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New Delhi this the 4th day of February, 2000

Hon'ble Smt.,Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J) <
Hon'ble Shri M.P.Singh, Member (A)

7

Ganga Singh(D 2094),

S/0 Late Sh,.,Badri pershad,

resident of H.No, 1119/73,

Deva Ram Park, Trinagar,

Delhi=35, .o Applicant

(By Advocate shri Shyam Babu )

Versus

1, Commissioner of Police, Delhi
Police Headquarters, I.p.Estate,
New Delhi-2

2, Deputy Commissioner of Police
(HQ) I, Police Headquarters,
I.p.Estate, New Delhi-2

.. Respondents
(By Advocate Shri vijay Pandita )

O R DE R (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J) :

1,

The applicant who was working as Sub-InSpecth(Execu?ﬁﬁ

i{n Delhi pPolice is aggrieved by the action of the respondents &

]
not considering him for promotion to list F(Ex.) when his junici

were promoted as Inspectors w.e.f. 12.8.,1994, The applicant hes :

submitted that he had made a representation against the aforesat:

action of the respondents which has been rejected on 9.5.1335, &

3

valpdity of which has been impugned in this 0.A.

2, The brief relevant facts of the case are that: 3 i
departmental enquiry was instituted against the applicant by thg

respondents by order dated 24,3,1992. He has stated that the

departmental enquiry had nothing to do with & moral turpitude §

or corruption charges, He has further submitted that probably

b L
s

the respondents placed his name in the list of persons of douixty

integrity on or around 4.5.92. The respondents, after holding #

departmental enquiry against the applicant passed the punishmesni

order dated 27.3.1993 withholding é% two increments for 2 perioy

X

of two years permanently against him. Applicant had filed an

DLt 1 e iy

appeal against this order which has been dealt with by {he i
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Appellate Authority in his order dated 16.9.93 who had come to the
conclusion on the basis of the evidence and documents olace =aeforsy
ﬂﬁn that the D.D., entry in question could be attributed to 3 qemuﬁéi
misunderstanding between " has consumed " and"is conscious” TherGfQ%

tO i
although it was a lapse on the part of the applicant not make the |

necessary entry, he observed that it was not indicative of malafide!

X

e

i

on the part of the applicant and accordingly reduced the punishment
W

imposed by the disciplinary authority to one of "Censure", 3

3. Shri Shyam Babu, learned counsel for the applicant has submitf

that the respondents by order dated 12,8,94 had published the ?

promotion order promoting certain persons to List F(Ex,) w,e.f, tﬁaﬁ

date under Rule 17(i) of the Delhi Police(Promotion and Confirma%i@{

Rules, 1980, According to him, applicant's name should have rlso |
figured in the list between Serial No.226, Sh.Shehnoor Khad,D-130 |
and Serial No.227, Sh.Ganga Ram, D-1470. In this connection, r2has

drawn our attention to the seniority l1ist of Sub Inspectors{(Ex,)

(Annexure-D) in which it is seen that the applicant's namz is plECe@ﬂ

i
1
i

between Sh.Shehnoor Khan and Shri Ganga Ram. Learned counsel has
submitted that the validity of the censure which has been imposed

on the applicant by the appellate authority had expired before the

respondents had called for the particulars of the eligible persors
for consideration for promotion to List F(Ex,) in March, 1994, &= .»

has submitted that the respondents had placed the applicant's narg |

in the list of persons of doubtful integrity on or around 4,5,92
because of the departmental enquiry pending ag=inst him which was
instituted on 24,3.1992, He has submitted that as the imposition
of punishment of censure has now ended, there is no justificatien
in .continuing the applicant's name in the 1list of persons of
doubtful integrity. He has, therefore, submitted that a direction
may.be given to the respondents to reconsider the applicant's :zase
for admission to promotion list F(Ex,) alongwith his juniox'Sh.Ganggf
Ram and his name may be placed in that list in accordance with the =j

rules between Serial Nos. 226 and 227, if he is otherwise found fitéi
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4, We have seen the reply filed by the respondents and hear:
ghri Vijay Pandita,learned counsel for the respondents, In the r&
the respondents have stated that the name of the anplicant was
existing on secret list of persons of doubtful integrity as per
their Standing Order No.265/87 and therefore, his promotion was
withheld. They have also stated that this was the principle adop¥
by the DPC in excluding such persons whose certificate of integri
has been withheld, As the applicant's name was in th;sﬁ%ist,

they have stated that he had been found ung?é.as InSpects; when
admittedly his junior was so promoted w.e.f. 12,8.94, They hawve

therefore, submitted that the applicant's representation has alsgﬂ

been correctly disposed of,

Se we have carefully considered the submissions made by the

learned counsel for the parties,

6. It is seen from the reply of the respondents that they
have placed the name of the applicant in the list of persons of
doubtful integrity based on the departmenfal enquiry which was )
instituted against him by order dated 24,3,1992., As mentioned abc#
this enquiry has since been concluded ﬁg'imposition of only'Censu;
by the'g?pellate authority by s order dated 16.9.93., This dcesf
nogiappear to Come within the provisions of censure awarded in thé
case of moral turpitude aga corruption charges. It is also not ‘
disputed that an order of censwe would be valid only for a period
of 6 months from the date of its impésition, In the facts an3
circumstances of the case, therefore, application is entitled to
succeed and is allowed with the following directions: -

Q) Impugned order dated 9,.5.1995 is quashed and set aside:

(11) Respondents are directed to hoqukeview DPC to E% Conside
the case of the applicant for admission to promotion list F(Ex,} <
the date when his junior was so promoted i.e, from 12,8,94, if he

otherwise found €ligible under the relevant rules and instructiong

T
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keeping in view the above observations also. This action shall ke

taken within two months from the date of receipt of a copy of this

order with intimation to the applicant immediately thereafter, No

order as to costs, v

(M.P.Singh) (Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathath)
Member (2) Member (J)
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