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Shri Karan Singh,
. /0 Sh,Chandgi Ram,

r/o Villé P,0.,Dundahera,
DisttGurgaon,

| Haryana veecseessApplic antd
By Advocate Shri C,L.Dhawan,
rsus

1, Delhi Administration,
through«Lt, Governor,
Raj Niwas, Delhi}{

2 ,Commissioner of Police,
I.P.EState. -~ '
Police Head Quarters,

New Delhi.

3. Deputy Commissioner of Police,
Ist,Battalion/DAP,
Kingsway Camp, ‘ »
Delhi Jeeesee s Respondents

By Advocate Shri O,N.Trishal with departmental
representative Shri Krishan Chander, .
| eeesseses ReSPODdentsd

By Hon'ble Mrd S &A_d_:j._a__e_,__m_e_mber (A)

| In this application, Shri Karan Singh,
Constable (Driver) Delhi P%:;lice has impugned the
respondents' Memo dated 184,90 {Annexure=A7)
infor&xiﬁg him that he cannot be promoted without .
paséing the prescribed Trade Test and interview, and
has prayed for his promotion as Assistant Sub-Inspector

2, Admittedly, the applicant was appointed. as
a Constable (Driver) in the Delhi Police on 1/8/72
and was confimed on that post in 1976, On 13%,76,

while driving a Govt;vehicle on duty, he met with a
seious accident resulting in griévims injuries
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and 40% permarent disabilitysd He remained on medical
leave till 27§1,78 and upon his return from leave,

was assigned light duties in the Motor Transport
Workshop as he was not in a position to drive 5 .. . I
vehicle, It is also admitted that the applicant did
appe ar in the test for promotion as Head Constable
(Driver), along with others in Marchy1989, but

could not qualify in trade test and interview

for promotion as prescribed under Rules and hence

could not be promoted/

3. We have heard applicant's counsel Shri Dhawan
and respordents! counsel Shri Trishal and we have
also perused the materials on recordy Shri Trishal
stated very fairly and justly that the respondents
were themselves prepared to promote tha pplicant

to the next level igey Head GConStable if the

rules permitt-ed, but the rules could not be relsxed
for a single individual, We agree with this statement,
We ourselves have gone carefully through the
provisions of the Delhi Police ( Appointment &
ﬁecruitnrent) Rules as well as the Delhi Police
(Promotion & Confirmatiom) Rules, but upon our making
queries from the applicant who was present in court
during hearing, it came +to our notice that not only
was he overaged, but he was a non-matric ard also did
not possessiany technical skills which could facilitate
his consideration under any of these sets of rulesy/
Applicant's counsel Shri Dhawan was also unable

to cite any rule or instruction on the basis

of which a direction could be issuyed to the
respondents to relax the promotion rules in respect
of the applicant in view of his physical disability
Shri Dhawan 1o doubt cited a Delhi High Court Ruling
in Hoshiar Singh Vs, Management of Delhi Trarsport

Corporation & others=1994 II ADR(Delhi)ll2, but
%
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inlthat case vwhere the petitionmer was declared

unfit for employment on account of a medical report ,
a direction was issued tothe respondents to prepare

a time bound scheme for offering alternative employment,
and if in the :petitioner’s case that was not possible,
to consider payment of compensation to himd Hoshiar
Singh's case( Suprﬂ haé no bearing on the facts

of the pr\esent case, because what the applicant

is seaking in the present O,A., is not alternastive

employment but promotion,:

4, In the result, we find ourselves unable to
grant the relief prayed for by the applicantd This

application is dismissed.“? No costs,
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