
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI 

WRIT PETITION No.904 of 2019 

ORDER: 

  This writ petition is filed  seeking the following relief :- 

“ ……to call for the records from the Respondents and 

issue an appropriate Writ ,  order or direct ion, part icularly one 

in the nature of Writ  of Mandamus, declaring that  the act ion 

of 4th respondent  in proceedings Ref.No.RG.I/ GDK.11/ CF-

1140/ 2018/ 4946, dated 29.11.2018, refusing to consider the 

case of pet it ioner’ s son Sri Meraka Sridhar for appointment  

under medical invalidat ion scheme as per Circular issued by 

the Respondent  Company dated 09.03.2018, having declared 

medically unf it  on 21.11.2012 and removed the pet it ioner 

from service on 09.01.2013, now making allegat ions without  

issuance of any charge sheet  or conduct ing enquiry and 

without  giving any opportunity to the pet it ioner and without  

furnishing vigilance report ,  depriving pet it ioner’ s son 

dependant  employment  as il legal, unj ust , cont rary to law, 

arbit rary amounts to unfair labour pract ice in violat ion of 

principles of natural j ust ice and violat ive of Art icles 14, 16 

and 21 of the Const itut ion of India and grant  all 

consequent ial benefits……” . 

 

Heard  Mr.A.K.Jayaprakash Rao, lea rned  c ounsel for petitioner 

and  Sri J.Srinivas Rao, lea rned  Stand ing Counsel for respondents.  

It has been c ontended  by the petitioner tha t he was initia lly 

appointed  as a  Bad li Filler during  February, 1978 and  he was g iven  

severa l p romotions and  fina lly while he was working as Elec tric ian,  

he was dec la red  med ic a lly unfit and  he retired  on 09.01.2013 on 

med ic a l inva lida tion.  Therea fter, the petitioner has submitted  a  

rep resenta tion to the respondents on 22.05.2018 requesting  to 

p rovide dependent emp loyment to his son.  The respondents, 

instead  of p rovid ing  emp loyment to his son under dependent 

emp loyment, have rejec ted  the c ase of the petitioner vide 

p roc eed ings da ted  29.11.2018 c ontend ing tha t the petitioner got 
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employment with the respondents by impersona ting  one Akula  

Sriha ri and  sinc e the petitioner has sec ured  emp loyment with the 

respondents by impersona tion, the appointment to the son of the 

petitioner was rejec ted .  Cha lleng ing the same, the p resent writ 

petition is filed . 

 Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner submits tha t the petitioner 

has worked  for more than thirty years with the respondents and  a t 

no point of time, any c harge memo was issued  sta ting  tha t the 

petitioner has impersona ted  one Akula  Sriha ri and  it is only while 

rejec ting  the c ase of the petitioner’ s son for dependent 

emp loyment vide p roc eed ings da ted  29.11.2018 the respondents 

have c ome up  with a  theory tha t the petitioner has impersona ted  

one Sri Akula  Sriha ri and  in his p lac e the petitioner got emp loyment.  

Therefore, the lea rned  c ounsel submits tha t appropria te orders be 

passed  in the writ petition d irec ting  the respondents to c onsider the 

c ase of the petitioner’ s son for dependent emp loyment by setting  

aside the impugned order. 

Learned  Stand ing Counsel appearing  for the respondents has 

c ontended  tha t when the c ase of petitioner’ s son was referred  to 

Vig ilanc e Wing of the respondents and  during d isc rete enquiries 

made by the Vig ilanc e Wing , it has c ome to the notic e of the 

respondents tha t the petitioner has impersona ted  and  sec ured  

emp loyment with the respondents in a  dec eitful manner.  Therefore, 

the dependent emp loyment to the son of the petitioner was rightly 

rejec ted .  There a re no merits in the writ petition and  the same is 

liab le to be d ismissed .  
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This Court, having c onsidered  the riva l submissions, is of the 

c onsidered  view tha t the impugned order was passed  without 

p roper app lic a tion of mind  and  without g iving  any opportunity to 

the petitioner.  When the petitioner had  worked  with the 

respondents for more than thirty years, the respondents have not 

ra ised  the issue tha t the petitioner has impersona ted  and  sec ured  

emp loyment dec eitfully with the respondents.  It is only a fter the 

petitioner being  retired  under med ic a l inva lida tion sc heme, the 

respondents rejec ted  the c ase of the petitioner’ s son for dependent 

emp loyment on the ground  tha t the petitioner has sec ured  

emp loyment by impersona ting  one Sri Akula  Sriha ri.  There is no basis 

for suc h a  find ing to be rec orded  by the respondents tha t too 

behind  the bac k of the petitioner, without g iving any opportunity to 

him.  Therefore, the impugned order is liab le to be set aside and  it is 

ac c ord ing ly set aside and  the respondents a re d irec ted  to c onsider 

the c ase of the petitioner for p rovid ing  dependent emp loyment to 

his son and  pass appropria te orders within a  period  of eight weeks 

from the da te of rec eip t of a  c opy of this order. 

With the above observa tions, the writ petition is a llowed .  No 

order as to c osts. 

 Pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, sha ll stand  c losed . 

 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

  ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI, J  

Date: 21-08-2019 

Prv 
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