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New O2lhi: this the /2 -~ day of October,199%

HON 'BLE MR.S. R. ADIGE VICE CHAT AN ().

LON 'BLE MR.KULDIP SINGH,MmEMBER(I)

sub-Inspector Laxmi Chand No.0n/1168,

g/o Late shri Marii Rem Shama,
resently posted at P.S.Bhajanpuray
North-f2st District, Delhi.

Rflo Village & P.0.: Man dawali Fazalpury
Delhi-092" tees see fpplicante
(8y Adve SheShankar Reju)
\I2 rsus

. e o

1. Union of India/Lt.Covsmor of NCTOF Delhi.
through Oommissionar of Poli ce,
police Headquarters,Ms0 Building,
I.P.EState,.

New Dlhi.
2, Dy.Commissioner of Police,
(Headquarters=I),
Police Headquarters, MSO Buil ding, .)
NBU Delhi TR ER] RBSpOﬂdentSok

(By adwecate: shri \ijay pandita)
0 RDER
'HON *BLE MR. 5.-Re-ADIGE, VICE CHAT A1 aN () .

pplicant seeks setting as_ide of the
PC's findings dated 26+8. %2, 11.,11.93 and 12.8.94

(mnexure-a2 to ann,=-34) =nd a direction to respondents

£

to convens a rTevisw D PC for promotion to List 'F' w.eshs
26.8.92 or otherwiss and to grant him notional

promo tion and ante dats his sanioritye

2, Applicént who was sppointed as Sub-Inspector
of police (Ex.) on 31.3,71 was confirmed on 17.12.74,
It is not denied that he wss censured once in 1982
and twice each in 1983 and 1988,. His 3 yesrs' approved
service was forfeitted in 1987 and his name also stood

in the secrot list of doubtful integrity from 12.10.87

to 1142491 and on the secrst list of doubtful integrity
%
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and 12.8.94 ysre openad and it wa

S
¢ rom B.6.94 to 24.10.94, It is also not denied that
applicant's name was considered for inclusion in

p rcmotion List"f' in DPCs held on 20,2.85; 11,2.9;
26.8,92; 11.,11.93 and 12.8.9-4.‘ The results_df‘ the DPCs
held on 20.2.8% 26.8.92; 11,1193 and 12.8.94 relating
to agpplicant were l<ép-t in a gesled cover due to

pendency of a DE agsdinst him. In the ‘DPC held on
11:2,9, applicant was declared unfit owing to existence-

of his nane in the Secrest List..

3. Respondents state that on finalisation of the

DE the sealed covers dated 20.2.89 2648.92; 11,11.93

s found that in all

D PCs applicant had been dacl ared unfité

4, I+ is well settled that a Govte employee has
no enforceable legal right to be promoted. He has only
-n snforceable legsl right to be con si dered for
promotion if he fulfils the prescribed gquslification
and adnittedly applicant was considered for promotion
by a requl arly constituted D PC against whom no

mal afides have been alleged. ppplicant has himself

enclosed a copy of Respondents' Circular dated 23.9.92

(pnexure-a8), containing guidelines for the 0 PC.

para (ii) of those guidelines lays douwn that the total 7\*\

' record of the officer in that particul ar rank shall

bg tzksen into \(ieu‘ with particul ar reference to the
gravity and continuity of pwnishments till date and
puni_shnents on account of corrwpticn and moral turpitude
are to be viswed seriously. Para (ii) lays doun that
resul ts of officers who are wnder suspension or facing

DE or inwl ved in a criminal case shall be kept in a

sealed oo vare. ﬂ/
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5.  In the present case appli.cant's nane was
considered for p:;om.o'tion‘ in the DPCs held on 26.8,92;
11.11.93; =nd 12.8.94 and adnittedly his name was
kept in a seded wover, If , as respondents state,upon
opening the seded cover it was found that applicant
had been declared unfit in all 3 DPCs, this Bench
cannot substitute its oun assessment for that of

the D PC. Furthemore when Rule 5(1) Delhi Police

(P romotion & onfimation) Rules prescribes that
efficiency and honesty shall be the main factors
govermning selection, and when ths guidelines for
DPC referred to abovs require the total record of the
officer to be kept in view, in tha backgrmound of

the facts and circumstances noticed abows, it

cannot be said that the D PCs impugned findings sufMr
from such a lggal infimity as to warrant our judicial

intervention.

6. The On is disnissede No costs,.
( KULDIP SINGH ) (50Ro-ADIGE )

M MBER(I) VICE CHAIMI AN (a)
/ug/
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