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^^spondents have not ab that the
Fi "Absorbed him in rk^tnaer Pnmt Bureau (epb of

-t considered him for t —^uently
post of Director (ppg)



he has the necessary training and eyperlencW
and has also -orKed as ACPCFPB) right fro^ the date
«nenthe Bureau was a Unit of Delhi Police fro™ ,987.
in pursuance of the notification for recruitment to
the post of ACP(FPB) in the Delhi Police after the
promulgation of the rules for this purpose,
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 recuislte gualifIcatlons for the post. He was

for his work. Despite hiseven sent dDroaa i ur

willingness to join as ACPIFPB) in the regular post,
he wai not 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, claims that he should have been appointed
to the said post.

2. The respondents submit 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 19.8.80 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, however, aver that the case of

the applicant for promotion to the post of ACP(FPB) in

the Delhi Police was considered by the Administration

but was rejected on the ground that he belongs to



the post of ACP(FPB) W an/.arirp. Whereas tneexecutive caclr pnies
-•(-c. Recruitment Rules.

ex-cadre post having separ -
• of this. the respondents maintaView of this. H not in consonance

.. .t's claim is baseless and is no. iapplicant so

. peorultment Rules. They also deny
\ nas „ot been adsorbed in the FPB and only

his services wer
when required.

-..ma Hrawina as ana wiu-"

the reauisite conditions
aver that he does not

-• „ They also maintain that merely•fnr oromotion. tn y , . __^
u -f-t-iric his representation^,.ne applicant has been su mt. ^ ^^^^^

there is no good ground that he
ACP(FPF).

3 we have heard the learned counsel for the
pertles and perused the record. The short point m
this application is whether the applicant has avests
tight for consideration for the post of ACPCFPB,.

It IS an admitted position that the applicant
has successfully undergone training mfingei print
work and has also been posted to the Crime Branch In
the FPB section and his services were utilised for
training on the FPB and plan drawing. The applicant
seems to have done five years service In the FPB. The
Recruitment Rules for the post of ACP(FPB) were
notified by the respondents by notification dated
28.A.87 (Annexure R-2) according to which this post
was to be filled either by promotion or falling which
by transfer on deputation and for the purpose of



,t is stipulated that Inspectors with threepromotion it is stipui

,ears regular service in the .rade in Oelhi .oUce
(Finger Print Bureau) are eligible and for tr

• that officer undera+- let nrovided xinau ^deputation it U P i„eludlng
central/State Govts./Union Terrltori
Police Force holding analogous posts on a
basis or «lth three years regular service '
bhe scale of Ps.b5»-9,« or eauivalent, or of Poll
Forces with three years regular service in^
should also be considered. From this, it aPP® '̂® •
bhat the ACP(FPB) is not a part of the executive cadre
of the oelhl police, but a separate post outside thi.
cadre for which specific Recruitment Rules are
provided. There is no averment in the application

h- h«<^ ever been appointed asthat the applicant has ever
T On the other hand,Inspector of FPB on regular baois.

cnh Tn<;nector in the executive
the applicant was a Sub-Inspector

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
FPB 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



in the
. FPB forfeltina.

promotion in respondents in
th<? action of

promotion or dy

jje faulted. /

,oel for the applican^^ strongly5^ The lear"® ecu,-, BherdwaJ and
.ones on a «e have gone

- „; °n that case, fto^ the facts
through the gudgera

X. in that case, -l"-
and circumstances ^n<;^dered fon

. that case were not consideredapplicants m ^ the FPB as they
as Sub-lnspsctor in the FPBregularis educational qualifications an

needed relaxa i .tncumstanoes of the
after considering , „f service they,

. of their long years of servl
case and m vKar the <^tate

, ,t the FPB and the expenditure that the
had put in tne rr

a their undergoing training, it

........ ""
and this deficiency was made gooin science and tni.. • ^ •x.

L^hrrn in FPB for long and .it was,joining and working i . h
<;hoald be deemed

^ hPld that the applicants sncuiatherefore, heio cnau „ ^ x.h«

to have been absorbed as Sub-Inspectors. But
facts and olrcu.stanoes of that case are not relevan

i- neither asked for permanenthere. The applicant has neitner
hn<. been ^ • permanently absorbed. Onabsorption nor has been

*i
Wi



promotion ai^
hand he has receivea pthe other hand,

^ ^ hat at the same time,
in executive ca r , ex-cadre

. „ the post of ACP(FPB) which ISclaim on tne p

post.

ijo <^ee no merit in
. in the U9ht of the above. • .

tnembBr(A)(Dr A. Vedayalii)
Ptembsr (3 )


