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Justice v.S.Aggarwal:

The a.Fpl icant was a. Constahle in [)e'lhi Po'l ice. On

6.g.20on, he resigned from De]hi Po'lic.e on acc.ottnt of sQme

personai prohlems. Thereaft.er, on 1.?,?OQ'l , he srlhmitted

en app1 ic.ation to rqsponflent. NCr,3 to reca'l'l the letter of

res'i gnat.i on sent hy h'im. Qn 29 - 3 . 2o01 , the rqqttest

srrhmi ttecl hy the apn'l i c.ant hacl t'reen rejected. By vi rttle

of t.he nresent appl ication, the ann'l'icant seeks qrrashing

of the .sairt order with a. di rec.tion to re-l ist him with

c.onseqrlent i al henef i ts,

2. Along with the app'lication, a Pet.ition has heen

f .i 'lerl (MA-2067i 2003) seek'ing conrlonation of delay in

A



t?l

f i'l ino the anpl ieat.ion. The epp'l ieant F'leads tl'|at his

wife was guffering from some kind of stomach disease and

was unrJer constant merj'ica'l observations. She was of)erated

and thereafter the annl icant sr.rffered f rom clepression and

certein gestroentro'l c.rc.Al d'i.sg6gg and was rrnder medica'l

treatment. Therefore, the anplicant Seeks that de]ay may

he r.ondonerJ.

3. 'J\,e do

i s f.)revcnt.er,

the pet. i t, i on

he conrloned.

not disptrte the proposition that if a person

hy jt.r.st and sr.rfficient gror.rnfls in not filing
in t-he facts of a oart'icr.r'lar case de]ey c.aa

t

,

4. Can in the present case we state tha.t the saicJ

reesons are forthcomi ng? The answer wor.r]d be i n the

negative. The a.pplieant has p'laced on t,lre record the

photo-copies of meclical c.ertificates pert.a'inino to his

wife. The,v a'l'l pert.ained rrptCr Sentemher: 2.OC'2. l,'rrring

the course of .srthrnissions, l96rngcl cor.rnse'l for f,trirl icant

haS prodrrcecl Certain medic.al cert'ific..ates pertaining to

the applir.ant himse'lf . They also pertained to the period

from May t6.lrr1y, ?oO2. Once the period of 'limitation

start.s rrrnning. it wi'l 1 not come to an end r-tn'less the 'law

permi ts oiherwi se. Tn the nresent case hefore r.rs, tlre

period of 1 imi tat iorr Started rtrnni ng wlren the reclr.rest of

tlre applicant was rejected. Fven if the applicant. and his

wife were r.rnwe] I for.qometime, there is no grorrnd as to

wlry the app'l icant did not prefer a.ny peti tion for more

than a year thereaf ter , Each da.y ' s de 1 av as reorr i red

rrnder 'l aw lras not heen exp16'i ned - Resr.rl tantl y, we f i nd
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that t.here is no

MA-2067 /2-QO3' mttst fai 1 '

accorcli ng1y cli smi.ssed,

(sl

ground to condone the de'l aY-

Resr.rlt.antly, OA al.so fa'i'ls anct is

(V.S. Aggarwa'l )
Chai rman
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