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CE?.!TRAL AD^IIN I STRATI UE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BDJ CH
NEU DELHI

O.A. No. 1792 of 1990 oatad tine 23rd August, 1995

HON V3LE PIR. S.R. ADIGE, I^IEMBER (A)

HDN'BLE r-IRS. LAKSHI^II SWAPI IN ATH AN, . HEHB ER (j)

Shri- Om park ash,
s/o Shri fiangte Singh,
fyo riohaiia Rampura,
Najibabad-2457 53 . ... APPLICANT

(3y Adwocata: Shri T'lahesh Sri stau?)

VERSUS

1, The Union of India through
^ . the SecretarVj
- riinistry of Information & Boo a dca sting.

Gout, of India, Nsu Oelhi.

2, Superintending Engineer,
High pouer Transmission,
All India Radio, Kharnpur,
Delhi.

3, Dy» Director General" ( Administration^
All India Radio, ^
New Delhi.

4» Director GenerJPl,
All India Radio,
Neu Delhi. RESPONDENTS

^ - • (By A duocate: Shri M.L . l/erma)

ORDER (QRAL^-

BY HOM'BLE PI R. S.R. AOIGE» f'lET^IBER (A^
V

In this application ri Om prakash, Clerk

Gr. II, All India Radio, High pouer Tr^n anission,

'^^"ipur, Delhi has irnpugned the order dated

12.9*89 dismissing him from service, and the

appellate au thori tys or der dated 24,1,90 rejecting

the appeal on the ground that the same is time-

barred as it uag not preferred within 45 days of

the receipt of the panal ty^>7r/?r
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2, Tn e Applicant procaBded sgainst

departmen t-liy on the charge that hs had submitted

a false 3. Com « certi-f i ca te« A departii an tal

inquiry u^s conductad against the applicant,

in which the Inquiry Officer held tha charge 'gq

be proved, and upon accsp ting the Inquiry Officer's

report tie disciplinary authority by his letter

dated 12,9.S9 imposed the punishment of

dismissal from service and ih e applicant's

appeal ^as rejected vide order dated 24,1.90 on

C the ground that, as cited above, it uas
tim 8«»b a rred,

3. 'ujQ have heard Sh ri Rahesh Srivastaua

for the applicant and Sh ri M.L, Usima for the

Respondents.

, . , In this connection Shri Srivasta^a has

stated that the disciplinary authority's order

C dated 12.9.89 u/as received by him at his village
home in aijnore Qistt. of U.p. on 16.S.89, and 45

days commencing from 17,9.89 uould elapse on

31.10.89 and the appeal petition uag filed on

9«11,89e Shri Uarma has stated that a copy of the

disciplinary authority's order dated 12,9.89

^as made available, to e applicant that date itself

but even so tie period of delay in filing {he appeal
petition uould be extended only by fbur days
coming to 13 days or sd ,
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5, Shri l^.L. Uerma has conoeded \Jery fsirly

and justly that this is a fit case for ihe

matter to be remanded back to the appellate

authority for considering the appgal petition

on merits.

6, Accordingly ue quash and set>.aside the
^ 1

appellate au tho ritys or der s da ted 24.1 .90 '

rejecting the applicant's appeal merely, on grounds

of being time-barred, and dixect the appellate

authority to dispose of the applicant's

appeal petition on merits within three months from

the date of receipt of a copy of the judgment.

In case the applicant prays for a personal

hearing by the appellate authority uithin one

month from the receip't of this judgment, ttie

appellate authority may consider granting such

personal hearing before disposing of the

appeal on merits.

Q " 7. This O.A, is disposed of accordingly,
^'o costs.

(nRS, LAKSHni SUAPIINATHAN) (s.R. AOIGE)
Member (3) Plember (A)
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