\ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BENCH AT MUMBAIL

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No. _25/1994

' Date of Decisiond iz._m /98

Shri 1.V,Bharadhan, Bombay Petitionc:r/s
Shrd D,V,Gangal ' Advocate for the

Petitiornier/s

V/s.
Western Naval Commandank Responc jfent/s
Shri V,S.Masurkar __ Advoca te for ths

Regpor dent/s

‘CORAM:
Hon'ble Shri Justice R,G.Vaidyanatha, Viceé Chairman
Hon'ble Shri P.P. Srivastava, Member (A)

(1) To be referred to.the Repa.rter or nok ? VA

(2) Wrether it needs to be cit iculated to .,
other Benches of the Trikw mal ?

' _ . (ReG.VAIDYANATHAY
trk L , VICE CHAIRMAN

¥



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ROMBAY HENCH, 'GULESTAN’ RUILDING No.8

ORTGINAL APPLICATION No. 22/94
LUK
DATED : 1 JAPRIL, 1998

CORAM : HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE R.G.VAIDYANATHA, V.C.

HON'BLE SHRI P.P. SRIVASTAVA, MEMBER(A}

T V Bharadhan
C/o. P N Naravan
E/21 Thakshaveila
Annughaktinagar
Mumhai 4000354

{Ry Adv. Mr, D V Gangal) . -Applicant

Vice Admiral

Tha Chief of Naval Staff
Naval Head Quarters

Naw Dalhi & 2 ore,

(Ry Adv, Mr. V S Masurkar,
Senior Cantral Govt.
Standing Counsal) . .Ragnondant.s

ORDER

[Par: R G Vaidyanatha, VYice Chairman]

1. Thig 1ie an application fTiled by the applicant
challenging the order of removal from service passad by

ondant., Respondants hava fila raply opposing the

0.A, We have heard the lsarnad counsel appearing on both

cartificate. Than an inquiry wag mada and tha

respondents came to know that the applicant has givan a

falga VIITth standard



'.(‘

Then a charge sheet was issued and a departmantal inauiry

was hald, The disciplinary authority hald that the

order of ramoval from sarvice dated 12.6.18R8., Than the

agariavad by this ordar tha anpliicant has approachad thisg

Tribunal challenging the same. He has taken numbar of

arouynds challenging the ordar of removal from servica,

2. Resgpondants hava filed reply opposing the application

and ijustifving the order of ramoval from sarvice,

(e

4, At the time of argument the learned counsal for the
appnlicant raigsad many pointe in support of his
canteantion. The same contentions ware raisad bafora us

in other cases viz., O0.A.No. 277/93 and connected
which came to be disposed of by a Division Ranch of this
Tribunal, of which one of us {(R.G.Vaidyanatha, Vice

Chairman} was on the Bench, vide Jjudomant dated 26.32.98.
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5. Learnad counsal for tha applicant tried to

distinguish tha reasons given in the previous order by
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[H.C.PUTTASWAMY 2 ORS Vs, THE HON’BLE CHIEF JUSTICE OF
the apnlicant. Thia Tribunal had consideread this
araument and rejected that argument in para 12 of thae
order dated 26..32.818, Now tha argumant g that the
applicant ig a victim of the racket and therefore he
shQUId not. ba penalizad on that around. In our view the

cacse before the Supreme Court thara was neither an

appointed by the High Court had committed any fraud or

false or fake markse certificate for obtaining the
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removal from service is no bar for frash appointment. It

ie alwavs open to the applicant to seek ampioyment from

[ )

the respondents may conpsider his

the Regpondants an
application on merits and according to rules,

7. We adopt the same reasoning given hy tha Division
Bench in O,A.NO,277/82 in its order dated 26.32.898 and for

reasong we find that that there is no merit 1in

. . .
subject to the observation made in para 6 above,

the circumstances of the case thare would be no order as

to costg,

{P.P.S+rivadiava) {R.G.Vaidvanatha)

Mamhar(A) Vica Chairman



