———

<\ o

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

0.A. NO.1968/1996

New Delhi this the 20th day of September, 1996,

HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR, CHAIRMAN
HON'BLE SHRI R, K, AHDOJA, FEMBER (&)

Baljit Singh S/0 Hoshiar Singh,
R/O H. Ng,37, Vill, Asalatpur, ,
Janakpuri, ‘New Delhi. ese Hpplicant

( By Dr, S, P, Sharma, Advccate )
=\ersus-

1. Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
Home ﬂFFalr , South Block,
New Dslhi,

2. Compissiconer of Police,
Police Headquarters,
New Delhi,

3, The Deputy Commissioner of Police,
‘Recruitment Cell ‘
Delhi, . ees Respondents

( Respondent No.1 by Shri Vijay Mehta, Advocate )
The application having been heard on 20.9 1996
the Tribunel on the same day delivered the
follouwings
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CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR, J,/CHAIRIAN e
Applicant who has been selected for appointment

as an Assistant Sub Inspector sesks a direction to

* respondents to depute him for training. * He has not

been deputed For training becauss a charge of theft

is pending invast;gétidn against him, Accornding to

- learned counsel for applicant, that is not a good

reasen for denying his 'right te be sent for training,'
He reliss on the decision in Common Cause vs. Union
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_Qf,igéié & b:é!_JT 1996 (4) SC 701to draw sustenance
for his contention,. Counsel for respondent submits
that a person charged with an offence involving moral

2

turpitude cannot be alloued t& join the sefvicegé,

that there are no rights in this bshalf and that in

the svent of applicant being cleared of the charge. .

he could be compénsatad for what he has lost,

2, As we seg;the decision in Common Cause (supra)
does not advance the case of applicant,  We read it
to understand that conviction on'agtrivial'ch%rge:nbt
involving moral turpitude should nat stand in the vay
of an official. In the cass on hapd, the charge
levelled against applicant (uhether that will be
established or not) invelves moral turpitude, Like
it is said that Ceaser's wife should be abpve board,
members of a uniformed Force uhﬁ are expscted to
méintaih lau and order must bear an image cdnsia£ent

with the image the Force is expected to .keep. Us

'find no justification in issuing a direction as prayed

for, UYe are alsb supported in oué vieuw by the,deciéion
of the Supreme Court in State of Puniab vs._Ajaib Sinoh
AIé 1995_80 975. We decline'jurisdic#ion,at once
mking if clear that if applicant is cleared of the
charge such bemefits as sh;uld be admissible to him

in terme of Jankiramen's case (AIR 1991 SC 2010) ecan

be granted te him, ‘ , ) 'Av |

Dated, the 20th September, 199,

MM\ ‘ ' l-lamLovcmncns;
( R, K< Bhoe e ( Chettur Sankaran Nair, J. )
s (R}~ . . Chairman ~



