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IN THB C®ITRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL B3NCH

NEW DELHI

• • • •

O.A,No,*2572/91 Date of decdsion# July 15^ 1992.

Suraj Bhan ...Applicant

Versus

Union of India £tAnr«. •••Respondents

OrA.H9,?57y^l

Dinesh Silmana •••Applicant

Versus

Union of India . <••• Respondents

O.A,No.555/92

P • Sub raroanium & Anr. . • .Applicant

Versus

Union of India & Anx« •••Respondents

O.A«No.556/92

Ram SewaH • . ,i?^plicant

Versus

Union of India & Ors. •••Rsi^ndents

O.A.No.557/92

VIrender Singh ,, .i^plicant

Versus
I

Union of India & Ors, •••Respondents

0.A.NO.S58/92

Hanjit Singh ...AppUcant

Versus

Union Of India fit ^•.Re^ndents

contd.,.
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QtX.No.620/92

Pl^l Singh ,,♦Applicant

V«rsua

Union of India & Ors, ,,,Respondents

Q^A,Wo ,629/92

OaJraj Singh Applicant
^Versus

Union of India & Ors, ...Re^ndents

0^,lto .682/92

K• Rehioan • • •Appli^^nt

Versus

Union of India & ikn®» . «»»8ai5)ondeDt8

O .AJto .683/92

Prein Singh •••^pllcant

Versus

union of India & faitf. ...Re^ndents

O

o .A.wo-691/92

Bfc^hm Prakash &2 others •••^plicant V;
m.

Versus

Union of India & Ors« »»,Respondents

9^A.lto-711/92

ftagdish Singh «. Another ..•Applicant
Versus

U^on of India &Ors. ...Re^ndents
ZssitfSauaistiJ

Mafe Singh ...^licant
Versus

Union of India &Ors. »,,Re^ndents

oontd«»'.3i
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1452/91

Santo sh Singh • • •i^pltcant

Versus

Union of India fi» Ors» »»,Re^>ondents

0>A,No, 1601/92

B.R, Redd^ ...Applicant

Versus

union o f Indi a & Anr^ . • • Re^ndenta

O.A^ito. 1662/91

B.C. Reddish ...t^plicant
O Versus

Union of India &Aqrv ...Respondents

O.A.No. 1966/91

Rajbir Singh & Others ...J^plicant

Versus

Union of India & Ors. .. • Be^^ndents

0.A.NO. 2471/91

^ Ram Kumar S^iami ...^plicant

Versus

Union of India & Ors. ... Respondents

0tA,No>40/^^.

Dav¥.jender Singh ...^iplicant

— Versus

Union of India ...Respondents

O.A.Ite.768/92

Inder. Singh <• Other® ...Applicant

Versus

Union of India •••Respondents

Gbntd....4.
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Ram Sringar & Other® .•.Applicant

Versus

Union of India & ltn£» ...Respondents

Nafe Singh

versus

Union of India &

CDRAMt

.•.Applicant

Reapond«ita• • •

THB K>N*BL5 MR. P.K. KARTH^# VICS-C»aRmN(J) •
THS }I>N*BLS MR. B.N. DHDUNDIYAL, M£hfi£R(A) .

J^plicants thzDugh Shri Ri»L.
Sethi« Gbunsel»

Respondents thxough Ms. Geeta Lathra»'
Gbunsel; and S/Shri Anoop Bagai# Gbunsely
Pawan Behl# Gbunself O.S.Tri8al, Gbunsel;
M.C.Garg« Gotmseli B.R. Prashar* Gbunsel.

JUDGMENT (ORAL)

( it>n*ble Mr. P.K. Kartha, VLce-Chalrman(J) )t

As comnon questions of law and fact:

arise for consideration in thii.? batch of cases#

they were heard together and are being di^sed of

by this oomoon Judgment.

2, The ewiics®^ belong to the Central Polici

^ Qontd...S.
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Ozrganisatlons (CPOs) consisting of C«R«P«F.« B.S.F,,

and C«Z.S«P« They %«ere d^uted to the

Delhi Police on various dates and the deputation

has been extended front time to time* The respondents

have permanently ^aozbed ^bout 400 such persons

but they have decided to repatriate about 100 persons

to their parent d^artments. The applicants before us

belong to the category of those who have be«n ordered

to be r^atriated to their parent departments. By

virtue of the interim orders passed by the Tribunal*

they are« however* continxxing with the Delhi Police

in their present posts*

3* The applicants belong to the category of

Gbnstales/Head Gbnstables. Rule 9 of the Delhi

Police (/^pointment and Recruitment) Rules* 1980

prescribes matric/higher secondary* 10th or 104-2

as the minimum educational standard for the purpose

of recruitment/eqppointn^t of Police const^les.

ftile 17 of the Delhi Police (General QsndiUons of

Service) Rules* 1980 provides* inter alia* that the

Qanntissioner of Police* Delhi may sanction permanent

absorption in Delhi PoUce of uppe r and lower

subordinates except Inapectors from other States/Union

Cbntd...6*
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TerrltorLes and Central Police Organisations# vdth

their oonstfit and tdth the con^rrence of the head

of the Police force of the Stat«^nion Territory

or the Central Police Organisations etc.

4* The case of the agpplicants is that the

respondents did not consider their case for

absorption in the Delhi Police in accordance %d.th the

policy decision contained in their letter dated

11.7.1990 ilMling. tilth the pemanent absorption of^
Gbnstsbles from GPOs to^Delhi Police. According to

the said decision# all Gbnstables of the GPOs ^

have consisted two years of des>utatlon period and

are below 40 years of age and possess aatdc or

above educational qualification are eligible for,

absorption. In such cases# the persons concerned

are to be heard in person and their suitability ^

shoxxld be assessed after scrutinising their service

records.

5. The grie^ce of the applicants is that

the poliv decision was not inplenanted fairly and

that this haA resulted in axibitrarlness and

dlscrimnation. As against this# the learned counsel

ft

for the re^nd«nts argued that the d^slon taken

dontd...7*
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by the re^ndents to abaotb or not to absoib the

deputation!sts %a8 on the basis of the records

avail^le %iith them and that there \#a8 no azbitrariness

or discrimination in the action taken by theia*

6« According to the admitted facts

of tte case# r those %i^io have pasised matriculation
otherwise

examination and above and ar^eligible are to be

considered for absoiption in accordance \iith Rule

17 mentioned aOsove as also the policy decision

a>ntained in the letter dated 11-7-1990 Another

Bendi of this Tribunal has diiposed of a batch of

^plications by Judgment dated 2-6.1992 in O.A.No,525/92

(lt>hd, Safi & Or& Vs. Delhi Adraini^ratlon.lc Ors»)

and connected matters, in the operative pa rt of the

Judgment, the Tribunal has upheld the decision of

the respondents to repatriate sudh of those did

not possess the matriculation or equivalent qualification

to their parent d^artcnents* At the same tiroe« the

Tribunal directed the respond^ts In-so-far as

the seven of the applicants before the Tribunal %iere

concerned to file r^resentatlons« if any, ndthin 2

weeks and pxoduce the material In mq;}port of their

case that they possess the requisite educational

qualification. In that event, the respondents were

•.

Gbntd,,,8«
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directed to examine their cases for ^soxption and

if they are fotmd eligible and fit for ^aoipUon,

a decision in that behalf should be taken id-thin

four weeks after the receipt of the representations.

The Trihunal/Sre^d/tm^ sufeh representations
were decided* the seven applicants shall not be

repatriated to their parent departments. Bartiog ^

the case of seven ^licants, the applications filed

by the others were dismissed and the interim order^

%iere vacated in their cases.

The applicants before us are also slndlarly

situated. Af ter hearing both sides* we are of the

opinion that similar directions should be issued to
i

the respondents in this^ batch ofl applications

before us. Accordingly, we uphold the decision

the respondents to repatriate sud^ of those who do

not possess the matriculation or equivalent or higher

cjaalification or whoise absorption does not have the

consent of their parent departments. Subject to

what is stated aibove# the applications before us

are disposed of with the following orders and

directions t->

(i) The applicants may send represtfitations

Oontd...9*
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to th® respondents within three w®©ks fro® th«

date of receipt of this Order together with the

docuTOtfits ^ch roay sabstanUate their claim that

thejr possess matriculation or equivalent or higher

<|aali f i cation;

(ii) In case the applicants make such

ripresaitation, the respondents shall consider the

sase and if the ^plicants possess the requisite

qualifications prescribed under the ftxles and if

they are othervAse found eligible in all respects

for absorption as on the date of the passing of the

iti|)ugned order of repatriation to their parent d^art-

nents# the respondents shall pass appropriate orders

within four we^s after the receiitof the representa-

tions;

Ciii) Till aqppropriate orders are passed on such

lejiesentations, the respondents are restrained from
fr

repatilating the applicants to their parent dis>arU
%

moits. ^ interim orders alrea^ passed will

oohtinue till then.

There %dll be no order as to costs.

Let a copy of this Order be placed in all
/.caseoc^

the/files and a copy be given tojipoth parties
r .

innediately.

(B«13.DHDllHDZyAlO
MEiesR (A)

(^tTRAN (H• / y X-

•

(PJC. KAKTIA)
Vies CmiRt^U)
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