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CEN TRaL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBWN AL P RINTIR AL BEICH

00Q0N001231/94
New Delhi: this the 2%~ day of AULUST,1999)

HON *BLE MR, Se Ro ADIGE, VICE CHAI A aN (Aa) .

HON 'BLE MR.P o CoK NN AN, MEMBER(I)

Mohd. Haider,
/o Shri Wasi Haider

R/fo Wllage Rashulpur,

PoOQBhOpa,

0l stte Muzaffar Nagar (»w ) eseesofpplicanty

(8y adwcates shri Gs Ds'Gupta )
Varsus

thion of India,

through

Secretary to the

Dvt, of India,

Ministry of Home Affairs,
North Blodk,

New Dalhi = 001

2 The Lt. %o vernor/ Adninistratory
Gvt, of NCTof Dslhi,

Raj Niuas,
Delhi = 054

3’ (ommissioner of Polics,

Delhi Police Headgquarters,
MmsO0 Building, I.P.Estate,
New Dslhi =002

4, The Dsputy Oommissioner of Police,
III Battalion,
Delhi Aamed Police,
Police Haeadquarters,
ms0 Building, I.P.Estate,
New Delhi - 002

(By adwcatet Shri Gitibh Kathpalia )

'EEX] 398{.‘07‘ ’5@330
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HON 'BLE MR, So Re ADIGE, VICE CHAT AN AN (n) o

In this 0A filed on 16.3.,'94 2pplicant

impugns respondents® action in rejecting his

candidature for the post of Oonstable in Delhi Police

on the basis of selection haeld in August,1%Y85 aznd sedia

the bengfits granted to spplicant's tollacsues uhg
—v’
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are claimad to be similarly placed in DA No.640/86

\b

-2 -

docided on 22.8,9, in respect of which fa No, 1356/ %0

was disposed of by order dated 1,10, 91,

Respondents have raised the prelininasy

objection of limitation, pointing out that spplicent

is app roaching the Tribunal after 9 years.

fppplicent s counsel has stated th-t in

allouwad, 2nd also relies upon the judgment én Prap

Use Nelhi adninistratiop 1 989(1) ATLT 5C 7350

o have considered the preliminamy cbjoctlion

raised by respondents carefullys In the ceze of
Shoop Singh Us. WI ( 1992) 21 ATC 675, the Hon bie

Sypreme Court has laid doun as wnderd

"There is another aspect of the mntter,
Inordinate and unexplained delay or

laches is by iteelf a ground to refussg
relief to the petitioner, irrespective

of the merit of his claims If o garsoh
gntitled to a rtelief chooses to romaln silant
for long, he thereby gives rise Lo a
reasonable beliaef in the mind of others
that he is not interested in deziming that
relief,’ Others are then justified in acting
on that belief,s This is more so in

service matters yhere vacancles 2re
required to be filled promptly. A parson
cannot be pemitted to challenge the
temination of his service after a pericd of
22 years, uwithout zny cogent explenation

for the inordinats delay, mersly beczuse
others similarly dismissed had besn
reinctated as 2 result of their c=agliep
petitions being azllowed. Acnepting tho
petitioner®s contention would upsat the
entire service jurisp'rudence and we areg
unable to construe Dharampal in the mannap
suggested by ths petitioner. article 14
of the principle of non=discriminstion is on
equitable principle and,therefore, any
relief claimed on that basis itself be foim dad
on equity and not be alien to that concapt.
In our opinion, grant of the relicf to the
petitioner , in the present case, uculd be
inequitable instead of its refusal being
discriminatory as asserted by tha lezmiod
counsel for ths petitioner, b ars Purthap
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0.1.N0.2434 filed as late as 1995 such a prayer has b;}gﬁ



of the vlew that these circunstances aleo

justify refusal of the relieof clalned

under Article 136 of the Oonstitution.®
5. In the present case, 2pplicant 1is coning
to the Tribunal after 9 years but the afore extract
ratio is equally applicable in the present c2se.
It is well settled that judgments in other c=ses do

not extend the period of limitation and the period

of limitation has to be taken from the date the czuss

of action initially arises. In the present case, thowe

is not ewven any prayer for condonation of delays

6, The preliminary objection of respondents
ong round of limitation is thersfore susteined and

the 0p is diemissede No costsy

Phosne, Aol

( PoCoKaNN ) ( s.Ren,‘,IGEif)
MEBER(D) VICE CHai:at{n).
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