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ORDER

' D.Purkayastha, J.M.:

In the OA the applicant ‘has challenged the penalty ofder
dated 25.9.92 imposed upon . him on the 5asis of a disciplinary enquiry
held against him as also appéllate.order dt. 27.11.92‘and the order
of the revisional authority dt. 29.10.93.

IR Tn MA 200 of 1996,vthe appliéant has prayed for condonation

of delay in filing the OA.




(2)

3. 'We have heard the learned counsel for both parties ‘on the
MA seeking condonation of delay in filing the OA on the grounds stated

therein.

4, | It is stated by the applicant that on 19.3.91 he was served

with a major penalty charge-sheet. An enquiry was conducted and on

the basis of the said enquiry, the Sr. Divl. Electrical Enéineer

- (TRS/0P),Chakradharpur imposed a ;,)unishment on him as per order dated

25.9.92 reducing the pay of the applicant from Rs. 1950/- 'to Rs.
1900/— for three years. The. applicant preferred an appeal on 22.10.92
to the Divisional Railway Manager, SE Railway, Chakradharpur against
the said punishment order.. By a letter‘dt. 27.11.92, the applicant
was intimated that the appeal was reiected. Thereafter, the applicant
filed another appeal ~on 8.2.93 to the General Manager which was
trea_ted as a revision petition and this was intimated to the appli-

cant by a letter dt. 29.10.93. The said revision petition was

rejected by the appropriate revisional authority i.e. COM as being

time barred. 'I'he/reafter,' the aI;pl'icant made several representations
and it is alleged that he was given to understand that his case was
under ’consideration. Thereafter, the applica‘nt was infqrmed by a
letter dt. 15.5.95c that the Chief Operating I;Ianager (GOM) had already

]
decided his case and as such no further review was permissible. The

applicant again made a representation on 10.7.95 and finally he has
filed this OA on 9.7.96 along with this MA.
5. After hearing the submissions of both parties and on going

through the records, we find that the applicant's briginal appeal

was rejected on 27.11.92. Thereafter, the applicant made another

.appeal which was treated as a revision petition and the same was

also rejected by the competent authority as being time barred and
this was also intimated to the applicant on 29.10.93. The applicant
did not apply’ for condonation of delay before the revisional

authority. He went on making representations and finally filed the

OA on 9.7.96 i.e. more than 2 years 9 months after the rejection

- of his revision petition on ground of limitation. In such circumstance

we are of the opinion, that there is no suficient cause to condone



