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H, 7. Pandey, Store Keepar-cum-Acccounts Clack,
AGvance Craining centre, Uffice of the Development
Cc-missioner (Hanrdicrafts), decuroanj, Sandila
~imtrict Hardoi.
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versus
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GSov.. of Iniia, Udycoh Bracer, Ve Delhi.
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2. Sevelilopasnt Viest

3lcak Yo, 7, K.4. Puram, Teu Lolhi,

3. Deputy uirsctor, Cffice of Lre Develcpment Cormi-
siormie (Menaicrafts), Cield Adirinistrative Cell,
Varanasi,
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3y means of orle J.., *the applicant has
challznted the ocler dated 26/27.8.1591 passed by
the Develspment Con-issioner (Handicrufts) viz.

the ressondent Jo, 2 in ‘e w.ne imposing cpon the

Goplicnnmt Lcormeliy wo re@ucticon of his poy Dy ore




It will also have the effect of postponing of future

increments.

2, Fleadings have been emchanged between the two
sides which we have perused. We have also heard the

submissions of the learnsed counsel for the two sides.

3. It is not disputed that the applicant has not
filed an appeal as per the staﬁutory rules against the
aforesaid punishment. To that‘extent, the applicant has
not ccmplied with the prcvisioﬁ of A.T. Act and the O.A.
is, therefore, pre-mature. Nevertheless it is also the
fact that che U.A, has been admitted. It is well
estaeblished through a catena of judgments of Hon'ble
Supreme Court as also this Tribunal that the scope of
judicial intervention is scme what circumsi-.eribed while
the appellzte :uthtcrity can appraise the disciplinary
proceedincs in all its aspects including the evidence,
procecdural aspect a5 2.c0 the juantum of punishment. We,
are therefore, of the consicdered view that it would be

in the interest of ejuity ind justice if even at this stage
the applicant is afforded #n cpportunity to prefer an
appeal notwithstanlirg the expir vy of the limitetion
period prescribed in the statutory rules. This was also
agreed to by the learnec counsel for respondent in the
circumstances of the present case. ‘e, therefore, hereby
order that the applicart shall prefer an appeal against
the punishment to the prescribed appellzte authority
within & pericd of 45 days frem the cate of communication

of this judgement and orde r. ‘e further prowide that
the appellate authority shall teke a decision on the appeal
filed by the applicant .ithin & further period of 2 montks

(two months) in accor ance with the law and
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rules on trhe subject,

4 “he 0,7, standes disposed of as ahove with

no order as to costs,
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