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IN THE ~EHTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR. 

G.A N0 • .3S<:/:::C1(1(1 I1ate C•f O:•rd.:r: 2:>-\\\2..~ 

Eoc·p Sin9h, :3/c. Sh.Uarain Singh, R/o VilL· .~: Posts 

I:amalpura, I 1istt.Bharatpur, wc.r}:ing as EDBPM, Kamalpura 

••• Applicant. 

Vs. 

1. Union cf India through Secretary to the GG?t cf India, 

~. - . 
.3 • 

Deptt.of F0ets, Mini.of Communication, New Delhi. 

Direct0r P0stal Eervicee, Jaipur Region, Jaipur. 

Superintendent Ci ffi ces, Bharatrur Divn, 

Bharatpur. · 

••• Respondents. 

Mr.Earanpal Singh - counsel for the applicant. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member 

Hon'tle Mr.A.P.Nagrath, Adwinistrative Member. 

PER HON'BLE MR.S.E.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER. --
In thia Original Application filed under Sec.19 of the 

Administrati7e Trit.unale. A.::t, 1~1 3.:,, the appli1:::ant maJ:es a 

prayer to quash and set aside the order Annx.Al and direct the 

reepc·ndent.::' tc. reinstate the api;:.li..::ant in service with all 

consequential benefits. 

2. Eariier the applicant has also filed O.A N0.3~5 199 by 

which the applicant challenged the nc.tice .lrnm:.Al and the 

the ai;:.plicant was dierniseed having no merits. Now again the 

applicant has challenged the order dated :::1.:::.:::000. 

3. The case c.f the arplicant in nutshell is that he was 

appc,inted as EiiBPM after fol lc.wi ng due t;·rC•(:ess O:• f select ion 

and the ai;:.plicant etarted wc·r}: c,n the post w.e.f. 15.7.98. 

~ Respo.ndent llo:•.3 i3'lled a ahow oause nc.tice dated ~2.6.99 that 

/ ------ the applicant did not dieclc0se the fact c.f pending a ci.·irninal 

case against I him under Sec.1~7, 341 and 33~ IFC before 
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Bharatpur Court. Th.: shc•w cause notice was challenged by the 

applicant before this Tribunal by filing O.A nc .• 2::,: .. 199 and the 

G.A was dismissed vide c.rder dated 16.:2.2000. It is stated 

that after passing the order in the aforesaid O.A, on 

16.2.~000, the order dated :::1.:::.2000 was issued by respondent 

No.3, dismissing the services of the applicant vide Annx.Al. 

It is stated that the order of dismissal is in violation of 

Articles 14, 21 and 311 of the Constitution. No enquiry was 

conducted against the applicant. It is stated that the 

applicant did not fill up the attestation form by himself ·but 

only signed the same. It is further stated that Rule 6(a) of 

the ED Agents Conducts Rules, 1964, clearly apeaks that 

services of an employee ·may be terminated without assigning 

any reason before comploetic.n C•f years of service in 

administrative interest but this was not the case of the 

applicant, therefore, the impugned order of termination/ 

dismissal dated .'.::1.2.2000 (P..nnx.Al) is liable to be quashed 

and set aside. 

4. Heard the learned c0unsel for the applicant and perused 

the whole record. 

5. The learned counsel for the applicant while arguing the 

I'.~ matter has re fer red the judgment bf the Rajasthan High Court 

in Khama Ram Vishnoi Vs. State of Rajasthan ~ Anr, decided on 

--.--- -- ..--- --- ..... -

8.2.2C1()C1. We have respectfully considered the judgment of the 

High Court. The present case pertains to termination of an 

EDBPM therefc.re, lc0 ol:ing to the facts and circumstances of 

this case and settled legal position, this citation does not 

help the applicant in any way. 

6. The applicant has already challenged the notice issued 

to the applicant in his earlier C•.A no.::·:::5_;~,~, and the same was 

decided/disp0sed Gf after hearing the applicant in detail. The 

law on the subject was also discussed in detail in O.A 
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Nr:i.325/99 and it was held that on verification by Collector 

and District Magistrate, Bharatpur, it was established that a 

case under Sec:.147, 323, 341 and 336 IPC was registered at 

Police Station Kumher against the applicant. and others and 

Charge sheet was also f1"led b f h 1 · e ore t e Court AMJM No. , 

Bharatpur on 26.9.97· But the applicant did not disclose this 

fact in the.Attestation Form which the applicant has filled up 

before joining the post. The Attestation Form and Declaration 

was signed by the applicant himself,.therefore, the applicant 

is not allowed to plead that the sa~e has not been filled up 

by him. 

7. In view of the settled legal position··and .facts and 

circumstances of this case and after perusal of the provisidns 

i contained in Rule 6 of ihe ED Agerits Conducts Rules, 1964, we 
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are of the opinion that there is no infirmity/illegality in 

the order pass·ea by the respondents' department on 21.2.2000 

and the applicant has no case for interference by this 

Tribunal. 

7. We, therefore, dismiss the O.A at the stage of 

admission in lirnine. 

. t.-1JJ 
(A.P.Nagrath) 

Member (A). 

f'"-lQ . 
' ( S. K.Agarwal) 

Member ( J} • 


