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UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
It is unfortunate that though Original Gvil Suit

filed by t he pr esent r espondent No. 1 seens to be pendi ng
bef ore t he Cvil Court, petitioner herein has filed an
i nmproper af fidavit on 14. 3. 2012 stating t hat notice upon
respondent Nos.1 to 4 is served by himthrough dasti node.
Unfortunately, on verification of confirmation of notice upon
t he respondent s, it has been f ound t hat at | east for
respondent No.4, there is an endorsenent bel ow the notice that
respondent No.4 has |eft the Organization | ong back. Such
endorsenent is done by sone officers of the HDFC Bank
I tem No. 27 -2-
Petitioner is also ex-officer of the same HDFC Bank. It is
disturbing to note that even there is specific endorsenent
t hat notice has not been served upon r espondent No. 4,
petitioner has an audacity to say on oath t hat he has
confirned service on r espondent No. 4. Petitioner stil
compel s t he Court to bel i eve t hat notice upon al | t he

respondents are properly served. On disclosure of such fact

now | earned counsel for the petitioner says that they have

di scl osed all the details of Trial

Court al so and they would



like to confirmservice through Trial Court also. They want

sone nore tinme to confirmservice
Sane is the situation so far as respondent No. 1,
namel vy, Shri Gur char an Si ngh in SLP( O No. 15636/ 2011
concer ned. It seens t hat t hough he is not residing
Ludhi ana and there is an endorsenent bel ow the notice that he
is residing at Anritsar, petitioner has an audacity to say on
oath that they have confirmed service on himalso
Sane is the situation so far as respondent No.1l in
SLP(C) No. 15636/ 2011, nanely, Sukhvinder Singh is concerned.
It seenms that notice has not been properly served, there is no
endor senent regardi ng acceptance of notice probably what is

endorsed is that notice is required to be served at Ludhi ana.

Item No. 27 - 3-

Though it is mandatory to file translation of all
docunent s, petitioner has fail ed to file transl ati on of

endor senent bel ow such notice, rubber stanps are al so not

legible it seens that it is by the HDFC Bank and not by the

Gvil Court. Ther ef or e, it is difficult to del ay such

endor senent .
In fact the affidavit of service dated 13.3.2012
filed by the petitioner on record on 14.3.2012 states that he
had personally visited to serve dasti notice on respondents
and receipt of stanp dasti service is enclosed and that the
service on respondent Nos.1 to 4 is, thus, now conpl ete. Thi s
is a false statenent on oath and it certainly requires to be
taken up seriously. This fact shall be placed before the
Hon’ bl e Judge in Chanbers, if matter is listed before the
Hon’ bl e Judge i n Chanbers on any such issue or even before the
Hon’ bl e Court, when matter is listed for final hearing.
If petitioner fails to take appropriate steps to
confirmservice upon the unserved respondent by appropriate
node or fails to file pr oper pr oof of service bef ore

11.5.2012, list before the Hon' bl e Judge in Chanbers for non-

at



prosecuti on, di scl osi ng about t he details to t he Chamber
Judge.
(S.G SHAH)
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