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OPEN OJlRT 

IN THE GENlRAL ADMINI5fRATIVE IBIBlNAL, ALLAHABAD 

ADDITIONAL BENCH AT ALLAHABAD 

* .. * * * 
Allahabad : Dated this 6 th day of Auqust, 1996 

Original Application No.132 of 1990 

District ~ Pilibhit 

Hon' ble Mr . Justice s .c. Saksena, v.c. 

1-bn'ble tl;r . s . Das Gupta . A,l..\. 

Amar Singh Son of sri Kanchan Lal 

Resident of Village Pandri Post Office - Pandri, 

Pargana Teh and Dist t-Pilibhit. 

(By sri P .K. Singhal, Advocate) 

• • ••••• :i:etitioner 

versus 

1. Tl"e U"lion of India through t~ 

Post ~\aster (J:!neral uttar Pradesh, 

Lucknow. 

2. T~ senior superintendent of Post Off i cers , 

Nainital Division, Distr ict-Nainit al. 

3. T ~ Assist ant Su~ rintndent of Post Offices 

Sub Division, Pilibhit, Oistrict-Pilibhit. 

( By s. C. Tri path, 8. Sri N. B. Singh, Advocates) 

• • • • • • 

By l-bn' ble Mr. Justice s.c .. Saksena, v.c, 
Through this OA filed under section 19 of t~ 

Administrative Tritunals Act, 1985, the applicant seeks 

quashing of bhe order dated 25 .1.1989 an d 13-9-1989 and 

directing the respondents to appoint the applicant on 

the post of Post Master and pay him arrears of salary ets. 

from 13-9-1989. By impugned order dated 25-1 -1989 his 

a pppointment as EDBPt.\ was cancelled. 

2 . In the counter affidavit it has been indicated 

that t~ said order \\las passed since the applicant 
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had not submitted proper income certificate. Two 

certificates had been submitted by the applicant. 

There wa s a contradiction in the said certificates 

issued by the Tehsildar Pilibhit. certain correspondence 

took place between the authorities and the District 

Magistrate, Pilibhit is stated to have informed that 

the income certificate iss\fl d on 5 - 9 -1988 by Te hsildar 

Pilibhit was wrong and it has v.irongly oeen iss~d and 

the same may te treated as cancelled. Since bhe income 

tax certificate dated 5-9-1998 has been treate d as 

cancelled, bhe appointment of the applicant ,.vas also 

renctered invalid and, therefore was cancelled. In the 

co\.11ter affidavit it has further t>een indicated that 

the applicant was not given any charge of the off i ce 

of the E • .U.B.P. 1.1. 

3. No rejoinder affidavit has been filed to ht~ ·rriec?X ~ 
ae , ~ ~ av;rment s made in t~ c o L11ter affidavit. 

The learned cotllsel for the respondents has also produced 

before us a copy of the order dated 25-1-1989 by which 

the appoint~nt of the applicant had been cancelled. 

In view of the averments in the col.flter affidavit, 

we are not persuaded to hold that any case for 

interference 'w"/ith the order has been made out . The 

0..\ is accordingly dismissed. The part i es shall bear 

tt1a ir own co st s. 

~i~mber A) Vice Chai:-man 

Qute/ 


