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1. This case was lastly listed on 25.05.2026 and the following order

has been passed:-

“l. Heard learned counsel for the petitioners and office bearers
of Central Bar Association, Lucknow, Lucknow Bar Association,
Lucknow as well as other respective counsels of this writ petition.

2. 8ri H.G.S. Parihar, learned Senior Advocate, Sri Anand Mani
Tripathi, learned Senior Advocate and Pt. S. Chandra, President
of Oudh Bar Association, Lucknow have appeared to assist the
Court.

3. Sri Shailendra Singh Chauhan, learned counsel for the
Lucknow Nagar Nigam has produced a letter dated 23.05.2026,
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which has been preferred by the Municipal Commissioner,
Nagar Nigam, Lucknow addressed to the District
Magistrate, Lucknow and Joint Commissioner of Police
(Law & Order), Lucknow apprising the fact that Lucknow
Nagar Nigam took required action in compliance of the
order of this Court and the hindrances and obstructions
created by the Advocates on 17.05.2026, the same is taken
on record.

4. As per the aforesaid instructions, on Chakbast Crossing
near Swasthya Bhawan, out of total 72 marked illegal
encroachments, only 14 encroachments have been
removed but remaining encroachments could not be
removed on account of the obstructions and hindrances
created by the Advocates, who were present on the spot,
therefore, for making compliance of the order of this
Court, the required support from administration and
police has been sought.

5. After hearing the parties and considering the facts and
circumstances of the issue in question, list/ put up this
case on 8th June, 2026 for orders at 03:30 PM. after
obtaining appropriate order from Hon'ble the Chief
Justice to constitute the Bench.

6. In the meantime, respective parties/ counsels for the
respective parties may file applications/ affidavits in the
Registry of this Court.”

2. D.R. (Confidential) has produced a report of the District
Judge, Lucknow dated 23.05.2026 enclosing therewith the order
of this Court dated 11.03.2026, letter of the District Judge dated
18.05.2026 apprising the Registrar General of this Court to the
effect that the Central Bar Association, Lucknow and Lucknow
Bar Association, Lucknow have resolved to abstain from work
from 18.05.2026 to 20.05.2026 naming the same abstinence of
work as ‘Samuhik Avakash’ and the resolutions of respective Bar
Associations have been enclosed. Photocopies of news item
published in various newspapers have also been enclosed. D.R.
(Confidential) has also provided one pen-drive alongwith the
report of the District Judge, which contains some videos of the
meetings of the Members of the aforesaid Bar Associations and
one video wherein one Advocate is distributing plastic Lathies to
the Advocates. The aforesaid confidential report along with pen-

drive is taken on record.



CRPIL No. - 4 of 2026

3. The District Judge has also provided the same report, which
has been provided by the D.R. (Confidential) of this Court,
alongwith one pen-drive showing some photographs of
Advocates’ strike and some videos of the meetings of the
Members of the aforesaid Bar Associations, Lucknow as well as
one video wherein one Advocate is distributing plastic Lathies,
which are commonly used by the police personnel/ PAC

personnel, to the Advocates, which is also taken on record.

4. It would be pertinent to indicate the order dated 07.08.2024
passed by this Court in Contempt Application (Criminal) No.12 of
2024 1s being reproduced hereunder:-

“l. Cognizance in this contempt case was taken on a
report received from District Judge, Prayagraj, indicating
that between July 2023 to April, 2024 the lawyers in
District Court, Prayagraj abstained from work/resorted to
strike on 127 days out of total working of 218 days. The
court functioned only for 41.74% days while strike was
resorted to on 58.26% days. Notices were issued to the
office bearers of Bar Association and other advocates
responsible in the matter.

2. This Court took note of the judgment of Supreme Court
in the case of Ex. Captain Harish Uppal vs. Union of
India (2003) 2 SCC 45, wherein the Constitution Bench of
the Court held that lawyers have no right to go on strike
or even token strike or even give a call for strike. Even
prior to the judgment in Ex. Captain Harish Uppal
(supra) the Supreme Court in the case of Supreme Court
Bar Association vs. Union of India (1998) 4 SCC 409 held
that going on strike by lawyers is not only contempt of
court but also amounts to professional misconduct. This
position in law has been consistently reiterated in a series
of judgments of the Supreme Court, including the
judgments in the case of Common Cause vs. Union of
India (2006) 9 SCC 295, Krishnakant Tamrakar vs. State
of M.P. (2018) 17 SCC 27, District Bar Association
Dehradun through its Secretary vs. Ishwar (2020) 17 SCC
672 and In Re: Assault on Two Members of the Supreme
Court Bar Association at District Court Complex, Gautam
Budh Nagar (2024) SCC Online SC 1016. As the issue
raised had a far reaching impact on administration of
justice we requested the highest advocates body at the
national and state level to assist the Court in evolving
mechanism to handle the menace of strike by the
advocates. In the order of the Court passed on 31.05.2024
this Court observed as under:-
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“10. We also request the Chairman, Bar
Council of India, Chairman, U.P. Bar Council
and the President of the High Court Bar
Association and the Advocates Association to
assist the Court in evolving mechanism to
forthwith discontinue the menace of strike in
the District Courts of Uttar Pradesh. The
Registrar General of the High Court of
Judicature at Allahabad is also directed to
obtain a report from all the District Judges of
the State of Uttar Pradesh regarding the
number of actual working days in a month and
the corresponding days of abstinence from
work/strike between Ist July, 2023 to 30th
April, 2024 by the next date fixed.”

3. The matter was adjourned on 08.07.2024 and again on
16.07.2024. After hearing learned counsels appearing for
the Bar Council of India and Bar Council of Uttar
Pradesh as also the learned counsels appearing for the
District Bar Association, Prayagraj and High Court Bar
Association we  issued  following directions on
16.07.2024:-

“l. Pursuant to the orders passed on
previous  occasion  learned  counsels
representing the Bar Council of India and
Uttar Pradesh Bar Council have filed their
respective affidavits.

2. The Court is informed that the Chairman
of Bar Council of India has held a meeting
with the respective stakeholders and a fresh
meeting on the aspect relating to holding of
strike in the different district courts of Uttar
Pradesh is proposed to be held within next
two weeks.

3. Shri Sai Girdhar, learned counsel
representing the Bar Council of India informs
that the Bar Council of India is committed to
maintenance of peaceful working without any
uncalled for strike by the lawyers and that
appropriate modalities in that regard would
be finalized soon. A statement is made that
the Chairman, Bar Council of India will
remain personally present on the next
occasion to assist the Court for ensuring that
strikes are not allowed in district courts.

4. The statement made on behalf of Bar
Council of India has been adopted by the
counsel appearing for the Uttar Pradesh Bar
Council as also by Shri R. K. OJha, Senior
Advocate, who represents the District Bar
Association, Prayagraj.
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5. We hope and trust that by the next date of
listing the Bar Council of India shall ensure
that appropriate decisions are taken so as to
contain the menace of strike in the district
courts of Uttar Pradesh.

6. As prayed by the counsel representing the
Bar Council of India, list this matter on
07.08.2024, on the top of the list. In addition
to the presence of the Chairman of Bar
Council of India, the Presidents of the
Allahabad High Court Bar Association and
Advocates Association are also requested to
remain present on the next date fixed.

7. Till the next date of listing, none of the Bar
Associations of any district courts would
resort to any strike. Holding of strike in teeth
of the law laid down by the Supreme Court
would be viewed as an act of ex facie
contempt.”

4. It is in the above backdrop that the matter has been
heard at length today. While Shri Sudhir Mehrotra,
learned counsel has appeared for the Court;, Shri Manan
Kumar Mishra, learned Senior Counsel/Chairman, Bar
Council of India (through virtual mode) assisted by Shri
Sai Girdhar, Advocate has appeared for the highest body
of advocates at national level i.e. Bar Council of India;
Shri R. K. Ojha, learned Senior Counsel assisted by Shri
Ashok Kumar Tiwari, Advocate has appeared for Bar
Council of Uttar Pradesh and District Bar Association,
Prayagraj. Other learned counsels have assisted the
Court on behalf of different association of advocates.

5. The report received from the Registrar General of the
Court shows that in the entire State of Uttar Pradesh
judicial work in the district courts are seriously
hampered on account of strike call by the advocates. The
actual days of working in almost all courts are
substantially curtailed thereby causing further strain on
the otherwise overburdened courts in the State of Uttar
Pradesh.

6. Shri M. K. Mishra, learned Senior Counsel/Chairman,
Bar Council of India as also Shri R. K. Ojha, learned
Senior Counsel appearing for Bar Council of Uttar
Pradesh state in categorical terms that the Bar Council
of India and the Bar Council of Uttar Pradesh are
opposed to the lawyers going on strike and hold the
direction of Supreme Court in highest esteem. Shri
Mishra and Shri Ojha state that the judgment of Supreme
Court holding that lawyers have no right to go on strike
is the law declared by the Supreme Court by virtue of
Article 141 of Constitution of India and is thus binding
on all courts within the territory of India. Learned Senior
Counsels for the apex body of advocates at the national
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level and state level unequivocally resolve to faithfully
abide by and implement the direction of Supreme Court
in the case of Ex. Captain Harish Uppal (supra) and
Supreme Court Bar Association (supra).

7. Learned Senior Counsel appearing for Bar Council of
Uttar Pradesh states that a resolution has already been
passed by it to comply with the directions issued by the
Supreme Court in the case of Ex. Captain Harish Uppal
(supra). In its resolution dated 05.11.2011 it is already
resolved as under:-

“Frequent strikes are creating great
disruption in the functioning of the courts
and are lowering down the image of the Bar
and Bench in general and Bar Council of
U.P. in particular. We are at the verge of
loosing our relevance and existence, if we fail
to protect the functioning of the Courts and
the interest of our client. In case of any local
grievances, you are requested to approach
the Bar Council for its redressal instead of
giving call for strike. In exceptional
circumstances, if we give call for protest day
for ome day only it should not be
misunderstood as call for strike and the
protest day may be observed by showing
resentment by means of press statements, T.V.
interviews, carrying, banners and placards,
Wearing black armbands, peaceful protest
marches outside court premises etc,
otherwise Bar Council will be compelled to
initiate appropriate Disciplinary Proceedings
against the office-bearers of Bar Associations
and others found guilty of violating the above
norms.

We hope and trust that brother lawyers of the
State of U.P. will appreciate and strictly
follow the direction contained in the Supreme
Court decision in "Ex. Capt. Harish Uppal
Vs. Union of India & another" and also
various resolutions and guidelines issued by
the Bar Council of U.P. time to time for
rendering meaningful and  fullest.
cooperation in the functioning of the courts
in the interest of public at large, justifying
our existence.”

8. The above resolution has been reiterated by the Bar
Council of Uttar Pradesh vide its resolution dated
28.11.2022, operative portion whereof is reproduced
hereinafter:-

I §F dgdier Fraierd 3 g a7 g1 aret ggdreil
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& gid T=fivar gepe @ T & G99 R FIIeeT i
FTR T3 &1 T8 TRy S @< U3 3T &

dlle g7 Feaaq Frgrqd vad 74T 3T FrIredd
GIRT TIRT GI32It / [RRIE-13391T &7 srgurerT giafga &1
TP/

T2 @ BT sererdl 7 amar & 6 ssdrd 7
T BT B THIET &< & &re-&re gatasel &l
TaT @11 &1 Id: I &G G J v 7 @1 7RTT
giae &1 E1 & TUT 390y &G F F) FH13GT S TR
gesr & 998 g7 gt srot grafiear va st @t
Tohd 81 a2 s wria guey & a GrE-fd gerfewrd.
IR TGNGTIT GERT THET & [e1d Tk FI3ET I
FTR TG &1 G ST [RTB0T el Gbd & T
FSdIeT & HIGIT &/

SURIFT & gREsT 7 gfa §Iv ggifdverT grr 01 a7 &
fadter feag @1 angarT far oar 8 al 39 gsdreT TT
FHST ST qhfed JUT Akl faaw & faT g9 @edc,
Elodflo =57, d7v-glkev o7 alg H it Ugl are v &l
gR&Y & g ATfagul adids & [kl f@r i G &,
g &l [RF F IIw FISET i FIT 2T SRT
FEIT R gINGTIT & TEIeHal & 3% Fuciad
STV R2UT- 13311 & FecrerT & srgreicaes Friare] &1
7T Ghedl &1

5 G U 3G @A & [ ] ghgifaveT &
geTfepIRY] SRT FI741T Ieiad <rarerd & Ruies fAvfa
2003 (2) g& & & 45 gRT FeT g ITT FIH
AT STt 31087 T H=T §F §I% HISIAeT AT T 73
GIRT STIRT @I 13391 &7 Sr&rer: grerT &% folad srarerdl
BT FT STTHFT & BT & garfda 7 gt g /"

9. Chairman, Bar Council of Uttar Pradesh has also
resolved on 13.02.2023 that even if lawyers are holding
protest on any specific day, yet the witnesses who have
come to the court for deposition or are to be cross-
examined etc. would not be hampered. Resolution passed
in that regard is reproduced hereinafter:-

“FTR 73T B TH] fSlerr =rarerd [ aeiage, #iaed
2R, FEHIT 1Tt Y FHIT 185g7T & FR YENATET
& eerqIae ga =T GaIeasal &t 3319 134T Sirar
& 1& fa<te Rag & a7 f<t off are 7 sre &is g,
TRV [GINE 8g T 13591 AT & dl 39 G & TEIAd
FHfAgear &l Talel 8g 7 AF §a 7 &1 Ia7 arg 7 < o
fater lRag &7 gerer 51671 @ry &1 arey g ot 31T far
TIT 8 1 Iwiad [afe o 31 g Targ & Tangl foikE
fet ot aRf@fF 7 gma #ed anfd g=i€a a5
et ot gepre @1 =ides srarie 37 7 811"

10. A further resolution no.1869/21 has been passed by
the Bar Council of Uttar Pradesh in its general meeting
dated 21.01.2024 that even in case of condolence the
lawyers would not abstain from work but would only hold
a condolence meeting at 03.30 PM so that judicial work in
the courts are not adversely affected. Resolution of the
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Bar Council of Uttar Pradesh in that regard is reproduced
hereinafter:-

“FI FIIGT Ip I T b GIHT 3 oIk

21.01.2024 7 gefgmfa @ A= gearea qiRa faar a7 81

"3y & [3f9= a7 GEt & a1 F TR T areT g1
Sifelgerr & Tiar [Oar 91 87 a7 fadt =7 Redark &1
ol geg 817 U¥ 2l eAIa GIRT &7 R a7 & 1 i &
fava <67 @7 Tedrd giia @< faar Sirar & foad =ifde
& Q3 a¥E & Fifad &1 STl 81 HTNT I e 3
iz 1t Sifeaer @ 5cg Eidl & al Ul TH ARG
03:30 O fa5g7 51T 8 dTids i #ral 3 &is e 3aaa
T8

Fd: FRleRT TRIRIAE] @i ¢foTa w@d gy qeaia &
g fabar smar & 1o fGiet ) agdienl &1 ada a7 I @l
3G IR & 31T fabar 5 fa5 g8 foieh deeficT &
&t sifdaerr @1 g g1 o7 81 FwRIg 03:30 &9t Alw
T&Tre giia fasar s

11. People of India have given to themselves the
Constitution of India for their governance. The citizenry of
this great country has thus pledged and resolved to be
governed by the rule of law. Unless and until
administration of justice is secured by the smooth and
effective running of courts the rule of law cannot be
ensured. If the courts are not allowed to function at its
optimal level on account of frequent call of strikes by
lawyers the very edifice on which the entire system rests
may crumble. The law on strike has otherwise been settled
by the Supreme Court in Ex. Captain Harish Uppal
(supra). The apex body of the advocates at national and
state level have resolved to abide by it. There is thus no
reason as to why the menace of strike in courts of Uttar
Pradesh can continue with impunity. Vested interests or a
section of unscrupulous members at the Bar cannot be
allowed to violate the law declared by the Supreme Court
or the solemn resolutions of the Bar Council of India and
the Bar Council of Uttar Pradesh. Time has come to take
effective measures to strictly comply with the judgments of
the Supreme Court banning strike by the lawyers, in letter
and spirit.

12. Legal profession is otherwise recognized as a noble
profession. Members of Bar through the generations have
been held in high esteem for serving the society by
establishing peace and order and to ensure that rights of
citizens are protected by the courts. Bar members played
an important role in our freedom struggle also. Most of
our revered freedom fighters were actually advocates by
profession.

13. People of this State have reposed faith in the Courts to
resolve their dispute and protect their valuable rights
guaranteed by the Constitution of India. This faith cannot
be allowed to be compromised by a section of
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irresponsible advocates who place their own interest over
and above the interest of common man. If the functioning
of district judgeship is allowed to be effected in any
manner it would have an adverse cascading effect of
grave proportions.

14. Since the highest body of advocates constituted under
the Advocates Act, 1961 at national level i.e. Bar Council
of India and at state level i.e. Bar Council of Uttar
Pradesh have already resolved not to go on strike, in due
deference to the law declared by the Supreme Court of
India, we hold that any act of individual lawyers or their
association (by whatever name called) to go on strike or
to give call for strike or to abstain from work in the State
of Uttar Pradesh, henceforth, shall be treated as an ex
facie act of criminal contempt.

15. Shri M. K. Mishra and Shri R. K. Ojha, learned Senior
Counsels, however, submit that the lawyers at times come
across genuine difficulties and hardships and since even
their legitimate grievances are not considered, therefore,
they are left with no option but to go on strike. It is,
therefore, suggested by the learned Senior Counsels that it
would be desirable and in the interest of smooth running
of Courts that a ‘Grievance Redressal Committee’ be
constituted both at different levels of the Courts i.e. the
High Court and the District Courts, so that genuine
grievances of lawyers and litigants are addressed without
lawyers being compelled to go on strike.

16. We find force in the above contention advanced on
behalf of the Bar Council of India and Bar Council of
Uttar Pradesh. Our attention has been invited to a recent
order passed by the Supreme Court in District Bar
Association Dehradun (supra) wherein the Court has
directed as under:-

“3. Having heard Shri Manan Kumar Mishra,
learned Senior Advocate and Chairman of the
Bar Council of India, we once again reiterate
that no member of the Bar can go on strike
and/or abstain himself from court working. Time
and again, this Court has emphasised and
criticized the advocates going on strike and
abstaining them from work. If the member of the
Bar has any genuine grievance or the difficulty
being faced because of the procedural changes
in filing/listing of the matters and/or any genuine
grievance pertaining to misbehave of any
member of the lower judiciary they can very well
make a representation and it is appropriate that
their genuine grievances are considered by some
forum so that such strikes can be avoided and
members of the Bar who might have genuine
grievances like above may ventilate their
grievances. Therefore, we request all the High
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Courts to constitute Grievance Redressal
Committee in their respective High Courts which
may be headed by the Chief Justice and such a
grievance redressal committee be consisting of
two other senior Judges, one each from service
and one from the Bar to be nominated by the
Chief Justice as well as the Advocate General,
Chairman of the Bar Council of the State and
President of the High Court Bar Association.
The High Court may also consider to constitute
the similar Grievance Redressal Committee at
the District Court level. It is observed that the
Grievance Redressal Committee may consider
the genuine grievance related to the difference of
opinion or dissatisfaction because of procedural
changes in filing/listing of the matters of the
respective High Courts or any District Courts in
their respective States and any genuine
grievance pertaining misbehave of any member
of the lower judiciary, provided such grievance
must be genuine and not to keep the pressure on
any judicial officer. The present application
stands disposed of in terms of the above. [.A. No.
51257/2023 shall also stand disposed of.”

17. We are informed by Registrar General of High Court
of Judicature at Allahabad, who is present in Court, that
in due compliance of the aforesaid direction of the
Supreme Court of India, a Grievance Redressal
Commiittee has already been constituted at the level of
High Court presided over by Hona€™ble the Chief
Justice. Following is the composition of Committee
constituted by Hona€™ble the Chief Justice:-

“Grievance Redressal Committee:

(Constituted vide order of Hon'ble the Chief
Justice dated 03.05.2023 pursuant to order dated
20.04.2023 of Hon'ble the Supreme Court passed
in M.A. 859 of 2020 in SLP (C) No. 5440 of
2020)

1. Hon'ble the Chief Justice

2. Hon'ble Mr. Justice Rajan Roy

3. Hon'ble Mr. Justice Faiz Alam Khan

4. Advocate General, State of Uttar Pradesh
5. Chairman, Bar Council of Uttar Pradesh
6. President, High Court Bar Association”

18. Registrar General has also informed us that even at
district level a Grievance Redressal Committee has been
constituted presided over by the respective District
Judge/Senior Additional District Judge. The composition
of Grievance Redressal Committee at district level is as
under:-
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“1. District Judge

2. Additional District Judge-1
3. Chief Judicial Magistrate

4. D.G.C. (Civil) & (Criminal)

5. President, Bar Association of the concerned
district.”

19. Shri Manan Kumar Mishra and Shri R. K. Ojha,
learned Senior Counsels submit that at district level most
of the problems/issues can be resolved if representative of
the district administration is also associated with the
district level Grievance Redressal Committee. A
suggestion is, therefore, made to include the District
Magistrate or his nominee in the Grievance Redressal
Commiittee formed at district level. To this suggestion of
the Bar Council of India and Bar Council of Uttar
Pradesh there is no opposition by anyone including the
State Counsel present in Court.

20. We find substance in the suggestion of Shri M. K.
Mishra and Shri R. K. Ojha, learned Senior Counsels that
the District Magistrate or his nominee be included in the
Grievance Redressal Committee at district level, so that

legitimate grievance of lawyers at district level is duly
addressed.

21. In that view of the matter, we request Registrar
General of this Court to issue necessary directions to all
District Judges throughout State of Uttar Pradesh to
include District Magistrate or his nominee not below the
rank of Additional District Magistrate to be a member of
the Grievance Redressal Committee formed at the district
level. This would make the Grievance Redressal
Committee more effective in dealing with grievance of
lawyers and would thereby help in smooth functioning of
the courts and facilitate dispensation of justice. Ordered
accordingly.

22. In light of the above deliberations and discussions, we
issue following directions:-

(i) Any act of individual lawyer(s) or their association (by
whatever name called) to go on strike or to give call for
strike or to abstain from work in the State of Uttar
Pradesh, henceforth, shall be treated as an ex facie act of
criminal contempt.

(ii) All District Judges in the State of Uttar Pradesh shall
report any act of strike by the lawyers in their respective
courts to the Registrar General of this Court alongwith
name of office bearers of the respective Bar Association
which has given call for strike or the name of lawyers who
call such strike so that appropriate proceedings of
criminal contempt are instituted against them in
accordance with law.
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(iii) In light of the resolution already passed by the Bar
Council of Uttar Pradesh on 21.01.2024, a further
direction is issued to all lawyers body throughout the State
of Uttar Pradesh not to abstain from work even on
account  of  condolence  due to  death  of
lawyer/officer/employee of court or their relatives and the
condolence meeting may be called only after 03.30 PM.
Any violation of this direction would also be viewed as an
act of ex facie contempt.

(iv) Above direction would be circulated to all district
courts and would be displayed on the notice board of all
courts throughout the State of Uttar Pradesh so as to
ensure its strict compliance.

23. List this case before the appropriate Court, once
again, on 25.09.2024 alongwith a report from the
Registrar General of this Court regarding compliance of
this order.”

5. In para-21 of the aforesaid order, this Court requested the
Registrar General of this Court to issue necessary directions to all
District Judges throughout State of Uttar Pradesh including
District Magistrate or his nominee not below the rank of
Additional District Magistrate to be a member of the Grievance

Redressal Committee formed at the district level.

6. In compliance of the aforesaid direction, the Registrar
General issued letter dated 07.09.2024 addressing to all the
District Judges of State of Uttar Pradesh enclosing therewith copy
of order dated 07.08.2024 passed by this Court in Contempt
Application (Criminal) No.12 of 2024. The aforesaid letter dated
07.09.2024 issued by the Registrar General of this Court reads as

under:-

“While considering the matter of strike/ abstinence from
judicial work by the Advocates/ District Bar Association,
Prayagraj, Hon'ble Court, in Criminal Contempt Application No.
12 of 2024 titled In Re vs. District Bar Association of Prayagraj,
has expressed its serious concern over the issue of strike in State
of Uttar Pradesh by the different Bar Associations and issued the
following directions:

"(i) Any act of individual lawyer(s) or their association
(by whatever name called) to go on strike or to give call
for strike or to abstain from work in the State of Uttar
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Pradesh, henceforth, shall be treated as an ex facie act
of criminal contempt.

(ii) All District Judges in the State of Uttar Pradesh
shall report any act of strike by the lawyers in their
respective courts to the Registrar General of this Court
alongwith name of office bearers of the respective Bar
Association which has given call for strike or the name
of lawyers who call such strike so that appropriate
proceedings of criminal contempt are instituted against
them in accordance with law.

(iii) In light of the resolution already passed by the Bar
Council of Uttar Pradesh on 21.01.2024, a further
direction is issued to all lawyers body throughout the
State of Uttar Pradesh not to abstain from work even on
account  of  condolence due to death  of
lawyer/officer/employee of court or their relatives and
the condolence meeting may be called only after 03.30
PM. Any violation of this direction would also be viewed
as an act of ex facie contempt.

(iv) Above direction would be circulated to all district
courts and would be displayed on the notice board of all
courts throughout the State of Uttar Pradesh so as to
ensure its strict compliance.”

Further, in order to make the Grievance Redressal
Committee more effective in addressing the grievances of lawyers
and thereby help in the smooth functioning of the courts and the
facilitation of justice, you are directed to include the District
Magistrate or his/her nominee, not below the rank of Additional
District Magistrate, as a member of the Grievance Redressal
Committee formed at the district level, as per paragraph 21 of
the said order.

You are, therefore, requested to ensure compliance of the
above mentioned order and forward a copy of the same to the
Principal Judge(s), Family Courts, Presiding Olfficers of
Commercial Courts, MACTS, LARRAS and the
President/Secretary of Bar Associations of your districts for
necessary action.

Encl.: Pdf copy of order dated 07.08.2024 passed in Criminal
Contempt Application No. 12 of 2024.”

7. Therefore, it 1is abundantly clear that all the Bar
Associations of the entire Uttar Pradesh are aware about the

aforesaid order being passed by this Court inasmuch as copy
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thereof has been supplied to all concerning authorities and office

bearers of the respective Bars.

8. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in re; District Bar
Association, Dehradun through its Secretary v. Ishwar
Shandilya and Others, (2020) 17 SCC 672, has been pleased to
direct that ultimate goal of speedy justice is now recognised as a
fundamental right under Articles 14 and 21 of Constitution of
India and when institution is facing a serious problem of arrears
and delay in disposal of cases, such four days’ strike in every
month by Advocates/boycott of courts cannot be justified. In the
aforesaid judgment, the Apex Court followed the dictum of the
Apex Court in re; Harish Uppal v. Union of India, (2003) 2 SCC
45; Common Cause v. Union of India, (2006) 9 SCC 295 and
Krishnakant Tamrakar v. State of M.P, (2018) 17 SCC 27,
observing that boycotting courts on every Saturday is not

justifiable at all and as such, it tantamount to contempt of courts.

9. Para-7 in re; District Bar Association, Dehradun (supra)

reads as under:-

“7. As observed hereinabove, in spite of the decisions of
this Court in Harish Uppal [Harish Uppal v. Union of
India, (2003) 2 SCC 45] , Common Cause [Common
Cause v. Union of India, (2006) 9 SCC 295 : (2006) 2
SCC (Cri) 493] and Krishnakant Tamrakar [Krishnakant
Tamrakar v. State of M.P, (2018) 17 SCC 27] and despite
the warnings by the courts, time and again, still, in some
of the courts, the lawyers go on strikes/are on strikes. It
appears that despite the strong words used by this Court
in the aforesaid decisions, criticising the conduct on the
part of the lawyers to go on strikes, it appears that the
message has not reached. Even despite the resolution of
the Bar Council of India dated 29-9-2002, thereafter, no
further concrete steps are taken even by the Bar Council
of India and/or the other Bar Councils of the States. A day
has now come for the Bar Council of India and the Bar
Councils of the States to step in and to take concrete steps.
1t is the duty of the Bar Councils to ensure that there is no
unprofessional and unbecoming conduct by any lawyer. As
observed by this Court in Harish Uppal [Harish
Uppal v. Union of India, (2003) 2 SCC 45] , the Bar
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Council of India is enjoined with a duty of laying down the
standards of professional conduct and etiquette for the
advocates. It is further observed that this would mean that
the Bar Council of India ensures that the advocates do not
behave in an unprofessional and unbecoming manner.
Section 48 of the Advocates Act gives a right to the Bar
Council of India to give directions to the State Bar
Councils. It is further observed that the Bar Associations
may be separate bodies but all the advocates who are
members of such associations are under disciplinary
jurisdiction of the Bar Councils and thus, the Bar
Councils can always control their conduct. Therefore,
taking a serious note of the fact that despite the aforesaid
decisions of this Court, still the lawyers/Bar Associations
go on strikes, we take suo motu cognizance and issue
notices to the Bar Council of India and all the State Bar
Councils to suggest the further course of action and to
give concrete suggestions to deal with the problem of
strikes/abstaining the work by the lawyers. The notices
may be made returnable within six weeks from today. The
Registry is directed to issue the notices to the Bar Council
of India and all the State Bar Councils accordingly.”

10. In the light of what has been considered above, the
Advocates, who are Members of Central Bar Association,
Lucknow and Lucknow Bar Association, Lucknow have abstained
from judicial work from 18.05.2026 to 26.05.2026 on the call of
office bearers of the aforesaid Bar Associations, which resulted in
serious prejudice to the litigants, who came to attend the court
proceedings, e.g. recording their evidence as witnesses etc. and
most of them are poor litigants, who suffered monetary loss also
in traveling from their place to Lucknow. Besides, strike or
boycott call by the Lawyers’ Association is against the various
dictums of the Apex Court, so such conduct of the Advocates is
not only unjustified but the same is illegal also. The Apex Court in
re; Harish Uppal (supra), Common Cause (supra), Krishnakant
Tamrakar (supra) and District Bar Association, Dehradun
(supra) has consistently held that if the lawyers go on strike or
boycott the court proceedings, a serious view shall be taken and
consequence shall follow, including punishment under the
Contempt of Courts Act. Strike or boycott by the lawyers shall be

treated as ex-facie contempt of Court inasmuch as nobody has the
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right to go on strike or boycott courts. The Hon’ble Supreme
Court has directed that to go on strike/ boycott courts cannot be
justified under the guise of the right to freedom of speech and
expression under Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution of India.
Even, such a right, if any, cannot affect the rights of others and
more particularly, the right to speedy justice guaranteed under

Articles 14 & 21 of the Constitution of India.

11. Notably, in the present case, the Advocates, who were very
well aware about the directions being issued by the Apex Court
and this Court, which have been circulated by the Registrar
General of this Court through concerned District Judges that the
Advocates may not go on strike or boycott the courts/ judicial
proceedings, but the Advocates of Central Bar Association,
Lucknow and Lucknow Bar Association, Lucknow went on strike/
boycott the court proceedings, one Advocate distributed plastic
Lathies to the Advocates in a house meeting of the Advocates in
the presence of their office bearers uttering slogans that the
Advocates shall now handle the administration by means of these

Lathies using force upon them (on administration and police).

12. Therefore, we hereby treat the aforesaid strike/ boycott of
judicial work from 18.05.2026 to 26.05.2026 unjustified and
illegal and consequential orders to that effect would be issued

subsequently.

13. One fact has been brought into our notice by the District
Judge, Lucknow that General Secretary of Central Bar
Association, Lucknow has issued show cause notices on
21.05.2026 against three Advocates, namely, (i) Sri Uttam
Tripathi, Advocate, who distributed plastic Lathies to the
Advocates, (i1) Sri Himanshu Mishra, Advocate, who posted and
delivered baseless and misconceived speeches on social media to

provoke the Advocates against administration and police and (iii)
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Sri Brijesh Kumar Yadav, Advocate, for his irresponsible and
personal comments on the Administrative Judge, Lucknow
creating unrest amongst the Advocates. The General Secretary of
Central Bar Association, Lucknow has subsequently issued
expulsion letter dated 04.06.2026 against Sri Uttam Tripathi,
Advocate and Sri Brijesh Kumar Yadav, Advocate, expelling
them for five years from primary membership of the Association

considering their explanation.

14. Considering the aforesaid facts and circumstances, particularly
the fact that the office bearers of Central Bar Association have
taken action against two erring Advocates, therefore, at this stage,
instead of initiating ex-facie criminal contempt proceedings
against the office bearers of both the Bar Associations and the
learned Advocates, who were indulged in illegal and unauthorized
activities creating chaos and disturbance in the court premises
abstaining the judicial work, notices are issued to the office
bearers of both the Bar Associations as well as Sri Uttam Tripathi,
Advocate (supra), Sri Himanshu Mishra, Advocate (supra) and Sri
Brijesh Kumar Yadav, Advocate (supra) to show cause as to why
criminal contempt proceedings may not be initiated against them
and as to why their misconduct may not be referred to the Bar
Council of U.P. for taking necessary action against them. The
notices to the aforesaid Advocates would be served through
General Secretary of Central Bar Association, Lucknow. Those
Advocates shall submit their explanation within a period of two
weeks supported with an affidavit giving undertaking that they
shall follow the dictums of the Apex Court, which has been
referred in the preceding paragraph of this order and shall

maintain good conduct and behaviour in the interest of institution.

15. It is needless to say that any appropriate order would be
passed after considering the explanation and undertaking of the

aforesaid Advocates.
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16. List this case on 27.07.2026 at 03:00 P.M. after obtaining
appropriate orders from Hon’ble the Chief Justice to constitute the

Bench.

17.  Today, the case was listed for orders and we pronounced the
order. However, it has been informed by some learned counsels

that they have filed impleadment and interventions applications.

18. I.LA. No.3 of 2026 is an application for intervention moved by
Sr1 Balkeshwar Srivastava, learned Advocate, on behalf of Central

Bar Association, Lucknow.

19. I.LA. No.4 of 2026 and I.A. No.5 of 2026 have been filed by
Sri Jyotiresh Pandey, learned Advocate, seeking impleadment of
Lucknow Bar Association, Lucknow and Central Bar Association,

Lucknow in the array of opposite parties.

20. ILA. No.6 of 2026 has been filed by Ms. Tamina Khanam,
learned Advocate, who appeared in person, seeking her

impleadment in the array of opposite parties.

21. ILA. No.7 of 2026 is an application for intervention moved by
Sri Divyarth Singh Chauhan, learned Advocate, on behalf of

Lucknow Bar Association, Lucknow.

22. Objections may be filed to the aforesaid impleadment and

intervention applications by the next date of listing.

23. Some more Advocates are willing to file impleadment
application or supplementary affidavit seeking intervention in this

matter.

24. Since this is a public interest litigation in the interest of public
at large, therefore, Members of the Bar(s) are permitted to file
their impleadment application or application for intervention and

those applications would be considered on the next date.
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25. Learned counsels for the parties have stated that copy of
aforesaid applications have not been provided to them, therefore,
they would not be able to file objection to the aforesaid

applications.

26. Learned counsel for the applicants, who have filed the
aforesaid applications, have stated that they will serve copies of

aforesaid applications to all respective counsels within 48 hours.

27. Sri S.K. Singh, learned Advocate, has requested that he may

be permitted to file an application for intervention.

28. On the aforesaid request, Sri S.K. Singh, learned Advocate, is
also permitted to file intervention application by the next date of

listing.

29. Sri S.P. Singh, learned AGA, has submitted that he will
apprise the Court about the outcome of investigation in the present

case by the next date of listing.

(Rajeev Bharti,J.) (Rajesh Singh Chauhan,J.)

June 08, 2026
RBS/-
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