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"CENTRAL ADMINISTSATIVE TRIBUN~L

PRINCIPAL BENCH ~~
DELHI. c
MP 1300/88 |

OA 942/88 _ - _ November 18,1988.

Shri Ashok Kumar coee Applicant.

) Vs
Delhi Administration & Ors. cee Respondents .

Corams

Hon'ble Mr. P.K.Kartha, Vice-Chairman.

Hon'ble Mr. P.Srinivasan, Member (A),
‘For the 'applicant coe Shri S.N.Kalra,Acounsel.

For the respondents ... None.

(Order of the Beach delivered by Hon'ble
Mr. P,Srinivasan, Nember (A Y. _

This application under Section 19 of the Administrait

ve Tribunals Act,1985, has come before us for admission

today. It is a belated application. The applicant has

\ wleo made a. - Misc. ~ petition - for condonation of

delay which has also come before us. The respondents

have filed their reply opposing the Misc. application

for condonation of delay. T+

' - ) posed ~
In this application, the applicant hastwo grievance:

The applicant was a C Astable in the Delhi Poiice who
joined ‘service in %95ruary,l981. By'order-déted 18.3.198

comnunicated to the applicant by endorsement dated
- 21.8.1984, the disciplinary authority viz. the Deputy
commissioneg of Police, Delhi imposed the penaliy

of censure on the applicant. The applicant filed

- an appéal which was duly rejected by the Appellate
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Authority by order dated 13.6.1985. These orders are
chéllenged in this application.

By another order dated 21.5.1985 tﬁe Deputy
commissioﬁer of Folice, Delhi gave’the applicanf notice
of termination of his services undef sub-rule (1) of

Rule 5 of the Central Civil Services (Temporary Services)
Rules 1965 and his services were duly terminafed at the-
end of ohe month from that date i.e, on 21.7.1985. This

order is also challenged in this application.
As will be seen from the above narration; the two

orders which have given rise to the cause of action
to the applicant are dated 13.6.1985 and 21.6.1985.

This application has been filed on 17.5.,1988. Limitation
for filing an. application expires one year after the
cause of action arises., In this casé, the application

.should have been filed in June,1986. But it has been

| | A
filed more than two years later. IniM.F., for condonation

"
. t)
of delay, the applicant states that he was not feeling

well and suffered from mental depression from which

he could not recover for a year. He made a representation
to the Home Minister on 29.5.1986 and a Memérial to the
President on 21.10.1986. Again he had an attack of

and he O™ ,
mental depressioné_had no money to pay for drafting the

application and to meet the postal charges. He filed
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another fMemorial to the President on 22,1.1987, sont a

!

reminder and since nothing happened, he filed this
application on 17,5,1988, The respondents have ocpposed

n

[

s request Fdr condonationvof relay,

On a careful concgideration of all the facts, ue
fesl that the dpplicant has not beasen able to adduée
reaconable cause Tor dalay in filing this application,
When he could, 2ccording to his cun admission, make
repfesenta+ions in May and October, -1986, he could
surely have filed an application before this Tribunal
at that time, UWe are, therefore, inclined to dismiss
this application in limine as being out of time,

Having said so much, we @lso find that even on
Vo ‘ :
merits, th#Sapplication does not deserve to be zdmitted,
fis uwe have already indicated, one of the orders challenged
in this application is the order dated 21,65,1985 passed
by the Deputy Comﬁissionar of Police by uhich he wds

given notice of termination of his searvices under

s}

Rule 5{1) of the C.C.S.(T.S.) Rules, 1965 «nd was duly
relieved in pursuance of that notice on 21.7.1985, This
ordar is ex facie an order of termination simpliciter

snd does not, therefore, 2mount to & punishment, There

is nothing in this application to suggest any mile fidss

or animus agzinst the 2pplicunt in passing this order,
In view of this, the zpplication so far asg it makeg @
grievance of this order, deserves to be dismisced
straight>=auay,

Once we held that the applicant's complaint
againet the notice of termination of his searvices is
unsustainabie, the nunishmont of censure auarded to him
and confirmed by the Appellate Order datad 13, 56.1965,
becomaé a purely ccodemic issue since he is already
out of service, It is, therefore, not necessery to

consider his objsction &geinst the szid punishiment,
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In viey of the dbove, the apnlication ig dismicsed
_ at the stigz of admiscion itself

.
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limitation,

RN

(P, Srinivasan)
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Aadministrative Moember



