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1. Vihether reporters of loca papers m'ay be allovjed
to see the judgement? »

2.'To be referred to the Reporter or' not?

JUjGEMENT

(Delivered by Hon'ble Mr.Just ice Ram Pal Singh,
Vice Chairman(J)

The applicant is aggrieved by order Annaxure-A

dated S-lSigSS, by "Ahich, his services Vvere terminated

by the Dy. Commissioner of Police, Itelhi. According to

the applicant, ttey. presented an appeal to the Director

Ofeneral of Police, H.Qrs., on 20-9-1985. The applicant

has produced a copy of the said memorandum of appeal.

This copy is Annexure-B.- It is duly certified by an

advocate that it is a true copy of the original. Subse

quently, on 12-3-88, he again filed an application to the

Director General of Police- Annexure-D- praying that
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iElp and half years have loosed and he hasZ.rece.ived any

response to his appeal till today. 'This
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also duly certified to be a .true copy of the original.

This reminder vvas also not replied by the respondent.

Then again, on 28-3*»895, the applicant addressed a memo

randum to Hon*ble iVdnistr^ of State for Home Affairs,

North Block, New Delhi and a copy is Annexure_£. This

document is also duly certified to' be true to the original

by an advocate .

ihe re^pondants as© appeared and file? their written
A •

L In para 3'of the v^orittenre spondants

have taken the plea that they had not received any appeal

from the applicant. They have further contended that if

the applicant has filed any appeal, thep he should produce

the postal receipt or acknowledgment. It is%3r^d denial.
A

OmA-on the part of the respondait^does not get support from

any of the documents filed by them. In th^'counter, they

have not cared to contradict the docume ntaArtnexure B, C and

E. This shovjed that the respondants are sitting o'v/er the

appeal for the last 7 years. We may presume malafide on

their part by this conduct of the respondants They have

opened themselves to ^ doubtecg-. In the, case of Mageta

Dakuva (l975(2) 3LH page 813) Division Bench of Orissa

Court has observed that/'it does not v,'ell in the

mouth of opposi^party to'̂ SSSpiy'̂ elay and lapse on the
part of the petitioner, though,' really they themselves are

responsible for the delay and evinced gross collousness

in not disposing.of the appeal and memorial exp&ditiously".

This observation of the High-Court can be made applicable



:.r-

k..

./€)
13;

in this case' also .

Vfe cira satisfied that the appeal filed by the-

applicant is still pending v..dth the respondanU l/i/e,

, therefore, allow this^^ and direct the respond^nt<5to

decide tha appeal of the applicant as e^xpeditiously

as possible preferably withina a period of 4 months.

The applicant, if aggrieved by the orders on this appeal

shall be at liberty to challenge the order along with the

original irapug©ed order j^^resh . Parties to bear their

own cost.

Before parting Vv-e observe^?', if the appeal filed

by the apo lie ant is not avaiible,in the office of the

respondent4 then, the copy of the appeal supplied to the

respond.gnts counsel may be treated as appeal pending

before the respondents.

^ (RAM SINGH)AfciViBbRCA) VICE CHAMaN(J)


