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Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

O.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 ISth day of September, 1997

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 D-399, Shastri Nagar,
Ghaziabad-201 001 (U. P. ) . ...Applicant.

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

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.

.i.Respondents.

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.

M-;.rni;

•; ll.j

o V 5.: r,;

■CK'2. Regional Director (ER) Staff,
Selection Commission,
Department of Personnel & Training,
5, Esplanade Row West; " c ;
Calcutta. - r : ^Respondents.

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.- ^ i i:boj'

e- ■

Q.A. 553/97

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

By Advocate Shri O.S. Garg.
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Versus

•  r" 1

. ... . .

... Applicant.

■■ ■■ 'I3-

Union of India through :n^ ' > c

1. The Under Secretary,
Nerthern Regional Office,

-  Staff Selection ' Commission,
Block No. 12, CGO Complex,
Lodhi Road, 'N.-De 1 hi.

ev't;:::o 'b A y

o

o

2.
- . .•The Chairman, ' -c

Staff Selection Commission,;b7. •'
Block No. 12, CGO^Compiexj; ? ■:
Lodhi Roadv' Mew'Delhli bub = s

AipOjV; ' AA ySA
3. The Secretary to GOI, :i 'Ivn

Department of Personnel & Training,
Ministry Of" Pefsdhnel;- Public ^ :T
Grievances, North BloCkv"i -' ■
New Delhi. . " a: ..; '.'jO, y y, ..o-'! _ APO,'!?

;  b .bf.. .Respondents.

-i: i

By Advocate Shri V; Sb Rv'^-KTlshnfefbAr? t vyu?  O

Q.A.SlS/97 ,i3 :-y. iMbwBb ,S-! '
'-3]

shri Suresh Kumar Vadav,
S/o shri BhooP Sln:ghj.^ p-• r v ■ ;y b»i ypp-PA va
R/o I-79i Govindpuram,
Ghaziabad. q: Ic4..-Mfiplicant.

By Advocate Shri O.p. Khokha wi'th S,hni?-S.CLnLuthra.
LP-K - -/■'■pa

'3CcX! . i 'ja. "bi ' ■ '
■''Mb/ ,.pia.

Versus
■  ■■ ■■ ■ ■ ' / ■■ , •■

.■J
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1. Union of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Personnel,
Pension and Public Grievances
North Block,
New Delhi. ; -

2. The Staff Selection Gommissip
nsnj.'ioQs through its Chairman,

Block No. 12, CGO Complex,
Lodi Road, N.Delhi..:

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

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

;  '

J  ..u:

.  ; 'l

~ Respondents.
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n.A. 425/97

Shri Chandra Shekhar.
S/o Shri Richpal Singh,
R/o Vill & PO - Razapur,
Ghaziabad. ■ ; ■ ^ i :

By Advocate Shri .Oi::B.; vKhQKba witD.Shr^ Luthra.
, 001* iO 1 'iz-o i3\

'  ' ' ' . ■ .iVe'nsus

:  . lOrO ... Applicant.

1 .

.T3 i'n

Union of India through ^0 *
the Secretary*:.:,- .i 0-::':o0
Ministry of l?eD$DDO§l>; .-O ■o.:0
Pension and Publip.^Gpie^t^ahces ,
North Block,
New Delhi. ,VOO - ; ,

2. The StaffoSe;l©©tiQn :!?.pmmiss-ipns,
through its CheirfB^h*.: :- ;0'! r;: -m: ; ■
Block No. J2, CGO Complex, .ir^c

:n>eff,Lodl Road, N.Delhi.

3. The Regional Director (WR),
Staff SelecLtijOPx Cpmrnissipni c
Army & Navy Bldg., 2nd Floor,
148, Mahatma Gandhi Road, LXXIji
Mumbai. - ' . ^

.vebi; / :6„ujO
By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Knishna.^-,.. -;, : g / , . ;a ; h

538/97
: ,r:5 -.0 00 I . .' '• ■OO . O'l -'I

,  i; ::: sOO

V:nTtShrJD SandaiyA KlJtmar,:r-O:0," s o? : wlo
S/o Shri Tejpal Singh,
R/o G-96, Pandav Nagar,
Meerut (UP)

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

.. . AppHcant.
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Versus

1. Union of India through
*  '

the Secretary,
Ministry of Persdhne
Pension and Publib G
North Block,
New Delhi.

The Staff Selection Comiiilssipn - ;
through its Chairman.' ' " ^
Block No. 12, CGO' Co
Lodi Road, N. Delhi,"'' ' ' ' . . .M

3. The Regional Director (0. R, ),.,
Staff Selection Comfnission,

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

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Kri;shha.T

- V. v^Rdis pendent sQ

0.A.541/97

Slir i Vinod Singh, - - ' v - :;A
S/o Shri Bhanwar. Singh,
0-1/27, Nehru Vihdr, '
Dayalpur,

Applicant.

By Advocate Shri T. d.' Vadav Tiwari. Q

Versus'

Union of India through,.
Secretary, ■/ ' ' ''''M. '"T'
Staff Selection, CdmmissldhV '
Lodhi Road, Blodk No.; jT2;, '
CGO Complex, ' ' '
New Delhi. , ' " ^

2. Regional Director '
^ Selection Conrlmissio;h, ; " , ; ; ; ; '

Army and Navy Building, fh'd Tiodfr '
148, Mahatma Gandhi, Road, , ^
Mumbai. : ' ' ...Resdondents.

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

Shri Subhash Singh, ^ ^ ; ^ \ >
C/o Shri Ravindra Singh, ^
H.No. C-T/27, Nehru Park, • "
Dayalpur, ,,
'N6ui DeThl. ' ■' V/.■Applicant.

By Advocate Shri T.D. Vadav proxy for Shri S.S. Tiwari.
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.Respondents.

1. Union of India through
Secretary, .
Staff Selection Commission,
Lodi Road, Block No. 1.2^,"
C.G.O. Complex, < , . :
New Delhi

2. Regional Oirector (WR) Staff,-Selection Commission,
Army & Navy Bldg. , Ilnd Ploo^r
M.G. Road, Kala GhodS,
Mumbai.

By Advocate Shr'i^ y.^' R* : ?
Q,A. 398/97 ^ ^ ,
Shri Arvind Kumar Sharfna, ,' " ^ ..;.
S/o Shri Gajendra Pal Sharma,
R/o F-20, PateL'Nagar^I, Anniioant
Ghaziabad. (UP) ' ®

By Advocate Shri O.P. Khokha with ShrV>.Cv luthra.
■  V^erSiiS-^ 1. '

.  .i ni-vO i -
v., ,, Union of India, through
'  'the secretary, ' -p.epArtme.nt ,pf .Personnel, ^ Training,

'  ' Mi'nistrV df rP^rsonhel, " ;
Public Grievances and Pensions,
North Block,,
New Delhi.

2. The Staff Selection t:ditimissidn,. : ̂ ^
'  through its Chalrnian;, - , . . , , ,, ̂  v

Block No. 12; "t.:G/Q JComnl^x^i f
Lodhi Road, N. Delhi. \ .

3. The Regional Director (NR),
Staff SeleotiQA Commission,
B1 ock No. ' r 2;' CtGO "(^dmpl^X ;
Lodhi Road, N.aw Dplpiv,

^  u"; • > N •• : -v ».• .. » •U

O i' J '' •
'  Ta ■•.;

.■^ Respondents.

j  .,^y^ ..Advocate Shri V.'^.'^. krisbna.

OtAt 7H/97 f
Shri Ashutosh Kumar,
S/o Shri Om Dutt,
R/o No. 1/827, Vill, Khera,
G.T. Road, Shahdara,
Delhi.

V

■' • \ f ;• c.

li'-i t J M
6 '"i j)j •".i

!^i^';^,.•;..A;&ip^ipant.

.  By , Advocate Shri O.P. Khokha with, Shri .^.r^Q^ Vyith
Vprsus_.,^, .-„., ^
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V. Union of, India, throuqh . . . , „,
the Secretary, -w. v.'-;;,
Department of Personnel & Training,
Ministry of Personnel, ■

- P:ublic Grievances sind Pensions,
North Block,

■  New Delhi,. - . v > . . . b... .. ;

2; The Staff,Selection Commission,
through its Chairman, ^ m a ^

V Block No. 12, C«G.O Complex, .
Lodhi Road, N. Delhi.'" b

->

3. The Regional Director (NR),
Staff Selection :Comm.issipn,
Block No. 12, CdO Cbfnplex, 'b
Lodhi Road , New pel hi

By Advocate: Shri V.. S. R.., Kri,shna.

:0 R^bbE R

nev,:; :;^

Respondents.

o

. ••-b £

HAn bia Sift. ialtsKnil SWatiHriathgn. H9inb9r(J)i

Oi AS'werei'take'n up; together as

the parties'" ifei^ ' ''tttft' bthe r%.fevah and Issues
raised iV thesbbi^' affd' IdWtlbaX.- lear^d
ccmnsel*^r thbdb^flcafhX'^'^ arguments
biloh uere adclptedjgdntfrarfy bV'-the'Other riearned counsel
addbg wherever ; rieoSssar?;'the^aadlti6n^ -hich have
also been considered.'

— - ' V/ ■'■fheia 4isei"aflSe dut^ofi.'ithe-oadvertisement
li^rW"XiV^ Stal¥%el%i:l¥fen^^^^ " Respondent

" ■ ' 2 '(teted 25. iK i99#'in V^Sbtetmeiifirto the post of
'inspectors of''Ce"ri#al 'fy'ci'sev'xh '"f-
''^piio^ts "were 'candidafei^fdr this"fecralitment and they

' "b''are' aggrleved'""|y "the'"'brdef' '^assSd ^bvpthe respondents
'' "'"cancelUn^ 'thi^ oiSdldatufVart'th^sgrodndc that they have

subiltier''- iife ' m ^'^ptll4*tlPn».^or the said
'lambatVon ' whiyr ii' oohf raW'ttf IhsWuOtlons given; by

.e> . ■ >'■ ■ v
:  ilb

li-i -
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them. They eubmit that they are other»lae Qualified fer
the post and ought to have been considered eligible in
spite of having their' ■applidatiohs^ rejected on the
aforesaid' groJV,ds.' ' W«/W-it is seen that the
applicant has^him«rf Submitted that he submitted three
applications for three different regions and had also given
three examination^'"feQ:; '! :He'';had - ̂ f°r the
examination in ' thb'«esternVROflion^dt -here he had
been given the roll ^npmber. His candidature had been
cancelled by order-,7.ij4b%724^;" ■

O' Note-Ill of Para 2» oV^W instructiorrs. Shrl Luthura.
learned counsel/'stiteW tfet he-has chall^^^ note as
it, is, arbitrary an,d.,iViplative of Articles lA and 16 of the
Consijtuadh'
..instructions has lost its relevance after the Judgement of

iOc'MUOO

r? n

the suprgme.cCoMjrt iH; f^noh » Qrs..—^—Uni^
^  h,i. A.. 0^^^^ , (19Q<^(9) $c^Xe 37). He submits that as

,BiL0he: now adopted an All India basis for the
vi ;/w-,.:se;idcti<3n«3^nd pnpt ,Z;On.ewis«. .^ previously held by them, the

,^tr)^r,^ore,^^appear only one selection
di^.npU.therefore, matter whe^ they had

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

V9 ^if ;.3vbocoutu5elv also t^relies. .on the judgement in KsHj Pr^l^P^U
m ;- . -^brioqcs/i > Urvi.t»n- 1-. .fif ,, Jnd),^ 1994(^7)^^7

•^^^4 ^itfGAT^QdbPur. He. submits that even if the
rCv? ' r msppBkde%^?.-, hajec^ APP^cation, t cannot reject the
OTP in'^'r,aBPl5^oants:;t candidature for the^ examination. He alsoV- it, J y BO i c/Tlfo

ssiabmi^s ,t|at.,^t w§s jfor ]^he respondents to have scrutinised
' Oil: .vsnalilrit-l^^rapplicat^pn., forms aqd if they have done it after

.  ■' ' ' -—• ■- V 'i-; : tD O I .1 ivf / ) ^ . f; I", > f r - ; ..j

;rr!.t T)olha/daxa#inAfion w^s held| it was bad In law. He relies on
i : . op r-,ioi.b:anQ!thejr Qj[pdp^an-t;, pf the Supreme Court In gfl

1 . .
1 -

p- *-

r?".

-u:-'

f; , -;

IK
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counsel submits that once the respondents. _haVe,.»Uow^. the

^r';!k

'">■■ K 'j ■"-

: (.:■ ^

V-

applicants' to sit in the examination even ri.f, ,there was any
infirmity, they cannot relect their candidature. He has
referred to the pKactice'followed by the.UPSC tp show that
the clause has no meaning as it is not followed by the
other major recruiting Commisslbh. He has also submitted
that later in the same examination o^,«9j:., Respondent 2
have discontinued this clause. '

/.V

i

: 3. In o.A. • 398/97 (Arvlnd, Kumar.,,^^^ VQ
union of india'a OfS.) anrfO.Al 796/97;(Ashulosh Kumar Vs.
union of;india" A ofs; !; the ' learned ^couasel for the
spplioants' hai further Submitted that. they, had intimated
Respondent 2 to kanWl the-other Vappiloations and.khe^efore. .' therkW only one applloatidh .whleh was to be

■  ̂ rt: -K thovy rtiaht have .sibibmitted twoconsidered even though they might. . .
earlier. 1[n:,0.t 553/97 tManoj-^umt- Saur, Vs. Union Of
' India A Ors:!; Sbri ■sai-g.taarned. counsel for the;
applioant while " adopting ̂ tha ; other; arguments of ShriLuthra. 'learned' Couns^r fdr the applicants,in the other

^cases: has submitted tn addition that the .applicant, who
was about, 25 years wasHmmatbie when he;applied first In

'"AllSabid'^iol HhWr in belhl and he;;; may.,. .therefore, be
: excused'fo> changing^ hislHnd- "He. has alsorargued that as
:^„o show Use ' notoO Wak Issued, the; .cancellation was

- inegal'and kt ka, U the respOndents..to ,h,ve scrutinised
the applications ' defdre tthe -candidates tooK the

' examinatlcd:, ■ For ^ thU^fiasons, the. learned counsel for
the applicants "hive iibmitted that- rthere was nojustlfiUiok whajtsoeviC for'the respondents to cancel the

" candiUure of the toxiiOantsend. the clause contained in
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Note-HJ^iQf 20 was arh^l^ry,
th^-ti^veV^^er^!^ore:,, sougfit a direqtion to the respondents
£6-Cch:'!'"t^he:'appljicant^^^^^^ proceed further in

*t'h'4^ 'S§l6ctlon .-, , process , Rursuan to the said written
"  -' i ' I t : \ ; ' :

fexariiihation held .on ;,28>.4. 1 997 with consequential benefits.
^  i

r

oaXe; :^i, s \ ̂ev haye-seen, , the reply, filed by the

-ffespdntf¥ntfe--an.dr^^^^^^^ V.S.R. Krishna, learned
counsel. He has sybmi-tted that- ,the judgement in R^dhey
Shvam Singh's case (suora).will, not apply,to the present

^'case as their ,,t,ordships have, made it. clear in the judgement
'  .• .-H . . i T '

-itself''that\ait wUl-jhaye prospective application only, and

: wtVa-tever; have so far been made

v''Wra(^drdance - ^ jl^pugned proces,s pf selection shall
di-^tiurbed -on rthe, ^ of this, judgement. The

-Supreme ieauht has-..or,deced that -in future Selection shall
"W-x be. made ,• on zonal bgsis. He, therefore, submits that

i'O i lC'iniJ,

S- ' :!ot

vstnCe?^the:ire;;da!ta;a j o^ judgement is 9. 1 2. 1 996oMthe
the. lexarplnation in. question was

ta ^ ' 2^a-t 1 .iT 995y ■ :N:thetpj was,, .op illegality in the cancellation of
^'Jthe'aTm^lftca;tjLaoi% - . .by the candidat^^ which were

.. ;;5 ' = I i. J

• ^ ^oi nq^ice^ , f^ the exa,mihation. The

■  'I - x;j;^>;^gi,ji5atioO^ '^in:,,,qu held on 28.4.1996 i.e.

•  ̂ ' -^^^^ibeforerithe.^ in Radhev Shvam Singh's case (suora).

has ;submtttedy,tha^t;:,if the applications submitted by the .

'•-X- .-ali i proper, form, their candidature also ,

■:.>22 -r.vgj(jg5>;ar,,^-they then claim that- they have been ;;
'  ■ ^ y .^ y ; • {

X  yi, ; c.d^cl-apedcpess,ed,,; |Or , empanelled in the list of successful

Ccandidates. ,-rHe;.:has^alsp sub^ that the reliefs prayed

1 ^for. by.^the applipants cannot be granted as they have '
■' ■' - it'.: r. > T >j ..r.- ■

- y yy . -" MTeapyy tal^eov the^examination with , the aforesaid conditions

^  v ' f er:d ithe^; paonptv therefore, ; approbate onGl reprobate. He has
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distinushed the judgement in K.M. Pralabati's case (gUPrC)

stating that the candidate in that case had not siSpned the

form" but it was thought that he had only'written his name
which is not the situation in the presenC case. He has

also submitted that Note-III of para 20 of the notice of

the examination is not arbitrary in which it has been

'clearly stated that the candidates should submit only one

application, and multiple appiicatioh'sTwill be rejected
summarily. 'He^has also submitted that similar applications^

'  Co.A 881 /97 &- 0.A. . %10/97 ) filed in this • have
: -• . - o.; p.

also been rejected. - • ^

i  '

'  ' = 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. y

6. In Radhev Shvam Sinah's case (Supra).

Supreme Court - in judgement dated 9.1-2.1 9^6, has clearly
stated that ■ their judgement will- have, prospective

application and whatever selections and appointments have

beeh made in accordance ' with- the impugned process of

•Selection- on " 'zonal basis shall- not be disturbed.
Admittedly, the examination's in question were held on

28. 1996 and, therefore, ' this judgement would not be

applicable. In- 'the' Advertisement - for t^e examination
appearing in the Erhpioyment News dated 25. 1 1.1995, Para 20

gave instructions to the applicants as to how they should
submit their applications. Note-Ill further stated clearly

that a candidate should submit fi]^ application only and

.'f O X

f

• i ■<V -

I

s La

multiple appilcAt:ions will be rejected summarily. In tl^
rejection letter. Respondent 2 has stated that it. was found
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that the applicants have submitted more than
application for the same examination. It is also important
to ,note thaV while submitting the applications to the

.  J t ' V '. I t,; i ] ,;;t . 1 ,. t; i y " '. 1.

Qommi^ssion, the applicants had given a declaration in
writing that no other application for the same selection
has been sent by him. In the notice to the applicants, it

h^s a,l50 been mentioned that in the event of false
ipfprmation being detected before or after the examination,

• their ^ppliqation is liable to be rejected summarily and
their candidature cancelled. In the declaration, they had

.  ,tp, s.ubmit that they have not submitted any other

application and if they contravene this rule, their

application 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

other zones also which they have suppressed. In the

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

O  -the challenge made by the applicants that their candidature

should not be cancelled even though their application may

o

•  ..i

t •

■  .1 1,:
be found irr®9ular. ThThe contention of the learned counsel

t. i .

jcT

^  that,since the applicants were young and, therefore,, they

, were immature can hardly be accepted when it is seen that
^  ̂ rov'. -A- -.y . '.-A;; -A
right at the threshold of their career they have given

;b'- :lr:r ' -Af xej ' - 'cVv - " .o . ..a,' .r
. false declarations. In all these cases it is not disputed

that the applicants have submitted more than one
hiu<:-w , Y-O''-?: -i.YAj . '.Y'n ;;A.' r •. Y

application form and gave a false declaration. In some of

:  - , the cases, it was contended by the learned counsel that

^  ̂bey had intimated to the Commission about cancelling one
of the applications but that does not absolve them of

. A : ijo\A '.waa- r;:a-v- v-
false . declaration. The decision taken by the

mo- ri;T;'d!,i .3 ' - .:-3.r3
^ giving a fa!

:0 ■ "bi J'60.C i,nqo

respondents that the applicants were guilty of submitting
■  ■ ■ • : I i 3 bii jr. -'Sf II ^''iCl tO .;A -■■I? i.-}':'am ^

multiple applications cannot,therefore, be faulted. It is
' '' c'."!3 '% .'j'od; ■y;.-:;.-' :.3'R ■ j; J ; ; ■ ;; ■ .

Ty - . ..Ab I V ■ . . 3 - -30
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also to be viewed with'serious cohcern 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

ulltra vires and so' on. We find no illegality in the

instructions/noticV'"given in the impugned judgement and it

is settled law that after ' having' ^ ^appeared in the
examination, they cannot take such "pleas. At several

places in ; the advertisement, name'19. .' Note-Ill

of Para 20 ' of the Instructions to' candidates contained Q

the application form itWlf," it'"has been clearly indicated
that the candidate should submit only one application form

together^with oth'er'Velevant 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 alsobeen given to

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 also no

'  " question of invoking" the^ princit)le-of promissory estoppel.
^ against the respondents' in th'ese cases because the

' ^ applicants cannot be ' 'treated' as equals • with other

• i i

candidates. -

I 1

7, p'rorrT the above, it is seen that the applicants

are guilty of suppression of materiel^ facts, they have made
false declarations in the applications and they

cannot,therefore, claim any reliefs on the ground that they

are young and immature. In the facts of the case, the
Qfh0f- cases cited by them do hot also assist them. See also
fthe decision of the Tribunal in O.A. 448/97 decided on 7.7.97
-dismissing another-eimilar application.
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8. For thie reasons given above, We find no merit

at all in these aiDplications. The same are accordingly

dismissed. No order" as to costs.
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