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Parbhu Nath Srivastava
Versus

Uniocn of India & others

hkRkkxkikkk

Hon'ble S. Zaheer Hasan, V.C.
Hon'ble Ajay Johri, A.M.

(Delivered by Hon. Ajay Johri, A.M.)

In this application received under Section 1§~§ ;
of the Administrative Tribunals Act XIII of 1985, the ¥£
applicant, Parbhu Nath Erivastava, bhas challenged.his
non-selection as Extra Departmental Branch Post Master
(EDEPM) and the appointment of another candidate, vize

Jitendra Kumar Srivastava, respondent no.3, on the pﬁst *

on 5.12.1986. According to the applicant he was fﬂlfiiliﬁE;

L2 ey

e - all the required gualifications for such an appointment

Lol

but due to a false verification report submitted by thé-ﬁﬂ
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Naib Tahsildar, who is also selated to respondent no.3,
he was appointed in preference to the applicant. The

applicant reported the matter to concerned autharitia&#?

The Additional District Magistrate (ADM) after.ggﬁg@ggﬁ?g
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The fact regarding the wrong ce

to the District Magistrate (DM), Varan

no verification report has been received 1
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no rules have been violated. S e

3. Respondent no.3 has in his reply gmﬁij"'

the report of the Tahsildar. He has further &l;ééfii_

the income of Rs.450/- per month is his own im:cme and n

- e
@€ his father's income, who is a Central Govermment i 8
Employee dpawing Bs.2, 115/~ per monthe Thus the letter ;ﬁ
issued by ADM dated 12.1.1987 is based on incorrect i W

information. He has also alleged that the Naib Tahsildar
is a close relation of the applicant ané not his. The
report submitted by the Tahsiléar has been sent by him
without any epportunity of being heard having been givem

to him. He has thus been correctly appointed.
4, The applicant in his rejoinder has reiterated
his earlier submicssions. He has further said that xhe

ADM's letter of 29.7.1987 has been received by SSPO. In
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this letter ADM has advised that the Tahsildar has
cancedled the earlier incame certificate issued on
24.9.1986 and that the Tahsildar has said that respon
no.3 has no personal income. Tahsildar's lﬂttﬁf'ﬁf¢;;?ﬁ

22.7.1987 has also been attached as Appendix ‘,giff

applicante.
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was given to him.

6.

ment respondents have said that the fa&tg{
have been reported by them to the Diatriﬂ;

letter no.A=137 of 23.1.1987 but no verlficatiﬁn

has been received so far. Though the reply was fifﬁiﬂh;“

17.8.1987 and we have heard the matter om 29.2.19&8-#@; 5;

further licht was thrown by the learned counsel for thé;' 1:“
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Government respondents on the outcome of this reference. ;
:
On the other hand the applicant has attached a copy of =

letter dated 29.7.1987 from ADM to SE8P0O. We are not
aware of the action taken by the Government Respondents

on receipt of this lettere.

i o The Director Gencral, P&T's letter nf'BD-laEigf
extracts of which have been reproduced by the applicant*

in para 6(x) of his application, wkizk lays down the  ”:5

L

criteria for judging adequate mcans of livelihoo@. From  ﬁﬂ

ADM's letter of 29.7.1987 it is seen that respondent ne.3

does not have any adeguate souree of income. Thus on tt

Fface af 1t, 1t would
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©  the circumsgances we make n 5
application stands disposed of

Dated: March
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