CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI

0.ANo,2044/94

New Uel hi, this the 11th day of Detober, 1694:

HON'ELE MR.JUSTICE S.C.MATHUR, CHAIRMAN
HON' BLE MR.F.T.THIRUVENGADAM, MEMBER (&)
Gambhir Singh Rawat, ’
s/o hri Mahipal singh Rawat,
r/o A=33, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi. »

(By shri SC saxena,idvocate)

~ashpplicant

Vs,

Unicn of India, throughs

1. The Defence secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
South Bleck, New Delbhi.

2., Adninistrative Ufficer,
Dte. of Adninistraticn,
P Naval Headauarters,
A Block D.HU P.U,
New Delhi, . Respondents,

ORDER(Crall
HON'BLE MR IUSTICE 5.C.MATHUR, CHAIRMAN

This O.A, is directed against the order dabd
12 September 1994 passad by Administrative Ufficer
Naval H.Wrs, terminating the services of the appllicant

who was appointed as a casual labour on 10=7=88,

2. From the averments made in the applicat ion

itself it appears that the ;dninistraiiankt@ok steps

to regulgriae services of the ap;licaﬁﬁa He was

required to file proof of the educational gualifigcaticns

: possessed by him. The applicant first submitted
a school leaving certificate from an institution
situatedat Balli in the State of Uttar FPradesh,
From this certificdk it appears that the applicant
had passed the S5th class. Thereafter the applicant
submitted another certificate, dnrexure f,4, This
certificat e also shows that the applicant had passed

Sth class, According to Annexure R,2 the applicsnt

)




=2-

péésed thé Sth class examinatién in ﬁha year 19
while acéordiﬁg to Ahnexure 3.4 the¢applibant
passed the said examination in the yaar,1§?7.
Therea was 3bu10u¢ d;screpancy whlth craated
doubt in the mlnd of the admlnlatrdt‘va dutherx@y
regarding the authenticity of th9>cart1f;caﬁsﬁry
Fllad by the appllcant., The aépliﬁant was iaaued
noﬁlce requiring him to shou cause in respect a?
filing false csrtificatgs.' The ap@licant1subm;§teg’j:
his explanation which did nnt‘SatisFy~the :Dﬁaérﬁe¢ f~
“authority., The éaid authurity acc0rdingl§‘passed
the instant order of the termination of aargic§ 

on 12 September, 1994,

3 The learned counsel for the applicant has

submitted that the only raquiremant‘Farféppcintment i
tc the post in'question was that the candidate

should be dbla to read and urlte. Acrordlng ta

him thers was no regquiremant of ﬂdSslﬂg any partlculdr
examination. The learned CUUHbEl hds not preducad o
before us the relavant ruls from uhlsh tha subm;as*an
made by him may be verified, From +hs avafments
made in the app}ication itself'it appears,thatgthe
csrtificéte of academic'dualifiaatiéns uaé'calied
for in order to consider Bim'?or regulariéaticn;
From £his it appeafs that a mihimum:écadeﬁic
qualification has bean préscribed for théiﬁast in
question, Be that as it may the applioantjdiﬁféﬂmﬁf
a misconduct imasmuch as he submltted a Falae =

caftifinata’about,the athedmﬂw of which tha auﬂﬁrl*y

concarnmd was-not satisfied,

1mpugned order after glVlng apportunity

the applisant.

Ha;uas Onlyragcasual labaur. The pr1nc15 



nﬁtUraimjugtice hauérbaén comﬁliéd'&ith*iﬁasmﬁ@hi
kd& the order has been pdsQed dfter gzvxng an ‘
opportunlty to show causse aaalnat the allegdtlon
mads acainst him. ‘In our Oplnan, no errar hao
'been cammltted by the ccncmrnad admlnxstrablve
authorlty in pa331ng the 1mpugnad order. j k
5. In viem of the abcue thakapplicatiﬂn laﬁks
merit and is hereby dismissed. Thers will bé;g§ﬂ k

order as to costs.

Prdee - /&40wa)”*“”
(P.T.THIRUVENGADAM) , (5. C.MATHUR}“
Member(H) Chairman,

11-10-94 , © 11-13-84,
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