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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. PRINCIPAL BENCH

O.A. No. 26t)7/1999

,, . d&Y of the January, 2001
Ne-w- Delhi, thx^ ti

unM'RTE MR V.K. MAJOTRA, MEMBER (A)
S'BLE MR. SHANKER RAJU, MEMBER (J)

,  o/., Qhri Itwari Singh, R/o
Shri Ramesh Chand, o/ ^ station Nandnagari,
H.No.333, Vill. Saboli, Asolatant Sub
Delhi 110093. f2U-S"ar,rpoatld in the offioe of
Inspector (Nu. i-"a (Security) Mam Line,
Deputy Commissioner of Polme lSemri 3. J APPLICANT
TiLy Mars, Delhi Police, Neu uelhi.

(By Advocate; None )
Versus

^  1. The Commissioner of Puli^e
^  PHQ, MSG Building, I-P- Estate,

New Delhi-110002.

2. The Addl. Commisaioner "f
PHQ, MSG Building, I-P- Esudte,
New Delhi-110002.

3  The Deputy Commissioner of Police
PHQ, MSG Building, I-P- Estate, rESPGNDENTS
New Delhi-110002.

(By Advocate: Mrs. Meera Chhibber)

GRDER
I

Ry SHANKFT? RAJU. MEMBER (Jj :
None for the applicant. We proceed to dispose of

^  this case in accordance with the Rule 15 of the Central
Adminiatrative Tribunala Procedural Rule, 1987.

2. The applicant has challenged hia non-inclusion in
i-i-n list E-I (Executive) "ith effect frompromotion ixsr c. x \

16.01.1997, the order dated 14.10.1999 whereby the
nepreaentation of the applicant for promotion has been
rejected by observing that he could not achieve the
benchmark prescribed by the DPC and also the action of

1  u - Vi 4 iiininrs have been pronioted
the respondents wherebj hxto j

to the rank of Inspector.\\^
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.  , confirmed Assistant Sub
The applieant la »

,  the time of holdrng DPCinspector and at ^ .^motion Uat E-I
promotion by ohe de^^^^ p„„ctions «ere
(Executive) was prepare i6,ol.i997, The

: he oomd not achreve the
n - was found unfit as neapyd-Loant applioant

benchmark prescribed by the ^ and
contended that despite having ̂ ^

■  - t,o the scheduled Caste oateaox J .belonging applioart further
j  ̂ vv his juniors.been superseded ^ record and no

,  ,v.t he has good servicecontended th^tt
have ever been conveyed toadverse remar » representation has

TdTa mlanrcai manner wrthout specifying
:as to Why he has been found unfit.the reasuiit. ^.s

r-tully considered the contention of
4. W® . .-nnael t°r the

1 ̂ /-T»-nian

the leairitja
the applicant ai ,

^  -t-he record,respondents and perused the

4- fide an order dated
4-v- nrder sheet, vice

-  re have been drrected to
10.12.1999, the crder dated

produce the relevano , eo ^^cant has been
11.02.2000, the record o.

perused and the following observation
under

Vv

"T.e have perused the.... we nave ^ preparing ^
of the BPC held f ppc has noted
,p.. 1 . We find tnar i minutaa
Ihe" guidelines ^ollo^9ed b,^^ ^4.01.1997 and
of the DPC ^-^^^^^""tbe names of ASI (Ex.)
16.01.1997 to „3,„,es to list E-I
for admission of tiered names of 744

lsl''(ExTfalling within the zone
f/^'fonslferalion and assessed th..
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suitability Jded"°Lri^g"^thI
"^---ding "'five'' ySars together with theirpreoeding ^ ike punishmentsgeneral record^of^Sar.aua

l^hce (PrLotior. and Confir^t.onJ ^Eulea,
1980, merlt-oum-senjuil y1980, ohicers having at

\/n^

principle , reports and without

i:r'bol°» average or adverae'
lr--.f five years were being conaideii-d intne Ibx-t ^ However, amongst

general under the brochure
themselves aa u '2 good or
for t candidates over all
above repui l.s ctnd regarded as
satisfactory reports we.e rega
benchmark.

Ar far as the applicant is concerned, he2  As ^ is required to have 2
belongs tu oC and he included m
good^or abu.e finfhe is concerned, he has
the iiat. ou fa 'nvprage', average
got •''V""?-',: has regard
and 'average/Very & lc tr be found in his
+ -, the aforesaid remarks to be louna xto tne aiux^ r-n-ir-H to have obtained out;
ACRs, ne xa ''verv good'. Since it is
'good and la period applicant

.  fl =5 to for wuat, pel xuxi a.ffnot elear ^ '^--prage' and for what period
has been given av g r. year
he has been uLLel for
1995-96, we direet ^he learn
the respondents to piuduoe ^ »
perusal on the next date of hearing.

At the time of hearing this matter the learned counsel
for the respondents has submitted the DPC record as
well as personal file of the applicant for our perusal.

6. Before dealing with the issue, the relevant Rules
.  --1-irh governs the promotion of

is necessary to mention whioh guven

the applicant as under.-

'-R List 'E' - List E (Executive)
^-eiistant Sub Inspectorconixrmeu have put in a minimum of 6

ir tre rlnh of Assrstant
cX Ins;ec?ok Secutive) shall be elrgrble
?-r Msf E-I (Executive). The select run
-ball be^made ior"TomtfttS! The
?:KsJ:nr1ub rnsp^^tor so selected shall
be brought on List a" 0'°®^ tf.e
respective h=vPan| - j^^^^.tor
ISSel^Lhet- tr;tur in the following
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n hi—t to the medical fitness by___ year. selected Assistant
the Civil shall be sent for
Sub Inspector | school Course. Ou
training in Upper School
successfully oompi be brought on
Course, their i Executive ) in order of
promotion in Lint E-I fortheir respective^s ,ank of Sub Inapector
promotion to vacancies occur.
(Executxve) as. cmo

^  T-- find that the posts
1  -nf this record vve rina una

From the perusal of thi^ r
I-V -a a selection post and the canoidatesof Sub Inspector xt> ct tot=x

--r-iriritv as provided under
A  -n meri t-cura-seniuriuy a- f

are assessed un ratdrii.

5 of the Oelhi Police (Promotion and Confirmaoion,
Rules, 1980.

-hf the DPC Circular
7, AS per the guidelines

,  7 isd caste candidates have to be adjud5edScheduled Ccxsne

separate!, ss retired under the brochure for SCs.ls
1- -- 'good' reports and for

For 3C candidates two g^-d
eandidates overall satisfactor. reports were recor ed
.e benchmark. It is contended b. the respondents thai

.. „„t was found unfit by the DPC whilethe applicant ^vas
-.p record and ACRs for tu«evaluating his servx.e le.or

f. .- years as he could not achieve thepreceding fiv- ^^ears a . , v. -
,  f t— 'good' in ACRs, the norms fixed 2(benchmark of twu gooa i

n^i-lates In order to satisfy
DPC for SC category candidates

j ̂ v- DPC record and find that
ourselves, we have perused che DPC

f  I'St five years which were taken m othe ACRs of last live y

consideration by the DPC pertain to years from IBJ^tu
1996. The applicant has been graded avt^rage

1009-99. 'average
5^ ^ ' ■Fnr tlie y6a.r yojgood lOl ^year 1=^91 s 1 994-95

the year 1993-94, 'average, for the year 1994
tor the year 1993-1993, the applioant has seen

,  ■ a. for the period of 22.12.1995 tovraded as 'very good for the P
veruaal of the ACKs of the31.03.1996. From che P
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applicant, it has been transpired that the applicantUa
failed to achieve two 'good' reports in his ACRs which
was the eligibility norm fixed by the DPC for
category candidates. As the applicant could not
fulfill the minimum eligibility criteria laid down by
the BPC for promotion to admission List E-I (Ex.), the
respondents have rightly declared him unfit tor
promotion to the rank of Sub Inspector with effect from
16.01.1997. The applicant has not alleged any

4- 4-Vi- DPr The applicQ-rit has also notmalafides against th« DPL. in« ayy

alleged any violation of the Rules or regulations
pertaining to his promotion. The learned counsel for

.  ̂ tl-ip Tribunal would not i>it
the respondents urges tuat the niuuu

in Judgement over the selection made by the DPC, if the
applicant has been found unfit and could not confirm to ■
the eligibility criteria laid down by the DPC for
promotion. This contention has been fortified by her
by placing reliance on the Judgement in the case of

ini1 k.tiv.r Vs vnl (JT 1996 (10) SO 768J

laying down the aforesaid ration uphold the contention
of the learned counsel for the respondents

8. We have carefully considered the DPC retfori, .ACRs
of the Applicant for the years from 1991 to 1996 and
also the personal file of the applicant, we find that
the applicant has been rightly declared unfit for

\a^ promotion as he could not achieve the requisite
benchmark.
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9. Keeping in view of the above discussion, we finu

no merit in the present application and the same is

accordingly dismissed. No order as to costs.

(SHANKER RAJU)
MEMBER (J)

:V.K. MAJOTRA)
(MEMBER (A)

CJ
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