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OA No. 47/2007

Mr. Rajehdra Vaish, Counsel for applicant.

Mr. Kunal Rawat, Sr. Standing Counsel for respondent No.
1,

Mr. V.S. Gurjar, Counsel for respondent no. 2.

—

Heard learned counsel for the parties. | Y
S,

For the reasons dictated separately, the OA i

disposed of. | A . R
Qi

(B.L. KHATRI) : (M.L. CHAUHAN)
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AP, L Jalpur th|s the 26‘:h day of February, 2009

BY Advocates

_;]IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
’ * j JAIPUR BENCH N

' ORIGINAL \‘APPLICATION NO 47/2007

- }conAM

" HON'BLE: MR. M L CHAUHAN JUDICIAL MEMBER :
HON'BLE MR. B.L. KHATRI ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

. Dr. Awahesh Kumar son of Shri- Sunder Lal aged about 58 vears,
resident of A-404, Anukampa -Apartment, Malviya Nagar, Presently
. -working as- Supermtendent Engmeer Doordarshan Kendra Jalpur
‘ (Under transfer; : : :

....,APP_LICANT

"A(By Advocate: -Mr. RaJendra Varsh)
VERSUS
BT Umon of India- through the Secretary, Informatio-n:"_&'

.. Broadcasting, Shashtri Bhawan, New Delhi.

3 2 ' The Chief Executive Officer, Prasar: Bhart| PTI_ ~Bu‘iiding,"

Parl.ament Street New Delhi..
...._._...RESPONDENTS-
. Mr. Kunal Rawat, Sr. Stand;rg Counse! for Respondent No 1
_ Mr VS Gurjar-Respondent No 2 S T

'" ORDER(ORALQ -

. a : - ; IQ/U\WWE-M ISSuM
The apohcant has fiied thls OA thereby challengmg theLorder %

"':‘dated 03 06.2003 (Annexure A/l) When the matter was listed on
- 01. 03. 2007 this Trlbunal while 1ssumg notices to- the respondents

has also made reference to the contentron ralsed by the learned{ '

'counsel for the appllcant

-
/

2. 'N'otice of this abplicat’ion Was given ‘t:o the respondents The_
“respondents ‘have ﬁ!ed rep!y thereby opposmg the claam of the;-

.'apphcant The respondents have also brought to the notlce of thls--

'l._.:Tnbunal that mquzry proceedmgs have: been concluded and. the copy -

» :“of the same has also been served ycmthe appllcant Thxs fact was.



2

noticed in- our order dated 08.09.2008. Thereafter, the matter was
adjourned. It was not known as to what action the respondents have

taken on the inquiry report submitted by the I‘nqui_ry Officer. Learned .

counsel for the applicant is also not aware whether any action has

been taken on the inquiry report.

3.7 In view of this subsequent development, we are of the view
that the present OA does not survives, which is accordingly disposed

of. It is, however, clarified that it will be permissible for the applicant

“to raise all objections in the substantive OA which have been raised

lby him in this OA including the objection noticed by this Tribunal in

its order dated 01.03.2007 in case the applicant is aggrieved by the

* action, if any, to be taken by the respondents on the inquiry report

'so submitted by the inquiry officer.

. 4. With these observations, the OA is disposéd of with no order as

to costs. It is made clear that we have not given any finding on
merit of the case and the case is disposed of on the basis of

observation made herein above.

(B.L. KHATRI T N (M.L. CHAUHAN)

MEMBER (A) _ : . MEMBER (J)

AHQ

S



