
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI 

WRIT PETITION No.692 of 2014 

ORDER: 

 This writ petition is filed  seeking the following relief :- 

“ …… to issue writ  or direct ion preferably writ  of 

mandamus declaring the act ion of  the respondent  No.1 in not  

considering the candidature of the pet it ioner for the post  of 

turner (Art isan) even though he has succeeded in the writ ten 

test  and appeared for interview under dependant  of deceased 

employees quota despite representat ion dt .4.1.2014 as il legal, 

arbit rary and violat ive of principles of natural j ust ice and 

consequent ly direct   respondent  No.1 to consider the claim of 

the pet it ioner for the said post  and grant  all consequent ial 

benefits …….” .  

 

 Heard  Mr.Kowturu Vinaya  Kumar, lea rned  c ounsel for the 

petitioner and  Mr.P.Ra jasekhar, the lea rned  Stand ing Counsel for 

the respondents. 

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

emp loyed  with the respondents and  while d isc harg ing  duties, he 

exp ired  on 19.07.1998.  While so, during  the year 2013, the 

respondents have issued  Notific a tion inviting  app lic a tions from the 

dependants of the dec eased  emp loyees for appointment to the 

post of Turner (Artisan).  The petitioner has responded  to the sa id  

Notific a tion and  he has appeared  for the written test as well as 

interview and  he has fa red  dec ently well.  But, the c ase of the 

petitioner has not been c onsidered .  On enquiry, it has c ome to the 

notic e of the petitioner tha t his elder b rother by name Shanker was 

a lready emp loyed  with the respondents and  working  sinc e 1992 

and  on tha t g round , the c ase of the petitioner was not being 

c onsidered .  In those set of c irc umstanc es, the petitioner has 

submitted  a  rep resenta tion on 04.01.2014 to c onsider his c ase for 

appointment under dependant emp loyment quota  in tune with the 
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polic y of the respondents.  But, so fa r, the respondents have not 

passed  any orders on the sa id  rep resenta tion nor c onsidered  the 

c ase of the petitioner for appointment on c ompassiona te grounds.   

Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner c ontends tha t appropria te 

orders be passed  in the writ petition d irec ting  the respondents to 

c onsider the representa tion submitted  by the petitioner on 

04.01.2014 and  pass appropria te orders in ac c ordanc e with law. 

The lea rned  Stand ing Counsel appearing  for the respondents 

has c ontended  tha t sinc e one of the family members of the 

dec eased  emp loyee was a lready emp loyed  with the respondents, 

the petitioner is not entitled  for c ompassiona te appointment.  But, 

however, the c ase of the petitioner would  be c onsidered  by the 

respondents and  appropria te orders would  be passed  on the 

rep resenta tion submitted  by the petitioner on 04.01.2014 in tune 

with the polic y of the respondents.  

 This Court, having c onsidered  the riva l submissions made by 

the respec tive parties, is of the c onsidered  view tha t this writ petition 

c an be d isposed  of d irec ting  the respondents to c onsider the 

rep resenta tion submitted  by the petitioner on 04.01.2014 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.  No order as 

to c osts. 

 With the above observa tions, the writ petition is d isposed  of.  

No order as to c osts. 

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

 

 

____________________________ 

  ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI, J  

11-09-2019 

Prv 
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