
IN THB CS^TRAL ADMINISTRATIVS TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL B2NCH

HBW DSLHI

0»A«Noy2572/91 Data of decisions Jnlv 15# 1992*

SuraJ Bhan • • •^pUcant
Versus

Union of IndL a fc *nr- •. •Respondents

O.A.lto.2573/»l

lUnash Sllmana ,,,Applicant

Versus

Union of India fitAnCm Respondents

0 «A »No «555/9_2

P, SubraroaniumSt Anr* , »»i^?plicant

Versus

Union of India tc Ant, ..cRespoo*^®^^®

O.A. No. 556/92

Ran Sew^ • • .Applicant

Versus

Union of India & Ors. •••Respondents

VIrender Singh ••.Applicant

Versus
I

Union of India & Ors. ••.Respondents

0.A.MO.SS8/92

Manjit Singh •••^plicant

Versus

Union of India A Aiuc« g*.Respondents
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Phool Singh .. •Applicant

Varsus

Union of India & Ora. ,,.Respondents

Oaj Singh • • .Applicant

.Versus

union of India & Ors. •«.Respondents

N. Rebfltan • • .^^pplicant

Versus

Union of India S Anr. •••Raapondeots

O.AJto.683/^2

Prein Singh ...^plicant

Versus

Union of India & Anr* ...Raqpondsnts

0.A. MO, 691/9 2

Btahm Praka^ St 2 others •• .Applicant

Versus

Union of India 6 Ors, •••Re^ndents

«.»Jlo.71L/92

ftagdish Singh £i Another ...applicant

Versus

Union of India & Ors. ...Respondents

o,A.Mo,1216/91

Mafe Singh ...Applicant

Versus

Union of India 6 Ors. Respondents
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Singh ..^llcant
Versus

union of indi. S Or

B.R. B-ddy ...AppUc^t
Versus

union of India 6 Anx:w> ,,,R»spondeP"ta

^662/91

B.C. asddiech ...Applicant
Versus

union of India &Ani:^ . ..Respondents

-y i?rAiN<?t3?66/?l
Rajbir Singh &Others ...Applicant

Versus

Union of India S Ors. ...le^ndents

n,a^Mo>247l/»l

Ram Kumar Swarai ...Applicant
Versus

#

Union of India &0rs. ...Respondents

Da*.ender Singh ••.Applicant
Versus

union of India ...Re^nd«nts

O.A.HO.768/92

inder. Singh ^ Others ...Applicant
versus

Union of India sAopj,. ...Re^ondsnts
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<Um Sringar 4 Others

Versus

Onion of India St Ins^

•Af^licant

• ••Rsflpondmts

0.».Mo.l421A»1

«««• ftlngh ...AppXleant

Versus

Union of India &

gPRAMt

Rs^ndents• • •

the ION'BL* MR, P,K. KARTHA# VXCS*CHAIRMMI(J) «
THB K)N*BLB MR, B,N, DHDONDIYAL, MSmBR(A) ,

Appiicznts thxough ShcL r«l,
Sethi« Gbunsel*

Reapondonts thsough Ms. Geeta Luthrat'
Cbtinsel; and S/Shri Anoop Bagai, Gbunsalf
Pawan Behl, Gbunsely 0*Ii*Trl8al# Obunselj
M,c«Garg# Counseli B,R, Prashar# Gbunsal*

JUDQMffilT (ORAL)

( lbn*ble Mr, p,K. Kartha, VLoe-ChainB«i(j) )«

As oosnon questions of law and fact

adse for oonsidsratLon in this *batch of cases#

%fare heard together and are being disposed of

by this ooMon Judgment*

2* The applicants belong to the Cantral Police

^ aontd«,,S*
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Oryanisatlon® (CPOs) consisting of C.R.P.F., B.S.P,,

Z.T.B.P*, and C.I.S.P, They %#ere d^uted to the

Delhi Police on various dates and the deputation

has been extended fxx>o) time to tiise» The xe%)ondent8

have penaanently absoid^ed Aaout 400 such persons

but they have decided to repatriate about 100 persons

to their parent departments. The applicants before us

belong to the category of those yito have been ordered

to be r^atriated to their parent departments. By

virtue of the interim orders passed by the Tribunal#

they are# however# continuing with the Delhi Police

in their present posts.

3, The applicants belong to the category of

Gbnstales/Head Qonstables. Bule 9 of the Delhi

Police (Appointment and Recruitment) Rules# 1980

prescribes matric/higher secondary# 10^ or 10'»'2

as the odninuffl educational standard for the pojpose

of recruitment/appointment of Police constables,

itile 17 of the Delhi Police Osneral GbndiUons of

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

aontdssioner of Police# Delhi nay sanction permanent

absorption in Delhi Police of upper and lower

subordinates exc^t Inspectors from other States/Union

Gbntd...6.
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Territories and Cantcel PoXlce Organisations, *dth

their consent and Mth the concurrence of the head

of the Police force of the StatV^nion Territory

or the Central Police Organisations etc,

case of the applicants is that

respondents did not consider their case fcr

aibsorptlon in the Delhi Police in accordance with th^

policy decision contained in their letter dated

li*7»i990 tteeling with the permanent ^aorption o'^

Onstaibles from CPOs to.Delhi Police. According to

the said decision, all Gbnstablas of' the CPOs Who

have completed tvo years of deputation period and

are below 40 years of age and possess matdc or

above educational qualification are eligible for

absorption. Zn m>ch cases, the persons concerned

are to be heard in person and their stsitability

should be assessed after scrutinising their service
a

records.

The grievance of the applicants is that

the poligr decision was not implemented fairly and

that this had resulted in autoitrariness and

discrimination. As against this, the learned counsel

for the re^ndents argued that the decision taken

G0ntd...7.
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by the respondnts to abaotb or not to abaorb the

daputetionists was on the basis of the records

avail^le with them and that there was no arbitrariness

or discrlndnaUon in the action taken by the".

According to the admitted facts

of tl» case, , those %aio have passed matriculation
otherwise

examination and above and ar^eligible are to be

considered for absorpUon in accordance with Rule

17 mentioned above as also the policy decision

contained in the letter dated 11-7-1990 Another

Bench of this Tribunal has disposed of a batch of

^plications by judgment dated 2-6-1992 in O.A.No,525/92

(ibhd, Safi 6 era. Vs. Delhi AdmtnistraUoa.^. Ors.)

and connected matters. In the operative pa rt of the

Judgment, the Tribunal has upheld the decision of

the respondents to repatriate such of those who did

not possess the matriculation or equivalent qualification

to their parent departments. At the same time, the

Iribxinal directed the respondents in-so-far as

the seven of the applicants before the Tribunal were

concerned to file representations, if any, within 2

weeks and produce the material In support of their

case that th^ possess the requisite educational

qualification. In that event, the respondents were
cV-

Obntd.. .8.
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directed to ttxanlne their cases for ^aozption and

If they are foxmd eligible and fit for ebaozption#

a decision in that behalf should bo taken uithin

four weeks after the receipt of the representations*

The enbh representations

i«re decided^ the seven applicants shall not be

repatriated to their parent departments* Barilog *

the case of seven i^licants# the applications filed

Sby the others were dismissed and the interim orders

were vacated in their cases*

^e ^plicants before us are also similarly

situated* After hearing both sides* iie are of the

opinion that similar directions should be issued to

the respondents in this- batch of applications

before us* Accordingly* %ie uphold the decision ^

the respondents to repatriate sad* of those who do .

not possess the matriculation or equivalent or higher

qaalification or i4iose absorption does not have the

consent of their parent departments* Subject to

what is stated above* the applications before us

auce disposed of with the following orders and

directions t*

(i) The applicants may send representations

aDntd***9*
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fr* to tho r«»pondint» ^dthtn thro« woeks fro" tho

date of receipt of thie Order together lAth the

dbcumtfite Mdn mar wibetantlate their clain that

they posaess matricttlation or equivalent or higher

qaalifi cation;

(ii) In case the epplicants make euch

respondents diall consider the

saee and if the applicants possess the re<3p»isite

qualifications prescribed under the Ihaes and if

^ they are other%dse found eligible in all rSi^cts

for ebflorption as on the date of the passing of the

inpugned order of repatriation to their parent depart

ments# the re^)ondants shall pass appropriate orders

ulthin four uetics after the receipt of the representa-

tions;

(iii) Till appropriate orders are passed on ouch
-il

representations# the respondents are restrained from

npatriating the applicants to their parent depart*

meats# The interim orders alreadr passed mill

oohtinue till then.

There ulll be no order as to costs.

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

e/ thi/flles end a copy be givm to both parties

ex-
' (B.a.i>w)mDr)r*u (r j;. luuaao

PKX MCNBXR (A) VICE CI«aRMUI(J)
15071992*


