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Judgement

Alok Aradhe, J.

1. Mr. Uttam Maheshwari, learned counsel for the petitioner.

2. Mr. Anshuman Singh, learned counsel for the respondent No. 2.
3. None for the respondent No.1, though served.

4. With consent of the parties, the matter is heard finally.

5. In this petition under Article 227 of the Constitution of India, the petitioner,
inter alia, has challenged the validity of the order dated 25.05.2015, by which,
the labour Court has rejected the application for impleadment filed by the
petitioner.

6. When the matter was taken up today, learned counsel for the petitioner
submitted that the petitioner is a necessary party to the lis in question as, if any
order is passed by the Labour Court the same would adversely affect the interest
of the petitioner. It is further submitted that in the stand taken by the
respondent No. 2 in its reply to the statement of claim in the opening paragraph
itself, an objection has been taken that the petitioner is necessary party to the lis
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in question and the proceeding before the Labour-Court suffers from non-joinder
of the parties.

7. The aforesaid aspect of the matter could not be disputed by learned counsel
for the respondent No. 2.

8. I have considered the submissions made by learned counsel for the parties
and have perused the record. From perusal of the record, it is evident that in
reply to the statement of the claim the respondent No. 2 has taken an objection
that the petitioner is necessary party to lis in question and in case, any order is
passed, the same may adversely affect the interest of the petitioner. The
impugned order, therefore, suffers from an error apparent on the face of the
record, the impugned order dated 25.05.2015 is hereby quashed. The application
for implement filed by the petitioner is allowed.

9. Accordingly, the writ petition stands disposed of.

10. C.C. as per rules.

Downloaded from CourtKutchehry — https://dev.courtkutchehry.com/judgments/third-eye-security-services-private-... Page 2 of 2



