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I.A NOCS.4-5 | N TRANSFERRED CASE (CIVIL) NO 74 CF 2013

NASEEMUDDI N SI DDI QUI Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
STATE OF U. P. AND ORS. Respondent ( s)

(For interimstay and exenption fromfiling QT.)

Date: 02/05/2013 This Matter was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE VI KRAMAJI T SEN
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SHARAD ARVI ND BOBDE

For Petitioner(s) M. P.H Parekh, Sr.Adv.

Raj eev Si ngh, Adv.

Ajay Antitraj, Adv.

Vi shal Prasad, Adv.

Ani | Kumar Srivastava, Adv.

335,

For Respondent(s) Dr. Rajiv Dhavan, Sr. Adv.

No. 1: M. Ravi Prakash Mehrotra, Adv.
M. Mikesh Vernma, Adv.
M. Vibhu Tiwari, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

I.A Nos.4-5 of 2012 have been filed in Transferred Case
No. 74 of 2013, whereby the applicant, Shri Naseenuddin Siddi qui
who is now the petitioner in Transferred Case No.74 of 2013, has,
inter alia, prayed for the following reliefs

"Ti] stay the effect and operation of order passed by
the Conpetent Authority/Chief Mnister in pursuant to
.22 -

the report/recomendation of the Lokayukta directing
vi gi | ance enquiry against the Respondent No.1 during the
pendency of the present Transfer Petition before this
Hon’ bl e Court, and;

[ii] stay the further proceeding in pursuant to the
order passed by the Conpetent Authority/Chief Mnister on
the report/recomendation of the Lokayukta directing
vigilance enquiry against the applicant/Respondent No.l1
during the pendency of the Transfer Petition before this
Hon’ bl e Court, and;

[Tii1] direct the Director General, Vigilance, State of



U P. not to proceed further in the matter in pursuant to
the order passed by the Conpetent Authority/Chief Mnister
on the report/ recomendati on of the Lokayukta directing

vigil ance enquiry against the Respondent No.1, till the
pendency of the Transfer Petition before this Hon' ble
Court."

Havi ng heard M. Pravin Parekh, |earned senior advocate
for the applicant, and Dr. Rajiv Dhavan, appearing for the State of
Uttar Pradesh, we are not inclined to stay the proceedings or the

i nvestigation, as prayed for in the application. The proceedi ngs
may, therefore, continue, but, in the nmeantinme, the applicant
shoul d not be apprehended in connection wth the investigation

wi thout the | eave of this Court. The applicant shall, however,
cooperate with the Investigating Authorities, in case such need
ari ses.

Let this matter be listed on 4th July, 2013, at the top
of the List for further consideration

[ T.1. Rajput ] [ Jugi nder Kaur ]
Deputy Regi strar Assi stant Regi strar



