
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI 

WRIT PETITION No.745 of 2012 

ORDER: 

  This writ petition is filed  seeking the following relief :- 

“ …… to issue a writ ,  order or direct ion more part icularly 

one in the nature of Writ  of Mandamus declaring the act ion of the 

1st respondent  in issuing impugned Memo 

No.JS(Per)/ DS(Est t )/ AS(V&R)-NT/ PO-J/ 267/ 1999, dated 15.9.2011 

as highly il legal, arbit rary and violat ive of Arts.14 and 16 of the 

Const itut ion of India apart  from violat ive of principles of natural 

j ust ice and consequent ly set  aside the same ……” . 

 

Heard  Mr.G.V.Shiva ji, lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner and              

the  lea rned  Stand ing Counsel for respondents.   

It has been c ontended  by the petitioner tha t his fa ther was 

emp loyed  as a  DOD Loc o Driver with the respondents and  while 

d isc harg ing  his duties, he exp ired  on 10.09.1988.  Therea fter, his step  

b rother got issued  a  lega l notic e da ted  14.10.1988 seeking 

appointment on c ompassiona te grounds and  the respondents 

have rejec ted  the same vide p roc eed ings da ted  03.04.1990.  

Aggrieved  thereby, his step  b rother filed  W.P.No.15209 of 1990 

seeking  appointment on c ompassiona te grounds and  the sa id  writ 

petition was d ismissed  on 19.09.2000 for non-p rosec ution and  

c onsequently, his step  b rother c ould  not be appointed  on 

c ompassiona te grounds.  Therea fter, the petitioner submitted  an 

app lic a tion to the respondents during  February, 2010 seeking 

appointment on c ompassiona te grounds.  The respondents have 

c onsidered  his c ase and  rejec ted  the same vide impugned  

p roc eed ings da ted  15.09.2011 without assigning any reasons 

exc ep t sta ting  as follows :- 

“ .…. the request  of Sri Qumuruddin Khan, S/ o.Late Sarfaraz 

Khan, Ex.DLD/ RTS/ Ramagundam for providing employment  
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under compassionate scheme has been examined and found that  

it  doesn’ t  merit  considerat ion as per the orders issued by the 

Government  of A.P. dated 01.08.1980 and as per the orders 

issued by the erstwhile APSEB dated 21.02.1991.  Hence, it  is 

rej ected.”  

 

The petitioner c ontends tha t as the impugned  rejec tion order 

is a  non-speaking order, the same is liab le to be set aside. 

Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner submits tha t a fter the 

dea th of the fa ther of the petitioner, none of the family members of 

the petitioner were appointed  on c ompassiona te grounds and , 

therefore, appropria te orders be passed  in the writ petition d irec ting 

the respondents to c onsider the c ase of the petitioner a fresh for 

appointment on c ompassiona te grounds in ac c ordanc e with the 

polic y of the respondents. 

Learned  Stand ing Counsel appearing  for the respondents 

c ontends tha t ea rlier the c ase of the step  b rother of the petitioner 

was c onsidered  and  rejec ted  vide Memo da ted  03.04.1990 and  the 

sa id  Memo was the sub jec t ma tter of W.P.No.15209 of 1990 and  the 

sa id  writ petition was d ismissed  on 19.09.2000 for non-p rosec ution.  

Nearly a fter twenty years, the petitioner has submitted  an 

app lic a tion during  February 2010 seeking appointment on 

c ompassiona te grounds.  The c ase of the petitioner was c onsidered  

by the respondents and  rightly rejec ted  vide impugned Memo 

da ted  15.09.2011.  Therefore, there a re no merits in the writ petition 

and  the same is liab le to be d ismissed . 

This Court, having c onsidered  the riva l submissions, is of the 

c onsidered  view tha t the impugned  rejec tion order da ted  

15.09.2011 is a  c ryp tic  order, as no reasons were assigned  as to why 

the c ase of the petitioner was rejec ted , exc ep t sta ting  tha t the 
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request of the petitioner for p rovid ing  emp loyment under 

c ompassiona te sc heme doesn’ t merit c onsidera tion as per the 

orders issued  by the Government of Andhra  Pradesh and  the 

erstwhile APSEB.  From a  perusa l of the impugned  order, it is evident 

tha t it is not known on wha t basis the c ase of the petitioner was 

c onsidered  and  rejec ted .  If the respondents have rejec ted  the 

c ase of the petitioner on the ground  of delay and  lac hes, the same 

should  have been reflec ted  in the impugned  order. But, without 

assigning any reasons, the respondents have rejec ted  the c ase of 

the petitioner vide impugned  order da ted  15.09.2011.  Therefore, 

the impugned  order is liab le to be set aside, as it was passed  

without app lic a tion of mind  and  without assigning any reasons, and  

the same is ac c ord ing ly set aside.  The respondents a re d irec ted  to 

c onsider the c ase of the petitioner a fresh in tune with the polic y of 

the respondents and  pass appropria te orders in ac c ordanc e with 

law 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: 03-09-2019 

Prv 
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