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CEN'IRAL ADMINISTRATI\!E TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

New Delhis this the 2‘7 " day of APE)_ El2gpl

HONBLE MR,S.RGADICELVICE CHAIRMAN (A)

R, . P

HON 'BLE DR'ZA.VEDAVAL LI} MEM ER (2)

Inspector Sunder Dev No's 0-2000‘

S/o Shri Klshan Lalﬁ
Eresently posted in Dlstrlct Crime Cell‘~3
ast District b Delhi‘

R/o HiNoiie1, villéMalakpur' )

(By Adwcate: Shri Sachin Chauhan)
SYbrsus

Union of‘ India,

through its Secretaryy .
Ministry of. Home Affairsy
North Blockl

Neu Delhl‘&

23 Commissioner of Poli ce,Del h:L

Police Head QUarters‘“‘ " oF o Est:ataF3
Mso Bu1ldmg’;
_ New Delhif

3.“3 Addl :‘7C0mm1 ssmncr of Pollc
Establishmené”
Police Headquarter IP Estate,
MSO Buildingdy
New Delhi '..“.“.‘iReSpondents*Z?

(By Adwcate: Shri Ajesh Luthra)

, , ORDER’ -

resmndents' order dated 112’.”18".397 (Annexure—M) and
dated 7*."319:i98 (Annexure-ﬁz)‘ii He seeks reconsideration
of his case for promotion as Inspector (Ex) u:ie;éf*'z‘?

126094 uith consequential benefi tsZ

2 ! Applioant;? who belongs to SC community, was
proceeded against departmentdlly vide order dated
1@10-‘?‘9‘! as per his cun avemmentsd A OPC was held
on 12;‘:{8‘.“394 for considering cases of SIs for promotion
as Ins,;ectd;-, but ouing to the pendsncy of the DE

against him, applicant-'s name was képt in sealed cover
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while making promotions vide order dated 125.518%?94
(Annexu@igﬁ)%:_V_qusequently applicant was awarded
a major punishment of forfeiture of 2 years' approved
service pemanently in that DE vide order dated 15:3495:
Applicant filed 0A NoS768/ 97 challenging the aforesaid
order,in Which by order dated 16,7, % ’(Annexure.".as)
the impugned punishment uas set aside and applicant's
neme was directed to be removed from the secret 1ist;
uhereupon respondents by order dated 19999 (Annexure:}6)
quashed the punistment order and removed applicant's

name f rom the secret list with retrospective sffect.

~

% Meanwhile upon conclusion of the DE the sealed
cover was openedy and by order dated 11518397 (Ann=a1)
applicant uas found graded 'unfit ! by the DPC for

promotion 2s Ing actor®

43 After quashing of the pqni_shneét ordery 2pplicant
represented to respondents on 297498 '(A‘nnexure;”-ti?)

for holding revied to consider his cass for promotion
as Ingpector of bolice u.e.vf.71zf?e.394, but the same

was rejected by-order dated 7:9ios (Annexure-AZ)ig

Sl Subsequen.tly applicent was promoted 2s Inspector
3pp s p

‘Police wogdfd 2412898 (Annexure~a8 ).

63 Applicant;s_ prayer is sought tn. be countered -
by respondents on the preliminary ground of limi tation%l
Respondents state that appliaa_t}t;s cause of action @arose on
779398 uith the rejection of his repressntation dated
29?:5715.";?98; and no explanation is forthcoming f rom applic:ani':ﬁ;jJ
let aloAnG;_.ab satisfactory one as to why he filed this
0A on #1132000 1Jed over 2 years after his causs of
action_aroée’i.?!, It is pointed out that there is not eveix
a petition for condonation of delay in f‘i;l.ing the OA

which has to be disnissed straightway on ground of

limita tiohﬁ “L




. s
s [X
- 3 -

73 mpplicant has sought o wntend that his
cduss of action arose from a subsequent order of
censure dated 12?:5394‘{;'2000 in another dE initiated
against him on 558"*96‘, but as correctly pointed _
out by Shri Luthra that censure order dated 12."942000
had nothing to do wi th.ap_pln‘:pa_n_tr's name initially
being placed in the sealed cover in the DPC held
on 1259:944

83 éppli can tA‘s__ cause of action 2rose from

the rejection of his representation on @9?98, and
reckoned from that dats this OA is clearly hit by
limitation under section 21 AT Acti]

g? The preliminary objection raised by respondents
that the OA is hit by limitation , is thersfore
sustained and we note that there is rnot ewn a

petition for condénation of delayf

104 The DA is therefore diamissed on ground

of limitﬂtionéﬁ No costss.f]
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- (S.RSADIGE )
( DRoA'i-\'Eg‘E‘V’I’;:-;I@; VICE CHAIRMAN(A)%




