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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

'PRINCIPAL BENCH s NEw DELHI

b,

O.A. No 462971989
New Pelhi, cated the 29th July, 1994
CORAM .

Hon'ble Sh. B.N. Dhoundiyal, Membe r{A)
Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Membe r(J)

Shri Parshadi Lal

S/o Sh.Sarna Mal

resident of H.No.211,

Budh Bharat Nlagar,ﬁiazi_abad(UP)’

/7

oo . Applicant
(By Adwocate Sh. Mahesh Srivastava )
V/s

1. Union of India,Service to be effected

through Genl .Manacer, N.R. Baroda House,
 New D_e_lhi ’ :

2. Genl .Manaer, N.R. Baroda House, New Delhi:

s+ Bespondents
‘(BY Mwvocate Sh.B.K. Aggarwal )

JUDGVENT(ORAL )

7

(Hon'hia Sh. BN, Dhoundiyal,, Member (A)

Ly
Applicant iy a Firrman'G' in the Indian

Railways 1s aggrieved by the impugned order dated

25.2.1985/vhe relBy he was reduced to the lower pos

of cleaner in the pay scale of & 196.232 for a

period of two years from the higher post of Fireman'C!
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in thé scale of A2_'LO-—27‘O. He came to this Tribunsl in
. 0.s 1211/87 and on lb.ll.l%? this Tribunal directed
the -rEspondEnts to dispose of the appeal submitted

by him within a pe rlod of tw months. That appe al was
decided on 20.1191987.“/% review was filed which was

decided on 23,12.1987. This OsA. challanges these
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orders dated 20,11.1787 and 23.12,1987
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3. - The first question to be decided relates +to

G

limitation, Even though, the appeal was decidéd and

ES

communic ated to the arplicant on 4.1.1988, this

ne tition- was® filed on 27.3,89. Shri Mzhesh Srivastava
- explained that earlier this case was being dealt with

by Sh,.Umesh Mishra, adwcate, who expired in-Decembe r, 1987-
The delay is only 65 days and at this stage it is not

even possible to ascertain tﬁe gircumstances under

which late Shri Umesh Mishra could not file this O.h.

in tim, ¥ hold that in the interest of Justice, ue
Shou‘ld o@rrule the objection raiseé by the le arned
counsel for the respondents in this. re gard and in

the pecgl_iar circumstance—s of the case condone the delay.
4, Le arned counsel for the lappl icant had drawn
our attention to the fact that enquiry officer had

_ submitted his report on 11.7.1984. Ewven after that
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date the enquizcy ofr:cer summoned the witmesses on

17.12.1984 and 16.1..1985. This shows that report was
suﬁﬁltted even hbefore he could exémihe all the

wi.tn_é s;es. This point was raised b\( the applicent in
his'l ",appe al but the appellate ’order dated 20.J.l¢lv987 is
silent on this po int ahd»consists of only the following

cryptic remarkss-

"I havwe gore through the entire cése.lﬁ
is a case ofj dndisc ipline and he has been
correctly and adequately punished. Hence
Iappe al is rejected . ®

v

5% ‘ In the facts and circumstances of the case we
hold that the '\pp-ﬁ]ﬂ ate orﬂer Oateo ”O 11,1987 is not

¥
maintaindle. ‘It is hereby quashed, Respondents are
directed to consider the various points raised in the
appe al and pass a spe aking order after giving personal

he aring to the applicant. These directions should be

complied within 3 months from the date of receipt of a
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‘certify copy of this order,

\

6, " There will be no order as to costs.
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e . (BoNa MOund-&Yal )

Membe r{Judicisl) . Membe r{A)
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