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-CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL -
,:JODHPUR BENCH: JODHPUR 

_ ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 231/2010 

Date of order:- 18.07.2011-
CORAM: 
HON'BLE pR. K.B.SURESH,JUDIC_IAL MEMBER-
HON'BLE MR. SUDHIR KUMAR, AD_MINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

· - R.K. Khokhawat S/o tate Shri Hira lal Khokhawat, aged about 

57 years,-_ R/o 186,- Ashok Nagar, Road_ No. 10, Udaipur; at 

- present employed on the post of SDE (NOW City-I) Udaipur, in 

·- the office ofGMTD,BSNL,;Hifc:mrnagri~ _Sector No~ 4, Udaipur . 

... Applicant. 

- . 'For the applicant: Mr. J.K.Mishr(lt Advocate. 

VERSUS 

t~ _ Bharat Sartchar Nigani Ltd., through its Chairman and -
-- Managing Dir~c:tor,Corporate- Office, Bharat Sarichar-

- , - Bhawan, Hari~h-Ch~hdRa-Mathur,-Lane, Janpath, New Delhi. 

2-

3. 

. . . . . . -

The· Chief General Manag~r Telecommunication, · BSNL, 
Rajasthan Circle, Sardar Patel Marg, Jaipl.ir. 

General Manager Telecom District, Hiranmagri, Sector No. 
4, Udaipur.· ; ·- -

.... Respondents. 

--_For the respondents : Mr.- Lalit Vyas for Mr. __ Jagdish 
Vyas,Advocate. ' 

- ORDER (ORAL) 
_ · (Per Dr~ K.B.' Sureshr Judicial Member) 
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-'He~rd both counsels .. ---
. . - . . . 

-2. - )t would appea~ thattheapplicarit had given an advise to a 
' ' 

.:superior ·_officer on -a niatter .of process and procedure; whereby 
. . . . .. . 

' the 'superior officer is now facing disciplinary- inquiry) 'and 

' - '·applicant. i~ supposed to be on~ of the witnesses agai~st him 

als-o. Therefore,since the m~trix of the charge has already been _ 

examined by the :de'p~rt'me'nt concerned, the delay in issuance of 

the chargesheet daesnotappeartO be an abuse of process1as 

-the matter is already under Investigation. is another 
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aspect of this matter. Had the giver of the advise1or the effect 
.. ·. ~·· ·: . . 

~ , of the advise,~ also~ part of the burden of the advise givel)is a 

question: Since the senior offi~ers are already facing disciplinary 

. proceedings on the advise given by the applicant himsel~ the 

correctn·ess or not of the advise of the applicant himself has to 

be determined in the inquiry) and not before a Court acting on 

judicial. review. Therefore; the following orders are passed : 

3. The respondents are directed to ·complete the proceedings 

· relating to the chargesheet ·against the applicant within six 

months next. We direct the applicant to cooperate with the · 

'~ . . 

inquiry to the fullest extent without faiL 

4. If there • is any illegality· in the conduct of the 

proceedings) applicant is free to approach this Tribunal again. The 

O.A. is disposed of. The applicant is allowed to take whatever 
. . . . 

plea h.e would like to take in this respect but, we are not 

inclined to accept the plea· of delay in raising chargesheet at this 

point of time because the matter had been pending 

consideration with. various authorities all this time .. We also do 

~ not think that the delay is very significant because the matter 

has been under consideration with several other authorities and 

in connected processes also, wherein) because of his advise, his 
. . . . 

. . . . . . . 

. seniors are now facing departmental enquiry. Q;A. lacks merit 

. . 

and is disposed of with the· above directions. No orders as to 

costs. 

(SUdhir Kumar) 
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