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Htn'ble Mr, N.VJCrishnan, Vice Ghainnan(A)

Hin'ble Mr. B.S• Hegde, Member(Ju®lic ial)

Shri William

A-45-B,DDA Flats,
Munirka, New ttelhi-110067

(By 'Aiivecate 3h, JJ?«\ferghese )

Versus,

!• Unien of India through
Ministry of Finance, New Delhi.

2. Gh ief Gomnissi©ner of Jncome Tax,
N.W. Region, Patiala.

3. Gdramissioner of Income Tax
Roht ak,Haryana.

(By Advocate Sh. V«P.l^pal )

... Applicant.

... Ifespondents

The ^plicant has filed this 0-A, against

bis dismissal by the Gompetent Authority by his orabr

dated 20.3.89 (AnnJB) issued ondsr Rule 19(i) of the

GGS(GG^ Rules, 1965 on the ground that the conduct of the

ippi leant le ading^his conviction under Section 5(2) of the

Prevention of corruption Ait, read with section l6l I4>jG.
such as

is/to render undesirable his further retention in service.

The applicant filed an aPP^el against this order. The



^pellate Autherity dismissed this appeal by the ©rds

dated 9/12-3-90.

2. This O.A. was filed en 3.3.1993, while it sheuld

have been fUed before 12.3.1991. Thus there is a dfelay

• f ab©ut 2 years. The ipplicant has,theref®re, filed

MP 1399/93 seeking cendenation ®f delay. The respondents

have a filed reply to the MP opposing the prayer.

M4>. is taken up for final disposal today.

4. The grounds given in the MP for condonation

are as fo 1 lo ws •-

The applicant has filed an appeal against
his conviction, which is still pending in
the High Court of Punjab and Haryana.

(ii) He was out ©f employment.

(iii) He has been pursuing the criminal appeal
^d,t here fore, he could not pay attention
to filing this 0

(iv) He is a ^ch.Tribe

^v) He is poor and was suffering from
depression.

Mfe have heard the learned counsel for the

parties in this regard.

^ noUce that before his dismissal, the applxant
was an Inspector in the Income Tax i^partraent. That being

the Case, we are of the view that hi sould have been

sufficiently aware ®f his rights in regard t® filing

this ^plication before us in time. N®ne ®f the \
I
i

• ground given by him justifies the delay in filing ^
Kir-



• ?AV;'' ^
. > ''

this OA, particularly because ®f the fact that fUihg
an OA in this Tribunal is perhaps^ the cheaiest

judicialtsy letnedy of any class, available to any
citizen. Therefore, we are als© net impressed by the
arguments that he belong^to a sche duled tribe aid that

he is pee r. . : ^

7. In the circumstact s the MA is dismissed.

Consequently the OA is automatically/as being barredby
1 im it at io n •

(B .3. Heg^) '

Membe r(J)

(N •VJCrishnan)

Vice Ghairraan(A)


