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• open court • 

'.rRIBU 1'11\L , ALL/JiABAD BE ,IJ:H , 

AL LAHABAD • 

• • • • 

ori~inal Ap1)lica tion no. 197 of 2003 . 

this the 21 s t day of october • 2003 . 

HO l ' BLE l-1P- . 
to r• BL 1:. .-·1H. . 

JlJS 'l'l:Ch R. h . K. TRI'IBJ)I ., 
I) • R • T I W Af { I , ft. ·IB El< { A ) 

'l . C . 

• 

Jhuri , S/o Sri JUwahar, S/o Villau e Korariya , post Chandauli 

District chandaul i ( Varanasi . ) 

Applicant . 

By .1\dVOCcit e : sri S. Ram. 

versus . 

1 • u nion of India through General ,.1anact;er , ·1 . R., 

Baroda Hous e , New Delhi . 

2 . D. R • . 1., .·1. R., Allc.11abad . 

Divisiona l Superintending En~ ineer (Is t) , N. R., 

o .R.r1. office , Allahab~d . 

4 . Asstt . Engineer , l\J. R., Chunar . 

Respondents . 

By Advoca t e : sri A. K. Gaur. 

0 R IJ E R 

BY JUSTICF~ k . R. I< . TRIVEDI , V. C . 

By this o.A., the applica nt ha s challe ng ed the order 

dated 4 . 1 . 1 997 (Annexure A- 1 ) and order dated 11 . 10.1 998 

by which h e R'd s b een a\·1arded pun.i shment of r emoval 

from service on the conc lusion of the disciplinary 

proceedings. Th e chur~ e against the applicant was 

unauthori sed a bsence fro~ duty f rom 8 . 5.1994 t o 4.1,1997, 

who was serving a s CPC Gangman • The present o . A. h as 

been fi l ed on 27 . 2 . 2003 . Thus , there i s del ay of more 

t ha n 4 year s . An applica tion for c o ndonation of delay 

has been f iled by the applicant h11nself in which it has 

"""" ( been sta t ed tna t he was rnenl:al ly disturbed. Mt ho,..,ever , 

he ma naged to sub~it an appeal ~-ainst the afor esaid 
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order jf 
the s~ 

r emov a l f rorn service. It is further stated tha t 

a p{lea l i s stil l pending for c onsi der a tion. He 

furt.'le r s~r.ed in his application that he t~a s menta l ly 
• CY'.. ::-b: ~ c-' .L ...>. 

d i s tur bed ~nd taken( trea t ment ~o the hospita l a nd remained 

under treat inent for sev<:?r a l years and i.-Jhen hP bee - me fit , 

he filt><.l the present o. A . 

2 . pre limilHry objLctions as \-1ell as counter aff idavit 

hav e been fi l ed by the r espondent s . rn para 7 of the 

counter affidavit, it h <1 s been sto t cd that t he a ,pea l 

has not b e en f iled by the applica nt as al l eg ed and no 

such appeal i s pending . It i s submitted that without 

exhausting the departrnen i::a l remedy . he approache d the 

Tribun<1 l dire ctly. \·1hich i s not m~intainable. 

3 . \'1e h~1v e considered the submissions made by the 

lea rned counsel for th e parties . H0\·1ever. we do not fi n d 

that inoruinat •~ c.lnd l o ni; delay ha s been explllined 

by a n~' 1!kl tcrial on rPc-ord . 'Ihe applicant has submitted 

that he was :nental.ly distur})ed and i-1<:1s t aking treatment 

in the hosp i t a !, b...it no sucl1 d ocume nt h as been filed 

in support thereof . Thus . the main expl anation of the 

~~*~ long del ay/ in absenc e of any corrobor.::ition . 1t;;h ~ ba l d 
'-" ~~ '-\ '\ 

statement of the applic~nt1~annot be a ccepted. The delay 

h as . thus , not been exp l a ined . The appli ccltion for 

condona tion of delay i s r e j ected . The o. A. is CiCcording ly 

dis -nissed as barred by lirnita tion
1 

\1ith no order as to costs . 

Q_~(.k 
VICE C~IAIRMAN \ 

Gif<I SH/-
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