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Present: Shri 0.P.Khokha, ecounsel for

the applicant,

shri R,L,Dhawan, counsel for the
respondent,

The matter was taken up fof
argument s before lunch but the applicant
desifed it to be taken after lunch, so
it has been heard after lunch, The learned
counsel for the respondent pointed out
that this 0.A, becomes infructuous in vieu
of the fact that the Charge-shest issusd
in Nouember, 1989 has already bsen withdraun
Ey the respondents by order dated 16th\
March, 1953,

The learned counsel for the
appLicant, however, gave out history of
the case ' that another charge-shest was
issued to the aoplicant in éeera£y, 1989
and there was an order passed, by which the
applicant was pfe—maturely retired ., 1In
an original application filed before
this Bgnch,,the order was set aside UEich

has since been up-held by the Supreme Court

~im S,L,P,, filed by the department, The

C.A, resulting to chérge sheet dated:
Februaryy 1989 is OA No, 649/809, Thét 0.A,
shail continue and this order will not baf
the hearing ﬁf that original application,

_ fhe learned counsel for the
applicant further stresses that he should be
given liberty in the svent of the respondents

making anothsr exercise of issuing fresh
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charge-sheet on the same cause of action,

_He will be allouwed to do s0., The learned

counsel for the respondent has no objection,

~ The applicationis therefore dismissed as

infructuous uilt‘h the above obs‘er\/ations.

Cost s on parties,
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