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“The respondents are held bound by the order dated 05.10.07 to be complied
within a maximum period of 8 weeks from the date of receipt. And or peresentaion of
this order”

IR IS b fdwg fAUNT gRT A9 Swa =Rl § LPA &a1—1652 /2012 SRR fhar
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"We see no merit in this appeal. Appeal is dismissed in limine”

LPA R 89 & &RUT fAWRT gRT A9 Faied < § SLP SvuT— 11242 /2013 SRR
frar T s =T 9 fre =rareer gk fear -

"It appears that the order passed by the concerned Minister of the status of Bihar
on 5th October, 2007 was subsequent of the notification issued by the Governer Of
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Bihar on 29th March 2005 in which the Governer accepted the report made against the
respondent and imposed the order of punishment. Prima facie this aspect has not been
gone into in the impugned order. In the circumstances, issue notice returnable in four
weeks.”

Haled IRTed & 99 @ Telld § A STd SATad gedl § LPA Hw@i—1652 /12 WR G-
gaTs B e Jrae uikd faar mar —

"This appeal preferred under clause 10 of the letter patenr arising from the order
dated 27th March 2012 made by the learned Single Judge in CWJC No. 2191 of 2012 has
in our view, become infructuous. The appeal is accordingly dismissed as having become
infructuous.”
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