
CaiTBAL jOMBJlgrRATIVE TRIBUNAL^ Ji^BALPUR BOJCH. JABALPUR

original feplioaticai 230 of 2002

Jabalpur, this the day of March, 200 4

HCft'ble Shri M.P. Singlyi Vice Chairman
Hon'ble i^i Mad^n Mohah,> Judicial Merober

Shri Surgndra Singh Rawat,
^o. Shri G.S, Rawat, aged 27
years, B/o. Qr, No. 3199, Typ&-III,
Ordnance Factory Estate, Itarsi,
District Hoshangabad. ••• Applicant

(By Advocate - Smt. S, Mencai, Sr. Advocate alongwith Ka.
P#L. Shrivastava)

Versus

1. Union of India,i
Ministry of D^ence,
Ordiance Factory Itarsi,
Through t Its Gaierai Manage.

2* The Gaieral Manager,
Ordnance Factory, Itarsi. ... Respondents

(By Advocate - Shri K . Pethia)

0 R D ER

By Madan Mohan. Judicial Member -

By filing this Original Application the applicant

has claimed the relief to quash the order dated 8•1.200 2

(Ann^ure A-6).

2. The bri^ facts of the case as stated by the

applicant are that the applicant submitted his applicaticn

form for the recruitment to the post of Chargeroan Grade-II

(Tech./Ch«n.) as published by the respondent No. 2. The

applicant is B.Sc. in Physics, Chemistry and Maths haying

two years experience in the relevant field. Therefore the

applicant fulfilled the requisite quaiifioation/spedfica-

ticn maiticHied in the said advertisement. On receipt of the

application of the applicant he was called for writtai and

also for interview en 21 ^ onnn = ^21.3.2000 and 22.3.2000 r,



2 *

The eppiioant successfully p^^ed his written test as also
the interview and «s selected for the post of Oterges^
orad^ll and was issued attestation forn
for the purpose of Police Verificaticn. The applicant
filled up the attestatioi <=nr-m i. • .form by givxng full details
therein and subndtted the same to ^u wie same to the General Manager r
Ordiance Factory*. Itarsl nn +.v, . 'jr#. -ttcursi^ On the direction ^

No o , oijrecticn of respcadait.  Vide letter dated 29.4.2000 the applicant suhsitted
-o c^ies Of the cos^lete attestation foros. ̂ t^
passage of few moiths the = i.

^pUcant was issued a show cause
nouce dated 15 . 2,200V v^erein it was m«,t.

«i.n ar was mentioned that the

irrr.r'^ - - -—-
was informed and reported that th

been fo„n^ ■ ^licaat had notbeen found living in the said addi-
said address and thereby, the

applicant was guilty for f„r„. w.furaishlng falae informaticn/
add?ess. On receiot oP +-v

detai, ̂  9-ve adet:aiied r^iy dated 22 o

that there has heJ mmiticning
submi r " -
that L llXtT"*

--ngr:xrrrsaid that it was under en ' " coulq^
detailed 1 authority which wasdetailed in the attestation ^^on

form. On receiot o^f
the respondent No 2 vfd same,

°* 2 vide order dated 8.1 snnv
the selecuon of the an n 'Of the ̂ pllcant to the post of chen
Grade.ll (TecVChem.) <=hsrgeman

3 Heard the learned counsel for the parties and
perused the records car^ully.

The learned counsel for the ajpUcent ar
the teniicent pprroant argued th<
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form correctly but the Superintendent a£ Police^' District

3bdore has submitted his r^ort Annepcure R-2 d&ted

9.7.2000 mtfiticning that the name of the father of the

applicant is not mentioned in the attestation form, Heice

the Superintendent of Police required correct addr^s and

name of the father of the applicant which was not fumishei

by the respondents. Accordingly, the r^rt submitted by

the &iperintendoit of Police is absolutely inc<^i^lete and

incorrect and under these circumstances the applicant

cannot be said that he mentioned the address wrongly in the

attestation form. The learned counsel for the applicant
coTjr QQ'fci

further argued that he had submitted hisi^esperiaice certi.

ficate from Geo-Chem Laboratories Pvt. Ltd.,; 3hdcre. The

learned counsel for the applicant also argued that the

applicant was never an eit^jloyee of WWA. However one frimd

of the applicant had a t^^ing 3bstitute of WWA for running
the same on 50-50 share basis, prom 10.5.1999, the

applicant was loolcing the typing institute on his b^alf^
and the applicant though; that it was a busings and not an

en^loyment. Hence the applicant did not consider it

necessary to menUon the same in the attestation forms.

5. The learned counsel for the respondents in their

r^ly has argued that the Superintendent of Police^! Distj
ict 3hdore has submitted his clear report dated 9.7.2000,
in which he has mentioned that on the verification it waj
found that the applicant was not found living in the
address givai in the attestation form. The applicant has

raoiticned in the attestation form as 91-A, Badhanagar,,
3ndore. There is no necessity to maition the name of the
father for address verifioat^.^c^°f^
by the superintendent of Police it dearly shows that the
address infflticned in the .
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is absolutely wrong. So far as the eraployraoit in the WWfk

the applicant himself admits that this was a institute

being rtin»^irby one of his friend on 50*-50 share basis.
This fact was intaitionally suppressed and concealed in

the attestation form. The learned counsel for the

respcxidents lastly drawn our attention towards Ann ©cure

dated 6th July,; 2002 issued from the Manager,; Geo Cha

Laboratories (Indore) Pvt, Ltd. to the General Manager,

Ordiance Factory,: Itarsi, It is clearly mentioned that

their Laboratory started functioning fran May, 1998 while

the applicant has submitted his experience certificate

in the factory stating that he worked fran 25,04.1997 to

30,04.1999. Heice this fact of the ̂ plicant about his

experience is absolutely false because the Laboratory

started functioning from May, 1998 cuid the applicant

started working from 25,04,1997, The learned counsel for

the re^ondents drawn our attention towards the juf^ment

of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of KendTiva

Vidvalaya sangathan and others Vs, Ram Ratan YadSv.

(200 3) 3 SCO 437, The Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that

suppression of material information relating to character

and antecedoits - considered a "major off oice" for which

pxanishm©it may ©ctend to dismissal from service,; as p©:

terms of offer of appointment.

6. Ke have given careful consideration to the rival

contentions made on bdialf of the parties and we find tha

the applicant maitioned his address wrongly in the

attestation form and he has also furnished false experlen

certificate from the saxd Iiaboratory, The applicant has

also concealed and suppressed the fact of aaploymait in

WWA«
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?• ^ view of the afca:esai<3, we find that the

applicant has failed to prove his case and the Oriqinal

Application is without any merit. Accordingly, "the

Original Application is dismissed* No costs*

\

(Madan MohanT' (w ̂
Judicial Member ^icb ChairSa^

•SA'

i  ■ V V. - •

fjy n.


