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S«nt08h Singh •••Applicant

Versus

Union of India £> Ors. •••Respondents

Red<^ •••Applicant

Versus

Union o f Indi a 6 Anc^ • • • Reapondents

OfAtMOtl66V?l

B^C. Reddish •••Applicant

Versus

Union of India •••Respondents

0>A^Mo. 1966/91

Rajbir Singh 6 Others •••Applicant

Versus

Union of India & Ors. •••Respondents

0^A.No.247i/9|

Ram Kumar S%#arai •••Applicant

Versus

Vnlon of India &Or». ...Baspondrnts

O.A.«o-4tt/y;},

».*-«d«r Singh ..^llcant

Versus

onion of India sows.. ...UMponOmtM

O.AJ»o.7Sg/Bi

indar. Singh «• Othar. ...Applicant
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Onion of India SAop.. .. .».,pond«.t.
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Py Oth»r> ...AfipUcant

V«rcus

Onion of ln<Sin Sdtos* .••»o«pondont»

»•£• aingh ...Applicant
Vttraixs

union of ...Ro«>on<l«nta

THE K)N*B146 MR. P.R- KARSHA# VICB-CWORMftNlJ) •
m H;)N*BLS MR. B.H. DHDOTDIYAL, MEJBERCA) .

A^ollcanta thxou^ Shd
Bov il* Gbnnaol*

!^!c!aJ^CbS^l »r.rt»r. fcansri.

/nmriM^T (ORAL)

t iteB'toX. nr. PJC. Karth..
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OiyanisaUona (CPOs) consisting of C.A.P,F.«

and C«I«S«F« They wars doputsd to ths

DeXh^ Polios on vazious datss and the dsputation

has been sxtsndsd fxon tins to time. Ths is^ndsnts

havs psmansnUy abaozbsd dbout 400 such parsons

but they have decided to repatriate about lOO persons

to their parent departnirits. ' 19)4 4>plicants before us

belong to the category of those wto have be«(i ordered

^ to be r^atriated to their parent departments. By

virtue of the interim orders passed by the Tribunal#

they are# however# cont-'uxilng with the Delhi Police

in their present pos a,

>• *h« «pplicant8 belong to the category of

Q>natableVHead tonstables. itrle 9 of the Delhi

^ Police (Appointment and Recruitment) Rules# 1980

prescribes matrlq/higher secondary# 10th or iaf2
\

as the minimrm educational standard for the porpoee

of recruitment/appointment of Police oonstAles,

**14 17 6f the Delhi Police (General ObndiUons of

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

Q>«ratssioner of Police# Delhi may sanction permanent
absorpUon in Delhi PoUce of tpper end lower

sebofdittjitei Inspectors frofli other States/Union

Gbntd...6.
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Territories end C«itcel Police Organisations# elth

their consent and tith the coneurronce of the head

of the Police force of the Stato^nion Terrltoxsr

or the Central Police Organisations etc.

4. The case of the applicants is that the

respondents did not oonsider their case for

^soiption in the Delhi Police in accordance eitb the

policy decision contained in their letter dated

Xi.7»i990 Healing elth the pemanent absorption of

GOnstobles free CPOs to .Delhi Police. According to

the said <ilieci8ion# all constablss of the CPOs

have cosplsted teo years of daputation period and

ido are below 40 years of age and possess natdc or

^ee educational guallfication are eligible for

d>sorption. in such cases, the persons concerned

are to be heard In person and their suitabiUty ^

steold be assessed after scrutinising their service

records.

5, Ths grievance of the applicants is that

the poliv decision was not i^leesnted fairly and

that this had resulted in aitoitrariness and

for the Arflttrd tliaf decision toflceo
Oontd...7.
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by the re^ndtnte to abaotb or not to abaozb the

deputation!sts was on the basis of the reoords

available %dth them and that there was no arbitrariness

or discrimination in the action taXen by then*

6. According to the admitted facts

of the case# , those %iho have passed aiatriculation

otherwise
SKandnation and above and are/eligible are to be

oonsidered for absorption in accordance with Rale

17 snntioned above as also the policy decision

contained in the letter dated 11-7-1990 Ai^ther

Bamch of this Tribunal ^s dl^poMd of a batch of

applications by judgment dated 2-6.1992 in 0*A,IIo.525/92

Obhd. Safi «t Ora Vs. Delhi Adninistretloa«|( Ors.)

and connected matters. in the operative pa rt of the

judgment# the Tribunal has upheld the decision of

the respondents to repatidate sudh of t)x>se who did

not possess the matrloilation or equivalent qualification
i

to their parent departments. At the same time, the

Trlbxmal directed the respondents in-ao-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 siqpport of their

case that th^ possess the requi8it:e educational

qualification. In that event# the respondents were

%
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dlr«ctad to •xanino their caaes for ahaorption and

if they are found ali^ihie and fit for rt>aoiption#

a daciaion in that behalf at»uid be taken within

four webka after the recript of the repreaentationa.

The Txlbunal/dif^ted/*^tiflf enfeh repreaentationa
ware decided* the aeven applicanta ahall not be

iepatriated to thai r parent departments. Bariiog

the case of seven appUcanta* the applications filed

Ly the others ware diamioaed and the interim ordcn
•* ^ w

ih their ©Mea#

aimllarly

^tuat^J After hearing ho^ i^dea* we are of the

O^^on that similar directions should be issued to

the respondents in this., batci» hf applications
before ua. Accordingly, we i«>hold the decision of

1d»e reapohdents to r^atrlate of those *d*> ^
not posaeaa the matriculation or eguiealent or higher
^alificatioii or whose absorption does not have the
consent of their parent departments. Subject to
^t la stated ii)ove. the plications before us

are dliposed of lAth the following orders and
diraetiona f* '

11) «|>tM«ot«tlon8
aontd..«9«



to tho ro»pondint» idthln throo woeks fi»« tho

date of t«»ipt of thle Order together idth the

d>cu»»ite>hl<A> eey eubetantiate their claim^that

ther possess watcLcolation or equivalent or higher
*

qualification;

(ii> In case the applicants make such

representation* the respondtfits. fhall consider the

•oee and if the applicants pofj^s the reqpU.8ite

qualifications prescribed under the Ih&les and if

they are otheruise foxmd eligib^ in all rejects

for ebsoxption as on the date. ©€ the passing of the

iapugned order of repatriation to their parent dqpart-

SNsnts* the re^)ondants shadl pass eppxDpriate orders

uLthin four ueidcs after the reeeipbof the represwita-

Uons;

(ill) ; nil sppboptiste orders are passed on such

representations* t^ rsaponden^ are restrained from

repatliating ti)e applicants i t^r parent depart.

nests* l%»e inteidn,orders ^rea<!^ passed idll

.oontipue tili then.

3 There «dll be f»o order es to costs.

..,^Let: e. copy of this Order be pieced in ell
/ceseoc^

^ th^filea end a copy be given to both parties

...J,

W|\ v-

iAsK^DHDOHDZyAld (PJC. KARTiSO
MBNBSR (a) VICl CHURMOKJ)


