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1  He ard P

2, Admittedly the applicant did not mention

his involvement in two criminal cases, in the

application form he submitted for the special

recruitment for the post of Constable which was

held in lucknow in January, 1994, It is hov^ver

not denied that the applicant v/as honourably

acquitted in both those cases by judgments dated

6.7.94 and it is. also not the respondents' case

that the said judgments have not become final.
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V  It is also admitted by the respondents that the

applicant did make mention of his involvsmant

in these two criminal cases in his verification/

attestation form dated i9.''4«^4,

3. The non-mention of the applicant's involyecnent

in the two criminal cases in his application

form was no doubt an omission on his part but

the fact that he did mention it in the attestation

form, leads to an inference, which is not

unreasonable that the omission was not a motivated

ormalafide one.'Under the facts and c ircumstances of
/ this case, we are
£of the view that the respondents would not be

justified in denying the applicant an appointment

in the Etelhi Police for that omission alone,' iife

are supported in this view by a number of rulings

including 1993(2) SCC 145; 1988 (Supple) 330 795;

judgment dated 7^4;'93 in OA Mo.'2170/92 Shish Pal

Vs. UOI ; judgment dated 3.^2^93 in OA Mo^ 1651/93

Bijender Kumar Vs. Commissioner of Police; and

judgment dated 19,5,95 in OA No,i5.'25/94 Jagraal

Singh Vs.'Commissioner of Police s. otherSo'

4, In the result, this OA succeeds and is

allov^d.' The impugned order dated 5.5.^ (Annexur€«&} |

is qfuashed and set aside and the respondents

are directed to consider issuing the appointment

letter for the post of Con stable Delhi Admin is tr at icn

to the applicant, subject to his being otherwise

qualified and eligible, in accordance with rules,,

within 2 months from the date of receipt of a

copy of this judgment,'Mo costs^)
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