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JUDGMENT

(delivered by Hon'bie Mr, T.3. Oberoi, Member) .

This CGP has been rftoved by the petitioner/ Shri

Ram Chancier/ serving as a Head Constable in the Delhi

Police, against respondent No. 3, Principal, Police

Training School, Jharoda Kalan, besides respondents No. 1

and 2, v/ho were also respondents in 0 .A. No. 2024/39/

for violating this Tribunal's order dated 29th Noverrber/

1939, allovjing the petitioner, to be admitted -for training

in the lower school course, applied for, by him.

2 . The grievance of the petitioner in this petition

is that in spite of clear directions of this Tribunal

allowing him to be admiitted for- training in the aforesaid

course in the Police Training School, Jliaroda Kalan, and

the concerned officer of respondent No, 2, having relieved

h-im, for the said purpose, as per their order dated

11 .12 .1989 (Annexure 'A' to the CCP) , respondent No. 3

and officers subordinate 'to him, had not admitted him

for training in the said course, with the result that

this Tribunal's order dated 29th November, 19S9, remained

uncomplied with. I-Ie, therefore, prayed that the

respondents be proceeded with suitably, for violating

the orders of this Tribunal, as referred to above.

-'* have carefully considered the contents of tte

CCP and also the plea put forth by the learned counsel

for the j^titioner, during arguments. We have also

perused our order dated 29th November, 1989, as also

the order at Anneyure 'A' to the CCP, passed on

1^-half of respondent No. 2. It is noticed that in

, compliance with this Tribunal's order dated 29 .11 .1989,
the petitioner was duly relieved for joining the training
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in the said course at P.T.S, Jh'aroda Kalan .

According to him^ he had not been allowed admission

in the said training^ but has produced no order in

suxjport of his contention, which might have been

passed by respondent No. 3, or any officer subordinate

to hirn. He has only produced in support of his

contention two Daily Diary entries to the effect of.

his handing over charge at the place of his posting and

reporting back, after allegedly having not been adreitted
course

in the training/in question. Even otherwise, it is

noticed that the petitioner was duly relieved by

respondents 1•and 2, who were the respondents in the O.A.,

and respondent No. 3 in the~C.C.F«, was not a respondent

in the O.A. Thus, in these circuinstances, we are of the
as

view that so far/res ponder]ts 1 and 2 are concerned, they

• have not, in any manner, violated this Tribunal's order,

whereas respondent No. 3 in the CCP, being not the

respondent an the main O.A., cannot legally be questioned

for non-compliance of this Tribunal's order. It may, at
best, be a matter to be taken up by respondent 2 with

•respondent No, 3 in the CCP, for being looted into as to

under what circumstances, the petitioner was not admitted

in the course in question, in spite of his having been

relieved for the purpose.

^ result of the foregoing discussion, we do
not find any occasion to'proceed against any of the.'respondents
in the present CCF and the same is, therefore, dismissed'.

(P. <, Jg j
' Merber (A)'• , ^ (T .S. Oberoi) •

member (J)


