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••• Applicant

Versus

1. Unian af Inriia thraugh
it s Sacrat ary ,
rninistry af Cammunicatian,
•apt. af Pasts,
OAK TAR Bha><Jan,
Nau Delhi-110001.

2« Oy, Chiaf Paatmastar,
Nau Oelhi Heari Past Qffica,
Neu Oelhi-11C001. ••• Respanriants

(By ArivacataS Shri P.H. Rainchanriani)

OROER

BY HON'BLE WR. S.R. AOIGE. VICE CHAIRMAN (Al

1999

Applicant impugns the riisciplinary autharity*s

arrier riateri 11.6«90 riismissing applicant fram sarvica (Ann,

B-5) anri tha appallata arrier riateri 3,1,92 rejecting his

appeal (Ann, B«8).

2, Applicant was pracaariari against riapartmantally

an the charga(Annexura B) af sacuirigg appaintmant as

Pastal Assistant at Nau Oalhi Heari Office allagarily an tha

basis af falsa ariucatianal certificates, marksheat anri

irientity carri af amplaymsnt axchanga.
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3, Th« I.e. in hia findings hald the charge as

preved. A cepy ef the l,0*a repert yas sent te applicant

'̂i'̂ e letter dated 16»5a90 fer represent at ien if any uithin

15 days ef its receipt. Applicant received the letter en

19.5,90, but did net subniit any represent at ien. Instead

en 31,5.90 he submitted a request fer extensien ef time

fer a further peried ef 15 days te submit his represent at ien.

Thst request was refused, and after accepting the I.O's

repert, the disciplinary autharity impesed the penalty

ef dismissal frem service vide impugned erder dated 11.6.90

which was upheld in appeal vide erder dated 3.1.90.

greunds have bean raised by applicant's ceunsel

Shri Gupta te impugn the afereeaid erder. Firstly, it

has been cent ended that applicant's request dated 31.5,90

fer extensien ef time te file his reply ta the enquiry

repert was illegally rejected en 31,5.90 itself and

his furthe request dated 6.6.90 fer 48 heurs te submit

his dsfsnce after the receipt ef the cemmunicatien finally

rejecting hia request, was ignered by respendents, which

mas prejudiced .applicant in his defence,

unable ta agree with applicant's ceunsel

en this graund. Admittedly applicant received the cepy
ef the I.O's repert en 19.5.90. He use required under

rules te submit his ret ly if any within 15 days i.e. by
3rd Dune, 1990, The disciplinary autherity's erder is

dated 11.6.90. Applicant has net been able te establish

sstisfacterily why he ceuld net submit his reply te the
Inquiry repert by 11.6.90, which was well beyend the
48 heurs asked fer by him w.e.f, 6.6.90. Shri Gupta has
centended that the 48 heurs time seught by applicant sheuld
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dsanad to ha \/8 common cad from the cfcts of final

raj action of applicant's request for extension of

time, but respondents ha v/e taken the stand that

these axtansion of time uera baing soi^ht by applicant
only to prolong the proceedings and applicant has not

been able satisfactorily to rebut the same#

second ground taken is that the

original docunonts uiera no t pro duced In the

dapartnantal proceedings and applicant haa been

auarded a penalty only on the basis of copies of
the originalei' This ground also has no merit,
because as pointed out by the OLsciplinary Authority ,
copies of the originals of applicant's educational
certificates, marksheet, enployment exchange,
registration card uere accepted by the recruiting
authority as the true copy and it is upon v/erification
of applicant's particulars as contained in the True
Cbpy that these particulars u/era found to be false.
If indeed it uas applicant's contention that
respondents erred in relying upon the True Oopy of
the originals, it uas open to him to have produced
the originals themselves, but he di dno t dD so#
It^der the circumstances, this giound also failed

The Oa is therefore dismissed. No costs#

/ug/

( s.r.aoigc)
1/1 Cr CHAlRflAfJ (a) .


