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CENTOAL AOniNlSTRATiyE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

/"K

New Delhi: this the ' day of PlF^ll^ ̂ 200^
HON*BLE PlR.S^R^ADIdv'VICE CHAIRMAN (A)

HDN » BLE pR%^\/EDAVAL Lri\MEri ̂ R <3)

Inspector Sunder Dev No>1D-2000y

S/o ; 3 hri Kishan Lal|^ , _
fresently posted in District Crime CelTj,^
ast District ''l^Oelhif^j

R^ \/ill§1ala|<pur>r
Delhi—9 •.♦.Applicant!^
(By Adv/ocate: Shri Sachin Chauhan)

^\/btsus

Union of India,
through its Seer eta ryV
Ministry of; Home Affairs'?
Nopth Blo,ck'J-
Neu Oalhi^^

2ji Commissioner of Policei^Delhi^^'
police Head ^^uarters'J' I.P.Estate^^
MSO Buildingf|'
Neu Del hill

3^ Addr^Commi ssioner of PolicSf^
Establishment'^''
police Headquarters^^' IP Estate^'
MSO BuildingV
N eu Da 1 hi e sp o n de n t^

(By Advocate: Shri Ajesh Luthra))
ORDER'

S^R5Acaih§v?\/C(A)r

In this OA fil ed on 1"^p11.'2000 applicant impugns
respondents* order dated (Annexure-Al) and

dated (Annexure—A2)'i' He seeks reconsideration

of.his case for promotion as Inspector (Ex) u?b.¥|
12'il8'il94 uith consequential benefits^

2»^ ' Applicani/,; uho belongs to SC community^ uas
proceeded against departmenifcally v/ide order dated

14010^91 as per his oun averments? A DPC uas held
on 12,"8?94 for considering cases of Sis for promotion
as Inspector, but ouing to the pendency of the DE

against him, applicant's name uas kept in sealed oov^
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uhile making promotions vide order dated 1^8^94

(Annexure-A4)fi| Subsequently applicant uas awarded
a major punishmi^t of forfeiture of 2 years* approved

service, permanently in that OET vide order dated 15^'3§95^

/^plicant filed OA Nq''^17ffi/97 challenging the aforesaidi
t

order^in uhich by order dated 16,7^^98 (Annexure-A5)

the impugned punishment was set asida and applicant*s

name was directed to be removed from the secret listV

uhereupon re^ondents by order dated lf9|98 (AnnexureiA6)
quashed the punishment order and removed applicant's

name from the secret list udth retrospective effecto^

1*1 eanuhile upon conclusion of the DE the sealed

cover uas opened^ and by order dated Ufai^97 (Ann^Al)

applicant was found graded 'unfit ' by the OpC fbr

promotion as Ingaector^l

After quashing of the punishment order^^ applicant

represented to respondents on 29;^7^98 (AnnBXure^A7)

for holding revieu to consider his case for promotion

as Inspector of Police w. .12^l8"?94, but the s^e

was rejected by order dated 7'ii9i^'98 (Annexure-A2)y

^  Subsequently applicant promoted as Inspector

Police w.^e,<f:P 24^12^^ (Annexure-AS )•

Applicant's prayer is sought to be countered

by respondents on tfie preliminary ground of limitationol

Respondents state that applicant's cause of action 'arose on

7.^9^-i98 with the rejection of his r epre^ntation d^ted

29^!7'^98, and no explanation is forthcoming from applican^^*^

let alone a satisfactory one as to why he filed this

PA on 1^111^200 0 i^eJ over 2 years after cause of

action arose^ It is pointed out that there i s no t even

a petition for condonation of delay in filing the OA

which has to be dienissed straightway on ground of

limitation^
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7'^^ Applicant has sought to cxjntend that his

cau^ of aption arose froin a subsequent order of

censure dated Izls^feooO in another QE initiated

against him on 5^8^'96', but as correctljif pointed
ouo by Shri Luthra ^at censure order dated I2o^9^^2000

had nothing to do with applicant's name initially

being placed in the sealed cover in the DPC held

on 12#9^9^

8? Applicant's cause of action arose from

the r ejection of his representation on 7^9|98, and

reckoned from that date this OA is clearly hit by

limitation under section 21 AT Actf

The preliminary objection raised by respondents

that the OA is hit by limitation , is therefore

sustained and ue no te that there is not even a

petition for condonation of dalayH

1C^ The OA is tiierefore disnissed on ground

of limitation^ No cost^

u.-,:

( OR,At;\/EDA'\;ALLI ) (s".R,ADIGE )/
rnEWff:R(3) vice CHAIRnAN(A)v


