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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
PRINCIPAL BEt.JCH 

O.A. N0.2735 Gf 200~ 

New D~lh1, th1~ tha 9th dat of Apr1l 2G03 

HOW BLE SHRI ,JUSTICE V. S. AGGARI~AL, CHAIRMAN 
HON'BLE SHRI S.K. MALHOTRA, MEMBER (A) 

N. G1n S1an L1an LDC 
Dcn::-~rdarshar.l CPC 
As1ad V1llag~ CompleA, 
N;;w Del h -,- <-13 • 

(Bi Ad~ocate : Shr1 S.C. sa~a~a) 

1. Un1on of Ind1a 
Through Secretary 
M1n1stry of P~rsonnal 
Public Grievances and Pens1on 
North Block, N;;w Oelh1. 

n-,al rman 
Staff Select10n CommiSSion 
BlGck No.12t 
Kendr1ya Karyalay Par1sar, 
Lodh1 Road, N;;w Delh1. 

01 re.:-.tor General 
Prasar Bharat1, Ooordarshan, 
Mandl Hous~. Cooparn1cous Marg, 
r•ew Del h1. 

(By Advocate : Shr1 S.Mohd. Arlf) 

ORDER (ORAL) 

BY SHRI JUSTICE V.S. AGGARWAL. CHAIRMAN 

. .. . Appl1cant 

. ... Respondents 

By ~1rtue of the pres~nt appl1cat1on, the 

appl1cant se~ks quashing of the order passed by the 

Staff Selection Comm1sslon, New Delhl, dated 1.10.2002 

and ft~rth~r tG dlr6ct that nG act10n should be tahen 

aga1nst the applicant 1n pursuance of the latter of 

1.10.2002 1n controversy before us. 

z. The applicant had taken the test conducted by 

the Staff Selection comm1ss1on for the post of Lower 

DIVISion Cl~r-k. A complaint was recs1ved about the 

alleged 1mpersonat1on by the applicant. A prsl1m1nary 
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1 nqu1 r-y rrad been 1n1t1ated 1n the Staff Select1on 

commlsslon to look 1nto the suspected 1mparsonat1on 

allegedly adopted by the appl1cant 1n the type-wr1t1ng 

test c.Gr,d uc. ted . The appl1cant's spec1msn 

handrlrlt1ng and s1gnatures riers obta1ned from the 

off1cs of the appl1cant and h1s doss1er has also been 

callad. Ths records, a~ r~ferr6d above, wh1ch were 1n 

qu~st.lc,n, ~ars ;;ent to the Government Exam1r.sr fur 

r·eport rscs1ved was that the spec1men handwr1t1ng and 

s1gnatures as obta1nsd earlier from the applicant d1d 

not tall 7 w1th the handwr1t1ng or s1gnature on the 

A show-cause not1ce had been ser~sd on 

the appl1cant. The appl1cant repl1ed to the same and 

1n pursuance thereto the 1mpugned order referred to 

abo~e was passed, wh1ch reads as under:-

".:, :Oh;-, N. Gn-, SaH\ L1an was 9lv'er, ar. 
opportun1ty t0 Sho~ ~&u;;e as to why penal 
aLtlon should not b~ tahan agarnst h1m for 
the malpract1cs and m1sconduct on h1s part 
1n a;; ffiliCh as h~ had procu~~d 1mpersonat1on 
at s~1ll test stage of the s::;c·s 
EAamlnat.rcJn, H-1s feply t.c-1 tha show c.ause, 
not1cs has been rece1ved throtlgh hls off1ce 
~nd has he~n cons1d~rad 1n the comm1ssran. 
H1s reply to th6 show causa not1ce has nnt 
b~~n found ;;at1sfactory. The c0mm133~on 
thsr-6fors tr·sat8 th~ op1~1on 0f th6 
Gov6rnment E~am1nsr of Ouest1on6d 
D("~cuments, Sh 1m l a as f 1 na 1 p roc1f c~f 

m15match of s1gnatures b1 cand1date 1n 
~ar1cu~ d0cumant3. The alleged 
1mperso~at1an 18 therefore con8ldersd to ba 
i=tiGV6d ~ 

5. In Vl~W of tha abo~e c1rcumstanc6s, th~ 
Commlsslon her-et>t cancels the C.nrrd1daturs 
of Shrl N.G1n Sa1n L1an b~ar1ng Roll 
r~o.1216235 for th~ Clarhs Grade 
E.,annrratlon, 
313 r-1 ousr-.ess 
a l5c, debars 
6Aarr.-. nat. 1 or.3 

1897. cons1der1ng the 
of the offance, tha Comml~El0n 

h11rr 11 fs long for all future 
-+ rr-r< •• 
\__JI 0-QI._, 1 
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fCJr a.pp 11 c. ant 

assa1l1ng the 1mpug~ed order lJrge~ : 

had bean suppl1ad; Cbl no personal hear1ng had been 

accorded and (cl the appl1cant cannot be debarred for 

l1fe long from tah1ng test. 

4. Learned counsel for the respondents had dra#n 

our att~nt10n to the fact that und~r th6 sch6me of the 

permanentl) from tak1ng test bj the 

CommlSSlon and further that the show-cause had been 

g1~en and replj cons1dered the 

1mpugned order 1s JUStlfled. 

s. In the fact~ 0f ths present case, an peru~al 

of the record, we f1nd that the content1on of the 

appl1cant on the techn1cal aspect, the arguments (a) 

and (b) ato~e, the same should be allowed. 

6. Reason~ ar~ obv1ous and not far to fstch.Thls 

1~ ob~~GU3 that 1n pursuance to ths show-cause not1ce, 

ths r6sp0ndents had n0t ~upp11&d the copy of the 

dc.ctm.ent.s referred to 1r. the compla1nt or the op1ro1c.o-, 

of the hand-wr1t1ng e~pert. It 18 also adm1tted that 

psr~0nal h6ar~ng had not been g1~en to the appl~cant. 

7. The pos1t1on 1n law 1s wall settled that 

whenever such a case 1s contemplated, rules of natural 
'Y0"-"1.-, 

J U8t 1 c.B, wh 1 c~-~ hav a made d~~j:, 1 n-~s 1 r.t~~ C1l,r 

fa1r opportunlti wh1ch has to be reasonable keep1r.g lfi 



~1ew the ends of JUStlce. In the case of Board of 

~1gh School & Intermed1ate Educat1on. U.P. Allahabad 

vs. Ghanshyam Das Gupta and others, SUPREME COURT 

REPORTS { 1 962) 3UPP. 36, some of the s1milar 

arguments as advanced 1n the present case hav~ been 

argued befor-e tile Supreme Court. The Suprem;; Court 

held that keep1ng 1n v1;;w the nature of the order 

debarring a cand1date, 1n fa1rness, an oppor-tunlty of 

be1ng heard should be g1ven. The f1nd1ngs af th6 

Soprem~ Court read6 a~ under:-

"we tt-,LJS 3eE- t~-~at t.h~ Comm1 ttes can 
only carry out 1ts dut1ee under r.1 (1) by 
Judging the mater1als, placed before 1t. It 
1e true that there 1s no l1s 1n the present 
Las~, 1~ the sense that th~re are not two 
contest1ng part1es before the Comm1ttee and 
the eham1ne~; at th~ sam6 t1m~ c0ns1der1ng 
that mater1als hlll have to be placed before 
the comm1ttee to enable 1t to dec1de whether 
action should e ta~en under r. 1 (1), 1t 
~aems to us ofilY fa1r thAt the ~~am1nea 
aga-,nst. whc.m the Comrr.1ttee "' proceed1ng 
should also be hear-d. The effect of the 
d~Gl810n of the ~omm1tt6e may 1n an 6~treme 
casa blast the cara~r Gf a }oung student for 
l1f~ a~d 1n any ca6e w111 put a s6rlGU6 
~t 1 ;;~ri1a u11 the e.-..am1 n66 (.c-~nc.arned wh1 ch may 
damage h1m 1n later l1fe." 

What 1s the po~1t1on here7 The applicant had 

not been pr-ovided the copy of the compla1nt and the 

But 1n all fa1rness, the appl1cant 

would be well armed to answer the same only 1f the 

lmportaGt documant~ rel1ed upon by ths CommlSSlon are 

suppl1ed to the appl1cant. In add1t1on to that the 

appl1cant was ~at h~ard. 
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9. Tah1ng ~toch of the sa1d facts and the 

d8sl dend1 of the dec1s1on of the Supreme C011rt 1n 

Ghanshyam Das Gupta's case (supra), we are of the 

cons1der8d op1n1on that the 1mpugned order cannot 

stand SCIUtlny. It should necessar1ly be quashed. 

1 0. all ow the preso.nt 

appl1cat1on and the 1mpugned order dated 1.10.2002 18 

quasho;d. The ro;spondents would be at l1berty to 

proceed from the stage of show-cause not1ce and take 

appropr1ate act1on as deemed f1t, 1n vlew of what has 

been stated above. 

(S~ 
Member (A) 

/ravl/ 

A~~ 
(V.S. Aggarwal) 

Cha1rman 


