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central a [WIN I strati ve tribunal principal bench

0.a.No,18 09/9 2
n

Nsu Delhi: this the Oecentbery 1997if

HDN'BLE WR. S. RfADlCE, VICE CHAlfWAN(A).

HON'BLEWRS, LaKSHWI SUAWINaTHAN MEriBER(3)

Parueen Kumar,

a^o 5h ri Ch an derp al Sing h,
f^o LIG Flat, East of Loni (toad.

Shahdra .
(By Advocate: Shri A. K.Bhatduaj )

Mb rsu3

1« Delhi Adniniatration,
through the Oiief Adn inis trato r.
Old Secretriate, No .5,
Alipur Rsad,
New Delhi,

2. The Deputy Oammissloner of Police,
III Battalion,
Delhi Atmed Police ,
Del hi •

Appli can t.

3# The Assistant Oommissioner of Police,
Police Head Quarter,
III Battalion,
dap,
Delhi* •• • *• ftospon denta*'

(By Advocate: Shri AneQp Bagai)

DUnGflEN T

HDN'BLE WR.S.D.ADIGC VICP CHaIRIaN ( a1

Applicant impugns respondents' order

dated 16.3,91 rejecting his c?Pdidature for

appointment aS a Cbnstjtole Delhi Police*

2* Applicant applied for recruitment ae

Qjnatable in Delhi Police on 22.12*89. He appeared

in the recruitment test# He cleared the physical

endurance test , urittent test and interv/ieu and uas

provisionally selected subject to police verification

of character gpd antecedents* Meanuhile ^plicant's

name figured in a case No.9/90 registered on

5*2.90 under aecs* 395, 397 Ip C in ps Zevar, Qistt*
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Buljfidahahr (UP)# AppHc^t failed to mention

this fact in the attestation fona filled in by

him on 23.0»5O re^ondents by impugned order

dated 16.3.51 accordingly rejected his candidature

for eppointment sP Oonstgble* Later, by Addl*

Munsif-Magistrata's order dated 23,4.91 (Annexure- n2)S

he uas exonerated during T.I.parade*

3« Applicdit's counsel Shri Bharduaj has

asserted that no criminal case uas pending against

the epplicsHt and hence the allegation against

him that he had concealed the fact of pendency of

a criminal case, uas unfounded, baseless and

illegal because on his exoneration in the T*I«

parade, the question of pendency of a criminal

trial against the applicant did not arise* He

asserted further that ev«n if a criminal case uas

pending against him that by itself uould not render

the applicant ineligible for appointment* Reliance
^ C fiT

uas placed on the Hon'ble SepteeiNi fteetfs ruling

in G.Bhardwaj US* UOI & Ors. 1989 (4) CAT 945*

4* Placed in the applic^t*s personal file,

which waS shown to us by respondents^is the

police (/arifiCation report which states that

spplicsHt mm figured in the TI Paii«ie in Case FIR

No.9/90 under sees, 395, 397 IP C in PS. Zevar Oistt.

Bui ahdshahr(Up) . His character and antecedents

are described aS suspicious*

5* In [tolhi A(^inistration Vs. Sushil Kumar

C. ^o• 13231/96, the Hon'ble Supreme Osurt in its

order of October ,1996 while setting aside

the Tribunal's order has held as follows:

/I
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•'It is Seen that verification of the

character ahd antecedents is one o f

the important criteria to test whether

the selected candidate is sultd^le to a

post under the State. Though he uas

physically found fit, passed the written
test and interview and waS provisionally
selected, on account of his j^itecedent

record, the appointing authority found
it not desirable to gapoint a person
of such record as a Dans table to the

disciplined force. The view taken by
the appointing authority in the background

of the case cannot be said to be

unwarranted. The Tribunal, the re fo re. was
. ^ wholly unjustified in giving the direcUon

for reconsideration of his case. Though
he was discharged or acquitted of the
criminal offences, the sme haS nothing
^do with the question. liiat would be
relev^t is the conduct or character
of the candidate to be ^^pointed to a
service rfidnot the actual result thereof.

If the actual result happened to be in a
f^rticular way, the law will take c are
of the consequences. The consideration
relevant to the case is of the antecedents
of the candidate. Appointing Authority,
therefore, hgs rightly fo cussed this
aspect and found him not desirdble to
appoint him to the service.

appeal is accordingly allowed. The
order of the Tribunal stands set aside.
IMo costs. »

6. in thought or tho Ohoreooid rollng,which
fully «jplic*le to tho facts or tho prosont

COS., we rindoutselvos un^le to tntorvono in this
losttep. Tho 0# Is dioslssod. No costs.

( W.=?S. LAXsifJI SWAniNATHAN )
I^EnBERCa)

/ug/

( s.r.adige')
VICE CHaI friAN(A).


