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CENTRBL ithd2IN1. 	1RIBUNAL 
	 BENCH  

Al..iABAD 

Civil Misc. Contempt Aoplication No. 1Q1 of ,j, 9 9 o 

In 

Original  Hop.U. csit i o n  No. 758 of 1996 

Allahabad this the  17th day of 	14kg13. 	1999 

Hon'ble Mr. 	Jayal, Member 	A ) 
Hoo'ble Mr. . K . Aglawal. Member 	J  j. 

.1. D. 6hahi, T-6(Trg.Associ—Horticulture) K.V.K. 
in Indian Veterinary Research Institute, Izzatnagar, 
U.P. 

2. Ram Prasad, T-6(Breeding) 1.141(Pigs) in Indian' 
Veterinery Research Institute, Izatnagar, U.P. 

3. Rakesh Pandey, T-6(Trg.Asaoc—e4gronomy) K.V.K. 
in Indian Veterinary Research Institute, Izatnagar, 
U. P. 

4. Bhatnagar, T-6Jech..Officer—Para—Haemo-
protesta) N.B.C. in Indian Veterinary Research 
Institute, Izatnagar, U.P. 

5. B.P. 	T-6(fiesp. Calorimetry) A.N. ,Avision 
in Indian Veterinary Research Institute, izatnagar, 
U.P. 

6. Bhagwat Charam, T-6(Blood Group) A.G.Jivision in 
Indian Veterinary Research Institute, Izatnagar, 
U. P. 

7. Bhartiya, T-6(Tech.Officer—JNA Recombinant) 
N.B.C. in Indian Veterinary Research Institute 
Izatnagar, U.P. 
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8. Jr.(Mis4v.E. siddiqui, T-6(Tech.Officer Mono- 

clonocal Antibody) N.B.C. in Indian Veterinary 
Research institute, Izatnagar, U.P. 

8. aurendea Nath, T-b(Electron, ivlicroscope Photo 
Unit)E.M. aection in Indian Veterinary Research 

Institute, Izatnagar, 

10. "r. Avnessh Kumar, T-.6(hadiation acientillation 
aystem) A.N. Jivision in Indian Veterinary In-

stitute, Izatnagar, U.P. 

11. a.a. Tripathi , T-6(Trg.Associatia-i4ggii Engg.) 

in Indian Veterinary hesearch Institute, Iaatnagva 
U. P. 

Applicants 

By Advocates Jr. H.G. Padia, 
ari P. Padia, 

,eve 

Versus 

Jr. Kiran aingh, Director, Indian Veterinary Research 
Institute, Izatnagar, Bareilly, U.P. 

Respondent 

By Advocates ari J.N. Tiwari, 
ari hakesh 
4ri N.P.  

h Q. h( oral ) 

litv Honible Mr. a. asYal, Member ( A )  

This contempt petition44has beersf fled • 

with the prayer to initiate civil Gontempt-pEaceedings 

against the respondent for deliberately and wilfully 

fbouting the orders passed by this Tribunal dated 

24.7.6 in U. ti. 7b8 of 196. The order said to be 

flouted is an interim order passed in the said 0. ets 
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to the following effect; 

"Learned counsel for the applicants prays for 

ad—interim order. it is not clear as to whether 

the order dated 16.7.96 has actually been carried 
out or not. in view of this fact, the status quo 

of the applicants as on today, is thaintained till 

next date.* 

2. 
Learned counsel for the applicant has 

filed orders regarding extension of this stay dated 

11.9.1996 and 09.10.1996. 

3. 
Learned counsel for the respondents men4 

tions that the 0.r. has beerml ecided and that the appli-

cants in this case had approached the High Court against 

the order in 0.A. and the High Court has set aside the 

order in U.H. He also mentions that the relief has been 

granted to the applicants. This position is not contested 

.8443y the learned counsel for the applicants. Aie find 

that no contempt has been committed in this case in view 

of the specific averments of the respondents that they 

had maintained status quo till ta(fV;Old‘r of interim order 

was operating. The notices issued to the respondent is 

discharged and case consigned to record. 

II 

Iviembor 	 Manber ( A ) 

/M".M./ 


