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~copy of the writ petition and the interim order dated

OA.914/96 dt.19-9-96

OPDEL.
ofEd

oral Order (per Hon. Mr. Justice M.G. Chaudhari, VC )

Mr. K, Nageswara Reddy for the applicant, BHre V.

Rajeswara Rao for the respondents, -\j

\’/ .

1. . Learned counsel for the applicant has filed a meﬁo for =

withdrawal of the OA on instructions of the applicant. The

learned advocate now orally reiterates that recuest,
learned standing counsel has no objection.

2. Hence, the following order :

The

The OA is dismissed as withdrawn. No order as tg costs.

Further ordér order .
(not to be part of the certified/copy of the OA)

Mr. V. Rajeswara Rao, learned counselfor the respondents

brings to our notice the fact that the applicant, Mr,
Nageswara Rao filea a writ petition in the Hon. High {
Andhra Pradesh, bearing No.WP.15808/96 and has obtain
interim orders without withdfawing the instant OA frof
Tribunal or discloéing the fact of pendency of the 0A

Tribunal,  in the Writ petition. He has produced befo

A,
court,

= .
Ed .

n this /
in the
I'e uUsS a

13-8-96.

2. The OA was filed in this Tribunal on 30-7-96. Ik was
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heard for F4dmiss$i8n and admitted on 31-7-96. At that]
™ . -.-Mr‘ — -

time

1n€erim relief was refused, and notice was directed th be

issued to the respondents and the hearing of the OA was

expedited. The relief sought by the applicant is for

a

direction to the respondents to allow him to appear gt the

test and interview for the post of Helper and to consgider his

appointment in the existing vacancies, We found from

the copy

of the ﬁrit petition that wery similar relief is sought

.
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therein as the applicant has prayed for a writ or a

direction to the respondents to treat him / absorb him as

its émployee as Helper or in any other category. The

respondentii7in the writ petition is the present Respo
The writ petition obviously seems to have Been filed
4-8-1996 i.e, while the OA was pending and had not be
withdrawn, The letter for withdrawal was filed on 18
3. The fact thaﬁ the applicant had poth

rvnd poandanin Tf
the High Court in writ petitlon does not concern us.

ndent—l.
on
n

-9-96.
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What

however, requires us to take notice i1s the sufpressidn of

pendé@ncy of the OA in the Tribunal in'the writ petition. In

paragraph -12 of the affidavxt cum writ petition,

the éppli—

) Led_
cant has solemnly stated that ‘he has neith ska writ gardier

nor initiated any proceedings for the same relief thé

t is

sought for in the writ petition.In paragraph=13, he Has

stated that he has no other effectfve or efficacious

except to seek redressal from the Hon. High Court by

rémedy

invoking

its extraordinary jurisdiction under Article 226 of the

Constitution. Thus by suppressing the fact of filing

and its pendency in thié'iribunal, the applicant alsg
Hon. High Court for interim order as can be seen fro+
copy ﬁroduced. |
4. The conduct of the applicant, thus, is grossly
and we are sure that the present Respondent-l will br

these facts to the notlce of the ngh Court.

—

the 0OA
moved

the

jmproper

ing

More distress-

ing is that the applicant has*filed writ pptitlon through a

different advocate tithoet keeping Mr. K. Nageswara Reddy

in the dark about flligg'wrtt pEtltlon through Mr, PlB. Vijaya

Kumar, advocate,

5. We are constrained to take aaa%yaéé4;£ situatigne in

the interéste.of justice so that the course of justige
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not vwlelated, flthough it is relevant to the order £
n

'withdrawal of the 0aA, We zxue, therefore, direct that

notice be issued to_the applicant to explain his cond
o~ I Tl
has noted above, Returnabie within two weeks from th

) cztnisbns

~{M.G. Chaudhari)
Vice Chairman

Dated : Sept, 19, 96 ﬁf’i
Dictated in Open Court
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Capy toz=-

1.

2,

3.

4.

5.

kku. :

: mML(g?u\~ﬁo' LibcmﬁﬁXtBL QAff,Lth

Director, Defence Research &
Development Laboratory (DRDL),
Kanchan Bagh,Hyderabad-500 258,

District Employment Officer,

Hyderabad District Employment Exchange (Lapour
Hyderabad.

One copy to Mr.K.Nageswara Reddy,Advocate,
10-3-307/5,Humayun Nagar ,Hyderabad-500028,

One copy to Mr,V.Rajeshwara Rao,CGSC,CAT.Hyd.

One spPare copy.
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