
CENTRAL ADRINISTRATIV£ TRIBUNAL, JABALPUR BENCH . 3ABALPUR

nrTf|inal ADolication No. 284 of 2001

3abalpur, this  the " 7 ^  day of fA o^j 2004

Hon'ble Shri l^.P. Singh, Vice Chairman 
Hon*bl8 Shri Hadan Ptohan, Dudicial Member

Bhagirath Prasad Gupta, aged about 
32 years, s/o- Shri Bansilal Gupta, 
r / o '. Village Dharampur, Tehsil Baldeugarh,
D i s t t ’,  Tikaragarh ( « P ) ,  Branch Post Master

(ED Agent), Pohakhas Teh* N iu a r i , „ j.

D istt . Tikamgarh (M P),

(By Advocate - None)

V e r s  u s

1* Union of India , through the
Secretary, Department of Communication 

(Post and Telegraph), New D elhi.

2 .  Superintending of Post O ff ic e ,
Chhattarpur D iv is io n ,  Chhattarpur 

(M P), Pin Code - 47100

3 ,  Sub Divisional Inspector, (P o s ta l ) ,

Niuari Sub D ivision , N iuari ,
Distt'* Tikamgarh (WP)* Re^ppndent^

(By Advocate - ^ r i  Harshit Patel on behalf of Shri S .C .  

Sharma)

O R D E R

Bv Madan Mohan; ' 3udici al Member -

None for the applicant* Since it i s  a old case of

2001 , ue proceed to dispose of this OA by invoking the

provisions of Rule 15 o f CAT (Procedure) Rules, 1 987 . 

Heard the learned counsel for the respondents.

2 .  By f i l in g  this O riginal  Application the applicant

has clain©d the follouing main r e l i c s  •

« ( l )  the records of the case pertaining to the 
the applicant may kindly be called for the k in d  
perusal of this Hon*ble Tribunal and the impugned

order vide Annexure A-9 of termination of the
services of t te applicant dated 26*3 .2001  passed by 
non-apblica nt No. 2 may kindly be quashed by a urit

of cer biorari .

<'2) that the rule 6 of Post and Telegraph Extra 
Departlnent Agent (Condict and service) Rules, 1964 
may kindly be declared ultravires an d be struck doun

from the rule



*  2 *

(3 )  a writ of  mandamous be also issued commanding 
the non applicants not to oust the applicant from 
service and the non applicants be provicted of his 
dues with heavy cost uith interest in  the interest 

o f  ju s t ic e •«

3 .  The brief facts  of the case are that the applicant 

was selected for the post of Branch Posttnaster (ED Agent) 

and he uas given appointment for the vacant post vide 

order dated 2 .6 ,1 9 9 9 *  The applicant uas directed to submit 

the original paf^rs pertaining to his educational 

q u a lif ic at io n ,  resident certificate  and character c e r t i f i ­

cate* He filed  the required certificates . The applicant 

received the impugned order Annexure A-9 suddenly by non­

applicant No. 2 terminating the services of the applicant. 

It uas not in  accordance uith la u . In this order no 

reason uas mentioned and no prior intimation uas given to 

the applicant in this regard. Aggrieved by this order the 

applicant has f ile d  this Original Application claiming the 

afo resai d r eli ef s •

4 .  The learned counsel for the respondents argued that 

the applicant fraudulently obtained the job on the basis

of certificate  issued by Central Board of H i ^ e r  Education,, 

Neu Delhi uhich is  not at all recognised Board. Besides 

t h is ,  there uere various other irreg ularities  uhich 

necessitated cancellation of selection of tte applicant 

for the post of Extra Departmental Branch Post Master.

The applicant uas a regular student o f  the Government 

H i ^ e r  Secondary School, Khargapur, from Duly 1979 to 

April 1983 and left the school after  acquiring the 

qualification  of Higher Secondary Examination in  the year 

1983 in  second d iv is io n .  Therefore the marks sheet produced 

by him for High School Examination of 1997 uhich uas 

issued on 1 7 .6 .1 9 9 7  is  suspected to be fake as it does not 

contain particulars required and that the candidate cannot



}

appeal in  lower class when higher education was acquired. 

The qualification  acquired by him in  1983 as per the 

character certificate  of the Principal, Higher Secondary 

school, Khargapur is enough evicbnce o f dishonest inten-

I

tion of the applicant to obtain employnent basedthereon.

certificate  issued by the 
The|£Centra 1 Board of Higher Education for high school

exaiTination ( l 0 + 2 ) ,  1997 issued from Neu D e lh i ,  awarding

first  division to the applicant is  a bogus document.

5 .  Ue have given careful consideration to the rival 

contentions made on behalf of the parties and ue find that 

on perusal of  AnnexUre R-II i . e .  the character certificate  

issued from the Government Higher Secondary School, Khar­

gapur very clearly mentions that the applicant had passed 

his hi ^ e r  secondary examination in  second division in 

1983'. Uhile the applicant has not filed  th is  document uit h 

his  DAV He has filed  certificate  issued by the Central 

Board of Higher Education, issued from Neu Delhi, uherein 

he has been awarded as first  division in the high school 

examination in  1997 . The fact that the applicant earlier 

passed the h i ^ e r  secondary examination in  second div ision  

from Government H i ^ e r  Secondary School, Khargapur is  

suppressed by the applicant and this fact has alsD not 

been controverted by the applicant by filing  any rejoinder. 

It means that he has to say nothing about the fact that is 

mentioned in the reply. The applicant has obtained his 

appointment on the basis of the certificate  issued from 

the Central Board of Higher Education showing him to be 

passed in  first  division in  H i ^  School Exanination in  the 

year 1997 , whereas he has been awarded second division 

in  Higher Secondary examination in  the year 1983 from 

Government H i ^ e r  Secondary School, Khargapur. Ue a l ^  

find that the educational qualification  acquired from 

Central Board of H i ^ e r  Education, Neu Delhi is not

*  3 *
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recognised by the Madhya Pradesh Board o f  Education and 

soch certificates  are also not r e c o g n i ^ d  for the purpose 

of employment in  the Goyerntne nt* Hence ue find that the 

applicant has obtained the appointment on the basis of 

a fake and bogus certificate  issued by the Central Board 

of Higher Education, Neu Delhi#

6 .  Accordingly, ue are of the consi cfered opinion that 

the impugned order is  passed in  accordance uith law and 

it  does not need any interference . Hence the Original 

Application has no merit and is  dismissed* No costs .

(Madan Mohan) \
Dudicial Wenber

(W .P .  Singh) 

Vice Chairman
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