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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINI3TRATI\/£ TRIBUMAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEU DELHI
w. SM. \*

K ^ n

O.A.No, 1590/90, Date of dscision. 3.1

Hon'bl© Shri S,R, Adige, Member (A)

Hon*ble Smt, Lakahmi Suaminathan, Plember (j)

Const, Satbir Singh No•239/Crime, NOU 3/SB,
son of Shri Khazan Singh,
r/o House No, 1/148, Shastri Colony,
Old Faridabad (Haryana)
presently posted at Special Branch,
Control Room, Police Headquarters,
Neu Delhi, Applicant'

(Advocate by Shri Shankar Raju)

versusi

1# The Commissioner of Police,
Police Headquarters,
P1,S,0. Building,
I.P, Estate,
New Delhi,

, 2, The Oeputy Commissioner of
Police, Headquarter (I),

^Police Headquarters,
M,S,0, Building,
I.P, Estate,
Neu Delhi,

(By Advocate Shri 0,W, Trisal)

ORDER

Respdt.No.l

,• Raspdt.No,2.

£ Hon'bla Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan, flember (3)J

This application has been filed by Constable

Satbir Singh against the order issued by the Deputy

Commissioner of Police dated 15.11,1989 (Annexure A-2)

rejecting his claim for promotion to the rank of

Head Constable on the ground mentioned therein.
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2» The learned counsel for the applicant submits

that this case is in all force with the case of Sant

Ram \/« Commissioner of Police in 0»A« No» 186/90 which

had been decided on 10.6.1994, Accordingly, he has

prayed for the follsuing reliefs •-

(a) To quash the impugned order at Annexure A-2;

(b) To direct the respondents to consider hire

for promotion to the rank of Head Constable

u.e.f. 1975 and for further promotion to the

rank of ASI uith all consequential benefits.

3. The learned counsel for the respondents did not

rMse any question regarding the similarity of the facts

in O.A« No. 186/90 and the present case. Houever, his

contention uas that since the applicant was claiming

relief for promotion u.e.f. 1975, the case is hopelessly

time barred and the Tribunal has no jurisdiction in the

matter having regard to the provisiGns of Section 20 and

21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985,

4. Before dealing uith the merit of the case, ue

uill consider the preliminary objection taken by the

respondents on the question of limitation and jurisdic

tion. The respondents have given a detailed reply

to the applicant's representation dated 15.11,1989 on

the subject of his name being included in List 'A' of

the persona to be sent on Lower School Course for
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for prcmotiGn to tShe rank of Head Constable, On

receipt of the reply, the applicant being aggrieved

by the same has filed this 0»A» on 1«8«1990f uthich is

uithin the period of limitation of one year as pres-

cribed in Section 21(1)(a) of the Administrative Tri

bunals Act, 1985, and ye, therefore, reject the pre-

liminary objection taken by the respondents on the

ground of limitation. Regarding the merit of the

case, it will be necessary to set out the brief facts

and to see whether this case is similar to the earlier

0«A« 186/90, ^ . J,. - :c

5, Constable Satbir Singh joined as a temporacy y

constable in Delhi Police on 21,9,1971 and was confirmed

as Constable Time Scale u.e.f, 15.2,1976, The respon

dents have admitted in their reply that his name has

been brought on Promotion List *A'-I u,e,f. 11,4,1975 which

was meant for promotion to the rank of Constable

Selection Grade and to appear further "in Promotion List

-before

B-I, Houever,^his name uas put on Promotion List B-I,

the Delhi Police (Confirmation and Promotion) Rules,

1980 promulgated. According to the respondents, since

the applicant had neither earned old Promotion List B-I

nor new Promotion List 'A*, he did not came in the zone

of consideration for being sent for training to Louar

♦ •
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School Course and promotion to the rank of Head

Constable. It is precisely on this ground of rejec

tion uide letter 15,11 .1989 that he has filed this

O.A.

6, In the case of Constable Sant Ram in 0«A.

106/90, he had been brought on Promotion List A-I

u.e.f. 30.12.1963 and he had been promoted as offi

ciating Selection Grade Constable u.e.f* 1.5,1969.

The respondents in that case alsa had rejected his

representation for being sent for Lower School Course

Training and for promotion ta Head Constable on similar

grounds, namely, that he had neither learned old Promotion

List B-I cr new Promotion List *A* and hence, he

could not be considered for promotion to the post ef Head

Constable*

7, From the facts narrated above, it is clear that

the facts in the praaant case are in all force with those

in 0,AiP No, 186/90 far the reasons given in paragraphs

7 and 8 of the judgment in O.A® No. 186/90 dated 10th

June, 1994. Ue, therefore, hold that the applicant has

a right to be considered for promotion to the post

of Head Constable as per the Punjab Police Rules, as

unamended, by notification of 1977, in accordance with



(Lakshrai Syaminathan) (s.r. Adi^e)
Member (J) Member (A)
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the ratio provided in Rule 13*8 of the Rulas,

8. This application isy therefore, allQued.

Respondents are directsd to consider the applicant

for promotion to the post of Head Constabls in terms

of the relevant rulas as it stood before the amendments

of 1977 after tha applicant was brought on the Promotion

List A-I u.aaf, 11,4.1975 within three months from the

date of receipt of a copy of this order. He shall be

entitled to the pfforaotion ujee.f, the date his juniors

have been promoted to the post of Head Constable with

all consequential benefits, including pay and seniority

and shall also be entitled to be considered for any

further promotion as per rulas. There will be no order

as to costs.


