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I.A.Fo.l in WRIT PETITION (CIVIL) NO{s). 135 OF 200§

PEOPLE FOR ETEICAL TREATHMERT OF ANIMALS Petitioner (s)
VERSUS
CENTRAL Z00 AUTHORITY & ORS, Respondant {4)
(For directicns) ’
Date: 05/10/2006 This Petition waz callad on for hearing today, K
CORAM : )
ZON'ALE THE TEE CHMIEF JUSTICE :
l:lll'llul_ﬂl. JUSTICE C.K. THAKEER .

For Petitioner(s) ¥r. Raj Panjwani, Adv.
Mz. Purninmas lhlt.ld'h,.-

For Respondsnt(a) Mr. Rajiv Dutta, Szr.Mv,
Mr. Vikos Sharma, Adv.
Mr. R.C. Xathia, Adv,
Ma. N.P. HBusayunisa, Adv.

Mr. Sanisy R.Begde, Adv.
Mr. Anil K. Mishra, Adw.
Mr. Vikrant Yadav, Adv.

Ma, Reuna Bingh, Adv.
Mr. Eanlendra Mishra, Adv.

Nr. Hlllﬂj Jaxena, Adv.
Nr. nish Kz. 8 Adv,
M. L Bhukla, ]
Mr, 7.V. George, Adv.

Nz, XB, Nobin Singh,Adv.
Nr. I-"'.'I!.I.‘Iﬂ, Adw.,
Nr. 5. Biawajit Meitei, Adv.

h’l ?I !Iilmthj', .H'-

tl 'i.l':l'““l -“'l.
Nr. 5.Vallinayagam, Adv.

Mc. J.8. Abtrd,AAG.
Mr. Vivek 3ingh Attri, Adv.

Ms. Buparna Srivastava, Adv.
Na. Fooja Matlani, Adv,
’/ Mr, Rajesh Srivastava, Adv.
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Mr. B.5.Banthiam, Adv,

Mr. Tara Chandra Sharma, Adv,
Me. Neelan Sharma, Adwv.

Nr. Gopal Singh, Adw.
M., Eltu.l:lj_!hul. Mdv .,

Mr. K.H. Macdhuacodhanan, Adv.
Mr. R. Sathirgh, Adv.

¥r, Gopal Singh, Adv.
Mr. Wishakant Pandey, Adv.

e, .I..Hl:.‘l.lmﬁlll, My,
Mra. Aruna Matbhur, Adw.

for M/a. Arputham, Aruna & Co., Adva.
Mr. Arunsshwar Gupta, AAG.
M. Navesn Kumar Bingh, Adv.
Mr. Mukol .mt Ailv, i
Mz, BShashwat Gupta, Mv.
Ms. Shikha Tandon, Adv.

Mr, B.Dutta, A.5.G.

Ms. Aaha 3. Kair, Adv.

Mr. R.C, Kathia, Adv,

Mz, Bhavanishankar V.Gadnia, Mdv,
H'l- "“itl I-lllh H"i :

Mza Ani. %atiyar, Adv.
Mr. Ranjan Mukxheriee, Adv,

Mr. Jana Kalyan Daa, Adv.
Mr. Reishnanand Pandeya, Adv.

UPON hearing sounsel the Comt made the follawing
ORDER

Except the State Governments of Uttar Pradesh, Jharkhand
and Orisaa, other State Jovesrcments heve not filed the raply
affidevits,

Prayer ia¥ of the application, in fact, sesks
irplemsntation of the directive of the Central Zoo auiheority
dated 7th February, 139%. Further, as far back as on Eﬂth_
Novenber, 2000, this Court in Nrit Petltion () Wo.47 of 1998,
while directing that #ll etipulations laid by the Central Zoo
Mutherity while granting conditional recognition should be
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ictly adhered to within the time frame presccibed by it, had
go directed that aninala collectien shall be planned within the
&l:rﬂ;nq capacity to avoid inbreeding and overcrowding in the
Qoos. Our attestion has been draws by Mr. Raj Panjwani, learned
‘counsel for the petitioner, to the information received from
various zoo authorities which ostenaibly shows that there is no i
planaing. |

Eaving regard to this state of affair, we direct that no

200 shall pernit any further breeding of animals in their

":"’:' [T

respective custody beyond the, nurber specified by the Central Zoo
Authority in ita aforesaid directive dated Tth February, 1395.

The other prayers in the application relate to issue of
di:l;ntlﬁn te respondents to appoint experienced curater,
veterinarian ete, and to provide full fledged wveterlnary unit
with diagnostic fagilities and to comply with the requiaite Rules
{Rule 10{31}}.

The State Gowernzents are dirscted to file their responss
within a period of aight weeks, List thereafte:.
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