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Significance 
The Union Public Service Commission clarified that states delaying proposals for appointing 
Director General of Police must seek approval from the Supreme Court of India. This 
reinforces the police reform guidelines from Prakash Singh vs Union of India, promoting 
transparency, timely appointments, and reducing political interference in police leadership 
across Indian states. 

 

UPSC's New Rule: SC Nod Must for Delay in Choosing State DGPs – A Boost to Police 

Autonomy & Transparency 

• The Union Public Service Commission (UPSC) has revised the rules for the empanelment 
of the Director-General of Police (DGP) and Head of Police Force (HoPF) in states, 
mandating that any delay in the process will not be condoned without the Supreme 
Court's approval.  

• This change, announced in early March 2026, aims to prevent states from manipulating 
the appointment process by delaying submissions, which has often allowed governments to 
appoint favoured officers on an ad hoc basis. The rule requires states to submit proposals 
for shortlisting the top three DCPs at least three months before the incumbent's retirement.  

• If delayed, UPSC will not proceed unless the Supreme Court intervenes. This move is 
seen as a significant step to ensure transparency, merit, and adherence to the Supreme 
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Court's directives in the Prakash Singh case (2006), which called for insulating police 
appointments from political interference. 

Key Details of the Revised Rule 

• The revised guidelines stipulate that the Empanelment Committee Meeting in Violation of 
Supreme Court Orders will not be held without the apex court's permission. States must 
submit a list of eligible officers (with vigilance clearance) three months prior to the 
incumbent DGP's retirement.  

• The UPSC, in consultation with the state government, shortlists three candidates based on 
seniority, service record, and integrity. If the state fails to send the proposal on time, 
UPSC will not convene the committee without SC clearance.  

• The rule empowers the UPSC to reject incomplete or delayed proposals, aiming to curb 
the practice of extending the tenure of favoured DGPs or appointing acting DGPs. States 
like Tamil Nadu, Punjab, and Haryana have been cited for past violations, where delays 
led to politically motivated appointments. 

• The Supreme Court, in its 2006 Prakash Singh judgment, had directed states to select 
DGPs from a panel of three officers shortlisted by UPSC based on length of service, good 
record, and range of experience.  

• However, many states have circumvented this by delaying the process or appointing junior 
officers on interim basis. The new rule is a direct response to such irregularities and 
reinforces the SC's mandate for a transparent, apolitical police leadership selection. 

Background: The Prakash Singh Case & Police Reforms 

• The landmark Prakash Singh v. Union of India case (2006) arose from a PIL seeking 
reforms to insulate the police from political control. The Supreme Court issued seven 
directives, including the establishment of State Security Commissions, fixed two-year tenure 
for DGPs, and selection from a UPSC-empanelled list.  

• Despite the ruling, implementation has been uneven, with states often delaying 
empanelment to appoint loyalists. In 2018, the SC modified the rules to allow extensions 
only in "extraordinary circumstances" with court approval.  
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• The UPSC's 2026 revision builds on this, making delays non-condonable without SC nod, 
to prevent arbitrary extensions and ensure merit-based appointments. This is part of 
broader police reforms under the Modernisation of Police Forces scheme and the Indian 
Police Service (Cadre) Rules. 

Implications 

• The rule strengthens police autonomy by reducing political interference in DGP 
appointments, ensuring that only officers with impeccable records and seniority are 
selected. For states, it imposes discipline, as delays could lead to administrative crises or 
court interventions.  

• Politically, it curbs the practice of "loyalist DGPs," which has been criticised for 
compromising law enforcement impartiality, especially during elections or communal 
tensions. Economically, transparent police leadership can improve investor confidence by 
ensuring better law and order.  

• However, challenges remain: states may still manipulate vigilance clearances or file 
frivolous petitions to delay, straining SC's resources. Overall, it advances the Prakash 
Singh reforms, promoting a more professional and independent police force. 

• For India, this is crucial in addressing chronic issues like police politicisation, which 
undermines public trust and rule of law. The rule aligns with the government's push for 
good governance and could set a precedent for similar reforms in other cadre services. 

UPSC CSE & State PCS Relevance 

Prelims 

• Prakash Singh Case (2006) – 7 directives for police reforms. 

• Article 311 (protection against dismissal). 

• UPSC's role in IPS empanelment. 

• Related: State Security Commission, DGP tenure (2 years fixed). 

GS-2 (Polity & Governance) 



 

16 March 2026   www.onlycompetition.com     Daily CURRENT Article/Editorial 

4
 

• Police reforms & Prakash Singh directives. 

• Centre-State relations in cadre management. 

• Judicial activism in administrative reforms. 

GS-2 (Social Justice) 

• Impact on impartial law enforcement for marginalised groups. 

GS-3 (Internal Security) 

• Insulating police from political control. 

• Role in maintaining public order. 

Essay / Interview 

• “Police reforms in India: From Prakash Singh to UPSC's new rules – A step towards 
professionalisation?” 

• “How does political interference in DGP appointments undermine democracy?” 

MCQs  

1. The UPSC's revised rule on state DGP empanelment (March 2026) mandates SC approval 
for: 

(a) All appointments (b) Delays in the process (c) Tenure extensions (d) Vigilance clearances 

Answer: (b) 

2. The Prakash Singh case (2006) was a landmark judgment related to: 

(a) Reservation in promotions (b) Police reforms (c) Judicial appointments (d) Electoral bonds 

Answer: (b) 

3. As per Prakash Singh directives, the minimum tenure for a state DGP is: 

(a) 1 year (b) 2 years (c) 3 years (d) 5 years 
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Answer: (b) 

4. The Empanelment Committee for DGP selection is chaired by: 

(a) Chief Minister (b) UPSC Chairman (c) Home Minister (d) Governor 

Answer: (b) 

Mains Questions 

1. “The UPSC's new rule on state DGP appointments is a welcome step to depoliticise police 
leadership.” Critically examine the rule in the context of Prakash Singh directives and its 
implications for Centre-State relations. (15 marks / 250 words) 

2. Discuss the role of the Supreme Court in police reforms in India. How does the 2026 
UPSC rule align with judicial mandates? (10 marks / 150 words) 

3. “Political interference in police appointments undermines the rule of law and public trust.” 
In light of recent UPSC revisions, analyse the statement and suggest measures to strengthen 
police autonomy. (15 marks / 250 words) 

4. Essay (250 marks) “Police Reforms in India: The Long Road from Prakash Singh to 
Depoliticised Leadership – Challenges and Prospects.” 

 


