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Mew Delhi, this the /-lot uay -t

,J- Mr lustice V ..Raiagopala. Reddy, yi.; uiJ11-''"' w 1 ■■ '■ - "■ ^^rnr^^ Miornbei" I. A )
Hon'ble Sh.. Govnidan S. lamp^ , n. .rnL,-
1_ Sh.. Rarn K.i.irnar

S..''o Sh.. Hukam Chand
r'/o 275 ., Vi 1 ] .. Pi tarnpu ra, Delhi - 34 ..

2. Sh.. D,.N..Upneja, S/o Sh.. (Late) Sobha Ram
3. Sh: Mahadev Balmiki, S/o Late .Jhamrnan Ram
4. Churini Lai S/o Late Sh.. Shyam Lai

5.. Sh.. R.. '2., Puri S/o Late Sh.. H.. K. .. Purl
All working as Assistants in ICAR.
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, Petit!oner

( B y A d V o c a t e : S l'i. T .. t; .. A <3 cj a r wi a 1)
V_E „R,„S _Li_S

S hi .. B.. K. - '2 h a n h a n , Sec r e t. a r y,
T . C. A - R.. , K. r 1 s hi i B h a v a n ,
hJ e wi D e 1. hi i .. „  ., R e s p o n d e n t.

^ B V A ci V o C- B. i" 0 S h „ P - P .. K h i-j r a n a , S r . C o n n s e 1
wi. t hi S hi .. V .. K, .. Rao ,1

ORDER (ORAL)

Justice„V,^Raiagopala„Reddy.3_

Heard the counsel for the petitioner and
It is stated that in compl iance with the

>v the Tribunal, the respondents had
r e s p o n d e n t s ..

d i r e c t i o n s g 1 v e n d

dated 6-11-2000 disposing of the
the petitioner. Learned

counsel for the petitioner. hoMever, seeks to argue
,  „ TO net in accordance with tlie

that the urot;:! i -- -
,  1,-1 .-1 net een side red thie

s t hi e r e s p o n Q e n t s n a d not

p a s s e d a n o r d e r

r e r e s e n t. a t. i o n m a d e b y

di rectxons A-^.

merits of the case in their proper perspective. We do
oi'-dei" had been pmosauthe

not. a.grew

disposing

Uie" * „-rtim to .-oomplv
cf the representation., purporting
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with the order of the Tribunal. It cannot be

that there was any contempt committed by the

respondents. If the petitioner is aggrieved by the

order passed by the respondents, it is open to hirn to

agitate against the said order by filing a separate

OA.

y _ It is. hiowever , ■ seen that there is

considerable delay on the part of the respondents in

complying with the order. Though three weeks time was

gi Ven for di sposa]. of t fie represen ta.t ions, the of d«i

was passed only on 6--11.-2000. , But, it is stated that

the respondents had already taken action even prior

t o, o n t h e t- e p r e s e n t a t i o n , b u t t h e r e w a s o n .1 y d e 1 a y i n

the communication of the order.

3. The respondents also express apology for

the delay,. In the circumstances, we did not deem it.

propeI"' t.o take any serioi.js viewi of t.he de 1 ay in t.liis

c a s e .. The C P is, t h e r- e f o r e , c 1 o s e d . N o t i. c e i s s u e d i s

discharged.

ndan S. Tamp-p

Membei" (..A.)

(V ,. Ra j agopa 1 a Redoy
V ice - C li a. i, I' rn a n (.1)
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