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The petitioner (party-in-person), submits | [ 7°" "0

that he enrolled as an Advocate with the Bar
Council of the State of Telangana under enrolment
number TS/1415/2021, dated 29.07.2021. He
was issued a provisional enrolment -certificate,
valid up to 28.07.2023, with the condition that he
must clear the All India Bar Examination (AIBE),
which was to be conducted twice in a year during
the period 2022-2023. It was further stipulated
that failure to pass the said examinations within
the provisional period would result in automatic
cancellation of the provisional certificate. The
petitioner further submits that due to health
issues, he was unable to clear the examination in
his first attempt. Though he appeared for the
examination again, he also failed in the third
attempt. He contends that the Bar Council of
India did not conduct the examinations twice in a
year during the stipulated period, thereby denying
him a fair opportunity to qualify. As the expiry
date of the provisional certificate was approaching
(i..28.07.2023), the petitioner, on 28.06.2023,
submitted a representation to the Secretary, Bar
Council of the State of Telangana, seeking an
extension of the wvalidity of his provisional
certificate by one additional year. However, the
said request was not accepted by the respondents.
The petitioner further submits that he was not
afforded the opportunity to appear for the AIBE
once in every six months, as required, and

therefore, the stipulated two year period from the
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date of enrolment expired without extension. He
states that he addressed a letter dated 28.02.2023
to the Registrar (Judicial), High Court, requesting
issuance of a computer code. In response, he was
informed that he could provisionally practice,
based on which he continued filing cases before
the District Courts. In the meantime, the
Secretary of the 2nd respondent addressed letter
dated 25.01.2025 in ROC No.32 of 2025 to the
learned Principal District and Sessions Judge,
Medchal-Malkajgiri District, enclosing a list of
advocates, including the petitioner (listed at Sl
No.11), stating that several advocates enrolled
between 1st July 2010 and 2022 had either not
appeared for or not qualified in the AIBE (AIBE I
to XVIII), and that those named in the list were
not entitled to practice law or avail other privileges
unless they obtained the requisite qualification. A
similar communication was sent to the President
of the Bar Association, Malkajgiri District, on
25.02.2025 by the Secretary of the 2nd
respondent vide ROC No.31 of 2025, requesting
that necessary steps be taken within the Bar
Association to ensure that such advocates,
including the petitioner, do not practice law in the
Courts until they fulfil the statutory requirements.
The petitioner also submits that the Bar Council
of India, vide its letter BCI:D:2371/2025 dated
07.04.2025, provided a one-time extension
opportunity for deserving advocates who were
enrolled in 2022 or later and had exhausted the
two-year period, to regularize their practice. This
relief was granted to uphold professional
standards and ensure compliance with statutory

norms, citing disruptions due to the COVID-19
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pandemic. The petitioner contends that, though
he was enrolled in 2021 and his situation was
similar, he was not granted the same benefit,
thereby amounting to discrimination.

Sri Ashok Anand Kumar, the learned
Senior Counsel appearing for respondent No.2
and 3 submits that the benefit extended under the
resolution of the Bar Council of India is not
applicable to the petitioner’s case, as he was
enrolled in the year 2021. In view of the same, the
action taken by respondent No.2 is strictly in
accordance with law and the rules prescribed by
the Bar Council of India as well as the Bar
Council of the State of Telangana. It is further
submitted that, since the petitioner failed to pass
the requisite examinations conducted by the Bar
Council of India, respondent No.2 acted in terms
of Rule 5, which mandates such action. The
learned Senior Counsel also submits that the
petitioner had an adequate and efficacious remedy
of appeal before the Bar Council of India under
Rule 37 of the Bar Council of India Rules.
However, without availing such remedy, the
petitioner has prematurely approached this Court
under Article 226 of the Constitution of India,
which is not warranted in the facts and
circumstances of the case. Accordingly, he prays
that the present writ petition be dismissed.

None appeared for the respondent No.l,
who is the necessary party to be heard.

Prima facie, it appears that the petitioner
was not extended the benefit granted by the Bar
Council of India wunder its proceedings in
BCIL:D:2371/2025, dated 07.04.2025. It is the

vehement contention of the petitioner that had he
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been afforded an opportunity to appear for the
examination for a fourth time, or if his provisional
certificate had been renewed, he could have
continued his legal practice and due to the action
initiated by the 2nd respondent, the petitioner is
refrained from attending his cases before different
Courts due to which his clients are facing
difficulty. These factual matrixes require detailed
examination. In the meantime, as an interim
measure, there shall be a suspension of operation
of the orders passed by the 2nd respondent in ROC
Nos.31 of 2025 and 32 of 2025, both dated
25.01.2025, till the next date of hearing.
List this matter on 09.10.2025.
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