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" She nouy alleges that the rsspondant noJ5 of the G,A.,» yho is
" the only respondent in the present application» has wilfully

'v1018ted tha aforssaid order as the rep esentatiOn was not
‘f;;p;esentutaspundcnt on 22. 1’1997. Shes herafors» prays that a

‘contempt ruls should be issusd

no represantation dated 15,34 1996 wds received. This contention

"4, Subject to the ubsérvation s abaves

tion filed by the petitioner on 15.3,1996 within two months

from the date of communicaﬁion~of the order. It was Further

ordered that in case no appbintmsnt wasg giveny a speaking'order
\

should be padssed uhich should be comMJnicated to the petitioner.

disposed of even till the inst nt application was Filed on
11.4. 1997 despite the fact thaL it was duly commun ica ted by
the applicant by regxstarsd pOLt which yas received by the

2,  Though no reply has besn Filed on behalf of the respdn=

dentso their-ld.caunsgel hasg stated that lag a matter of fact

}

cannot be brushed agide as the petitioner has not produced any

document to shoy that the rspresentation wag duly sent. 1In

such situations there cannot bs any question of disposal of

the supposad representation and consequently no contempt rule

can be issued, ' '

3. Howeverr we are disposed to give an opportunity to the

petitioners considering her. distresssd conditions to put in

anothsr appllcatlon to the concernsd authority seek ing compa-

ssionats app01ntmont and if aWy such application is mades the

‘same shall be duly considered -and in casewit is turned doyn,» a

reasoned Ordsf,should be record and communicatsd to the

petitioner within ten weeks From the date |of recsipt of fresh

‘repressntation from the petitionar.

L
the CPC is rejected.

5, No order is made as to costL.

6. This order be communicated to the parties f‘vorthuith.'
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