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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI

0.A. NG.25258/2001
This the 1st gay of January, 2003

Hon’ble Shri Justice V.5. Aggarwal, Chairman
Hon’ble Shri V. Srikantan, Member (A)

Constable onakee1 Ahmad Nu.]xUG/E,
5/0 Mohd. Marghoobh
R/ Villagse Khanpur, RKangra,
Ikla, Rasal Pur,
Parikshatt Grah,
Mesrut U.FP.
e JApplicant
(By Advocate : None for the applicant sven on the
second call.)
Yarsus
1. Government of National Capital Territory,
palhi, Thiough Sscretary Home,
Sachivalay, New Dalhi.
z. Commissionsr of Polics,
Police Head Quartsr,
ITO, New Delhi.
.« 2 s RESpONRdents
{By Advocate : Shri Ajesh Luthra)
ORDER (ORAL)
Shri Justice V.5. Aggarwal, Chairman :

Applicant, Ghakssl Anmad, is a Constacls in

Delhi Polics,

By virtue of the present application, he saeks

setting aside of the order datsed 24.11.1889 purportad
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sary

nave been passsd by the Commissionser of Polics

reby punishment of forfeiture of two ysars approvad

168 permanently for a pericd of two years

entailing proportionate reduction in pay of ths

-

icant has Gsen imposed. He also sseks a dirsction
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3. some of the relsvant facts are that tiUns

applicant was dealt with departmentally for the
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a membsr of the police force. 1t had been asssrtsd

‘Pur vide DD No.Z?4A dated 15.10.1895. It was to the

sct that ons Shri Vinod Kumar had complainsd that
thrae police psrsonnsl had taksn away Rs,15000/- from
smt. Kaushalya dJain, sister-in-law of Shril Vinod
Kumar. In oirder to ascertain the Tact, the mattar was
enquirsd by ths Assistant Commissionar of Police, The
ingquiry made revsealed that Constable Brij Pat,
Constable Jai Prakash and ths applicant while postad

¥ of East Delhi nad gons 1o the

demandsd Rs.40,000/- as a bribe. They had threatsned
her that they have bsen selling gas cylinders in black
and can be arvested. The amount was demandsed as

1l1legal gratifTication. At ths intervention of Shri
Saket Gupta and Shri Kamal Jain, the matter was
settled at Rs.15,000/-. The constablss referred to
above received Pw.1J,OOU/— illegally fTrom omt.

Kaushalva Jain.

4, The inauiry officer had written the findings
tnat tha asssrtions havs not been proved. Howevar,

the disciplinary authority had taken a view +tc the
contrary that ths applicant and othsars were not fit

pe8rsona to bs retainsd in police force. Thsa ordar of
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Tribunal and the ordars passe

authority. TharsafTter a revision petition Was

preferred by the applicant along with other psrsons.
The rsevisionary authority vide order dated 24.11.,1988
had modifisd the punishmsnt of dismissal from seirvics

to that of forfseiture of two years approved Ssivics

for a period of two ysars santailing

Joining was to be treated as dies non.

5. The applicant had

p
applications MA No. 2113 /2001 and MA No.2718/2001,

pressnt application may be condoned. Admittedly the
delay runs into 2380 days. The reasons givan have besn
stated to bs in terms that the other co-dalinguseants

had preferrasd ssparate original applications in this
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authoritiss imposing certain nents referrsed Lo
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above have bessn quashad on which 1t has bssn plsadsd
that the applicant was undsr ths impression that hs

would get the benefit of tha cit

i
a

g orders passsd by

o

this Tribunal in OA No.31/2000 dacided on  19.12.2000
and, theretore, the delay had occurrsed in filing of

the present app ication.

G. A perusal of the records reveals that for tha
past many occasions, there was no appsarance on behalf
of the applicant. We do not have the advantags of

hearing the Jlsarned counsel for applicant and ars




proceading

by thse

CONtrovsrsy.,

Tribunals Act, 1985) in this cass has prsscribed a

particular pserioc
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tha said ground Tor condonation of delay has to hs

followaed in the facts and circumstances of sach casa.
5. What 1is the position herein? Thse applicant

did not care 10 challasngs the order passsd by the

peiriod of limitation had expired, hs had prefarred ths

rarnataka and Others V¥s. 5.M. Kobtrayva and Othsars




® " 3 ) = - - D G U] 15 42 1] 1) 1] D =
1 1)) ) > (] = o] = 2 o+ b L2 e D ] 2 -
- S n r— v - D . - - s w2 o 43
3 o = i W oDT D D T s R L T e 0 e e (D0 W D
lw] m 3 - fow) [T - e R e > D ST e WX D e DD M TS P LT e ) ) — ™
. ~ T m e = 9] =T s D D R 4D 0T T T R OD D TI 4 D e e = D
s - f— 4 mn e b 1»] r— 42 DO [16) TRl ] - il 20 42 = - - > i 2 - (v} > S
12 - o ) 'S [ 42 = = w0 s b -~ ) 3 = 03 b » i Y5} )
cp- a3 = — ) 3 [t} T W L@ D 42 4= Cd b D ER R N P i 2 o} p- ip i
43 (] [ (e [ 0 D 02 KA U T i o B 0 o TN Y T 1 S D ~er bon > 3w 1] ()} = b
b - - 1o - = |} 03500 O Wi )] =g >} Dot o ey r— 2 - 3 o %
13 o i= o o R~ T 2D 3D D0 LRI ] WD WD )] = L 2 w =
B 0 R = o 13 = 45U D D - DD Y 03 e w DT B b T - » (v} +3 (0
w o < Do [} o L) L= 42 4 Y 03D N D D e (T 42 LD I 0D - B b az 0]
> i3} ] L2 T3 W I 3 0 LD b= X292 (0 o] 0] £Z 0 D - i
- ol i L - — W3 D3 e +2 P I 1 I - > B 42 = + b i 42 )
2 u 0 12 - 2 > D42 = | e b TJ 0 o W e OPp O £Z 40 () — - o = >
= c D e o 4 [ b e e ol J o N B a1 Ry e o BTSSR ) RO 30 43 42 ] = — 0 —- — )
o3 I D w3 TJ = w o - 02 DR SO F W O DLZiZ 02 @ hem Ll iV I )] DT 49 -
=t ] e (] W L2 L G- B iz L ol o B S S i o] W= Qe 6T~ T (] o w T o ]
+3 Ixs) e ) o T3 B2 42 e 273 42 L (VI L I el (iR o I S | PR M b i} O i w0
[ lwp) ] P " e 13 [ (v D T 42 G 2 IO > D b 0T 4 ) 3 [y 43 I} )
= — = D ) oy [®) [ o EaR > Moo R T ST ) S [(s I b= LD 3 20D mn S L2 i ] o =
) ] > Do 42 - o = Wl Do L (v I sl il o B~ N 42 L L) PR ] o ®» T -r= o
= L 0 o 0 4 o DT ITIL P p b D PR~ =L ) ~ b '} o
= p e it e _i . I B Rl ) BlY TIL = W D e b 1D ") 5 B o 4 Lo
e~ D - D 43 Y £ o ) 1D L e I 4 WM b SZW D e b B 0D 0 s D I I’ i)
o) i) S i) e ] = - | T3 LD D e ER ip w42 (1| =D A2 4z ] 15 w0 + W 42 oY
et I 45 ] i - 4 T e e LD 4D e ol D (533 a2 BT 4 S LT O QT3 - 12 42 L o oz el o
+3 D > ol ] 2 w3 e 10 i 42 42 A2 Y S — T 03 0 Y = =52 [ - 1] = )] i3 o il
= — — ] [} P 3 S = e DT D o i oo R v R T ST s A (s Hm G L ] i (]
- e . [0} 52 3 ) i o >4 D P D B D42 PP 2 = [} L - = —
= a3 i) ) 42 5 — D0 Y = e L2 42 b e b (D% 1D [ i > - - e
v = - be o3 D o - £z 40 e Lo 200 mom I I V)] A~ I v D w [} v »l
I - - s} P e o i) »] 043 203 0 - 0 b 1T G G [T T T3 R 9] e d2 £ i) o)
. = Y b = e ] o o o D OWD 4 30 M 34— D © 40 42 2 N Lo fm i3 .3 (_
® - Uy = M 42 g N Al O A =Sl O (s B Al S D 42 W 0] i3
> B Mo 43 L ) V] b= b 4D b o= 0342 2 eI 2 03 10 — (g b i) ) By
b m - D b o3 o3 D g- 12 [ Rl ) I ol VI v o M N il W 4— o T3 0> > T W D 4T
i = ) S L DT W D0 DWIEZSo 00 -Mme S g D00 ™ (D - g s 42 w42 e
e S = e Y )] o = DU (& I e e il ' SRl (S S e LT 3 ) i 49 TS
0 o " ] 2 G — - - L i Y 42 PR e 4D 4D 3 0 ] b [l
43 w3 ] D - i EREE & B 1o R N [ e 3 ip IO I o N o oo b - o +F 1
= = o) > 3 ™ (1 S W3 4204 17 I h= 4= e D US4 1T D @ D D S i) ) ) b e
A2 i D e} (v} i) (2 Dai >} ~ T3 W D e DI DT WP P e e 3 £z e LM iD b S
S S 28D > D 13 re Do D e o 1P Ll Ry - =TI o 42
- m r— find b = 4 U (242 b @ W 212 ) IR e a2 o o b e s
2 [ i b 3 b i 002 Ot WY (DT 42 b M e T T K D) M G— K TP o T » 3 e} O 3 [l
- t] 12 Lol & ] ] [} R 4 2D M 24 D D L= D DD DD R i Rl - i T
- > o) i SR v b +3 > ~ b 43 e
> W 2 e D b [1v] o D = w3 41 o3
) fe i) g = 1z = 3 - RN = = 42 42 it iy} 4.4 >
Yo i (1P L D4 [y (] D C w0 = 3 LY i 42 L
) L 43 & >} 3 L o] Q2 = (93 ] 3 e o)
. ! J N




(8)

getting the sams order bDeing quashed and the pressant

R — cmmlim i ot S mim o HAe T . [y | P——
applicant sssks condonation of dslay should bs aliowsd
- ot LT T e e Aoetma e e Flho Diimemem Perpes 4 e
oy not Tollowing tne gecision of the Guprems Court in

11. We T1ind that thers is no just and suTficient
ground 7or condonation of delay.

12. Rasultently, both MA 2Z113/2001  and MA
2718/2001 as well as Original Application Tail and ars

A ~
accordingly dismissed.
(V. srikantan) ' (V.5. Aggarwal)
Mamber (A) Chairman
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