
 

HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

W.P.No.28321 OF 2017 

ORDER: 

 

     Heard  Mr.Ba la ji Medama lli for petitioner, the lea rned  

Government Pleader for Prohib ition and  Exc ise and  Mr.O.Manoher 

Reddy hold ing for Kambhampatui Ramesh Babu for respondent 

No.4. 

 

 The petitioner p rays for Mandamus dec la ring  p roc eed ings  

Cr.No.4287/ 2017/ CPC/ E2 da ted  07.08.2017 of 2nd  respondent as 

illega l, void  and  c ontra ry to the A.P.Exc ise (Grant of Lic enc e of 

Selling  by Shops and  Cond itions of Lic enc e) Rules, 2012 (for short 

‘Rules 2012’ ). 

 

 The averments, in b rief, a re sta ted  thus: 

 

 The petitioner and  the 4th respondent a re holders of Form-A4 

lic enc e issued  by respondent No.3.  The petitioner is g ranted  

p rivilege of sa le of Ind ian Made Foreign Liquor (IMFL) vide 

G.Sl.No.NL/ 239, Lic enc e No.47/ 2017-19/ GDR da ted  15.07.2017 for a  

shop  in Sy.No.112, Nellipud i Village, Vakadu Manda l, SPSR Nellore 

Distric t. The 4th respondent has lic enc e G.Sl.No.NL/ 238, Lic enc e 

No.46/ 2017-19/ GDR for the shop  in Sy.No.114, Ashok Pilla r Centre, 

Vakadu, SPSR Nellore Distric t.  The period  of lic enc e c ommenc es 

from 01.07.2017 for a  period  of two years.  The 4th respondent 

submitted  rep resenta tion da ted  nil to 2nd  respondent seeking 

permission for shifting  the lic enc ed  premises in Sy.No.114, Ashok Pilla r 

Centre, Vakadu to a  shop  loc a ted  Sy.No.112, Nellipud i Village, 

Vakadu Manda l i.e., in the same village ad joining  MDR Road .  
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The representa tion was p roc essed  and  forwarded  to Add itiona l 

Commissioner of Prohib ition and  Exc ise through Rc .No.143/ 2017/ A6 

da ted  01.07.2017.  The Commissioner of Prohib ition and  Exc ise/  

2nd  respondent in exerc ise of the jurisd ic tion c onferred  on him by 

Rule 28 of Rules 2012 issued  the p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ 

petition, permitting  shifting  of shop  from Sy.No.114, Ashok Pilla r 

Centre, Vakadu to Sy.No.112, Nellipud i Village, Vakadu Manda l. 

Henc eforth, for c onvenienc e, these a re c a lled  lic enc ed  p remises 

and  p roposed  p remises respec tively.  Henc e, the writ petition. 

 

 The petitioner c ha llenges the order firstly by referring  to  

loss the petitioner would  suffer in business, if the 4th respondent is  

a llowed  to do business next to petitioner’ s p remises and  ac c ord ing 

to petitioner, the order passed  is c ontra ry to Rules 2012.  The 

petitioner refers to a  few anc illa ry and  inc identa l c irc umstanc es in 

support of two grounds ra ised  aga inst the p roc eed ings impugned   

in the writ petition.   For b revity, this Court is not referring  to those 

averments and  likewise the averments sta ted  in the rep ly a ffidavit 

filed  by petitioner.  The point is c onsidered  from the perspec tive of 

Rules 25 and  28 of Rules 2012. 

 

 On 23.08.2017, this Court g ranted  interim order. The 

respondents filed  WVMPs and  a lso c ounter a ffidavits. 

 

 The Prohib ition and  Exc ise Superintendent/ 3rd  respondent 

does not d ispute the introduc tory fac ts or the right sta ted  by the 

petitioner, or the 4th respondent, as lic enc ees for the period  2017-19.  

Ac c ord ing to 3rd  respondent, the 4th respondent app lied  for A4 
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lic enc e muc h earlier to the c la rific a tion rega rd ing  Sta te Highways 

was not made by the  Government of Andhra  Pradesh and  likewise 

estab lished  the shop  a t a  d istanc e of 220 metres from Sta te 

Highway i.e., Gudur to Duggara jupa tnam.  The Government of 

Andhra  Pradesh through G.O.Ms.No.28, Transport, Roads and  

Build ings (R.IV) Department da ted  04.07.2017 notified  a  few roads in 

the Distric t as Ma jor Distric t Roads. The 3rd  respondent denies tha t 

the p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition a re issued  without 

enquiry and  verifying  the ground  rea lity.  Ac c ord ing to him, the 

p roposa ls for shifting  the shop  of 4th respondent were forwarded  

a fter enquiry by the loc a l Sta tion House Offic er, Vakadu, and  the 

Unit Offic er, Gudur Exc ise Unit, who rec ommended  for shifting   

of lic enc ed  p remises of 4th respondent to p roposed  p remises.   

The 2nd  respondent exerc ised  the powers vested  in him by Rule 28 of 

Rules 2012 and  permitted  shifting  of lic enc ed  p remises to p roposed  

p remises.  There is no restric tion for estab lishment of A4 shops even  

if it results in loc a tion of business is side by side.  Ac c ord ing  to  

3rd  respondent, the suc c essful lic enc ees under Rule 25 of Rules 2012 

have liberty to estab lish A4 shops anywhere in the notified  a rea  or 

shift the lic enc ed  p remises within the Manda l, as Manda l is trea ted  

as a  unit under Rules 2012.  The 3rd  respondent while supporting  the 

dec ision taken by the 2nd  respondent tha t Rule 25 c onfers liberty to 

estab lish A4 shops anywhere in the notified  a rea  or shift the 

lic enc ed  p remises, however, the same sha ll be without a ffec ting  

the other c riterion stipula ted  in Rule 25 of Rules 2012.  Therefore,  

he submits tha t no va lid  ground  is made out for interfering  with the 

p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition. 
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The 4th respondent while exp la ining the c irc umstanc es in 

whic h the request for shifting  the shop  from lic enc ed  p remises to 

p roposed  p remises, ob jec ts to the ma inta inab ility of writ petition 

under Artic le 226 of the Constitution of Ind ia , a t the instanc e of a  

riva l trader.  He further c ontends tha t Rule 28 of Rules 2012 dea ls 

with sa le of IMFL a t the lic enc ed  p remises only.  Power is ava ilab le 

and  the 2nd  respondent is authorised  to permit shifting  the shop  from 

one p remises to another but for va lid  reasons, and  within the 

notified  a rea .  Ac c ord ing to 4th respondent, only a  fetter on the 

d isc retion c onferred  the 2nd  respondent imposes in the matter of 

shifting  the p remises, is tha t the shifting  sha ll be within the notified  

a rea .  In this c ontext, the 4th respondent p lac es strong relianc e on 

Rule 25 of Rules 2012 whic h dea ls with selec tion of lic enc ed  

p remises tha t the lic enc ee c an selec t p remises of his c hoic e. 

 

This Court d irec ted  the lea rned  Government Pleader for 

Prohib ition and  Exc ise to p roduc e the file of p roc eed ings impugned 

in the writ petition.  The file is made ava ilab le for inspec tion of this 

Court and  the c ounsel appearing  for c ontesting  pa rties a re 

permitted  to p roc ess the file. 

 

Mr.Ba la ji Medama lli c ontends tha t the p roc eed ings 

impugned in the writ petition a re taken up  and  orders passed  as a  

matter of c ourse.  In support of his c ontention tha t from the 

beg inning there is non-app lic a tion of mind  on the request of  

4th respondent for shifting  the shop , he relies on referenc e No.1 in 

the p roc eed ings da ted  07.08.2017 viz., rec ommenda tion sa id  to 

have been forwarded  by the Deputy Commissioner of Prohib ition 
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and  Exc ise, Prakasam, whereas the sub jec t Manda l is in Nellore 

Distric t.  He further c ontends tha t firstly there a re no va lid  reasons 

whic h weigh with the 2nd  respondent for ordering  shifting  of 

p remises and  sec ond ly tha t the reason sta ted  in the p roc eed ings 

impugned in the writ petition c annot and  c ould  not a t any ra te be 

trea ted  as reasons for authorizing  shifting  of p remises from one 

p lac e to another.  Ac c ord ing to him, Rule 25 of Rules 2012, a fter 

lic enc e is granted  provides an op tion to the lic enc ee to selec t the 

p remises of one’s c hoic e within the notified  a rea , however, sub jec t 

to other guidelines p rohib iting  estab lishment of A4 shop  within a  

d istanc e of a  few estab lishments/ p lac es of worship  etc .  Onc e the 

p remises, ac c ord ing to one’s c hoic e and  c onvenienc e is exerc ised  

by a  lic enc ee, the request for shifting  the p remises, if c onsidered  

under Rule 28 of Rules 2012, is c onsidered  and  dec ided  only for 

va lid  reasons.  Ac c ord ing to him, the 4th respondent, having  

selec ted  a  p remises whic h c onforms to Rule 25 of Rules 2012, 

c annot, for reasons viz., c ommerc ia l reasons be a llowed  horizonta lly 

to get into another a rea  where a  lic enc ed  p remises is g ranted  

p rivilege.  Even without rec ognizing  this fac t, if orders for shifting  a re 

passed , then the purpose and  sanc tity of lic enc ed  p remises, 

loc a tion of lic enc ed  p remises and  shifting  from one loc a lity to 

another, for va lid  reasons etc ., would  a ll be rendered  ineffec tive.          

He submits tha t the petitioner, being the neighbour to the p roposed  

shop , is a  person interested  in the matter and  the interest of 

petitioner ought to have a lso been c onsidered  by 2nd  and   

3rd  respondents.   
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Mr.Ba la ji Medama lli, a fter going  through the file p roduc ed  

from the offic e of 2nd  respondent, c ontends tha t the dec ision 

making  p roc ess on an issue where d isc retion and  jurisd ic tion 

c onferred  on 2nd  respondent a re vitia ted  and  without going into 

other aspec ts of the matter on the ground  tha t the dec ision making 

p roc ess suffers from illega lity and  impropriety, is liab le to be set 

aside and  the matter remanded  to 2nd  respondent.  

 

Mr.Devanand  appearing  for 2nd  respondent refers to the 

stand  taken in the c ounter a ffidavit and  c ontends tha t the 

c ha llenge to p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition is not on the 

grounds of lac k of jurisd ic tion, but suffers from faulty dec ision 

making p roc ess. The p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition 

c onta in the reasons whic h weighed  with the 2nd  respondent for  

shifting  p remises from Sy.No.114, Ashok Pilla r Centre, Vakadu to 

Sy.No.112, Nellipud i Village, Vakadu Manda l.  Therefore, no ground  

is made out.   After perusing  the file, to the pointed  query of the 

Court, whether the “ agreed”  endorsement by 2nd  respondent c an 

be trea ted  as the reasons perc eived  by the 2nd  respondent in 

passing the p roc eed ings impugned  or not, he submits tha t exc ep t 

the endorsement agreed , the 2nd  respondent, from the rec ord ,  

it appears, has not rec orded  reasons or g iven his op inion on  

wha t a re the va lid  reasons for permitting shifting  of p remises.   

He a lterna tively submits tha t Rule 2012 p rovides for g rant of lic enc e, 

identific a tion of p remises and  a lso c ontinua tion of lic enc es granted  

during  the exc ise period .  The 2nd  respondent is entitled  to take a  

dec ision on a ll these aspec ts within the period  of lic enc e.  This Court 
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if is not sa tisfied  with the dec ision making  p roc ess of 2nd  respondent, 

he submits tha t the p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition c an 

be set aside and  remitted  to 2nd  respondent for c onsidera tion 

a fresh.  The lea rned  Government Pleader a fter perusing the rec ord  

has made the above submissions. 

 

Mr.O.Manoher Reddy, appearing  for 4th respondent, 

c ontends tha t the petitioner is a  riva l trader.  The c ha llenge to 

p roc eed ings in favour of a  trader a t the instanc e of a  riva l trader, 

ac c ord ing to him, is no more res integra .  He p rays for d ismissing the 

writ petition on this ground  a lone.  Adverting  to the c ha llenge of 

petitioner to the proc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition, he 

c ontends tha t Rules 2012 take c a re of a ll situa tions viz., g rant of 

lic enc e, selling  of liquor by shop and  c ond itions of lic enc e etc .  

Ac c ord ing to him, the exc ise auc tions a re c onduc ted  with 

referenc e to notified  a rea .  In the c ase on hand , Manda l is the 

notified  a rea .  Rule 25 does not p rohib it selec ting  a  p remises for 

estab lishment of lic enc ed  shop  by a  lic enc ee, exc ep ting  tha t the 

loc a tion so c hosen sha ll c onform to exp lana tion appended  to Rule 

25.  Therefore, either a t the c ommenc ement of lic enc e period  or 

during  and  in the c ourse of exc ise year, there is no p rohib ition for 

shifting  p remises from p lac e A to B.  However, the request is not 

c onsidered  and  ac c ep ted  as a  matter of c ourse.  In the c ase on 

hand , ac c ord ing to him, the request is neither c onsidered  nor 

ac c ep ted  for the sake of asking by the 4th respondent.  Therefore, in 

other words, a fter looking a t the rec ord , he c ontends tha t the 

p roc edure is to app ly to 3rd  respondent, whic h has been done and  
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who in turn has c a lled  for report from the Sta tion House Offic er, 

Prohib ition and  Exc ise Sta tion Vakadu. The rec ommenda tions were 

made to 2nd  respondent and  they have been ac c ep ted  and  no 

exc ep tion c an be taken to the dec ision of 2nd  respondent.   

He further c ontends tha t the Rules g ive amp le d isc retion by using 

the words “ va lid  reasons”  for shifting  the p remises.  Therefore, 

insisting  upon anything  more than tha t would  be read ing into the 

app lic ab le rule than wha t is intended  by the rule making authority.  

He submits tha t there is justific a tion for making the request to shift 

the lic enc ed  p remises, for on ac c ount of the order of Hon’b le 

Supreme Court in ARRIVE SAFE SOCIETY OF CHANDIGARH v. UNION 

TERRITORYOF CHANDIGARH AND ANOTHER (SLP (CIVIL) No.10243 OF 

2017) da ted  11.07.2017, sa les in shops a re a ffec ted .  The shops a re 

re-loc a ted  into manda l development roads and  the business of  

4th respondent is a ffec ted .  Further, the residents of the loc a lity 

where 4th respondent is c a rrying  on business a re a lso petitioning 

aga inst 4th respondent.   He relies on the dec ision reported  in ROPAN 

SAHOO AND ANOTHER V. ANAND KUMAR SHARMA AND OTHERS 1 for the 

p roposition tha t non-mentioning of reasons by 2nd  respondent by 

itself does not vitia te the dec ision making  p roc ess of 2nd  respondent.  

The libera l approac h to the power of jud ic ia l review of this Court, if 

is adop ted , the petitioner fa iled  to make out a  ground  for interfering  

with the proc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition and  he p rays for 

d ismissing  the writ petition.  

 

                                                 
1
 (2013) 14 SCC 184 
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I have taken note of the submissions of the c ounsel 

appearing  for the pa rties.  Perused  the rec ord  in the writ petition 

and  a lso the rec ord  p roduc ed  from the offic e of 2nd  respondent.  

Briefly sta ted , the 4th respondent filed  an unda ted  representa tion 

requesting  for shifting  the lic enc ed  p remises, as noted  above.  The 

representa tion refers to re-loc a tion of shop  on the Sta te and    

Na tiona l Highways into ma jor d istric t roads and  a lso the ob jec tions 

ra ised  by the residents of the loc a lity.  From the file p roduc ed  by   

2nd  respondent, c hec k list and  report a re p repared  on 26.07.2017 

and  forwarded  to the Prohib ition and  Exc ise Superintendent, Gudur.  

The Prohib ition and  Exc ise Superintendent, Gudur in turn through  

the Deputy Commissioner, Prohib ition and  Exc ise, Nellore filed  

Rc .No.78/ 2017 and  has forwarded  the rec ommenda tion to the 

Add itiona l Commissioner of Prohib ition and  Exc ise, A.P., 

Vijayawada .  The c ommunic a tion da ted  07.08.2017 does not refer 

to the letter da ted  26.07.2017 of Sta tion House Offic er, Vakadu. 

It refers to a  report da ted  31.07.2017.  The 2nd  respondent by 

referring  to the letter da ted  09.08.2017 of Deputy Commissioner of 

Prohib ition and  Exc ise, Prakasam (sic ) Nellore ac c ep ted  the 

p roposa l for shifting  the p remises. 

 

The sc ope of jud ic ia l review, pa rtic ula rly in ma tters of 

estab lishment of p remises or shifting  of p remises is agreed  to be 

limited , still the point for examina tion in the instant c ase is whether 

the dec ision of 2nd  respondent sa tisfies the limited  sc ope of jud ic ia l 

review of this Court or not.  Apart from the omissions noted  above, 

to apprec ia te the dec ision making p roc ess, even for the limited  
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purpose of jud ic ia l review, the following is exc erp ted  from the 

rec ord  p roduc ed  from the offic e of 2nd  respondent: 

“ In view of the aforesaid reasons and keeping in view of 

the above rule position, on the recommendation of the Station 

House Officer, Vakadu, the request of the licence of 

G.Sl.No.NL/238/2017-19 may be considered for shifting of present 

premises i.e., Survey No.114, Vakadu (V) of Vakadu (M) to 

proposed premises i.e., Survey No.63/1p, Nellipudi (V) of Vakadu 

(N4).  In view of the above, the Deputy Commissioner of Proh & 

Excise, Nellore has submitted herewith the report of Station 

House Officer, Proh & Excise Station, Vakadu and Proh & Excise 

Superintendent, Gudur requested for necessary orders at an early 

date. 

In view of the reports of the Proh & Excise Superintendent, 

Gudur and Deputy Commissioner of Proh & Excise, Nellore and 

above rule position necessary orders may be passed. 

Submitted for orders. 
     

 
KRISHNA PRASAD NALAGANDLA  

             (SENIOR ASSISTANT)  

Note#2 

 The licencee of G.Sl.No.NL/238/2017-19, Vakadu Mandal 

has submitted a representation with a request to shift her A4 shop 

from present premises i.e., Survey No.114, Vakadu (V) of Vakadu 

(Md) premises i.e., Survey No.63/1p, Nellipudi (V) of Vakadu(M) 

due to public protest against the establishment of A4 shop and 

state highway roads are converted in Mandal headquarters and 

Municipalities as major district roads and particularly the local 

villagers made an allegation to shift the A4 shop from the existing 

premises to new premises to safeguard their peace. 

 The P&E.S., Gudur further reported that he along with staff 

visited the inspected the new premises and found that the 

proposed premises is in accordance with Rule 25 of the A.P. 

Excise Rules 2012, and he is also submitted that there are no 

places of public worship, educational institutions and hospitals 

within 100 mts of proposed premises of A4 shop and permit room 

premises and 220 mts away from the outer edge of the State 

highway. 

 In view of the above rule position, on the recommendation 

of the Station House Officer, Vakadu, the request of the licencee 

of G.Sl.No.NL/238/2017-19 may be considered for shifting of 
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present premises i.e., Survey No.114, Vakadu (V) of Vakadu (M) 

to proposed premises i.e., Survey No.63/1p, Nellipudi (V) of 

Vakadu(N4)., Gudur requested for necessary orders at any early 

date. 

   VENKATA VARA LAKSHMI DONDAPATI 
   (SUPERINTENDENT) 

Note # 3 

 The request of the licencee of G.Sl.No.NL/238/2017-19 for 

shifting of present premises i.e., Survey No.114, Vakadu (V) of 

Vakadu (M) to proposed premises i.e., Survey No.63/1p, Nellipudi 

(V) of Vakadu (N4), Gudur may be considered. 

 

            DEVA KUMAR MERIGA 
       (JOINT COMMISSIONER) 

Note#4 

agreed 

P.LAKSHMI NARASIMHAM 
(SPECIAL COMMISSIONER) 

 
Note#5 

           DEVA KUMAR MERIGA 
     (JOINT COMMISSIONER) 

Note#6 

 
VENKATA VARA LAKSHMI DONDAPATI 

         (SUPERINTENDENT) 

 

Note#7 

 
As per the above note orders draft is put up below for approval 

     
 KRISHNA PRASAD NALAGANDLA  

             (SENIOR ASSISTANT)  

Note#8 

 

Draft approved 
 

            CHANKRA SEKHAR NAIDU ANAMANENI 
   (JOINT COMMISSIONER) 

 

A look a t the sta tus or the file movement d isc loses tha t the file 

is moved  by the Senior Assistant, endorsed  by Superintendent and  

Joint Commissioner.  The 2nd  respondent has noted  “ agreed” .  

This Court is not pa rtic ula r about the word  used  by 2nd  respondent in 

matters of this na ture.  The file is moved for a  dec ision to be taken 

by 2nd  respondent under Rule 28 of Rules 2012.  Ultima tely a  reason if 
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rec orded  by 2nd  respondent is ava ilab le, then, a t least, it c an be 

a rgued  as a  va lid  reason, and  then this Court c annot and  ought 

not to sit as a  Court of appea l and  re-examine the issue.  It looks like 

the report of SHO has bec ome either the basis or reasons for shifting  

the shop . The sc heme and  opera tion of issuing  notific a tion, 

dec la ra tion of notified  a reas, p roc edure for selec tion, ac c ep tanc e 

of selec ted  app lic a tion as lic enc ee and  the app lic a tion to ob ta in 

lic enc e a re sta ted  in suffic ient deta il in Rules 2012.  After ob ta ining  

lic enc e, c hoic e is g iven to a  lic enc ee to selec t the p remises and  

suc h selec tion sha ll c onform to the requirements of exp lana tion  

of Rule 25.  In the c ase on hand , the petitioner as well as  

4th respondent selec ted  the p remises of their c hoic e.  The  

4th respondent, now this Court is not p ronounc ing any view on the 

reasons sta ted  by the 4th respondent for permitting  shifting  the 

lic enc ed  p remises to the p roposed  shop  i.e., the shop  of petitioner.  

May be tha t the rules do not p rohib it estab lishment of shops next to 

one another.  The 4th respondent now a fter c ommenc ement of 

exc ise yea r, c ompla ining  losses and  other inc onvenienc es, requests 

for shifting  the p remises next to petitioner’ s shop .  The rec ord  does 

not d isc lose the deta ils of shops in the same loc a lity or within the 

p remises.  It is in this bac kground  tha t the dec ision making p roc ess 

of 2nd  respondent a ttrac ts importanc e and  the dec ision must reflec t 

the p roc ess undergone and  fina lly the reasons tha t weighed  with 

the 2nd  respondent for permitting  shifting  the shop  of 4th respondent 

from the existing  p remises to p roposed  p remises.   The observa tion 

of this Court ought not to be apprec ia ted  as expressing any view as 

a  Court of appea l, but this Court is c ompelled  to remark tha t the file 
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moved  by Senior Assistant, lays emphasis upon the report of Sta tion 

House Offic er and , henc e, it c an be rec ommended .  Therefore, 

right from the beg inning there is no c omprehensive examina tion of 

the request of 4th respondent and  the jurisd ic tion c onferred  on  

2nd  respondent by Rule 28 of Rules 2012.    At this point, this Court 

dea ls with the lega l ob jec tion ra ised  by c ounsel for 4th respondent 

by relying  on the dec ision referred  to above.  Firstly, the dec ision 

relied  on is d istinguishab le for the reason rec orded  by the High 

Court for interd ic ting  with an order passed  by the Government is 

tha t the fina l rec ommend ing authority has not referred  to p rovision 

of law under whic h suc h a  rec ommenda tion c an be made.   

The Hon’b le Supreme Court a fter verifying  the fac ts of the c ase 

found  tha t the offic ers subord ina te to Commissioner have referred  

to the power and  jurisd ic tion for suc h a  rec ommenda tion and , 

therefore, the order of the High Court was reversed .  The dec ision 

making p roc ess, in the c ase on hand , is a lready exc erp ted  above 

and  this Court ought not to p lac e relianc e on the dec ision relied  on 

by the 4th respondent in sp ite of notic ing  the irregula rities in the 

dec ision making  proc ess and  rejec t the writ p rayer.  As the 

petitioner is a lso not questioning  or c ha lleng ing the jurisd ic tion of  

2nd  respondent to c onsider a  request for shifting  the shop  within the 

notified  a rea , this Court is of the view tha t the writ petition c an be 

ordered  as follows: 

 

The p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition a re set aside 

and  the matter is remitted  to the 2nd  respondent for c onsidera tion 

and  d isposa l of request of 4th respondent in ac c ordanc e with Rule 
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28 of Rules 2012 within one week from da te of rec eip t of a  c opy of 

this order. 

 

The petitioner, if so advised , is g iven liberty to send  a  

representa tion by enc losing a  c opy of this order to 2nd  respondent 

for c onsidera tion on the request of 4th respondent for shifting  the 

p remises.   

 

The writ petition is, ac c ord ing ly, ordered . There sha ll be no 

order as to c osts. 

 

Consequently, pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, stand  c losed .  

  

                              
 

____________ 

         S.V.BHATT, J 

26th Oc tober, 2017 

Issue CC in (2 ) days 

B/ o Stp / Lrkm  

 
 


