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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL MUMBAI,
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 651 OF 2022
DISTRICT : JALNA

Santosh Subhash Suparkar, )
Age : 30 years, Occu. : Nil, )
R/o : Ganpati Gali, Old Jalna, )

)

Taluka and District Jalna. APPLICANT
VERSUS
1. The State of Maharashtra, )

Through its Additional Chief Secretary, )
Home Department, C.S. Office, Main )
Building, Mantralaya, 6t Floor, )
Hutatma Rajguru Chowk, Nariman Point,)
Mumbai-400032 Maharashtra State. )

2. The Superintendent of Police, )
Jalna, Near Collector Office, Ambad Road,)
Jalna, District Jalna. )

3. The Divisional Commissioner,
Through its Chairman,
Co-coordinator Committee, Office of
Divisional Commissioner, Delhi Gate,
Aurangabad.

— — — — —

... RESPONDENTS

APPEARANCE : Shri V.B. Wagh, Counsel for the Applicant.

: Shri B.S. Deokar, Presenting Officer for
respondent authorities.

CORAM : Hon’ble Justice Shri P.R. Bora, Vice Chairman
and
Hon’ble Shri Vinay Kargaonkar, Member (A)
DATE : 26.10.2023.

PER : Hon’ble Justice Shri P.R. Bora, Vice Chairman
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ORAL-ORDER

1. Heard Shri V.B. Wagh, learned counsel for the
applicant and Shri B.S. Deokar, learned Presenting Officer for

respondent authorities.

2. The applicant has preferred the present Original
Application aggrieved by the order dated 28.06.2022 issued by
the respondent No. 2, whereby the applicant was declared

ineligible to be appointed on the post of Driver Police Constable.

3. The applicant had applied for the post of Driver Police
Constable in pursuance of the advertisement dated 08.12.2019
issued by the office of respondent No. 2. The applicant claims to
be belonging to NT-B category. On 07.01.2021, he filled up the
online application form for the said post. On 22.09.2021, the
written test was conducted and the applicant secured 84 marks
out of 100. On 11.11.2021, physical test was conducted and the
applicant secured 44 marks out of 50 marks. Merit list
published in January, 2022 for the said post and the applicant
stood at Sr. No. 1 from NT-B category having secured 128 marks
out of 150 marks. On 24.02.2022, the applicant filled in
attestation form. On 26.02.2022, report came to be submitted

disclosing that the offence was registered against the applicant at
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Police Station, Talwada, District Beed for the offences
punishable under Section 498-A, 323 r/w 34 of I.P.C. In the
application form, the applicant did not disclose the aforesaid fact
on the contrary in against the said column, recorded the answer
in negating i.e. ‘No’. The enquiry therefore, was conducted and
the committee ultimately took a decision holding the applicant
ineligible for appointment on the post of Driver Police Constable.
Aggrieved by the said order, the applicant has approached this

Tribunal by filing the present Original Application.

4. Shri V.B. Wagh, learned counsel appearing for the
applicant submitted that the applicant was acquitted of the
offences registered against him, as well as, other family members
much prior to initiation of the recruitment process for the post
for which the applicant applied. Learned counsel submitted that
on the date of filling online application form, no case was
pending against the applicant. Learned counsel submitted that
believing that when he was acquitted of the offences and
presently at the time of filling form since no offence was pending
against him, he submitted information in negative saying ‘No’.
Learned counsel submitted that because of not having proper
knowledge as about the information to be filled in, though the

applicant recorded answer as ‘No’, his intention was not to hide
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any information from the authorities. Learned counsel
submitted that the offence was registered mainly against his
brother by his wife and all the family members including the
present applicant were made accused in the said matter.
Learned counsel pointed out that in the trial, no evidence came
on record against the applicant and hence he was acquitted by
the competent court. Learned counsel submitted that the
committee, which considered the matter of applicant did not
apply the criteria as laid down in the case of Avtar Singh Vs.
Union of India and others and ignoring the guidelines given by
the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the said matter, only on the count
that the Police is disciplinary force and no mistakes are liable to
be condoned by the persons desiring to join the Police Force the
applicant has been held ineligible. Learned counsel submitted
that having regard to the performance of the applicant, the
committee must have taken a lenient view and also the intention

of the applicant not to hide information from the authorities.

5. The respondents have submitted affidavit in reply
contenting therein that when the applicant was fully aware that
he had faced criminal prosecution, must have disclosed the said
fact with the further information that he has been acquitted. It

is further contended that the committee appointed for the
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purpose has thoroughly considered the case of the applicant and
after due evaluation, has rejected the request of the applicant
holding him ineligible for to be appointed in the Police Force. The
respondents have therefore, prayed for dismissal of the present

Original Application.

0. Shri B.S. Deokar, learned Presenting Officer reiterated
the contentions raised in the affidavit in reply and submitted that
insofar as Police Force is concerned, the candidate must be of
impeccable character and integrity and must be a person of
utmost rectitude and the person who had initial stage, tried to
provide misleading information cannot complain that he has
been incorrectly declared as ineligible. He therefore, prayed for

dismissal of the Original Application.

7. We have considered the submissions made on behalf
of the applicant, as well as, respondents. It is not in dispute that
the applicant provided incorrect information in the attestation
form. The appellant was expected to provide correct information
stating that he was required to face criminal prosecution for the
offences punishable under section 498-A, 323 r/w 34 of I.P.C,,
but was acquitted even prior to making an application for the

subject post. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Avtar
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Singh Vs. Union of India and others, (2016) 8 Supreme Court
Cases 471 has laid down the certain guidelines taking into
account the various similar contingencies as are arisen in the
present matter. In the aforesaid judgment in para No. 38, the
Hon’ble Supreme Court has laid down the certain guidelines. We

deem it appropriate to reproduce the same, which reads thus :-
“ 38. We have noticed various decisions and tried to explain and
reconcile them as far as possible. In view of aforesaid discussion, we
summarise our conclusion thus:

38.1. Information given to the employer by a candidate as to
conviction, acquittal or arrest, or pendency of a criminal case, whether
before or after entering into service must be true and there should be no
suppression or false mention of required information.

38.2. While passing order of termination of services or cancellation
of candidature for giving false information, the employer may take notice of
special circumstances of the case, if any, while giving such information.

38.3. The employer shall take into consideration the Government
orders/instructions/rules, applicable to the employee, at the time of taking
the decision.

384. In case there is suppression or false information of
involvement in a criminal case where conviction or acquittal had already
been recorded before filling of the application/verification form and such
fact later comes to knowledge of employer, any of the following recourse
appropriate to the case may be adopted :

384.1. In a case trivial in nature in which conviction had been
recorded, such as shouting slogans at young age or for a petty offence
which if disclosed would not have rendered an incumbent unfit for post in
question, the employer may, in its discretion, ignore such suppression of
fact or false information by condoning the lapse.

38.4.2. Where conviction has been recorded in case which is not
trivial in nature, employer may cancel candidature or terminate services of
the employee.

38.4.3. If acquittal had already been recorded in a case involving
moral turpitude or offence of heinous/serious nature, on technical ground
and it is not a case of clean acquittal, or benefit of reasonable doubt has
been given, the employer may consider all relevant facts available as to
antecedents, and may take appropriate decision as to the continuance of the
employee.
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38.5. In a case where the employee has made declaration truthfully
of a concluded criminal case, the employer still has the right to consider
antecedents, and cannot be compelled to appoint the candidate.

38.6. In case when fact has been truthfully declared in character
verification form regarding pendency of a criminal case of trivial nature,
employer, in facts and circumstances of the case, in its discretion may
appoint the candidate subject to decision of such case.

38.7. In a case of deliberate suppression of fact with respect to
multiple pending cases such false information by itself will assume
significance and an employer may pass appropriate order cancelling
candidature or terminating services as appointment of a person against
whom multiple criminal cases were pending may not be proper.

38.8. If criminal case was pending but not known to the candidate at
the time of filling the form, still it may have adverse impact and the
appointing authority would take decision after considering the seriousness
of the crime.

38.9. In case the employee is confirmed in service, holding
Departmental enquiry would be necessary before passing order of
termination/removal or dismissal on the ground of suppression or
submitting false information in verification form.

38.10. For determining suppression or false information attestation/
verification form has to be specific, not vague. Only such information which
was required to be specifically mentioned has to be disclosed. If
information not asked for but is relevant comes to knowledge of the
employer the same can be considered in an objective manner while
addressing the question of fitness. However, in such cases action cannot be
taken on basis of suppression or submitting false information as to a fact
which was not even asked for.

38.11. Before a person is held guilty of suppressio veri or suggestio
falsi, knowledge of the fact must be attributable to him.”

8. While declaring the applicant ineligible, the committee
consisting of Divisional Commissioner, Aurangabad, Special
Inspector General of Police, Aurangabad, Police Superintendent,
Jalna, District Government Pleader at District Court,
Aurangabad and the in-charge Dy. Superintendent of Police
(Head Quarter), Jalna, considered the case of the applicant and

by recording the reasons, has held the applicant ineligible for to
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be appointed in the Police Force. The reasoning, which has been
given by the said committee requires to be reproduced as it is,

which reads thus :-

“3HEGR 4. T GHTY GIRIN . TG Toedl ol Sietell &l I,
ST JTed TTeid Gleie RIaTs $RA1-2019 #7ed e Gieha forars ar
UGIaR [H4d8 INUIIT HTedldcR 3HGANTA TINT Giadvll &Hiar
FIEEAERIA &I BIH %7 HIGT Fell. I AT &1a [3eger
qleivT 3101 dTeTdsT SegT 15 48 .3.:7.07/2016 Feid 498 (3]) 323, 34
HIGTd JHIVNIET GTEeT HETAT HG Togdl S HENHU THA HiH
HEZ HGIA &effavt ifaard 3rgee! sl Hex FISc ARl Heibad
BIH FEATT 15 (1) (3) FEGATd AR "R FeoT GRIdelt He. FaoIaT
FHGARTS TS} AT GFaT ATATH [rITSeT Frctedl ITe.

HERTSE T, g [T, oI 70/ &, T@IR>F -2117/ 7.
483/2017/16-37 fa=fi# 28/08/2017 UrAHT HIdAEZ FgeFd dciiar
AGFANqE 3HGARTA 3T GHTTHTT HTehed THeAT RIS FEfeT 1.
SURT - AT HREFA FHFAED TS AGIA faearT fFar FvideT
FEGIEYANNAGH S ARl G5qeT 39N Il 39T #XOGIA I5el I
FHIVIITET T ATHIFHT HIFIST HIIH T SYel. Fex IUTHT fFurdter
IReBG 34 HEY FHGARTA HIEX ool Alpld! I e HTeITH
TR AGFATT IEEGe Foed HARAT GSABAFAR PIAGRT FRATS
THT ATHA HIGA FIAHEGEH! 9T GRIFUIIT Aser Il v e
T G9T FHF - 1 HEZ Selell e,

I 3oVl ATHHIT JIATNFAT S fdarer &erdrs il e
PIICNR AT HISAAT 38 FoNcTel FI, AT, Haled ~FIeEre 8dg FHAN
[a%teq ITRTaer ATHT T 3R AT GF VAT [701F FHIF CA- 1155/2006
DT 29/07/2013 ¥R 3HGaRT 6T FIScl Al G5 3dedrd
3T 3HGART scieh IHEYdel Sl HH HHUIIT Iqed &l 397
NIFUIIT I1d. FHT AT, Haled ~IrITeTIIT GIAT TN [HIT [36qer HRT
WEHR [FNT Al FrfadT FHH 20525/2011 I FEONHEY AT,
Haleel SqIFTeEE fasdlh 21/07/2016 WSl faeledr  fAoigman
3HGART Fd HIEId G5qeT Sdell FgUT &Te e e 9 Siet e
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T HHSIAT FHGIRTGR QAT g 4T FFIEY, Setel] Aol  &gra f3ectver
FeT HAAN AT &0 3T 3rdeare Fiafdd.

¥ THG HeATIHTO ITHEARIT FIAS ST Fawledl FHGIRTITTEG
gr@el  Iegl, iAol SAIFAUE,  3AGART S¥UT GIEe  deledl
HIBAGIA T ATGIA ITedt St FIUGTET f701 &ce.

3HGar I3 [3%ee argeT FNUIIT FTetell 6T &7 ITT 1T
Teedled ForH 498 (3]) 323, 34 HIGIT FEAR Gr&el &l Hed HTHES
3HGARTRGIT  ~edl Peeicdle] e (4) Hawd JHAIFT 3R,
TAATEIRUTTOr CETGET [AaTfed®seT HIeaT BRI AFIaveq AGIT
HAH 498 (3), 323,34 ead gl GG FAA HEIH] gaT
SgFANaeEs gl AT UL AlANRBAT HAd FIHD TAOTAT
3Hgar & 1A [N 3eedrde S [a%e Ieer dla delel 3G
AP IT UFIAT ARANA AR Fell. 3AGAN & Fealdler HaAld
T HGF T HAIHDS A I g IIHENT HF HEflar [ar dgsimaf ar
S FTelel Y A, 8§ F [aldaa Gl Fase gl g,

He¥ g IIHEY AL, Sl dle 3AGAN AT AT FHT FIRAY
TlAT GIVHEFT ol 3lp. HI. ~Fedr=ar a7 fAviare HiAE HaediA
HqelleaT Fol FHAA Faval [FURT &7 el arear asansiagan el
FaearE 3G A4, [ealdr Fid a8 FER FXaard AHrY qiet
FIFTATIT  GTell  Tlellaqudrel 3Tl Fdedrd 9idei 99 HEY
FAIFAR. A S GR JRIHAT [7afy Head d 3Aqar A
AT FHTT FIRFR FT GIVEFT Fel HTe.

FET A ~GIFIITT A0 T Reee FHF (9) THOT
faidt gar FarEr ERRT S IEerEe [HOIATqd HET HlRvIIarge dlad
3ed FIHS il HISUT ITElelel Al HH FITAAEAN ATYay
TN AT AFIAT e, Hexd FHR0T oA 2016 & 3G el
2019 #7eZ fAdrel [Hered 36, GRFgT =37 FIBld a7 Fa7 2016 &
2018 ERHNT ddlad HAegcdl FHIHS il Gl ay I Hgel FNTal
ATl AT FAVITT AT 36

FeT F7He GREASTT IR FRAT 3AGAR FleAl dzgFAD
arefqicr TogdT FETHd HGIA §5qed 3dell IHHedrd dAHT AL
T 71T 8T [$3ldt Fiedl bcdcledr gHibax Jdaeige T
fager 94.
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A Faleag i [Afeger 3der 7. 10613/2014 #7eZ
HEGYGRI AT 139 WasT &led Irel 10T GR=Ba .12 HEX
Commissioner of Police Vs Mehar Singh [Haisgiad Para No. 35
>Iid The Police Force is a disciplined force. It shoulders the
great | responsibility of maintaining Law & Order & Public Order
in the Society. Peaple repose great faith and confidence in it. It
must be worthy of that confidence. A candidate wishing to join
the Police Force must be a person of utmost rectitude. He must
have impeccable character & intigrety. A person having criminal
antecedents will not fit in this category. Even if the criminal
case, that acquittal of discharge order will have to be examined
to see whether he has been complely exonerated in the case
because even possibility of his taking to the life of crimes poses
a threat to the discipline of the police force. T&T HI. Halea
e, fafeger 3dfier . 10613/2014 FER Para. 13. From the
above observations of this court. It is clear that a Candidate to
be recruited to the police service must be worthy of confidence
& must be a person of utmost rectitude and must have
impeccable character and integrity. Person having criminal
antecedents will not fit in this category even if he is acquitted or
discharged. If cannot be presumed that he was completely
exonerated. Person who are likely to erode the cretibility of the
Police ought not to enter the police force.

T

U AT FAHUE XA 3HGARTE GRS d  dERT
FNUIEIET AT AT FHIF HHET FUTHA  [@HET ariFa/
2117/9.8.483/2017/16/ faadi# 28/08/2017 3Head 3HGARIAT HIGT
Fololl HRA! AT HAIATE el HIAH [Far #Hpd! a5qer
BT AT 1T FXOGIT A5el M TRga Al § 3AGAN &
gieivT geirelt dar & ddgerelfier d Haldr @ I AN HHIT
3AGIN & TIUTTAT TR 3A1d FET AlAGS 38, 3HGAN 4.
AT GHY GURIN & HeX GHAdd FHT AdcdlAd HANA HelgHd
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gleftg RA-2019 HefleT arers Gleia fgrs a5 gerard 3arT

9. It was the contention of the learned P.O. that the
committee has thoroughly considered the case of the applicant
from all angles and thereafter the decision has been taken by the
committee. We have also gone through the reasons recorded by
the said committee. It has to be stated that the reasons as are
assigned by the committee are more in respect of accused no. 1
in the said matter i.e. elder brother of the present applicant. The
aforesaid criminal case was filed by the wife of elder brother of
the present applicant and she had made all family members of
her husband as accused in the said matter. The committee
though has observed that it was not a Hon’ble acquittal and
there was some compromise arrived at between the parties, the
observations as are made are more applicable to the brother of
the applicant, whose wife had logged the aforesaid complaint. In
the entire said matter, nothing is revealed against the applicant
having played any active role or being responsible for the

allegations made in the said matter.

10. In the judgment delivered by the competent Court, it
has been specifically observed that nothing was revealed against

the accused persons and insofar as present applicant is
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concerned, a specific finding is recorded that there was

absolutely no evidence against him.

11. We have carefully considered the submissions made
on behalf of the applicant, as well as, respondents. We have also
gone through the documents produced on record. It is not in
dispute that the applicant filled in incorrect and false information
against the relevant column stating therein that he never faced
any criminal prosecution and that he was never arrested.
However, it is subsequently revealed that he was an accused in
Criminal Case No. 42/2017 for the offences punishable under
Section 498-A, 323 r/w 34 of I.P.C and after receipt of such
information, the respondents have declared the applicant
ineligible for his appointment on the post of Driver Police

Constable.

12. The applicant has placed on record a copy of
judgment delivered in Regular Criminal Case No. 42/2017,
wherein he was one of the accused. The decision was rendered
on 09.09.2019, whereby including the applicant all the accused
have been acquitted by the learned JMFC, Georai. In the said
matter, charge sheet was submitted on 20.01.2017. The

applicant applied for the post of Driver Police Constable in
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pursuance of the advertisement issued on 08.12.2019. There is
no dispute that the applicant submitted application online on
07.01.2021. The applicant successfully went through the written
examination and the physical test. On the basis of marks
received by him, his name was included in the merit list at Sr.
No. 1 in NT-B category having secured 128 marks out of 150
marks. The merit list was published in the month of January,

2022.

13 As a procedural requirement, the applicant was called
upon to furnish the attestation form, wherein the applicant
submitted information that he was never prosecuted in any
offence; however, subsequently it came to be noticed that he was
prosecuted in Regular Criminal Case No. 42/2017 for the
offences punishable under Section 498-A, 323 r/w 34 of [.P.C.
The question arises why the applicant did not provide the correct
information, when in the concerned criminal case he was
honorably acquitted. Though the applicant has sought to
contend that he did not submit any false information, the
document on record clearly reveals that against the question
‘have you ever been prosecuted’, the applicant had tick marked

an option ‘No’, meaning thereby that he was never prosecuted.
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14. Learned counsel for the applicant submitted that the
applicant does not have any criminal antecedent and is having
clean character. Learned counsel pointed out that in the
Criminal Case No. 42/2017 he was falsely implicated. Learned
counsel taking us through the judgment in the said criminal case
submitted that the said criminal case is filed by the wife of
brother of the present applicant and the applicant was
unnecessarily and falsely implicated as an accused in the said
case. Our attention is invited by the learned counsel to the
findings recorded by the learned JMFC, Georai that the accused
No. 5 i.e. the present applicant is acquitted as no evidence has
come against him. Learned counsel further submitted that the
applicant was bona-fide believing that he was not required to
provide the information of an offence or criminal case from which
he was clearly acquitted and that is the reason that he answered
the concerned question in negative. Learned counsel submitted
that the applicant is young person and has been selected on his
own merit as Driver Police Constable and in the circumstances, it
would be unfair and unjust to declare him ineligible for his
selection only on the ground that he did not provide the correct

information in the attestation form.
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15. As against it, as has been argued on behalf of
respondents, the applicant deliberately suppressed the said
information and has therefore, rightly declared ineligible for his
appointment in disciplined force. It has also been argued that in
the Police Force the persons to be recruited must be of

impeccable integrity.

16. After having considered the facts, which have come
on record though it is a fact that while filling in the attestation
form, the applicant has recorded the answer as ‘No’ to the
question ‘have you ever been prosecuted’, when in fact he was
cleanly acquitted, it does not appear to us that it can be held as
deliberate attempt on part of the applicant to suppress the
material information. In fact, there was no reason for the
applicant to record the answer in negative, when he had earned
clear acquittal in the concerned criminal case, which was filed
against him much prior to his making an application for the post
of Driver Police Constable and when from the said case he was
already honorably acquitted. Had there been no clean acquittal
and had the prosecution been for the offence involving moral
turpitude, it could have been said that the information is
deliberately suppressed. In the present case, no such inference

can be drawn.
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17. Learned counsel for the applicant has relied upon the
judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Avtar Singh Vs.
Union of India and others (cited supra). The Hon’ble Apex Court
after having considered its various past decisions on the issue of
furnishing false information by a Government employee in regard
to the criminal prosecution against him and has summarized the
conclusions in para No. 38 of the said judgment. We have already
reproduced the said conclusions hereinbefore. The Hon’ble Apex

Court has held in the said matter that “Suppression of ‘material’

information presupposes that what is suppressed that ‘matters’

not every technical or trivial matter. The employer has to act on

due consideration of rules/instructions if any in exercise of

powers in order to cancel candidature or for terminating the

services of employee. Though a person who has suppressed the

material information cannot claim unfettered right for

appointment or continuity in service but he has a right not to be

dealt with arbitrarily and exercise of power has to be in

reasonable manner with objectivity having due regard to facts of

cases. What vardstick is to be applied has to depend upon the

nature of post.”

18. In the aforesaid judgment the reference is given of one

earlier judgment delivered by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case
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of Ram Kumar v. State of Utttar Pradesh & Ors. (2011) 14 SCC
709. In this matter, the Hon’ble Apex Court considered a case
wherein in a pending criminal case under sections 324, 323,
504 of IPC, subsequently acquittal was recorded. No overt act
was attributed by sole witness to incumbent. In the
circumstances, denying back wages to incumbent, the Hon’ble

Apex Court directed for giving him appointment.

19. Another case, which is referred to is Commissioner of
Police & Ors. v. Sandeep Kumar (2011) 4 SCC 644. In the said
matter, offence suppressed was committed under section 325
read with 34 of IPC at the time when incumbent was 20 years of
age. The Hon’ble Apex Court held that young people are to be
dealt with leniency and they should not be deprived of
appointment as suppression did not relate to involvement in a

serious case.

20. In the instant matter, the applicant is also quite
young person. As we noted hereinabove, it is very difficult to say
that the applicant deliberately suppressed the fact of criminal
prosecution faced by him in the past. As we have noted there
was no reason for the applicant to suppress the said fact as he

had received the clear acquittal in the said prosecution and the
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said prosecution was of the period much prior to his making
application for the post of Driver Police Constable and his
subsequent selection. We reiterate that from the facts which
have come on record, nothing can be attributed on part of the
applicant, which would amount to deliberate suppression of any
material fact. It appears to us that the committee, which took a
decision and declared the applicant to be ineligible to be
recruited in the Police Force, has failed in appreciating import of
judgment and order passed in Regular Criminal Case No.
42/2017. The committee has failed in appreciating that insofar
as present applicant is concerned who was accused No. 5 in the
said criminal case, has been given a complete clean acquittal and
is kept on better pedestal than the other accused. Reading of the
judgment in the criminal case leaves no doubt that the applicant
was unnecessarily and falsely implicated in the said crime and
that was reason that the competent criminal court has given
clean acquittal to him. The case of the applicant must have been
dealt with by the concerned committee and the appointing
authority in a more reasonable manner with objectivity having

due regard to the facts of his case.

21. After having considered the entire facts and

circumstances involved in the present matter in light of the legal
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precedences, the impugned order cannot be sustained and
deserves to be set aside. The case has to be remanded to the
committee to consider it afresh in light of the guidelines issued
by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Avtar Singh Vs. Union of

India and others (cited supra). Hence, the following order :-

ORDER

(i) The order dated 28.06.2022 issued by the respondent No. 2

is quashed and set aside.

(ii)) The matter is remanded to the respondents for considering
it afresh in light of the guidelines issued in the case of
Avtar Singh Vs. Union of India and others (cited supra) and
having regard to the peculiar facts involved in the present

matter.

(iii The entire exercise is to be carried out within a period of 3

months from the date of this order.

(iv) The Original Application stands allowed in the aforesaid

terms.

(v)  There shall be no order as to costs.

MEMBER (A) VICE CHARIMAN

PLACE : Aurangabad.
DATE : 26.10.2023
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