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Central Adrinistrative Tribunal, Principal Bench

Original Appllcation t{o. L99O /ZOO3

New DeIhi. this the t3lf .tuy of Jarruar y, ?004

Hon - ble lulr. Justlce V. S. Aggarual. Chalrnan
llon - ble ltlr. R. K. Upadhyaya,Irlember (A )

Sandeep Kumar
Slo .$hri Eal.bir Singh,
R/o F *1 1 7. Parrchsheel Gar derr.
Merer Gal i Naveen Shahdara
0ellri*32 . . . Applicarrt
(By Advocate: Shri Arun Bhar'dwa'i )

Ver sus

'[he Commissiorrer of Police.
Police Headquarters.
I.P. Estate. New DeIl'ri.

The Dy, Commissioner' o'f police.
l{GlRS. Estt.
PoIice Headquar^ter s,
I. P. Estate. New DeIhi . . . Resoorrdents

( By Advocate: Shri A -iesh Luthra )

q*ff-"*q"l- B

glJu-slrseJ*"9,...-..agser.HaLgLa_Lrmo

Applicant Sarrdeep Kumar^ apnlied for the pc,st of

Head Constable (Minister ial ) 1n Delhi tlr:rIice on 24.2,99.

He .iuc;cesif'ull.y qualil''ied all t-he l"est-s. rrrrd had filled un

the necessary 'l'rfrrr. On 3. r+.2001. tre sublrritted his

attestatiorr form. lrr the at.tesLation fc,rm, he crearly
ntent.ioned that because of the dispute with t,he terrant. a

case was. r'egistered against him. his lnother ancl f'ather for

the offences punis.hable under Sec;ti.on 3ZS/34 of the Irrdian

Perral ccrde. He alsn mentioned that. the matter hacl been

coolrir'om i sed.

z

,2 0n 2.B.ZDOl. a

applicarrt askinq him

rrotice to show cause was issued

as to why hi s carrdidature f or

( Ministerial ) should not

to

the

be

t.he

post o'f llead Cc.rnstable

/u
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canc:erled because he had conceared the fact 01. his
involvemerrt irr the crimi_rral case. The apolicant subrnitted
a r'eoly stating that he hars rrot corrc;ealeci the fact of the
irrvolvemerrt with arrv oblioue motive. on ?g,i.2003. his
candidature was cancelled.

L,

3. By virt-ue of ilre oreserrt application,
app.ti.cant seeks cruashing o-f the orcjer of zg,s,zoo3
virtue .f which his carrdidatr.rre has beerr cancelred.
also seeks a clirectiorr tcl aprroint hinr irr Deltri poI ice
tlie rlost. referred to above with cons.equential henefits.

the

t,y

He

orl

4. 'the petitiorr has been contestecl. The r.esp6lcrents
r:lead that arr adver^tisemerrt appeared to firr up r7_g posts
of ttre Head constables irr t,wo leadinqr neuspapers ancj in th.
emf:loymerrt rrews. The applicarrt hacl submi tted his
app'Lication fornr. Fle h,as decrar'ed serected orovlslonarly
sr-tbject tr: ver-ificaLir:n of his. c:haracter and antecedents.
His char"acter and antecedents were verified. rt tra.s:oired
tlrat he was irrvolvecl irr case FrR lrlo.3zt5 clated zl .7,95 with
f'esr'rect t.c-r.fferrces ourrishabre under"section 325/34. 0rr a
c.moromise. he h,as acqui tted. The case .f the apr)l ic.lnt
rras examirred in the headquarters ancl it was f'r-rnd that he

had rrot disclosed his invorvement irr the apptication fcrrm
desnite crear warning that in cas€ .f false informatiorr.
the Dersorr courd be clisouali f ied arrcJ declarecj unf it for
employmeiit. A show cause rrotlce was issued. -l-he applicarrt
submi tted iris. rep1y. It- was thereaf ter that because of the
f urni shi ng c:t sai d fal.:-ie irrfor-rnat ic,rr t,hat his candidature
had L'eerr withc'lrawrr. rt is cr:ntended that the order is
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vaIi.d and in accordance with the }aw and or'ocedure.

5. we have heard the oart.ies courrsel an,J htirV€ seerr

the relevant record.

6. ro keeo the record straight. w€ deem it necessary

to mentiorr some of tlre other- facts. Admi ttedly when the

app.lication form was filted uD by the applicant in the year

l9si9. aq:airrst. the corulnn "as to if he was ever involved irr

a criminal case". he had subnritted the answer in ernohatic

rro wherr orl t.hat date, a case had beerr registered against
hinr wi th respect to of ferrces punishabre under section sz5

read wit-h .$ection 34 <st the rrrclian perral cocle and on a

corn0rorrise. he had been acquitted on 13. 1.98. When this
fact had corne to the rroticr.r o'f the resoondent,s. .t.hey had

ser'red the followlng s.how cau.Je:

"'/ou" sarrdeen l(trmar " sicr .shri tlaltrir- sirrgh. RoIl
No. 5301 had subnritted an applicatiorr form for. theoost ctf Hd" corrst. (plirr. ) in Delhi trolice. on yourselectic.rrr to the above sairj oost, you were cal.l.edto t'il1'*un the ar:testatiorr fc,rm arrd other forrns,Your character arrd antecedents brel"e got ver.ifiedl:lrrough DCP/Special gra.rrrch. trelhi. As perverification reoort ol" DCplSpeciat granch. Delirl.'1ou were involved in case F IR No. s 6z /96 clatede1.07.96 t,/s -rz5/34 rpc ps shahdar.a. Derhi in whichyou were acguitted orr comorornise by the Horr.ble
Cour t of Sh. K. S. []al. ACMM. Shatrdara. onr8,01.1996.

You did not nrenliorr vour involvement in the abovesaid case in your apntication irr column No. lZ(a) &(b) of tlre application for.m. I.hus, you havecorrcealed the facts about your invorvemen.t irr theabove said crtrninal case at the tinre of fllling*upof the apptication forrn which corrtairrr the u,arni.noat the Lop "the furrrishirrg of false in{'ormatiorr orlsuppressiorr of arry factual irlforrnatiorr in theattestat.ion f or'rn/apo.[ ication l'or.ttr wclurd be adi:ieualificatiorr arrd i:: Iikely to render the
carrclicla te un f i t for emprovmen t uncler the
'Jover nmen t .

You. Sandeep Kumar'. Rolr No.530l ar.e hereby ca.l.led
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uoon to g:how cause withirr l5 clavs -f rcxr the clate of
receipt of this notice as to why yc,ur candidature
sholr I.d not be cancel led 'f or cor)cea I i ng the above
far::Is. Irr case rro r-eoly is receive,J wi thin thestir:ulated per'lc,d it wi.l.I be oresunred that you
harve rrothi rrq: to say arrd the case wirr be decicled
ex*"parte. "

7 , The aopl ican t had submi t tecl the repl v . He harj

adrni t.ted that. he fai Led to merrtiorr this fact irr the
anplication fornr. It r.,as arl unintentiorral ornission, There

were no malaficles or) lris port. He submitted an additional
reol v arso. The Deoutv cornnrissioner of porioe had

c)orrsi derecl the same arrd had wit.hclrawn the canclidature.

B. Lear ned counsel for the aopr ican t hacj clr.awn our

at.t.en Liorr to the fact that i rr sirnilar casesi cer t,ain other.

oersions who had also suppressed tlre s.ai d fact. had been

al lowed r-o corrtirrue arrd t-he c;arses of Corrstable Arrand Kumar

arrc{ Parveerr Kunrar were srrecial}y highlighted.

9. Orr the strerrgth of Lhis

urgecl that the applicant has beerr

has l:eerr discrimirratecl.

corrterrtion, it has

dealt with unfairly
beerr

and
.t

10. l*,e are consr:ious of the fact tirat the Delhi High

Lrr:ur't:- Ln the c;ase of Bgj__K.U-m_eCJSr**U-g1;lg.F_.-..g'J*_.JOd:g1-__-eCId

gghp_fs in civil tJrit Petition No. 15 6?2/2000 rjecidert ofr

1 8. 1 0.200 1 had held:

"rn the present case aIso,tr,o find discrirninatinnwrit large orr the record. Though it is exolainedbv L / C f csr r'eso<lnderr ts tha t there were somedistirrguishirrg features between Ure two sets c,f
coi1.*:tabres arrd t,hat the cards of ilre reinstatecl lot
rr,ere fclurrd good orr re-verificatiorr as these carried
dates pr'ior to the date of recruitment anc{ wer.er'ourrd teil l virrr; wi ili the of f iciol record, w€ f eelthat arrv such distinction beconres irrelevant once

AU--<
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deoart-mental authoritv had frroceecled orr the
premises Lhat registratiorr with e.rmolovmerrt excharlge
arrd reouirettrent of' a registration card luag not
fntal to the appoirrtmerrt arrd orr that basis had
rein:;tated similar"Iv situated constables even
thottqh '"imoI1 irr rrrrrnber. Arrv minor- variation or
differ'ence in degree of defects in the cards pales
int.o irrsigrrificarrce in s.uch a s.ituaLion. We are.
thor'efore. of the view that Depar tmental Authoritv
ought to have applied the same starrdard arrd treated
the similarly cir'cuntstanced alil.:e. l{aving failecJ.
it had orrly exoosed t.he actiorr to the charge of
arbitrar'iness eirrd dlscr inrirratiorr renderino it
urrsustainable irr the trrocess.,

Mr. Kamal Deeo s apprrehensiorr that Delhi Police
establishmerrt would be iolted if these petiti.r:ns
h,ere allowed was nrlsplaced to is.ay the least. Even
if it. was. it could rrot- be allowed to obstruct, the
course of' justice. "

ll. I.he orinci.ple is well settled that each case has

to be deal t. reri th c,ri i ts owrr rrrerits. r t has to be examirred

irr t:he facts aild circurnstances of that oarticurar ca$e. rt
has to be decided bv the department as to whet,her in that
par ticular facts, suprrression c:f f'acts would entai I
urithdrawaL of carrdidat,ure or arry other actiorr. The $upreme

cour t had considered a sirrirar corrtroversy in the case

state of Blhar vs. Kameshuar Prasad singh and Another,

2000 scc (L&s) 845 arrd held:

" 30. The c<lnceo t. of equaL i t.y as envisaged under-
Ar ticle l 4 of the Consti tution is a positive
cc,nc:eot which canrrot be enfoi^ced in a negative
mantrer. hrherr ariy authoritv is :chown to have
cornmi Lted any illegality c,r irregularitv irr fa'rour
of anv irrdividua.L or group of individuals, others
canrroL claim the same illegal ity or irregular ity orr
the grourrd o1'denial thereof to thern. SimiIarIy
wrong 'iudgement passecJ in favour of orre individual
does nr:t entitle othel"s to claim sirnilar benefits.
I t'r t-h i i r"ec;ar d t-h i s Cor.rr't- i rr Gur :,hararr Si ngh v.
New Dellri. Municipal Cornrrittee" ( l99fi ) 2 SC 459 helcl
that citizerrs have assunrerJ urong notiorrs regarcling
ttre scope of Ar t.icle l4 01' the Corrstitution urhich
guararrtees eouality before laur tcl all citizens.
Benet"its extended to sofite per s()ns irr clrt irreEtular
oi illegal manner cerrnc,t. be claimed by a citizen orr
the olea of eoualtty as err::hr lnecl in Article l4 of
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bv rray of writ petition filed in
The Cour t observed: ( SCC r:. 465

v

"Nei ther 41 1f r:,Ie l4 of t-lte:
Constitution concelves rerithin the
euual i tv r:Lause this cc)rlceot nor
Ar ticle ?Zb empohrer s the Hi gh Cour t
to enforce such clainr of eoualitv
bef'or e I aw. If such clairns ar e
errforced, it shall amount to
dir'ectirrg to continue antJ peroetuate
an illegal prooedure or an illegal
order for extend.irrg similar benefits
to others. Before a clairn based orl
equality clause i:. upheld" it, must be
establtshed by the petitioner- that.
his claim being.iust arrd legat. has
been denied to hirrr. while i t has beerr
exterrded to others arrd in this
process there has been a
disc,rimination. "

Again in Secy. Jaipur Develooment Authorlty v"0aulal Mal Jairr. r1997) 1 SCC 35 this Court
ccrn:;idered the scope of Ar ticle I 4 of Lhe
corrstitutioir and reil;.eratetJ it.s earrier glositiorr
reqarding the corrceot of equal.itv holdinq: {SC:C
pp. 5 1 *57, par a ZB )

"Suf f ice i t to hr:rld t hat the
illegal allotrnent fourrded upon uIIra
vires arniJ illegal policy at allotnrerrt
made to some other persorrs wrongly.
rloulrj not form a legat prenrlse to
errsui'e i t to the resporrderr t or to
repeat c,r perpet,uate such iIIeqraI
order. rror c<'ruld it be legalised. Irr
ottrer words. jurJicial process carrnot
be abused to CIer petuate the
illegalities. Thus coirsiderecl" we
trol cJ t.hat the t.ligh Cour t wa..i. ,,.,Ieat-lv
in errc,r in directing the appellants
to al lot the larrd to the

res.r'ronden ts. "

12.

cer^ tairr

illeqaI
even if
awa r cjed

mus t. be

Identical is the posi tion her"ein because if
per sons. evetr i I' assurned. have been oiverr .t.he;

berrefits that cJoes not mean that all oLher p€rSon.*c

they have committed similar dereli.ction. should be

the benefit. Tlre aopi!cant cannot clairn that he

aI lowed the scrid berref i t. We, t.heref ore. have rlc,

,a
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hesi tation irr re jectirrg the said ar oument"

I i - I rr that even t. Iear ned cc.runsel f or the aonl.lcarr t
con tenderj tha I corrcealmen t of .tact was nclt, a mater ial J-act

and rror' it h,as an intentiorral corrcealnrent. Reriarrce was

r:Iacnd an the decisiorr of the Ra-iastharr High court in the
case of Khama Ram vishnol and ors. v. state of Ralasthan
and others in civil hrrit petition No.zg43ll99g decicled on

8. z.;000. perusal <:tf the ci.ted -iurJgemerrt reveals that the
Ra iasthan l{igh court has proceeclecJ orr the pr.enrise that
there h,as rro provil;i.orr irr t.he rules of r gg9 which debar s
the c:arrdidates agalnst whom a cr inrirral case is rrending f rom

the ernplovmerrt iri the polic,e servic:e. The findirros of t.he

said l"ligh Court ar-e:

"29. A combinecj }ook at Rules l 3 an,J l Sdefictnstrates th,lt corrvictiorr of a carrdidate in acase involvingt rftoraI turpitr_rde arrd viorence has amater ial bearirrg with his aopointmerrt in the pori.ce
service arrd if the candiclate is founrJ guirty ofsuppressirrg such materiar irrformation h; may irraddition to rendering Iiabre hirnself to crirninarnrosecutiorr may be debarrecJ from empl0yment underthe Governnrent. rn view of Note t i I of Rule l3informat.iorr whicir rerates to the c;onryiction of acandi-datecanbet:ermedastnater.ia1inf<rrnration
rrrformatiorr reratirrg to irrvorvement in a criminalcase or pendency of criminal case at the clate oft.he apnl icati.n irr tny considered ooinion is hardlyrelevarrt.. rf such infornration is suppressed itrjoes not arrourlt t. :iuppressi.on <lf -material
inforrnation. Ther'e is rro prr:vision in the Rulesof'' 1989 wlrich rjebars the candidates who wasinvc'rIved in a crimirraL case c)r aqairrst urhom acr irrirral case i.s pendirig from Lhe emplc,ymerrt irrpoI ice service. c:ircular' issued trv the Dir.ectorcieneral of p.r ice .n Apr i L zg. r 995 i s. r elevarrtorrly to the extent in so far as it exorains rnclralt'urpitude' arrd vi.lerrce and rrot beyorrd that...

e

lt+. rrr the or'esent case in hand, b,€ have alr.eady
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point.ed atrove that in the application for.rrr itself. it harJ

been rnentiorred that sur:pression o.f facts would entail
re-iecLion <tt the applic:atir-rn. I'herefore. ilre cJecision of
t.he t?a'io':,tharr l"ligh court musL be herd to be

dis. t i.ngui shable.

15. our attention lras beerr dr.awn towar.ds the decision
of the Supreme Court in the case of Senggf_e*-;S-..1-ttgh--.--eA_d

egh.er.s.--:Ls_e**_Slall-e*.of...guniah*en-d-_-g3_h*e*r.s, (leB3) 4 scc zzs.
Perusa} of the cited _iuclgenrent r.eveals that there b,as a

mass di srnissal of oor ice oer sorrnel f or misconcluct of
particioatiori i n unlawf uI agitation. Ma j.ritv of thenr were
t'ei,nstated except t.he peti tioners before the supreme r.:or1r.*.

The supreme cour t rrerd that c.r iter ia f or cler:riving r:rrose

nefitir:rrret'1 was t'rrit tJi.scl,:,:ied arrd f€oscrrrs were
urrconvirrcirrr;t. rt is;:aLerrt fronr the facts rrar.rated above
that. t-he c:i t.ed iudgerrrei.rt h,as corrf ined to the peculiar facts
or thaL par ticular case. corrsequerrtly. it wi1) have no

Ellplicatiorr irr the present c:orrt.roversy.

16. rr,hether it is a nrater.iar cc)ncealment of facl or
urrirr'Lerrt-ionaI concealme,t. o'f fact, is errtirely within t.he

domain of the concerned authorities. In fact. Lhe

resporr,Jents Iearned courrsel while corrtroverting the plea
tsf the applicant s learrred courrser that Lhe aprlricant lrarJ

no t cor r er>tl y under s tood the que.-.;tir:rr . con tenrjed tha t af ter
z-l ! z vears orrrv the aprrlicant had tlrought it approor.iate
to pc.)irrt_ out the correct facts.

Tlie $uprenre cour t hacl corrsicJer.ed this contr<lversvt7.

/{tV



*9.*

in Lhe case Delhi Admlnistratl.on Through its chlef
secretary and others v. sushll Kumar. ( I 996 ) I I scc d05"

rt held that verific;ation of character and antecedents is a

necessarv irrgredierrt., rt is for the apprc,pria.Ee authority
to consider whether the carrdidature has to be c:ancelled or

rrot, Tlre Supreme Court had returned the findinos:

"It is seen that verification of the r:haracter.and
arrtececlents is orr€ c)f the importarrt criteria to
test whether the selected candiclate ig sui table toLl pc)st. urrder the.state. 'l-hough he was physical.ly
founcl t'it. passecl the writt.en test ancl lntervierrr
arrd was nrovi sionally selecteri, or, account of his
arrtecederrt record. the aopointirrrpt authority for:ndit rrot. desirable to appoirrt a person of such recordas er CrLnstable to ttre dis<:iplined force. fhe vierr,
Lalrerr hy t-tre appc,irrtirrg arut-horitv irr r-he backr;round
o'f the r:ase caJlrr(-)t be saicl to be urrwarr'anted. TheTribunal. therefore. was whorlv urr iustified ingiv:Lng the directiorr for reoons:[deratlon <lf h.Lscase, Thc-rugh he was di schargecl or acquitted of the
cr inrinal of'{'ences, the same has nothing to dc, r"ri 1ptlre ouest-iorr, Wha t wc.rr-tld l:e relevarrt i s theconduct c,r' chara<.;ter r:rf the cerrdidate L,o treapooirrt.ed to a ser-vic:e arrd rlot the actual resultthereof. If the erctual result happened to be in a
nar ticular w&y, t_he law wilI take care of the
corr"<j.eouences. ]-he consirleratiorr rerevant to thecase is of the arr t.eceden ts of the carrclidate,
Appointing Authority, Urer.efore. has r.ightly
fr-rc;uss.ed this aspect arrd fourrd him rrot rjesirabie to
appoirrt him to the service. "

lB. trtot onlv Lhis, a Divisiorr Berrch c,f the Derhi t{igh

c4rsr't irr the case of vlrender par slngh v. unlon of rndla,
zoaz (3 ) ATJ 5t'l wa's corrcerrred wi th a similar controversy,
The petitioner therein had appried for t,he post of
corrstable. It h,as found that. he had f ailed to disclose the

mater'iar f acts and his carrclicJature r/uas cancel ted. Tl.re

Delhi l"ligh Court held that the carrclirlature

t

/w was rightlv
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cancelled. I'he f,irrdings readr *

the ck tofacts of the oresent case. As alr.eady poi n t.edabove the appticant was awar.e of the pending Fir-st.Irrfornra Lion Report in which he reras acouitted but heirrf'orme d the depar.tme rrt that he was rrever involvedi rr suc h trratter . Art verif'.[cat_ion in Cr c tober . ZA\)O ,i t tr'arr soirecJ that the ini'ornratir:n given was rtotcclr r ec; t. The learrre tJ ccrurr::el for t.he resDorrderr tt.was r'iqht in poi.nt,irr g that on conrlrrqt to k norar tha ti t ha s L-;ome to the rrot.ice of' ilre auth ori ties. theappl icarr t inrnrediatel y in January ZO}t . wrote to ilieauthor i ties that he had beerr invol ved in sur:h aca S$ i n wlr 1c.:h he rr,a s acquitted. Ilre fact remaineC[ha t. t he appI ican t had suppresserJ the materiaifact. I t alg<> carrrrc) t be derriecl that he was notaware of i t. I t canrrot be termed to be fini narjver terr t mi s t

"9. A persorr wrr. is t. be aoo.irrted as c.rrstabre.irr ou' .pirrion. shc,r.rr cJ rJiscl.se a1r maieri;i-;;;i;:It was tar.the aopoirrtirrg author.itv to consicJer.asto whe t her. !h* ':rbiii i; ;.;;i;;l';; ;;" candicjareare true or' farse. concearmeni 
*oi'n,Jt*rial 

factsfor t-he nurpose of ohtainin,, appoirrtrnent itself maybe a Qtrc,urrct fc.rr .*n"*ffitiorr of ilre- appoirrtment.Irr the Arrplicatiorr fc,l^m-i ts.etf the petitioner wasrequired to give a cleclariation tc, tfie effect thatend.rsernerrt ther'eir, ii-' tru* t. tr,e- oest of hiskn.rrrredge an{ beliet' arrct in the -"u*nt 
of anyinformation found wror,g."he .un o* oismissed fromservice. He thu:i krrerl-that any rdrong inf..matl0not' corrcealrrler,t of fact may errtai I fris dismiss.alf r'out ser'vice' r t i.s. ther efc)re! -n,rt 'J 

".ru wherethe cjc,ur t. i s cal led uporr- to po:ie a question as towhet,her' desoite cc>nvicti.n in a t.ri.[iirrg matter. aoer s()n shr"rulrJ be derrier] appoir, t.ment-oij= i,"i, -' , 
f iShistrpral ( supr'a ) the oecision ,"i ienJereo in theneculiar fac;ts r.:rf the caie. It was ,iit*O irr thatc.ase that ,te cclrr<::er.rtecl emol.yee *u, -u.ouisional 
lyselected :ubiect ro p"ii".'- r"ri:rill.ron. Theporice found his invoivernent i.n Lwo case whichfacts he did rrot. discros.e-.ir, nii upilicatiorr. TheTribunar f.uncJ that r,e 

-i,a,r r".r*u-ii. 'ionE, 5 yearsarrd trrere had beerr no ior*..* re,,.rt against [hecorrduct of t,he appt icarrt, ,,

t
l9' This Tribunar everr irr the case of Hasmuddln v.
Govt-of t{cr of Delhl and others i.n o. A. N.. 7/ 20a2 clecided
on 8, I I . ZO0Z hacj also he1rj:

I I . Wit.h ttrls back drop. one carr rever t ba

/&
ak e. Once t_her e was a conscious
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orniijision for. wtrich
within its rights tcr
candidature shoulcl be
i).1egal in this reoard

t-he authoritv would be weII
cc'rrclude that the applicant sterithdrawn, We find nothinq
to i. rr terf er e. "

)

7.0, More recerrt.ty jn the case of tiendfly-e_*VldyA_I-Ay..A

s""enqafhen*"".*a!*d-.__o-ghefs*tts-** 
-B-ao.*Eatno-.*y_a*de-v, JT zrJ03 (? ) sc

256. while dealing with a similar controversy. the supr.eme

CourL held;

''!. rhe obiect of requirirrg informatic,rr in columns12 drrd 13 of' the attestation form arrd certif icatiorrthereafter try rhe candidate b'as t. ascertain ancrveri f'v the char^acter arrd arrtecedents t. judge hissuitability to corrtinue in service. A canclidatehaving suppressed rnater ial information and/orgiving false i nf.rnration carrn.t crainr riqht tcrcontirrue in service. The employer- havirrg regard tothe natu.e of the enrolovment a,d arl other aspectshad di-scretion Lr: terminate hi s. services. which ismade exoress.l.y cl.ear irr Dara 9 of ilre offer. ofappoirrtmerr t. The purpose of seekirrg irrformation asper colunrns lz and l3 uas rrot to f inc, out eitherthe nature or gravity of the offerrce or the res,.lrltof a cr'irninal case urtirnately. 'the tnfor-mation inthe said columrrs was sought with a view to i*cioethe character arrd anteced6nts of the .**poio*;i";;corrtirrue in service or not. "

21.

decisiorr

lhe afrp I ican t
of the Suoreme

can no t
Cour t in

take

the

advan tage of ilie

t ca se o f *Cp-mm_i-.S*S*i-enef.

of-. .P-ell-99.-r*0.-e"fhl*..En"d*-anr:.*-...-v--s*r--....9-h-e-v-gl-..-sL.nqh, JT r9e8 (9)

sc 429. rhis i.s for the reason that in the saicl case. the
supreme clc,ur t had giverr a f irrding of fact rhat there uas arr

inadver'tent orrission on the part rtf the applicant. ri.r tlre
preserrt case, iL carri'rot be SC, Stated brscause we have

aireadv ooi.nted that the appl icant liad st,ated ilre cor r.ect
facts orrly after ?-*t / Z years of the submiss.iorr of ther

aopl ication form which was wr.onglv f i l ted up. We have no

reason to believe that the applicarrt did not correctly
understand t he r:u

--(g

e tiorr wiric,tl otherwi:ie al$o is a fact



*1 Z*

within the clonrain of the arjmirrlstrative authorities.

ZZ . For these reasons. we are of the

ooinion that the apnlicatiori 1s without nrerit.
fail etrd i.:. accor^dirrgly clismi-":sed.
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