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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW
Original Application No. 113 of 1989(L)

Misri Lal L ] * * ) L ] L ] L[] L ] - * . [ ] . [ ] L ] ® * - L] [ ] AppliCant
Versus

The Director,Postal(Accdunts);U.P.

and others . . « « + « « ¢« ¢« o ¢« ¢« o « &+ « « o Respondents
Hon'ble Mr. Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.

Hon'ble Mr. K. Obayya, Member (A)

( By Hon'ble Mr. Justice U.C.Srivastava,VC)

The applicant's name was sponsored by the employment

exchange for the engagement of daily rated Chaukidar in the
~ .whirch

‘office of the Director‘of Accounts(Postal)[is"at present

functioning in three different buildings in the city of
Lucknow. He was engaged as such on 6.3.13984, The applicantt
services were orally terminated on 3.6.1988 alongwith copy
of the order dated 19.4.1988, which was given to him. The
applicant filed the representation against the same , in,uéii
which it has been stated that he has been working for last
few years and yet his services have been orally terminated
and the termination order, according to him because of some
findings of mis-conduct behdnd his back to which he was not
associated.

2. According to the fespondents, the apﬁlicant did not
behave properly with the Supervisors while working and he
also not carried out his work'witﬁ full devotion and

loyalty for which he was warned verbally and in writing

but of no use. While he was entrusted to work és

Chowkidar allowed unéuthorised persons to enter the

premises of office with effect from 11.4.1988 to 13.4.1988,
which has caused nuisance in the office and disrupted the
work. For these lapses he was warned vide memo dated

Contd..2/-
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19.4.1988. While he was working as Chowkidar yet another

a office he closed the old record room at 5.30 P.M. which
. according to the respondents was @ne deliberately to
[ T . ]
humiliate the Accounts Officer/NSC who was inside lavatory

of the 014 record,and lock was opened by the appllcant on
T

his knocking the door, who was called for to explain as to

what was his intention in locking the office so early. The

i explanation was not found satisfactory as per enquiry

report, and he was fognd to be habitual of being absent

without permission when an exigency of work arose. He was

absent w.e.f. 25.4.1988 without any information and as he
‘ - was a daily rated Mazdoor am# his wdrk was found unsatisfa-

ctory, his services were thereafter terminated. The learned

” counsel for the applicant contended that it is because of

mis-conduct that his services have been terminated without

, 1
giving any enquiry. According to the applicant that because)

he has worked more than 120 days, of course he attained ?:‘
|

temporary status. The applicant was an employee of Postal

Department, but no provision has been brought to our notice,
|\> .
person. working after 120 days will become a temporary

| employee and against him no action can be taken. The

: applicant still continued to be daily rated Chowkidar and
h1sﬂp¢rfgnmanceﬁéné;wbrkuare‘fbund to be wholly unsatisfa-

ctory, the respondents have no option but to dispense with

the services . The post of Chowkldar is a very important

post and he must report confldentlally andﬂ must make effort
| to the

to report/employer and tbe employer st have. confidenCe -in

functlonlng and worklng suchléhaukldar.

Obviously, it was

Contd- .3/"'
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within the domain of the employer to- terminate the servicea
Because of his unsatisfacotry work and performance, his
services have bezen terminated. The applicant ka®. got no
causé.gf action for getting it. Accordingly, the application
is dismissed. The learned counsei contended that of course,
he has been performing duty, the respondents should have
allowed him to.continue in service. It is for the applicant
to approach the respondents requesting him to get another
chance if anot a chaukidar, then for any other post to which

he is found suitable. No order as to @oOsts. o
Me befYXﬁgz—”/// Vice-Chairman

Lucknow Dated: 3.2.1393

(RKA)
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. Application no. //3 of 1989 CL)
Misri Lal o ' ....Applicant
Versus
The Director Postal(Accounts)U.P.
, J . :
and others ... Respondents
A Index
A _ Pages
I. Yrit Petition _
5 ’ I-14
) ] ,
2. Impugned order of temination orally - /2
>4 - " given by Opp.Party no.2 on 3.6.1988
” and also order dt.I19.4.1988 passed
by the accounts Cfficer as contained
in Annexure-4.
3, Vakalatnama
5 " Postal order no. : dated . 1989
3.
A
N

.
_.___—-————-——--9—.—_-_—.-...,__..——....-..—_——_——.——————.———.——-—s..———-—

l%/g7u7 S (Qamrul Hasan)
' Advocate
Tuc..now dated: Counsel for the Applicant

May 22,1989




In the Central Administrative Tribunal Addl. Bench,

‘" Allahabad.
—e-—_.
_Circuit Bench at Lucknow.

h‘j; n - Between

]
|
LE

~Application No. >3 of 1989(2)

Hiskhri Lal aged about 36 years,

5/0 uhrl Ram Krishna Ial, C/o Shri V.K.

Y

Vemna, ﬁ-I920 RaJaJlsuram CLty, Lucknow

Distt. Lucknow. | .. .Applicant
Vs.
I-  The ulrectoT Postal \Account)
U.P. Circle, Lucknow,
2- The Account Officer, Rashtriya Bach“t Patr
o ohahna ’ 6fflce of the Director y Postal
Account Bran0ﬂ I9 way &okaley‘Marb, Lucknow,
3= Shri B.L. Deoban Accounts Officer, Qffice
‘ofthe Director Postal Account Branch I9

way Gokhley , iarg Lucknow. : .
’ © . ..Respondents,

Details of Apvnlication

&~ Particulars of the Applicant

(I) - Wame of the Applicant e Mishri Lal

St o

ot e s
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Qlﬂ cl'cffkf; |

o

II1)- 1Hame of father ...Shri Ram Krishna Lal

I)- Age ... 30 years

IV)~ Besignation and
*Partic&lars of Office ...Daily-Wages
 f - ‘ | Labourers
V)-  Office . ..hccounts Officer
Rashtriya Bachat Patra Shakha
. Branch Directorv?ostal Accoun

I19-way Gokhley Marg, Lucknow.

v...Shri Qamrul Hasan
(Advocate)

%49, Talab Gagni Shukl

VIj-  Address of service

of Notices

Lucknow,
}- Particulars of the Order I- 'The application is

. . . . . . o . i h
against which the application agaicst orel Terminatio

&

is made oraer dated 3rd June,

1988 give.. by opposite
&// .
party no.2f4e..
- Account Officer.
{I- Order dated 19/4/1988
~vpassed by Accounts Officer‘

Rashtriya Bachat Patra Shakha

Nature .

(a)  For gyashing impugned oral
Ll

order of Termination dated 3rd,

o

AN

June, 1988 and order dated 1G,/4/1988
(b)- For the issue oi Mandamus Respundents
no.I and 2 to allow the petitioner s

continue an his as daily wages lavourers.
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)~ That the instant application is directed against.
. \

3.

Jurisdiction of the Tribunal ]

The applicant declares that the

subject matter of the orders against

N

which he wants redréssed is within

.

the jurisdiction of the Addl, Bench,

Aliahabad, Circuit Bench, Lucknow.,

Limitation

The applicant further declares that

the application is with in the limitation

‘Prescribed in Section =21 of the Administrative

»

Tribunal Act. 1985,

Facts. of tne Case

the arbitrary, unjust and malafide order of

orsl Temination and action causing injury to

tiie applicant who is Scheduled Caste IVth class

g}

<

aily wases labourers. A true photostat copy

of the Caste Certificate is fiiled as Annexure-I

to this application.

b_(2)  That the academic qualification of the applicant

is High Scholl Faile: A true photostat copy

A -

of the Marksheet dated 27/6/I9%B is filed

herswith as Annexure-2 to this application.

\Q-(3) That the applicaants name was sponsored by the

b

employment exchange on 2/12/1933‘for selection
on 21/12/198% for the engagement of daily reted

labourers, A true photostat copy of the call

latver is filed as Annexure-> to thnis application.



'Q (9) . That subsequently the appli

4 . . . ]

b (49—  That in persuance of

.

appeired before the g

tie call ;etter, the applican:
election Committee and
the selecti ' .
I ection commij j
ittee on tih 1d ¢
_ 1 tie said gate fe
and
f« 43 P : o ) Pt
1T ©he applicant for the IVth class daily
. a J
.+ weted labourer. k
G
(5)- That in view O ‘e above tue applican:i was
| . ) u W
asked g join Aminabad Head Off
inasbsad God (VFES A 1Y
. ( , bad Head Office, Director
Posted ACCOuﬂt,theTe he joined on 6th March,

L. (0 £} - KRN et [ SR S TS S
b \o) That at the time of initial engagement of the
applicant, he was podid daily wages at the rate

of Re. 9/=80 which was subsequently reviseo

QL (7)= That thercafter tne applicant was entrusted.
the cuty with different of:iicers and sections

of %he Powtal Account.

§h (&) Thet it is worth while to mention tnat the
asplicant mostl, remained attached for about
two years to Director, Postal Accowrt, wino

found applicants work good and satisiactory.

1icant was posted

v - " % = . . — 1‘1 7\
a% Pogbal Account Branch Office, 19~ ¥%Wa

.

Gokhley Harg Luckuow 88 Snaukicer

| ' By s - & 8
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of Sri B.L.Devgan(0.P.no.3)

Y,

4-(12)

M g - e 1 L | :

That on II.4.1988,the applicant became the
victim of the said Officers as noted above who
hatched couspiracy against the applicant to take

away his services,

Lthat thus on the said date,the opp.party no.2

all of a sudden at about 5.30 p.m on Appkl II1,1988

. entered the bath room at the time when the

Kol v

o gt e
LA e

applicant was engaged in putting locks at the
-Hall of 01d Kecord Room and in putting off the
ele02{%8%§gg]ﬁeanwhile the appiicant heard a
voice/from the ingside and on this basis he
opened tue lock of the room/hall,The applicant
was astonished seeing the faceé‘pf the both
Officers present there.

Lhat on an enguiry and anger shown by
the opp.party no.3 Sri B.L.Devzan,the applicant
told him tnat when he wad chc\ec_king Bath roui
the opp.party no.2 and Sri M.P.Pandey,ssstt.
hccounts officer were wishpering.when the
applicant went to the otherside for putting

off electricity he did not know as to when

“‘the Officer entered the Bath room .

B—(IB) That on 19.4.I1988, taoe opp.party no.2served

an order upon the applicant with a warning
SRR -  bhet e

tnat Sri Mishri Lel);informed that he 1s

ineapable to do his duty rightly and according

to rules,if>in futare,any such mistake is

commitfe& then strict action will be taken

against him. A true photostat copy of the order

is filed as énnexure-4to this apulication.
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b (I4)- That a perusal of the aforesaid order as

contained in Anhexure-4 also indicates that

the ppposite party no. 2 also endorsed a copy‘
to Shri R.A.Sumra Deputy Director (Dock Lekha )
informghges him that the applicant is not

fully devoted to his duties, therefore, a

suitable sten may be teken for his replacement

change.

§.-. (15)- That the applicant aggrieved by the aforementioned
order made representation to 0.P. no.I on

11/5/68, A true copy of the reprpsentétion p

X&gpxﬁaxﬁgx&&xﬁk is Annexed as Annexure-5 to

this @pplica%ion.

9L(I6)— That despite the above faqts, one Shri SeHo
Abdi was made an enquiry officer who‘demanded
G rllen |
completes statement in writting from.thé appli-

cant on 30/5/88. A true photostat copy of

the same annexed as Annexure-6 to this applica-

tion .

é—(I?)— That the applicant in compliance‘of the order

( Ainnexure-6) gave written statement to the

said énquiry officer on 3i/5/88 saying that

én wrong and false chargeé, a conspiracy as
being hatched against tﬂe applicant in order
to mmrn away the applicant ffbm the office.

A %true photostat copy of the written statement

dated 31/5/88 is annexed as Annexure=7 to - -

this application.
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§L (I8)~- That immediately thereafter on 3.6.1988, when

the applicant attended the office the opp.

‘l

party;restrained the applitant from discharging
his duty and told that his services wereno
more required and the order dt. I9.4.1988 has

already pasced.

. | "lf: ’
9—(19)- That it is significant to note ﬁhatlthe‘Opp..
A ﬁ B ' party no. 2 by his order dt. I9.4.1988 had
14 | . given Warning to»a@plicant regarding pérformancé

of duty and had requested the Dy. Director

. . (Postal) Accounts for hig replacement due

to mnsatisfactory work.

.

That thus there was no exigency or
justification for the opp. party no. 2 to
\ orally temminate the services of the applicant,

4(20)- That from the order dt. 30.5.I1988 (Annexure-b)

issued by the Enquiry Ofricer'Sri;.S.R. Abdi,
it reveéls'that the department wanted to
con&uct disciplanayy enguiry rega?ding tie
a@leged incident otherwise the applicant

would not nave been recuired to give wrivhen

otatement to the effect as to why the applicsent

tocked Bath Room without any checking.

Q_(ZI)— That before terminating services of thg appl;—

cant, he must have been afforded ogportunity




é—(_22)-

ho( 23) -

§-(24)~

b 25)-

6}\k

"

Aalp ‘

to meet the charges of which he isjto be guilty

and supplied copy of Enquiry reprt to show cause,

before proposing punishment.

That the applicant could not know as to what

the Enquiry Ofiicer reporteu ageinst him and
whatever ﬁelconducte& the eﬁquiry conducted behind
the back of the applicant , which is vitiated.

Lo
That the opp. party no. 3 (Sri B.L.Devgan ) salely

acted at the behest of Sri M.P; Pandey, Assistant
Accounts Ofiicer who wanted to accommodate

his own man, nemly, Jitender in place of the
applicants who was engaged immediatelylafter
after applicants 6fal termination drder dt.
3.6.1988,‘though his name was not sphnsored

by the Employment Exchange , But after somé
tine, followihg persons, who were called through
Employment Exéhange, have been engaged &s

IVth class Daily réted earner on I4.5.I989.

I- ©Sri Surya Prakash Singh"

2- Sri Jaspal Singh

That in view of the above, the action of

'terminating applicant’y services by an oral

order is unjust, arbitrarj>ma1afid@,and against

- lw., It amounts %o colourable exercist of power.

That'the opp. parties have flouted tne G.O.

no. 420I4/7/86.-Estt. (SCT) d$.12.9.1986 by
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§-(26)-

- B-(27)-

b- (28)-

b (29)-

=l
which the Central Govi. has issued €lear
instructions that govit. servant snould desist
from any act of discrimination and officials

to SC/ST are not subjected to harassment

and gdiscrimination.

That the applicant's services couldnot beea

taken away by eral order of temrmination as he
has put in 4 years continuous services as
Daily rated earners. He has acquired 'temporary’

status in the postal department .

Phat it is settled law that even casual or
seasonal workmen who rendered continuous .
sérvice for one year.or more caiLiot be retren-
ched without complying requisite of the provi-
sion of Sec, 25-F of the Industrial Disputé

Act. It is unfair labour practice.

That on account of -ais good worik and conduct,
the Postal Authorities also granted bonus
Rs. 278/- for the year 1987-88. His work was

always appreciated by his superiors.

V

Thatgthe applicant on the basis of warning

was found that nhe was guilty of his blame

worthy act ana misconduct, adverse eatry

could be recorded in his character roll or
jmpEEEXEE opp. party no. 2 could impose

any minor penalty as given in para IT of

L

¢.G.5 (G.C.4) Rules.
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' ' ~é¥(30)- That the applicant has now become overage
after serving Postal Department for four years
and now his age is about 36 years, A truephotostat
copy of T.C. showing age is filed as Annexure-8.
5: ‘ o Detailg of Remgdies
Be - The applicant declares that he has availed of
= \"‘F . | v 4
the remedy aveailable to him,
A (I)- The applicant made representation dt. II.5.1988
o . to Director, PostalshAccounts , Aminabad,
| U.F. Circle, Lucknow {Annexure-5) and to
X ' ) S s 3 » ~ ‘ .
hccounts Officer dt. 3I.5.1988 vide Annexure-/ .
‘ 'é- Matter not previously filed or pending other court
The petitioner further declares that he has
~( ‘not previously filed any application, writ
S . petition or suit regarding the matter in respect
‘ ' 3 ‘ : R :
A ‘ - of which this present-<application has been
Y

A oy )
made beforeany court,other bench of the
Tribunal and nor any such application, writ

or guit is pending before any of them

B- R Reli_e'f “sought
That the applicant in view of the above prays
for the following reliefs;-

(a)-- Necessary orders may kindly be issued to
respondents to allow the applicant %o continue
on his post of IV class dailyy rated labourer

(chowkidar ) in the office of'opp. party no. 2

Y™
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alongwith otiier benefits, including consequen-

tial benefits etc.

(b)- To guash oral order of termination dt. 3.6.I988

A )=

il
}

given'by'opp. party no. 2 alongwith impugned

order dt. I19.4.I1988 (Annexure-5 ).

To declare the oral termination order given by
- opp. party no. 2 as illegal unconstitutional, N

bad in law, discriminatory, malafide and violative

of principle of natural justice.

G_ROUNDS \

Because there was no exigency or any occasion #
for the opp. party no. 2 to orally terminate
the services of the applicent on the ground

of misconduct or any disciplinary enguiry while
amyxaksekpkinaryxe by order dt. I19.4.1989

opp. party no. 2 had only requesteda to Dy.

Director Postal Accounts for his replacement

on warnings

Because the oral order of temmination and rest-

raining applicant from performinghis duty as

chowkidar by opp. party no. 2 is arbitrary,

malafide, discriminatory,bade in law, and violative

(c)-

of principle of natural justice.

Because Sri B.L.Devgan (opp. party now3). solely
acted at tue behest. of Sri M.P. Pandey,
Assistant Accounts Officer, who succeedeé@ in

. . s o - o Eaad TR -nde
gccomodating nis own mat, namely Sri Jitender
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and Jafper him Surya Prakash Singh and Jaspal

Singh were gerruited as dally rated earner,

- Because after putting § 4 years countinuous
services in the Postal Depariment, the applicant
acquired "tempor.ry" svatus wio ig liable to be

absOrbed in service.,

Because the applicent ig ey dnnocent and in order
to take awéy the applicant's services, an incident
isshown o have heppened .Qn 11.4$i988 at
5;30 in the offiée, ag Sri M.?.?andey had consp-
ired with Op?.p@ﬁty3’in order to involve him in
a false case go that in applicant's place his

man Jitendra may get service in Postal Department.

Because'there was no occassion for the opP.
party no. 2 to’orally terminate'petitibner‘s
services as earlier to it vide his order at.
19.4.,1958 (4~-4) the.opp. party no. 2 had issued
warning letter to applicant ana ﬁe~had also

endorsed a letterto Dy. Director Postal (Accounts)

for applicant's cuange and replacement Dy

another person/chowkidar.

Because there is clear violation of Rule I% of
Centaal Civileervices (Classificationﬁédntrol
& Appeal ) Rules according to which no order
ok imposing pehalities specified in clause (V)

to(iX)Abf Fule II shall be made except after

an inquiry is held under the .Act.
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(H)- Becéuse on the basis of an order by the enquiry
| officer Sri S.R. Abdi calling for written
statement from the apslicant tne authorities
were legally bound to conduct, kheExauinariikeEs
gﬁ;;;%agaikx disciplinary proceedings asainst
the applicént for alleged misconduct amé without
doing so and show cause, the services of the
applicant could not be orally terminated which
amount punishment ,and provisibns of &rticle 3II
of the Consti tution are attracted.
I) Because the opp.parties have acted against
a G.0 no.420I4/7/86-Tstt.(50T)d%.12.9.86 whereby
fiinistry of Personnel,Union of India has laid
% ' down tiat toe Goyt.servant’ should desist from.
any act of discriminstion and officials to
scheduled'caste'should not be subjected tov
harassment and discrimination.

‘o Iq— ' Interim order,if any prayed for pending
fi nal decision of tnis application,

The applicant may kindly be issued . :
interimboés directing tae opp.parties not to
give affect to the oral order of ﬁexminatiom
dt.3/6/1988 and not %o give effect to the order
dt.I§.4.I988 ag contained in Anﬁexure—4.

The respondents be directed to allow
tne apulicant To Vo¥k oﬁ.his post.of Chowkidaf,
being daily rated labourer by removing the

"1/fr person illegally engaged against his post.
o .
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IG- Lot applicable.

1?. particulars of Iadian nostal oxder 1nrespecﬁ of y
application feess A/J 2_1,/0575/4,, a?Laf/QAl/M
(I)Indian Postal Order no.«K dated/ AL R S)

(unssu.ed by [Ze Jéﬁy/k Cmﬁ‘z; ost Office ZKO
I3.I1ist of bocdgents |

Annexure-1
Annexa£;L2
Apnexure-3
Annexure=4
Annexure~5

Annexure-6
Annexure-T
Annexure-=-5

Ve rification

I,Misrilal,above-named,orally terminated

Chowkidar of Eirector Postal(dccounts)U.P., resident
of E—192O Bajaji Puram, 01Ly Lucknow,district Iucknow
do nereb3 verify that the contents of paras 17%65

Bl B 5 5C28), 5430, Presrd, [0, 12 0 5

LG 12 ax

D A e e S B A 08 TS D s R S (il S D S S A i P S A ) TR S R LR R T T L G AL TR L A

2%%215.2&%?.%&1&“72 teen U |
e e e e ——— are true to my
‘pelie £ and legal advice and I have not suppressed
any material facts., q;

Lucknw dated:. ‘ (:%%;CEI o7 /<

May 2544989 gnature of Applicant

(Qamrul Hasan)
» Advocate
To Counsel for the applicant
The Hegistrar,
Central Admin.strative Tribunal,
Addl.Bench,Allashabad.
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=4 i b0l MeNTTeL AWILILSTTa Ui VE LTL VULGL y Alus o DETLCLL,
- Mllaacsbad,Circuit Bench, -
ucknow. s
Application no. of 1989
Misri Lal ~ ...Applicant
Versus
Director Postal (Accounts)U.T. . .Respondents
and otiers
_Lndex
1 —
ol. 110, Yescription of documents Pages
—~ o I. ~Annexure-I(Photostat copy of Scnedule) 15
& -Caste '
2. ﬂunexure-Z A photostat copy of High School) 16
: School Marks sheets
3. Annexure-3(Call letter dt.2.12.83) . 17
4 Annexure-4 (Impugned order dt.I19.4.88) 18
annexed with petition.
5. Annexure-5(Revresentation to Director) 19-20
. ' Postal Accounts dt.11.5.88
"?( ' : 6.‘ &nnexure—b(Wrxuten statement demanded by) 21
j; » | - snquiry Oim_cef dt.30.5.88 -
o o ’ 7; ﬂnnexure-7kﬂepresentationgdt.31.b. 838) 22423%
ai\ - ' to 0.,P no.2
‘W?_ 8. Annexure-8(Photostat copy of Transfer) 24

Certifieate of ¥chool
shiowing age.

—_—-...—._———_—.—-——————-———-————-—-———-—.—————.——————_.—

(Qamrul Hasan)
_ advocate
May 24,1989 Counsel for the applicant

P
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0.A. NMO.ES of 1989(L)
113
T 2SS
. . do-129y
Mishri Lal .J. Bpplicant
| | —ve-

- Union of Indis and others -4 Opp, parties

'y
L COUNTER AFI{IDAVIT ON BEHALF OF OPP. PARTIES,
o . o L
o I, ) /—H»/JJ - aged abcmt S’éa
{ years A0 ag M /a /3,7/)/3,¢L4ﬂ /7/0/.;4&«14, [/
.F . A’CC/O"-(“"/S ey ,4&(‘\/\/\.;\/\]_ 070 /_
\ 1 at present posted afftﬁr@ctor of Accounts (Postal}
e “
up Circle, Lucknow do hereby soelmnly affirm and
| ‘stated as underi-
! cﬁq,v* | |
N N 1. " That the deponent has been authorised
<t

T - to file this counter affidavit on behalf of
_c,//<<\£> oprosite parties,

2. That thec!epodent has réad and under-~

& T

Y égézgjg/:ﬂ@L,,,stood the aﬁplicetionvand hax wmdex u s fully

conversant with the facts stated in the application

and he is in a position to give parawise comments

ié as hereinunder:

- That before giving parawise comments,
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(a) That the offige'of the Director of
Acécuﬁts(Fbstal) £$ at preseﬁt functioning in
three different“bdildings in Lucknow, Being

a centralised Postal Acéounts office for

* .
entire UP Circle persons on Daily wageds ere

also engaged for working of Sat‘regular
nature like watermen during suﬁmers or for
shifting of accummulated records from oné
branch to Record Section'etc.. Whénever
vacancies in regulér.Gf?'D' occﬁrvsuch vacancies are

£illed out of the59 daily waqers on m@rlt baszs

No service rules are applicable to daily rated mezdoor,

Yet they are expected to carry out their allotted
work upto the satisfaction of their supervisors
The applicant failed to come up to expeétionvby
his poor perférmance; Whenever a dialy wager is

recuired for a short period they are taken

from the local market and if the services are

réquired for § longer period 1ist of candigates
obtained from the locélremployment exchange and
such labourers known as CasualnLabourefs who are
engéged after judging their fitnessli The name of

the appllcant was forwarded by the local Fmploymer t




-

- o s
Yo | |

(b)- That the regular Group«D steff is covered
under cCs (Conduct) Rules or cacs(

5\ Temporary Service

| Rules. But the casual labourers are not covered

by CCS(Temporary) Service Rules, Their engagement

is subject to @oodcwork, good behaviour and sound
|
A | health and»they are paid wages at daily rates for
i the ?éys they are engaged, Being a large
F | establishment of about 80O employeces in various

i offices under the answering opr. party, the

. » J daily reted mazdoors are very often required to
a “

. be recruited for various purposes when the
Class-IV cadre are absent,The daily rated mazdoors
are engaged on daily bésig depending upon the

recuirements,The applicant was also engaged as

i and when required basis,
T et _
L A T ; :
| /////<E§§k, ' rated mazdoor to guard the bU11d1ng at ¢
P \! ; ; : -
i‘%Q%;E§? *';J;i9 Way Road, Lucknow where h1s work was fnund not
E T

!
)

: satisfactory. The applicant did not behave properly
|

in
j%g\_///ﬂlaﬁjj with the Sapervisors while workinq/the above place.

A
He slso not_c&rrled out his work with full devotion

 and loyalty for which he was warned.= Wer 411y

and in writing but of no use. While he was
entrusted towork as CRowkidar allowed une
autﬁoriseé persons’t@venter the premises

of office with effect from 11;04 88 to




e

4

113,4,88 which has caused nuisancé in

the office and disrupted the work. For

these lapses he was warned vide office

memo dated 19.4.88 to work properly in futuﬁe
otherwise he will not be engaged., While

he was working as Chowkidar at 19 ﬁay Road closed
the old record room on 114,88 at 520 pi,
—~ | | | deliberately. to humiliate the Accounts officer/
NSC who was inside ¢ iavétory of thé 01d
record, Accounts officer wés there in i;vgtory
o and lock was opened by the épplicént'on
f his knocking the door, the applicant was
célled» fot to4explaiﬁ as to what was his

in ) | | |
Y intentieq[locking the office so early. The

“1{ explanation given by the applicant vide his

p ‘;}"

reprasentation dated 11.5.88 was found

. o \‘;""\4,,«’» S | ' - ' i T
ey not satisfactory as per Fnquiry report.

(d) That the applicant was found to be

habitual ¢f being absent without permission

b when an exigency of work arose while working in
| N.S.C. section at 19, Way Road, Lucknow. It

: happened so that the applicant who was engaged
g against és’daily rayed mazdoor work as Chowkidar

on daily-rated mazdoor basis, was absent with

£
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with effébt‘from 25,4.1988 onwéfds without #
information, Accordingly being a daily ratdd
mazdoor he was not engaged subsequently for which
‘written orders are not required, The applicant
was engaged in place of Chowkidar §s no Grade-D
staff was available to msnage the work from the

existing strength of Group~B on that very day.

The applicant wa has made the application
(e? e app & has made the applicatio

with the Hon'ble CAT since he was daily rated mezdser
and the prescribed rules namely, the CCS{Conduct}

Rules and CCS(CCA) Rules etc. are not épplicéble to

him, No disciplinary action can be taken

égainst a déily ratéd mezdoor wunlike a regularly

2 !”f$m18pp°inted Government servant, The applicant has
)}h':"', A I ‘VA ~, v

&

Tiaviga 7

7

;/,wag§s’; No leaves etc. was granted to him and no

~

Egép pald wages for number of days he has worked paid
SO ' '

o

_._wages for the Swmdays & Holidays for which he was

7 e e
. -
L , et T
ii‘ﬁwk S

, not engéged,vwés paid to him., The épplicant is

not a Government servant and as such the Hon'nie

g%él_///ﬁbV{/f CAT has no jurisdiction to entertain such applications

Zin
R

f from the daily rated mszdoord who has been wid daily

' wages,

(£) The work and conduct of the applicant
~has been found to be'unsatisfactcry and as such no

‘such person can be further engaged as daily-rated

P>



o | | %
om
? | mazdoor in Government service,
(g) 'That the sppointment of regular Grouup P
: official is made also from amongst the daily |
rated mezdoor who have got gbod record of work
while engaged és daily reted mazdoor. The
appointment is made by the administration after
holding a DRC, The DEC recommends those cases
in which the daily rated mazdoors are upte the mark
and loyal to their work., Morecver, th—ceses of
pérsons like thg applicant do not fall Qithin the
purview of recommendation by the DFC in future
also, as this applicant has been fOtally found
unfit for the Government job and he dees‘not fulfill

,the conditions by remeining absent from work since

“3§a o
28, 4,1988,
3

That the contents of para 1 to 3 of

v the application are informatory and recuire no

;  comments., |
f%%i///azlazl> 87 That the contents of para 4(1) of the
applicsticn are incorrect as stated,ghenée_denied
and in reply it is submitted that the zpplicant
himself confirms he was a daily-rated mazdoor who
are engaged whenever there is casuel work,
Accbrdinglj the word 'term;nat%on orcder' is

irredbevent, Similarly Caste-certificote has no

&
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relevancy to the work of a daily rated mazdoor.
6y That in reply to the contents §f para
4(2) of tﬁe application it is submitted that the
educational cualification has no relevance with the

daily rated mazdoor as alleged,

7. That the contents of para 4(2)

y

of the application are not disputed.

8, 'That the contents of para 4(4) of the
applicationiar@ incorrect as stat@d'heﬁce denied
and in reply it is submitted that the daily rated
mazdoors are engaged on their physical fitness.
Question of call letter does not erise; Simply if
persons sponsored by Employment exchange are found

fit, they sre informed that they will be engaged

as and when the work is available on the daily rated

That the contents of para 4(5) of the
= , | _ -
s#dpplication are incorrect as stated, hence denied
and in reply the applicant was engaged as daily-

- rated mazdoor with effect from 6,2,84 for casual

work off and on intermittently.

10. That the contents of pars 4{6} of the
application mmrd are not diSputéd . Further it is
submitted that the wages at daily rate basis were

paid as prescribed by Government from time tc time.



w%f\’ S ' "!v - g>i{p

-Ge
11, That imxzs the contents of pars 4(7}

of the applicaticn are incorrect as stated hpnce
denied and in reply it is submitted that the
applicani was engaged for the casual work

oo whenever available
b »

124 That the contents of para 4(8) of the
3 application are incorrect as stated hence denied
and in reply it is submitted that the applicant

3 was engaged off and on, as daily rated mazdoor

: ﬁ only.
2 130 That the contents of para 4(9) of the
! applicetion sre incorrect as stated, hence denied )

and in reply it is submitted that the applicant

i m—

That the contents of para 4(10} & 4511)

; % f the applicatlon are incorrect and baseless

hence denied)

V~fd 155 That in reply to the contents of parag (12
of the application it is submitted that the applie-
- cant # locked the old record-room deliberately
i knowing well that the Accounts officer/NSC was

inside the lavatory just to humiliate him, This

was done in connivance of the mischievous



o . py

other staff,

| 16, That the contents of para 4(13}

of the application are admitted to the edtent

that the warning was given so that he may improve

himself.

That the contents of pars 4(14) of

tie application are incorrect as stated hence dended

- and in reply it is submitted that the copy of the
| warning was forwarded to $hei =S Sumrs, Deputy
N o Director as he was overall incharge of the NSC
. |L i = am :
i E Branch,
- |
{ ﬁ 18, That the contents of para 4(15} 8 (16)
“ i
b
‘ j of the application need no comments,
A i
; o~ o ’WL
o 0 C19, That the contents of para 4(17) of

ngggééiii:%ﬁz the épplicétion ére incorrect as stated, hence

. denlpd and in reply it is submitted that the applie
""«; ~ " \...‘_;

-
w - -
7 L apit o v

1 cant was found involved with the mi%ch1@VlOU$ staff

. te creste disturbance in the office.
)
|

Jzéi-//ﬁzv/ié That the contents of para 4(18) of

the applicatlon are incorrect as stated, honce

| denied, and in reply it is submitted thatthe
j |

1

applicent absented himself after 25.4,88

and subsequently, he was not engaged due to nom-

availability of work.



<

«10m
21/ That the contents of para 4(zgix (19)
E of the are incorrect as éliégeo_and which are

only imaginary.

i 22, Tﬁat the contents of para 4(25) of the
application are incorrect as stated, hence denied
g | and in reply it is submitted that the daily rated
| mazdoors not covered wnder disciplinary rules,
o | fact is thet the incident dated 11,4.88 in which
the applicant while working as daily rated mazdoér
N | | closed Qld record rcom/NSC before fhe closing

1 time besides was enquired into to know the facts.

23, That the contents of para 4(21) of
the application are incorrect as stated, hence

\ .. denied, and in reply it is submitted that the terms

L)
ara

_fﬁgg:‘/ 3 “%ﬁf services used by the applicant is not correct.
(r i . N ‘

ﬁ€§was simply a daily rated mazdoor for casual work.-

.jﬁe non-engagement was due to the applicant's

non=coming to the office after 25.4.88

and subsequently due to non-availability of work.

/ﬂ | 24; That the contents of para 4(22) of the
/72\d/»¢ajj5

| application need no reply being irrelevant,

| ] 23
25, That the contents of para 4(24) of the

application are incorrect as stated hence denied .



 =11-
26, That the contents of para 4(24} of tte
application are incorrect as stated, henée denied5
and in reply it is submitted that a déily rated wam
mazdoor the applicant was not engaged subsequently
questién of termination of sérvicés does not arise

in the instant case.

27, That the contents of para 4 4(25)

o | of the éppiicétion are incorrect and in replyﬁif is
submitted that orders reiating to EC/S% ;re strictly
followed in the office, | |

28, That the contents of para 4(26} of the
apptication are incorrect as alleged hénce denied ad
in reply it is submitted that the applicant was not
engégéd continously for four years ss stated
xgx)him; Further it is stated that there is no

prevision that a daily rated mazdoor acouires statis

A of a temporary Government servant by virtue of his ¥
R T

T et Ly
it TP

{ work for centinuous four years as daily rated
| mazdoor.
£241\_/ﬂ¢, 29, That the contents of para 4(27) of the
| bijj applicafion are incorrect és stateé, hence denied
and in reply it is submitted that the applicant
is also not covered under-industrial dispute Act

as Postal Department is not an Industry;

30, That the contents of para 4(28] of the

application are incorrect as stated hence denied



| ~ and in reply it %dx is submitted that payment
of Bonus to daily rated mazdoor is not based on

their good and satisfactory work. As a matter of fact,

a daily rated mazdoor is entitled to bonus if le

was engaged during particular yéar;

i
‘xa@% i 29
f

3l. That the contents of para 4(8@} of the

W

§ | épplicétion are incorrect ;és stéted;'hehce denied

and in reply it is submitied that daily rated mezdoors

are not coversd under CCS Rules and accordingly,

N, no character rolls are maintained for daily rated
o ,
| ? mazdoors.
| 32 That the contents of para #f3% 4(30

| : =y __—
' of the application are incorrect as stated, hence dend

denied and in reply it is submitted that the applicant
‘*~jf' | " was not in service of the dépértmenﬁ. He was en-
gaged from time to time merely as daily rated

4 . .
mazdoor whenever work was available.
" ‘

;»N?“-33$3* ' Thet the contents of paré 5 of the

]:' : ' épplicétion are irrelevént as such need no omment,

That the contents of para 6 of the

application need no replys

35, That the contents of para 7(a} of the
application are incorrect as stated, hence denied and
in reply it is submitted that the daily rated mazdoors

are engéged on availability of work.
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36, That the contents of para,7(biﬁof“tée

application ars inqqrrebt'és Stéted,'héncé denied and

-

in reply it is submitted that the question of terminathon

order is irrelevant in the instant case as he was only

3 daily rated mazdnor and was engaged off and on for

casual work,

374 That the contents of para 8(A} of the appli-

‘ cation afe incorrect as stéted, ﬁenée:denied and

in reply it is submitted that the qwstion of
términétion of'sérviéé does not arise in the instant
case as he was simply a déily rated mazdoor.

4
i

. 38)

+

That the contents of pare 8(B} of the
| application are incorrect as stated;‘héncé denied

.and in reply it is submitted that the applicant

1

}absentéd himself after 25,4.88 and subsegnently

_tde fm this para are totally béseleSs and irrelevant.

///;;;k;7;}//¢heré was no work for his engagement, and allegations

1

ég; . That the contents of Péré 8{c) of the

application are incorrect and imaginary, hence denied,

40, Thet the contents of para 8(Dj of the

aﬁblication are incdrrect as stéted; hence deni ed
ané in rep1y it is submitted that the applicant was not

engaged continuously for four years , further there

. is no prévisionvfor temporary status relating to

)_daiiy rated mazdoors as éllegéd by the épplicantQ
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41,  That the contents of para 8(E} , (F},

(GY, (H) & (I} of the application ére incorrect

as él%eged%in view of the facts stated above,

P hence denied.

| 42f "That in reply to the contents of péra 9
‘A¢» ‘ of the application it is submitted that this is not
. i ' case of termination of service as alleged but the
“”Tf g apglicant was only engaged on a daily fated
basis as mazdoor for casual work as and when

o required.

43, That the reliefs sought by the applicant

are not tenable in the eyes of law,

44 " That in view of the facts and cir-
cumsténces stated in thé.fgrégoing parégraphs,
-5, ‘the application filed by the applicant is liable

”ﬁ‘to he dismissed with cost against the épplicént.

. 'v% \,\ e i “,»i . @ﬁ/%
R | Deponent,

Lucknow

——

‘ Dated:\%\fv Raxgk 1990,

| . Verification,

X@Z\//J@/Nij | I, the above named deponent do hereby

' yverify that the contents of para 1 & 2 of the

. affidavit are true to my personal knowledge and

those of para 3 to 42 of this affidavit

—



~15=
believed by me to be true on the basis of
the'informétion géthered and official records and

those of pe contents of paras 43 and 44 are also to be

true on the basis of legal advice.

A

Deponent,

Lucknow,

dated: Q) %\eto
v‘_——-—/ -
I identify the deponent who has signed

before me is the same person, who is personally known

to we,

- (VK Chaudhari)

Addl Standing Counsel for Cantral Govt
(Counsel for Opp. parties)
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' Before the Hon'ble Central Administrative Tribunal,

-Lucknow_Bench, Lucknow.
Rejoinder to the Counter Affidavit

7 0.4, No.113 of 1989 (L) -

Miedt Il ++-Applicant

- R

- Union of India & Others '..,Opp. Parties

i I, Misri lal, aged about 40
yéars,isfé sri Ram Krishna Ial, r/o
17/847 Near Munshi Pulia , Indira Nagar
Bu;know, do hereby sqlemnly affim

‘and state on oath ds under;-

o~
—

Tl , "' That the deponent is the applicant.-

. in the u present pétition and is fully conversant with

the facts deposed to below,

2= , That the deponent bas been read over
the cohtents of the'éounter affidavit and he has

understood the same.,

S Bem " ‘phat paras 1 and 2 of the counter

affidavit do not call for any reply.

4~ - That as to allegations contained

in sub para (B) of para 3 of the counter affidavit

tie deponent states that Be was engaged and nis L



be o ] ]
cause services of IVtp class employees were required

at | t
tpe relevent t;me by the Department, It is tb be

S noted that the ne was not engagéd in g leéve arrangemént
1 | or'in Place of any IVth clagg employee,
oo " ?hat the allegatidns made in sub-para
’KC)'of para 3 o£ the counter affidavit are deniedbeing

wrong, false and frivolous , That it is quite incorrect-
that the deponent did not become properly, with full
devotion, and loyalfty for which he is said to have

“- been warned, He was never given.-any warning or any

a,eablanation-wag,called for by Superior Officer before

'his termination on 11-4-88/25=4-88 . The vague
' -allegation has been made aééinst the déponent that Ao~

"—as ‘u Chaidkidar allowed unauthori%fds persons to enter
“the premises wno is alleged to have caused m nuisance

in the office., After tme incident 6f 11-4-88 , the
~ 'deponent was issued office Memo dt. 19-4-88 vide

- hAdéXure-4 to tne application and from the reading

- of “bii Annéxare =4 it will show the opp. party no, 2

1~ 'mude an endorsement to Deputy Director tnatz a suitable
step may be taken for nis replécement/change& toe
deponent has fully explained as to how he nad put

a lock on Bathroom on 11-4-88 . Hé bhas explained

that tnerefwas no intention to huﬁiliate the Accounts
Officer but it was nappened due to tpe pre-planning

6f the opp. party no. 2and 5 .
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3.

it is incorrect to state that the deponent was
habitual of the being absent without permission.
There is no such documentry evidence on record and

opp. parties are put to striet proof. It is quiteful
wrong snd false that the deponent was found absent

on 25-4-88, In fact the deponent after the alleged
incident procéeded.qn leave from 13-4-88 to 18-4-88
and from 19-4-88 to 24-4-88 . It may be stated that
when the deponent'visited'the HéadYOffice Amknabad
wue Gare Taker as well as Lekns Adnikari, told uim

tuat he should not come on duty untill and unless

- -orders were not received from higher autnorities .

Iv is again submitted tnat names were called for
from Employment Exchange as services of Class IVtn

were needed by the dzpmuexk department . It is
- .denied thatv no grade 'D' svaff was available to

- mupager the xxsx work.

C - | ' That the allegations of sub-para(e)

- of para 3 of the counter affidavit are denied that

the applicant is not a Govt. Servant disciplinary
action could be teken against nim. Aé a matter of
fact deponent servicesvnave been taken away by
oral orders of termination given on 25=4-88 nof

on tie ground of habitual abseat from duty. It
may be stated that no'direct appointments for.
Class IVth are made by the department out they
ére reéruited througi Employment Excnange as

daily wages. TIhe deponent acquired x"temporary
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status" as he nas put in continious four years
servicé.

8- | Toat the contents of sub-para (f)
and (g) of para 3 of.counter affidavit are denied
in‘view of the assertions made in the preceding
paragrapﬂs‘. In fact oue Sri S.R.Abdi was made on
Enquiry Officér,_who demacded written explanation
frém tné deponent on 30-5-88 vide,Annexure-G to the
application and tnen deponents services ﬁere abruptly
taken away without qonducting enquiry and without
complaance mppraxi of provision of Art. 311(2) of

the Constitution of India.

9= ~ That para 4 of the counter

affidavit needs no reply.

3

10~ , * That in reply to para 5 of the
counter gffidavit,'it is stated thai the services
of the applicant have been orally terminated on the
besis of alleged misconduct . No reservation qubta
rule has been followed in respect of S.C./S.T.

candidates.,:

1l- That the contents of the para 6

of the counter afiidavit are denied and those are

para 4)2) of the application are reiterated.

12- ~ That para 7 of the counter
aftfidavit needs no repiy.
13- Phat the contents of para 8 of the

counter affidavit are denied and tnose of para 4(4)
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of the application are yeiterated to be correct.

The vague allegatlmns nas been made that if persoas
: (f{ : CMM, owd%%—’

sponsore %E Lxchanﬁe ﬂmy&vymanh they are informed.
14~ N ~ That the contents of para 9 of tne
counter affidavit are denied and tnose of para 4 (5)

of tine application are reiterateda to be correct ,

1y~ ~ That tae contents or paras lo, 1ll, 12
and 13 of the couﬁter arfidavit are incofrect and

the correct facts are stated iu paras 4 (6),4 (7) and

4 (9)‘of‘tne application . The deponent was engaged

thfough Employment Exchange after selection.

lé— - That the contents 6f the para 14

of the counter affidavit are denied and those of .
paras.4 (10) and 4(11) of the application which
containsmmalafide ;llegation against opp. party no.. 3,

are reiterated to be correct.

lij- ‘ Thaf the contents of the para 15 of
the counter affidévit_are.denied and those of paras
4(12)vof‘the applicétion are_reiterated. It is quite
iﬁcorrect to say that the deponent deleborately locked
old record room with the_conn&viance of mischievious
persons.

18; _ __That in”reply to para 16 and 17

of the counter affiaavit it iéAincorrect to state

that Warning was given so vhat he gay improve himselil,

"It may be stated that in para 5(20) of application
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it has already been stated thatf Sri R S.R. Abidi

wanted to conduct disciplinary enquiry and that is

why he had directed the deponent to give his written
statement to the effect as to why the‘applicant

locked Both Room without checking. It was not a warning
bud dué'toialleged misconduct he wanféd to condact this

departmental enquiry against him,

9. ‘ That para 18 of the counter affidavit
needs no reply.

20. That the contents of para.lg of the |
counter éffidavif,cmntains contradiqtory statement
to paras 20 and 22 of the counter affidavit. In para
20, it has been contended on behalf of the opp.

party that the deponent abgented himsilf after 24-4-88
and he was not engaged for non ¥ax availability of

work. Whereas in para 22 of the counter affidavit,
it has been gk said that incident occurred on ll-4-83

due to closing of @ld record rooi. -

21~ That the contents of paragraéns_
20, 2l,& 22 , 23 aﬁd,24 of the counter affidavit are
denied in view of the assertions made in the earlier
paragraphs . The deponent was not causual worker
but he has putéin 4 years continudhgs service as IVth

class employee on the basis of selsction,
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5 - 22- That the contents of paragrapus
?_' P 25 and 26 of counter affidavit are denied and those
of pares 4 (23) and & 4 (24) of the application are

o reiterated to be correct. :

25~ | That the contents of paragrapa
27 of the counter affidavit are not correct and
tne correct facts are stated in para 4(25) of the

application .

24~ o That in reply to para 28 of

the counter affidavit , it is stated toat it is 45/////
5 f altogether wrong that ne was not engaged anq/put%in%,

! B contlnnouslyzi/;gars servicevxnas acqulred " Temporary

Status " as He,never restrained £ rom wozk.

25- ~ That the contents of parus 29
/L~ f and 30 of tne counter affidavif are denied and those-—
N : of paras 4-27 and 4~28 of tue application are reite-

rated to be correct,

26= | | ) That in reply to para 31 of

tue counter affidavit,‘it is stated that tne.major
éunisnmehtsef termination of services can not be given
to any Govt, empléjee‘witnout applying the provisions

of Arvicle 311 (2) of the Constitution.

27~ o " That the contents of paras

| 32 and 33 of the counter affidavit are denied and
Elcﬂg | e those of paras 4-30 and para > of the application
T o *

are reiterated to be correct.
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28, . That tne contents of para 34 of

the counter affidavit needs no reply.

29, ~ That tae contents of parss 35
and 36 of the counter afiidavit are denied and those
of para 7(A) and Y(B) afid C of the application are

reiterated to be correct,

S0, _,‘__  Lhat the contents of paragraphs
37 and 38 of tne_counfer afiidavit are denied being
wrong and false on the ground that oral order of
termihatio@_nas been given on 25-4-88 due to tae
allegedvmigcondﬁét 6f llf4-88 and it is a false stave-

ment that the déponent.absented himgelf after 25-4-85 ,

51— o "' That the contents of paras39y 40
© the B .
and 41 of/counter affidavit are admitted to be coriect.

The writ petition contains good grounds and there is %

clear evidence that deponents service nave been takeéjr

in an arbitrary manner by the opp. party no. 2 on

the basis of a conspiracy hatched by Sri B.L. Devgun

4

(opp. party no. 3 ) who wanted to engage on Jitendra

the opp. parties no. 2 and 3 cooked up false story
against the deponent, '

52 That taoe contents of paras 42,

4% and 45 of the counter arfidavit are denied .



| 9.
The correct position uas been explaingd above.
J o o
- Lucknow & Dated Deponent.

July,|q , 1992
ERIFICATION

| I, the apove nemed Misri Lel, do hereby
I 2 QCQf. .J .{0 //‘

at tne contents of paraseiivs . s

/ verify th
[ . 2'
‘ oo.[?oo:f:o{cy/ ....?D.-.%Z?J....g:...are Jﬂm true tO
i %oq;lo"o’)o/yo%

,y/ !
, ‘ ny personal knowledge, those 01 paras.

es 0o Jeoooé./oo.—.o-ooo;o
v iesevesesssare based on legal advice and nothing

0...0..0.00.....0..0.0..

LI

; nas been suppressed.

Tacknow $ Dated , .
o Deponent.

| | Juy,lq 1992 -
I identify the deponent Xz

who has signed beiore me.

kﬁxé%ﬁia
X

X
( Qamrul Hasan )

\\ |
| Advocate

Counsel for the applicant
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VAKALATHAMA (o8
In the Hon’blemcature at Allahabad. .

At
Lucknow Bench

M “S/“l /\/V M PIﬁ./Applt./Petitioner/Complainant .
m Verses '
CJ’)’\/\G‘V\} s S0 ) f‘%@ .U\L'm coer.eo.Defent. /Respt /Accused

KNOW ALL to whom these prese pshall come that |/We L TR

the above-named.... 5‘f)¥3

Shri V. K. CHAUDHARI, AdVoCate, .i..ccceeireimiiieies coieriimieteeerosiencasecesnnnes feeeas
tieveveianineesnes.High Court, Lucknow Bnnch ' .

(heremafter called the advocate/s) to be my/our Advocate in the above-noted case and
authorised him :— , | ‘ .

~

cevestisveeieseeanass.d0 hereby appoint

~ To act, appear and plead in the above-noted case in this Court or in any other Court Y
in which the same may be tried or hea:d and also in _the apoellate Court including High Court
subject to payment of fees saparately for each Court by me/us.

To sign, file, verify and present pleadings, appeals. cross-objections or petitions for
executions, review, revision, withdrawal, ‘compromise or other petitions or affidavits or other
documents as may be deemed necsssary or proper for the prosscution of the said casa in all
its stages. ' '

To file and take back documépts. to admit &/or deny the documents of opposite’
partys. ' '

To withdraw or compromise the said case or submit to arbitration any differences

or disputes that may arise touching or in any manner relating to the said case.
To take execution proceedings. ' ‘5-;3_.,_._,. » -
To deposnt, draw and recsive moneys cheques, cash and grant receipts thereof and

to do all ether acts and things which may be necessary to be done for the progress and in.the

course of the prosecution of the said cause,

To appoint and instruct any other Legal Practmoner authorising him to exercise the
_power and authority/hereby conferred upon the Advocate whenever he may think fit to do so
& to sign the power of attornoy on our behalf.

And !|/we the undersigned do hereby agree to ratify and confirm all acts done by the
Advocate or his subsutute in the matter as my/our own acts, as if done by me/us to all
hearings & will inform the Advocate for appearances when the case is called.

And I/we undersigned do hereby agree not .to hold the advocate or his substitute
responsuble for the result of the said case. The adjournment costs whenever ordsred by the
Court shall be of the Advocate which he shall receive and retain for himself.

And I/we the undersigned do hereby agree thatin the event of the whole or part of
the fee agreed by me/us to be paid to the advocate remaining unpaid he shall be entitled to
withdraw from the prosecution of the said case untill the same is paid up. The fee settled
is only for the above case and above Court |/we hereby agree that once the fees is paid. l/wé
will not be entitled for the refund of the same in any case whatsoever.

IN - WITNESS WHEREQF 1/we do hereunto set my/dur hand to these presents the
contents of which have been understood by mefus on this... .ﬁ;,._......day of..é(.... ......192‘/7

Accepted subject to the terms of fees. . Client - " Client
/ )
Advocate ( SR.A b )

Accounts Officet
(“q——vrf T \}




