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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIS TRATIVE TRIEUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH

Registration 0.ANo.568 of 1987

FnCiDUbe'j’ TER Applicant
Vs.
Union of India & OtherS .... Respondents

Hon 'ble Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.
Hon'ble Mr. A.B. Gorthi, Member(A )

(By Hon.Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.)

The applicant who was working as Packe;r(Grmp D
empioyee) in the Head Post Of fice ,Allahabad wax éhargesheeted
on 1.9.1981 for certain misconduct and misbehaviour. An :
Inquiry O fficer was appointed whe after the inquiry.submtttd
his report holding the charges against the applicant were
not proved. It appears that the Disciplihary Aughority
disagreed with fhe finding and passed the punishment
order for reducing his pay by three stacds. It is not
knosn whether any opp ortunity for heaing was given to the
applicant by the Disciplinary Authority while disagreeing
with the findings of the Inquiry Officer's." lhe applicant
filed an appeal against the said puﬁishment order, and
the Appellate Authority remitted the case for correcting
the said order and the order was corrected.  In the megntime
the applicant who had already served the ;juniahmant order
was again civen a notice for revision of the said orders.

It appears that the opposite party no.3 approached the

Director Postal Services with the cgrievance that the
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penalty was ijnsufficient. A fresh punishment order was
psssed acainst the applicant by the Superior Authority on
29.5.86. The applicant challenced the same and the Tribunal
alloved the application vide order dated 11.12.,86 directing
the Appellate Authority to disﬁose of the appeal. The
Appellate Authority dismissed the appeal on 11.12.1986 on
the ground that it 1is time barred. Obvioulsy the Appellate

Authority was not conversent with the legal position and
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it appears that the Appellate Authority was not interested

in doing the job which was assigned ta him and he wanged

to adopt the cut short method and that is why he dismissed
the appeal on the cround that it iqbarred by time. When
adirection vas given by the Tribunal the Appellate Authority
was duty bound to givggeregard to it and and not to° disregard
it in this manner. Tne matter has pecome some what old
Othérwise the Appellate Authority was liable tc face the
action under €ontempt of €ourts Act. Even if the appeal

was barred by time therewas noO bary for the Departmental

Authority who was not court of JJaw to admit the appeal g
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and hear and diSposeﬁkﬁf on merit. The limitation in these
circumstances has no%'been laid down for this purpose with
the moment that the appeal is barred by time and dismissing
it on the cround without adjudicating the mettdr on merit,
It was the case in which the appeal should have been
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Antertained on me?if.ts. Accordingly the appeallate Order

is guashed and the Appe llate Authority is directed t©
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disposed of the appeal within a period of three months

from the date of communication of this order.taking into
consideration each and every pleag which has been raised
by the applicant, and the AppellatecAuthority shall pass

=
a Speaﬂking order, NoO order as to costs.,

MembeW Vice=Chaixrman,

2¢th Feb,1992,Allahabad.

(sph)



