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 Heard counsel of the applicant,

2 The relief that is claimed in this application is

to quash the ofder of disciplinary authority dated 25.5.1988
andkﬁ e appellate autzbrity dated 20,12,1988ypursuant to the
disciplinary proceedings initiated against the applicant under
Rule 16 of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965. The present application
is filed only on 30.3.1990, evidently beyond one year from
the date of order of appellate authority. It is seen from
that order that even the appeal was not}preferred in timeA
but after 140 days of the order of disciplinary authority:i;;
g

‘ G :
However, the appellate authority tooktzenient view while

deciding the appeal and even modified the penalty by withholdipg

- the increment for only six months instead of 30 months ordefaar

by the disciplinary aufhority. :%f

3 Counsel of the applicant submitted that the applicant
intends to file a petition seeking condonation of delay in

filing the application. No permission is required for filing
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such a petition, In fact, in paragraph 5 of the application
e

the applicant has alleged that after the order of‘appellate
authority the applicant preferred second appeal &;/23.1.1989
and on 6.2.1989 before two different authorities, and that

a representation was also submitted on 2,4.1989, Evidently,
these averments have been made to impress upon the Tribunal
that there is no bar of limitation and that the application
is within the prescribed.period. The second appeals stated

to have been filed by the applicant are not statutafd%provided;
nor is the representation said to have been submitted by him,
Hence, the submission of these appeals and representation |
cannot extend period of limitation for filing the original

A
application,

4. We would also like to point out that when this matter
was taken up for hearing on last occasion on 22,6.,1990 counsel
of the applicant requested for a short adjournment to file an
application for condonation of delay when he was directed to
do so before the next circuit sitting. Till date no such
petition has been filed and we do not think that this matter
olate d : enable

should be diwmeeted further so as to/fthe applicant to file a
petition for condonation of delay especially in view of the
averments in para 5 of.the application wherein the applicant
has QQQEIZQEQ?% establish that though there is delay in filing
the application it,;é’happened on account of the circumstances

mentioned therein,

Se We hold that the application is barred by limitation -

ﬂd #ccordingly it is reJjected.
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