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CENTRAL Aommrsmmms TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

QA No .‘1000/99

IA

New Delhi: this the /5~ day of Pebruary;2001
HON'BLE MR,S,R.ADIGE,VICE CHAIRMAN(A)%
HON'BLE DR ,ASVEDAVALLI,MEMBER (3)

Mam Raj Singh,

s/o shri Thandi Lal,

R/o A-8/558, Harijan Basti, - : 7 ol
East G:kalpur; LOHL Boarder,

shahdara, Delhi=943

Working as

Assttiisub- Inspector(No."2787/D),

Delhi Policey President Cell,

Main S8 curity Llnes,

Near Ashoka Ho tel® . -
Neu Delhi-1, oo Applicantd

(By Adwcates Shri DTSZChaudhary)

Aforsus
14 Comm1351on9r of Policey
Delhi;‘ . s
Ms0 BldgiPHQ, I.P.Estate)
New Delhi=2
2) Dy Commlssioner of Police,
qus.(I),
Mso Bldgo PHQ., IoprEState';’1 -
New Delhi-z ’ .....ReSpondentS?

(By Adwocate: Shri Devesh Singh)
“ORDER

S.R.Adige,VC(a)s

Applicant impugns respondents' order dated
203498 (Annexure-i—1) discontinuing his adhoc
promo tion as S.I of police and the rejéction of
his representation by order.dated 2148,'98 (Also
Annexure-1)§ He seeks promotion to the post of
5.I. on regular basis u,eJfs 16394974
24 Adnittedly applicant uas adnitted to
Promo tion List E-1(ExJ) w.eJfil 2571194 and uas
promoted.on adhoc basis as SI(E%?) u:eﬁfﬁ 13ﬁ1}95‘
under Rule 19(1) Delhi Police(Promotion & Confimation)
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successf‘ully in the term ending July,1997 his name uas
brought on promotion list E-II (Exd) w.edrd 1639dg7%]

3. Betueen 4,396 and 20.'5]97 applicant has

been censured 5 times ., That apart he has received
adverse CR for the period 194496 to 6/8.96. On that basis
respbndents have contended that applicant's conduct
and efficiency hafid decreassed after his empanelment in
promo tion list and aceordingly they issued impugned
order dated 2054398 removing applicant's name from
promotion List E-I(Ex¥) and E-II (Ex) and discontinuing
his adhoc promotion as SI of Police af‘tér putting

him 0 no tice’:f‘i

4, We have heard both si_des‘;."‘_Applicant's counsel

has also filed counter subifssionsy

5:.21 Firstly it is contended that the censures
have an ef‘f‘ect“only up to 6 morths, and could not ]
have ef fected his service caresr beyond 1911497 and
furthemore that applicant was brought onto promotion
List E-i (Ex":%) u'f?‘e'f}f":.@ 25*;.511.%94 and the instances
mentioned in the impugned ordér which relate to
censurés inflicted in regard to subsequent svents
arg irrelevant and applz;.cant;s name cannot be
ramoved from Promotion List E-I (Ex’fi);gl Secondly, it
is argued that applicant's CR for the af*‘oremenfioned
period uas not;belou average; as reoﬁrded in the X
impugned order dated 20‘?&2398 but only ”'average ;';;('-,' and
he could nc;t have been reverted on the basis. of

thefe remarksf;ﬁ Thirdly, it is contended that applicant
would have been reqgularised as SI u,‘e:'?f"'? 165997  and
could not hage therefore be rr.wer:tts'di§ Fburthly it

has been contended that his reversion amounts to

Y

reduction in rank which cannot be done &xtpt as a musun
a 0& /Dunrs}\n\mf‘ (1/'(2\ (Af/u}n. )




his overall perfomance?

- 34
6 . Ruls 5pelhi Police (Promotion & Confimation)
Rules;‘fﬂ 980 lays down the general principles for promotions
Rule 5(1) specifically provides that promotion from one
rank to anpther shall be by selection in whigh ef‘-f‘i;ciency
and honesty shall be the gquiding factors? Rule 5(&1)‘
provides that if the competent authority considers’
that the work of the of ficer has not been satisfactopy
or needs to be wyatched for some more time he may rgvert
him to the grade or post from which he was promotedﬁ A
similar provision exists in Rule 18(iii) relating

to confipma tionf’?

73 _ Applicant's retention in Promotion List £~
(EX¥) and E-I1 (Ex¥) was dependent on his con tinuad
ef‘f‘iciency.v In the light of thes 5 censurse femarks

received by applicant bstween 4’;.%3."96 and 20%35;:397 and

the indifferent remarks earned by him in his CR for

the period 134396 to 658496 respondents canmt be -f‘aulted/“
for concluding that applican,t;s overall perfomance

had slipped after his empanelment in Promotion List E.
Applicant's counssl canhot be heard to arque that

becBuse the life of thecensure is only 6 months R

therefor® it could not be taken into account in asséssging

Applicant was promo ted as sI
on purely adhoc basisy and his continuance as sugh yas
dehendent on his continued ef‘f‘icienc.?‘“ia He has no |
enforceable legal right to continue on adhoc basis degpit e
his slippageb in performancey and if respondent on 2ssessinfc
his perfommance found the same not to be satisfagtory, the
rules.th,emselves ci ted 2bove empower them to revert
applicant to his substantive postd
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g The OA therefore uwarrants no intarference’

It is dignisseds No oostsi’."‘*z

/H//wtv W/ﬁ*

( DR.ALVEDAVALLI ) (s. RGADIGE ')
MEMBER (J) VICE CHAIRMAN(R)
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