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Delhi Administrat . .through Ms.Avnish Ahlawat
Advocale with Ms .Anupama

ion
& Others: A
. Chandha, Advocate
Véﬁsus-
]
Naturo ELlectro Homoeoﬁathy..through Sh.V.C.Misra
Medicos.of India -~ sr.Advocate with
: oSh.A.P.Mahajan,

‘Advocate.
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don ble Mr.Juatice Y.K.spbharwhl,-AcJ'
Justice’K.S.Gupta :
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‘The Hon'ble Mr .
s of local papers wmay be

1. whether reporter
allowed to see the judgment?

‘2. ~To be re!erred,to the Reportcrs or not?

-

“This appeal is directed against the order
dated August'14, 1992 passed on_npplication under
1 &2 cpc  etc. by Shri

order XY¥XIX Rules
s Addi{ional pistrict . Judge,

p.K.Bh
defendants/appellants

restraininz tbe from
issuink any public notice concerning the
activities of the p{aiuliff/respondent in - the

torm of the public notice dated July 9, 1992.
suit for pérmanent injunction wherein the
said applicat}on_ under order XX%1X Rules 1 & 2
CcPC ;tc. lwas-filed.by the‘ plaintiff/fespondent




-

has been contested by filing written statement by
defendants/appellants = and for deciding the
present appeal pleas raised in the pleadings by
both theipartiés need not be referred to.

Notice dated dJuly 9, 1992 which is
material‘ruus as under:- .

"ONE All India Research and
Development . Organisation of Electrd.
Homoeopathy (Central Board) located at
c-7/166, Yamuna Vihar, Delhi-110053 and
another Electro Homoeopathy Institute,
namely; N.E.ILM. of India, located at
¢-2¢, 123- 126, Pocket-12, Janak Puri,
New Delhi-110 058 have been publicising

aisleading advertisements in various
newspapers claiming that registration &
with their lnstitq}ion confers the right 1 E
to the person so registered to practise ;
Medicine . v "Electropathy/Electro
fiomoeopathy" throughout Indias

Public' in general is hereby

informed that neither of the aforesaid
institutions 1is recognised nor are the
Degrees/Diplomas v and Registration
Certificates awarded/issued by them
recognised by the Govt. of India or the
- Delhi Administration. The persons
possessing these degrees or‘diplomas and
registration certificates are not
‘entitled to. do medical practice and in
case they practise in any of these
systems they will do so at their own risk
and responsibility and be answecrable
under the taw of the iand including the
Medical Code.
sd/-
g (Dr.V.P.Varshaney)
Director:Health Services
Delhi Administration:Delhi”

Arguments in the appcal were heard

alongwill C.W;P.No.4015/96 which invélves wider




i3 s E.A. 0.205/9

1ssh;s. Respondent. in this appeal  has Dbeen
arrayed as respondent No.10 in the said petition,
It is not the case of'rcspondenl No.10 in the
reply affldavit filed in the petition that either
it is recognised or the dezrees/diploma;/
cert}ficates awarded by.it are recognized by (he
Govt., of India or the Delhi: Administration. In
the Qroresaid petition which is being disposed of
Ltoday scparately we hgve taken the Qiew 'That
valthough respondent No.10 cannot award any
degree, it may issue diplomas/certificates and
the holdevs_ of such dipiomas/certificates are
entiiled to practise Elecﬁropathy sSystem of
‘medicine on the strength thereof., One of the
directions pdsSeq in  the ‘Petition g " that
adequate publicit; through the media shall Le
given by the Governmenl(s) informing general
public about respondents 10 to.1¢ .and similar
other institutes not being . recognised and
affiliated with any of the Councils -ﬁnder the
three Acts of‘1956, 1970 & 1973, 1p view of the
said facts the appellanls cannbl be restrained
from issuing the public nutjpe_;imilaratq that of
July 9, 1992 barriué the éopti_n_of the noticé
‘that the persons prsessingfdiplhmas/certiffcates

are not entitled to practise, - -
. .
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Consequenlly,
the Impugpeq ordep
_observalion that j, the Publj¢ Notice(g
‘in' Putupe by the appellanls
Stateq that the the
diplumas/certiﬁicales frow respondent No. 10 are
not 'ehlilled to pracgise EJectro Homoeoggthy
S¥Yslew op wedicjpe. . k v
.’ PR
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’ K.S.GU?TA,:J.
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