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JUDGMENT

1. At the outset, it is noted that both petitions arise from overlapping
causes of action and involve common issues. Accordingly, it is considered
appropriate to hear and adjudicate both petitions together.

2. In W.P. (C) 10990 of 2025, the petitioner has prayed as under —

“a) Issue a writ of 'quo warranto' calling upon Respondent No.2 to
show under what authority she claims to represent Raj Vidya Kender
in legal proceedings including CS (OS) 470/2019, despite the absence
of a valid resolution or governing body authorization;

b) Direct Respondent No.l, the Bar Council of Delhi, to initiate
proceedings under 'Section 35 of the Advocates Act, 1961' against
Respondent No.2 for professional misconduct;”

3. In W.P. (C) 13444/2025, the petitioner has prayed as under —

a) Izsue a writ of ‘gua warranto’ calling upon Respondent No.2 to show
under what authority Respondent Ma. 2 to 6 claims to represent Raj Vidya
Kender in legal proceedings including C§ [O5) 470/2019, despite the

absence of a valid resolution or governing body authorization;

(v]] Direct Respondent Mo, 1, the Bar Council of Delhi, to initiate proceedings
under “Secticn 35 of the Advacates Act, 19617 against Respondent Mo.2

far professional misconduct;

4. The petitioner has approached this Court asserting that he is
associated with the affairs of Raj Vidya Kender (RVK), a society registered
under the Societies Registration Act, 1860, formerly known as the Divine
United Organization (DUO).

5. It is submitted that the background of the present petitions traces back
to events of 07.05.2015, when an email purportedly sent from RVK’s
official ID levelled allegations of embezzlement of ¥550.30 crores against

one Deepak Raj Bhandari. It is submitted that this communication was
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widely circulated among the members of RVK, causing considerable
confusion and concern. However, on the same date, another email from the
same official ID clarified that the earlier message was the result of a hacking
incident and that an unknown individual had obtained unauthorized access
to the society’s official email account. It is submitted that on 08.05.2015,
RVK circulated yet another email assuring its members that an internal
inquiry had been initiated and that appropriate action would be taken against
the persons responsible for disseminating fraudulent communications.

6. It is submitted that thereafter, RVK (as plaintiff no. 1) and Mr.
Deepak Raj Bhandari, a Nepalese national (as plaintiff no. 2), instituted CS
(OS) 470/2019 before this Court against the petitioner. The petitioner
emphasises that the record in CS (OS) 470/2019 reveals multiple
irregularities and procedural lapses, including the absence of valid
authorization and misleading representations, in the initiation and
prosecution of the suit.

7. The petitioner asserts that RVK is presently being run by an unelected
and unauthorized body. Consequently, any litigation purportedly instituted
in the name of RVK, including CS (OS) 470/2019, is without legal
authority, as no resolution passed by a duly elected governing body exists
authorizing the institution of such proceedings.

8. In support of these assertions, the petitioner places reliance on the RTI
replies dated 27.09.2023 and 20.11.2023 issued by the concerned Registrar
of Societies.

9. The petitioner further contends that the Registrar of Societies, through
a communication dated 27.05.2024, has admitted that Raj Vidya Kendra is a

defunct society and has indicated that the Registrar of Societies functions
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merely as the registering authority and that a serious error had occurred in
recording the name of a non-existent person in the society’s records. It is,
however, noticed that the petitioner has not enclosed this communication
with the present petitions. The said letter is annexed as Annexure P-2 in
W.P.(C) No. 13723/2025, also instituted by the petitioner against RVK,
which is also being disposed of vide judgment of even date.

10.  The letter dated 27.05.2024, annexed as Annexure P-2 in W.P.(C)
No. 13723/2025, is reproduced as under -

- oy
=1} ¥

GOVERMMENT OF WL OF DELIN =
_ REGIFTRAR (FIRMS & SOCTRTIRS VS B M (HG)
.,'E BLEL. BOAD, SARET, MW DELLC
F.Ma ROGSEMIHC a0z e Datod: 25— o -1~
]
Tax, ]

el a

._,r"ﬂ-s:rm Prakash Ravidas,
202, e RAkan Mivas,
Appre. Defense Caobarmy, SalnlBgpur,
.. Secundsrabad, Telangaie S1are-S00ams.
Phing Mo, 912 1EF 1580,

Subi- 'mplementation of the order passed by Hon'hle High Court of tha Seate of
Telangana fn WP BERS af 2024,

air,

witth refercnce to wour bztber Oy, Mo lES77 dated 1605, 2024, s ths aBiove
citad sulact, I bhis regerd, the Hon'bBle Hiph Court has directed to consbder the
potidanar's reprasantallong and take nesmssry sction in sccordence with Lae,

Thi applicatiens dated 10.00.3123, 2E00,2033 and AEO9I0RY veers
recelued In this offlce wherein same disputcs rogardng Interngl affals of tha
Sod oty wers ralsod.

liv This reggand, it ﬁ (L1 ||r-|'l.'l|rl| e Lhart i [Fepialiar tﬂwtlﬁa Tia-pasiar
1o Interfere §n the intermal allidry, of o regsierad sociely gy e,r'u.q Bie hens wagy
regulasity powers. The section 13 of tha Sodaty Eegistragan Act, 1 BGE arovides
in the eyvent of any dispute srsing amang the =sld povemning body e the
meambens af the society, e adjustresnt ol jte affalrz shal Be #&@Fafed 1o the
prirdnal court af criginal chll Jursdiction of the district i which the chief bullding
of the saciety |s situated :.u.n-:l the caurt shall make such order in the matter as it
shall decrm mmtr_":

s
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ZzE

Further, Hus Hon 8 Figh Cemrt of ThaThi wide deslalon dodezl 12,04, 2002 §iy

" the Muctee Sapeeme Coyit Bar Asseintion (Repd) Vs The Repiaimr af Sy &

Cira, WP (O} 32602000 had verdibed “The: Al dizs ool weal any contnal gr

Auperdiaey of disciplinary powsT of jusisdicicn n the Bogistar of Socistiss to

take aition aguinst & soodvty reglstsced mmder the Socdsty Pegisration Ao, 1860

ared the digrores In relation 0 o seciedy fepianered uoder e Aot woald ecasuarlly
Bave b ba taken bodiore amdl resolved by tbe Civil Coum.

Thia Reafatrar af Soclety @ the reglatering sutbseiny anly. Each Al every
Socmty hes 10 Tollow 185 own Bubes ared Repidstions anly megisbared stk the
reulstrar of the soclety.

=

by "'II'"'-|I ],"-"l
SECTION ICER TD
REGISTRAR OF FLRM & SOCIETIES f

SOMA[HGTL DESTRICT S0UTH

et RN .95 L L
11. A perusal of the aforesaid letter reveals that the same does not
assert/insinuate, what the petitioner seeks to attribute thereto.
12.  According to the petitioner, an unelected and unauthorized body
engaged Advocate Dr. Karnika Seth (respondent no. 2 in W.P. (C) 10990 of
2025) to represent RVK 1n legal proceedings.
13. The case of the petitioner is that there exists no resolution passed by a
duly elected governing body of RVK authorizing the institution of CS (OS)
470/2019 against the petitioner and that Advocate Dr. Karnika Seth chose to
initiate legal proceedings against the petitioner without any lawful
authorization.
14. The petitioner further contends that the Court’s order dated
09.10.2019 (passed in the said matter), enclosed with the summons issued to

the petitioner on 10.10.2019, was deliberately removed by Advocate Dr.
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Karnika Seth, resulting in serious prejudice to the petitioner.

15. It is claimed that Dr. Seth (Advocate) made false and misleading
submissions before this Court on behalf of an unauthorized and unelected
group claiming to represent RVK, causing harm both to the petitioner and to
the society. The petitioner submits that RVK was established for the purpose
of propagating the teachings of Shri Prem Rawat, and that anti-social
elements sheltered by the unelected governing body have benefitted
personally by falsely claiming that lawful elections were held on 02.01.2025
and 10.12.2024. According to the petitioner, these claims are fabricated as
no Ad-Hoc Committee was constituted, no notice was issued to the 9,22,741
members, no General Body Meeting was held, and no information was
shared with or approval obtained from Shri Prem Rawat.

16. The petitioner further contends that the person shown as Vice
President of RVK, one “Udayanand,” is a fictitious individual. Accordingly,
the petitioner argues that any elections allegedly held on 02.01.2025 or
11.12.2019, and any authorization purportedly issued are null and void. It is
thus contended that Dr. Seth has no authority to represent RVK or to initiate
or contest proceedings on its behalf.

17.  The petitioner further alleges that several advocates, namely Mr. Anil
Dutta (respondent no. 3 in W.P. (C) 13444/2025) , Mr. Paras Chaudhary
(respondent no. 4 in W.P. (C) 13444/2025), and Mr. Lavi Agarwal
(respondent no. 5 in W.P. (C) 13444/2025), and along with Mr. Jayant
Bhushan, senior advocate (respondent no. 6 in W.P. (C) 13444/2025), Mr.
Yojit Mehra, and Mr. Amartya Shushan, have entered into an engagement
agreement dated 10.04.2025 with the fictitious individual “Udayanand.” As

the existence of “Udayanand” is itself unverified, the petitioner asserts that
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the agreement is void.

18.  On the basis of the above allegations, the petitioner contends that the
said advocates chose to represent RVK on the instructions of fictitious and
unauthorised persons, and that such conduct violates the professional
standards warranting action under Section 35 of the Advocates Act, 1961.
19.  Authorization dated 10.04.2025 (annexed as P-13 Colly in W.P.(C)
No. 13444/2025) is reproduced as under —

_rame ap -y = .o
H THE HIEH CoUr ] OF DELHI AT HEW DELHI
W.F G} o= 2302 OF 2025
ST, FRALAS] | FLATTAS LPETITICHER
WEABLE
EDk! (HOF REFSTRAR OF 30CETES & AR
KMOR ALL b edmn o pefiond @hdl @imd kol Wsez. AR| Widga Masdar , hasing nor citce ol
S sporChel ey, Hew Delo-1100ma, de obeas woiad F oi bn B oo ¢ appa’nt br. Ark Tuk,
L. Pazae Choashaesy wnd B L Sopesasl, hesded Braros P ol Cosaes Loged Qe - 500 0F Faone Pl Toawm,
FinH e Sactor 150, Hode- 20700+ DB M4, anikhAres ks kol corn fFopaina Ber colind dp adeconia
i be-rragrcr Arbazzalan n s abres endad csan e mubzreed -
‘faanl, oapzer ord pload In 1k ohove notnd mes on this sourtor In any clhancert in witsh 58 zumn
iy L brked o buisd 2= akas in e epalote oot inciding hiCh court pobleet do posrem of e
peparably for sach Courk by melm e san, eerfy and pradect pleding, mplos, eppodi, oois
gijacFons or petbon for scacution, revisw, rklon, wihrmesl, compmnies or cliner pediooe cr
bl ol or odbor deaunecnils e moy b docmcd reosssany of propor for T proseardion of tho ankd
o vl e abugu g T e e b e dusumuebe, b sdes] e s duny @0 deounnad b of op pedio
party Towthudney ar pompear s s asi caes or grtm e e sdebratieo soy BT ordip e Ul
riery pilse ko koushing of 'n any manrar eatep W the tafd coes; % tako wemsufon pocsadng Te
oot draw ond rocoive monoy, chiosusa, sash ond grond reotpls Fureod ond 1o 92 o alfar ok ond
thirey e which Moy B raoaseary 30 be dona fortha progress and In tha sounes of tha pracocirdon of
a3k tosc; To oopoim and s any other fogol proztilonsn, aulharzig bl 20ossandes tho powar
ord authortty beereb comferesd upon Lhe Sdvcoals whenraor e miag Sinik B 40 do o ord to shin o
Poawr of Bhomsy on aus bebaly &nd 1 The waderalgrad do hiereby ognce b nality and oo al
o2h dons by Dol Sdwasats oF hika o oedbole i die miensd dx el tacy Sl ab il dore by i in
il s O purEab g A Ay drdechelon fe? IR oo mpfoyr g sath orsosd sgeckwcoid :;p:ju..llr
I sl Lot u il hsdivgg soned AT infeonmd e Sycizibes for sppramnen wban S cmsn b ool A
and I8 150 yndansgn o0 hereby apres maok o hofd the Adscoalts of his subsliulo rogoermatis For U
recritalthe eald cazo. Tho cdlewmerent oo sls whormsar il by +u cour sl be of he Adscoais
whvich b ghioll PCeabeo wied isdirn Finesstl Asd W% =8 vncemizned do keraby agree Thal In o cvant
e or ot oF The dan g By MAUE 1o be paid W e Advosete forelning uepas he shel b
ariad oy ro rom 1he prosecudon of Bw seid s cofl the aesie B peld op, Ths fes sotbod 15
ards for e 020w Coto aied aboess Couil VRle hemin ag-sad et onee the t2e 1ok, 1o ohol ol be
arlld Tor o pefured of 41 Suiied b nr cnen vheimeeese, @ Hys cops et Toe meens i 41 T,
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20. However, a perusal of the authorization dated 10.04.2025 does not
substantiate the petitioner’s assertions. The agreement records only the
names of Mr. Anil Dutta (Respondent No. 3), Mr. Paras Chaudhary
(Respondent No. 4), and Ms. Lavi Agarwal (Respondent No. 5). The name
of Respondent No. 6 does not find mention therein. Further, it does not
reflect any engagement by “Udayanand” in his individual capacity. The
agreement reveals that RVK engaged Mr. Anil Dutta, Mr. Paras Chaudhary,
and Ms. Lavi Agarwal to represent the society in W.P.(C) No. 2902/2025.
21. The petitioner has also annexed a resolution passed in a meeting of
the Governing Body of RVK held on 23.03.2025, as annexure P-13 Colly in
W.P.(C) No. 13444/2025. The said resolution bears the signature of one
“Udayanand,” described therein as Vice President of RVK. Resolution No. 2
thereof records a decision to engage an advocate to examine the issues and
to advise RVK with respect to proceedings before this Court. The resolution
further authorises Mr. Alakh Niranjan Prasad Sinha, General Secretary of
RVK, to engage an advocate to represent RVK before the High Court of
Delhi and to sign all necessary papers, including vakalatnama, in that
regard. Resolution dated 23.03.2025 annexed as Annexure P-13 Colly in
W.P.(C) No. 13444/2025, is reproduced as under -

W.P.(C) 10990/2025 & W.P.(C) 13444/2025 Page 8 of 28
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AT YIDMNA WENDER
Shalhmrpar Chivkmrpet taherauli leoe Catl 130035
Extract copy  of the resolution passed in the Neeting of poserming
bondy of Raj Vidye Heodeor ficld on 22,03 2005 | In nneoting room Raj |
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HORegistrar of Societies, Tt Moor, Offtos of the ADR Districe
South, Sowernnsent of PCT of Delil, MLBEFood, Sakot, Mow Delhi 140
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P L e o, 22
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pefore  the Hon'bl= High ooart In the maetker faed hescng on
23,048 3075

Further resobves] that e, Alakih Nirsrdoh Prossd Sinhs  genorsd

cooretniny Ba] Yidya Kender Shahurpor Chbattorput hieharaull Mesy

Eralihi 120074 kK oo authorTzed to cngago an sdheoeaim o Fom s e bl

tee 1o represent the Baj vidys Hende bofore the Hon'ble High court at
gL

Lz

Dbl ivlakh Mimamdan Frosad Snbeis abo sathorioed to sign all Hee
prrapnerd did WVolsabstnangs ate- Dy ohlis raspoet | Hie s el wei Biowlseed 1
all the sids mp reguired 4o dekandg .
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22.  The petitioner has further submitted that Mr. Alakh Prasad Sinha, the

General Secretary and authorized representative of RVK, and Mr. Deepak
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Raj Bhandari, have also appointed Mr. Anil Dutta, Mr. Paras Choudhary,
Mr. Sarthak Garg and Ms. Lavi Agarwal, to be the Advocates of Raj Vidya
Kender in a criminal contempt case filed by RVK against the petitioner
pursuant to authorization dated 07.08.2025. The same is reproduced as

under—

IN THE GH COURT OF DELIN AV NEW DELHL : s
CONTFMIPT CANE (L) NO, UrIs
HATVIDY A K¥NNDYR [RVI L ANR, . PETITIONERS

VERELS
SATYA PRAKASH RAVIDAS LGRESYORNDENT! CONTEMNOR

HROW Al a3 wheen Zase semeenie chall comae His: 5, Mr Ak Niragon Evezd Sinhe, S lue
Kradnu Prasnd Srhu, uget daoul 75 yoey, o PA471031, Rajendia Prok, Hingghem Rexd
Guugm, HEuyang, the Oxuenl Souctay & Ackorisal Represasative of Raj Videa Keander,
b < ol wi Shehwapus, Chlwltursur New Dlhi- 10074, the abave named Patiticnzr Ne.
L, do hizveby gozeint M Axil Dult, Me Parax Chuudlinry, Mre. Sartalc Gacg ondd v Tavt
Aperanl, Laving thel oftice ot Cestus Lepnl, OfMce- "CY, 6* floor, Max ‘Tewars, Detki Oue,
Sector 1613, Nolda- 201301] 441 9811402202, (il dunniifezardagnlzcm (hammins fre callid 2
wetrocalats) 10 e LA dvosates of B Vidya Keoler in e obovenaind care and suthorous thie=-

[ sel, mopear and piead In t2e above-cotel cese in this Covet oo in any sther Cour in wiich the
e oy b eried o Lerod rod 0150 23 e gegeellote const Inalndiog High Hnurtsungact =o pryme.
of fees sepamately toc exch Coust D acfue L sign, VitV and peccent pleadings, reglies, ppeale,
Crga olyestiaia fr pelitinme Far exsenliomn, review, ravisicn, withilrawnl, comproesies ar oZer
peliioex oo ulfidavite e piher docomesme e may S dmemnd ncoocery e proger Tor e
proascotion of the said cace in ol 43 21ages; o tile nzd tase byck docnmente, to admil anadfor sy
s cacummys of apposite Daaty; Te wihioew of compeacniss e zold oo or rbenit o arziswiion
uty difZorawoes or dlopunes Wik ray wrise 1o be leucling or ey monnes velatiog totlie told casn;
To e steton pocescdizga; Tu doptsd, S woed seccive ooy, chigues, el and 2u0n
socen Sorcel and 1o do Ll athes ooty 2l things which ey D0 noccisury  be diew Tur S
progress wnd in ths cocmee of the prosesinioe of the said =xses I appeiet amd metruct any orher
epl pooctsionss, prhorizing him o sxecclss e power Mud quthorlty Leraby coatcred upen da
Aclvoests whaneva bz sy Giink it w e siamd b sige the Frewa ol Allurscy ve vore sebinl D Anl
2 e wdersignes do Zecely oares o ratlty and conclrm oll aots done by s Advossle g his
snbelivoge fa the manper e myfoar ewn el e i 7 dame by imelus b nll irtzots snd purposes; And
LW wedertzke thar LWe oo nrdonr duly sutherizad agsct would dpgens Lo e sont anall heerings
2o will infoe the Advecalo Gor appeasies whion the cwes o cedlal; And TS tha imdacsipned:
Jo haseby apree o to bold the Advocate or his substiouie eaaporalble for € vt OF (s sl
erse, The wijournment satx whensver cekoral by (he Court thall by of the Advecms whisds be
sdeall raaedve 1 fetaln hiieasln Ard LV G undasiped da berdsy spres thes in the seent o he
whals ov par! of tke fee ngreed by ma‘us to be pald to e Advazals recnziningg unpaid ke shell be
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23. It is further submitted that advocates Mr. Anil Dutta, Mr. Paras
Chaudhary, Mr. Sarthak Garg, and Mr. Lavi Agarwal addressed a letter
dated 08.08.2025 to Mr. Sanjay Lao, Standing Counsel (Criminal), seeking
consent to initiate criminal contempt proceedings against the petitioner for
making scandalous remarks against a learned Judge of the Delhi High

Court. Letter dated 08.08.2025 is reproduced as under —

T
Ta,

¥li. Samjay Lan,

Slaaidling Connsel (Cringnall,
423, Malhi Hiok Coprt Buikling,
Ikedlii Hipk Coard, Mew (B

Sobject: Secking consent tn proceed with eriminn] contempl of coard anaimer e
Reapenmdent Le., Sapa Prakosh Rovidog, undder Scetlan 1301 1e) of the Cootempt ol Conrdy
acd, 1971, lor acis that tend o scandalize v swer the authortty of tlis Flon hle Cowrl,
prejudice £ Bnterfere wilh jodicial procesdings and choetroet the sdminlstration of justice.

Dear Sir,

This is a reyguest letler sealing consant 1o Gle the sccompacyiog pelilion for doitiation ol
criminal compsmpe of cms? proossdings nmainst the Respoodend, e, Sh, Satya Prakossh
Ravindas, wlei Secticma Hep, 17, 1E, and 15 of rhe Coneiagt of Caieta A, 19701, foe making
seandaboms. deragatory & affengive aflegstions of sorrsprion, colfsfoer ard swaticlons
eardruct npainagt a siding judge of rhis Hon'ble Coort opd alleparion agoinsg the Hon®hle

Sapremas Lo,
Lucts In Brlef:

1 The scamnpanying peldlivo imses remn = seics ol contompowons, scandalows aml
dearapatery s zonl by e Respomdent during the perdency of the Peizteners
dulmazion sudt (2 S005%) Mo, 400200019 pending hednre this Hom“hle Uoer agnins the
Keapondanr.

i) i ke said delaowtion suil the 1an'ble Dzlhi High Coort had aleeady issned—and laier
mnde shaabure—an inlerin esbadel wde s making derogstory remerks on
L30T 2023 sk 10,04, 2024 resipectively.

tiil Cruring che Courze of the procecdings il Bospondat made cotain pomsonal and
duopabny reawirks aeainst @ Lady advonate represeativg the PetiboncsPlaoliff in

1B e Tmnativg suit. Cuether, despice wornings, frivelesas qpplicalicoy wers slee boioe
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fifed b the Bespaccdent. The said applasiions wina dismissed by this Hea'ble Cearl
vide coder doted 05032024 & 04052024, whereic cosls were mipoded oo fhe
Bespeodent, The said orders verz cpheld by tae Hon'ble Division beceh af this
Hawble Court in FACH DS Wa. 732024 vide avder dated 20,05.2024, Even tae ¥pecial
Laave Pelilicn (3L (C) Mo, JN00I02E) Tled By the Respandent againgt e cnder
clerted? 20003, 2024 before the Hon hle Supreme Coue e Jismisssd on 13,12.2024 and
his subsmuent Bevicw Potitica (RPICT wa. 35772025 wis alse dismissed vide peder
daber $3.402.2025.

vl Thar the Reapord ot i retaliabion o the shove adverae ooder pneaed agaivat bim by the
Beon'blz Cearts, has bevied seiious allegation of corvipifon £ moliclons copduef o
aifting Fadge of (i Tlon'hle Crurt theoegh leflar: lmsoed o the Repsae of the
Suprreme Coud, of Incia on ZB04.2023 and 15062005, as well ns o the Leputy
Sacreinry of Raskirapoti Bhawsn an 19.06.2025, Furtheomore, the Respandant hos
dlebibemtaly cirouimted the zaid leters oo the dovedes waluntcess of the Petitioner
e 1 secizty i an abtesnge to erads the digniny and malzsty of thae HonBle Courl
[Copy of the leders Sabed 2R0.2005 & 19063025 acdrcssad o iha 143, Begisorar,
Supreme Cowt of Indiz and Leper dated 19052025 i the Depuy Secyetary,
Reshimpati Dhesn ore conexsd 25 ANNEXURE C- & ANNEXURE C-1ati

raspeciively in the acecmpanying petiticn]

vl Ralesaat souternplaous exlmcts of Be absve seid lebers which weald csioblish fos
aberee wetd istoaticaally coominitied oy the Respondeot, are reproduesd berzigbelaw for

enze of referencs:

* CHadiecr - Seeling penwiision, §amy reguined. fo Il @ 0a8e wadler Svating 237 BNT
agalmst the Judge of the Hon'ble Dethi High Conrr teganfing thye ardar dodad
TILI23 e 5.3 2025t the matter of 08 7030 ST02000 %

SEmphesis Supplied]
fief: Leired ol 2804 5025 i e Reyristrar Supreme Cowrs)

o UL The Hon'ble My Juwlce Mecrg Bansal Krivhon, heing o public servany,
craply or maltelonsly miode repael, ovder verdior, ang decizlon daved 1132027
aret B3L202 0 the wandier e R IR ETEG I wlkioh ske Knsas 1o bp SRy i
Jome ™

JEmphasls Sipedied]

(Mol edivr g, 2804 2025 10 the Replnirar .'_';'H".rgm-!' I:_..:lr_'r,:lr

® Y The Hon'lle My Justice Neema Bansal Krishna, Feing o public servors,
carrupily oF realivionsly wode o repavy, ovdern verdice, and decisian doted 103 2523,
Jiee frandufently and Kvodiesily, with the infensian fo sell ey Ashram Fren
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Blamwien Pretng madle e cloi menfoned Tn the seoer opred 12,2023, whick she
Lrows o by felse,
fEmphaiis Sppfied!
(Rl Letrer df, 28,09, 3023 fo the Rogistrar, Suprerse Ciotirt|
% gl .. This ecien by ghe Hox 'Dle Ms, Juxfice Neena Bemsal Kriskue Ras consed
canfiesion amany the public of fndir regarding wiether the Delfi High Cowrt &
superior or the anti-social element phelteved by the wnelecied poversing Dy of
PlintiiF Mo I, Nepali cifizen Deepok Buf Bhandari ™
TEmphozis Suoplied]
[Rafi Totier dr. 28042023 fo the Registrar, Supreve COoieres)
& ltis .:.rrrl'h':u'.!'r:ui.' T psofe o the [.'ul'fe'gj;m: i Elm_rm:u:_l'u-::'u,‘:‘!. Bl theee v Ho olfermmiinee e
i The wesk reed (o be prorecied otherrive, the Collepbom conugt be accepred, I
Jodges g above e Tow aid FIRZ con't fe fadred azaing! them, then whal (5 the
JRURERLER: il fusiiva? The oot shon il pioi SEATWANS the porla f,."'i.n-l.'nir.wm CORRRRIE O
Ey fmposing a cosr on parties or Unganis. A Spectal Investipazion Tenm (50T sl
De cwneiittuded o probe whether Sustive Nepng Bonsal Krevhuce of the Delid Himk
Crnerr, az o public seruns, corrnprly oF malicionsly made reports, arders, veriics,
and decisions doted 7722003 2220024, and 65,2028 in the matier of T35 05
e (T
TEmpiazis Supadied!
(el Letter dr, 19008, 025 jo the Reglstror, Supreme Courl]
e L e e povasrand el T ol clarlfe wha the paferee is behind the cutioin
af the fuliclary TDEC) & (8C) and wilicf thelr ageada is, ax well ax kow fudges ore
vl for Heeir owm benefir "
TEmphazis Supeizal
{Hal® Leitar dr. 1008 2025 fo the Rzpistror, Supreme Crart]

e T e date, D this case, there s Beew g sharing of 35030 erore betivesa
speuthorizid mhocates and judges in the Delhi High Cour.
. CRAeraizz, wing did Terties Neene Bunsel Keishra of the Detki High Cowrt fie me
T25000 and ther £ 50,000 without specifving the prounds for the pesalp? ..
TEmphersis Supndiod]
{Hq,'r: Leitter df, 1O 2023 po the Bppiviror Supreme Cowrt]
G The otfer conedivating beach of the How'le Delfd High Coiet vacated the
ety g o JEOS 2025 (n WP Mo, 20003025, dpsming Sustice Neewa Sonvel
Krivhaa of the Delfbi If.[';'ﬁ Conet as tho wily crlimeral in .:'.;_::'.",irgg my Axfrowe Prom
fihozan B,
o davacate De Kordbo Sodh which extablivhes thar Jusdes Neers Baural Krizhna
uf the Dethi High Coige is Involved fn fhe enfire ceime of 530,30 Crores scammed
¥ Dpgpols Hof Bhondart, For this, ¢ Specied fovestieation Team i81T) shondd be
cangtiuted i probe whether Jagtice Noena Bansed Kvishnn of the Delbi Tih
Conirt, a8 @ pashlic sevvmnt, corrnptly or mallclonsly made reporss, orders, vendicts,
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wad decisions i L2200 F3I0E e 02077 oy maier of CF A8
702075

it Sl

(Rl Lover o 75 0. 2029 pa i Regisivor Suprems Court]

The detilad comlanplioes weds and gromcafudicial noeeedents for icalialing comsmpt
prcesiings apaius the Respondent hase boen derailed in the amached petivos 11 1s
regpeildly sliad tat these aetioms af Lhe Kegondent sumimjeebvetion ol erimittal contempt
mrocecding nnder the Comtemee af Courts Act, 1971

il is therefone, moat humbly reguested tal ynur gondscll kindly prant cocgert s mynieed
under Seardon LAC0YEY of the Contenpr of Cours Az, 1977 fr infiating procsedings of
eiumnng] contempd rgaival the Respongdent- Barya Prakesh Ravidas.

24. Thereafter, an opinion dated 13.08.2025 was issued by Ms. Rupali
Bandhopadhyay, Additional Standing Counsel (Criminal) (respondent no. 2
in W.P. (C) 13444/2025). Opinion dated 13.08.2025 is reproduced as under-

1306202

Te, o
O OO '

v ANEE Buser s e

Chredeny Loognd Ay e Ll |

A% PMYwas, AMax Towarx, L2clied (a0 L = .l” j»s—

Svotar L0858, N - 20FT01

= : o e e court uguinst
Subjects Reganding aonxenl w proanad with odminzl contenin: ot 4
iae ,Lluxpﬂm‘fau fas. Buiwa Trzkmal Raovidax, wndoc section JSCIKR) of dhe
Tt af Caune Ao, 12970,

Tanr Sir,

I lanve gae daeagh tha drafy contonpr pesition uonewed alangg with the
Applioation. Tha Appllcan:, through the pregent Applicotion, I recking comaond
W olattiate cruminul contvnpt preceedings wgwinst e Rexpondent e Sotyo
Puolicsh Ravidan, The Applicant ey uiloged fhar Saryn Praknuls Ruyides bos inada
scandzlous remnrka ngeins! oo Fon'bla Jodps of the Lebhd High Soacer.

Ll Applivcent slotes that it had Mled a Dehimetion Suail befoie the Tloa'hila Toalhd
Caurt, T tha wnid Defuwsmnbion  Suil, vealn acdars wene saaine: dha
Josspamdenifprogossd Contenncy and canr war alza imposed on ham. ke
Rarponclantpraopored Canteminar challenged thoxs orders,. fuxtly Scoluse e
Plons ' mie E2iviaroa Bomods of e Hoe Ble Eretln Heghe Cooer . seleoroin 1hie opgusal
wan dinlzesd and cabraquently barfmoa tha TTan " bhla Supens oo, wiharein aloy
e LI wuy thnmesed, e ilexpoandeni/propaxed Contemnar nlxs flled o review
potitiom Lo fowe the Floa'ble Supreme Cousd wnd e sume wos wlxo diemiaxed, 1t ix
panineat 1a pain: out thar thoe Respondentproposed Contenumor Jdid noet comply
wilhr corluan erdora/divections pacrat i Taafuoac tion S0it aed o Cival Conlagt

pueition sens nlsa Nled uyunset b, wharain nasiam Hos Leeeiy 9l
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The Applicant, alongwitly the proposed contempl petition has eaclosed a letter
dited 28.4.2025, written by Respundent!proposid! Contemner to The Registrar,
Han'ble Supraine Court ol 15:¢din. 1 have pecused the lotter dated 284, 2025, 1a the
said lettey, sndalous allegations bave bav mnde aguinst he Haoa'ble Judge, who
had passed orders apeinst the Respondent/propugcd Contemnor and imposed
costs against him, ¥ have also porgcd a vopy of ane Reply fited by the
Respondentpropesed Contemnor in the Defarmnation Suit; wherein also cariain

insinustions have been made agsinst the Hon'bla Judge.

Henee, the Applicant is seeking consent for filing & contempt petition aguingt tha

" OIJUHOd contemnor.

1 have given careful coasideration to the contenls of the proposed Corfampt
Pelition, the Acl and the relevant taws, Criminn! Contempt is defned wrder

zzction 2 (¢} al'the Act, which reads ax undaer;

“fed “ertwtnal contempt™ wmeans the publication (whether by werds, spolken or
Wrtttan, o fy signs, or v visthle rmpeesectations, ar offienvise) af any owiise or
rhe cdering of any effee et wharsaaver whch—

(i) seandalivey or tendy To seandalise, or fowers or tends to lower the autharily

af; any anare o

(18) powjodices, or fmenferes or wends to bitertere with, the due covese of auy
gudictal proceeding: or

(8 Inteedres or ends to turcrfere with, o abisnueis or wnds Jo obyirie, the

adminisreatton gf justice in any ether manner; "

It i o selted buw that indeeenl atiucks on e 1onble Judges nol only scandalizes
wul tower the avthoriy of the conma but alse Imertere and obswser the

-'irdmlnlsugnon uldustios, Recanily, the Division Bencl of the Honble 1eihd Iigh
Court, i “Coure on Hx own motinn V. Sanjeev Kumar®, Cont. Onse. (Crll)
S/2024, Accidued on 6.11.2024. lield Wse rexpondent thoerein guilty of Criminul

Coatempt ol Cuusl far OSing deplarabie and daragatory Inngungs apninee Judiainl
oreors.

OFINION:

n view ol tha above, | min of ths opimion thud oy iy u G cose (0 giving consont
forintiatiog Crminal Contempl proceedings under ths Contempr af Courts Ao,

1971,
o)," 3
%"Q’:N-'Wt = 4\(

Bupali Byndhapxdhyn,

Additionel Sinuding Connsel (Criminal),
Lcinl Lgh Court

Eromil: pee i . sl iy
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25. It is submitted that providing such an opinion shall be considered as
an offence under section 3 (5)1 of The Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023(BNS)
and under section 61 BNS?,

Submissions of the Bar Council of Delhi (BCD) in W.P. (C) 10990 of
2025

26. At the outset, it is submitted that the present petition is a gross misuse
of the writ jurisdiction of this Court. It is contended that the petition has
been filed solely to harass a practising woman advocate and to obstruct
adjudication of the pending civil suit. It is emphasised that the petition seeks
to re-litigate issues already decided by competent courts and therefore
warrants dismissal with exemplary costs and a direction restraining further
filings on the same subject.

27. It is pointed that the petitioner previously filed Criminal Writ Petition
W.P. (Crl) 3931/2024 seeking similar reliefs against respondent no. 2 under
Section 35 of the Advocates Act. The petitioner also sought dismissal of
CS(0OS) 470/2019 on the same grounds. The said writ petition was dismissed
by a Coordinate Bench vide judgment dated 17.04.2025, which also imposed

l(5) When a criminal act is done by several persons in furtherance of the common intention of all, each of
such persons is liable for that act in the same manner as if it were done by him alone.

?61. Criminal conspiracy —

(1) When two or more persons agree with the common object to do, or cause to be done—

(a) an illegal act; or

(b) an act which is not illegal by illegal means, such an agreement is designated a criminal conspiracy:
Provided that no agreement except an agreement to commit an offence shall amount to a criminal
conspiracy unless some act besides the agreement is done by one or more parties to such agreement in
pursuance thereof.

Explanation.—It is immaterial whether the illegal act is the ultimate object of such agreement, or is merely
incidental to that object.

(2) Whoever is a party to a criminal conspiracy,—

(a) to commit an offence punishable with death, imprisonment for life or rigorous imprisonment for a term
of two years or upwards, shall, where no express provision is made in this Sanhita for the punishment of
such a conspiracy, be punished in the same manner as if he had abetted such offence;

(b) other than a criminal conspiracy to commit an offence punishable as aforesaid shall be punished with
imprisonment of either description for a term not exceeding six months, or with fine or with both.
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costs of 25,000 on the petitioner for suppression of material facts.

28. It 1s submitted that the Coordinate Bench held that issues relating to
the authorization of Dr. Suresh Chand Gupta to institute the suit on behalf of
Raj Vidya Kender fall exclusively within the jurisdiction of the Civil Court
in CS(OS) 470/2019.

29. Thereafter, the petitioner challenged the judgment dated 17.04.2025
before the Supreme Court through SLP (Crl.) Nos. 8151-8152/2025. The
Supreme Court dismissed the SLP on 14.07.2025. Hence, it is submitted that
the issues raised by the petitioner stand conclusively settled.

30. It also emphasised that similar applications seeking action against
respondent no.2 were also dismissed by the Civil Court in CS(OS) 470/2019
on multiple occasions (orders dated 08.02.2024, 05.03.2024, 06.05.2024),
and that the appeals and SLP against said orders had also been dismissed. It
is submitted that these material orders have been suppressed in the present
petition.

31. It is also the case of the respondent that all assertions regarding the
conduct or authorization of Raj Vidya Kender fall squarely within the
domain of the pending civil suit. The petitioner, as defendant, is free to
contest the validity of authorization before the learned Civil Court and must
lead evidence in accordance with law.

32. It is also submitted that the petitioner had filed Complaint No.
285/2023 before the Bar Council of Delhi, alleging that respondent no. 2
misled her clients. The petitioner sought cancellation of her enrolment. After
hearing the petitioner on 31.05.2024, the full House of the Bar Council

passed following order —

“On 31.05.2024: Complainant is present. Heard. Complaint

W.P.(C) 10990/2025 & W.P.(C) 13444/2025 Page 17 of 28
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perused. There is no professional relationship between the
complainant and the respondent. The allegation of the complainant
is that the respondent misguided her client i.e. Society named Raj
Vidya Kender. In case any grievance is there, the complaint should
have been filed by Raj Vidya Kender Society and not the
complainant, Prima-facie no case of professional misconduct is
made out. Complaint is accordingly dismissed.”

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION

33.  As regards W.P.(C) 10990/2025, it is noticed that the petitioner has
instituted multiple cases and applications before this Court and the Supreme
Court and has also filed complaint before the Bar Council of Delhi, seeking
the same or substantially similar reliefs against the same individual. All such
proceedings have been dismissed.

34. It is noted that a civil suit, CS (OS) 470/2019, was instituted by Raj
Vidya Kender (RVK) as Plaintiff No. 1 and by Mr. Deepak Raj Bhandari as
Plaintiff No. 2, against the petitioner herein (who was arrayed as Defendant
No. 1). The relief sought in the suit was to restrain the petitioner from
allegedly defaming the two plaintiffs and to claim damages for such alleged
defamation. Advocate Dr. Karnika Seth was engaged for filing the said suit.
35. The petitioner thereafter filed several applications in CS (OS)
470/2019 questioning the authorization of Advocate Dr. Karnika Seth and
seeking action against her. The first application, I.A. 3112/2024, sought
cancellation of Advocate Dr. Karnika Seth’s enrolment with the Bar Council
of Delhi. This application was dismissed by the learned Single Judge vide
order dated 08.02.2024. The order dated 08.02.2024 is reproduced as under

“1. The present application under Section 151 CPC, has been filed
on behalf of the defendant No. 1, with the following prayers:-

KUMAR PAT]
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“In light of the above-mentioned paragraphs and in the interest of
justice, I need more context to provide an accurate revision.
However, here's a possible revision based on the given text: it is
respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble court may be pleased to:
a) "Issue a notice of default to counsel for plaintiffs Dr.
Karnika Seth, Enrolment Number D/624/2000, and
remove her from her position for pleading in this
matter."
b) Cancel Enrolment Number D/624/2000 of Dr. Karnika
Seth from the Bar Council of Delhi.
c) Pass any other order as this Hon'ble court may deem
fit and proper in the circumstances of the facts of the
case.”
2. Essentially, the defendant No. 1 is questioning the appearance of
learned counsel and is seeking cancellation of her Enrollment
Number from the Bar Council of Delhi.
3. The relief claimed do not fall within the domain of this Court.
Without commenting on the contents of the application and
refraining from imposing any cost, at this stage, the application is
dismissed.
4. The defendant No. 1 is hereby warned to refrain this conduct of
attacking the counsel, without any basis and not focussing on the
litigation.”

36. The petitioner then filed a second application, I.A. 5226/2024. This

application was dismissed on 05.03.2024 with costs of 325,000/-. Order
dated 05.03.2024 is reproduced as under —

“1. The present application has been filed on behalf of Defendant
No. 1 in pressing for issuing directions. It is submitted that the
learned counsel for the Plaintiff No. 1 is not authorised to appear
and therefore necessary directions may be issued.

2. A similar application had been filed and considered and dismissed
on 08.02.2024. Defendant No. 1 has been warned time and again
from filing such application but apparently, he thinks that he is most
competent to file such applications.

3. The application is dismissed subject to costs of Rs. 25,000 to be
deposited to the Delhi High Court Advocates Welfare Fund.”

37.  The petitioner thereafter filed a third application, I.A. 10058/2024.

This application too was dismissed by the learned Single Judge vide order

KUMAR PAT]
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dated 06.05.2024 with further costs of ¥50,000/-. Order dated 06.05.2024 is

reproduced as under —

“I. It is submitted that the applicant/defendant No. I has formulated
four questions of law which read as under: -

“(i) Whether or not the validity of the representative of plaintiff No.l
(society) or the advocates for plaintiffs (who are pleading without
passing resolution by the properly elected general governing body of
society confirmed by the response of the concerned Registrar of
society)) can be questioned before this Hon'ble court of law?

(ii) The absence of a dear answer regarding the validity of the
representative of plaintiff No. 1 (society) and the advocates for
plaintiffs creates a dilemma for this Hon’ble court. It is important to
provide a clear reason along with the decision the order dated
05.3.2024, stating all the consequences that led to that decision.

(iii) The plaintiff No. 1’s representative, Dr. Suresh Chand Gupta,
has filed this present suit in his personal capacity with the oblique
motive of money lynching and has hired his advocates, including Dr.
Karnika Seth, on behalf of a society named RVK. This action is
contrary to the standard provisions of a democratic society.

(iv) Plaintiff No. 2 is merely a senior Volunteer in plaintiff No. 1
according to plaint filed by plaintiffs. But the plaintiff No. 2 is a
Nepali citizen running Nine pvt Ltd companies having control over
plaintiff No. 1 according to the para 15 of order dated 11.09.2019 of
this Hon’ble court.”

2. It is further submitted that the aforesaid four questions of law are
to be answered by the Hon ble Acting Chief Justice.

3. Submissions heard.

4. From the bare perusal of the questions of law as prayed above, it
is evident that these questions pertain to the facts of the case and not
to the questions of law.

5. Therefore, the application is without merit which is hereby
dismissed with the costs of Rs. 50,000/- to be paid to the plaintiffs,
within 15 days.

6. Learned Senior Advocate on behalf of the plaintiffs submits that
earlier this Court vide Order dated 05.03.2024 imposed costs of Rs.
25,000/- to be deposited with the Delhi High Court Advocates’
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Welfare Fund but it has not been deposited by the defendant No. 1
till date.

7. The defendant No. 1 is directed to pay the costs of Rs. 25,000/-
imposed vide Order dated 05.03.2024 along with the costs of Rs.
50,000/- imposed today within two weeks, failing which, the matter
be put up before the Joint Registrar for recovery of costs payable by
the defendant No. 1, as Land Revenue.”

38. The orders dated 05.03.2024 and 06.05.2024 were subsequently
challenged by the petitioner before the Division Bench in FAO (OS)
73/2024. The appeal was dismissed by the Division Bench vide order dated
20.05.2024. Relevant portion of the order dated 20.05.2024 is reproduced as

under —

“2. Learned counsel for the appellant states that the learned
Single Judge has passed the orders dated 5 March, 2024 and 6
May, 2024 without giving any reasons and without
comprehending the underlying cause of action. He further states
that the learned Single Judge has erred in imposing costs of
Rs.50,000/- and Rs.25,000/- on the appellant and the said costs
have been imposed without assigning any reasons.

3. Having heard learned counsel for the appellant, this Court is in
agreement with the reasoning of the learned Single Judge that the
application being IA No.10058/2024 raises questions of fact and
not law. Consequently, the learned Single Judge rightly refused to
refer the questions framed by the appellant to the Division Bench.

4. This Court also finds that intemperate, baseless and defamatory
allegation has been made in IA No.10058/2024 by the appellant
against a lady advocate appearing for the respondent-plaintiff.
Consequently, this Court expunges paras 6(ii) and 6(xii) of IA
No.10058/2024.

5. Accordingly, the present appeal being bereft of merit is
dismissed alongwith the application.”

39. The petitioner thereafter filed an SLP [being SLP (C) No.
30100/2024] challenging the order dated 20.05.2024, which also came to be

KUMAR PAT]
Signing Date:83.02.2026
19:33:23

Signatqre'No Verified
Dlgltally*a'??yﬂom W.P.(C) 10990/2025 & W.P.(C) 13444/2025 Page 21 of 28



2026 :0HC =556

dismissed by the Supreme Court on 13.12.2024.

40. The said order dated 13.12.2024 was again assailed by way of
REV.PET.(C) No. 397/2025, which was also dismissed vide order dated
02.04.2025.

41. The petitioner had also filed a complaint dated 02.11.2023 bearing
complaint no. 285 of 2023 before the Bar Council of Delhi alleging
misconduct by Advocate Dr. Karnika Seth and seeking cancellation of her
enrolment. The Full House of the Bar Council of Delhi considered the
petitioner’s deposition/submissions and dismissed the complaint vide order

dated 31.05.2024. Order dated 31.05.2024 is reproduced as under —

“On 31.05.2024: Complainant is present. Heard. Complaint
perused. There is no professional relationship between the
complainant and the respondent. The allegation of the complainant
is that the respondent misguided her client i.e. Society named Raj
Vidya Kender. In case any grievance is there, the complaint should
have been filed by Raj Vidya Kender Society and not the
complainant, Prima-facie no case of professional misconduct is
made out. Complaint is accordingly dismissed.”

42. The petitioner has also filed Criminal Writ Petition W.P.(Crl)
3931/2024 seeking substantially the same relief. Vide judgment dated
17.04.2025, a Co-ordinate Bench of this Court held that the issue of
authorization to institute CS (OS) 470/2019 on behalf of RVK falls
exclusively within the jurisdiction of the Civil Court seized of the said suit.
The Co-ordinate Bench also took note of the orders dated 08.02.2024,
05.03.2024, and 06.05.2024 dismissing the petitioner’s repeated applications
seeking action against Advocate Dr. Karnika Seth. The Criminal Writ
Petition was dismissed with costs of 25,000/-. The relevant portion of the

judgment is reproduced as under -
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“Findings and Analysis
5. This Court has heard the parties and perused the record.

6. The Petitioner contends to be member of a registered society i.e.,
Raj Vidya Kender (‘RVK’) vide Registration No. §/8845/1977 and it
appears that he had proposed to contest for the post of President in
this Society, in 2019.

7. A civil suit i.e., CS (0OS) 470/2019 was filed by Society RVK, as
plaintiff no. 1, through its authorized representative namely Dr.
Suresh Chand Gupta [who represents himself as the president of
Society RVK] and one Deepak Raj Bhandari, as plaintiff no. 2 [who
represents himself as senior volunteer of the Society RVK] against
the Petitioner herein (who was impleaded as defendant no. 1 in the
said suit) seeking the relief to restrain the Petitioner from defaming
the said two (2) plaintiffs and a decree for damages with regards to
the defamation committed by defendant no. 1 i.e. Petitioner
herein.The plaintiffs had engaged Advocate KS for filing of the civil
suit. The said suit has been registered on 07.09.2019 and summons
were issued to the Petitioner. In addition, the Civil Court has vide
order dated 19.07.2023 issued an ad-interim restraint against the
Petitioner herein from posting defamatory remarks against the
plaintiffs therein.

8. The Petitioner contends that Dr. Suresh Chand Gupta was not
authorized to institute the suit on behalf of the Society RVK and this
fact was known to Advocate KS and she has, therefore, allegedly
misled the Civil Court to issue summons. It is stated that Advocate
KS incorrectly stated on 09.10.2019 to the Civil Court that there was
a duly convened meeting of the Society RVK held on 27.09.2019,
wherein a resolution was passed authorizing the plaintiff no.l to
institute the civil suit; however, till date no such resolution has been
passed and neither any meeting has been held by a proper elected
governing body of Society RVK. The Petitioner relies upon the RTI
reply dated 20.11.2023 issued by the concerned Registrar of
Societies to contend that no meeting of the Society RVK was held on
27.09.2019.

9. On these pleas, Petitioner contends that he has acquired a cause
of action to initiate the present Criminal Writ Petition as well as file
various applications before the Coordinate Bench hearing the civil
suit to take legal action against the Advocate KS and reject the plaint
in CS(0S) 470/2019.
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10. The Petitioner has placed reliance on the orders dated
11.09.2019 and 09.10.2019 passed in CS(OS) 470/2019.

11. The Petitioner has stated that on account of the alleged
misconduct and wrongful institution of the suit against the Petitioner
who belongs to the Schedule Caste Community, the Petitioner has
filed a complaint dated 02.11.2023 against Advocate KS before the
BCD.

12. The issue with respect to authorization of Dr. Suresh Chand
Gupta to institute the suit on behalf of plaintiff no. 1 i.e., Society
RVK falls within the exclusive jurisdiction of the Civil Court where
the suit [CS(OS) 470/2019] is pending. The issue of the absence of
the authorization of plaintiff no. 1 can be raised by defendant no.lI
(i.e., the Petitioner herein) in his written statement. It appears,
however, that the Petitioner herein has failed to file his written
statement within time permissible in law and his right to file the
written statement has been closed vide order dated 23.03.2023.

13. Pertinently, the Petitioner filed an applicationl in the civil suit
seeking cancellation of the enrolment of Advocate KS from BCD. The
said application was dismissed by the Civil Court (Ld. Single Judge)
vide order dated 08.02.2024. The Petitioner filed a second
application?2 in the civil suit seeking directions to restrain Advocate
KS from appearing on behalf of Society RVK. This application was
dismissed by the Ld. Single Judge vide order dated 05.03.2024 after
imposing costs of Rs. 25,000/-. The Petitioner filed a third
application 3 agitating the issue of the authorization of Advocate KS
to represent plaintiff no. 1 Society RVK and the authorization of the
individuals who had signed on its behalf. This application was also
dismissed by the Ld. Single Judge vide order dated 06.05.2024 by
imposing further costs of Rs. 50,000/-.

14. The Ld. Single Judge’s orders dated 05.03.2024 and 06.05.2024
were impugned by the Petitioner herein before the Division Bench in
FAO (0S) 73/2024. The appeal was dismissed by the Division Bench
vide order dated 20.05.2024 after observing that it concurred with
the learned Single Judge that the issues raised in the third
application were questions of facts and not law. The Division Bench
also observed that the Petitioner herein had used intemperate and
defamatory language against the lady Advocate (Advocate KS) in the
appeal and therefore, expunged the said paras.

15. The SLP filed by the Petitioner impugning the Division Bench’s
order dated 20.05.2024 also stands dismissed on 13.12.2024.
However, admittedly the Petitioner has till date not deposited the
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costs of Rs. 25,000/- and Rs. 50,000/- imposed by the Ld. Single
Judge.

XXX

Issue 2: Prayer (a) seeking a direction to BCD to take legal action
against Advocate KS and prayer (b) seeking direction to BCD from
restraining to neglect its duty towards the Petitioner

18. The Petitioner in prayer clause (a) seeks a direction to BCD to
take action against the Advocate KS under Section 35 of the Act of
1961. Prayer clause (b) seeks a direction to BCD from restraining to
neglect its duty towards the Petitioner.

19. The appropriate authority which can take any legal action
against an advocate is BCD, which the Petitioner invoked by
submitting the complaint dated 02.11.2023. In fact, Supreme Court
in Supreme Court Bar Association v. Union of India4 has
categorically held that power to punish an advocate for proven
professional misconduct vests exclusively in the statutory authority
created under Act of 1961, i.e., State Bar Council.

20. Respondent No. 2 i.e., BCD has placed on record the order dated
31.05.2024 by which the Petitioner’s complaint dated 02.11.2023
has been dismissed by the Full House of Bar Council of Delhi after
hearing the Petitioner. In view of the order dated 31.05.2024, the
reliefs sought against Respondent No. 2 was not maintainable even
on the date when the present writ petition was filed. The Petitioner
has not explained to this Court its omission in disclosing the order

dated 31.05.2024.

21. In support of these prayers, Petitioner has also referred to
Section 6 of the Delhi High Court Act, 1966 and has sought initiation
of proceedings against Advocate KS.

22. In this regard, this Court would also like to take note of the
orders dated 08.02.2024, 05.03.2024 and 06.05.2024 passed by the
Ld. Single Judge in CS(OS) No. 470/2019 dismissing applications
seeking initiation of legal proceedings against Advocate KS. The said
orders were challenged before the Division Bench and the appeal
was dismissed vide order dated 20.05.2024. The SLP filed against
the order of the Division Bench has also been dismissed on
13.12.2024. These material orders have also been suppressed by the
Petitioner.

23. In view of the above, this Court finds no merits in the petition and
finds the Petitioner guilty of suppressing material facts. For this
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suppression, the Petitioner is directed to pay cost of Rs. 25,000/- to
Harijan Sevak Sangh, Harijan Niwas, Gandhi Ashram Kingsway
Camp, New Delhi-110009. Non-joinder of necessary party

24. This petition seeks relief against Advocate KS, however, she has
not been made a party. This petition in the absence of Advocate KS
could not have been maintained. However, this Court has even
otherwise not found any merit in the relief sought and has dismissed
the petition on merits.

25. Accordingly, the petition stands dismissed along with pending
applications.

26. The proof of payment of cost shall be filed within two (2) weeks.

27. Keeping in view the propensity of the Petitioner to suppress
orders passed by Coordinate Benches, a copy of this order be sent to
Advocate KS and the Coordinate Bench in CS(OS) No. 470/2019 so

that it forms part of the record.”

43. The petitioner challenged the said judgment dated 17.04.2025 by
filing SLP (Crl.) Nos. 8151-8152/2025. The Supreme Court dismissed the
said SLP on 14.07.2025.

44. Having considered the above, this Court finds no reason to entertain
the present petition. Firstly, the issue concerning the authorization to
represent RVK lies exclusively within the jurisdiction of the Civil Court in
CS (OS) 470/2019 and is to be adjudicated in those proceedings. Secondly,
the competent authority empowered to take action against an advocate is the
Bar Council of Delhi, which the petitioner has already approached by filing
a complaint dated 02.11.2023. That complaint has been duly considered and
dismissed by the Full House of the Bar Council of Delhi vide order dated
31.05.2024. Thirdly, the petitioner’s contention that Advocate Dr. Karnika
Seth instituted CS (OS) 470/2019 without lawful authorization has already
been examined and rejected by the Civil Court, by the Coordinate Bench of

this Court in W.P.(Crl.) 3931/2024 and by the Supreme Court (in SLP (C)
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No. 30100/2024 and SLP (Crl.) Nos. 8151-8152/2025.

45. In these circumstances, no ground is made out to entertain the present
petition.

46. Similarly, with respect to the relief sought in W.P.(C) 13444/2025,
this Court finds no reason to entertain the petition. It is evident that the
petitioner has developed a pattern of filing multiple petitions on
substantially similar facts. Despite repeated adjudications against him, the
petitioner continues to re-agitate issues that have already been conclusively
determined.

47.  Further, as already noted, the competent authority to take disciplinary
action against an advocate is the Bar Council of Delhi. It has been brought to
the notice of this Court that the petitioner invoked this remedy by filing
Complaint No. 146/2025 against Advocates Mr. Anil Dutta (respondent no.
3), Mr. Paras Chaudhary (respondent no. 4), Mr. Lavi Agarwal (respondent
no. 5), along with Senior Advocate Mr. Jayant Bhushan (respondent no. 6),
Mr. Yojit Mehra, and Mr. Amartya Shushan. The said complaint was
dismissed by the Full House of the Bar Council of Delhi vide order dated
12.09.2025. Even otherwise, this Court does not find any merit in the
complaint/s against the concerned advocates.

48. It has also been brought to the notice of this Court that the petitioner
has levelled serious and unfounded allegations against a sitting Judge of this
Court. In consequence thereof, RVK sought permission from the Standing
Counsel (Criminal) (respondent no. 2 in W.P.(C) 13444/2025) under Section
15(1)(c) of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971, to initiate criminal contempt
proceedings against the petitioner. Consent was accordingly granted by the

Additional Standing Counsel (Criminal) vide letter dated 13.08.2025,
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pursuant to which Contempt Case (Crl.) No. 15/2025 has been instituted.
Instead of addressing the issues in accordance with law, the petitioner has
chosen to file the present petition against the learned Standing Counsel
(Criminal). This Court finds no justification to entertain such a petition.

49. In view of the above, no grounds are made out for granting any relief
in W.P.(C) 13444/2025.

50.  Accordingly, both the petitions are dismissed.

SACHIN DATTA, ]
FEBRUARY 2, 2026/sv
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