CENT RAL # Q“iﬁlh?ﬁﬁaIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINEiPxL BENCH: NEu BLLHL
0.4.2082/94
Ngw Dalhi, this ths 13th December,1954
Hon'ble Shri J.P. Sharma, Member{d)

Haon'ble Shri B.K, Singh, Nﬂmbar(*}
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o Shri #.C. Yadav,
kged shaut 31 years,

Rfo Gr.No.g,

Police Trsining School,

Jh»ﬁi‘.g_.('fz; Kdlﬁsr"z‘& l}-‘ i

and working 2s

Constable in Oelhi Falice,

sosted as B.T.8. Jharoda “alan, )
38&ﬁle . : sss “pplicar

By Advoczte: Shri 5.3, Tewari

~
Vs .
1. Lt. Governor of NGC,T. of Belhi,
through Chief Secretary,
Govt, of N.C.T. of Uelhi,
J1ld Secretariat,lelhi.
2. The Dy. Commissiosner of Police (Ma. 1,
M,:,0. Building,l.P. Estzte,
Ngw Oslhi.
%, The Principal, Polige Trzining Gechool, ;
Jharods Kalan,Belhi. .+« Hespondents
o
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While working =s Consteble in Delhi

Palice the applicant was sglacted on the bzsis of
exemination for sending to Lower Schosl Trzining

course and his name Wes brought on List '4' prepared

undar Rule 12 of the Delhi Police (Promotion and

Confirmation)Rules,1980. The applicsnt was also
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notifisd regarding the empanelment in jst YAY and a
copy of the same has baen filed as Annexure '8° Lo

- the zpplication,
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2, The grievance of the applicant is Cthat
he .is not being sent ta bLower School Lourse inspite

of hsving been smpanelled in List

has not been deputed to undergo training in Lower
Sehool Course be quashed uwith s directiun to the

respondents to send the app

o
-
1%
g
s}
(o
oty
Li
=
~
L
£
|15
1
£
£
X
(o
j

reining with all conssquential benafits
agailable to other perscns of 1932 betch of List 'R7,
e Us hesrd the le=zrned counszl for the
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4. The leesrned counsel for the spplicant
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fervently argued intsrpretating the grovisions of
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sle 5{iii) of the Oelhi Police(Promstion &n
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rmation) Rules,1980 hersinsflor called 'Rules’.

facing any departmentszl enquiry, suspension or &

criminal procesdings and as such his cose 1is not

covered under the provisions quoted above, Houaver
v g 1)%&»««0&;«&:} /
s cereful and meaningful afsht of the vords used
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in clause (iii) abovas goss o shaw that no persan shall
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be asligible for admissiop for trsining in deparumsniad

caursés if they hzve suffsred e setback beczuse aof any
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acticn sgeinst them as mentioned in uhg afpuressid clause,

The sase of the applicant howevsr is thet he has bgen
punished by an order dated 2.,5.54 in & depertmental
enquiry initiated agzinst him under ssction 2% of the
Delhi Police Act,1578 and in that departmental enquiry
comsidering that the default committed by the applicant
which was proved sgainst him happened to be the first,

jeniznt view was taken and the pay of the agplicsnt
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wzs reduced from the stage of %,1110/- to 5.1070/~ for

srder dalted 2.5.54. The reduction will =lsc have
the effact of pastponing his future incremants of pay.

he perisd of unauthorised absencs from duty from
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to 26.8.93 is treated as the periocd’'mob spent on

-

duty', This punishment order therefore hy itself
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is 2n indication to the effect thalt the snlisiment

in List '#' shasll be governed by 2 subsaguent consl-
: ~ ; | = den BDE s ; -
derstion of the zpplicant by & Rovisw OPD 3s in ohe
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mosntime beforzs his turn ceme for beling sent g
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The rcontantion of the lszarned counssl for the

t is thsat he has already been enlisted befors

this sunishmant wss passed in this stafe cannot ba, ~
Lo our min@/m?ke him eligible for being sent to

training cours2. The lzarned counsel for the applicent
however plsced reliance on the authority of Pravesn

Kumar reported in 1988 ATC 486, In that case Chandigarh,

CaT EBgnch demided & case of the person who was given
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