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= IN THE CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINC IPAL BENCH g
NEW DELHI

0a 381/19%8

New Delhi this the 7th day of August, 1998.

Hon'ble 3mt.lakshmi Swaminsthan, Member (J)
Hon'ble Shri K.Muthukumar, Member (4)

In the matter of

Rohtzs Kumar

3/0 Shri Bealdev Singh,

Resident of H.Nc.2086,

Basti Kuan Wali, Turkman Gate,
iy .

New Delhi-2. .o Applicant

(By Adveocate 3hri Anis Ahmad Khan )
* Versus

1. The Union of India,
through the 3ecretary of
Home Affairs, Govt.of India,
North Block, New Uelhi=-11

™~

. The Oirector General,
Central Bureau of Investigation,
Government of India,
Mew JEB.z.hl.

e A )

( By Advocate dh.N.5.Mehta,lesrned
senior counsel

02 9L R (Dt

(Hon'ble dmt.lakshmi dwaminathen, Member (70
The applicant is aggriesved by the Office ifrdar datsd

12.5.92 issued by the respondents under Ruls & of the

Central Civil Services(Temporary Service) hu

nating his services with effect from the same dats.

2 The brisf facts of the case are that the applicant
was appointed as Constable in the Dentral fAures. oF Invest
gation(CRI)by Office Order No.91/31 dated 19,4,91 wea.f.

16e4¢391s Luring the probation period admivtedly the appli

seryices wera terminated by the lmpu;ﬁed order datsd 125,92
The applicant has stated in the 04 that he had ohiained Lhe
vegree of 8,4, from the Bhagalpur University{&ihar) bearing
No. 65606/3.6.92,

3, The main arguments submitted by 3hri inis ihmed Moan,

Learned counsel for the applicant is that the app%ﬂ*‘ni,;gmé
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though a probationer, cuulc not have heen termin-ted by the
impugned order and engquiry should have been meld undst Artic
391(2) o the Constitution. He has relied on the

the Hon'hle Supreme Court in CommoCore Commanding,

Area, Cochin Vs.VeN,iiajan (1981 (Suppl.{2) 3CC 636,

mitted that from the reply Filed by the responientsy it

that the reascn as to why the applicantts servicses wers

rhat he had submitted a False Graduation Dertificvate.
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sounsel has also contended that for the post ©

which the applicant had applied, the minimum gualificsiion ra=-

gquired wss Higher secondary and not Graduate. He has,

admitted that at the time of sending his application Tor the

of Constable in 1991 the applicant had submitted the copy of

2=

the Provisional Certificate of BA iswwed ay the Bhagalpur i
versity dated 5.10.90 together with markssheet (Copiss pls ced

At Annexurs R=II11) of the reply. After the issus of the impuonsd

order, ths lesrned counsel fov the applicant
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aprlica btained another certificate from the deputby

Registrar (Cxamination) dated 16.9.%5 uhich states that ahri

Rohtas Kumar Roll Mong No. 25757 Registration Ho.
the BA(Pass) Exam. 1989 of this University in Thipd Uivision,

The Provisional Certificate No.65606 and marks shest Ho.1887

frd

dated 3.6.92 issued to him are true and cenuins
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this certificate he had made z representation to

on 7.10.,33 which has also been mejectsd by anou

order dated 11.3.94, Hence this L.A.

.
4, ‘The respondsnts in their reply  gAeaEieR Lo

%heirvactianlhave stated that on an enguiry beoy made, the

Controller of Exam.,Bhagalpur University(Bihar) had sent them

o lettor dated 30.4,92 (AmneR.IV) stating that the Frovisional
Certificate and marks sheet of 3hri Rohtas Kumar has been

. to be not genuine, Bn th# basis é@gzﬁiéh the respondents have,
|25 :
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*hur@far», issued the impugnead order terminating the
of the applicant. Learned counsel for the rsspondents has
submitted that Ffoliowing the judgemznt of the Hon'ble Suprem

Court in <the 3dtats of Uttar Pradesh and Apother Vs, Kaushal

s

Kishore shukla (1991)(1) &CC 691 since thera is no stigma
cast on the applicant by the impugned order and the same is

an order simpliciter, there was no need Lo hold an enguirny.

S Wg have carsfully considersd the submissions, .
and materisls on record,

B. n acareful perusal of the certificate which is stated

University on 5.10.90 which was admittedly submicted 4y # he
applicant when he had applied for the post of Constable with
the responcents, ws find certain glaring discrepancies, in

the faatglfor example in the Roll Noe,Regd.No. and mors impors

5
er
i
ol
n& *

of rassing of the Ba(Pass) Lxaminstion in 1989 in

11T Jivision, while the Provisional Cer: Cificate and marks

is deted 3.6.92, From the applicants own admission
Certificate for BA was Submitted Frum the same University

which is dated 5,10.90., ue cannot ig these facts. In +hs
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circumstances we find merit in the submissions mude by the

i

lea

(&
ﬂ

rned counsel for the respondents, The action of the respone

dents cannct be faulted that they have issued an

simpliciter tsrminatin ng the services of the applicant under
Rule 5 of the C0S(TS) Rules, 1965 based on the letter issucd
by the Bhagalpur University dated 30,4.1992., It is settlad

law that whers the seryvices of a Frobaticne s have been

i

erminated under Rule 5 of the CCS(T3) Rulss, 1965 by an
order simpliciter without Casting any sticma, no enc juinry

sary, as the same has been done in accurdance with
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154+ In this case we are also of the cpendes that the certificste

relied uron by the applicant issued by the Bha ailrur University
: { Y e Qa4f : ¥

dated 16.9.93 cannot be sccepted in the linht of thse discrepanct
notaed Shove.
6. In the result, for the reasons siven sbove we find mo ome it

is accordingly dismissed, No order

( KoRuthukumar) (Smt . Lakshmi Suwaminathan)
Member {(A) member (3)



