CENTRAL ATMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH
0,5,N0,1809/92 j

In

New Delhi: this the 5~ December, 1997,

HON 'BLE MA. Se Re ADIGE, VICE CHAI A AN ().
HON'BLE MRS, LAKSHMI SuaMINATHAN MEMBER(J)
Parveen Kumar,

/o Shri Chanderpal Singh,
Rfe LIG Flat, East of Loni FRoad,

ahdra s tos ﬂpplicd‘l te
By aAdwcate: Shri A.K.Bhardwaj )
Ve rsus

1. Nelhi aMvinistration,
through thas Chief aAdninistrator,
01d Secretriate, No.5,
Alipur M ad,
New Dalhi.

2, The Neputy Oommissioner of Polics,
II1 Battalion,
Delhi ammed Police ,
Delhi.

3. The Assistant Commissioner of Police,
Police Head Quarter,
III Battalion,
DAP,
Dalhie sesese REBSpONdents,

(8y adweates Shri Anogp Bagai)

JUDGMEN T
HON'BLE MR, S. R, ADIGE VICE cHAIMaN (a)

Applicant impugne respondents® order
dated 1643.57 rejecting his cardidature for
gpointment as a onstable Nelhi Police.

2. mpplicent applied for recrui tment ss
Qonstable in Delhi Police on 22.12.89. He appeared
in the recruitment test, He cleared the physical
endurance test , writtent test and interview and was _
provisionally gsslected subjsct to police verification
of character and antecedents., Meanuhile pplicant’s |
ngme figured in a case No.5/90 registered on

502490 under secs, 395, 397 Ipc in PS Zevar, Distte.
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Bul smdshahr (UP)e mpplicant failed to mention
this fact in tha attestation fom filled in by
him on 23.8.50 and respondents by impughned order
dated 16.3.91 accordingly rejected his candidature
for gppointment a3 onstsble. Later, by Addl.
Munsif-Magistrate’s order dated 23.4.51 (snnexure- §2)

he was exonerated during T.I.parade.

3. applicant®s counsel Shri Bhardwaj has
asserted that no criminal case wa® pending against
the epplicant and hence the sllegation against

him that he had concealed the fact of pendency of
acriminal case, was unfounded, baseless and
illejal because on his exoneration in the T.I.
parade, the question of pendency of a criminal
trial ageinst the spplicent did not arises He
asserted further that even if s criminal case was
pending against him that by itself would not render
the gpplicant ineligible F?zTap ginbaant. Reliance
was pl aced on the Hon 'ble"u.p;;n-. ﬁ.‘;k ruling

in G.Bhardwaj Vs, UOI & Ors. 1989 (4) CaT 945.

“. Placed in the spplicat’s personal file,
which was shoun to us by respondents,is the
police verification report which states that
spplicant ; figured in the TI Pamde in Case FIR
No.S/90 under secs. 395, 397 IPC in PS.Zevar Distt,
Bul sndshahr(UP). His character ahd antecedents
are described a8 suspicious,
S¢ In Delhi Adninistration vs. Sushil Kumar
CoM0.13231/96, the Hon'ble Supreme Oourt in its
order of Gcectober ,1996 while setting aside
the Tribunal's order has held as follows:
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"It is sgen that werification of the
character and antecedents is oneo f
the important criteria to test whether
the selected candidate is suitshble to a
post under the Stste. Though he was
physically found fit, passed the written
test and intervisw and was provisionally
selacted, on account of his sntecedent
record, the appointing authority found
it not desirgble to gppoint j person
of such record a5 a Mnstable to the
diselplined force. The view taken by
the zppointing suthority in the b ackground
4 of the case cannot be sgid to be

unwarrantade The Tribungl, therafore, was
wholly unjustified in 9i ving the direction

for reconsidaration of his case. Though
he was discharged or acqui tted of the
criminal offances, the same has no thing
Ddo with the questiom., (hat would be
ralevant is the conduct or character
of the candidate to be sppointed to a
service and not the actual result thereof.
IFthe actusl result hsppened to be in a
Particul ar way, the 1auw will take ¢ are
of the consequences. The considaration
relevant to the cass is of the antecedsnts
of the candidate. Appoin ting Authority,
* therefore, has rightly focussed this
aspect and found him not desirzshle to
appoint him to the service.

The azppesal is accordingly allowed. The

order of thea Tribungl stangs set asids,
No costs.

6 In the light of the aforesaid ruling,which
is fully #plicsble to the facts of the present

Cas®, we find oursel wves unadle to intervene in this

matter. The 04 is diemissed., No oo sts,
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( MRS, LAKSHMI SuamIng THaN )

( s.Rr.apnIige
MEMB ER(3)

VICE CHAImaN(a).,
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