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Order dated 17.11.2003

Heard both sides. The facts stated in ¥
brief are as follows :

The applicant in this O.A. was SUSpé;ded
vide order dated 31.3.19983., Therefore, at tﬁgt
point of time, he immediately approached the;

; ' ofder of
 %¢a”rf} Tribunal seeking a relief that tbe[éuspension,
. be quashed.

Though the Respondents had filed a
reply. in Jumuary, 1999 stating that a c¢riminal
case was registercd against the applicant and
he was;convicted by the Special Court, Baripadg;
based on this materia%)the Department had
initiated action against the applicant which
. resulted ultimately in issue of dismissal order
| on 1.4.1999. It is also stated that the
dismissal order is effective from 10.4.1999,

The learned counsel for the applicant

sought permission to amend the 0O.A., in view
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latest develOpnem.. We do:not thlnk that
- LErdis necessary or es kpedient to grant such

a permission in the instan%' case. As per them
submission made by the .learned cOunsél for tP:;
Resgpondents, the ap; )llcant stands éismlssed S

from service w.e.f. 10.4.1999 -.It J.s qu.'Lte if‘ 1

likely that he would havé appealad &'g”a.mst e
that order and the aOpellaLe aukhd)rltv woul%
ﬂf/ have/‘pasged some oroers. Theréfore, in the ~*

: . " e s e Sl
fitness of things and in }ﬁeness, it is fomws .

| the applicant to take appropriate course of .,
k action challenging s order as per law. But

we do not see any reason to keep this 0.4.,

challenging the suspension in our file, which -

has already become infructuous and accordingly,
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