
central ACniNIstrati\/e TRIBI^aL PRiNti^At aa-CH
n-a.No.1231/94

Nqu Oolhi: this the 2^' day of1 S99«'

HON '8LE riRoS, RoAOIGE, \/ICE CHaIRHaNCa).
HDN'BLE nR.PoCpKANNAN, nEr!BER(3)

nohdo HaidsTp
S/o Shri Uasi Haiderp

r/o \fillaga RasSiulputp
P o0 0Bhop ap . « g 1 "I
(Ustt» nuzaffar Nagar (UP ) fipplic-^n&o

(By Advocates Shri GoD«'Gi^ta )

Versus

0 Lhion of India,
through

Sacretaiy to the

Qo \/fc« of India,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
North Blod<p
New Dal hi - 001

2o^ Tina Lt. Go v/erno r/Adnini strato r,
Qovt. ofNCTof Dal hip

Raj NiuaSp
Delhi - 054

3# ODmmissioner of Polica,

Delhi Polica Headquarters,
nai Buil dingV« I oP oEstate,
Neu Dal^^i -00 2

4« The Cteputy Dsmmissioner of Police,
III Battalion,
Delhi Aimed Police,
Police Headquarters,
MSO Building, I.PoEstate,
New Delhi - 002 ,.., Rsspondd^tso

(By Advocates Shri Giribh Kathpalia )

0 RDER

HDN^BLE MR.S, R. ADIGE. 'JICE CH aI f?! AN ( a) .

In this OA filed on 16,-3o'94 applicant

impugns respond^ts' action in rejecting his

candidature for tha post of Constable in Delhi Police

on the basis of selection held in AugustyJ ?0S snd

the benefits granted to applicant's ccrilqccugs uhp
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are claimad to be similarly placed in OA Wo, fi<50/86
decided on 22 .'8, in respect of uhich Ra Wo, 136/20
u/as disposed of by order dated 1o10o91.

2, Respondaits have raised the p rolisinairy

objection of limitation, pointing out that spplic

is approaching the Tribinal after 9 yeara#

0

4,^ • 'jB have considered the preliminasy objoctioo

raised by respondents carefully^" In the ch sa of

3hoop Singh Us, UDI ( 1992 ) 21 aTC 675,tho Trilon'ble

Suprsne Court has laid down as mder?

in-

3, /^pli cant's counsel has stated th-.t in

0..A.NO.2434 filed as late as 1995 such a prayer has baep,,

allowed, and also relies upon the jur^m^t P rcS

Oes/fe \l3» Delhi Aduinist rati09»^1 98 9(1) aTLT 3C

There is another aspect of tho mntter.
Inordinate and unexplained delay or
laches i s by itself a ground to refuse
relief to the petitioner, irrespectius
of themerit of his claims If a parson
entitled to a relief chooses to ran air« sil??nt
for long, ha thereby gives rise to a
reasonable belief in the mind of others
that he is not interested in claising that
relief,' Others are then justified in acting

on that belief. This is more so in
service matters uhere vacancies era

required to be filled promptly, A parson
cannot be permitted to challenge the
tszmination of his service after ra period of
22 years, without any cogent explenation
for the inordinate delay, merely because
others similarly dismissed had been
reinstated as a result of their earlier
petitions being allowed, Acc^ting the
petitioner's contontion urauld upset the
sitire service jurisp:'rudencs and we
unable to construe Dharampal in the mannar
suggested by the petitioner. Article 14
of the principle of non-discrimination is Sn
equi tabl B p rin cipl e an dp the refo re, any
relief claimed on that basis itself be
on equity and not be alien to that concapt^;'
In our opinion, grant of the reliaf to the
petitioner , in the present case, would be
inequitable instead of its refusal boifjg
discriminatory as asserted by the laarftgd
counsel for tha p etitionar. ijb are further
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of ths \d au that thase ci rcun stEf') ces
justify refusal of the ralisf claini0d
under Article 1 36 o f the Oanstit utiono ^

5, In the p resait case# applicant, is cominQ

to the Tribunal after 9 years but the afor© eMtracted

ratio is equally applicable in the present case^

It is wall settled that judgments in other cases da

not extend the period of limitation and tha pariod

of limitation has to be taktfi from the date the csus©

of action initially ariseo In the present caoai

is not e v/en any prayer for condonation of

6, The preliminary objection of reefiondentc

on g rouncS of limitation is therefore sustainad and

the Oa is dismissed. No costs.-

( Po.C,KsNNfiN ) ( S.R,aOIG0 I
n ETIB ER(3 ) MICE CH aI m is?) i A-)
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