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New Delhi: this the 2% November,1997.

HON *BLE MR, Se Re ADIGE, VICE CHAIA AN (A)
HON*BLE DR. A.VEDAVALLI,MEMBER(J)

Nihal Singh,
/o shri Deva Singh,

R/lo 76=C, Sector IV,
Pushpa Whar,

New Delhi=17.

Baployed as
Ingpector in the

Bureau of Police Research and Dewelopment,

Ministry of Home Affairs,

Go vte of India,

Block XI, CGD Complex,

Lodhi R ad,

New Delhi eoee R)plicﬂto

(By Adwcate: shri 8,8, Rawal)

Ve raus

Union of India
through
Secre tary,

Ministry of Home Affiars,
Govt, of India,North Block, Neu Delhi.
2, Director-General,
Bureau of Polica Research &Deswelopment,

3. shri NP, Gtmta,
asstt, Diractor (CC)
Bureau of Police Research and Davalopnmt.

4, Shri Kalu Ram,
Sub- -~Inspector,
Bureau of Police Research and Davelopment,
All under ninistry of Home affairs,

Govt. of India, Block XI, CQD0 omplex, New Delhi,

I RN RGSpondﬂtOo‘
( By adwecate: Shri S.M,arif )
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JUDGMEN T
BY HON'BLE MR, S, R, ADIGE, VICE cHaIman(a)

Applicent seeks coun ting of his

fiwe years' adioc continuous servics as
Inspector Police, BPRD from 9,11.84 (Anne xure=33)
till 19,1,90 (Annexure=4S) for consideration

for promo tion a3 gy, Superin tenden t.

2. Adnittadly as per relevant Recruitment
Rules notified on 24.2.76 (Annexure=R=2) which
have the protsction of article 309 of the
Gnstitution, 5 years continuous requl ar serwvice
is an essential requirement, and as achoe
service camnot legally be construed to mean
regul ar serwvics, respondents have rightly
rejected gpplicant's Prayere Reliance has

beesn pl acad on the Class I Enginesring
Officers' 1990 (2) sLI sc 40 byt in viey

of the purely adhoe nature of gplicant’s
sppointment gas Inspector on 9411,84 that ruling
has no relevance to the facts and circumstances

of this particular Cases

3. Nor indead is the alleged effort to
promote Respondent No;}hs Inspector on requl ar
basis relevant , Tho,;f;::ts regarding the

promo tion of Respondent No«4 are not before us .
but even if plicant's allegation regarding
Respondent No.4's promo tion as Inspector on
regul ar basis be trus, :n‘;,‘zi‘:rogul arity cannot

Justify o ther,

4, The OA is dismissed. No costs,
A’Vf—lw /)’\ A ?;
( NR.A.VEDAVALLI ) ( s.rR.aDIGE
MEMBER(I) VICE CHAIRMAN(a),

/ue/f



