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IN-THE CEN' R~L ADMINISTRATIVE T~rBUNAL; JA1PUR BENCH, JAIPUR. 

o·.A.No.483Y9'9 · Date of order: 9. 7.2002 

· . 'Bhanw-lr La!, S/o Sh • .Kamgopal, R/o Vill.Baleriganj, ·rehsil 

Inderharh, Dist t ~ Bundi, _ Rajasthan, . last employ·ed as 

Gang~cn in ·unit No.3 under PWI Lakheri, wester·n Railway.-· 

· ••• Applican-t·. 

vs. 

1. Uriio · of India , through General_ Manager, Western Railway, 

'-. 

2. 

3. 

Churth ;ate, Mumbai, 

Assistant Engineer (Central)· 

. D' .I. K · lVlSlon, · ota. 

S . t D' ' ' 1 E . (c)·,· ~nlrr lV lSlOna ng H~eer 

Div.i ion, Kota •. 

Western Railway, 

Wes-tern Railway, 

• •• Respondent·s. 

rma, ·Counsel for applicant 

an, Couns•l- for respondents. 

CORAM.: 

Hon•b!e Mr.H.O~Gup·ta, Administratiye ·Member 

Hon 1 ble Mr~M.~.Ch~uhan, Judicial -Member. 

Kota 

Kota 

The ·applicant is . aggrieved of the order dated 24.4.97 
. f 

(Annx.A2 whereby· a penalty of removal· from service has been,.. 

imposed ·n the applicant on the allegation 9f !on~ unauthorised 

absence prayed ·for quashing the said order on the 

vario~s ro~nds stat~d in the ap~lication. 

2. The respondents ·have ~ontested th~ ·a~plic~tion. The 

pr•l:~i,~ry_ objection with regard to the limitation is taken by 

·the resBondents. The respo'ndents • plea is that the final order -· 

was pas Jed in. July 1997_ whereas · this o. A has 
1 

been _filed . in 

October. 1999~ Thereforef the ca~e is barred by limitation under 
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the prov.i. of the CAT Rulea. The ~onterttion ·of the-

Spplicant is that he has ·filed an appeal ,dated 18.9.97 

(Annx;A4) ut the· r~spondent~ have not considered tne·appeal. 

Fu~ther, t at he. has also 'filed an applica~ion for condon~tion 

. ·.of delay:w-~h cogent reasons theieof~ 

3 .o Hea~d th~- ie_arne.d counsel for the parties and, perusad, 

the record/. 
"1-

.- 3.i"· o~:r[ing ·toe course of argui_!Ient, the lear'ned· counsel for 
-

.the resp_ond~n~s submit.ted that the said. -'appeal was · never 

received by the respondents_ and the· applican-t has failed· to, 

giv'e proJr pro~f .of h1tying · deSpatched· th/e· said appeal. rhe 

contentiod of the learned counsel for the·applicant is that the 

appli-cant· is a Group-O employee and ·w~s holding the p-ost of 
' . . . / . 

~a.ngmah a d. that' appeal was' submitted in the· office. He was not 

given any receipt a·nd .did not insist in good faitn. He further 
. ' 

submitted ·that the appli<:_nt has submitted -an-application for 

c~::mdoning the short delay ·on the ground that the applica~t 

having been _removed -from· s~rv i~e _·in the year 1997 .and __.-ae was_­

facil;lg e treme financial crisis there fore,· he was unable to 

file this O.A in time ·for want of funds~ He prayed that the 

a.pplicatiln f~r ¢ondonat·i~n __ of ,small del,ay be accepted in tne 

interest of justice. 
L. 

3 ;2 W1 have. g h:eri ·due consideration. to the contentionS of 

the rivat·par~ies. W~ feel f~at the applicant has made~ prim~ 
·fa-cie. ca e for ~on.donatio,n of delay and in the inter~st of 

justice, 
- -

the delay i~ required to~ be c-ondoned •. ·.rher~fore, we-
. '\.. 

condone he· :.delay ·i_n fB.~ng the ·o.A~ 

3.-3 · · . S1nce,. ~ne appeal. tias ~not been disposed of, without 
. · .. I . 
goifig in~o the me~it ~f ~he c~se, we feel that the O.A should 

. i. . . 

be_ disp!sed ·of wit~ the· dir~ction t9 d~cide t~e appeal~ 

· Accor-din· ly_, this O.A is dis_posed of, with the direction to. tne 

t' 
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applicant to send a copy of the appeal to the competent 

appellate author~ty within 15 days from today and by speed post 

to avoid. delay and in that eveni the respondents shall ensure 

that the competent appel~ate authority disposes of the appeal 

of the agplicant, within 8 weeks from t;:he date 

such appell, keeping -i~ .view the law laid down 

as also w~thout taking tne plea of limita'tion. 

4. Nol order as to co~ts. I . 
I 

of receipt of 

on the subject 

LJ -~ 
(M.L 

1n} 

Member (j) 
( H.O.Gupta) 

Member (A) • 


