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JUDGMENT

K. P, ACHARYA, V.C, This case came up for admission today. The
Petitioner Smt. Rajballavi Mohapatra has lodged a
complaint before the competent authority alleging
against Shri Radhamohan Panda, an employee in the All
India Radio,Cuttadk that Shri Panda outraged the
modesty of the petitioner Smt. Rajballavi Mohapatra,
Whether it is true or not it cannot be said at this
stage.An enquiry under rule 14 is being conducted.

Smt. Mohapatra alleges that the statement made by her
before the enquiry officer has not been correctly and
properly recorded,She further states that she does not
possess adequate knowledge in énglish language and
therefore, she has not been able to follow thé
technicalities of different words .. wused in Englishlanguage
~in the deposition.Therefore, she prays her degosition
be again recorded in Oriya language and she may be ;-
alloved to read 'the"cileﬁposfi.ﬁién“ and sign the same - and
in Criya Language
glve: a certificate/'read and found to be correct',
Mr, Deepak Misra learned counsel appeared for the
petitioner, Though this case was listed for admission,
we do not think it just andproper to keep thematter
‘ pending because unnecessarily the departmental proceeding
would remain pending against Shri Radhamchan Panda
which may be prejudicial to the interest of Shri Panda,
as he is now under suspension,Therefore,with the consent

given by Shri Deepak Misra leanred counsel for the

petitioner and Mr, Ashok Misra learned Senior Standing

&Counsel(Central)appearing for the Opposite Parties,we
i
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have heard the case on merits to be disposed of finally,
24 The initjal objection raised by Mr,ashok
Misra learned Senior Standing Counsel is that though
orally Mr.Misra learned Counsel appearing for the
petiticner prayed that the petitioner should be permitted
to give her evidence it @riya language and it should

be recorded in oriya language,there is no such specific
prayer dnm the petition. ., There is substantial force

in the contention of Mr, Ashok Misra learned Secnior St.
Counsel,.However, during the course of argument: Mr.
Misra submitted that the petitioner be permitted to ¢ iv
dépose - -¢ in oriya language which shobld be recorded
in oriya language and accordingly direction be given

to the enquiry officer.,So far as the prayer for removal
of Opposite Party No.3 is concerned,such prayer is not
pressed.Even though it has not been specifical.y prayed
to g§ive a direction to the enqu ry officer to record

the deposition of the petitioner Smt, Rajballavi
Mohapatra in oriya language but such a prayer is covered
by prayer No.'“*.we would direct the enquiry officer

to cancel the deposition of the petitioner Smt.Rajballavi
Mohapatrargego;ded_in inglish language and treat the
same’as n'niekisgéﬁt.Tge petitioner Smt. Mohapatra be
examined afresh and both the presending officer and the
enquiry officer would put questions to Smt. Mohapatra
in oriya language and she should also give replies in

oriya language which should be recorded inoriya language

especially when oriya is the prescribed .court language
N
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in the state of Orissa.After her deposition is recorded,
over
the same shouldbe handed/to Smt. Moha: atra giving her
an opportunity to read the same '‘and she should give a
in the presence of the enquiry officer
Certificate inoriya languagﬁéthat she has read the
deposition and it is found to be correct,In case Smt.
Mohapatra objects to any questim - and answer to
have been recorded in a manner not answered by her then
' by the enquiry officer

such statement to remain on recorqlto be adjudged
in future,
3. Thus, the applicatiqu is éccordingly disposed

of leaving the parties to bear their own costs.
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