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IlT THE CEUTEFAL ADMINISTEATIVE TFIERUIIAL, JAIFUF EELICH,
JAIPUR -
Date of order: 23.04.2003
OB No.522/2000
Pgahlad nwrar s/ &hri Heeralal aged about 217 years r/c
Village and Paost Philwara, Neecha (Chabﬁé) Distt. EBaran,
last employed on the post of EDEFM Bhilwatve lieec~ha, EDED
(Chabfa) Distt. Baran.
.. Applicant
VERSUS
1. Inion of Indja threngh its Secretary to the

Govt. of Indis, Department of Posts, Ministry of

\

Communication, New Delhi.

2. Foetmaster General, Fajasthsn Scuthern Fegicn,
Ajmer.
3. Senior Superintendent of Post Office, Fota Postal

Division, Kota.
.. Réspondents
Mr. C.B.8harma, counsel for the applicant |
Mr. Arun Chaturvedi, <ounesel for the respondents
CORAM:
HON'BLE MFE. H.D.GUFTA, MEMEEF (ADMINISTFATIVE)
HON'ELE MF. M.L.CHAUHAMN, MEMEEF (JUDICIAL)
ORDER (ORAL)

The applicant is aggrieved of the otder dated
12.10.2000 (Ann.Al) whereby his services have bLeen
terminated by invoking provigions of rule €6(k) of
E.D.Agents (Conduct and Zervice) Rules, 1964, In relief,
he hasz fprayed for <uashing the sa2id cvrder and alsc for
appropriate divecticns to the respondents not to make any
selecticn con the rost held Ly the applicant, ~n variocus

grcounds stated in the application.
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2. The respcondents have wontested this application.

The aprlicant has alsc filed rejoinder.

3. Heard the learned counsel for the paties and
perused the record.

3.1 Puring the o
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rs of  arguments, the learned
ccunsel for the respondents subwmitted that thé impugned
order (Ann.Al) is perfectly legal and as per Rule 6(h) of
the service rules for Postel ED Staff, the respondents are
competent to terminate the services of the applicant Ly
giving cne month's notice or the salary in lieu of the
notice. The applicant wae paid the salavry in liéu of one
menth's nectice. He sulbmitted that the main reascn for
terminasting the services «of the oapplicant is that the
applicant did ncot possess the requisite qualification. He
alsx submitted that in the M/¢ Human Resource Development
(HRD) letter dated 12/13 Februsry, 01, it has been
cafégcrically stated that the rcertificate iésugd by the
Central EBoavrd of Highev Education, Uttam Magar, Néw Delhi
is nct reccgnised by the Govt. of India. It has been

further stated ftherein that this <rganisaticn is fake beody

which does not have any connecticn with the Govt., of

India. He further submite that 'it is evident that the
certificate given bky the asprlicant wés either fake or
issued Ly a fake beody and therefore, the applicant was not
entitled for holding the éaid post. The learned o—ouncel
for the oaprlicant fairly cenceded  that the sa2id
crganisation at Uttam llagar as per the M/c HRD letter, is

not reccgnigsed &and  the certificate produced hky  the

~applicant is net a valid certificate for holding the post.

4. In view of the submissicns <f the learned ccunsel
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for the espplisent, this 02 is devoid <f wmwerit and

accordingly dismissed without any corder as to casts.
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(M.L.CHATﬁ-]AN) (H.Q.GUPTA)

Member (J) Member (A)




