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OMjginal Application No. 1376 of 1994

Wew Delhi^ this the 22nd day of July^ 1999

Hon'ble Mr, Justice D,M,Bartiah,¥ice Chainnan
Hon ble Mr, H, Sahu^ Mectoer (Adminlstratiw;)

Bir Singh#
S/o Shri Prabhu Singh#
Sx, Warder# (Roll No,384)#
Central Jail#
TIHaR# New Delhi,

Residdatial Addresia

Bir Singh# D-lO# Staff Quarters#
Central Jail Complex# TIHar,
New Delhi, '

(By Advocate- Shri G.D,Bhandari)

Il£s^

1® Inspector General of Prisons#
Central Jail# TIHaR# New Delhi,

2« Qovernment of N.C.T, through the
Secretary (Home)# 5# sham Nath
Marg# Delhi-.iiO054

3, S»t® Kiran Bedi# Inspector General
of Prisons, Central Jail# Tihar#
New Delhi ^

CBy Advocate « None)

-applicaw

-RESPONDENTS

Q.R D B R to rail

By Baruah# «.

This application has been filed against the

order of conpulsory retirement. The applicant was

served with article of charges along v^ith the statement

of inputation asking him to show cause why the

disciplinary action should not be taJc^en against hliii.
The applicant submitted his reply. However# the

disciplxnary authority not being satisfied with the

reply directed to hold an enquiry and an enquiry officer

was appointed. The enqpiry officer found him guilty of
the charges# and submitted his report. The disciplinary
authority# however, was not satisfied with the report of
the enquiry officer and, therefore, remitted the matter
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back to the enquiry officer, to hoia the enquiry^^nder
the provisions of Rule 15(i) of the Central civil
Services (Classification, Control &Appeal) Rules.
Thereafter, the Inspector General of Prisons passed an
order retiring the applicant coispulsorily. Against
that order the applicant preferred an appeal before the
appellate authority, namely. Home Secretary, scT of Delhi
on or about July. 1994. We have gathered this inforaatlcn
from the record produced by the respondents. In a letter
dated 19.7.1994 it has been mentioned that the appUeant
had not given any date to ascertain as to whether the
appealWs barred by limitation or not. if „e take It
it was submitted in July, 1994 and the present OA was filed
on 5,7.1994, this Itself show, that, the applicant did
not wait statutory period of six months from the date
of filing of the appeal®

i. On perusal of the pleadings ae find that the
facts are disputed. In view of the above it is difficult
for this Tribunal to decide the matter. We feel it
expedient to direct the 2nd respondent to dipose of the
appeal at an early date not less than one month :rom the
to of receipt of a copy of this order, and if the
applicant is stln aggrieved he win be at liberty to
approach the Tribunal. The learned counsel for the
applicant^ however, submits ™ 4. rsuomits that -.he matter maj be disposed
Of on merit, without sending it ba^k, facts and
Circumstances we t£ the/appellate authority
respondent no,2 dispose of the appeal a, an early date
not less than one month from the <tete of receipt of a copy

t-._E order. The O.A. is disposed of. No costs.

Cm, s ahu) ..
Mert>er (A^Sranv) CDe.N®Baxuii.i-.}"
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