THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE C.V.NAGARJUNA REDDY
AND
THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE G. SHYAM PRASAD

WRIT PETITION Nos.37236 and 40595 of 2015

Date: 22.08.2016

WRIT PETITION No.37236 of 2015 )

Between:
Samarla Vishnu Ranga Rao

.. Petitioner

and
The State Bank of India,
Stressed Assets Management Branch
Secunderabad, 5" Floor, HMWSS Compound,
Khairatabad, Hyderabad,
Rep. by its authorized officer, and others.
.. Respondents

Counsel for the petitioner: Ms. G. Sindhu
For Mr. K. Chidambaram

Counsel for respondent No.1 : Mr. Maruti Jadhav
For Mr. B.S. Prasad

Counsel for respondent No.2 : A. Sudershan Reddy,

(Senior Counsel)
For N. Indrasena Reddy

The Court made the following:




COMMON ORDER: (Per Hon’ble Sri Justice C.V.Nagarjuna Reddy)

Since both these writ petitions relate to common subject matter,
they are heard and being disposed of together.

W.P.N0.37236 of 2015 is filed by the auction purchaser for a
mandamus to set aside order dated 27.10.2015 in S.A.N0.332 of 2014 of
respondent No.4.

W.P.N0.40595 of 2015 is filed by the owner and mortgager of the
property to respondent No.1 for a mandamus to set aside letter dated
09.12.2015 of respondent No.1.

These two writ petitions came before us on more than one
occasion. The cases were adjourned at the request of the learned
counsel for the parties for an out of Court settlement.

At the hearing, learned counsel for the petitioner in W.P.N0.37236
of 2015 submitted that in view of understanding reached between his
client and the petitioner in W.P.N0.40595 of 2015, his client is not
interested in pursuing this Writ Petition.

As regards W.P.N0.40595 of 2015, Sri A. Sudershan Reddy,
learned Senior Counsel appearing for the petitioner, submitted that since
his client has deposited the entire amount including interest as directed by
the Debts Recovery Tribunal, Visakhapatnam, the cause in this writ
petition does not survive for adjudication.

In the light of the submissions of the learned counsel for both
parties, the writ petitions are disposed of as adjudication on merits has
become unnecessary.

As a sequel, WPMP.N0.47938 of 2015 in W.P.N0.37236 of 2015
and WPMP.No0s.26430 of 2016 and 52427 of 2015 in W.P.N0.40595 of

2015 stand disposed of as infructuous.

(C.V.NAGARJUNA REDDY, J)

(G. SHYAM PRASAD, J)
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