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Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

0.As 480/97, 543/97, 553/97, 515/97,
425/97, 538/97, 541/97, 41/97,398/97,
746/97.

New Delhi this the IBth day of September, 1997

O

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member(J).
Hon'ble Shri S.P, Biswas, Member(A).

0.A.480/97

Shri Mukaesh .Kumar,
S/o Shri Jagbir Singh,
R/o 0-399, Shastri Nagar,
6ha2iabad-201 001 (U.P. ) ...Applicant.

By Advocate Shri O.P. Khokha with Shri S.C. Luthura.

r-'
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Versus

1. Union of India through
the Secretary,

Ministry of Personnel,
Pension and Public Grievances,
North Block,
New Delhi.

2. The Staff Selection Commission,
through its Chairman,
Block No. 12, CGO Complex,
Lodi Road, N.Delhi.

3. The Regional Director (WR),
Staff Selection Commission,
Army & Navy Bldg., 2nd Floor,
148, Mahatma Gandhi Road,
Mumbai.,

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

...Respondents.

•  .V.

■ ■'A'"/ -

-  V

-I/:'-' ■

• •• i.Vli.'

S- ::

I® i!

O.A. 543/97

Shri Arvind Chaudhary,
S/o Shri S.K. Singh,
C/o Dr. R. P.' Chaudhary,
A-2, West Jyoti Nagar,
Shahdra, Delhi. • • • Applicant.

By Advocate Shri T.D. Yadav proxy for Shri S.S. Tiwari,

Versus
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Union of India - through

1. Secretary,
Staff Selection Commission,

;Lodi Road, ' ' '
Block No. 12, CGO Complex, ; ? " '
New Delhi. " ' ; ' , ,

2. Regional Director (ER) Staffs ■
Selection Commission,
Department of Personnel & Training,
5, Esplanade Row Wiest, .
Calcutta. ^ •

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

0.A. 553/97

Manoj Kumar Gaur,
Vill. - Doongra Jat,
PO - Chini Mill,
Distt. Bulandshahr (UP).

By Advocate Shri D.S. Garg.

Versus

Union of India through , " ^ ,

1. The Under Secretary, ,
No r t h e r,n.. Re g i ona 1 Of f i ce,
Staff Selection Cbmmission,
Block No. f,2, ,p(30 Complex,
Lodhi Road,' N. Delhi.

2. The Chairman,
Staff Selection Commission,■
Block No. ,l2,,,(;;^H0:Convplex:, ■
Lodhi Road, New Delhi. ■
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;, 'Respondents.
 v.;:
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.. Applicant,
■  Y- i ?A

AS . -A.,U

Q

\'\ :

3. The Secretary to GDI,Department pf ,,Personnel & Training,
M i n i s t r y of Per so hh el»' P M1 ̂ 9 j
Grievances, North eiock, J:
New Delhi.-

- I. j. .Respondents.

By Advocate Sh^i,V.S•R• Krishna•
O.A.515/97

Shri Suresh Kqrriar ya.^av., ,
S/p shri Bhoop Singhi
R/o 1-79, Govindpuram,
Ghaziabad. a

A' A" : -A

;■ p \ s Applicant.

Jneoil

By Advocate Shri O.P. Khokbal^th
<  ' ■'*•••' ^ * i' ^ *.*- - 1. * ■ * s- ''

■AC.A.-; va-yaa a\"'
>•■ ' ■ ■ ' " ■ . V- ; ■}. ia'- '-a

^ve.ree^
•  / i ■ /'
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1. Union of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Personnel,
Pension and Public Grievances
North Block, y r j:3 - yvy, --i - i
New Delhi. :

2. The Staff SeiecUon CQ^
■- i 30 n O^^,; i- ■through its Chairman,^ ' " '

Block No. 12, CGO Complex,
Lodi Road, N..f>el^i. • ^ ,, ,

3. The Regional Director (WR),
Staff Selection Commission,
Army & Navy Bldg. , 2nd Floor,
148, Mahatma Gandhi Road, . ..
Mumbai. .

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

Q.A. 425/97
c k' ■{■': "• '■'/

Shri Chandra Shekhar,
S/o Shri Richpal Singh,
R/o Vill & PC - Razapur,
Ghaziabad.

Respondents.

■ I :r 0

P T
... Applicant.

By Advocate Shri >Ttf); iShH^ Luthra.

,/ViersUS'

Union of India through
the Secretary.., ^ ,
Ministry of R€Lr^Qh;nM:,., ^
Pension and ^uiDriJdrft^r;!'^^
North Block. • ' ■ 'J ."="1 , ..-...-1North Block,
New Delhi.

2. The Staff 'SetactiQ^ .Qomm
through . its'Chairrofshi;
Block No. 1 2,/C66'CofriblSk, -

,todi Road, N.Delhi.

3. The Regional Director (WR),
Staff Selection .Commissionj , ^
Army & Navy Bldg'., '2hd 'FlbC'r; fĉ 'Oo. r.A y..?

.  148, Mahatma Gandhi Road,
Mumbai. • ' '

,  .. .Respondents.
By Advocate Shri V.S. RV^xflshfi^i' ' Liiict  n:c' :0\ 3

T  :^crc O.A. 538/97 " JA V" -
' ■ . Cvo CI .3 n V

yV,,Shx:i .Xunjar^;.^.! q
S/o Shri fejpal SihgH, ' ' -
X/9 ,G-96, Pandav Nagar,
Wy^erut (UP)

JrjOC VO A • Yo

... Applicant.

By Advocate Shri O.P. Khokha with Shri S.C.' Lutnura.
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Ver sus

Union of India through

the Secretary,
Ministry of Personne
Pension and Public G
North Block,
New Delhi.

1

'Uy'rA

2. The Staff Selection Cprhrnlsiibn
through its.Chairman
Block No. 12, CGO Cq; . ' ^ '

■  Lodi Road, N.Delhi.

3. The Regional pirector (C.R. ),
Staff Selection Cbmmissibn,

; ;;8, A-B, Beli Road,
Allahabad.

'■ul >:

.VRespondents o

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.;

OtA,>>1/97

Shri Vinod Singh,
S/o Shri Bhanwar, Singh,
C-1/27, Nehru Vihar,
Dayalpur,
Delhi. . .;. Applicant.

By Advocate Shri T. D. Yad'ay proxy fp.K ,Shri; S. S. Tiwari,

Versus ;r ;

1 . Unipn pflrdia through, .
Secretary", . \ !
Staff Selection ,Corrirriissicri, ; , i ; ■
Lodhi Road, Bidbk No. ,12, , . ; ;
CGO Complex, . ,
New Delhi. , ? . , ^

2. Regional DirecttrjCW^^VSta-ff, .:,; ^
,  Selection Commissiph,. , ^ ,

Army and Navy Building, 2nd Floor,
148, Mahatma-Garj-dhi Rp,ad,
Mumbai. - < ... Respbndents.

Q

.vrH'
V-t ■ J

,■^1

i  :
1  . : ■

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

Q.At 41/97

Shri Subhash Singh,
,T ;,.jg/o,.§hri Ravindra Singh,

Hi No. C-1/27, Nehru Park,
,Pid9§V5alpup. .

New Delhi.
V {

':A V X -:>r

"'.''Vi'Applicant.

Byi Advocate Shri't. 6.' Vadav proxy for Shri S.S. Tiwari.



V, /

.ii >y y

" ;

:^---;, i

r?; -,
.:J. - ►

• '■ •

..,,^..'vr

S"

KJ:-V

i

o

o

.3 ; ■

-5-

Versus

6
1 . Union of India through

Secretary,
Staff Selection Commission,
Lodi Road, Block No. IZ, .
C.G.O. Complex,
New Delhi

, ; . ■ -

2. Regional Director (WR) Staff,
Selection commission, ^
Army & Navy Bldg. , llnd Floor,
M.G. Road, Kala Ghoda, : . /
Mumbai.

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

O.A. 398/97

Shri Arvind Kumar Sharma,
S/o Shri Gajendra Pal Sharma,
R/o F-20, Patel Nagar-rl,
Ghaziabad. (UP)

;..Respondents.

s'

... Applicant.

By Advocate Shri O.P. Khokha with Shri S.C. Luthra.
Versus ' '

1.

2.

3.

Union of India, through
the Secretary,
Department of Personnel^ & Training,
Ministry of Personnel, • ^ -
Public Grievances and Pensions,
North Block, ^ ,
New Delhi.

The Staff Selectibh commission, " ^
through its Chairman, r, s . . .c
Block No. 12; C.6.6'^j6bmp'iex; ;
Lodhi Road, N.Delhi. • -

The Regional Director (NR), ^
Staff Selection Commission, . .
Block No. 12,"CGO Complex? ' -
Lodhi Road, New Delhi. ' ' Respondents.

-  ■ " - " " ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■.:>! b. . IP "A•  ihr:

By Advocate Shri V.S. R. krishnai '~ ^ '
iCMOCiAb.-i , , , , ■ , le-jr!;;'

... ^' .-.yOVhA
Q.A. 746/97 -

Shri Ashutosh Kumar,
S/o Shri Cm Dutt,
R/o No. 1/827, Vill. Khera,
6.T. Road, Shahdara, .

■  Delhi. . ^
iA

By Advocate Shri O.P. Khokha with Shri Sl:ei''liiJ^hra.
•  . ■ i,ivi.bA.

-c i i i-iC
A.; A L v5>i^ ;vXbpfi8ant.
A*"

I -o.v -AA iu v;iriAV Versus
bjo. ■ ::v a

■■■ 1/
-s.. %
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1. Union of India, through
the Secretary, ' .Department of Personnel & Training,
Ministry of Personnel,

;  Public Gr-ievances and Pensions,
North Block,

. New Delhi. , ' > , , ,

2. The Staff Selection Commission, _
through its Chairman,Block No. 12,. AG.0 Complex, -
Lodhi Road, N.Delhi. m . . / ,

3  The Regional Director (NR)» , ^staff Selection Commission,
'  Block No. 12, CGO Complex,

;  Lpdhi .Road, New Delhi. •,
By: Advpca^te Shr i yy . R v,

Hpn'ble ymt. LaksH'"^ SWatiilnAthAHi Wf^Tfibor<J)t

Respondents.
o

., ? V ; n .i. C

^ T"! 1 Sir i. V G i'i !

p- r! >HJ.,yl

Air ^aiPdfe taken up : together as
the'parti4s'":a|r^a- ^ thS rel4vaj.te:ifa<?^i and issues
raised'll theW feiieS^^ Shri. Luthura. lear^d
counsel lir' th4^adPi&4ift 'i^ arguments
which: were' api^d gaheKdilV by the dtheri learned counsel^aJPg'whPP:rnWeWy,:tha^additirinalveoints which have
also been considered.

2.

j. 5, Ji .i jl.s i! x

' i.'A v.- <

Ihesa' cases^arlse oUt^of the:.^advertisement:
liPliV Wstaff'^Seleaion - Respondent:
2 dai4d 2^;rf!i995'in re^4tfx.f rechifttmeh&J^o the post of

'  ''-ppols':Ptbh4M't»oiisd.-Inoome:^axy.:^^ 1996. The
'  ■"'PllPts 44fe 'Pdii)4tiBs:W thii'recriuitment and they
:irii:no^ -ij- t^e ^irair 'pasded ^by^ithe respondents

" " ""'Xaioelling 'PiV^ cah«tdature on :tHe«grdun^ have
rexlvi SH : rap6HCation..:for the said

^-^■«a«^-^P;;i„eti4n^P instructions given'by



/

•4

••.X

V,%' .

>4
-vit

r

Sc?

%

y-f'Y " \

-  ̂7-;'

. ..:4.

ffi
W-:

V • '/i

■■friVi'y

--•'V.'". .'

-i

1

V •-

fs|
k;)'

■Ss^'lS

.  -7-

them. They submit that they 4e_>tTfirwise qualified for
the post and ought to have been considered eligible in
spite of having theik ' applibations^^; r on the
aforesaid' grounds/ In/o. that the
applicant has' himself submitted t^^ three
applications for three different regions and had also given
three examination^ fee;/,' He "^o'" the
examination in ' thf'wistern ̂
been given the roll .number, ^His^ candidature had been
cancelled by or der da ted 2 3.1 1. 1996■ on the basis of

O  Note-Ill of Para 20 of the TnstHtMibb^^^ ^ Shri Luthura,
learned counsel, states th^t tite lids CtY^lftfenigted: this note as
it is arbitrary; ,^nd yiolative of Articles U and 16 of the
Consiit"itt<>nK

instructions has lost its relevance after the judgement of
- ; ' .i the Supreme pour t in Rad>^ev Shvam Singh ^ Qr$t—)lXs—

^  ̂ V ■ (1 fQ1 gcale 32). He submits that as
iJ'ttie. respondent's, h^ye npy adppted^an A^ India basis for the

■^rru ;; sr :^dl'ecti;cjrt^; .and <npt zpnewise-as preyio^^ by them, the
o: ?n afBplicants -,can, therefore, , appear only in one selection
ioxi'w . JCWtre acrd >it-ditl -not/therefore, matter^ ^ *^ they had

submitted more than one application even if the respondents
had,instructed them not to do so. Shri Luthra, learned

n-ji . 3 c't v5vb6counsel; ,reli,es,, Ph the j^ydgement in ILJSL
u . n-qe - vs;^3 Uniefir of : 19?^U7)?t7
0  V20Q 6-m oJfCAT,-JodhPur Bej>ch)). He.^ SMbmits , that even if the

. -r^spDPrdents. ^itejept tbe ap.pj.ic^t,ion,^ th^ey cannot reject the
h^i-aiptilipantsV ,' candidature, examination. He also

'  ■ , ' ■ ■■■ ■■ •-' !■ " •■-■ -j S 1.!. Q q S
l i sb icq ie > ^sifbmits that ..It was for .tpe respondents to have scrutinised

tqietll! the--applripatio,P. ., -forms and if they have done it after
.  'XqfKT- qn ii. Ii;on30

.en>' jtheisexanoinatipn WPS beid, it was bad In law. He relies on-  - ■ , ....J . J .Oin ^ C 3 J J X i!;d IJ q ■ -
01 jvip xnoi janother ludgemept- .of,, the .Supreme =Court in grX Kri^han—V?t

t

xsr-

Q

. q C '

b q q

X.T-t
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r......iJrfV^UnivS.^ im. ^Th. learned
counsel eubmlW that onbe the'respondents have ,allo-ed^he
applicants , to sit in the'eyanlihatlOh.even if. there was anyinfirmity, they cannot reieot their carrdidature. He has

/referred to the praotloe foiloPed b. the WSft,:^b show that
the clause has no meaning as It Is not followed by the
other major, recruiting Cortimlsslort. Hefhas also submitted
that later ;in the sa^e examlhatloh of: 1^.0 Heapondent 2
have discontinued this clatise.

■  ' ■ 'j ' ■ ' 39tf/5>T fArviPd- ItumPbi^^^ vO
'  unlon'lf India a ors.i ahd'b.Ar 146/91'(Ashutosh Kumar Vs.
'  unlonof^lndla a brs; ,. ' the- IPar^^^^
"'appucants ' has fufVhef sUbmlttPd thatr: they/had Intimated
; 'Respondent . 2 \ to oanbfei the ' other-: applications and,'"" the^eforei UherV wPs only one applibation,:whioh was to be
--- - - i-Wriimh 'theV might' -hiav©; -submitted two
- considered even though they m g

earlier. In^6.A. 553/97 (Mano j'Kumar-Gaur Vs* Union
indlaaors.): Shrl d;^. learned:ooWr for the ,

'""applioant whiie'l^addpting' the-other' arguments of Shri ,
tuthraf'learned 'couPsel' for the applicants in the other

has 'submitted in' addition that tha applicant, who:
"  about 25 Via^s & iin^ature when-he applied first In

,  '7®'ASai;ld:''inr ' Jih' Ih ,Delhi'ihd he :mayri.therefore. be'"'''1:oused7or''Sn|lhg^^hli mlndV- He has alsooargued that as
"""^"'lic'show'cause'^noiice was 'lssOed. the /cancellation was

^  \ j"' * - *' "! ■ .-i ■>• - f ■' - ■ - - - - • d
. no -

"
Li L:

"iO

 megaf and 'iVwas f^l thV respondents: to have scrutinised
' the applications ' ■biVire the' ' ■ candidates - tooK the

«  1 - . .. .J ^ ..m.. ^ ^ A 1 I ft r*
tne .

•  r-MR-
■ r. ;•? ^(1:/

'"e«mlnaUo7 ^/or ■ tK^ the/learned counsel for
a/o b - j /;a ,7,. ; , - :7'Vi-aIa;.4.i7i;<. ^nWat - --th-ere was nono

: "the' applicants heve ■subWitted that - there
'! r'7'ioo bx.sea''rta .-r- ' - • - ---

tne apMiAvw" - ,, I

->!-!

, ..ii!|ustifloatlon "wha£soeVer-#or'-^ "f
^'''candldature'o7£he'ep^lidehts'aha:H contained in
)^V
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Note-IIiSpf aPaija, 20,,,of,the adv©fUJ^&€f^ was arbitrary,
they have^-t;here|prej,fS a direction to the respondents

t^-ball itheiappiioan.ts for. interview and proceed further in
the- sPi^PcMon:; V,. process , pursuant to,, the said' written

ex'arffthiatiorr hetlQl-cQn, .28. 4.1,99.7 with consequential benefits.

-  lo^i 1 j.; ::-r ■> .. .. i

Q.

^ SiP:

0

?  02 [.e ; v^(e> : ,,hay|. ...seen the reply filed by the
and; ,he,^r,d_^ V.S.R. Krishna, learned

counsel. He has submitted that the judgement' in R^dh^Y

Shvam Singh's case (supra) will not apply to the present

casket'8)^ th,eiifr/ iLprdshi^s. have made it clear in the judgement
'  ' 'ftserf ̂ that\.ilt will ,hfive prospective application only, and

;  ' V ^whatever.: selections ,and. a have so far been made
o>u.Tn.i lin ;accordance with. |he impugned process of selection shall

■■ ' ■ ■ ■' ) .•- C'.; Q
■ io:, ;:j^:5jt"iber'dis.tu^^^ the ; basis of this judgement. The
t ', 'supii.erae; Court . haS:,. ordered that in future iselection shall

iiOdn'ot be';iitade on, zo^hjaJ basis. He, therefore, submits that
c  .since^^the- [r .^ate . i.pf thO:, judgement is 9. 1 2. 1996oMthe

.  • ' ' • ^ - •' .1 ' I
for the examination in question was

-  - •' tU:| I,  .251:,liJi Vtl 995i,rj^therc.. waa..no illegality in the cancellation of

;•
..I us

y t i j

'the applioationst submitted by the candidates which were

the examination.■"contrary to- the The. , .,, notice for
U'

■ vvi -h ,^  exaroination.. in .PjUestipn, was held on 28.4. 1996 i.e.
■  'J-jdri I eyJ

lOTi- snbeforeiithe,; judgement in Radhev Shvam Sinoh's case (supra).
,  . ■-V! jufc iHeobas submitted-,; that if the applications submitted by the

'  'i- i •• , -s," .; 0! I'l ;■ 1 I 'v ...
■ • •• •• .-ci. :}[j :y:<^

Aoijai i rappiicaejts were npt in proper form, their candidature also
O >. <

i*" ^

^ <>

-i y :o£.- fiirtd; they, -iC^innot:, then claim that they have been
■  ■ ''Qrjj. .1. s

xlBfcianjeP:,:Passe(^,j or em^nelled in the list of successful
iatauo.; dcandssdateie. = He ,-h.as also submitted that the reliefs prayed

sBw , B iafpr by^the ajPypltip.ants cannot be granted as they have
"" ■ -1^

ar
alreadyr.taken ,^he..examination with the aforesaid conditions

■* ■ 'li/--. •- •- -i. . .. -Af ' • ■ -
-  ■

no - and,^,tbe,y,!ca;n|7pt,, , therefore, approbate and reprobate. He has
I. i { J • . -4 , * 1

,  'i
^4 >
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distinushed the judgement in K.W. PreiiaP9t;r?

stating that the candidate in that case had hot sign^^ the
form but it was thought that he had only written his name

which is not the situation in the present c^se. He has

also submitted that Note-Ill of para 20 of' ^th'e notice of

the examination is not arbitrary in which it has been

clearly stated that the candidates should submit only one

application, and multiple applications"will be rejected

summarily. He has also submitted that similar applications

(P'.a;881 /97 & O.A. 610/97) filed in" thisT tribunal have

alsb been rejected.

.  •

5. We have carefully considered the pleadings and

the submissions made- by the learned counsel for the

parties. We find there is no merit in these applications

for the reasons given below.

'  j ci i'..- :

— --j -

:! r[ ! ,

V d

-  6. In Radhev Shvam Singh's ease ($MPra?i

Supreme Court in judgement dated 9. 1 2.1 996 has clearly

-  stated that their judgement will . have prospective

•  ■ application and whatever selections and appointments have
been made in accordance with the/impugned process of

sfleption on zonal basis shall .not.!: be disturbed.
-^Admittedly, the examinations in question, were held on

therefore, this judgement would not be

'  adblicable. In the advertisement ^br the examination
appearing in the Employment News dated 25.11.1995, Para 20

gave instructions to the applicants as to How they should

submit their applicatio/s. Note-Ill further stated clearly

that a candidate should submit fine application only and
to ' v:: ■ -S .-rjl

multiplb appl-tcations yill be rej'ected siimmarily. In the

rejection letter, Respondent 2 has stated that it,was found

11
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that, the applicaf\^ ̂ /have submitted more than one

application for the same examination, it is also important

to note that while submitting the applications to the

Commission, the applicants had given a declaration in

writing that no other application for the same selection

s;1
has be.e.n sent by him. In the notice to the applicants, it

=--0'.

.has also been mentioned that in the everit of false

Information being detected before or after the examination,

their application is liable to be rejected iummarily and
y

their candidature cancelled. In the declaration, they had

o

-

Sis: ̂

■i

; r 'K-l-

to submit that they have not submittecJ any other

application and if they contravene this rule, their

will be rejected by the Commission summarily.

The applicants were, therefore, duty bound to make full and

correct disclosure about,the fact that they have applied in

:
P

H
'Ai'",-

fee

Other zones also which they have suppresVed. In the

circumstances of the case,we find no substance at all in

the challenge made by the applicants that their candidature

f -I ' p.. '

A'.- I je -r

: i:-! •
^.sppuld not be cancelled even though their applioation may

At ' '

be found irregular. The contention of the learned counsel
■ U f"

'bv ■: ui.Taib

- > c„- ; applicants were young and, therefore, they
can hardly be accepted wheh'i't'is seen that

feiflht at the threshold of their career they have given
'■ ■■" -O I 'O ry -)n. f

In all these cases it~is not disputed

t ''^n hn

false declarations.-' <vn a-:e-A! p ;

rn 1M 5^®^ applicants have submitted
application form and gave a false declaration. In some of

■  i ihbA
more than one

contended by the learned^counsel that
' 3'C - •■■'.''W'. r-* - ' .'" I-; ' . v

• :} ■

A p f f p, ,,

i , if^tifnated to the Commission about cancelling one
^  - c . ' j O > jA* '• ■' I • s. i •

^ut that does not abs^olve them of
•  • AA A- . .-. -.OA 'k-A- ' i. , I i. ij

:li

T  ® false declaration. the decision^"taken by the
5 ' .' • .?_■: • > .L . . Q -.j ■ • p K'l O -• •' -•A fe-, '• • • : ,^  V..- rJO ibnS'.', ■'

/®pP®P9®'^^® that the applicants were guilty of submitting■ ■■ ■■ AX.S# bAHAbA :q;.. ^' r. -
,  .'".^^PiP^ pPPi-ications '^ cannot, therefore," be faulted. It is

« - 'few-' 'i C-s'
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also to be viewed with serious concern that in some of the
cases the applicants have now tried to plead that they may
be excused because they are young, or that such condition is
ulitfa vires ; and , so : on, r,Wo flnd,ao Ul,e^ality in the
instructions/notice : given, in the, irjpugned . judg,|ment and it
is settied law that after having appeared in the
examination/ they cannot take such 'pleas. At several
places'-ln : -the advertisement, namelyT'Pafa ;l|^_and Note-lII ^
W Parale ' of the instructions to candidates cohtained Q ,
the application form itself,' it has been ciearly indicated
that the candidate 'should submit only one application form
together with other relevant instructions. The contention
of'the learned counsel for the applicants that the ^
respondents ought to have checked the application forms ,
before they sat in the examination is also without any ,

'  basis as sufficient notice had also been given to t^
applicants about this. The suppression of material facts
by the applicants and making false declarations cannot be ;
excused merely because they are young. There is aiso no ,
question bf invoking the principle of promissory estoppel
against the' fespondents in these cases because the

" applicants 'cbnnot be treated as equals with otherr
candidates.

'  7. From the above, it is seen that the applicants
■  are guilty of suppression of material facts,they have made

false declarations in the applications and they
"cannot,therefore, claim any reliefs on the ground that they

bre young and immature. in the facts of the case, the
other cases cited by them do not also assist them. See also
the decision of the Tribunal in O.A. 448/97 decided on 7.7.97
Tilsmissing another-similar application.

t
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' a. ■ F6r the reasons given above, we find no merit
'X'm X these amillcations. The same are aocordinglv

" ■ ''dXmlsXd?"-% order 'as-'to costs.
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