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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD
Circuit Bench at Lucknow.
Registration O.A. No,29 of 1989 (L)

Ayodhya Prasad evess - ‘Rpplicant

Versus
Deputy Director, Military Farms,

Headquarter Central Command, ‘
Lucknow and Another ..... Opposite Parties

Hon.Justice Kamleghwar Nath, V.C.

This appliéatien under Section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals}Act XIII of 1985 is for issue
of order to quash an @rdér dated 6.4.,1988, Annexure-1
of opposite party No.2, the Officer Incharge, Military
Farms, Dehradun directing the applicant te proceed
on transfer to join at Lucknow in consequence of an
order dated 4.4.1988 of oppésite party No.1l, the Deputy
Director, Military Famms, Headquarters Central Command,
Lucknow, There is also a prayer to restrainvtﬁe
opposite parties from transferring the applicant‘

‘from Miiitary Farms, Dehradun te Military Famms, Lucknow
The learned counsel also prayed :for the payment of

arrears of salary from March, 1988,

2. The facts relevant for the purpose of this
case are not in dispute. The applicant was initially
appointed at Military Farms, Lucknew in 1973 and

was transferred by anlerder dated 19.2,88, Annexure-5
from that post to Military Farms, Dehradun on permanent
transfer, This transfer was made on the pressing
requests of the épplicant'that he had received threats
of being murdered at the Military Farms in Lucknow and
that earlier four Farms hand had already been murdered,
It may be mentioned that initially the request for

transfer had been turned down but when the applicant
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repeatedly pressed fer transfer on the aforesaid
ground, he was transferred to Dehradun by Annexure=5,
The facts set out by the applicant in this regard are
contained in paragraphs 5(4) te 5(7) of the application
of which there is no specific denial in the Counter
Affidavit., The established pesition, therefore, is
that the applicant had been transferred from Military
Farms, Lucknow to Military Farms, Dehradun on 16,.2,.88
&ue to apprehension of death accepted by the opposite
parties.

3. It appears that the applicant was posted

sas Safaiwala by an order dated 21,3,88 against which

he made some representation., Perhaps his representation
found no favour with the oppeosite parties, although

it is net clear;but the applicant was ordered to be

r

transferred back from Dehradun te Lucknow on 4.,4.,1988

-of which thé impugned movement order, Annexure-l was

issued by Opposite Party No.2 on 6,4,1988,

4, The simple point urged by the learned counsel
for the applicant is that once the applicant had been
transferred frem Lucknew te Dehradun on the ground.

of apprehension to his life, he could not have been
transferred back to Lucknew within a short period of
two months without proper reasons., The epposite
parties have no£ given any reason in their Counter
Affidavit for transferring the applicant back from
Dehradun te Lucknow., All that they have said in para
3(b) of the Counter Affidavit is that the applicant had
been detailed on temporary duty te Central Command at

Lucknow on which the necessary movement order was issued

-
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and the applicant noted it under protest and did

not proceed to the Central Command. It is further
said that on the appeal made by the applicant against
his transfer, opposite party No,l1 again asked the
applicant to report back‘at Military Farms, Lucknow
and yet the applicant did not move to hié permanent

duty station i.e, Military Farms, Lucknow.

Se In matters of transfer which constitute
an incideqf?@f service, the Tribunals are reluctant
to interfere; but Where an order of transfer is
arbitrary, it has to be interfered with., It is not

necessary te inform the employee of the reason of

" his transfer, but when the transfer is challenged

before the Tribunal, reasons therefor must be
‘disclosed to the Tribunal., Absence of reason constitutes

arbitrariness. Likéwise,existence of irrelevant reason

also constitutes arbitrariness,

6. . The best that caﬁ be made out from the

replies of the oppesite partieé is that since the
applicant did not agree to work on the post of Safaiwala
at Dehradun, the opposite parties directed him to be
transferred back teo Luckn@w. ‘Whethér the applicant

Was or was not bound to work on the post of Safajwala,
need not be decided in this case, It is enough to

notice that unless the reason for which the applicant

had been transferred on his representation from Lucknow

to Dehradun has ceased to exist or unless the opposite
parties cén make out that the reason would not exist
in future, the retransfer of the applicant from

Dehradun to Lucknow Would be arbitrary and must be

struck down,



Te This is net te say that the applicant is
entitled to stay on at Dehradun., Indeed, the
applicant's representations inﬁicate, and the learned
counsel for the applicant alse confirms that the
applicant may be transferred teo any'place except
Lucknow, It is alse mentioned that the applicant
may not be posted teo Jabalpur; but that is not the

subject matter of this case., What I sheuld like to
say is that Lucknow is not the enly place where the
applicant may be transferred., It is open to the

e Y

opposite parties to transfer the applicant out of

Dehradun but not te Lucknow in th?fe circumstances
a

which have figured in this case,

i ———— - ___

8. In respect of the applicant's claim of
arrears of salary, a point for decision is whether
the applicant was bound te work on the post of
Safaiwala or n@t: This question has not yet been
examined by the Department, I do not think it proper,
therefore, to express any opinion upon this point, Thes
result is that the impugned order of transfer should

be quashed but the question ef arrears of salary shoulé

be examined by the opposite parties.

9. The application is partly allowed and the
‘opposite parties' orders directing the applicant te be
transferred from Military Farms, Dehradun to Lucknow

is quashed., It will be open to the opposite parties tec=
transfer the applicant according te law, The Opposite
Parties are directed to consider the applicant's case
of payment of arrears of salary for the period from
March, 1988 enwards and pass suitable orders within a
period of feur weeks from receipt of a copy of this
order, Parties will bear their own costs,

he

Dts the 30tp Aug,, 1989 Vice Chairman

RKM
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Before the Central Administrative Tribunal Allahabad

Lucknow Bench, Lucknow, - i

A@pliceuion under section 19 of the

Administrative Tribunal Act 1985.

In the Central Administrative Tribunal R

Bench,Lucknow

23ditinnal Bench, Lucknow.
~\

Ayodhys Prasad . = === Applicant,

Verszus

eKjYQDlrecbor Military Farms

1d.Qrs. Central. Commﬁnd }

Lucknow and others. —— Respondents.

I NDEX

Sl., Particulars : Page. N
NO. t '
1, Petition ' /f*[) e
4. Enclosure No,1. Photo éy

copy of therimpugned

ooaer Dt B, 2.1988. | %

2- Enclosure No, 2, Mercy ;D /
Appezl Dt. 24.11,1987, - |

8. Enclosure No. 3. Photo -~ .
_ copy of the order dated ZL/QL"“ :
1-&401987

6. ~Enclosure No, 4. Photo - v
copy of the mercy appedl :Z// ‘ t>€7
Dt. 17.12.1987,

7 e Encl@sur@ No., 5. . Photo 3
copy of report Dt.19.2.88. ;ngf

: e : '
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Sl., Particulars : Page,
No. '
' —~

8, Inclosurc no. 6., Photo 26~— ZO
copy of letder dated
30.3.1988.

9. Enclosure No. 7., Photo , f} /
copy Oof ordet dated
25.6.,1988, .

10. Enclosure No, 8., Photo _ 5 4 >0
copy of legal notice Dt,

16.7,1988,

11. Enclosure No, 9, Photo : fE) é
copy of reply of legal “ T
notice Dt., 1.8.1988.

12, Vakalatnama, ‘“?; -7

Applicant,

Lucknow |

Dt,24.1.1989

Counsel for Applicant,



Before the Central Administrative Tribunal Allahabad

Lucknow Bench, Lucknow.

Application under section 19 of the

Administrative Tribunrl Act 1985, //
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- . -
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In the Central Administrattve Tribunal ,

Lucknow Bench, Lucknow

AdditiOnal Bench, Lucknow.

Ayodhya Prasad aged about 34 years son

of Sri Sant i'rosad , Regident of Village
and Post Arjun Ganj, Lucknow

--= Applicant.
Versus

1. Deputy Director Military Farms , Head,

Quarters Centrzl Command, Lucknow,




2. Officer Incharge, Military Farms,

Dehradun.

Details of application

Regpondents

1. _Particulars of the applicant,

(1) Name of applicant
( ii)l Name of father

(iii ) Designation and
office in which he

is employed,

(iv)  Address

(v) Address for service

of notice.

:= Ryodhya Prasad
:=- Sri Sant Lal

:= Farm hand ,Military

Farm Dehr=dun,

t- Working under
OfficerIncharge
Military Farm,

Dehradun,

= Village and post
Arjunganj District

Lucknow.

2. Particulars of the ;gspondgﬁtsxm

(i) - Name and designation

of the regpondents,

;= 1. Deputor Director
Militéry Farm ,
Headquarter,
Central Command

Lucknow.



2. Officer Incharge, Military

Farm, Dehradun,

(1i) Office address of:- 1.Military Farm Head -
the respondents Quarter ,Central Comwand,
Lucknow .

2. Military Farm ,

i

Dehradun,
(iii) Adéress for 1. Deputy Director ,
service of all ‘Military Far, Head-

noticess Cuarter Central

Command, Lucknow.

2. Officer Incharge ,'
Militery Farm .

Dehradune.

3, Particulars of the orders against

which application is made.

The application is against the following

orders t=

(i) Order No. :~ 660416/1GP/ 'D'/DDN/

E/F-2 Dt, 04 April,

1988 passed by the

Officer Inchérge .
‘Militery Farm ,

Dehradun.

(1i) Date .-~ 04th Zpril, 1988,




- 4- -
(iii) Passed by ._ Office Incharge, Military
| Farm Dehradun.
(iv) Subject in brief .. Vide impugnedbrder it

is steted that the
applicant has been
trensferred from Military
Farm Dehradun to Mili-
tary Farm Lucknow cven
thbugh the @etitioner
applicant was permanent-
ly transferred from
Lucknow to Dehradun 1-1/2
months earlier on his owr
reQuest vide order dated

19,.2.1988 and the res=-

pondents are not giving
salary of the applicant
since March, 1988 on-

wWards.

ég Jurisdiction of the Tribunal.

The applicant declares that the application
is within the limitation prescribed in section

21 of the Administrative Tribuﬁal Act, 1985,

5. Brief facts of the case

The facts of the case are given below -

1. That the present application is being




filed feeling aggrieved by the arbitrary,
malafide 2nd without jurisdiction order of
the opposite party no, 2 thereby ’paésing an:
order of movement from the Military Farm Dehradun
to the Military Farp Lucknow and not giving him
his regular salary since March 1988 onwards, A
copy of the impugned order of movement/ transfer

dated 6.4.1988 passed by the opposite party no, 2

to

is being éﬁnéé@ﬁ herewith 2s Apnexure No, 1
this application.

e That the applicant was appolnted as a
Farmhand on 14.9.1973 by the Deputy Director,
Military‘Farms Headquarter, Central Command ,

Lucknow and he was posted at Militery Farm ,

Lucknow, He falls inthe category of IVth class
employee.
3, 'That the work ang conduct of the applicant

was always satisfactory and had been appreciated
by the superior authorities. However, no adverse
entry or remarks hgve been given to the applicant

by bis superiors till date,

4, That certain notorious persons gave open

threat to zssault and murder the applicant in
the Farm at Lucknow, as because of this_threat and

fear of death and the frct that in near past four

.t e W

Farmhands had already been murdered at Lucknow ,

—

e s . et - e e Pt

fﬁe made a written appeal to the respondent no. 1

‘on 24,11.1987 thereby recuesting him to transfer



the applicant from Lucknow to anyhpthervplace

- [

so that his life may be saved, A photo copy of
the mercy appeal for transfer ong¥ Oun expenses
dated 24.11.1987 mwoved by the applicant is

being annexed herewith as Annexure No. 2 to

this application. However, the above noted
mercy appeal @ was rejected on abgsolutely frivolous
grounds by the opposite party no; 1 . Photo copy
of the order dated 4.12.1987 thereby rejected the
mercy appeal of the applicant is being enclosed

herewith as Annexure No, 3 to this application.

5.  That in the above noted rejection order

it was mentioned that all precautionary weasures

have been taken for safety of the applicant .,
When in spite of the said assistance the petitioner

had again be:xn given threats of being murdered

"in the open fields of the Farm at Lucknow and

as he had himself seen in the past that four
persons were murdered by the gang of notorious
person, He moved another mercy appeal  on
17.12.1987 for_transf@r on his owﬁ expenses to
the Respondent NoO, 1 , A'photé éo@y of the mercy
appedl dated 17.12.1987 is being annexed here-

with a2s Annexure o, 4 to this application,’

However, as no orders were passed by the
respondent for transfer to the petitioner ,

the applicant moved another appeal dated 23.1.88
for transferring him from Military Farm Eugknow
to another place, It would be relevant to

mention hérein that the 2pplicant had requested

e



in his appeal dated 23,1.1988 that he mey

pe transferred from Lucknow to any other
place except Jakalpur where some of the

et ST T
S ey

assailants were posted and recsided,

-

PP SR

6o That thereafter the gEx applicant
was called for interview by the Deputy Director
| Miliﬁary Farms, Headquarters, Central Command ,

; Lucknow %idé letter no.'660416/1/GFD/LKO/C/ME_2/
/ : H@/cC Lucknow 226002 dated 9.2.1988, when the
sbove soid interview was held before the opposite
S;arty no. 1 , the Assistant Director of Military
Farms and Officer Incharge M:litary, Farm ,
Lucknow was also present at that time  and

interview was held on 11.2.1988 properly.

; 7.v That after the above interview the
M?J | | officer incharge military Farm and the other
authorities became fully satisfied and convinced
that the kggx3k§;ﬁ applicant was perfectly Jjust
1and proper and he.accordingly passed an order
-??atcd 19.2.1988 of permanent transfer of the

| applicant from Military Farm Lucknow to the

Military Farm Dehradu. & photo copy of  the
transfer order dated 19,2,1988 passed by the
Officer incharge Military Farms Lucknow is

peing enclosed herewith as Bnclosure no. 5 o

this application.

8. That unfortunately arbitrarily and
alafidely the respondent no. 2 who  is

officer incharge of the Military Farm Dehradun




:on 21.3.1988 assigned the duties of ‘Safaiwda’
to the applicant without perceiving the work
and conduct éf tb&lapplicant ., Fecling aggrieved
the applicant reQuested to the respondent no.2
to give and assign bim Juties of writt@g work
which work he was doing ever since his initial

appointment. But the opposite party ng. 2 bhad

- refused .to assign the said work of writ?ng to
the ap@iicant and insisted to do the worﬁ@ of
Safaiwala , Which.was not the job of the X

applicant.

9. That feeling aggrieved by the above
jsaid arbitrary and welafide order which was
also wholly violative of Article 14 and 16 of

the Conestitution of India ' the épplicant moved

a representation to the respondent no, 2 assign-
ing him written work., He had stated in his letter

dated 30.3,1988 that he is the senior most employee

of the military farm and that he was always
aésigned the duties of written work ‘and he has
only‘experiencs of the same and no experience
of the job of Safaiwala and that while his juniors
whd were simply daily workers have been ~@ssigne
the duties of wfitten work., A photo copy of the

letter dated 30.3.1988 is beingenchesed herewith

as & Enclosure no, 6 to this application,

10.' 1
l@tt 21 .HO | P v‘ | [‘ vq“ )

. pondey
aﬁﬁlyjng his ent

ved by the
,H??f 2 without




biased from the applicant , passed the |
impugned order of transfer / movement cated
6th Aprii, 1988 in a most arbitrary mannexr
and with malafice intention thercby re =

transferring the petitioner to Lucknow.

1;; That fecling aggrieved'by'&e abeve
said orderx of movement the applicant took
shelter of the departmental Union which 2K
éupported the caﬁse of the applicant . The
Secretary of the above said uniom called ‘as
,Military Farm Civilian Employees Union, Dehradun
3

(hercinafter to be referred as Union ) through
its Secretary who wrete a letter dated 10.6.88
to the opposite party no, 2 thereby requesting
him not to transfer the applicant frem Dehradun
and &lloew him to - remain posted at  Military
Farn, nchradun. However, - no oxder was passed

in favour of the ‘applicant and instead a written
threat of the transferring the secretary of

the aforesaid Union was given by the Respondent

vide letter cated 25.6,1988 as he had daréd te
write a letter in favour of the applicant, A

phote cepy of the letter dated 25th June, 1988

{ssued by the respondent no., 2 against  the

Secretary of the aforesaid union is being enclosed

herewith as Enclosure No, 7 to this  applica=-

tion,
[N .
1R, That ne order could be passed in favour

of the applicant and as such he gave a legal
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notice through his counsel Daya Nand Yadav
Advocate on 16.7.1988. A& phote copy of the
legal notice without enclosurcs dated 16.7.88

is beihg annexed herewi th as Enclogure No. 8

' . v
to this application.

138, That after receiving the‘above said
egal notice the oppos ite party no. 2 gave an
incerrect reply oh 1.8.,1988 of the said notice
thereby cancelling the request of the applicant

and dirccting him that he should join at
Military Farmm Lucknow and seek an interview at

Lucknow for being transferred te some other

- diistrict Military Farm House. A photo copy

of the letter dated 1st August , 1988 sent by
the opposite party no, 2 is being encloged

herewith as Enclosure lic, 9 to +this applica-

Lion.

14. That as the centents of the letter v
dated 1.8.1988 was totally false and based on
incerrect statement the applicant gave another
legal notice cdated 11.10,1988 to the opposite
party no. 2 thereby requesting him te canccl
the movement order passed by him,  Otherwise
he will take shelter of the ceurt against the
impugneéﬂﬁ arbitrary , illegal, malafide and
without jurisdiction order of movement, However,
the impuyned order of movement has not been

cancellied uptil now and the spplicant has
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been denied his salary since March , 1988
till date , resulting in starvation of the
applicent and his family. If the applicant
is ébmpelled. to join at Lucknow, he is bound te
be murdered of which fact the respondents are
fully aware.
g 15,  That the respondents are not giving
);"'>’ I salary of the applicant since the month of
k AR , e . ; .
'\\// N « March 1988 in a most illegal and = arbitrary
; manner.
7 Reliefs sought
In view of the facts stated in the
preceding paragraph 6 of the appli-
‘r” ) cation the applicant prays fer the
following rcliefs g~
™ -
! ) .y . : :
| :TQZ (1) To issue am order or direction as
(T>YYVVV " this Tribunal may deem f£it thereby
quashing and setting aside the
impugned order dated 6.4,1988 ,
passed by the opposite party no. 2
contaiped in Annexure No, 1.
(ii) To issue an apprepriate order or
' direction thereby ceommanding the
rcspondents not to transfer the
applicant froem the Military Farm
/,{\\‘
o ATy gt T - -




v I

8.

(iii)

(iv)

(v}

Dehradun to the Mllltary Farmp Lucknow
e e LR e b e e e
and treat him  te be cantlnulng 85 an

employee at Military Farm Dehradun amd

£

teo pay him his entire arrears of

salary with effect from March, 1988
onwards and to centinue te pay him

Y MM?"W“.»_

his regular salary each and every month

as and when the same f£alls due.

To restraig the r@spgnéenté from
compelling the applicamt te hand over
the charge'at Dehradun and to jein at
Lucknow in pursuance toe the impugned

order.,

To issue any other order or direction
which this Hon'ble court may deem
fit and proper in favour of the

applicant.

To award the cost of the applica -

tion.

GROUNDS

1.

BECAUSE the. gpplicant was transferred
frem Military Farm Lucknow to Dehradun
on his-own regquest and own expenses
by way of a- permanent transfer which
could not be cancelled unilaterally

specially when the tramsfer was made




e

2

3.

4,

- 13 -

keeping in view the fact that there
was an imminent cdanger of the applicant's

life.

BECAUSE it is mentioned in the transfer
order dated 19,2.1988 that the applicant

is being transferred permancntly £frem the
Military Farm Lucknow te Military Farm
Dehradun. However, the respondent no., 2
has treated permanent transfer order as
temporaryv transfer order by transferring
the applicant within a period of one menth

and 15 days.

BECAUSE once the applicant has been
appointed¢ on the post of Farm Hand, his
duties could not be changed unilaterally
and he could not be compelled £® perform

the job of Safaiwala,

BECAUSE tfhe impugned o:@er ¢f transfer
has been passed by the respondent no. 2
without holding any enquiry anc without
giving opportunity te the petitiomer ,
even though apparently the impugned order
of movement has been passed by way of
punishment as the applicant had refused

to perform the duties of Safaiwala.

BECAUSE the regpondent no. 2  has written

a warning letter to the Secretary of



L
- 14 e
of Military Farm Civil Employees Union
Dehradun because he has written a
)

letter in favour of the applicant as
such it shows malafide intentien of

the respondent no, 2,

6o BECAUSE the respondent no, 2  had
assigned the daily wage employee the
writing work while on the other hand
mést arbitrarily and malafidely  had
assigned the applicant.the duty of safaiw-
wala and as seon as the applicant pf@tested
against the same, he got the impugned
order of transfer passed so that the
applicant ig compelled to join at Lucknow

and is murdered.

7. BECAUSE,  the respondent no, 2 is not
giving salary of the applicant since
March, 1988 without any rhyme or reason
as such the action of the opposite party
no. 2 for not giving the salary of the
applicant is arbitrary unwarranted and

unreasonable,

8. Interim order prayd for

Pending £inal decision of the applica-
tion the applicant seeking the following

intcrim ordcrs




puy
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In tview of the facts and circumstances
stated in the application it is most respect-
fully prayed that the operation of  the

impugned order dated 4th April, 1988 may

kindly be stayed and the opQOSite partieé be
further &irected‘ not to trensfer the applicant
from the Military Farm Dehradun tc Military

Farm, Luckncw and allow him to work on his

post of Farm Hand at Military Farm Rehradun and
te pay him his regular salary and other allowances
each anc every month  of the post in guestion
and to pay the entire-arrears which are deu

with effect from March, 1988,

9, Details of remedy exhausted

The applicant declares that he has
availed all the remedies available to him

ud er the relevant service rules etc,

1. lMade representation on_l3.4.1988
against the impugnad order of transfer
by which he has been transferred frem
Military Farm Dehradun te IMilitary
Farm Lucknow but till date the oppo-
site party no. 1 ¢@id not pay any heed
to the said representation and the same

has not been disposed off.

10, Matter not pending with any other court

CLC,
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The applicant further declares
J that the matter regarding his application
has been made is not pencing before  any
; court of law or any other authority or
| any bench of the Tribunal.
|
l
11, Brief of Postal vrder in respec
\ -y | '
A f . of the application fce.

- -

| B ol 09568132

] | 1, Nog of(\ s

[
®

3\ . ‘ (,kl, [;movkﬂ
| Wwume of Issuing LL?A f,(:,’)ll,l (’[&Lﬁw«}k
Post Office W('%VX(]”M)

~ : ' 3, Date of Issue of ' _
Y _WJ\M}K 1@,&0«{1}” DY / g ) g8

. Post office at is ) Vobaed
payable. | (JWM fent ¢ {/mu\

12. Details cf index 3

The index for application in
duplicate containing the details of

document to be relied upon is enclosede.

13, List of enclosures s

1. Photo copy of the impugned order

' . of movepent /transfer dated
N | é £.7.1988.

‘ 20 Photo copy of mercy appeal for

J




N

".‘g.

transfer on own expence ;;\

3, Phote copy of order dated 4.-\

4., Fheto copy of mercy appeal for

tranefer on own expenses ﬁatag’/////’/’,///

17.12.1987

5, Photo copy of casuality repogt cum
mevement ﬁrdex‘éﬁt@é 19,2,1988.

6, Photy copy of representation dated
30,3.,1988

7. Phote copy of order dated 25.,6,1988

8. Fhoto copy of legal notice dated
16,7.,1988,

9, ¥Photo copy of the reply cof legal

netice fated 1,8,1988,

Verification ¢

I, syodhya Prasad aged about 34 years , .
son of Sant L&l Resident of Village and Post hrjun?
ganj, Lucknow posted as Farmhand at Military Faom,
Dehradun &0 hereby solemnly affirm that the contents
of paras 1 te 14 are true to my gersonal knowledge

and belief anc that I have not suppressed any

matoerial faeﬁ.

Lucknow

ﬁt2249 1,1989 APFLICANT,

—

Counscl for the Applicant,
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Lucknow Bench, Lucknow.

pplic

ation unOSr secticn 19 of

the Administrative Tribunal Act 1985,

AFHDAVh‘
i 37/1’7%

HlGHJCOURT T

In the Central Administrative Tribunal

Bench Lucknow

Additional Bench,

Lucknow.,
Ayodhya Prasad — Applicant.
Varsus
Dy ,Director Militery Farms
Hd,Crs. Central Command
‘Lucknow and others - Respondents.,

KEKrFIDAVIT

I, the deponent Avodhye Prasad aged about 34

yerrs son of Sant Lal , Resident of Village and Post

Arjung=nj, Lucknow posted as Farmhand at Military

Farm Dehradun do hercby solemnly affirm and state
on oath as under.

1. That the deponent is applicant in the rbove

noted petition and as such he is well conversant
the focts

with
and circumstrnces of the case.

LW £

2. That the

[V

v Y
contents of paras 1 to (r

Before the Central Rgmhinistrative Tribunal Allahabad
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of the accompénying petition are true to wmy own knowledge,

'S . A )
those of paras ¥ to ¥ are based on legal
\ Mo
advice and paras to v are based on record.

3, That the .deponent verifies that Annexures 1 to 9

of the petition are true/photo copies of original duly

Compared, S \:\y\w -
Lucknow _ ;;1 o (yxsﬁr€C§jT

w A L
Dt.924.1.1989 R Deponent,

Verification

I, the depbnent above named do hereby verify
that the contents of paras 1 to 3 of this affidavit

are true to my own knowledge,

No part of it is false ~nd nothing materizl has

been concealed, so help me God. CQ
\
Lucknow

- W
Dt. JA. 1.1989 D@pqnent.

I identify the deponent

who has signed before me,

Ozﬁ)& |
Agdvocate,

Sotemmly affirmed defort
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BEFORE CENTRAL ADMINI STRATI¥E TRIBUN AL ALLAHABAD
* \ LUCKNOW BENCH, LUCKNO 1y, - A
1 WRIT PETITION NO. | of 1989
7 Ayodhya Prasad voee eses  Petitioner
, Versus
Deputy Diprector Military Farms
Heaa Quar%er, Central Command, -
-, Lucknow. | es+s OPposite Party
§ - AWNEXURE NG, _
To, k l ~ ’

The quuty Director,
‘ Famw. Ho(xG o
Command,

LUCKNOD

Through 1

The 0ff1cer~in~Charge Military Farm, Lucknow.
Subjectie Mﬁ£22 Appeal for Tramsfer on Own Egggnsea
! )
: |
Sir, }l
uﬁble request 18 as followsge
The panic, Causing hearts Shrunk, thoughts
et death at the hands of CULPRITS
IN THE viem of M.P,

INCHOHERENT t9
¢ drunk with NOTORIETY, at any time,

LUCKHOW, Since the Pump Attendant BASUDEO
was shotdown ?n the Night of 17/18-10-87, has Violently Compel led
ey,  Seeming No other Alternative, bat to request your Honour to get -
*me TRANSFERRED PROM .7, LUCKNOW to Any of the PLACES M.F. DEHRADUN,
DEPOT FATEHGAR OR SAGAR.
This RARE FAVOUR WOULD SAVE THE DEPENDENTS oF MI
HIFE, (2) MADHOBALA, {3) RANJITA,
below 8 Years of Agel.
The obsession of getting me
LXO. Stands deep rooted and
exist at Mp LUﬁ
ME SUHIPTED T0

AND (4) ANUBHAVA (DAMGHTERS ALL

SHOT DOWN IN THE VICINITY OF M_.F. '
iz unlickely to be abated as lbng as I -w[
KNOW, The POWERI'UL REMEDIAL MEASURD LIBS I GETTI:%G

NY OF PLACES MENTIONID ADOVE, "
o I hope Favourable Consideration at the earlest, -

Sl /
<1/ﬁbVL>- [

Dos

Yours faithfully,

|
|

AYODHYA PRASAD,
FeHoMoFo4 LUCKNOW,




Y BEFORE CRITRAL ADMINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD 2L

o LUCKNOW BENCH, LUCKNO Wa |
WRIT PETITION NO. of 1989
AYOdhya rasad ceee ceove Petitioner

, Dé Versus
~y Deputy Director Military Farms
Heda Quarter, Central Command,

LUCkﬂOW. o000 .‘... OppOSite PaI'tY
ANNEXURE NO.

Mil Tele 3 607

No. FPF/byodhye PA,/F/H
Shri-AJoﬁhya Prasad .
Farm=-H80A -
Village 3 Arjungénj
pistt ¢ ucknow

f;@.ﬁﬁi‘é@; ‘

SN | | . | : o o
- A VR W ~ ine copy of your letter No, NIl dete® 24th Nov 87 is
returne? herewith, Your servic@s are required at this farm
henco your cése 1s not recommenter for trensfer,

2, ' Ail protecfive me2sures have beeﬁ taken,howevei,jou :
areva#vlsed to"bring up to my notice eny Aifficulty in perfore
ménce

of your Autges through your Incharge Section for necessery

actioh if any, -
iZ/ _,é,’
g

( XV Singh ).
Major ,
Officer Incharge
M1ily Ferm rucknow

- For informetion please,
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'ABOVE VI

EXAL-TED

BEFORE

Ayodhya Prasad vees

Deputy

Heaa Quarter, Central . Command '
Lucknow. TS [~ seee OPposite Party
y : '

Sir,

i.e. MEA
MURDERIN

AND CEME

SAME,

STAND IM
1o
2,
3.

4.

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD
| LUCKNOW BENCH, LUCKNOW.

WRIT PETITION NO. of 1989
XX ‘Petitioner

Versus
Director Military Farms

ANNEXURE NC.

-
PAGE=T

COLeS.N+ DATT
DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF MILITARY FARMS,

HEAD QUARTERS CENTRAL COMMAND,
LUCKNOW,
SS———————

TiROUGH MAJOR K,V, SINGH
OFFICER-IN-CHARGE M.F. LUCKNOW,

SUBJECT: MERCY APPEAL FOR TRANSFER ON OWN EXPENSE. b

’

"REFERENCEs MILITARY FARM LUCKNOW OFFICE COMMUNICA=

TION NOoPF/AYODHYA PD/F.He. Dt,4~12-87 ,
ADDRESSED TO THE PETITIONER AND COPY TO
THE DDMF H.Qs CENTRAL COMMAND LUCKNOW.

I HAVE BEEN INFORMED BY THE COMMUNICATION REFERRED>TO

DE PARA 2 THAT “ALL PROTECTIVE MEASURES HAVEBBEEN TAKEN®

NS5 AND WAYS TO ROOT OUT THR POSSIBILITY OF RECURRENCE OF

G AﬁY'OF THFE OFFICIALS (OF MILITARY FARM) HAVE BEE& DEVISED
NTED, - |

NOT(ONﬂY AM I BUT OTHERS ALSO ARE GREATLY INDEBTED TO THE -

SOUL, RESPECTED OFF ICER=IN=CHARGE M,F., LUCKNOW FOR THE

uir,NO ONE IN THE UNIVERSE CAN UNDO THE PAST THAT DOES
IPREGNABLE AND HAS WITNESSLD

' |LATE  SHRI ABDULLAH,FARM HAND, M.F.LUCKNOW WAS MURDERED ON DUTY,
N . . TR

LATE SHRI CHHOTY[F.H. WAS SHOT DOWN TO DEATH AT M,F.LUCKNOW.

LATE SHRI BASDEO WAS SHOT DOWN TO DEATH ON HIS DUTY,

H -

 |LATE SHRI LEKHAI.THE APPLE OF THE EYE OF THE ABLEST

ADMINIaTRATOR,THE SHREWDEST POLITICIAN.AND‘THE CQNQUEROR OF

THE conounnons,smnowsn WITH SHARPEST WIS AND FERTILE

IMAGINATION MAJOR J.S KADYAN.THE PREDECESSOR OF MAJOR

KeVe SINGH,FAILED UTTERLY TO uAVE HIS LIFL (’HRI LEKHATS LIFE).




0 CARRYING HIS DEAD BODY FROM BARA«BANKI BY FARM VEHICLE

O PIPRA GHAT,THE BURIAL PLACE,LUCKNOW, FOR CONSIGNING

T TO THE FLAMES OF PYRE ONLY TO BE WATCHED BY THE MOST:

EVERENT OFFICER,MAJOR J.S,KADYAN, THE CLOUD=COVERED

HINING SUN,THE LAMP OF UNIVERSE,DIMINISHED TO THE LUSTRE

OF FIRE-FLY, o | o
KIND Sir, I AM FULLY AWARB OF WHERE MY SHOE PINCHES.
'THE OFFICIALS DO PINE FOR TO BE POSTED NEAR THEIR HOME=STATION,
WHEREAS | I HAVE RESOLVED TO BE POSTED AT FARAWAY STATION FROM

MY NATIVE PLACE, ARJUNGANJ, THE VILRAGE,BEING SITUATED AT STONE'S
THROW FROM M,F,LUCKNOW,.

Sir, IT,UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES,BE MADE OUT AS AN HALL-

0
v {

UCINATION IF I SAY THAT MY MENTAL EYES PERCEIVE 303 BULLET

\,

HOVERI G OVEQ'yE. -IT IS NINETY. NINE POINT NINE PERCENT CORRECT
THAT THE KINDNESS.BENEVOLENCE AND GENERQUSITY OF THE NOBLE FARM
OFFICEL MAJOR K.V.SINGH, DETAINING ME (NOT RECOMMENDING ME TO BE
TRANSFLRRED TO ONE OF THE STATIONS! M.F. D DUN,M.F ., DEPOT
FATEHGAR/SAGAR) WOULD VANISH ME FROM THIS WORLD o

sir, IT IS ONCE~MORE REITERATED THAT THE CONNOTATION OF

I, THEREFORE FERVENTLY PRAY THAT THE GRAVEST SITUATION

e

THE APPEAL MAY KINDLY BE GAUGED PROPERDY.
HITHEl

TO MIRRORED MIRRORED BROOKS NO DELAY, NO DELAY

- Dt, #7-12~87 : Y??ES FAITHFULLY .

/
>\§? \GOPY [IN ADVANCE FORWARDE TO 2\\§
i\ { COL S|eN<DATT . (AYODHYA PRASAD,)
S8 DIRECTOR F.H.
A\x <\<¢ .Qrs.CENTRAL COMMAND LUCKNOW, MoF o LUCKNOW,
\'\\ N

WX WA ) S q

Sy

P ERRE e . vy
/*\.‘“ . - "\','}\
i RS
\

J’K\Q’Q/ \(\ / @ / \A’\




LUCKNOW BENCH,LUCKNOW.

WRIT. PETITION NO . of 1989
voee eeee Petitioner

BEFORE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD

Ayodhya Prasad
l | Versus
Deputy Director Military Farms s
~, Heada Quarter, Central Command,

1 Lucknow., se0e - eseee OPposite Party
ANBURE W0, & |

. e el p
ASI;A;,TY BQP_Q_,WQ ,F,,VI!,,NT 0@&_13 ' -

1, leme and Renk o o : Faim Hand AYODHYA Pw:mAD

oo -

1
2. krocesding from » Milito»ry Ferm L.uC Kaow

3, Proceeding to | i Militery Faxm Dehradun'

*>8 .

4 Aﬂature f Cusualty On peman‘bn’c transfer ”

e T s e e

DDMb Hy CC - Lucknow 110-66 Oélﬁ/l/
Gp *D'/IKO/5/MF=-2 dOted 16 2-88

5. Au’cmr ty

- &F .
v

6, Deteof SO5 0 . % 9_0 Feb 88 v‘
7. ¥aid upto end faor 1 29 Feb 88
+«8, Rete of Pay a2nd Allc o : Basié pay 3Bs 6 912=00
pe . . DA . i%.119-00
‘ ‘ - cca | .Bs. 25«00
"HRA 150-00
TOTAL : Bs T2 __ .
9, Date of Next 1n01ement : ls’c Sep 88
10, G P, und g ‘Rs 60/- per month

GEF No=477291

11, CGEIS 10._ 00 per month

L 214

12, TA/DA| Advance $ONiY
777 “subnitted to the DDMF hq Centrel Commeud Luckiow for
1[1101&::"‘“(- onl Plea-se., et e e e e
n~9 .
- Militery Fem
Y Lucknow |
]K;Fbea' | - - - (KV'singh )
: o ' ‘Keajor -
foicer Inche rge
Militery Ferm' Lucknod
Copy to = | |
1, Shri Ayodhya Pxesad, F/H - As & movement order

2., The|0fficef Inchérge
Mil tcry Farm Dehradun

3. The|LAD (Al Luc know : o
4, The| LA "-De'hrﬁd_un N %0\
5. 0ffice Copy. >

ke




i-ﬁf,erf/ Ayodhyd Prasad

BEFORE) CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIWE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD
) LUCKNOW BENCH, LUCKNO W,
WRIT PETITION NO. ‘ of 1989

v veee ceoe Petitioner
Versus ,

Deputy| Director Military Farms
Head Q;arter, Central Command,

Luckno : i
e ee 4 eeee OPposit Pa
= R A posite Party

i, ,
X '
.

RO,
.

Major Mahesh Ke Shanga,
Ofticer-in~charge,
Military Famm,
Dehradun,

Subject ; Utter infringement of Article 14 of the
: Constitution of India that reads as follows;
"The State shall not deny to any person equality

before the law or the equal protecticn of luaws
within the Territory of India.

~——

Honoured Sir,
May the Petiticner, Ayodhya Prasad, Class IVirk
permanent employee, Military Famm, Dehradun, beseeoch nis

honourt!s -kind attention to what follows s~

h=

~That every cadre of central government employee

stands categorized, into {2) “Temporary® (b) ™uasi-

avmensnt® oand {c} Permanenty The rules, heing applicable

s s A

[

to civilisn emgeloyees), having been enshirined in the
k. - - ,
Dapartment Code Books, have recognized the status of thens
’ ) .

fu

They byvirtue of . having-lsaal richts can sue =nd be sued by

ey

the respective departments heing served by them all,

That the persons, havina no lagal statusharring

that of those classified above, void of specified status,

e

say, those having their foundations as the castles in ihe

air de, are called ®Daily Waages Labourers, csnnot and muct

L3
-

i TaTtH

e not be reckoned ggjlqgjﬁJXLihgié_Elﬁﬂiﬁi%g_QQQ!E -
SANE Temporary, quasi=pesmanent end pemmsnent ones. The gravity
S&yg:\ '.E 6f situstion does warront mentioning EgiigjﬂggﬁéméégﬂiEﬁai
a4 - ;;j-i;ecauéé"éf the ambisnce of MiliTary Fam, Dehraduni Resks

zf ™Rizs®, mpPeeojudice®, “"Sipw of {avour®, Antagonism™

-

|

Spite®, "Hostility®, "Prenossession that sways the mind®,

#73 26® also arises from dishonesyyas would be

clesr from The definitien of¥Dishonesiy® in Section 24,
N | |
k3 - 3 (" TN 3. AT -
i ingian Penal Code, which reads

contd, ., 2




'
« !
-
‘).,-\

24 Dishonesty = Whoever does anything with the
intention of causing wrongful gain to one person or wrongful
lo

[4s)

$ to another person is Said to do that thing Dlshone est y¥

Thus, & decision wrongly given with the idea of

cau=1ng favour to a p

arty would be 3 dlshonest or blaSed
decision,

e Y

That s/Shri (1y B him Sinah, Storeg Section,

ot e eapenn §

(2) |Pramod Kumar, Cattle Yard Section, (

3) Jagdish Prasad,
ailendra Shukla, Cattle Yard

N Section, (5} Shesh Raj Singh, M,T. Section, all being daily
<

Catfle Yard Section (4) sh

P wages labourers have been aas{gngq_the task of malntalnlng«

offilcial recordS. S/Shri Raj Bahadur, FeHs and Anand Kumar,

bein

q 1un1or most to 1he net:tnoner have also been d01ng

book=work whereas the Qetltlnner _has been forced to do the

job of "Safaiwal a¥

....... as motivated

respected Offlcer-ln-cnarge to entrust the petitioner the

\ - duties of cleaning SickeLine Section. Tt is an 1ntent10nal
M

doing of a wrongful act withqut Just cause Or excuSe with

ﬂ,w an ing

ent to 1nfllct an injury or under c1rcumstancesthat

The lhw will imply an evil intent, Malice is th

at state OL

g\i7x?un1nc wihich is reckless of 1aw and of the legal richrs of the
,1‘_‘)‘ )'-

Lon‘ 3 3 v i * . ' ‘ [
Ltioner, Similarly "Malafide® means bad faith,

alth® is an antonym of “Goog faith® and the latter

sion has been defined in the Indian Penal Code,

ion 52, thus:=- Nothing is said to be done or believed

Bd faith" which is done or hileved w1thout due care

It follows that anything done w1tknut due

tention%,

i attention would amount to that thing hav1ng been

done ip "Rag raith“ or “r-.'lalafide",“

v : | de..3
] | o




e

\
P
pe

%

 Whewe power 1S conferred to achieve Q purpose

he power must be exercised reasonably and in qood faith

to effectuate the purpose and in this context “in qood faith®

means “For leqgitimate reasons, Where power is exercised for

extraneous or irrelevant consideration or reason, it is

unquestionaﬁlaf a colourable exercise of power or fraud on

gower and the exercise of power is vitiated,

trested alike without distinction of "Race®, YReliaion®,
AWealth™ , social stotus or political influence.Article 14

o f the Constitution also ensures equality among equals, Its

ThUu it may safely be advanced that Honoursble

cf11cer—1n-charge Military Farm, Dehradun has not applied

his mind 'at all to the matter, ‘A551gning the petitioner the

duties of Safaiwala. It may also be sincerely and guthorie-

tatively laid impress upon that Article 14 of the Constitu-

tion of India stands viclated that reads as fol lows s=

®"The State shall not deny to any person equality
before the law or the cqual protection of the laws within

the Territory of India.

The use of "shall® in this Article needs spe€ial

consideration. What the Article 14 of the Constitution of

Indig Qgﬁtulates i1s the the application of the same 1 aws

alike and without dlscr1m1nat30n to all persons siiilarly

51tuated It denotes ecuality of treatment in equal

¢ircumstances, It implies that among equals the law should

be equal and equally administered, that the like should be *

aim is to protect persons similarly placed against

discriminiatory treatments. The classification should not be

arbifriry, ar“fficial ¢r gvasive. It should be based upon

| an ‘:tpllwolkle dltferentno.

[P SR

contd...4

” PN
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~HBUSE O MIsusE

power the Rule-making

ctment or by rules

nnistrative

-‘4 -

QF POl

et or o

Apart fop bias and malafides, abuse OT misuse of

cretionary Power bestowed by the legislatuyre through

made thereunder; also vitiates gp

Ofdero

bl KO0 SRR

This is gq because ip conferring the

aithority assumes and correctly so,
P N

. _ s -
that the powar will be_ggg@_igwg_rlqhtful manner, Thatqwill
not be abused at the syent will of the Deciding Authority,”
Thus when 4 Stetutory authority takes Unauthorised
MM"‘"""“
sciion it i malafide, It is absue of his Statutory autho=
rity, |
It is,-thereforeG under Eﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁi enunierated
abov g

T -t .

» Prayed that the petitioner, being the

aLly Yages labourers )

io st

Seniormost to

i Egiﬁgqhggggfand Anand Kumggyboth farmhands,gg}{&fx{gg

hav1rlg__:10 less

nan ST BRI

2pecified above,

maint
Artic

efrect

AllahaBad™ in case hjs

Lokt of Artic

and in Lthe eye of law, be assigned the duties of

8ining records gt M.T.Section and the gpplication of

le 14 of the Constitution may kindly‘be ensured to this
o -Tll%./l(.im.i.fli.i?}.‘.é&i.!‘:-‘..-J%’@..’:Q‘Eif&h Qfficerin-charge,
Dehradun has been &proached for imparting igg&iggﬁlg_
s}

e B S R,

-of Xthe Constitution,

Y -«

In absence of

e sougit for, the Next higher authoriti es

» Dy Director
well as Deputy Director Genera]
eHeQrs, (0 ,M,Gts braiich

()

togrs C.C, Lucknow as

,'R.K.Puran, New Delhj vwould be

Ched of for similarjaurmose.

The petitionerts only'remedy i.e0 way

to gét
c;'is 1o go to "The Cap

tral Administrative‘Tripunals,fv
i

hopes to get justice are to be belied

wing all the requisite channels been availed of

gtely hatched wron

" — ——— g

ively for putting the deliber

Cont(]' )




Y

right, T
—-J...
represent

tive Autly

Dated - U

»

action 1is

-5

L.

ation is raceived

_3.1088

forwarded to :=

1. Dy. Director,

Military Farms,
QoMo

he cause of action has

in

>rity (The Officr"~in~ch3*ne

e
"Q* ¥

/I//

| 2+ Dys Director General,

arisen on the

A

NN
\J\S ‘

date this

y MeFs, Dehradun™,

The PETITIONER

AYODHYA PRASAD,EH. ,

M¢F,, Dehradun

Copy in advance for information and necessary

M.Fs Hirs,

Central Commnnd, LUC Know,

Army Head Quarters,

G's Branch R.Ke Puram, New Delhl.

’

the office of the Administra-
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TRAL ADMINISTRATIWE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD Cf_ /)
- LUcNow BBNCH, LucKNOw,

WRIT PETITION NO.

P
. af '
[ XN N}

, BEFORE |CEN

( of 1989.
Ayodhya| Prasad

o seee Petitioner
‘ Versus .
Deputy Director Military Farms
, Head Quarter, Central Command, , . '
~ LUCknOW - Cesee / voee Opposite PaI'tY
R  ANNEXURE 1O, , ) .
CONF IDTL I L. | - .
TELEFHONE MIL $ 218 RMILIM.> yram
LB R 1oL
E-58 M -1 D Caun e
- 8hri KC baluri,LDC )
Military Farm T
DEHRA BUN,
POSTING /TRANSFER
1. It has been reported by Mi litaryPam Record:
Delhi Cantt that you have been pested fm o resicd
ef 2 years at this farm oxn highly cempassias e guy .
' groumdse Thig was a corditiexal Postiny et <rour
2 stay ef 2 years will deperd on your ®atisiac’ .=
)ﬁ Perfermances.( Cepy ¢
A2

f AHQ letter NoO.
dated 08 Oct 86 is attached).

2 It is seem from your activities shg- Y-t are
Gen Secy of Mily Farm Civiliax employees Unic -,
Dehra Dun which is Un-recognised so far anc vyou are
irdulging in UnWwarranted/uncalied trade unics acti-
vitless You are advised im your owm imierest teo
desist from taking part im such BOR=-admELctrative
activitiese If there is any more trade uniocs
activities yo

U Wili be posted oute . Thig is lzst ane
final warmimng on the subjecte

Please acks Q}\‘: ( |

(Mahest, x Fanga)
vigi

. ' OIC P Lel-r3g Dun
CONF IDE #TIAL

ALOE23 /Lyt .

3¢

\COPY OF AHQ L&TTER no *A/10225/0/4F =1 RREL ¢ OCT &,
ADLRESSED TO wDsF HQ CC AnD COP?/ TO Tralf OPFLITE Ang
MF_RECORDS DELHI CAnTT

POSTING /TRANSPER 3 CLERLE

1. Ref !F Records letter Noe311/66 faé. Gzt el
19 Sep 86 :

2. The postirg ef LDC xC Selumi (80610NQ) fyom -
irezepur to op behra vun hac pecen dexe oW cem
tate grouads based

Jar-¥ -1-3
en nis repected aprezle Tre
ompassionate pesting wili Le for

= WO yreirm.e Fig
enure at M behra Lurn will depen

d ex hig miticface-
tory performance.
3. LWC xC saluri will pe irfcrmed i1 wuritirc Try
le *F Vehra wup accordingly.

G et o s,

C’/@V\-:f«f/\w—
[

L -

-




BEFORE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD _2 2

Ayodhya Pras ad

Deputy Director Military Farms
Hedaa (Quarter, Central Command,

Lucknow.

FRD -

SUBJECT :-

LUCKNCW BENCH, LUCKNOW.

WRIT PETITION NO. of 1989 0
sese ssee Petitioner
Versus : ‘ ~

s 00 () Vorooo OPpOSi‘te Party
ANEXURE WO, __{ |

L

Dayanand Yadva, (PRADHAN)
Advocate, :

Village & Post-Arjunganij,
LUCKHNOW. '

.
csf
Thq( ecretary,

//. . .. R . ‘ . (’ P

7 N : )y , 7 £ 6
Government of India, Aﬂ’f)?é /;{\b» , /é 3,7/ ‘ ); , /87 7/ _b/
NEW DELHI. AL el S B ST ) ) L 23]y 5
The Defence Secretary,

. | ’,._ 2T vy g O
Defence Department, /479/ AP /‘54‘9’ AF S "/ /g
Government of India,

NEW' DELHI.

Lt.Gen.Vijay Kumar,

111 0 S o o
.S, mrinn ooty o 0 /63 T )/
M.S. Branch, Army Head Quarters, /@’ 7 : /7/373
NEW DELHI.

Lt.Gen.G.Man Singh;

Q.M.G. Army Head Quarters, /@/// /b /{% / e?@?" /87 7/ 6%

NEW DELHI. :

Brig.K.A. Patil,

Deputy Director General, ﬁ:,; v AT 10T e
Military Farms, Q.M. G's Branch, 7/ Vo /;4/ ./7[/”/,7/ £z
Army Head Quarters, .

R.K. Puram,
NEW DELHI.

Col. S.N. Dutt, y/am 5LD ) — 12 -
Deputy Director, /\’07“/ Mo /6’7[0 N? /‘77/6/

Military Farms, Head Quarters, ‘ ‘

- Central Command,

LUCKNOW.

Maj. Mahesh K. Sanga, o // Yy ' g
Officer-In-Charge, Military Farm, /\(70 "//‘/*' - /‘71 /.
DEHRADUN., '

Notice under section 80 of the code of civil progcedure
to Institue case against major Mahesh K.Sanga, Officer-
Incharge, Military Farm, Dehradun.

ey

. 3 i
k\;)"\,. ﬁv‘—v"*\“"\h

- ’ et
AR



Sirs,

Where‘as it is highly expedient that the defendants, Referred to-
above, be't Commensurate with the dignified ranks, they hold each, apprised
of candidly, gen'uinely, justly, and unprejudicially, wilful violations
of rulei/ of "Central civil services (Classification control and apeal)
(Rules) 1965, framed by Government of India for the Guidance of thé of’ficers,
being apé:‘licable for non-Militarised personnel in_ defence Department, that.
have made my client, Shri Ayodhya Praséd, class Ivth employee, Military
farm, Dehradun, suffer Mental Torture, Humiliation Loss of integrity,
and pethiary loss, Causing to verge his Dependants - Feeble parents,

wife and three children, on starvai.ion, which have constrained my client

bench, Lucknow, after Expiration of two months next after this notice has
been Delivered to the Authorities Enumerated above, Against Major Mahesh
L K.Sanga, Officer Incharge, Military Farm, Dehradun.

named j:ove, to go to Law Court, Cent.al Administative Tribonal, Lucknow

AN
)ﬂ FACTS OF CASE IN A NOT SHELL :-

~

My clinet, Shri Ayotha ,Prasad, Permanent Literate class Ivth
Employee Preferrd Mercy appeal to Col.S.N. Dutt, Deputy Director, Military
Farms,| Head Quarters, Central Command Lucknow, because of the sure
apprehension of getting his life extinct by his Tyrant enemies who shot
down %Late Shri Basudeo, Pump attendent, Military~ Farm Lucknow on "DUTY
ON 17.18th October 1987 preceded by Late S/S (1) Abdullah, (2) Chotey Lal,
(3) Lekhai, all class IVth Employees 'of Military Farm Lucknow having been

Murde}ed, to get him (Shri Ayodhya Prasad) Transfered to one of stations
Viz (1)Military Farm, Dehradun, Military Farm Depots (2) Fateh gar or (3)
{

sagay "On his own expense" vide Annesure No 1 dated 24.11.87 Reminded by

ones|dated 17.12.87 & 23.1.88 vide Annexures Nos.o?ﬂl That the consuming

//;;\ apprehensions summed up above - Prior to his permanent transfer order

vide| Deputy Director, Militeary Farms, Head Quarters, Central Command Lucknow

No..Ew. 0. 075 AKE . Date.. /9. 2. 8.5 .to M.F. Dehradun, being an Annexure

No. \} in sequel to lis Mercy appeal was acceded to, My client, as a
result of constant Mental and physical agonies was subjected to severeillness
and 'had to remain under the ireatment of Dr. K.M.L. Srivastava, MBBS, MAGS

(USh) for 4 months and 28 days the Annexures Nos.j_g;)_g‘gtand as testimonies
there to. P




- That rﬁy client named above joined M.F. Dehradun on 24.2.88 and was .
assigned| the job of maintaining the record of M.T. Section (Book work ),
Major Mahesh K. Sanga, Officer Incharge M.F. Dehradun void of any mistakc:
or remissness of duties got my client transferred from M.T. Section M.lI.
Defiradun’ and put a daily iabour Shri Shesh Raj inhis place to do the samc
job,Fo |this effect my client submitted a Representation to Major Mahesh
K. Sanga, Officer Incharge M.F. Dehradun inviting his attention to thc

article|14 of the constitution of India vide Annexure Nos. /& , the higher

authorifies of the Mllltary Farm Department were simultaneously apprised
of the facts, too.

Iy

That the very repre. entation furiated Major Mahesh K. Sanga, M.F.
Dehradun who withheld the salary of my client for March 1988, Nay, the
wages: of the following months (Inclusive those of March, 1988) April, May,
A and June 1988, to’still remain upaid to May client.

)' : v That on the other hand, the secretary of the Union Branch, M.F.
Dehradun (The unit CUnion Branch, being affiliated to "Bhartiya Mazdoor
Sangh, [recognised by the Government of India and Bhartiya Pratiraksha Mazdoor

Sangh, |An All India Federation of Defence Workers, Having Head Office at

Pathan |Kot, Registered No. 14), from the point of view of corisidering
"Welfare, Securing the Dignity of the Individuals, and promoting General"
Welfare, Submitted a Representation vide Annexure Nos. // to Col. S.N.

Dutt, Deputy Director, Military Farms, Head Quarters, Central Command,
Lucknow, with copies having been forwarded to (1) Major Mahesh K. Sanga,

- Officer Incharge, M.F. Dehradun (2) the Director General, Military Farms,
r H.Qrs., OM.G.S. Br., New Delhi (4) Q.M.G. Army Head Quarters, New Delhi,
and (6) Shri Shiv Raj Patil, Hon.Minister for Defence, Government of India,
New Délhi, which (the Very Representation) has made Major Mahesh K.Sanga,
too furious to perceive the characteristics of Bona-fide Union. The Officer
Incharge, Major Mahesh K.Sanga, has threatened the very secretary of this
Branch Unlon, WHO IS IMMUNE FROM TRANSFER TO OTHER SATIONS during the
first \year of his election. The Annexure Nos. /.. Be referred to this

S e

effect|, Does such mental calibre, say abysmal talentand farsighted-ness,
on_the part of the ADMINISTRATOR OR THE PILOT OF THE SHIP not eause
destruction to the Administrastion Oor to the ship being piloted only to
be struck against Himalyan Ice-berg being drifted rightly in front of her
{ship) ? =~ AL

3 B
S .
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L

without any rhyme or reason, dellberately,

and maliciously has subjected. my client,

That Major Mahesh K. Sanga, Offlcer Incharge, M.F. Dehradun,

Pre]ud101ally unfairly,
Shri Ayodhya Prasad to

Indergo severe hardships marring the well- -being of his dependants,

eeble and old parents, wife and three children.

Consequently, the circumstances depicted above have warranted

0 move the law court, CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIB{/NAL, ADDITIONAL
ENCHat Lucknow,

h

Just after two months commencing- with the date
ollowing the one on which this notice is delivered.

d}ee’d
7/88. , o

K &

WA i
DAYANAD YADVA, L
(PRADHAN) ADVOCATE Q2
VILLAGE AND POST
ARJUNGANJ, LUCKNOW.
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BErUAR c..gﬂrw, ADMINISTRATIYE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD E
| ‘ LUCKNOW BENCH, LUCKIWO 1.
.« L WRIT PETITION NO .

r

. of 1989 )
L -/’tﬁf \YOdhya PréSa vene e Peti‘tioner \‘&\0
Versus \X\
Deputy Dlr§ctor Military Farms
Ieuf (uarter, Central Command
UC\DOW. \ . :
. ! oo seee OPpos t
I | ANNEXURE NG, q) posite Party
/ Nt R T
| “'-“"’-m:'-ceﬂv‘-"v"u'»-a‘v—:;s.';.‘&~v~— C ' . H \\\.\'
| LEPTER TRLEGRAM A Q = GD / /7‘_’5 |
'4f:uquT ARMY ’ “9 g¢ﬁ>’
D/ | ' < ‘o/ 5@
" 51T DAYA' NAND \’Amv (PARDHAN) Q\%‘*"‘ Cb/
- AUVOCATE
VILL xID FOST OF FICI:. . ARJUNGANJ | ‘\
LUC&NON-Z : e IR

T an g em O Y g on Qe @ we g W .-Q,-.—....—‘-.—.—O—.-q— Bom Que @ Qo gow @ =e g wn C-C-.";*'l-.

RoI* YOUR &omxcx. DATED 16 JUL gg UNLER SLCTION gg OF CCP

ACAINST MtiOR MAHESH K SANGA OIC MILFARM DEHRADUN AAA

PIRSTLY Ahh FARM BAND AYOLHYA PRASAD IS  PERMANZNT LMPLOY. S
OF MILFARM LUCKNOW

SZCONDLY AAA HIS STAY AT THIS FARM FROM 22 FLB gg T0 g5 AFR
|

. g8e CC‘NVER]I‘ED AS TEMPORARY DUTY BY 11Q CENTRAL COMMAND

._\4
\/)}
e

THERDLY ARh PAY AND BLLOWANCES OF FH AYODHYA PRaSAD WILL B
PAID BY »&LFARM LUCKNOW VIDE HQ CLNTRAL COMMAND NO+ 6604161/
Gpta'/nm\/x./ma-g OF MAY 05 ( COPY ENCLOSLD) |

FOUKPH,LY ahh FARM HAND AYODHYA FRASAD RLLLIVLD FROM THIS FARM
on 06 APR| 83 AND NOT SELN THLRL AFTLR

’ }' *:j

THLY «Jg..a FHPIVIDUAL CAN BE PAIL ADVANCL OF PAY & ALLOWANCES

1

e uLSlRu}J BY YOUR GOODSELF ANL YOUR CLILNT AYODHYA PRASAD

y\\}lﬁi BANK URAFT
T A . N
o K

smmy Abd\ THE annous/mmsr MAJOR MK SANGA OIC MILFARM
Y DLHRADUN fsaa FALSE AND BASELLSS
B NP :S;.VL.NTHLY] AAA  NO INJUSTICEL DONE WITH THE INDIVILUAL

LICHTHLY LM‘»A COL 8N DLATT DDMF HQ CC LUCKINOW DLSIRLS FH

e o e e e eyt =

AYOLHYA IPBASAD TO RBPORT TO HIS HQ AT LUCKNOW POR CONSIDIRING

'*‘N

HIS Posmmc_m—mn_s&u.c_&mm MFD FETHEGARH | T
umhfmnf AR REQUEST REPEAT REQUEST DIREET YOUR -CLIENT

FH Ayompa\ PRASHR 7O REFORT FOR mfrnavmw WITH DOMF AND
COLLECT HIS BAY & ALLOWANCBS FROM MILFARM LUCKNOW AS ®ER

oo {
DIMF HQ| LETTER NOo«: 660416/1/GP‘D‘/DUN/L/MP-2 DATED 05/5/88

TENTHLY 'AAA DQMF HQ CC NO. 66041661/GP'D‘£:DN61»‘ 1P w2 LATED

14 JUN gg AND E-VEN No DA‘I.‘L.D 22 JUN. ALSO

N | o ' ' 4 ‘

--.—.~.~+’Q'c—._.?,.-"%’&.f—.-?..".“‘ﬂ—‘ﬁ"."'-.-‘F.—.-.“'—O-.‘.—Q—Qqﬂ-.'-‘
Haot to be telegraphed

’ Statibn 3 Denyadun v . ,

_ ' ? . : Milii‘...ry Farm Behradun

- Uated 3 0/ Aug 88 , o
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o 3EFCRE THE ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL
Y
- w5 _
CIRCUIT BENCH, Lucknow
| 0.A. No,29 of 1989(L}.
/
C, \’
Vv Ayodhya Prasad -~ Apnlicant
AN | .
.« ~Versus-
o ‘i;;fﬁxUnion of India and others e Opp. parties.

“b COUNTER AFEIDAVIT ON BEHALE OF OFT, PARTIES.

; {y S, C. JMIN 6 A

V ' ’ ]
aged about L%‘?’ years, son of Shw D;®m3N§ﬁN

a‘( .

posted asdkgfficer Incharge, Military Farm, Dehradun
A

do hereby solemnly affirm and state as under:-

1, That the denonent is well converssnt with
the facts of the case and he is filing this counter

affidavit on hehalf of the COpp. parties,

2, That the deponent has read and understood

the contents of aprlication as well as the facts

.given hereing under in reply thereof,

3. " That before giving parawise comments

T 4:it is necessary to give brief history of the case as

- L

/<§¥étalled below:=
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B SEFCIE THE ADHINISTRATIVE TRISUMAL
CIRCUIT BENCH, Lucknow
O, A, No,29 of 1989(L}.
A

¢ . ,
| 9 : Ayodhya Presad - -~ Aprlicant
G\ | | -

. ~yersus-

- f£“ ‘§;'¢Q;;;?7«UniOn of India and others .. Opp. parties.
(E&ffgi:/ “F GOUNTER AFFIDAVIT ON BEFALE OF OFT, PARTIZS.
EO. ; ) ,/’ \Q‘:‘s‘}{. e .
RN~ 41 «S . OMiN 6 A

S »-Twz-g:,fé-"'
— . , . | \
aged about Ly ‘7 years, son of Shw' D DOy Re AN

posted asc%gfficer Incharge, Military Farm, Dehradun
A

do héreby solemnly affirm and state as under:-

W . el

1. That the deponent is well conversant with

the facts of the case and he is filing this counter

B

4

affidavit on behalf of the Oop. parties.

e .

2. That the deponent has read end understood

-

the contents of aprlication as well as the facts

.given hereing under in reply thereof.

3. That before giving parswise comments
‘ﬁ&%‘E@
Se s

“:"it is necessary to give brief history of the case &s

_— #gtailed below:=

A\



=

{a)} That the applicant viss permanently

o oy

transferred from Military Farm Luckrow to

Military Farm Deharadun vide DD KF HArs,
Central Command No.660416/1/Gp (D3/LKO/E/LE=-2
of 16 Feb., 88. He reported for duty at Dehradun

on 24 Feb 88,

(b} That as per orders contained in DDMF Central
Command signal 0-358G% dated 22 Mar 88, directed

the Military Farm Deharadun to detail Farm Hand
~applicant on temporary dUty to Central Command,
Necessary movement order was issued to him on
22 March 88 but he noted it under protest and

did not proceed to Hlrs. Central Command Lucknow.

Later on DDWF vide their letter dated 4 April

t

88 asked the Military Farm Dehsradun to direct

the applicant to report back at Military Farm

Lucknow and intervening period of his stay will
be treated as on temp. duty, Accordingly necessary

movement order was issued to him vide letter

dated C6 April 88 but he remarked on the

office copy of the Movement order that "

Main Nahin Jaunga aur appeal Karunga'. The
individual appealed on 13.4,88 copy of which
was forwarded to the DDI'F H'rs. Central Command
vide letter dated 18 Apr 88 and parawise |

comments on it were submitted to DD iF Lucknow

vide letter dated 21 Mar. 88. The DD KF Hirs.

.Central Commeand again asked the Military Farm

* Deharadun to direct the applicant to report back

&
../ ;{ Y~ )




ﬂ
L&
. )
'rz‘t‘ﬁ' ﬂig\,&w’g.
e S

.-

at iF Lucxnow and to treat his intervening period
A AN B RN
at MF Farm as on temperary duty. The applicant
\ not moved to his permanent duty station ie,
M7"1itary Farm Lucknow and is keep for posting to

A}

the following stations only:~

(a} Mily Farm Depot Saugor

.

(b} Mily Farm Depot Fatehgarh

4, That the contents of para 1 to 4 of the

application are formel and need no comments,

1

5, That the contents of para 5(1} of the

application aré baseless and need no comments,

6. That in reply to the contents of pars
5(2) & (3§ of the application it is submltteo that

the service documents ie, service Rook and m rsonal

files of the apolicant are with Military Farm Luchnow.
7. That kmxzxmkxxke the contents of para 54}

(5) & (6) of the applicaticn ikxkzxaxhmickiedxkkakxkie

need nho comments from the answering deponent,

*_M"‘Ww

8. That in reply to the contents of pars
5(7) of the annl ation it is susmitted that the orders

for transfey’ noaiwno of the ale1c1nt to lMilitary Farm
?» ‘ ) ’

(Vg



-l

‘Dehra Dun were issued by the DDIF Hirs. Central Command
vide his let®er dated 16 Feb. 88 and Movement order dated

. 19 Feb. 88 was issued by Militaiy Farm Lucknow.

9‘ That in reply to the contents of para 5(8) of the

application it is submitted that the applicant dassxw

®as not given the job of safaiwala but was instructed to

wbrk in MT Section vide office order No.90 dated 24,2.88

which he has noted and vias recuired to work as MT Cleaner

in sccordance with duties of Farm Hand as laid down by

v

the Department,

\ 10. That in reply to the contents of para 5(9) of the

Tt is submitted that proper office order

o
[N

application

las issued to assign the duty to the applicant as an MT

—

xixwax Cleaner in MT Section.

11. That in reply to the contents of para 5(10) of
the application it is submitted that necessary movement.

order was issued on 06 April 88 to the applicant to

51 report back to Military Farm Lucknow but he wrote on the
g Movement order that "Main Nahim Jaunga aur appeal

N

% karunga®,

12, That the contents of para 5{(11} of the ' E

S S ARRoe. - - L iy

application are incorrect hence denied and in reply it is

submitted that enclosures no.7 has not found attached with

peal, as stated.

'.'71.;‘:» -
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13. That in reply to the contents of

para 5(12) of the application it’'is subnt tted

that necessary comments on the notice

dated 16.7.88 were furnished to DDMF Hirs.

Central Command vide letter No.PF/Ayodhya Prasad

dated 29 Jul. 1988,

14, That the contentents of para 5{(13 § & (14)

of the application need no% comments.
15, That in reply to the contents of para
5(15) of the application it is submitted that the

salary will be paid by Mily. Farm Lucknow and the

intervening period of his stay at Mily Farm Deharadun

was treated as on temp. duty vide DDMF letter No.660416/

ey
1/Gp-D*/Doi/E/1E /2 dated 04 Apr 88. \
16, That the relief sought by the

applicant wikkxamkx under para 7 (i) to (iv) will be

considered only after the applicant to report back to

‘Military Farm Lucknow as suggested in letter telegram

dated 1.8.88,

17. That the contents of pars 7(v} of the.

v, application are not admitted.

That the grounds taken by the applicant




rﬂmﬂ’are also believed by me to be true on the basis of
. ,

=

s g7 ST
qq wegg o
deraf Md} PR 11 ]
eatral Command

‘not tenable in the eyes of law. .
19, That in view of the facts, reasons and

circumstances stated above, the application filed

by the applicant is liable to be dismissed with

costs to the Opp. parties.

Lucknow,

| ; Hed
Dated: “l/@/ Oepucy ' i-ecior i
HQ Centrdl _ommand
Verification,

I, the akove named deponent do hereby verify that

the contents of paragraphs to 2 Y,

are tree to my personal knowled s 20T al
ae Y a 1 , those of paracraphs

;; to ‘(:) are believed by me to®
be tru

e on the basis of records and information gathered

|
i

ond those of prresrashe | QY to ’C% e

*:

legal advice, No part of this affidavit'is false and

nothing material Lacis has been concealed.

I identify the deponent who has sioned before.
‘me @nd is also personally )

VK CHEUDIART)

ef Counsel for the Central Govt
ounsel for the Opp. parties.

Folemnly affirme before me on

at aﬂ,p‘ b7 the deponent who is identified bj

Shri VK Chaudhari Advocate, Lucknow,

Addl Etandi

I have satisfied myself by examining the de ponent- ‘ﬁv
that she understands the contents of this affidavit Ahi&h
heve been read over and explained LO¢' FRARIICR ‘




¢ o S . B S
Before the Administrative Tribunal Circute Bench,

Lucknow

O.ANoe. 29 of 1989(L)

Ayodhya Prasad ese Petitioner

-

vexrsus

Dy.Director, Militry Fams,
Headquarter Central Command, -

Iucknow and anothers, ““so ODDDarties.

-

REJOINDER AFFIDAVIT TO THE COUNTER AFFIDAVIT

. FIPED BY THE OPPQOSITE PARTIES

| _ I, the deponent Aypdhya Prasad aped about
34 years son_of Sri Sant Lal Resident of Village
and Post Arjun Ganj, Lquno@’posted as Famhand

at Militry Fam Dehradoon do hereby solemnly

affim and state on oath as under :-

le That the deponent is applicant in the
above noted application as such he is well conver-

sant with the facts and circumstances of the case,



He has read the counter affidavit filed by the

opposite parties and understood the same as such

is giving parawise reply hereinunder &=

2. That‘the contents of para 1 and 2 of the

counter affidavit need no reply.

3. That the contents of para 3-A of the
Counter'%ffidavit are admiﬁted that the applicant
was permanently transferred from Militry Farm,
Lucknow to Militry Farm Dehradoon and he has.

joined his duty at Militry Farm Dehradoon on

24.2.1988.

4. That in reply the contents of para 3-B

of the counter affidavit it is submitted that

" cation the applicant was permenently transferred
from Militry Farm Lﬁcknow to Militry FarﬁDehradoon
on his own request/expenses after considering
his appeal as certéinvnotoriOUS persons had given
open threate of assaultand wurder of applicant in
the farm on; Lucknow, In pursuance to the said
order dated 16.2.1988 the petitioner had joined
his duties at Militry Farm Dehradoon on 24.2.1988,
However, after joining at Militry Farm Dehradoon
the respondent no. 2_on21.3.1988‘asSigned the

duties of Safaiwala to the applicant without

as stated in the para 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the appli~

o



S oo /Y/ S
4 the work and of the aonlicant.
/ RV
Feeling aggrieved by the aforesaidzgctian of the
~ e T oW

V
resn@ndent No. 2 the annlicant @a@ reQuested to ——
hin to give igg/assign the apnlicant duties of \Vd<ﬂ6%“¢£

wm&t%enn&nyk, vhich work he ves ‘doing ever since
of his initial annointment but the resnondent no.z
v A, G M
has refused to acsife the vork of wiing IBx the
applicaﬁt.wAgainst_y@é@thbe applicant moved an .
| application/representation to the respondent no.2
% for assigning the duties of written wvork to the
aprlicant . However, after receiving the represen-
ﬂéf\ tation of the applicant the reSpamdeﬁt no. 2
Pgssedﬂtqeﬁimpugged orderhqf traﬁsﬁer/ mqvement
in a mogt illggal_ahd_arb@trary manner and with
malafide iatention. It would be relevent to state
here that whea the anblicaﬁt ﬂas nosted at Luck@0u
he had_ requested for transfering him from Mllltry
Y Fclrm,_‘Luclmow to any other place becase of fear
V N of ggrder aﬂdrassaulﬁ as sugh he»was permanently
3 transferred on his own expenses from Militry-
Form Lucknow to Militry_FonmmDehradOQn. But. the
inpugned order dated 6th April 1988 has been
passed by the resnondent treating his transfer
as temporary while he was nermanently transferred.

If a person has been transferred on his own

‘exvenses then it can not be treated as temporary

transfer.

5e That in reply to the contents of para 4




cf the Gounter Affldavit the contents of para
1 to 4 of the app110at1¢n are reiterated to be

correcte.

6 Thot the contemts of para 5 of the
Coﬁntér‘Affidavit are wrong and incorrect and
as such the same are denied. and in reply the
contents of para 5-1 of the application are

reiterated to be correct.

e That in reply to the contents of para

6 of the Counter Affidavit para 5 (2) & (3)

of the application are reiterated to be correct.

8e 1m That in reply to the contents of para

7 of the counter affidavit does not cell for
any reply. However, the contgﬁts of para 5 (4)(5)
and‘(6) of the avplication are reiterated to be

correcte.

%e ~ That the contents of para 8 the counter
affidaVit are wl’cng and iﬁcar‘cect a-ad in reply
the co§tent§‘9f para 5 (7) of the application

are reiterated to be coreect.

10. That the contents of para 9 of the
counter affidavit ave wrong and incorrect and as
such the same are denied and in reply the con-

tents of nara 5 (8) of the annlicat*sn are .

reiterated to be correct. It is further submitbed



i
7,

that the abplicant was given the job of Safaiwal

In a illegal and arbitrary manner and with malafide

intentinn.

11; That the contents of para 10 of the
counter affidavit are“wiong and,incorrépt and
the same are denled and in reply the contents
of PaTa 5 (9) of the application are relterated
to be correct. It is further submitted that the

application was instructed to the job of Safaiwala.

12. That the contents of vara 11 of the
counter affidavit are wrong and ingcorrect and
the same are denied and in reply the contents of
para 5 (10) of the applicetion are ?eitergteg

to be corr-ect. It is fuither submitted that
impugned order dated 6th April, 1988 have been
vassed with malafide intention and in an

i11egal and arbitrary manner,

13 That the contents of vara 12 of the
eounpgr affidavit are wrong and ;acorreqt and
as such the same 8revdenied and in reply the ‘
contents of para 5 {11) of the avvlication are
reiterated to be correct,

M. = Thet in reply to the contents of para
lé of the.countep“affidayit_thg cpnten§§_'o§

para 5 { 12) of the applicating are reiterated

to be correct.



15, | That the contents of para 14 of the
cuunter afflﬂﬁVIt ﬂaed no ?enly. Hovever the
contents of para 5§ (13) aﬁd (14) of the avpli-

cation are relterated to be correct.

16 That in repvly to the contents of para
15 of the counter affidavit the contents of psra
5 (15) of the application are reiterated to be
correct. It is further submitted ‘that the abpli-

cant has not been Daid 11s salary since March,
- I VL W S
1988ﬁt11} date resulting in starvation ¢ the

« T . s
applioant; and his family in a most illegal and

arbitrary menner, If the applicant is compvelled *

to jo_:}.‘n _at Lt_;cl_;_now k}e x_«‘OU‘ld certainly be r;;urdered

of vhich fact the respondents are fully aware,

17. That in reply to the contents of vara 16
of the counter affidévit it is submitted that
relief sgught by the aprlicant under para?7(I) to
7 (IV) are just and Drooer and as such the some

-

should de allowed i the interest of 3ustice.

18. That in renly the contents of vara 17
of the counter affldaVit it is submltted that
the application should be allowed and avérd the

coste. |

19. That in reply the contents of para 18
of the counter affidavit the contents of ground



mentioned in the para 8 (1) to 8(7) are reitersted
to be correct and the application should be allowed

on thé%éround{/;emticned in this paragraphS.

20;_ That the contents of para 19 of the
coﬁnter affidavit are wrong and incorrect and
as such the same are denied. The facts, reasons
and grounds mentioned in the applicatinn, the
aprlication filed by the applicént is 1iable

to be allowed with cost upon the oprosite parties.

Lucknow
v
Dated 273

T, the deponent above named do hereby
S bodats DOV : hep
verify that the contents of paras 1 to ?§¥Q~—~' “

of this &ffidavit are trve to my own knowledge.

No_part_ofvit is false and nothing

‘material has been concealed so help me God.

.

Lucknow

e Y~
pated : Yo -8 (51(7




T identify the devsnent who has
signed before me.

A e—r
AN
A4

clerk

’ ‘ O . T oe—
Solemnly affirmed before me on 30 «%3'- Bat ﬂ»zb-AM/JzM/

by the deDonent sri Ayodhva Prasad, uho is 1deﬂtified

fédvocate, HighCmurt, Lucknow Bench, Lucknow.

have satisfied myself by examining the deponent
that he utlderstands the conteﬁts"ofVthis”affidavit

which has been zead over and explained by me.

K v
Rajiv Lochan Srivastas
OATH COMMISSIONEK

%?;/?gmg 258 8@




