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PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI

OA 176A/98
with

OA 162A/98
OA 1A8A/B>9.
OA 69/99
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New Delhi this the 19th day of August^ 1999

HON'BLE MR. S.R.ADIGE, VICE CHAIRMAN(A)
HONBLE MR. KULDIP SINGH.MEMBER (J)

HA 176A/98

Jag jit Sin ah
S/o Shri Mahender Singh
R/o Gali No.10, H.No.A, Bengali Colony. Sant Nagar.
Burari,
Deelhi, ..Applicant

By Advocate Shri Shanker Raju.

Versus

1 . Union of India through its Secretary,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
North Block,
New Delhi.

2. Dy. Commissioner of Police,
Provincing 4 Lines,
5, Rajpur Raod,
Delkii. .... Respondent'

By Advocate Shri S.K. Gupta proxy for Shri B.S. Gupta.

OA !b2A/98

Dharmender Yadav

t/o Shri Jai Lai Vadav

R/o Village Kapashera,
New Delhi. ,..Applicant

(By Advocate: Shri S.K. Oass)

^''er sus

1 . Union of India through its Secretary,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
North Block,
New Delhi.

2. Dy. Commissioner of Police,
Provincing & Lines,
5, Rajpur Raod.
Delhi. ....Respondents

By Advocate Shri Amresh Mathur.
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OA IA84/99

S h f "i M u k e s h K Li ni a f

S/o Shri Dull Chand
R / o H. M o. 2 8 7, V i 11 a g e S,. P, 0. S u r hi e d a,
New Del hi-A3,

By .Advocate Shri .Ajesh Lutfira.

Ve 1" sus

1  , U n i o rt Q f I n d i a t ti r o u. g I i i t s S e c r e t a r y,
M i ri i s 11 ■ y o f f I o in s .A f' f a i r s,
Nortt'i Block,

New Dellii,

2 . The C o rn i n i s s i o n e i" o f P o 1 i c e
Police Headgijar ters,

M, S, 0, B u i 1 d i ri g,
. P., Estate, New Dellii,

3, Dy , Cofninissione!" of Police,
P r o V i n c i. n g ?! L i n e s ,

Delh i Pol ice,

De 1. fi i ,

By ̂ "dvocater. None,

,Applicant

Respon den tL

OA 69/99

■S h I" i R a V i n d e r S i. "t g h
S/o Shri Devi Ram
R / o V i 11 a g e 8i F' , 0, T i g a o !i
D i s t r i c t Far i d a b a d,
Har yana,

By .Advocate Stiri .Ajesh Luthra,

Ver SUL

,  , . , , A.pplican t

U n i o n of I ri d i a t h!" o u g its S e c r e t a t" y,
Ministry of Nonie .Affairs,
N o I " t h Bloc I'-' ,
New Delf'ii,

The Commissioner of Police,
Police tleadguar ters,
M, S, 0, B u i 1 d i n g
.1. F', E s t. a t e, N e w Delhi .

The .Additional Commissioner of Police (.ADMN, )
Po1 ice Headguar ters,
M,S,0, Building, I.P, Estate,.
New Delhi.

A, ' Dy. Commissioner of Police,.
P r o V i n c 1 n g 8i L i n e s,
Delhi Police,
Delhi. , , , .Respondents

By Advocate Manish, proxy for Shri Vijay Pandita,

/?

I  I



,?>-
iSr '

f

OA 305/99

p
Shri Naresh Rana
S/o shri Rattan Si ngh
p'/n Oi l;-. t M'"', n-! ! SDM Colony;
Karam'"p!.ira. Delhi. ^ . . ...Applicant

By Advocate Shr i Shanker Raju.

Vet" ? us

1 . Union of India through its Secretary>
Ministry o f Heine Altai is.
Noi ' ti l Block.

New Delhi.

2. The Comrnissiorier of Po 1 i ce.
Po 1 ice He a. d p u a, r t e r s ,

M. S. 0. Bull d j. ri q,
I, P,. E s t ci t e . N e w D e 1 h. i .

3 i 0 y . C o rn rn i s s i o ri e r o l P o 1 i. c e,,
P f o V i n c i n Q Si L i n e s
P o1d Po1ice L in e s. Rajpura Road.
nellii. . . ..Respondents

B y A^ o 0 ate: S h r i A. run B h a r d w a j.
OA 337/99

Shri. Naseeb Singh
S/o Shri Kapoor Singh
R/o V11iage & P. 0. Bi1yana
District Rohtak Haryana. Applicant

By Advocate Shri Shanker Raju..
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1  . UI I i o n o f ,1 n d i a t h i ~ o u. g h i t s Secret a r~ y.
Ministry .of Home Affairs.
Nor/th Block.-
N«^ Delhi.

f

2. T!>e Cornnvissloner of Police,.
91 i c e H e a d q u a r t e r s.

f^r43.0. Building.
.  E s t a t e. N e w Delhi .

3 i Dy. Coniinissioner of Pol i.ce,.
P r o V i n c i n g 8i. !.. i n e s.
5, :Raj Pura Road. Old Police Lines.
Dei hi. ■ ' • ' Respondenti

By .Advocate Shri .A.K. Singh proxy for Sh- Raj Singh.

"  1^ o F RCOR.AL )

By Hon'ble Shri S.R.Adige. Vice-Chai rina. n (.A)

As ail tliese oases involve common questions of
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law ani^ facts, they are being disposed of by this common
I

order. For this purpose, OA ! 78A/98 Jag jit Singh Vs.

i i.n. T. 8, Others shall be treated as a representative

2. Appl icant Jagjit Singh impugns respondents'

order dated 2<4.7,98. cancelling his candidature for the

post of Constrable (Driver) in Delhi Police, on the ground

that, the Heavy Motor Vehicle licence he holds, was issued

to him at the age of 15 years wfiich is in contravention of

provisions of Sectioi'! 4(2) of the Motor Vefvicles Act, as

ameiided frotr! time to time.

3,^' Respondeivts issued an adv€?r tisement inviting
applications for tfie post of 'Constable (Driver), Amongst

tfie terms and conditioris coritained in the advertisement,

tfie candidates were !~eguired to hold a. current driving

licence for Heavy Motor Vehicle. Appricants submitted

t h e i I' a p p 1 i c a t i o n s p u r s u ant to t e aforesaid

advertisement, supported by their di~iving licences, and

were svelected for tfie post of Constable (Driver) in the

Delhi Police on tfis basis of their performance, physical

tes-^ aiid trade test, s'ubject to ttisir medical fitness,
V

verification of character and antecedents, tes time rial of

age, date of birtli, caste, drivirig licence etc.

4. Upori verification of' driving licences it was

noticed that on tlie date of issue of t!ie same, all of them

were below the age of 20 years, and, therefore,

respondemts have cancelled their candidature,holding that

their driving licences were issued in contravention of

.  /I
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Sect.iQ!^ 4(2) of the Motor Veliicles Act. as amended from

tifoe to tiirie.

5. Evan if ttie HMV driving licences were issued to

tfie applicants before ttieir attaining the age of 20 years,

respon deal ts do not deny that on tlie date when the

applications were received, pursuant to ttie advertiseivient

for Constable ( Di~ i ver s ) i ssued by ttiem, eacfi of the

applicants had attained tlie age of 20 years, and had also

had theii" driving licences renewed, which were valid.

6. In this connectioi!. applicants' counsel have

1  i i\,' i I'oH niir « t-1 cri+" i nfi r o the Punjab & Haryana High Court

'Jj
judgment in National Insurance Company Ltd. Vs. Sucha

Singh and Others. (The Punjab Law Reporter Volume C-VI

K While interpreting tfie relevant provisions of the

Motor Vehicles Act, 1988, in regard to an insurance claim,

ttre Punjab a Haryana High Coui-1 in the aforesaid judgment

has held that if a licence was renewed though originally

it was a fake licence, it gets its validity, and the

insurance c~ofnpany would be liable to re—imburse the

ins u r e d.

n

7. Applying the ratio of the aforesaid judgment to

the facts and circumstances of the present case, we hold

that ccrnsequent to the HMV driving licences of the

applicant being renewed and being valid at the time of

submi ssiori of the app 1 ica, t ion for'ms, pursuant to ttre

advertisement issued by the respondents, the candidature

of applicants for tlie post, of Constable (Driver) cannot be

cancelled only because on the date the licences were

<7
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origi n 1 y issu.sd, they had iiot a11a.ii'led the age of■ .?0

11

8  rhe<;e; OAs hc>i ■ (=> PnI e 1 succeed and are allowed

to this extent that, in tlie event applicants are o'therwi?;e

eli.gible aiid tully gualified tor cjppoin tnien t as Constable

(Drivers)i respoiiden ts stiould iiot deny tdiern such

appo in trnen t mere i y on the or on rid that on the date when the

HMV liceiices were initially issuedj applicants were below

ttie ape of' 2 0 yeai's. These directions should be

ifiiplemented withii"! one moritf'! trorn tfie date of receipt c>f a

c Q p y o f t !i i s o!' d e r .

9 ' Ltit a copy of this order be placed in all the

OAs: files.

f Kt.l!...LiIP .SINGH )
(MEMBER (J)

/Rakesh/

(S. R. .AdigE )
\/ICE CHAIRMAN (A)

Court Ojfi^
Central Administrative Tribunai

Sriii t.iicb, N-w Dclbi
Faridkcf Kcuit.
r i.'IH- i;v iViarg,


