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1. Union of India through
Chief Secretary,
Delhi Administration,
Civil Lines, Delhi.

2. The Director of Education,
Delhi Addiin ist rat ion,
Old Secretariat,
Civil Lines, Delhi.

3. The Dr. Director (Education)
East District. Delhi d, , BAni. ,,, Respondents

^ By Advocate Nrs. Neera Chhiber

order (oral)

Hon'ble Nr. Justice B. C. Saksena —

The learned counsel for the respondents has

placed before us a copy of order dated 1.11.1993
by uhich the impugned orders dated 28.4.1992 and

1.5.1992 have been set aside by allowing the appeal
preferred by the applicant.

2. Shri Nainee, learned counsel for the applicant
prays for heavy costs being ordered against the

respondents. Learned counsel for the respondents
also placed before us copy of a written statement
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proposed to be filed in this case. It has been

pointed out that in v/ieu of the order dated

1.11.1993, no occasion to file the written

statement now arises. The learned counsel for

the respondents also indicated that Annexure

A-13 which is a copy of the appeal which the

applicant had preferred was addressed to the

Chief Secretary who was the second appellate

authority and that it was, therefore, made to

an authority who has no jurisdiction in the

matter. The appeal was directed against the

order dated 28.4.1992 and had been filed on

15.12.1992, about eight months after the order.

Ue find force in the submission made by the

learned counsel for the respondents that the

appeal on both the grounds, namely, being

addressed to a wrong authority and barred by

limitation, could have bean rejected straightaway,

3. In the circumstances of the case, we do not

find any justification for imposing costs on the

respondents. Ue may, however, express a wish

that the opposite parties may in future be a little

careful and pass necessary orders immediately

or at least file written statements in time.

No other observation is called for.

4. The.O.A, is dismissed as having become

infructuous. No costs.

( S. R. Adlge •), (B.C. Saksena )
Member (AJ- - Uice-Chairman (3)


