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' €etitr»T AdmTnistratWe Tribunal

•y-^r RrincipaT Bench'
-  Delhi.-:

_  OA-2216/95 : -

New Delhi th-i-e the 27th day ef:Moveniber-, 1996*

Hon'ble Sh, S.Rri:<Ad-ige, Member (A)
Hon'bl e Dr. A-f Vedaval 1 i > Member (J h-

Sh. A.Air-Rarooqueer " •
werHing: as Dy. Commissioner of Police, .?.
Delhi Police^ R/o>Flat No.lj-
P.S-. Rajouri vCarden,':i^'- =. ..
New Delhi-110027. -.vv» Applican

G

t

-  (By Advocate Dnv tl-.Cs Madan)-' ^

... . Versus

-  1. Union of India

• throcigb- Its Secretary,
-Ministry::of Home Affairs, -
Nortb'-Bloek-, - A- '

- • New Delhi. -

2i Secretary to the Govt-. -of India,
..■v.- vDeptti of ^Personnel v ^ -

North-Block', , .f:
■  NetA.Delhi.- --j:

3. Secretary, UiRvS-iOf i .= ^ ■
.  i-Dholpur-House, ■

Shah:jahan--RoadT; - - : .
*  New Delhi.

4'. Chief- Secretaryv'-' ■ ^
■::-r Govtis of N.C^T? -^of Delhlv^■ ■ - ■ -
:  5,. Sham-Nath Marg, .tf .:- .

Delhi V--' • •

(By Advocate'- None) •

i. .Respondents

ORDER(Oral)
(Hon'ble Mr. S.R. Adige)

We- have heard applicant's counsel Sh. 3.C.

Madan.

-  j; applicant seeks a direction to the

respondents' to implement their order dated 17.9.77 and

a direction to the respondents' to appoint him in the

I .P.S. -- in the year 1977, with all consequential

benefits.- .
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,  . v'fa? '■ 7 3.. V The appl icant's case-4s that he was -at

-  "SeMaT Novl-02'^iiis'the Mst of general candidates, out

.  ;|7v.7-of 131 candidates were selected in the Civil

-Serv4:Ces-E-)taminatTon;,<19;7&.- -His= contention-is that he

7 7 vhad equal: marks 7 as those who were-at serial No.99-101

bufevfto;: appo4nMentii-. letter was 4;ssueci toi.'him to join

I although -102 vacancies were available at that

ti me iS^S'^- •

4. Applicant's •counsel-further states that

;  ,>-7;?-;. this- al leged - m on the part of the-- respondents

•7'" wasrflearnt. - • by- him--^^^o Noyember-j 1994-, and

.  ,;.u-,.Kimmediately^ t he filed a representation dated

-  22v3?1.94'toythe-Home Secretary (Union of India), which

, f"'.-?was-forwarded- through' proper channel, but so far no

repl-/'has'been^' -reeeived):-'--- tOs ■ the , same, despite

reminders. ■ ■■ ^ , ■ .. • • ■

■  .j rv- the applicant's, own

- r: averments the cause of action-relates to 1977, and is,

therefore, --hit' by. 1 imitation and' 1 ack- of jurisdiction

V'K under Section-= 21. (2) (a).- of - the . Administrative

TribunesvAet, -1985^.' v

S r. In the-light of the above^ we hold-thatK'

we have no jurisdiction- to consider this prayer and

-  under the. circumstance-^ the 0.A'.-7 is giving-

liberty to thcr applicant- to agitate his grievance

before any- other appropriate forum,, if so. advised. No

costs. / ..V •■7. , . . .. .

(Dr. A. Vedavalli)


