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Central Administrative Tribunal
principal Bench
New Delhi

CA=-1457/95 .
New Delhi, the 21st December, 19S5,

Hon'He Shri A.u, Haridasan, Vice-Chairman(3J)
Hon'ble Shri f,K, Ahcojs, Member . (A)

Lhanderpal ‘ \
S/o Randhir Singh
,PC Tikri :
' Dlstt Meerut(UP) .o Applicant

(By Sh.ON Goburdun, Adv.)
VeI sUS "

1. NCT of Demhl.
C/o Law Secretary
010 Secretariat
Delhi,

- 2.Commissioner of Police ‘
Polie Headwuarlers
Bew Delhi,

k 3, Additional Commissioner of
Police, Police Hgrs, :
New Oelhi, " Responadents

(3mt. Jyotna Kaushik,Adv.)

ORDER _(Oral)

Thehapplicgnt who wes a constable in
Delhi Police was removed from service by an
crder of the Disciplinary Authority in pursuance
of DE'by order dt, 11.4.92, According to the

Iules, the applicant should have Flled an appeal

From receipt A
within one manth/ef the date’ oﬁ/the ordeqié:?&g%a

this case éppeal Was receiued by the Appellate
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fully justified,

3. H,ving given anxioos considerations to the case of tf
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Authority only on 25,10,94, that 1is, after expiry : !
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cf more_than five months, The app‘al was rejected
by the Additioral Commissioner of Police on the
grounds that the same uas filed beyond the period ~
of limitation and thet the reascns stated Fér
condonation of deley wes not con;incing, It is against
this order that the appliCaht has- filed this application
under section 16 cf the Administrative Tribunal praying
that the impugned order be qgashed and directions be
siven to respondent Nu,?2 and 3 to dispose the appeal
on merits. It has been alleged in the applicetion

' his
that though the'appellant had ent%bstquz;zcase
uith an adgccake to file the appeel in time, the
clerk of the advocate defgulted in seéding the appeal,

the advocate has dismissed that cletk and thst late

filing of the appeal was for the above said reascrs,

2, The respondents contend thst as the appesl was

H

filed beyond the time. stipulated and there was Ho good: a
© A

reascns for condoning the deléy,the impucned order is |

fully justified,

3. Having given anxiowus corsiderations to the case of the

Parties disclosed in the pleadings anc to the arguments

of the counsil, we sre of theé considered view that the

appeal submitted by the sppellant s§0uld hzve heen

corsidered by the Appellate Authecrity, theresfore there

was some relay.in filing the same, It is evident from

the circumstances ememing from the pleadings that the

“elay in submissicn of the appeal vas not intenticveal,
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Uk from service, the Appellate Authority should have

considered the appeal on merité condoning the delay,
4, ‘In the result, the application is allowed,
The impugned order of the Appellate Authority
dismissing the appeal is set agside and ﬁhe respondents
are directed to dispose of the appeal filed by the

Con o i -
applicant afre h on merits ceﬁetaer ;Zsthe delay
in submitting the appeal within 3 period of two months
from the date of receipt of a copy of the order,

No costs,
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, “(R.K. AhGoja—) ( A.V. Haridasan)

/ﬁgmber’(A) Vice-Chairman(3J)
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