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APPLICATION NO: 826 of 1994,

APPLICANTS ‘= 8ri_ Basavysa linga ppa',Aresikere.

V/s.

RESPONDENTS :-The Director of Postzl Services,
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Subject:~-

STAY ORDER/INTERIM ORDER/ passed

‘mentioned application(s) on 30.01=1995,
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S.K,Region,Bangalore end anpothers,

Sfi.S.K.Mohiyudédn,ﬁdVOcate,
No.11, Jeevan Buildings, ]
Kumerapark East,Bangalore-560001,

Sri.G.Sha ntha ppéa ’Addl .‘c oGoSoc .
High Court Bldg,Bzngalore-1,

-P%rwarding nf cépies of the Order~ passed by the
Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangalars,
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Please find encloéed herewith 4 copy of'thg_CRDER/
by this Tribunal in the sbovae -

EPUTY/ REGISTRAR
JUDICIAL BRANCHES,



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
© BANGALORE BENCH.

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO, 826/ 1994

MONDAY, THE 30TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1925/ .

SHRI V. .RAMAKRISHNAN " ees MEMBER (R)

SHRI AJN. VUJJANARADHYA ees  MEMBER (3)

Shri Basavalingappa,:

Ex. Eorc/op,

Arakere P.0.,

A/w Banavara, .

Arsikere Taluk. - _ ess Applicant

( By Advocate Shri S.K. Mohiyuddin )
) Vs,
1. The Director of Postal Services,
) S.K. Regim’

Bangalore.

2. The Superintendent of Post
Offices, Hassan. ~ees Respondents

(By Addl. Central Govt, Standing Counsel,
Shri G. Shanthappa )

DRDER

Shri V, Ramekrishnan, Member (A)

We have heard this matter for some time. We tind tha
aggrieved by the ofder of the combetent authority dated f4.2.92
removing him rrom serQice, the applicant filed an appeal to the
Director of Postal Services, S.K. Region on 14.7.92 as af ,
Annexure A-10. In this appeal of 14.7.92, he has raised a number
of contentions. The aépellate authority, however by order dated
15,7.93 as at AnﬁEXure A=11 had onl} stated that she has cone

throuch the details of the case and that she rinds the épplicant
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quilty of the charges levelled acainst him. It is turther stated that
the case is also time barred as the official has appealed on 14,7,92

against the order passed on 14.2.92. ~The appellate authority goes on

‘to say that there are no racts which can be taken into consideration on

behalr of the petitionar/ appellant end tor these reasons rejected the

petition. The appellate authority has not covered the various points R
urged by the applicant and it is also not speﬁifically brought out that

the case has been disnmissed on the ground of limitation,

2, ° As per the relevant rules, the period of limitation to appeal is*

three months trom the.dﬁte.on which the appellant receives a copy of the T
order appealed against. The rule also permits the appellate authority to
entertain the appeal after the expiry of the said period, if it is satisfv-:

tried that the applicant had sufficient cause tor not submitting the appeal

in time. In the present cése, even if the orders of the reviewing aUthb-

rity dated 14.2,92 was received by the applicant on the same date itselr,

( 4, P

he had time till about the middle of May, 1992 to tile as tor appeal. The a

eppeal tiled on 15.7.92 involves a delay of less than two months,
' . ("Jf"?éii..:*
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s

In the racts and circumstances of the case we deem it appropriate a

fquash the order of the appellate authority dated 15.7.93 as at Annexuro

4
fﬁ

1 and direct the appellate authority to dispose of the appesl dated
4,7,92 as at AnneXUre A-10 by means of a speaking order(ig1oring any
delay}uithin three months rrom the date of receipt of a copy of this

'»EC@FY

| order, —With the above observatione, the application is disposed of
L .
» ; 1ly, Ve Ceof
o éikina y
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‘Centfal Administrative Tribunal . Sf" - 3/] —
‘Bangalore Bench ‘ sy
Bangalore | ( AN, VUJIANARADHYA ) ‘ ~( Vo RAMAKRISHNAN )
MEMBER (3) , MEMBER (A)
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