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lit' C . .- \lN .'],HE: CE...~'l'RAL AD~~ff,~~TIVE TRIBUNAL 

JAIPUR BENCH : ·~!PUR 

Date of Decision /..1.3.03 

b.A. NO. 544/95. 

oevendja Pal Singh, aged about 37 years, 
residerlt _of Gali No.4, House No. 338-B, !Raja 
M.T. D~iver in the office of Chief Engineer, 

son of Shr:i Amac Singh, 
Park. Place of p-_:,sting as 
MES, Jai pur. (Now services 

stand tterminated). 
APPLICANT. 

v e r s u s 

1. Un ·on of India through the Ch
1
ief Engineer, Dakshin Kamrran 

Mu hyaiaya, Engineering Shakha, Headquarter Sadan Karrroand, ]~ngineers 

~Tdh' Pun~-411001 • 

~ Engineer, Jaipur zone, MES, Banni Park, Jaipur. 

• . • RE~ PONDENTS. 

Mr. • S. Bora Adv. brief holder for 
Mr. irendra Lodha counsel for the apglicant. 
Ms. 1halini Sheoran Adv. brief holder ltor 

.::o~ ~:e~r~:-u:~~:e
0

:~s~. ~~pt~h~ v~~~~~~~~~-
Hon•ble Mr. A. P. Nagrath, Administrative Member. 
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\V •• :! '. . . I I 
\ ~~· ...... _.· . I Mr. Justice G. L. Gupta. 

· The applicant was initially a pointed as MT Dri· er '-ide orde 

dated 4.10.76. While he was workinJ as MT Driver in th ·Office of th 

~~:·--:. . ·Per 
~.:· 

re pendent No.2, he wao placed undei: suspension because ;;£ hd"77""' i. 

a riminal case.. After some time, he was re-instated in service. 

chJrge sheet was served on him, Wherein it was stated that he ha 

a ented hill'Self very frequently wilhout permission and ·.as ;,bsent fr< 

duly from 13.7.92 till date of issulnce of the charge sheet. 

2 . Atter the completion of tJ .. inquiry, the Inqu i cyin• Authoci 

ssed an Qrder on 7.12.93, Annex. R.l, wherein it was stat .J that t" 

arge against the applicant was proved. 'l'lle Discipl inar· Authori 
-_;:.::.-. 

ccepted the report of the Inquir Authority. Holding';fhat the char 

the applicant was proved he Oiscipl inary Authcd ty i :nposed t. 
' 
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EFOF.E THE c:B\l1RAL ~MINIS ~ATIVE TRIB UNAL,J AlP UR 

B El\l Oi, J .AIP UR 

JPP LICATIG'J No3 ·j-) /2003 

JN 

:W AJ.. tpp LICATICN NO 544/95 

Davendra Pal Singh, aged about 37 years 

son of Shri Amar Sin~h, resident of Gali N<;>.4, 

Ho e No. 338-B, Raj a Pari • 

P lal e of posting as M. T. Drivel; in the office 

of Chief En<§Jineer, ME.S, Ja.ipur (Now services . 
sta d terminated). 

• •• Applicant 

1. Union of India throl'~h the Chief Engineer 

Dakshin Kamman M ukhyalaya, En~ineering Sakha, 

Headquart er Sadan Kammand Enginee~ Branch, 

( ' <' ~ d;f_~t6J 2. 

P une-411001 . l 
Chief En<Eineer, Jaipur Zon -, ll!l6.S, Banni Park, 

'· 

Jaipur. 
• .• Respondents 

MISC. PPPLIGATI 1 FOR EXTENTICN OF 

TIME 0'1 BEHALF or RESPONDENTS 

M· IT PLEASE 11-US HON'BLE TRIBUNAL 

The hunble ansv.tering respondents most respectfu11• 

' begs to s utmi ts as under:-

1. That the Hcn 1ble Trifuunal in the OA No. 544/95 

v ·de order dt. 21.3 .03 dire c I ed the respond Eflts to disp os §: 

v o 1' the Appeal of the applic an · on _merits wi thotrt raisinCB 

t·e objection of limitation. he applicant shall be at 
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penalty f dismissal from service vide or·er-Tinnex. A.l of August 1994. 

l The appl1cant challengeS that order by fi ing this O.A. on 4.8.95. 

3. In the counter, the respondents• case is that the charge framed 
I -

aga·inst the applicant was proved iimd 1 tlierelrJt"e 1 the Court shoulc.J not 

e in the matter. 

4. 
R joinuer has been filed by the apwlic<-Jit stating that no coPY of 

was ser~eb on t:he applicant. 
the Inqi :ry AUthority's report 

5; W have heard the learned counsel for the parties and perused the 

documelts on record. 

6. Mr. Lodha, learned counsel ·for the npplicant states that his 

client has realised that he ought to hale :referred departmental appeal 

, f CO~lnCJ . 
agalnst the order 0 penalty I before r L .. lo thiS Court. He further 

says hat the applicant may be permitt~d to file an appeal against the 

order of penalty by condoning the delL. lie points out that no 1 <'9a 1 

reslndenl:s in their reply in this 
objecfion has been taken by· the 

regarb. 

7. 1s. Shal ini Sheron 1 learned counsel for the respondents 1 says that 

the pplicant has approached this ~ribunal without exhausting the 

remeLes available to him and, theJfore, the application should be 

disJssed on this ground alone. sde, however, does not oppose tile 

reqjst of the applicant to prefer ap~al now. 

8. 

the 

not 

app 

We have given the matter our thoughful consideration. Sec .. 20 of 
. . I 
Administrative Tribunals Act, 19851 slates that the Tribunal shall 

ordinarily admit an application! unless. it is satisfied that the 

icant haS availed of all the rJmedies avaialble to him under th< 
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relevant service as to the redressal of 

.the applicant ha not preferred any appeal 

penalty.l It is een that this point was not 
the 

for more than 7 Ilears sinceL~-A. was filed. 

the matter has notl yet been admitted. 

grievance. Admittedly, 

aglinst the order of 
I . 

noticed by the Tribunal 

I It js (urther seen that 

9. Keeping in iew the peculiar facts and circumstances of the case, 

case in which ~he applicJnt should 
we think it a fit 

be given 

against the order of ~nalty. permission to pre fer· appeal 

10. Consequentl I it is observed .1 that the applicant may·. now prefer 
I · · I · 

appeal against tre o>;der of penalty. The respon<lents are directed to 

. dispose of the a peal of the applicant , if prefeJed within Six " weeks 

~ I from tooay ( 21 3.2003 ) , on merits without raising the objection of 

- · - 'limitation. 'l'he applicant sha 11 be at 1 i bert y t l challenge that order 
.. ' 

. in accordance wi h law • 

This o.A. 

~Ly ~ 
(A. P. NAGRATH) 
MEMBER (A) 

--- -- -~·---

tands disposed of with no order as to costs. 

~ SJJ'" _/ 
(G. L. GUPTA) 

VICE CHAIRMAN 


