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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA No. 1551/96, with OA ^55i^6 and OA 1575/96
New Delhi, this ^S^pril, 1997

Hon'ble Dr. Jose P. Verghese, Vice-Chairman(J)
Hon'ble Shri S.P. Biswas, Member(A)

Shri Randhir Singh Dabas
s/o Shri Raj Singh Dabas
3-G, Double Storey, Parliament Street
New Delhi • • Applicant in OA 1551/96
(By Shri Shri B.K. Singh, Advocate, not present)

Shri Rishi Kumar ,
s/o Shri Hardwari Lai
Vill. Tila Shahbajpur, P.O.Loni
Ghaziabad (UP) Applicant in OA 1553/96
(By Shri U. Srivastava and Shri M.K.Gaur,Advocates)

1. Mahesh Kumar Saxena

G-14, Police Colony
Parliament Street, New Delhi

2. Nar Singh
Ilind Bn. DAP Delhi Police
Kingsway, Delhi

3. Naresh Kumar

Flat No.1, Type III, New Police Colony
Punjabi Bagh, New Delhi .. Applicants in OA 1575/96

(By Shri Ashish Kalia, Advocate)

■ versus

Union of India, through
1. The Secreetary

Staff Selection Commision
CGO Complex, Lodi Road, New Delhi

2. Dy. Director (NR)
Staff Selection Commission
CGO Complex, Lodi Road, New Delhi

3. The Secretary
Ministry of Personnel
New Delhi (in OA 1551 and 1553/96 only)

(By Advocate Shri K.R. Sachdeva)
.Respondents

ORDER

Hon'ble Shri S.P. Biswas

The applicants - five in number in these three

Original Applications - are aggrieved by the order dated

29.5.96 of the respondents by which their candidature

for written examination against the post of

Sub-Inspector in Delhi Policn have been rejected. The

facts of these cases,, rel iefs sought and the legal issues

involved are th. same in all the three OAs and hence
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"age relaxation certificate was not
attached from the competent authority".

The short issue for consideration is whether the
applications. rVaimad to have been suhnntted in time.

reiectlon on tho basis of subnlsslon. of
Inconouts docunonts In rasoact of OOP relaxation
edeisslble in the case of deoartnental randldates. As
pen the advertlse.en, Issued by the re.sooodents for
recrulfnent of Suh-Insoectors In Belbl Pol loe, im.
(Annexure A-4) «. Ond that the docunents that need to
besub»itted by the aoplloants have been clearlly
stloulated in oara ?7 of the said adyertlsenent.
Candidates are reoulred to subelt attested cooies of
various certlfIcafes/docutnents in suoonrt of the
clalns tor , educational pual 1 f 1 c,atlon . rateoory, aoe
relaxation etc. ;ne condltlonallty, celey.ant for th.
purpose of p.resent cases, reads as follous;
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"23(8) Documents 1n support of claim of age
relaxation (for categories of candidates not
covered in item 7 above);

An application will be summarily rejected at
any stage of the recruitment process for not
conforming to the official format/having
incomplete/wrong information/misrepresentation
of facts/left unsigned/submitted without fee
where due/wighout a signed photograph pasted
at the appropriate place/not accompanied by
attested copies of certificates, showing
educational qualification, age and category
(SC/ST/Ex-S/OBCs) or for submitting more than
one application;

In terms of para 3(iiil of notice of
examination, constables/Heaa constable (ASI)
with a minimum of 5 years" service as on
29.3.1996 were eligible to apply as
departmental candidates subject to fulfilling
all other qualification"

4. The applicants would submit that they fullfil all

the essential and desirable qualifications mentioned in

the advertisement for the post. What was required in

their case)was age "relaxation certificate" and that was

to be given by the department itself alongwith the

confidential dossiers of the candidates and the

department ha^- annexed the certificates accordingly.

The impugned order has been isued in a mechanical manner

without application of mind, argued the counsel for

applicants.

5. On the contrary, respondents have submitted that

there was no proof, whatsoever, regarding seeking upper

age relaxation as departmental candidates.- The'

-Commissioni^rejected■ - the candidatures-in terms -of —the-

instruction^ contained Tn;Annekure 2 to the notice, v
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cerusal. Froo, th. origin,! appl i rot i on, filed by
individual applicants- before the respondents for the
said evanination, »e find that all conditions laid doun
have been fulfilled by Shri Rishi Kumar (OA 1553/9M.
Not only .this apolirant has submitted the- "undertaking

but also the most inoortant certificate, i.e. the age
relaxation document duly certified by the Control

Police Officer as demanded by the respondents

esoeciallly in Column No.fitiil of the form itself. m
the case of Shri Randhir Singh«abas (applicant in OA
1551/96), the conditionality in para 73(9) has been
complied kith by submission of an undertaking but ■ the
document in support of the claim of age relaxation
admisible for deoartmental candidates as per para 23(81
of the advertisement as mell as Column 6(ii) of the
application form has not been provided, Uhereas in the
case of Shri Saxena and others (OA 1.575/96) none of the

t»o conditions in oara 23(8) and 23(9) have been
complied with.

o

7. Learned, counsel for the appl.icants submit that it

was the duty of the respondents to check up whether rhe
application is complete in all respects at tue time when

these were submitted at the counter and that it was not

a fl̂ andatory requirement to produce age relaxa^tion
certificate in, the case of the candidates as the

„ap.paicani^--;had-already, mentioned,^out their ̂ ,„date ,of_

birth' in>' the :Bpp'ii cat ion form .itself. That apart,
application-forms were adequate-'

•enouqh to indica€e:|hat they'are deparimbntal candidates i
*■
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8. We have carefully considered the submissions and

perused various records thoroughly. The applications

submitted by applicants In OA 1551'/96 and OA 1575/96 are

not complete In terms of the advertisement for the post

for which they have applied. We find In note (11) In

para 23 Of the advertisement, It. has been stated that

unsigned and Incomplete application will be rejected

summarily. These OAs deserve to be dismissed as

documents required for the purpose of scrutiny of the

applicants were not supplied In full as per the
0 ■ -

advertisement for the said posts.

9. The application In OA 1553/96 merits consideration

since all the documents were supplied and the

application was rejected on account of lapses on the

part of the respondents. In consideration of the facts

and circumstances brought out In OA 1553/96, we are of

the considered view that Interest of justice demands

direction being given to the respondents to hold

supplementary test for the applicant therein for the

post of Sub-Inspector within a period of one month after

giving the applicant 10 days prior notice and If he

qualifies the written test and Interview, resultant

benefit should be given to him. We make It clear that

We have given this direction after taking Into account

the peculiar circumstances of the case and the failure

on the part of the respondents.

10. ,In the result, OA 1553/96 Is allowed with direction

?%as~af6fesa*fd''™^^^ 1551/96 and 1575/96 are

Irdlsmis^^^ merits.: . No costs.

(Dr. Jose ̂ tJ^erghese)
\^e-Chai rmanC J)
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