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IIT THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEUNMAL, JAIFROJR EEMNCH, JAIPUR

Datz of ovder: /) .058,2000

OA No.241/97

Lakhan Lal Mesna £/¢ Shri Shyam Lal Mszena, R/: E-6, Mahezh

Nagar, Tonk Fatak, Jaipuor.

.. Applicant
Versus
Union of India throngh the Secretavy, Minizstry of
Human Rezource Devalopment, Govi. of India, llew

Delhi.

Staff Sfelection Commission through itz Regional

" Director (Wastern Ragicon), Army and MNavy Building,

Q7

2nd Floor, 142 Mahatma Gandhi Road, Mumbai.
Secrekavry to the Government of Indis, Department of
Revenu2, Miniztvry <f Finance, Central Secrataviat,
New Delhi.

.. Reapondents

None preasnt for the applicant

Mr.Z.2.Hasan, ccunsel for the respondznts

CORAM:

frnllowing

ni)

ii)

iii)

Hon'ble Mr. S.T0.AJarwal, Judicial Member
Hon'kle Mr., HN.P.Hawani, Adminiatrative Member
ORDER

Pzr Hon'kls Mr. S.F.Agarwal, Judicial Member
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In thisz Original Applicaticon applicant males

to deslare Clause-I1I of pavra 20 of Ann.l as void ab
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s uazh  Ann.2 with all 1legal conazquencs
follow:
o direct ths respondenta bt - considev the

candidature of applicant and to give him appointment
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on the basis ¢of hiszs merit with effect from the date

of other candidates have heen appointed on the basis

of the afcrezaid zelzctiong
iv) to Jdirect the rezpondents to allow the pstitioner

all consequential benefits immediately.”
2. The factsz of the caze in bri=2f, as stated by the
applicant, are that the applicant submitted application in
pursuance of the notice at Ann.Al and he was given PRoll No.

5514337 and applicant appeared in the examination on

28.4.19%96., However, respondents vide order dated 14.12.1996
rejected the candidature of the applicant on the qround that

tg the applicant zubmitted two applizaticona one from Western
Region and another for lorchern Region. Tt is8 #tat2d that
applicant £irst =ent the application in pursuance of the

aforesaid nctice to th

it

respondent Mo.2 only and till that

3

time nd other application sa2nt by him. Howszver, immediately

thereafter he sent ancther application t£o Iocrithern FRagion

11]

under the bonafide belief that in casze his first application

doe

()]

not reach in tim2 «r rejectzd for any mistake or formal
defect, he may not loose the chance to taks ervamination. It is
xb stated that the impugnsd order rejecting the candidature of
the applicant iz patently illzgal and without jurisdiction and

applicant d4id not furnish any falze informstion so az to give
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right to the respondenta o reje. the candidature of the
applicant. Therefovre, cancellaticon of zandidature of the
applicant was arbitrary, unreasonakle and unfair and in
violation of Articlez 14, 14 and 21 of the Conztitution of
India and Clausze -III of pavra 20 and the =ligibility condition

iz alsc discriminateory, arbitrary, untaivr and unreascnable.

Therefore, applicant files this Original Application f£2r the

reliefs as mentioned akaove.
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3. Reply waszs filed. In the veply, it haz heen stated
that applicant filed twoc applicaticons but he has given fzlse

declaraticn to this effeck. It iz alas ztated that MNote-IIT of
Fara 20 made it very «<lear that sandidate shsuld =ubmit one
application only. Munltiple applicatizsns will be rejected
summarily. It is a2lzo stated that in the Appendiz-1 of the
aprlication form, intruztions ware there that application will

be summarily resjected

i

t any stage of the recruibtment process
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for wrong information/misrepresentaticon of fa
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submitting more than onz applicaticn eﬁc. Therefore, because
of contraventicn of the provisions of notice of fecruitment to
the post ot Inspecfar of Central Bxcise /Income Tax, there was
a full Jjustification of rejecting the. candidature of the
applicant who had submitted more than one application and
applicant haz no case for interference by thia Trikunal and,

thersfore, this GA iz deveid of any merit and is liable ko be

. Hzard the 1learned <ccunsel f£or the veapondentz and
alac  perused the sverments made by the appliczant and

respondentz in the pleadings as submitied by the partie

0]

4. The learned counzel for the rezpondenta vehemznitly
arguad that the Frincipal Pench, llew Delhi vide itz crder
dated 12.2.1%9%%6¢ npassed iin 02 Mo .1882/19%96 decided this
controversy and held that if it is found that applizant has

submitted multiple applications for the zame

zxamination, the
candidature of the applicant is liables to be rejzcted and the

FPrincipal Bench <f the Tribunal 31id nokbk allew the application

of the applicant =zo filed.
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5. In the instant case, it is an admitted fact: that

applicant has filed two applications for the post of

Excise/Income Tax Inspectcr Examination, 1996. It 1is alseo

_evident from the application form itself that a candidate was

required to submit one application only and it was made clear
that multiple applications will bhe rejected summarily. In the
instructione contained in the Appendiz~-1 annexed with the
application form, it was also made very clear that an
application will be summarily rejected at any stage of the
recruitmenf process for  not conforming to the official
format/having incomplete information/wrong informaticon/mis-

reprezentation of facts/left wunsigned/submitted without fee

[[}]

where due without a signed photograph pasted at  the
appropriate place/ not accompanied by attested copies of
certificates in support of their c¢laim for educational
qualifications, age and category (ST/5T/EX~-S/0H/NEC),
Departmental certificate or for submitting more than one
application. The candidate was also regquired to sign a
declaration at the end of the application format where he has
to declare that all the sfatements made in the application are
true, complete and =orrect to the best of his knowledge and
belief. There 1is a specific de=claration that "I have not

submitted any aother application for this PRecrnitment. I am

- aware that if I contravens this Rule, my application will be

reject by the commisszion summarily.". This declaration was

signed by the applicant while filling up the application form

S

and respondents on scrutiny noticed that applicant has
submitted two application forms in contravention of the
instructions contained in the rules/instructiocns. Thérefore,
we did not find any infirmity in the order of rejection of the
candidature of the applicant byvrespondeht department and this

OA is devoid of any merit. We alsc do not find any basis to
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declare Note-III of Para 20 of the instructions contained with

the application format as arbitrary, unrzasonable, unjustified

‘and in violation of Articlez 14 and 16 of the Constitution of

nf violatinn of
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India. Applicant failed to 23tablish th
Articles 14, 16 and 21 of the Constitution of India regarding
Note-III of Para 20 of the instructicons contained with the

application format.

6. Therefore, in our considered view, 3applicant has no
case for interference by this Tribunal. We, therefore, dismiss
this Original Application at the =tages <f admission having no

merits at all. No order as to costs.

(N.P.NAWANTI) (S.K.AGARWAL)
Adm. Member Judl .Member




