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Dat ed: r\ll ahaba , ·che 3 r'o day 0 f i'.'.ay a)O 1.

Cora-a: Honb Le j.lr. ::i. uayal, .r.l,

Hori! hl e ilL. Rafiq 1Jddin,J .J .••

Brij Nandan .;)har:na,

slo .:Jri Piarey Lal .Jhal1l1a,

r/o HoU:5e 1',0.203, Bu hanp ur a

j.leera Ki Path, Uld city,

lBareilly (U.P.).

. ..• 9P2.icant

3y '<ivocate: :jri rt. C. Pat hak )

Versus

1. Vnion of India through the .:lecretary

of hgricul tu:-e, Gov e rrmerrt of Inc.;ia,

Kr-Lshfi Bha~Jan, Ne;1 Oelhi-ll.

2. The Direct or General,

Inaian Council of horiculture fusearch lICM),
.;.J

Gov arnrne n of India, Krishi BhcivJan,

New 0el' i-Il.

3. The Jirector,

Inuian Veterinary P.esearci Institute (IVBI),

Izatnagar, Bareilly (V.P.) ..

Inuian Veteriaary Fe se a.rch Insti 'tut e J, IVl:'I),

Izatnagar, Bareilly (V.P.).
. . . . Respondent:..;

~y -ovo ce te :



,.~
2.

R D E R ( ORAL)

prayer f or setting bside t.le im;)ugnod order aoted

5.12.2000, .!hicn i..., rt.nnexure rt-1 to the K.)plication

and directions for l'e-instate.nent of tne a;)pl Lcerrt

Ii/it;) all cons equerrt i al b onof Lts .

2. The 1 euITlocl counsel for t,-,e a,Jp-,-icc:.n-: has

contended before us that DY order a2-ced 12-10-aJGO

i.n O"t No. 1071 of 2J(~O directions VJere given to the

BeS.:lOncAent3to consider and do c Lde repr~sentetion

\Jithin 3 months f ron t:-:e dat e of .re ce ip t of a copy

oft ile order.

p.l d c ed t:-;ose repre sellta-.: :'ons, .:i1:'c:: e re pI ac 08 at

Paoe Nos. 28 c:.no29 of the aoolicatiGn. By theJ • •

.re p r e se rrt a c Lon dated 21.12.91, the app.l Lcarrc had

represented that he s.ioul d be given full detail s

of the an ourrt (,'s, 3435/-) sought to be recovered

from him. The leamed counsel for the applicant

v-catos that by t:le i-:1pugnea order d at eo 5. 12. 2COO

p l aced at ronnexure •.•..1 to t he O. ..n., t lle :-tesponcients

to consider t;-1e representation of the appl icant.

4. The learned coun.sa; f or the applicant

has pl, aced r\Dnexu~e 1.0 • ..-_11 on Pdge - 29 of t:le

present 0A, in Wilich he has sought co cun errt s
, ~~le an ourrt of r\s.3435/- to be recovered f LOll
~ allow him to be taken back in service.
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5. ,t' he learned counsel fo the c.:Jp'::'ic6nt

conten-ds that this part has not been cO::1pliGaVJith

in spite of d i re ct Lon s of this Tribllllal and hence,

th is Criginal nppl Lc at ion. .•e find f z cci t he order

Q a t.e d 12-10-20uO in Ok No.1071 of 2000 that t he

f 011 ovJing observ at ions .., ere made in paras raph no.2

of the saio order:-

..e have cons i de ro d the sulxa iss ions of

t:-)at toe appl .icant was tenninated f rcrn
service on 18.10.1988 and his app1icCJtion
for Dein9 ta:~en back in se_vice ·.las also
rejected on 3.7.1':;,-90. T.,is «pp.l Lce t Lon
h as been filed on 20.9.2000, i. c. after
more than 10 years. ree..:: SUC,l a long
aelay, in our op i.nion theZ'~ is no question
of en'ce~tuining the dis,)ute so for as
tennmation f r or.i serv ice is c once rned. n

Thus, t he app.l Lcan t cannot now raise tile dispute

regarding tennin e't i.on of service ana re-insi:ata:lent
\'"",-, ~

~ t he present C..... hence, the ~Jpl Lcet Lon st ends

rej ected at the acm Lss.ion stage itself.

here s.iai I be no ord er as tv cost s .

)~V-'~~'-'1
(RKFI U.JDIE)

JU .JICln.L. J'lB'dBEB l,iil.iS l.

Natij


