
O.A. No. 1309/93

IN ."IHH CENTrlrtL Ail/lINl3TiiATI\^ T^IBUN^
PAH^ lPaL B£S§CH

bis.'w Delhi, dated the 9th feb.,1994 /

Hon'ble Sh.N.V.Krishnan, Vice Ghairmant

Hon'ble Sh.B.3. Hegde, Menfce r(Judicial)

Shri Haj Bir Singh,
Qr.N o.li, Block No.3,
Prem Nagar, New Iblhi

(By /dvocate Shri R.L.Sethi )

rsus

, .. Applicant

1, ^ministrator.
National Ga,jital Territory of i^lhi.
Raj Bhawan, New cfelhi,

2, The Gbmmissioner of Police, I.P.Bstate,
N ew Delhi.

3, The Deputy Commissioner of Police, IX Bn,-
DAP,Delhi, Pritam Pura, Delhi

, . He spondbnts

HRlOR

(Hon'ble Sh. N. V.Krishnan, Vice ChairmaniH))

have heard the learned counsel for the

appl rc ant.

2, In so far as the direction on the last date is

coneerned he refers us to para 5(a) of the Delhi Police

(Appointment and Recruitment) Rules, 1980, In the appeal

filed by him to the Commissioner of Police on 24. 2.1983(.^NN. a-3)

the extract of this rule is given in para 2(iv) . It should



li

be read as Rules 5(e) and not rule 5(a) . Rule 5(e) also
4-

is not reproduced properly. That, however, is|no

consequence^ t®r, we are of the view that this 0./i«

can be di^osed of otherwise.

Ihe applicant has filed MA 3706/93 seeking

condonation of delay. He is aggrieved by the Ann,A-4

orc^r of termination dated 3.9.1987. OA has been filed

on 16.3.1993.

It is seen that the "termination order has

been macfe in pursuance of Rule 5 of the C/3S(CCrt) Tempy,

Services Rules, 1965,

Therefore, applicant sent representation

on 22,9,87 (Ann,Ap.6) That representation was rejected by

the Ann.A^S order dated 24.11.1987

In the circumstances the cause of action

arosev on the date when Ann.A-5 was issued. Ohrviously,

"this OA has been filed after a long delay.

.ViA 3706/93 is filed for condonation of

delay stating "that, iwi legal advice, the ^Dplicant was

pursing other legal remedies like filing an appeal to

the Commissioner o fPol ice on 24.2.1988 and revision to

the Administrator, Delhi Administration on 8.12.1989

(Ann,A,2) and lastly by filing memorial to "the Presicfent

of India on 3.3.1992(Ann, A..l)



8. Ld,counsel for the applic rfit, therefore,

requested that in view of the steps taken by the I

applicant to pursue other re tie dies, the delay should

CO ndoned.

1/te have carefully considered the prayer.

There is no statutory appeal against an order of

termination under Hule 5 of the CCS(OCr.) lemporaiy

Services Rules, 1965. Even if the appeal dated 24. g, 1988

(Ann,A-3) is treated asa representation, the cause of

action arose 6 months after it was filed and not
<L.

disposed of. Thus the limitation started on 24.^,88

and e>qpired on 24,^.89.

10. Therefore, this 0.A. is hopelessly barred

by limitation. MA doe s not give any satisfecdtary
fo r co ndo natio n,

reasons/ Hence it is dismissed.

(B.3. Hegcb

Member(J)

OA al so, the re fo re stands dismissed.

. ,r
I-'-

(N. V.K.ri shnan)

Vice Chairman (a)


