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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHIT

0.A_NO,2735/2003
Thursday. this the 13th day of November, 2003

Hon’ble Shri Justice V.S. Aggarwal, Chairman
Hon'ble Shri S. K, Naik, Member (A)

Shri Nand LAl Meena
a/0 Shri Chhote 1Lal Meens
r/o Kkala Kuan
Rehind Dr, Devvani ki Kotha (ATwar)
Distt. Alwar iRajiasthan)
.. Annircant

{BY Advocates Shri S, N.Pandey} & Shvi RA.’\J&G\A”)
vVeraus

1. Union of Tndis
rthrough Secrertary
Miniatry of Home Affairs
North Rlock, New Deihi

The Commissioner of Police
Falice HeadquarTer
TP Fatate, New Delhs

)
.

.Reanondents
ORDER (ORAL)

Justice V,S,Aggarwal:

The apniicant sn pursuance of The Adverftisemenrt
of April. 1998 had applieq tor the post of Consrabhle. He
was successatul sn phveical veritication, written Test and
we are told that even qualified n the interview as well

32 1n the medical evaminAaTtion.

It 13 not 1n dispute that the annlicant had Taced

N1

A wnrail n a court of competent lurisdiction Dperftaining
to offences punishable under Sections 375, 148, 149  and

325 of Indian Fenal (Code. The appiyvcant had been

acouittred,

Howaver. sn The anpiication Torm Tor The nposT
referred to above. he had nor mentioned thie fact that he

was Invaivea Tn a3 case in which he had since heen

ahq—"



%

acauitted on  2%.4.2000. when This f3cT came T.0 The

-~

knowiedge of the respondents. They had 133ue0 a3 Memo,

While congidering Tthe repiy of rthe anniicant, The

respondent.s recorded the finding that he 18 nor 3suitable

for anpointment. in Nelhi Police. Tt has heen recorded:-
"Agagrieved by the above  mentioned
decision of Deputy Commissioner of

Police, IT BN DAP, Delhi. vou have filed
renresentation dated 10,7.,72002 to the

commissyoner of Police, Delini. The
Commissioner ot  Police, elhna nao
conatitited a commitree consiating of
Joint commissioner of Paiice,
Headauarters, Delhi as Chairman and
Additional commissioners ot Folsce,
Genersl Administration and Security.
Delhs  as Memhers respecrtively o examine

the cases of concealment aof rtacts and
criminai invoivements nv The cangidates
selected ftor the different posts 1n Delha

Police. Accordingiy. r.he Ccommittee
examined the rase, keening 1N View
VArious TARTrUCT.IONS  Tedued NN The
sublect  and audgement of Hon’ble Sunreme
Sourt  of  India aated 4.10.96  in Caviid

Appeal NO, 13231 of 1998 (Arising out of
SILP it NO,.A340G of 1936)-NAD Vs  Sushild
Kumar . ATter examination of a1l  the
reievant, records, the fommittee found
that vou have concesled the facts of vour
involvement. in A Criminal Case n  The
relevant. column of Appnlication Form as
well as Attestartion Form. Hence, The
Committee recommendad that vou are noT
2ligihle o  1an The department as
Conatahla (Exe),

in view of the ahove, the Commissinner of
Police, Delh agrasing with the
recommenaart.ion of the Committee has found
that vou are not suitahle for annointment
in Delhi Police as vou have concealed the
facta of vour involvemenT 1n the ariminai
case duraing the process of recruitment

and triag T.O seek apnpoiIintment As
constable (Fxe). in Deihy Palice hy
adoptaing deceitful means. Therefore. the
commissioner of Palice, Nalh hae

relected vour rapresentation,

4. Ay  virtue oFf the present. annlsicarion, T.Ne

appiicant assailis the said orders contending:

A



S

Al he has been acauitted and, therefore. 13 not

)

disquaiified no be anpnointed as Constahie; and
b similar other cases of Constahies had been

considered and thev were so annointed.

A, we have considered the =a1d submissions. wWe have

no  hesitation n  holiding that a person whn nAas  neen

acauitted by a3 court of competent iurisdiction 18 not

disqualified. The conftrovarsy herein does not. annear To
be of diagualification. The authorities have found that
t.he appiicant e nor suitable for annaiIntment

Surtahiiity has to he seen hyv the authorities keenping 1n
view The character antacedents of the concerneda nerson
and all other factors. Tn the present case. 1T 3 person
has sunnressed facrs From The Authorities ana The

NDenpartment. deem 11T itnapnronriate TO apnoint him, There 18

no iilegality 1n The action raken by the resnondents.
6. As regards the second aspecrt that similar other
percsons  with auch record had been annointed, at this

&TAQge, we need oniv 10 ment.ion that each case has to he
examined on IiTS Own meriT. Tf in rthat particuiar
casel(s), the explianation was found to ne =a2atisfactory,
then 1t cannot he taken as a precedent that 1n aii cases
persons  who supprassed facts Iin the applicarion form,
should he apnointed.

7. Resultantly, permition heing without meri it falis

Anag 18 diaemigsed 1n Timine

Bk A3 AV—e
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( STK. Naik ) ( v.S.Aaggarwal )
Member (A) Chairman
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