..:,:; 
lrrl 

:y.

erred or acted in less than a respousible Bapige;,in the past cannot be a

reason f<rr a free exercise of the judici_al Fo1ver,l1vhich by its very nature

will have, to be understood to be, norm4llyr,limitpd tp instances of arbitrary

or mala lide exercise of power. It was.tlftbpr.".h-eJq that the absence of any

plea o[ n:ola lides and the adopted by

the Cornrnission, in the facts of conclusion that

the present case would not be an appropriate case for exercise of power of

judicial review. The absence of reasons in the aforesaid resolution, on

which much stress has been laid, by itse[ cannot justify such interference

rvhen the decision, on scrutiny, does not disclose any gross or palpable

unreasonableness

55. The Commission in its reply through the common additional

counter erffidavit, have explained that the Comrnission had followed the
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moderation method for evaluation of the answer scripts as suggested by

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Sanjay Singh (supra). The answer scripts

of the candidates were evaluated by two evaluators and further by another

evaluator (detailed in paras 48-64 of common additional counter affidavit).

The learned writ court misconstrued para 70 of Commission's common

additional counter affidavit where the Commission wrote

"scaling/moderation was not required" to be an admission on part of the

Commission that moderation was not applied by the Commission. The

Commission has submitted that the writ petitioners had loosely

interchanged scaling/moderation as one and the same term., and had

alleged that the Commission did not use scaling/moderation, to which the

Commission replied in the same terminology stating that scaling/

moderation was not required. All the candidates have written the same

subjects i.e., same seven papers and hence, when there was uniformity in

syllabus, moderation as a mode of evaluation and not scaling is applied.

Learned writ court, therefore, came to a flawed conclusion that the

Commission did not follow moderation method of evaluation and violated

the principles prescribed in Sanjay Singh (supra). Therefore the entire

results be declared invalid and re-evaluation be conducted by applying

moderation method in terms of Sanjay Singh (supra). Upon the survey of

the above decisions, this court is of the opinion that though the method of
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moderation was approved in the case of Sanjay Singh (supra) with the

object tc ensure uniformity in the evaluation, to avoid 'examiner

subjectivity' or 'hawk-dove effect', but as held in the case of Sunil

Kumar (supra), it cannot be understood to lay down as an absolute

proposition that it is governed by adoption of any such singular process or

by straitracket formula. Holding of public examinations involving wide

and varied subjects/disciplines is a complex task. The standards of inter-

subject evaluation of answer papers and issuance of appropriate directions

to evaluartors in different subjects are all relevant areas of consideration.

All such questions and several others should be left to the expert bodies in

the field, including the Public Service Commissions. Even if such bodies

have errt:d or have acted in less than a responsible manner in the past

cannot br: a reason for a free exercise of the judicial power, which by its

very nahrre is limited to instances of arbitrary or mala fide exercise of

power. The opinion of the apex court in Sunil Kumar (supra), at para 20,

is as undt:r:

"20. We cannot understand the law - to be imposing the
rr:quirement of adoption of moderation to a particular kind of
eramination and scaling to others. Both are, at best, opinions,
erercise of which requires an indepth consideration of questions that
are more suitable for the experts in the field. Holding of public
eraminations involving wide and varied subjectVdisciplines is a

c,)mplex task which defies an instant solution by adoption of any
singular process or by a straitjacket formula. Not only examiner
variations and variation in award of marks in diff€rent subjects are
issues to be answered, there are several other questions that also may
nquire to be dealt with. Variation in the strictness of the questions
sr:t in a multi-disciplinary examination format is one such fine issue
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lhat was coincidentally noticed in knjay Singh f&njay
Singh v. U.P. Public Service Commtssion, (2007) 3 SCC 720 :

(2007) I SCC (L&S) 8701 . A conscious choice of a discipline or a
subject by a candidate at the time of his entry to the Universiry
thereby restricting his choice of papers in a public examination; the
standards of inter-subject evaluation of aru;wer papers and issuance
of appropriate directions to evaluators in different subjects are all
relevant areas of consideration. All such questions and, may be,
several others not identified herein are required to be considered,
which questions, by their very nature should b€ l€ft to the expert
bodies in the field, including, the Public Service Commissions. The
fact that such bodies including the Commissions have erred or have
actd in less than a responsible nmnner in the past cannot be a reason
for a free exercise of the judicial power which by its very nature will
have to be understood to be, norrrally, limited to imtances of
arbitrary or mala fide exercise of power."

56. The rnethod adopted by the Commission to avoid hawk-dove effect

or examiner variability, as explained in their note, and the affidavits,

therefore, rule out any instarrce of arbitrariness or malafide or violation of

statutory rules. The method of evaluation employed by the Commission

through subject experts in each paper in the first and second evaluation,

and then the award of marks on average of total marks in the first and

second evaluation of each answer .booklet in itself is to ensure thar

'examiner variability' or 'hawk-dove effect' is minimised. Moreover,

when there is a difference of lSYo or more between the total marks of

answer booklets of each paper in the first and second evaluation, such

answer booklets are sent for third evaluation to be evaluated by different

set of relevant subject experts by repeating the same process followecl in

the frrst and second round of evaluations including affixing the signature

of the subject experts, Chief Examiner and Scrutinizer. The ultimate effect
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of adopting this method is to minimise the 'examiner variability'. It

applies uniformly to all candidates. Holding of public examinations

involvin;g wide qubjeqts/disciplines is a complex task. The
j' :' .:

method adopted, being an expert body in the field

should not be mhde open to speculative challenges. In Sunil Kumar

(supra), the apex court observed that the decision in Sanjay Singh {supra)

cannot be understood to lay down as absolute proposition that it is

goveme<l by adoption of any singular process or by a straitjacket formula.

The writ petitioners have in their submissions suggested alternative

methods, which the Commission should have adopted by for conducting

moderation. The Court in Judicial Review, however, cannot sit as an
:f i... :l

expert body over the $gc_i1ion 9f the Commission on the manner and
,iila: 

,. 
:: i .t:

method jrn which ev.4lqgtion is to.be made, unless it suffers fr.om patent
i . .: i,:,'r*l:,'l ;i, t ,-.

arbitrarirress, malafide.or any violation of statutory rules.

57 . \&'e are, therefore, unable to agree with the findings of the learned

writ corrrt that the procedure of evaluation suffered warranting

re-evaluartion by following the method laid down in the case of Sanjay

Singh (supra).

58. Rule 3(xi)(v) of the Rules of Procedures confers wide discretion to

prescribe procedure in matters incidental to selection. Rule 3(xiXv) is

quoted hr:reunder:
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"3(xi) A decision as to the following shall be taken by the
Commission in respect of all selections rnade by them.
(i) to (iv) xxx
(v) any orher marter incidental to the selection."

59. The examining body like the Public Service Commission has wide

powers under Article 320(3) to take decisions on the manner and method

in which the evaluatiron has to be mad€J If such procedure or method of

evaluation has been uniformly applied, the court should be loathe to sit as

an expert body over the decision of the Commission unless it is shown to

be arbitrary, suffering from malafide or in violation of statutory rules. The

learned rvrit court, however, failed to take into account the salutary

principles goveming exercise ofjudicial review in such matters.

60. During the course of submissions, learned Senior Counsel flor the

writ petitioners, Mr. G.Vidya Sagar has drawn the attention of the Court to

terms and conditions of the recruitrnent notification and contended that any

deviation thereflrom by the Commissionrwas arbifrary He relied upon the

case of Babu Verghese (supra) and Ambay Cements (supra) to submit

that if the manner of doing a particular act is prescribed under any statute

or for that matter the recruitment notification, the Commission could only

undertake the evaluation process prescribed therein or not at all. Where a

power is given to do a certain thing in a certain way, the thing must be

done in that way or not at all.
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61. It is im-portant to refer to Article 320 of the Constitution

whereunder the.Union and the State Public Service Comnnissions are

to conduct examinations for appointments to the

the States respectively. Article 320(3) provides

Commission shatl be consulted on the principles to

be folloiued in'rhaking appointments to civil services and posts and in

making promotions and transfers from one service to another,

62. The Commission has framed Rules of Procedure for conduct of

examinations. The Commission, under the extant rules, is empowered to

take decisions in respect of selections made by them enumerated under

Rule 3(xi) and also dhy other matter incidental to the selection. Therefore

t6*-itrion deviated from its professed terms

Notification in the

'in law. Iflthe Commission

and method of evaluation, which is inciderital=tb

the selec,rion and if such method does not suffer from arbitrariness or mala

, fidn ancl is applied uniformly to all candidates, no irregularity in the

manner and method of evaluation process can be alleged.

63. The case of Veerendna Kumar Gautam (supra) relied upon by

learned Slenior Counsel, Ms. B.Rachna Reddy is on the proposition that if

the proc,:ss of selection is found to be tainted, whatever had flowed
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consequent thereto must also fall along with the process of selection. The

appointment of selected candidates being subject to outcome of these

appeals will have to go once the findings of the learned writ court both on

Procedural Aspects and the Method of Evaluation are upheld on the basis

of the materials placed by the rival parties.

64. However, in the considered opinion of this court, such a result

would follow only if the conduct of the Group-I examination by the

Commission is found to be suffering from the systemic irregularity or

malice or fraud that undermines the integrity of the entire selection

process. We are afraid that no such conclusion can be arrived at on the

basis of the allegations made by the writ petitioners without any material

to prove any such malpractice in the conduct of the examination, even

standards of probability test. The writ petitioners have failed to show any

instance of mass cheating or mass copying or leakage of question papers or

tutoring of, candidate during the examination to substantiate such

allegation.

65. The learned writ court in its finding on the issue of Telugu medium

candidates, has observed that there was no separate evaluators for English

and Telugu answer scripts. That nearly I l0 Telugu medium candidates had

represented for revaluation of Telugu scripts, indicating lack of

transparency and fairness in evaluation. Compared to English candidates,



I Itt

few Telugu medium candidates werc selection. In this regard, it is

notewolhy thal the findings of the leamed wril court are not supported by

ilyq.#.Fi.p..f'ppncrete facts proving discrimination against Telugu medrl{!
..;1-\, .... : ... r.ii,: i .

cp-{!i$trC{[Thgldegree college faculty in the State ofTelangana teach bofh

in Englir,h and Telugu medium to the students of graduation course. The

evahiator.s ,were, therefore, competent to evaluate Group-I Mains

sxemin?4on in both languages. The Commission in its reply has

catqorically .refuted any such widespread neglect of the candidates

unitin, g in Telugu medium. Such a finding o[' the learned writ court,

thenefore; appears to be more on assurnption than on any factual basis

supPgft€d.b ary specific instances.

.6.f. f,lae ,learned writ court has also gone to observe that for so4e

number of qualified candidates rvere higher. There.g4gs
'.,,"

proportion of female candidates selected in centre Nosrt$

and 19 v:rsus the remaining centres. 
-[his finding is not reflective of actual

success mte of other centres. Centre Nos. I 8 and 19 which accommodated

721 ard776 female candidates, had the success rate o( 5.41o/o and 4.12%0.

Fourteen other centres had a success rate of 4yo and six

centres had a success rate of 5Vo. Centre No.9 had a success rate of 8.70Yo.

Cenhe Nb.8 had a success rate of 6.25%o and Centre No.l2 had success

rate of 6.100/o. As such, the inference based on statistics cannot be the
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basis to suspect any malfeasance in those centres specifically when none

from those centres ever made any complaint of cheating, mass copying or

tutoring of any particular candidate or female candidates of those centres

having been favoured. It is quite statistically possible that certain centres

may have higher proportion of well performing candidates. It was also

pointed out to the learned writ court, relying upon a press release ofUPSC

dated 28.Q7 .2023 that in open competition, more candidates getting

qualified from some centres is usual. The purity of the examination

process cannot be doubted on the basis of such statistics which even if

taken on face value do not show any stark or exceptional results compared

to other centres.

67. The leamed writ court, therefore, fell in error in holding that the

presence of successful candidates from specific centres had any basis to

affect ttre integrity of the examination process. It is worth reiterating that

there was no complaint of allegation of cheating, mass copying, Ieak of

question papers or tutoring of any candidates in any centre in lhe conduct

of the examination spread over 46 centres. It is important to once again

remind ourselves that any interference in the conduct of examination of

such a nature by the constitutional body, like the Public Service

Commission should not be made in the absence of proven mala fides,
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arbitrariness or systemic irregularity as has been held in the case of

Baishak hi Bhattacharyya (Chatterjee) (supra).

68. Lastly, on the issue of award of sanre marks to certain candidates,

the leanred writ court has opined that several candidates were awarded

same marks, i.e.,719 in number and especially those who had adjacent hall

ticket numbers. In this regard, it is important to take note that in the Mains

examination, 2l,l l0 candidates had appeared and 12,622 candidates had

obtained qualifying marks. The marks ranged between 270 for

SC/ST/PwD candidates to 550. Therefore, it is not improbable for multiple

candidatr:s securing the same total marks, when the range of marks is

rurrrower. Further, the Commission had demonstrated that even though the

candidatrr having adjacent hall tickets had secured same total marks, their

marks fur individual subjects were different. The examinations were

conducted under CC TV Surveillance, wherein no cheating or irregularities

were alleged or noticed. Even in the case of UPSC Examinations, 2024,

out of I ()09 candidates, 969 candidates shared a total with at least one

. other carrdidate. The recruitment notification in a case of same marks

between several candidates has under para 12.3 provided multi-levelled tie

breaker system based on status of local status, date of birth, higher marks

in papeni I to V and marks in English, date of passing of required

qualifuinl; examination and marks in higher qualification. The ranking
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even amongst the candidates having the same marks is dependent upon a

numhr of factom including securing lhe marks in dillerent papers. As

such, the assumption made by the leamed writ court at best could be a case

of suspicion, but in the absence of any proven malfeasance or

demonstrable acts of wrong doing it could not be the basis to undermine

the entire recruitment process. The findings of the leamed writ court,

therefore, on both the procedural aspects and method ofevaluation that the

Commission failed to maintain transparency, integrity and violated the

rules do not appear to be based on sound reasoning and established from

the materials on record. The petitioners did not allege mala fides or fraud.

The materials on record could not lead to any conclusion that recruifircnt

process suffered from grave and systemic irregularity.

69. In Maharashtra State Board of Secondary and lligher

Secondary Education (supra), the apex cou( has held that the court

should be extremely reluctant to substitute its own views in relation to

academic matters in preference to those formulated by professional men

possessing technical expertise and rich experience. Parla 29 of the =

aforesaid judgme t is extracted as under:

"29. Far ftom advancing public interest and fair play to the other
candidates in general, any such interpretation of the legal position
would be wholly defeasive of the same. As has been repeatedly
pointed out by this Court, the Coun should be extremely reluctant to
substitute its own views as to what is wise, prudent and proper in
relation to academic matters in prcference to those formulated by
professional men possessing technical cxperlise and rich experience
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,)f actual day-to-day working of educational institutions and the
rlepanments controlling rhem. It will be wholly wrong for the Court
to rnake a pedantic and purely idealistic approach to the problerns of
lhis nature, isolated from the actual realities and grass root problems
involved in the working of the system and unmindful of the
(:onsequences which would emanate if a purely idealistic view as
opposed to a pragmatic one were to be propounded. It is equally
imporlant that the Coun should also, as far as possible, avoid any
rlecision or interpretation of a statutory provision, rule or byeJaw
rvhich would bring about rhe result of rendering the system
tmworkable in practice. lt is unfo(unate that this principle has not
been adequately kept in mind by the High Coud while deciding the
instant case."

70. In the absence of mala fides, proven systemic irregularity or

violation of any statutory rule, therefore the direction to undertake

re-evaluation with moderation in the lines of Sanjay Singh (supra) or to

re-conduct Mains examination does not sustain on scrutiny of the materials

placed on record.

7l . In a case where the method of evaluation has been uniformly

applied in larger public interest, no candidate can be prejudicially affecred.

The dire:ction of the leamed writ court to re-evaluate the Mains

examination papers with moderation in the .lines of Sanjay Singh (supra)

also does not sustain on accormt of the reasons recorded hereinabove based

on a detailed analysis of the method of evaluation employed by the

Commission and after due consideration of the submissions of the parties

on this iss;ue.

72. The integrity of the examination conducted by a constitutional

body, likt: the Public Service Commission, cannot be made suspect on the
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basis of surmises and unsubstantiated allegations. The direction of the

leamed writ court for re-conduct of the examination as an altemative is

therefore unsustainable.

73. Therefore, the impugned cornmon judgrnent passed in

W.PNds.l1439 of 2025 and batch, dated 09.09.2025 is set aside and the

writ appeal Nos.l066, 1054, 106?,1068, t069, 1070, 1071, 1072, t073,

1074, LWs, 1076, rc77, 1078, 1079, I 080 and I 086 of 2025 arc allowed.

74. On the basis of the elaborate reasons recorded hereinabove, writ

appeal No.l470 of ?fl25 preferred by rhe peririoners in W.p.lrlo.l 2206 of

2025 insiiting upon re-conduct of the Mains examinarions, is frt to be

disEissed-

Miscellareous applications pending, if any. shall stand closed.

Acco,rdingly, the writ appeal No. 1470 o12025 is dismissed.
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