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\  ... CentraL Adininistrative Tribunal, Principal Bench

CUA,. No, 2384/98,:

New Delhi this the 26nd day of November, 1999
} '

,  ̂Hon 'ble Shri, S. P. _ Biswas Member
_„HQnl,ble.. Shrl Kuldip..Si.ngh,_ Member CJ)

Shri Rishi_Pal Sin ah .(D-I930J

S/o Shri , Onkar.. Singh . ■
R/o Quarter., No,3-,l j; .Police Station Pahargangj,
New Delhi. ,_?? . ,, , ... Applicant

By Advocate_.Shri Shyam Babu. . ;•
"A ■

Versus

1 . Commissioner of Police, Delhi
.. . - .-.Police Headquarterrs,

I. P. Estate,.,.

'I -..^New Delhi., ■■ i

2. ■ Dy.- Commissioner of Police (Vigilance)
... ^ .i. Police Headquarters,.

■ 5. , I. P.- - Estate, '
, New Delhi. - •

3... ..w-....--. Government of NCI Delhi, Through
,  .Jts Secretary Chief,

^ 5,.. Sham Nath Marg,
Delhi ...Respondents

By.Advocate.Shri Arun Bhardwaj.

■  ... 0RPER.(.0RA.L1

gy Hon." ble Shri S.P. Biswas. Member (A)

.  . . The limited issue that falls for consideration in

thiv".:,. i the legality of applicant's claim that his name

should have been removed from the list of persons of doubtful

"integrity j..from the - very date when it was included, i.e.

1 .6.90 and not from 2.4.97. Determination of this issue goes

to the root-.of applicant s claim for promotion vis—a—vis his

juniors.

.2. - : . ■ . Tlie appreciation of the aforesaid legal issue would

require elaboration, in brief, of the background facts. This

is. . as follows. The■ applicant was appointed as -Sub Inspector

(Executive) in pursuance of the-judgment of this Tribunal
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datedJ.O5. 89 The applicant stood confirmed as Sub Inspector

(Executive) ..w,e.f> 29.9.83. . However, the applicant s name

was. bro.uQh.t on „the list of persons of doubtful integrity by an

order-, dated 1.6.90, pursuant to a registration of FIR No.

576/89. .Departmental Enquiry was initiated with the issue

of a .. major.i.. penalty charge-sheet along with summary of

allegations. ..What followed thereafter was the order of

"dismissal"., dated.. 3.5.91. When the DPC met in 1999, the

applicant was not considered whereas those juniors to him were

Q  promoted to the rank of Inspector (Executive). This happened
because.. „t.he._.^applicant was not considered as he was already

dismissed on. 3.5.91 . Pursuant to this order of dismissal, the

appl.Icant agitated against the said order by filing an OA

i i5?/Q1 which was decided by this Tribunal on 3. ?<95. The

applicant....^was,.„„provided with the relief by this Tribunal in

terms of quashing the order of dismissal and subsequent

reinstatement. It is also seen that the applicant was

subsequently, acquitted by the criminal court arising out of

FIR' 57^/8*^ under Section 920/968/971—120B IPG. The applicant

O  thereafter made a representation for his promotion to the next

higher,grade. On 29.9.97, the applicant preferred yet another

representation that his name ought to have been removed from

the list of persons of doubtful integrity w.e.f. 1.6.90 and

not from 2.9.97. The respondents, however, decided to revnove

jii nafne from the .List of persons of doubtf ul mtegi ity only

f rom 2. 9. 97. ' '

3^ In the background of the aforesaid-detaiIs we have

to adjudicate the legality, of the applicant s claim for

promotion from.the-date his juniors were promoted. It is seen
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that review DPC met on 17.3.98 for consideration of the

applicant■ s promotion which was due in 1 99A. The review DPC

did not,consider the applicant's name favourably on account of

the following two reasons

1

-fi ). the applicant's name was removed from the

,list of persons of doubtful integrity w.e.f. 2.4.97. In

other words> when . the DPC met in 1994 his name was in the

aforesaid list:-:; and

(ji > ■ thr't the applicant ,was out of department in

1994 by virtue of,the dismissal order dated 3.5.91.

ft . .. .V . . The applicant, therefore, seeks to challenge the

.respondents' action in removing his name from the list of
per SODS—,.of„.doubtful integrity w.e.f. 2.4.97. He would

■ ,contend- j that this.oUould have been from 1 .6.90 in terms of the
orders.of: -,.this .Tribunal in OA 21 77/96 and OA 827/98 decided on

21. 7.98 and'd 8. 8. 98 respectively.

...We. have „heard the learned counsel for the parties.

6, The respondents submission in these respects are at

pages ^55...to 59.of,-.the paper-book. Shri Bhardwaj submits that

the applicant s name was brought on secret list on account of
two „_different allegations mentioned in paras 3 and 4 of brief

facts of the case submitted by the respondents. He was,

however, .acquitted in the criminal; case on-2.4.97 and the case

for retention or otherwise of his name from the secret list
in April, 1 997 and that is how the applicant's

fL
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name-:-... taken -. out of the list of persons of doubtful

integrity e>f > - 2. 91 > - .-.r ■

7. . ■ - ^the . background ; of details aforesaid and the

orders of-this Tribunal in the two OAs referred hereinabove,

respondents action in removing the applicant's name from the

list of persons of doubtful integrity w.e<f. 1,.6.90 cannot be

sustai,nsd_in Jaw. ,iln the result, , this OA merits consideration

and is accordingly allowed with the following directions:

... The applicant's name shall stand removed from

the list of persons of doubtful integrity with effect from the

date,,it_was. brought on record, i.e. 1.6.90.

>, (ii) The respondents shall hold a review DPC and

consider._^„th.e applicant's claim for promotion to the rank of

Inspector E-^ecutive) in Delhi Police from the date his

juniorsc;Were promoted but only in terms of law. . The applicant

shall ' also be entitled to have his name placed at the

appr.op.cJate,. .serial No. in the seniority list vis-a-vis his

-••juniors. • -

-[Tii ) Our orders as aforesaid, shall be complied

with within a period of 3 months from the date of receipt of a

copy of this order.-, ■

f.The OA. is disposed of as above.
u

tKu,ldip rSingh)
Mewber (J) -

..Ra.te©s,h
u

(S. Ei—

Meaber CA)


