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| OR DER (@Al
Shri s. R, Adige, Member (a) :-

In tms application, Shri V. K. Mittal, Technical
Assi.stang‘,. Union Public Service Commission, New Delhi,
”h'as prayed for revacation and quashing of the suspension
order dated 10.11.1986 and also for a direction to the
respondents that the result of the -inquiry in respect
of shriR. B. Maﬁjhi should be the result i.ﬁ the rest

of the cases also, including the applicant.

2. W note that this case has been pending s ince .
17,2.1989, On the last two successive dates a prayer
was made by .the sapplicant’s counsel for time to seek
instructions from his client. On 30.5.1994, the
applicant's counsel stated that'he had still not been
able to seek instructions from his client because he
was.hosfgitalised_. and by way of indulgence, a last
oéportuni.ty was/given to him to seek neceséar?
instructions, failing which it was ordered that the
matter would be heard on the basis of the materials
on recard, pleadings and submissions made by the learned
counsel for the respondents. Again, when the case was
called out on 13.7.1994, none sppeared for the
applicant even on the second call and a further
oPportﬁnity was given to the -applicant to argue his

case,
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3. Today » when the case was called out, none
appeared for the applicant althoﬁgh we waited foar

cons iderable time, This case was at sl. No.6 in the

~list of first 10 cases scheduled for peremptory hearing.

accordingly, we are proceeding to dispose it of on the
basis of the materials on record, the pleadings and |
the submissions made by the learned counsel for the

respondents.,

4. Mrs. Rana, learned<c0unse.1: for the respondents,
inf orms us that[ or j.giﬁally thgre were ﬁine applicants,
each ofs whan were procgeded against departmentally
through separate departmental proceedings. Of these
nine applicants, four subsequently got their names
deleted by order dated 12.9:1989, leaving five. Out

‘of these five applicants, one was permitted to withdraw

on 9.12.1991 and three were permitted to withdraw on -
24.2.1994, leaving only the pr‘esent»Iapplicant.

5. we note that the applicant's services have been
terminated vide order dated 25.9.19% (anmex. R-8),
and herce, th is application for withdrawal of the
suspens ion orders has been remered infructuous. That
apart, the departmental proceedings conducted against

each of the nine earstwhile applicants were separate

and differemt and, therefore, the resuit of tﬁe imuiry

in respect of shriR. B. Manjhi cannot be applicable

in the present case.,

6. Under the circumstances, this application is
whol\ly devoid of merit and it is accordingly dismissed,
No costse
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