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                S U P R E M E   C O U R T   O F   I N D I A
                          RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

   Writ Petition(Civil) No.554/2000( For Preliminary Hearing )

  BALWAN SINGH & ORS.                                       Petitioner (s)

                              VERSUS

  STATE OF HARYANA                                          Respondent (s)

( With Appln(s). for exemption from filing O.T. )

  Date : 10/11/2000 This  Petition  was  called on for hearing today.

  CORAM :
           HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE M. JAGANNADHA RAO
           HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE K.G. BALAKRISHNAN

  For Petitioner (s)    E.R. L.K.Thakur,adv
                        Mr. Ambhoj Kumar Sinha,Adv.
                        M/s.Ravi Shankar Kumar, Vimal Kumar Bose,advs
                        Mr.Manoj,adv
  For Respondent (s)

          UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
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                It  is  stated  in the List of dates,   that  the
        petitioners and some others similarly situated approached
        this  Court  W.P.(C) 503/92 challenging the  validity  of
        termination.   But  at  page 20 of the Paper Book,  in  a
        representation   filed   by     the   petitioners   dated
        22.5.2000,it  is  admitted  that persons other  than  the
        petitioners filed writ petition No 503/92.
                When  the learned counsel for the petitioners was
        asked whether the present petitioners were parties in the
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        earlier  writ  petition wherein a direction was given  to
        treat  their  case  for   observation,  learned   counsel
        admitted that the present petitioners were not parties to
        W.P.  No.  503/92.  When a question was put as to whether
        the  petitioners had mentioned that some others alone had
        filed   the  writ  petition,   learned  counsel  for  the
        petitioners was not able to answer.
                In  view of what is stated in the application  to
        the  Government Secretary, Department of Education  dated
        22.5.2000,  it, prima facie, ppears that the  petitioners



        were  not  parties  to the earlier writ  petition.   That
        would mean that the petitioners have come before us after
        10 years.

                For the reason  stated above, the  Writ  Petition
        is dismissed on the ground of laches.

.SP1

(T.K.Viswanadhan)                         (S.Malkani)
 Cour Master                              Court Master


