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Heard shri rRoutray,learned counsel for the

14. ORDER DATED 30.3,2000.

applicant and Mr.U,3,Mchapatra,learned Addi tiocnal
standing Counscl appearing for the Responda ts.
applicant whols a priver,in this application filed

on 16,9,1998 challenges the order dated 3. 4.1998 and
20.4,199 passed by the authorities working under
Prasar Bharati (B roadca::sting Corporation of India).
Hence question for consideration is whether this
Triobunal has any jurisdiction to issue orders or
direction on the Corporation for which no notification

has been issued ny the Union Government,
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HAQ AND ORS. Reported in 1999(2) AISLJ (CAT) 58#3

Division Bench of the Bangalore CAT, held that

@ ‘onCe a Govt.department convernted into Corporation
é"‘f“&m ceases to pe within jurisaiction of CAT unless

!

KW notification is issued. (U/s.16(3) of Prasar Bharati

S/e(/:r) (3 roadcasting Corporation of India)Act,199C 3

came into-force w.e,fe 23.11.,1927 i,e., much prior

to the filing of this 0.A. and passing of the impugned

orders .We agree with the reasonings advanCed DYy

the Bangalore Bench of the CAT and held that this

3ench has no jurisdictim to hear this application

on merits, t
At this stage, as prayed by learned counsel

for the applicant, the applicant is permitted to . !

withdraw this application toose filed if neCessary

before the competent Coart of jurisdiction, OA

is accordingly disposed of, (J\
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