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Shri k. Muthukumar,M(A) . :

The applicant is aggrieverd that the

Fespondents have not absorbedlhim in the Cadre of

Finger Print Bureay (FPB for short) and
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although he has the necessary training and experienc
and has also worked as ACP(FPB) right from the date
when the Bureau was a Unit of Delhi Police from 1987.
In pursuaﬁoe of the notification for recruitment To
the post of ACP(FPB) in the Delhi police after the
promulgation of the rules for this purpose, the
applicant offered himself as a candidate in view . OF
his five years service as Inspector in the FPB. . In
view of this, the applicant submits that he has all
.the requisite gualifications for the post. He was
even sent abroad for his work. Despite his
willingness to join as ACP(FPR) in the regular post,
he was hot considered whereas the respondents have
considered the candidature of two other officials. He
submits that he was the only Inspector in the FPB with
three years regular service in the cadre.  and,
therefore, alaims that he should have been appointed
to,the sald post. A y
& The respondents éubmit that the applicant was
sub-Inspector (Executive) and he was promoted to
officiate as an Inspector (Executive) from June 1984
with pro-forma promotion from 19.8.88 as per rules and
his services were utilised in the FPB due to
non-availability of expert officers in the grade of
FPB., The respondents, thever, aver that the case of
the applicant for promotion to the post of ACP(FPB) 1in

the Delhi Police was considered by the Administration

but was rejected on the ground that he belongs to
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executive cadre whereas the post of AGP (FPB) an
ex—~cadre post having separate Recruitment Rules. In
view of this, the respondents ~ maintaln that the

applicant'$ claim is baseless and is not in consonance
with the recruitment Rules. They also deny that the
applicant has not been absorbed in the FPB and only
his services were utilised for finger print work,
planning and drawing &% and when required. They also
aver that he does not fulfil the reguisite conditions
for promotion. They also maintaln that merely because
the applicant has been submitting his representations,
there is noO good ground that he should be absorbed as

ACP(FPF).

S we have heard the learned counsel for the
parties and perused the record. The short point in
this application is whether the~applicant has @ vested

right for consideration for the post of ACP(FPB).

4, it i% an admitted position that the applicaﬁt
has successfully undergone training in finger print
work and has also peen posted to the Crime Branch in
the FPB section and his services were utilised for
training on the FPR and plan drawing. The applicant
seems to have done five years service in the FPB. The
Recruitment Rules for the post of ACP(FPR) were
notified by the respondents by notification dated
70.4.87 (Annexure R-2) according to which this post

was to be filled either by promotion or failing which

by transfer on deputation and for the purpose of
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promotion it 1% stipulated that Inspectors with three
years regular service .in the grade 1in Delhi Police
(Finger Print Rureau) are eligible and for transfer on
deputation it s provided that officer under
central/State Govts. /union Territories including
pplice Force holding analogous posts on @ regular
basis or with three years regular service 1in posts in
the scale of Rs, 550-980 orF equivalent, or of Police
Forces with rthree years regular service 1in the grade
should also be considered. From this, it appears
that the ACP(FPB) is not a part of the axecutive cadre
of the Delhl pPolice, but a separate post outside this
cadre for which specific Recruitment Rules are
provided. There 1s NO averment in the application
that the applicant has ever bheen appointed as
Inspector of FPB on regular basis. On the other hand,
the applicant was @& sub-Inspector in the executive
cadre of the Delhi Police and also received his
promotion as Inspector within the executive cadre. It
is possible that the applicant had been working in the
FPR from June 1984, but he was not formally appointed
to the regular cadre post of Inspector in the FPB.
Besides, he was also promoted as ACP in his own cadre
by the respondents vide notification in October 1994,
In the circumstances, the applicant has no claim on
the post of ACP(FPB). No doubt, he will be eligible
for consideration as ACP on deputation to the FPB, but

the fact remains that the applicant cannot claim

o
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promotion in the FPB forfeiting. In the

circumstances, the action of the respondents in

considering other suitable candidates ~either by

or by transfer on deputation hasis, cannot

promotion

be faulted. .@’MJ
’

5. The 1earnéd counsel for the applicant strongly

relies on @& judgment in randhir Singh ghardwaj and
Anr. Vs Delhi Admn. & Ors (OA.353/90). we have gone
through the judgement in that case. From the facts

C* and circumstances in that case, it is seen that the

applicants in that case were not considered for
regulariéation as Sub~1n$pector in the FPB as they
needed relaxation of educational qualifications and
after considering the facts and circumstances of the
case and in view of their long years of service they,
had'put in the FPB and the expenditure that the-State
had jpourred in thelr undergoing training, it was felt

that they had the requisite technical qualifioati@ns

except that they had pachelor s degree 1in Arts and not

1? : in Science and this deficiency was made good after
joining and working in FpB  for londg and it was,
therefore, held that the applicants should be deemed
to have been absorbedv as SubFInspectors. But the
facts and circumsténées‘of that case are not relevant
here. The applicant has neither asked for permanent

___ absorption nor has been " permanently absorbed. On
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Y dismissed; NO

and it is accordingl
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