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H0'1. MR. GOPF.L: K..RI3FINA, }:lcMBH.R (J). 
HON. MR. 0 .P. SHAR1JlA, Iv\6.\IBER (A). 

For the }\oplic~nt. • • • SHRI P .V • C.U.LLA • 
! ' 

For the ·Respondents ••• 

The plaintiff Shri Lal (hereinafter referred to 

· as the· applicarit) had filed a Civil Suit in the court of 
'' 

the l'earned !•1la'nsif, Karauli, claiming a decree t·J the 

effect that tl~e defendants (hereinafter referred t'.) as 
'' 

' 

the responden~;s) be dir2cted not to reli:::f the applicant 
: 

of the charge, iof the post of .CDBPM without any reason 
I 

and that the ;:,pplicant may be allowed pay and allowances 
I 

<)f the said post from t!iarch, 1981 on a regular basis. 

The suit was -transferred to this Tribunal u/s 29 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, and registered as 

'TA 1885/86. 'I 

' '" 1 

2. . :k ha~e heard the learned counsel for the parties 

and per.us ad _:the r2 cords • 

'! 

3. On the last date of hearing, which v-Jas 15.9.93, 
I 

the learned· counsel for the respondents had stated that 

'' 
••••• 2. 
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enquiry proceedin;;s in this case had been completed and 

order of removal from service had also been passed on 

13.12~90. A copy of that order '.:1as ;iiv2n to th2 learned 

counsel for the applicant. Th2 learned counsel f0r the 

applicant had on that date sought time to ar;Jue the case 

and to seek instructiJns frcm the applicant. 

4. As stated above, the prayer of the applicant is 

that he should not be rolieved .from his duty as -=:uBl-'i•1. 

Howaver, the learned counsel for th~ r2spondents has 

stated that an enquiry under Rule 8 of the Posts and 

Tele ;iraphs Sxtra '.Jiepartmental :Li.gents (Conduct & Service) 

.::L1les, 1964 was instit:Jted against th2 applicant and on 

conclusion of the proc22din9s, penalty of r2:noval from 

service uncleJ..~ dule 7 of the said Hules was imposed on th2 

applicant. The applicant is no lon~er in service at 

r~sent In vi·ew of what hus b2en stated by th2 learn2d p c • 

counsel for the respondents at the bar, this TA has now 

become infructuous • It is, t her,2f ore, dismissed. The 

parties to bear their ovvn costs. 
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