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“the representatlon

ToP No.38/2001 (OA No.357/1997
[ .

Mr. C.B.Sharma, counsel for the petitioner

Mr.  Hemant Gupta

)

- |
respondents !

The learned counsel for the respondents has filed

reply today in the R

gistry-and'has a2lso handed cver a ccpy to the

learned counsel fer _the petiticner. It
)

respondents that in ctmpllance of the dlrettlonc of this Tribunal,

is; submitted by the
of the petltloner has been ;

dec1ded. The delsy

for deciding the representatlon hes been regretted end apology has

4
}
"

been tendered.?~

The }earned coun=e1 for the appllcant agrees that the

representatlcn hes been dec1oed, but he further*submlts that it hss

only‘been dec1oed nhen the respondents received the nctice

of the

|
Contempt Pet1t10n'and, therefore, their uncondltlonal apolcay is of

no consequence.

!

t
We have considered the rival SUbnissions. Nc dcubt,
S

the representatlon wag dec16e6 by the respondents only after the

not1ce cf the. Contempt of Court wes, issue, but in ‘view of the

uncondlt1onal apolooy, we do not propose te take any actiocn in the

matter. Howeverw

we weuld like to observe that respcndents should

decist from allowing

Such occurences  in futpre. The Contempt

Petltlon is, therefcref disposed of a& having become. infructuvous.
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Votlces jesued ere dlecharqed. 1
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proxy counsel to Mr.'M.Rafiq: counsel for the
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