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THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,JAIPUR 
BENCH ,JA I PUR., 

O.A.NO. 1138/92 : Data ef crdar: 22.11.93 

Tara Chand : Applicant. 

Mr. K .L. Thaw~mi Caunsal far ap~licant. 

VERSUS 

Union af India & Ors. 

Mr. M.Rafiq : Caunsal far respendants. 

CORAM: -----
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE D.L.MEHTA,VICE-CHAIRMAN 

HON'BLE MR. P.P.SHRIVASTAVA,ADM.MEMBER 

PER HO~' BL~-llfi~ If¥_~. JUST ICE 0 .L. MEHTA, VICE CHAIRMAN 

H1ard, the learned counsel for the 

parties. The applicant submitted thm O.A. baing 

aggrieved by tha order of compulsory retirement 

dated 21.4.82. He preferred the appaal against tha 

said· ardar on 11.5.1987. It was mandatory for him 

atleast to wait for 6 months rule 21 (b) provide 

that where no final order has been m~de by the 

Government or other authority or officer or ether 

parsen csmpetant to pass such ardmr with regard 

to the appeal preferred or representation mads 

by such parson, if a period of six months from the 

data an which such appu~l was prsferrad or 

representation was m~de has expired. Thus, 
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tha Tribunal had no jurisdiction ordinarily to 

admit an application which has baen filed before 

the expiry of 6 months after the filing of the 
a..v-t 

appeal. Howevar, we net rejecting tho O.A. only 
f\.._ 

on this ground. 

We are sarry '• record that the memb•r 

of the Bar has not cited the correct facts before 

the Court. He submitted during the course of 

argument that the appeal which was filed on 11.5.87 

is pending. However, from the parusal of Annax.10 

it is clear that the appeal uas decided long back 

and thm copy of the mrdor of rajoction uas racaived 

by the applicant on 19.1.1988. It uas the duty of 

the co~nsel for· the applicant appearing bafore the 

Tribunal to amend the O.A. aft~ tha rejection of 

the appeal and make a prayer that the order of 

the appellate authority should also be quashed. 

However, no ste~s ueru taken for amendment of tho 

Original Application and no prayer has been made 

so far for setting aside the order passed by tha 

appollato authority which is at Annexurs.A/10. 

Hcwovcr, taking a libaral view evan Gn this 

point we are net rejocting the O.A. ~nly on 

this ground. We have purused Annaxure.A/7 order 

dated 23.5.84 and dirmctions waro given for the 
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recev~ry of Rs. 350/- fr~m his pay vide order dated 

21.11.83 an account of tha loss sustainad by th• 

Stat~ mn account of tha negligence mf ths officer 

Annmxurm. A/8, and tho second ardor dated 11.6.85 

by which the punishmant of racmvery of Ra. 112.25 

was awarded vidslettar datad 28.2.85 far loss to 

Gcvarnmont. duo ta tha negligence of the officer. 

Vide Annexure.A/9 dated 14.4.86 tha penalty ai~ 

with holding twQ grade incremont without cumulative 

affect w~s passod ~gainst the ap~licant. The 
' 

disciplinary authority found him careless and 

negligmnt. Thus, centinuouely for the 3 years 

prior to the year ef' cmmpulsory retirament, 

the applicant has bean punis~ed. Thus thera 

is sufficient material for taking actimn, 

and wa will nat like to intarfaar ~~­

~. This is also liable to ba rajsctad 

as it has bsen filed in vimlative of Sac. 20 

clause b without waiting after a 6 menths of 

the appeal. The O.A. is rojacted, no order ae to 

ccsts. 

Adm. Mambear Vice Chairman 

***** 

Anil 


