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CENTRAl A!:>MIN ISTPAT lvE TRIBt.N'. L.A LI.AH\BAD B-ftCH • 

AllAHABAD. 

0 .4 .No :?3 of 1989. 

J agannath •••••••..•••••••••••••...•• Applicttnt. 

versus 

Union of India & others ••••••..•.•.• Respondents. 

Hon ' b le Mr .Just ice U .G .Srivastava • v J:,. 

Hon'ble Mr.K.Qbtyya .A ,M, 

(By Hon 'hle Mr .Justice U.,l; .Srivastava . v J.;. ) 

As the ol~adinqs are complete , we are going 

to depose of this c '!!Se. 

2u The applicant appeared in the Centra l Sxciae 

Inspector's Examination held in 1983 and was declared 

successful. He was given an offer of appointment 

on 4.12.84 but it appears, according to the •pp licttnt, 

the same did not re•ch ~ the a-plicant due to wrong 

postttl address. The apoointment letter could not be 

received ~ven upto 31.1.86. One letter was received 

by him on 4.2 .86. It was thereafter that the applic•nt 

requested for three months' extension on medica l 

ground but his recuest was not granted and later on 

the dossi~r of the applicant was sent to the Collector, 

Central Excise for cancellation of appointment on 

31 .a .87. The applicant ' s appointment was cancelled on 

7.10.87. He fild a representation against tre ~arne 

which too was rejected on 23 .10 .87 . 

3. According to the respondents . the applicant 

was offered an appointment on 4.12.87 and he was 

asked to anpear before the Chief Medical Officer , 
0 

M9e r ut for medica 1 examination on or before 25.12 . A4 . 

In this connection , a letter was sent to him and 

he WJas asked to join duty on or before 25.12.84 and 

t h is latter contained a specific condition that in 

case the a r licant failed tJ join his duties by 25th 

December .1984 , he should c onsider the o+fer of 
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a po1i1tment as c ance l led . As the applicant failed to 

comply with the aame, the offer automatically stood 

cance lled . T~e letter. whichwas ent to the applicant, 

was receired back undelivered and as such the said 

letter was again sent on 29.3.85 and the same was 

a g ain returned back with the remark that the addressee 

had a one on long a ave . In the said letter, the 

appl icant was given an ~tended time limit to join 

h i s duty by 17.4 .85 • Again vide letter dated 4 .2 .86, 

the applicant was given offer of a~pointment and 

l,AJas instructed to jo in h is duty by 20.2.86 . It was 

thereafter that a letter was sent by the apol icant on 

18.2.86 which wasreceived in the office on 25.2.86 in 

which he req~sted for extension of three months' time 

~entioning therein that the earlier letters were not 

received by h im becaJse address which was given in thos• 

letters, was ~entioned as Room No .l4 instead of Room 

No .141 /B-1 . The remark, ..-Jh ich was g iven by the 

postal authorities, 11.as not wrong and as a matter 

of fact, the addressee w~s i1ot available as he had 

gone out on l ong leave. The ar,._, 1 icant did not repcr t 

for duty upto 20.2.86 and that is why he was intimated 

vide letter dat~d 18.2.86 that no further extension 

was possible. It was in t~se Circumstances that the 

appointment had to be cancelled . Even though at a 

junctt:re of pdjustment he was granted time for j oin ing 

duty . The respondent in these c:irru mstances had no 

option but to cancel t.he offer of appointment. But 

as is in this c ase. it may be that ofcourse, under 

mis t:Jke n belief the applic i nt could not join the duty , 

obviously he was i nterested in joining th service. 

For somG reason or the other , he could not o~t the 

letter and had no occasion to l oo k into it,notwith­

-c;tanding the ~act that the aroointment in these eir-

e I..Q-stances could have b en cance ll~d and has h en 
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cclncelled, an offer of aopoin~oent can no~ be 11iven 

tc the applicant which may enable the applicant to 

join the duty. Itf expected that the department 

will give yet another opportunity to the applicant 

to join the service if the applicant has not joined 

service elsewhere. ' ith the above observat ion, the 

application is disposed of finally . No order as to 

CO$tS, 

oATED : uECE /HER 4 1 1992. 
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