
THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P.KESHAVA RAO 

 

WRIT PETITION NO.   22671_OF 2015 

ORDER:  

Heard  the lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner as well as the 

lea rned  Stand ing  c ounsel appearing  for respondent Nos. 2 to 4. 

2. The p rayer sought in the Writ Petition is as under: 

“ …to issue a  writ, order or d irec tion more partic ula rly one in the 

na ture of WRIT OF MANDAMUS, dec la ring  the ac tion of the 

respondents in fa iling  to return the petitioner’ s Nationa l Saving 

Certific a te submitted  to the 4th respondent as sec urity for the loan 

ac c ount insp ite of c losure of the loan ac c ount in 2008 is illega l, 

a rb itra ry, unc onstitutiona l and  c onsequently, d irec t the respondents to 

forthwith return the na tiona l Saving c ertific a te pend ing with them or in 

the a lterna tive c ompensa te the matured  NSC c ertific a te amount to 

the petitioner.”  

 

3. The basic  grievanc e of the petitioner in the Writ Petition is tha t 

he retired  as an emp loyee from respondent No.2 organiza tion.  He 

worked  as  a  b ranc h Manager in  Pod ili Branc h, Prakasam d istric t 

and  retired  from servic e on 30.6.2010.  When the petitioner was in 

servic e, he ob ta ined  loan from respondent No.2 organiza tion in the 

year 2001.  While ava iling  the loan fac ility, a long with the 

doc uments, he a lso furnished  Na tiona l Sec urity Certific a te (NSC) 

worth Rs.10,000/ -.  The sa id  NSC bond  was due for ma turity in the 

month of Marc h, 2008.  It is his further c ase tha t he rec eived  notic es 

from respondent No.4 about the payment of the loan amount, 

pursuant to whic h, he has c lea red  a ll the dues and  the same was 

c losed .  However, the NSC bond  was not returned  to the petitioner. 

4. Learned  Stand ing Counsel appearing  for respondent Nos. 2 

to 4, on instruc tions, submits tha t the  petitioner has not g iven any 
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partic ula rs regard ing the NSC bond  sa id  to have been submitted  

while ava iling  the loan.  Unless and  until the pa rtic ula rs a re g iven, it 

is d iffic ult for the bank to verify.  Even in rep ly to the notic e issued  by 

the Bank’s Ombudsman, respondent No.2 bank has addressed  a  

letter da ted  27.4.2015 sta ting  tha t they tried  to trac e the NSC bond  

from the loc a l post offic es.   The posta l authorities a lso fa iled  to 

trac e the deta ils of the NSC bond issued  by the petitioner.  

Respondent No.2 a lso requested  the petitioner to p rovide a ll the 

relevant deta ils of the NSC bond .  But the same were not submitted .  

Basing on the sa id  letter issued  by respondent No.2, the bank’s 

Ombudsman c losed  the c omp la int lodged  by the petitioner, vide 

p roc eed ings  da ted  18.5.2015. 

5. Having heard  both  the c ounsel and  from the  perusa l of the 

materia l on rec ord , the only issue tha t a rises for c onsidera tion is: to  

“ Whether respondent Nos. 2 to 4 a re liab le to return the NSC 

bond  submitted  by the petitioner to respondent No.4 as sec urity while 

ava iling  the loan?”  

 

6. From the perusa l of the a ffidavit, it is seen tha t the petitioner is 

silent as to the pa rtic ula rs of the NSC bond  sa id  to have been 

furnished  to respondent No.4  while  ava iling  the loan.  The a ffidavit 

a lso does not spec ific a lly mention the pa rtic ula rs of the loan.  Unless 

and   until the pa rtic ula rs a re furnished  rela ting  to the NSC bond , it is 

not expec ted  from respondent Nos. 2 to 4 to respond  to the 

c omp la int lodged  by the petitioner.  Even during  the c ourse of 

hearing , when a  query is ra ised , lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner is 

unab le to mention the partic ula rs of the NSC bond . 
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7. In the above  c irc umstanc es, this Court is of the op inion tha t 

there a re no merits in the Writ Petition. 

8. Ac c ord ing ly, the Writ Petition is d ismissed . 

9. It is need less to observe tha t this order will not p rec lude the 

petitioner from furnishing the deta ils of the NSC bond  sa id  to have 

been furnished  to respondent No.4 while ava iling  the loan fac ility.  

On suc h furnishing  the information, respondent Nos. 2 to 4 a re 

d irec ted  to c onsider the same and  pass appropria te orders as per 

law. 

Pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, sha ll a lso stand  

d ismissed .  No order as to c osts. 

 

__________________ 

                                               P. KESHAVA RAO,J 

 

Da te: 6.12.2018 

 

KPM 

 


