
Ill THE CE11TFAL ADMillISTRATIVE TF·IBUllAL, JAIPUf' BE11CI-J, 

JAIPUR 

Date of order: 23.04.2003 

OA No.522/2000 

Prahl .3c1 I'urr•ar s/ r:, Shr i Heer al ;:i l age cl ab·:·u t " ::'l~ years r/c 

Vill.=.ge and Post Bhilwara, tleecha (Chab~·a) Distt. Baran, 

(Chabra) Distt. Baran. 

• • Applicant 

VERSUS 

1. Union of Ind~a through its Secretary to the 

Govt. 0f India, Department of Pasts, Ministry of 

Communication, New 6 Delhi. 

') - . Postmaster General, Rajasthan Southern Region, 

Ajmer. 

? 
..J • Senior Superintendent of Post Office, Kota Postal 

Divis i on, Kot a • 

·•• Respondents 

Mr. C.B.Sharma, counsel for the applicant 

Mr. Arun Chaturveai, counsel for the respondents 

CORAM: 

HON'BLE MF. H.O.GUPTA, MEMEEP (ADMINISTFATIVE) 

HON'BLE MF. M.L.CHAUHAN, MEMBEF (JUDICIAL) 

0 R D E R (ORAL) 

The c,r:.pli.:ant is aggrieved .:.f the .::.raer clatea 

12.10.~000 (Ann.Al) whereby his services have been 

terminate-a by inv.:.king pre.visions cf rule f.(b) .:,f 

E.D.Agents (c.::.ncltE't and SeJ:vi.:e) Rules, 1964. In relief, 

he has r:·rayecl for .:pJashing the saicl .:,rder and also for 

appropriate directions tc the respondents not t0 mate any 

sele-ction .:·n the post helcl by the· appli.:-ant, on various 

grounds stated in the application. 
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2. The respcndents have contested this application. 

The applicant has alsc filed rejoinder. 

') 
._;. Heard the learned couneel for ihe paties and 

perused the record. 

3.1 During the course of arguments, the learned 

cc·unsel f.:ir the respo:.nclent s sut,mi t t E-c1 that the i mr-·ugned 

order (Ann.Al) is perfe•:::tly legal anc1 as r:·er Rule f.(t,) of 

the service rules for Postal ED Staff, the respondents are 

ccmpet ent t.:· t errrii na t e the servi i::ee of the applicant by 

giving c·ne mc,nth 'e n•:it i •:'e ()l" the salary in lieu of the 

nc.t i 0::e • The apr:1l i can.t was r,.a i cl the salary in lieu of one 

-~I rric:nth's nc·tir:"e-. I-Je suJ:.m:ittea that the main reasc·n· fc,1-
'-

terminating the sE-rvices (·f the apr:·li·::ant is that the 

applicant did net possess the requisite qualification. He 

also submitted that in the M/o Human Fes0urce Development 

(HPD) letter dated l~/l~ February, 01, it has been 

categcri•::c1lly ct.:ited that the 0::ertifi 0:-ate issued by the 

Central Board of Higher Education, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi 

ie not recognised by the Govt. of India. It has been 

further stated therein that this organisation is fate body 

which does not have any connection with the Govt. cf 

India. He further submite that it is eviclent that the 

certifi 0::ate given t.y the .:ipr-0licant was either f21l:e or 

issued by a fal:e body and the1·e. fore, the appl i .:·ant w.::is not 

entitlea f·:·r h·:·lcling the said r:·ost. The le.3rnea 0:-ouneel 

for the fairly that the s.=da 

organisation at Ut tarr• llagar as per the· M/c. HFD letter, i e 

not recognised and the c~rtificate produced by the 

applicant ie not a valid certificate for holding the post. 

4. In view of the submissions cf the learned counsel 

·-- -- - ·-----~-- -----·--- ------~ -----·---
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OA is devoid ·= f rr·er it 

accordingly dismissed without any order as to costs. 

and 

~< C=>_ 
(M.L.CHAUHAN) (H.O.GUPTA) 

Member (J) Mewber (A) 


