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OA No. 4S'S' I 2000 ... 

Prabhu Lal Ve·rma s/c· 2.hri Rarro Jeewan Vermc-•, r/o Village 

ancl P.:.st Eishani:·m·a Takia (Kcta Juncti.:,n) ancl E:.:-EDBFM 

Kishanpura Takia EDBO (rewovea frow service.) 
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•• Applicant 

Versus 

Union of India through Secretary, Gcvt. of Jnclja, 

Department of Pasts, MiniEtry cf Corrmunications, 

Dak Bhawan, New Delhi. 

Di re.:t .:0r Pc.st a 1 Services, Rajasthan Southern 

Region, Ajmer. 

Senii:0r Supe·rintenclent t:if Pc 0st Offir::es, 1:.:ita 

Postal Division, Kota. 

•• Respondents 

Mr. C.B.Sharwa - counsel far the applicant 

Mr. Manu Bhargava - counsel for the respondents. 

CORAM: 

HOH'BLE MP. M.L.CHAUHAN, MEMBEF (JUDICIAL) 

HOH' BLE MP. A. E. BHAliDAlU, MEMBEF:. ( A[•MIHI STF:ATIVE) 

0 R D E R 

Per Hon'ble Mr. M.L.Chauhan 

The oJ.:·plicant hae filec1 the present application 

(Ann.A?) passed by the Disciplinery Authority and the 

crder elated 15.11.99 (Ann.Al) passed by the Appellate 

Auth.:.d ty whereby the 1:.unishment ·:if rem.:,val frorr service 

has been affjrmed. In relief he has prayed for the 

following reliefs:-

~5.11.99 (Annexure A/l) with the Punishment 0rae~ 
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dated ~3.~.99 (Annexure A/~) be quashed with all 

consequential benefits. 

(ii) That the charge memo dated 15.6.98 (Annexure A/7) 

be quashed, as the sarr·e is nc·t justified .:,n the 

ground cf delay and as per facts of the case. 

iii) That the reeponaents b~ further directed to 

reinstate th& applicant on the p0st af E.D.B.F.M. 

Fishanpura Taha E.D.B.O. wHh all .::-.:,nsequential 

benefits. 

iv) Any either C·rders/clirectie:ns/relief may be passecl 

in favour of the ai:'.pl i 0:-ant whi •"."h may be deemed 

just and prcper under the facts and circumstances 

of the case. 

v) That the costs of thie application may be awarded 

to the 'appljcant." 

2. Admitted facts of the case are that the applicant 

was engaged as Extra Departmen~al Branch Post Master 

(hereinafter referred t0 as EDPFM) on 8.8.1980. No formal 

order was issued by the corrpetent authority. Later on, he 

was as}:ed to produce the r:.riginal educational c-erUfi.:-ate 

for considering his case of issuance cf a~pointment order. 

He submitted r:.riginal certifi.:ate datecl 30th June, 1~181) 

she.wing 3th pa ssE·d, as per ver s i •:.n c,f the respondents. 

However, acccrding to the applicant h~ subwittea trensfer 

certificate in supp0rt of his qualification in 1980 

shc,wing that he has left the institution wh i 1 e studying in 

8th class with date 0f birth e~ 4.7.1956. 

2.1 It is further averred by the applicant that 

respondent Dc.3 while e~amining his case found that 

ancther transfe·r certificate is als.:0 available in which he 

has been shc,wn ae paee.ecl in 8th stanclara by •:c.rrsct ing 
iaJ.t 

--- --- ___ ________j 
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'e.t1Jdyi ng in .gt h 0:-la ss.' sc· the ar·r:·l i .::ant wae i nterr0gat ea 

anc1 hie etatement was 0ttainea on 13.10.9~. The applicant 

again submitted d1Jplicate Transfer ~ertificate on 8.11.9~ 

(Ann.AS) showing t,hat he left the echc.ol while studying in 

the 8th class. The rr:at t ~r wcis gi:·t enquired by the 

reer:..:·ndent s and it was f cunc1 that he paesec1 only 7th 

class, hence a chargesheet elated 15.6.98 1Jnder rule 8 of 

the Extra Der.art mental Agents ( Ccnduct Rules) was served 

on the applicaqt. Aft~r regular en0uiry, the Enquiry 

Officer fc,una the applicant guilty c,f the charge. The 

charge against the applicant· was that during the 

appcd ntJT1ent tc. the· r·c0st of EDBFM, he prcdu<:'ea 8th pass 

only passed 7th standard and left the school when he was 

st uayi ng in 8th str.i ndarcl and he has made cutting in the 

Transfer Cert i :f i .:·ate by i:-hang i ng 'st 1Jdy ing in 8th cl ass' 

'to '8tl:i passed' and, the-refi:.r~, a.:.rie fraucl feir pre.curing 

empl0yment to the post of EDBPM and ae such violated rule 

17 c.f the EDA (Ci::.nduo::·t) Rules, 191: .. ;i. Therefcre, he was 

punished with the penalty 0f removal from service. Feeling 

aggri~ved by the said action cf the respondents, the 

applicant has filed the present OA praying f0r the 

aforesata reliefs. 

') _. . The rasi;: .. :.nclents have- filed reply. In the reply, 

it has been st~tea that the applicant was engagea:as EDBPM 

on 8 •. E' .• 80 by the SDI(f'), East, Sub-Division 

· temp.:rarily. Ni:· formal .:.rder wae issued J:.y the ·:-ompetent 

~uth0rity. Later 0n, he ~as askecl t0 produce the original 

certificate for issuing of appointment order. He subrrittea 

the ·=·ri9inal certificate showing 8th pass. On ·verifio:-atior:i 

_through SDI(F), it was f0unc1 that he passed only 7th class 
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anc1 hence he was chargeshe-etecl vide merr•c. elated l~,.f: .• 98 

under rule 8 of the EDA (Conduct) Rules. A regular enauiry 

was held. In his statero•nt clatecl 13.10.9~ recorded during 

the ~curse of preli~inary enquiry, he has etatea that his 

sen ch.snged the we.rel 1 8th i:·assecl' instead of 'reading in 

8th' anc1 he clia ni:.t - pass the .'3th standard. It is also 

admitted t¥ the appl~cent that in the original certificate 

the word 1 8th pass' was interp0lated. The ~ppli~ant 

s~cured the appointment in the year 1990 ty submitting a 

forged 1:-ert if i ca't e ehowing the mini rrurn eclu •:'at i C1na l 

aualific~tion ae 8th pase which in fact he did not 

poseess. The fact rerr·ains that he has ccrrmit tea a fraud 

anc1 he does not have the minimum eclu~ational aualificati0n 

and ae euch his app0intwent ~s illegal and he ha~ attained 

eppoi ntment c·n the. basis •:·f fraud ti 11 he was remi:.ved by 

the comp~tent auth~rity. It is further sub~ittea that 

though the respondents were not bound to held ~nquiry as 

his appoint~ent wae vcia ab-initio in view 0f the law laid 

d.:·wn by the Ape:·: c.:.urt in the ·::-ase l'.:·f G. Sudar san vs. Union 

of India, 1996 3C page 668 and thE Rajasthan High C0urt in 

a case repcrtea iri RLW 1980 397 has held that if initial 

appointment is illegal ~!t,d servi.:es hae been terminated, 

the High Court will not j_ssue directic.ns t.e.::uase it will 

pEq:.i:tuatf? ille-gaJity and, therefc.re, the appUceint was 

rightly removed fro~ eervice 

4. The appljcant hc-e_ filed rejoinaer. In the 

rejoinder the applicant has stated that even if he wae not 

rr:ic1dle pass, he ,_:-culd have been api_:.c.intecl tr:. a lower post 

taking into ccnsidE·ration his -edu~ational qualification 

and i~ was not 0pen for th~ competent authority demanding 

the eaucational certifi~ate after a lap~e 0f ·1~ years. The 

"" 
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· appl i·:ant has ncit submit tea a f .:·rgec1 ck·.:·ument ana as .:an 

be seen frorr Ann.A3, submitted during the time of 

errpl,.:.yrrent, the applicant has clearly mentioned againet 

item no. 5 as etudying in 8th claes. 

i:: _,. We have heard the learned c0unsel for the parties 

ana gone through the m~terjal placed on record. 

5.1 It is not disputed that educational qualification 

for the poet of EDBPM was 8th stanaard (rr1atrin1lati•:,n c.r 

higher qualifi·:aticn may l:.e preferred). The appli·:ant on 

hie own saying aoee not p0esess this qualification. 

According to the respondents, at the time of engagement he 

was asked tc pre.duce the c.riginal ~aucational 

certificatic·n for ccnsidering his case fc·r issuance of 

a1=.pcintrr1ent •:rder .:incl he eubrrdttea 0riginal •:ertifi·:-ate 

dated 30.6.80 showing 8th pass. It is further stated that 

c.n ver if i cat i O:•n thro:.ugh SDI ( P) it was found thc.t he 

possesses qualification of only 7th class and he was 

chargesheeted. It is not the cese of the applicant that he 

fulfils the requisite qualifi~ati0n. During the course of 

preli~inary enaQiry his statement was recorded. A copy of 

the statemEnt dated 13.10.0~ has been placed on record as 

Ann.A(:.. In his staten•ent the ar:·pl icant has admi ttea that 

entry in the original certificate to the effect that he is 
~~IUtf 

'8th i:·ass• i'ft€~~·:·f •studying.in .Sth' has been ·:hanged 

by his eon ·ana'he hae net paesea the 8th standard. It is 

further admittecl by him that in the .:.riginal certifi.:;:ite 

the we.rel 8th· paes was interp.:.latea. This statement forlT' 

part c.f the char9esheet ancl the enquiry c.fficer after 

relying on the statement .:.f the applicant as well as on 

the· basi e c.f the . .:.ther d1>:-uments anc1 statement cf the 

Head~aeter, Pajtiya Secondary Sch0Gl, Bheem Mandi,Yota 

~ 

--------------~ - --· -------------~--·--·-· ---- ----j 
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held th~ charge as proved againet the applicant. The 

D]st:'iplinary Authority c·n the baeis c.f the en.:iuiry r-epc.rt 

and relying 0n the statemen~ of the applicant as well as 

independent witness held the applicant guilty of the 

ch~rge ana awaraea th~ punishment cf rem0val frow service. 

The Appellate Authority also affirmed the order passed by 

the Disciplinary Auth0rity. Thus, n0 infirmity can be 

f cund in the impugned c.rder ae the appcri nt ment .:if the 

applicant was cle-hi:.i·s the rules and he did nc.t t=·C·sses.~ the 

requisite educational qualificat~on meant for the post of 

EDBFM as such his appc.intwe-nt is illegal and nullity_) ~€'",ren 

if it is preeumed that the charge against the applicant 

was not proved thoug~we are of the view that on the basis 

of material pla~ed on record only t:'0ncluei0n which t:'an be 

a_rawn is that the charg~ stands ful 1 y r:.·rCiVedJ Furr h~r I it 

is the applicant who was to be benefittea from producing 

the false certiit:'ate of his eclut:'ational qualification and 

e:i-:planation given by hirr• ·that he clid nc.t eupress his 

educational .:Jual i fication at ·the ti we ]nitial 

appointment cannot bE- a.:·ceptecl. 

5.2 Now let us notice the c·ontentio:0ru; ra]sed by the 

learned c0uri~el for the applicant. The learned counsel for 

the applicant submitted that action 0f the respondents is 

not pro~er and valid in asmuchas he has teen removea from 

service after a lapse of 18 years and at th~ most in case 

he was net qualified, he sh0uld have" been given 

app.:·intfl'.ent in a 1 (•Wer P•:JSt where the edu.:at i onal 

qualificatic1n is less than 8th standard. He has further 

argued that the chargeeheet was submitted after 10 years 

anc1 as su·:-h in v j ew of the law la id ac.wn in the case of 

Fajnikant Chaudhary Ve. Union of India, 1998 (~) SLJ ~4~, 

the ,:-hargeshe~t was requirea tc. be quashec"!. Laetly, the 

learned counsel for the applicant argued that as per DG, 

K---
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P~T lettEr datea 13th August, 88 and 7.12.88, the 

·eaucaticnal qualificati0n can be relaYed if suitable 

qualified r,.erel'.'.•n ·::-anni:·t be f1:.unc1 in a parti 0::-ul.:.r ·:-ase, a 

pe·rson with leee qualification can be apr: .. :·inted c:.nly in 

exceptional caeee and that too with ~h~ personal approval 

c.f DPS/Additional Postmaeter General but the rr'.atter has 

nf'.'.,t been exarrd ned by the resp.:,nc1ents in the light of these 

instructions. 

5. 3 We have cons j dt-r€d the subrri ssi •:.ns made by the 
, 

learned counsel f .:.r the- applicant. A•:-•::-ordi ng to ue, the 

so~e questi0n which requires cur consideration is whether 

the applicant who not possef's the requjsite 

i:malifjcati.:,n .:·.:in be all,:,wed tc. c.:,ntinue de-hors the rules 

c<nd whether the applicant can bi:- all.:,wea to taJ:e benefit 

c.f fra.1.1Cl/rr·i s-representat i c,n si rr•pl y t.ecause he j s al 1 owed 

to continue for about 17 years. At this stage it will be 

useful tc .. qu.:,te the de1::isic,n i:,f the Apex Court which are 

relevant to the issue involved in this case. 

5.3.1 In Union of India Vs. M.Bhaskaran, 1996 SCC (L&S) 

162, the reepcndents prcaucea bcgus aria forged casual 

service. The Supr~we Court observed that they were guilty 

of wierepresentaticn and frau~ perpetrated 0n th~ ewployer 

while getting emi:·lc0yment in railway service ancl that once 

fraud was detectec1, it was q_:,en fc.r the empl•:.yer tc. remc0ve 

th·::se whc· c.btainea eJT1pl 0:.yrr1ent by playing fraud. It if' 

necessary to extract relevant part of para 6 of the 

judgment which reads:-

" •••••••• Therefore, it is tc,o latE- in the day for 

the reepcndents tG eubmit that productic,n cf ~uch 

bogus or forged eervice taras had not play~d its 

r0le in getting emplc,ye.cl in railway sc:rvice. It 

-~--~--- -~-- --- ---
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wae clearly a .:•ase of fr.:n1d C•n the appeliant-

erry:.loyer. If on°:e sur:·h fraud is c1etectec1, the 

appointment orders therrselves which were found to 

be tainted and vitiated by fraud and acts of 

cheating on th~ part 0f errployees, were ljable to 

t.e re.:alled and were at least ·J 0::,ic1cd:.1e at the 

This is 

preciesely what hae happened in the present case. 

on.:-e the fraucl i:,f resp.:.ndents in getting eu.:'h 

ewpl~yment was detected, the reepondente were 

pri::,,:-~eaea againet in dey:.artrnental enquiries ancl 

were called upon tG have their say and thereafter 
.. 

hc.ve been rero.:.vecl frorr• servi·:e. Su·::h c.raers .:if 

re~oval would arrcunt t6 recalling of fraudulently 

obtained ~rroneous appointment ordere which w~re 

avoided by the errployer-appellant after f0llowjng 

the- due pn: .. :-.edure of law and cc,mplying with the 

principles of natural jri~tice. Theref0re, even 

i nae r:· en cl en t 1 y C• f · Ru 1 e 3 ( 1 ) ( i ) a n cl ( i i i ) .:, f t he 

rul~s, such fraudulently obtained appointrrent 

brders could be legitirrately treated as voidable 

at the option of the· errpl0yer and covlcl be 

r~calLea by th~ errployer and i~ such cae~e rr~reiy 

becauee the· reepondent errr·l oyees have 1:ont i nue·d 
. 

in service for a nurrb~r of years on the basis of 

fraudt1l ent 1 y .:.i:.ta i ned erq:.1.:,yrrent 

cannot create any equit~ in their f~vour or any 

estc·pr:0el againEt the elTlplc:yer ••••• " 

M~Tripura Sundari Devi (1990) 3 sec -: r= r= ,_, _, _,, persons whi:, were 

not having quali f i 1;:a ti c.ns as per the 

notificati0n/aavertisement were app0j~ted ignortng the 

clai~E of those who were ·quelifi~d. A cont~ntion was· 
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raj seo that the <:1ppd nt] ng auth.:1r i ty can ai sregara the 

qualif]caticns in the aavertisement and rrake appointment. 

While rejecting the s~we, the Supreme C0urt observed that 

appqinting .:.f an unquelifiea person amc.unts to fraud on 

public and the Court ehoula n0t t~ a party to the 

per pet uat ion r:·f frauclul ent pr act~ It was c·bserved: 

"It must further be real i eed J:.y al 1 ccncerned 

that when an adveriiseroent rrenti0ns a particular. 

aualificati0n and an appointment is wade in 

di sregc-rd of the sarrie, it is n.::»t a rr•at ter only 

between the appointing authority and . the 

appo]ntee ~on~erned. The. aggrieved are all those 

who had sirrilar or even better aualificaticns 

than the appointee or app0intees but whb had not 

applied far the post because they did not p0ssess 

the qualifications in the 

advertisement. It arn0unts ta a fraud on public to 

appr:iil'}t pers.:ins with infer]c.r quallficaticns in 

such circumstances unless it is clearly statEd 

that the (JUall,fi•:atir:;ns are rel1:1:-:able. No Court 

shc.uld be a party t•::i the prepetuation of the 

fraudulent practice." 

5.4 Further in the case c.f E'.tate c.f M.P. Vfl. Shyarr 

Pardhi, AIF 19~11:. S•:: :~::=:19, the Ape:·: ·~r:.urt hae helc1 tha·t 

where the initial Grder 0f appointm~nt itself wa~ per-se 

illegal fc.r want of r~.::iuisite qualifj.:ations, fcdlure to 

give 0pp0rtunity of hearing is not violative of principle 

of natural justice. 

At this et.:1ge it wDl be ai;:.prr:,priate' tr:. refer to 

the aecieitin C:f the A_pe~: in thE 1:ase of 

[1ha.rn;a rat hma J~a ra Ramaswamy Mudaliar 

·-------~-~--·----. 
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Educ at i c•na 1 Institution Vs.The Edu.:::at i .:.nal Appellate 

Tribunal .:incl anr. AIP lS,99 SC 3~1S-1 whei.·et:.y the Ar:.e:-: C0urt 

in para ·8 held as under:-

"8 ••••••••• Giving c.f C•P:r:•cirtunity 0f an en.:jtliry of 

cours~ is a check and balance concspt that no 

one's right te taken away withotit giving 

hi1P/her C·Pt=·C·rtunity r:.r without enquiry in a 

given case or where statute require. But this 

cannot be in a case where allEgation and 

charges are a cl mi t tea and nc. p.:1ssi bl~ defence 

is p~aced before thE authority concerned. What 

enquiry is to te mad~ when one admits 

vi cila ti ons ? When she admit tea she di a not 

join M.Phil course, she did not report back to 

her duty whi·:-h is againet her cc,ndition of 

leave and ·::o:ntrary tc• her affidavit which is 

the charge, what enquiry was tobe made ? In a 

caee where facts are al ir.:·st admit tec1, the .:::ase 

reveals itself and is aapparent on the fa~e of 

record, and in .spite of opr:·c·rtuni ty nc 

worthwhi~e e:·:planatir:.n ie forthco1ring as in 

the present caee, it would not be a fit case 

to in-terfer witb.terrriination order.;, 

5.6 Furth€r, the Ape::: cc.u'rt in the case of Dr. Priti 

Singh vs. S.K.Mangal, 199~ (5) SLF 79, has held that if a 

person was not eligible fer appointment in terms of 

prescribed qualifh:atic·n c,·n the date. he was app.:.intea by 

the Managing Camwittee subject to the approval of the Vice 

Chancellor, then later he cannot become eligible after the 

aua ~if i .::at i .:,n for th~ po.st . were amen a ea. 

From the.decision of the Apex Court as reproduced 
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above, it is .:1uite eviclent that where the initial order .:,f 

app~intment was per-se illegal for want of requisite 

l'. f. t . au a _ ~ 1 ·::a _ 1 on , services can te terminated even without 

following the principles of natural justice. The Apex 

Court has further held that if 0nce a fraud is detected, 

the app0intment ord~re itself which ~ere void ab-initio by 

fraud .:•n the- part .:.f the emr:.1.:.yee were liable tc· be 

recallecl and were atleast v.:.iclal:.le at the C•J_:1tion of the 

employer concerned. The Ap~x Court has further held that 

appointing of unaualified persons atrotint to fraud on 

public and the Court ~hould •not be a party to ths 

per~etuati0n of fraudulent practice. It arr0unt ta fraud to 

the public to app0int a person with ahy inferior 

qua 1 if i cat i l'.:1n unless it is clearly eta tea that 

qu,alif.icatic.ne are i:ela:·:able. Ill'.:1 i::.:1urt shc.ulcl be a party 

to the perpetuation 0f the fraclulent practice. 

5.7 .In the instant case, aclrrittedly the applicant is 

net •:jlJa 1 i f j ea. It is nc·t the case of the ar:·r:·l i cent that he . 
was app.:·i n t eel in r~·la:·:ati .-::.n 1:,f rules ana there was a 

stipulaticn in the- ad·Jert i sement that in case qualifi-ed 

persons are avai],able, the persc.ns with less 

qualificeiti(,n can be eipr: .. :dntec1. Thue, the fact rell'ains 

Y\tJt 
that the ~pplicant a.:,es Gl~~ p•:,se:es e the re •:fll i e: it e 

qualification of being 8th st~naara which was pre-

requisite ·:Jualificati:::.n fc.r the r: .. :.st .:.f EDBPM. As euch 

initial ai_:·i:·ointrr:ent ie void c.b-initic. ;:ind nullity. That 

apart, it has corre on re~ord, even adrritted by the 

appli.:-ant that the criginal certifi·::ate w.3e tamr:·ered by 

his son she.wing the c1ualifi,:;ati0n as '2.th p.3ss 1 instead of 

'studying in 3th .:-lase:' l'.foee not irr·prove the .:-ase .:if the 

applicant. It is the applicant whc· was benefitted from 

euch taIT'pering in the .:,riginal ·:-ertifi1::ate ;:.nc1 wh.en the 

~ 
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fact r~g~rding submitting of false educational c~rtificate 

carre tc, the nc·til'.:'E cf the resr,·r:•nclents, en.:1uiry was held 

and the charge .::iga inst the apr:·l i .:-ant stc·c·d r:iroved. Thus, 

in the instance case the respondents have also ·held 

regular enquiry in which the applicant w~s associated. ~t 

was only thereafter that his services w~rE terminated 

wherGas the c1.e 0:-ision. 0:.f the Ar:·e.:·: Court as stated at.c.ve 

clearly inai'cates·.thc.t cin the t·asis of aclrrrii;:si'·:·n rrade by 

the applicant it was not necessary to hold regular enquiry 
'. 

ana where the . r:-.ersc·n de.es nc,t pc.ssees the re.::rtd site 

qualificati0n, his services can ~e termi.nated straightaway 

and there ie nc, vic0latic.n c,f the prindplee- cf natural 

just i c e • F C• r t he re as C• n s st a t ea a b C• v e , t h €.re i s n c. for•:' e 

in the cc.nt ent i 0n ra i sec1 by the appl i i:-ant. Fu rt her, the 

contention c·f the applicant that . he has served for 1 7 

yeare, his service shc0ulcl nc,t t.e terrrinatecl, ie with·:.ut 

any su~stence inaswuch as where the appointment of a 

peison is in vi0lation 0f the rules, such appbintme~t js 

void ab-initio and simply becaus~ he has serv~a the 

c1ei;:.art ment for long period en the basis of forged 

certificate c10es not render the applicant liat~e for grant 

e:f relief c.s prayecl· fc,r in view c.f law laicl .down by the 

Ape~ Court in th~ ~ase of M.Bhastaran (supra). Si~ilarly, 

the .:c.ntenti.:in (,f the ar:.plicant that the 1:-h_a.rgesheet has 

been served after a lapse of 10 years and in view 0£ the 

decision 0f the Apex C0urt in Fajnitant Chaudhary (eupra) 

the .:har9esheet is liable tu be ·:iucished, is also without 

any eubst an•:-e. The c1ed s i i:.n rel i ea ur·i:'n by the appl i ::ant 

is not applicable in the facts.and circuwstances of this 

case. Fu rt her, the submi ss i ·:in C•f the applicant that he 

shoula have been c.f ferea a 1 ower post where the 

educational ~ualificatian ie lees than wic1c1le stanaard 
~ 

-----~------
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cannct be accepted in as mu~h as the applicant was 

appointed against the post of EDBPM and his case cannot be 

employment has to be filled in after advertising the same 

and coneidering the claiw 0f other similarly situated 

pereons. Further, appointwent to such post also depends on 

the availability of the post. 

(:,. For tk-1e fr:.regoi ng re.:is0ns, the present 1:1A is 

disrrissed with no order as to caste. 

(. 
~~ 
(A. f.. BHAI:1DAF: I) (M.L~A~) ' 
MewtEr (Adwinistrative) Mewber (Judicjal) 


