
THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P.KESHAVA RAO  

 

WRIT PETITION No.34277 OF 2015 

ORDER:  

 

Heard  the lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner, lea rned  

Government Pleader appearing for the respondents 1 to 3 and  the 

lea rned  c ounsel appearing  for the 4th respondent. 

 

The p rayer sought for in the writ petition is as under: 

 
“ to issue Writ Order or Direc tion more partic ula rly one in the na ture of WRIT 

OF MANDAMUS dec la ring  the highhanded and  threa tening a ttitude adopted  by 

the 3rd  respondent and  demand ing and  insisting to petitioner to pay Rs. 6 lakhs to 

the 4th respondent instead  of reg istering any c rime aga inst the petitioner is illega l, 

a rb itra ry and  aga inst the p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e and a lso viola tion of Artic les 

14 19 and  21 of the Constitution of Ind ia  and  c onsequently d irec t the respondents 

not to ha rass the petitioner in one way or the other and  pass suc h other order or 

orders as this Hon’b le Court may deem fit and  proper in the c irc umstanc es of the 

c ase .”  

 

 

The 3rd  respondent filed  a  c ounter a ffidavit sta ting  tha t on 

03.10.2015 he rec eived  a  c omp la int from the 4th respondent 

through the Deputy Superintendent of Polic e, Nizamabad Division 

for enquiry and  nec essary ac tion.  As per the c omp la int, the 

petitioner being the doc tor approac hed  the 4th respondent for 

estab lishment of his p rac tic e and  labora tory and  asked  for financ ia l 

assistanc e.  The petitioner p romised  tha t he would  p rac tic e under 

the 4th respondent, who is the owner of the med ic a l shop .   

Therea fter the 4th respondent spent more than Rs.30.00 lakhs for 

estab lishment of a  hosp ita l.  But the petitioner c hanged  his words 

and  shifted  his p rac tic e to some other p lac e.   When the 4th 

respondent asked  for return of the sa id  amount, the petitioner 
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threa tened  him with d ire c onsequenc es.  Pursuant to the sa id  

c omp la int, on 04.10.2015 the 3rd  respondent c a lled  both the parties 

for the purpose of enquiry.   During  the c ourse of enquiry, a fter 

hearing  both the parties, the 3rd  respondent c ame to know tha t 

there is a  d ispute between the petitioner and  the 4th respondent 

regard ing money transac tion, whic h is purely c ivil in na ture.   

Therefore, he suggested  the 4th respondent to approac h 

c ompetent c ivil c ourt for red ressa l.   In the c ounter a ffidavit, it is 

spec ific a lly sta ted  tha t the 3rd  respondent never 

ha rassed / threa tened  or demanded  the petitioner to pay Rs.6.00 

lakhs to the 4th respondent or else he will imp lic a te the petitioner in 

fa lse c ase, as a lleged  in the writ petition. 

 

Having regard  to the sa id  sta tement made by the 3rd  

respondent in the c ounter a ffidavit, this Court is of the op inion tha t 

no further orders a re required . 

 

Ac c ord ing ly, the writ petition is d ismissed .  No c osts.  

 

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

 

___________________ 

                                                       P.KESHAVA RAO,J 

 

06th DECEMBER 2018. 
Tsr 

 


