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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEW DELHI
*k¥e ‘

0.A.No. 1590/90. Date of decision. 32 1.% -%(

Hon'ble Shri S.R. Adige, Member (A)
Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi'SUaminathan, Member (3)

Const, Satbir Singh No.239/Crime, NOW 3/S8B,

son of Shri Khazan Singh,

r/o House No, 1/148, Shastri Celeny,

01d Faridabad (Haryana)

presently posted at Special Branch,

Control Room, Police Headquarters,

Neu Delhi. : e Applicant.

(Adwocate by Shri Shankar Raju)
versus

1« The Commissisner of Police,
Police Headquarters,
MeS ¢0. BUllding’
I p. Estate,
New Dslhi, ‘ - ' es Respdt.No.1

2. The Deputy Commissioner of
Police, Headquarter (I),
‘Police Headquarters,

MeS .84 Building,
I p Estate,

- New Delhi. oo Rospdt.No.2.

(8y Adﬁscate éhri 0.N, Trisal)
.'a;k;p c R
A Hnn'bi; Smt. Lakshm; Swamlnaghan, M;mb;r (3)_7
This application has bsen filed by Constable
éatbir Singh against the.erder ;SSUSd by the Deputy
Commissioner of Police dated 15.11.1989 (Annexure A=2)

rejecting his claim for promoticn to the rank of

Head Constable on the ground menticned therein,.



=

>,
~2-

2 The learned CQunsgl for the applicant submitse
that this case is in all force with the -case of Sant
Ram_v. Commissioner of Police in 0.A. No. 186/90 uhich
had b;en decid;d on 16;5.1994. Accordingly, he has
prayed for the follswing rsliéfs S

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

(b) To direct the respondents to consider him
for promotion to the rank of Head Constable
Wetosfo 1975 and for further promoticn to the

rank of ASI with all consequential benefits.
3. The learned counssl for thé respondents did notﬂv
.réisefapyjqﬁeétion regarding the similaripy of the facts
in OJA: No. 1Bg/§0 and the present cése. However, his
contention was that since the apﬁlicaﬁt vas claiming
'rglief for promotion w.e.f. 1975, the case is hopelessly
t;me barfed and the Tribunal has no jurisdicticn in the
matter having regard te tha provisicns of Section 20 and
21 of * the Administrative Tr;bunals Act, 1985,

4, Before dealing with the merit of t he case, we

will consider the preliminary objecticn taken by the
respondsnts on the question of limitation and jurisdic-
tion. The respendents 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 perscns to be ssnt on Louwer Schobl Course fur :
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for promoticn to tShe rank of Head C?nstabla. On

receipt of t he reply, th; applicant being aggrieved‘

by the samehas filed this DuA+ on 1.8.1990, uhich is

within the peried of limitation of oné year as pres-
‘ {

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

bunals Act, 1985, and we, therefore, rejasct the pre-

b

liminary objecticn taken by the respendents- on the

ground of limitaticn, Regarding the merit of the
case, it will be necessary'fo set qut the brieF'facts’
and to see whether this case is similar to the earlier
O.A: 186/90. T SR

Se Const%ble Saibir Singh joined as a temporay

constable - in Belhi Police on 21.9.1971 and was confirmed

as Constable Time Scale weBef, 15.2,1976. The réspon—

dents have admitted in their reply that his name has

been brought on Premotion List *A'~I w,e.f. 11.4,.1975 whick

was meant for promotion to the rank of Constable

Selection Grade and te appear further in Promotion List
' -befors

B-~I, Houever,[his name was put on Promotion List B-I,

the Delhi Police (Confirmation and Pramotion) Rules,

1980 promulgated. - Acearding to thse respundenté, gince

the applicant had neither sarned old Promotion List Bl

not new Promotion List 'A%, he did not come in the zone

- I - - kg )
of consideration for being sent for training ta Lower
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School Course and pr@hotion to the rank of Head
Constabls. It is precisely on this ground of rejec=-
tion vide letter 15.11.1989 that he has filed this

0.A. |

6e .In the case of Constable éant Ram in J.A.

186)55, he had bee@ brought on Promotion List A-I

Wed.fo 30.,12.1968 and he had been promoted as offi-
ciating éele;tion Grade Constable we8.f. 1.5,1969.,

The respondents in tﬁat case alas had rejescted his
representation for being sent for Lowser Schoel Course
Training and for promotion ts Head Constabls on similar
grounds namely, ﬁhat he had neither earnsd qld Promo tion
Cist BéI af new Promotion‘tist 'A' and hence, he

could not bs considered for promotion to the post of Head

Constable.

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

the facts in the prasep§ case are in all force with theose
vin OIA; No. 1Bé/QU for th; reasoﬁs given in parégraphs

7 ard 8 of the judgment in 0.A. No. 186}96 dated .11‘3th
Juns, 1554. We, £he¥;For;, hold #hat thé applicant has

a right fa bé conside;;d for promotisn to the post

of Head Constable as per the Punjab Police Rulss, as

unamended, by notification of 1977, in accordance with



5=
the ratio provided in Rule 13.8 of the Rulas,
8. This application is, therefors, alloued;
Respondents are dirsctad to consider the applicant
for promotion to the post of Haad Coﬁstable in terms
of the rélevant rulas as it stood before the amendments
of 1977 after the applicant was brought on éhe‘Prémotion
® | List A=I yea.f. 11.4.1975 within three months from the
] date of receipt of a copy of this order. He shall be
entitled to the promotion w.e.f. the date his junisrs
'haua been promoted to tha post of Heéd Constable with
all consequential bepefits, including pay and seniority
and §hall also be entitled to be qonsidered fdrAany
Furthef promotion as per ruleas, Thers will be no order
as to custs;
74bkbgy;5;“J;;RZL~ R (44;74624

(Lakshmi Swaminathan) (S.R. Adifge)
Member (J) Member (E)




