<)
IN  THE CENTRAL AMIMES-TRATIVE TRIBUNAL .
PRINZIP &L BEMNCH

C.he No,256/50
My Delhi, dated the 2th Jure,lS%4..
Hon'ble Sh.S.Re adige, Member{a)
Hon'ble Smi. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member{J}
Shl’iD¢P s Sinqhal,
e x-LI¥S c/o Assistant
Ircome Tax Gommissioner Office,

Nezw D21hi

5 se & r‘pplic ant
(By advoc ate Sh, VePs Shama }

B rsus

1, Unign of India through the Secretary
Minigtry of Finaoce, Govt.f India

N2 w De Lhi

2. The Income Tax Gommissicner,
Govteof India, Mewbelhi

3. The Leputy Ircome Tux Commissiore
Income Tax Range=7, New [2lhi.

+.s» Respondents

{By advccate Sh.R.5. Aggarwal )

- JUDGEMENE {QuAL)

(Hotble Sh.S.R. adige, Memher (A))

In this gpplication.Sh.OWwP .« Singhal, Ex.IRG
income Tax epartment, New D2lhi has impugned the or der
dated 6.3.89 (M n.A.l) dismissing him frem service .

2 At the outset, we rcte that the appliant had
filedan appeal dated 3.4,1989 addressed to the Commissionsr
! .

of Income Tax, Range-V, New Delhi, which appears to k& undisposed

of as pRr counter affidavit dated 30-5.90 filed by the
respondents. Shri Re3» Aggarwal, lde.cowsel for the Respondents

is uneble to state whether the appeal has been dispesed of
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singe, Shii V.P‘.Sham.a,lé amed counsel for the gpplicant also

states that no orger accept';ng/rejecting his zppeal has been

communicated to the gpplicant till date.

3. As the departmental Lemedy of gopeal ‘has ot
been exhau#téd as yet, and as the «%,)pel.l‘éte jurisdiction
in the disciplinafy matters is far wice r thesithe
Tribunals juri §aiction un@er the .ﬁdminis£ rative.
Tri;b‘unals Act, we feel that it willl,be in the applic éﬁts
own intexé st that the gppeal be dispesed of in the first

/

jnstance, if it has not already been disposed of.

Al

4. ~Unde r the -_Circumst ances, after hearing Sh.Sharma
le arned counéel for the appllic ant and Sh.aggarwal, | |
learned counsel for the Lesl,pgndents, we direct the
ﬁsponéents todispose of the- éaid appeai within

three months fzoﬁl.the date of rece ipt of a copy

of this order, if not alxeady disposed of, rese rving
llbﬁr’cy to the ayle.Cant to i'JLle a fresh O.A. if any

grie vance surv:.ves after the disposal of his appeal

if so dviseds

5e Shri V.P.Sharma, has voicedthe apprehension

that 1if such an Oede is taken up in its turn in the

normal course, it might delay mattemeven further,

1

leading to cenisl of justice in respedt of theppplicants
claims. ¥ see some force in this assertion, and feel that
Shri Sharmg hehsi & met i

a5 goprehehsions can be meg by observing
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thet it any, €fresh Cehe is filed by the
the disposal of the appeal by the re sponds nts, such

e

Oelis should b2 takén up on out of turn basls and di S0 s8¢

e ufr ot / ry i L s e

S This gpplicatien is acwraﬁnglyéa‘l‘\b costs.
N

- o 7 g .
el gl oy

e

\

{Lakshmi Swaminzthan) (5.8, idYge)

Me mke r{J) , Membe r{A)
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