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Hon'ble Maj Cen K.K. Srivastava, Member-A,

Hon'ble Mr .A.K. Bhatnagar, Member-J.

Raj Kishore Prasad

Son of Sri Mahabir,
Resident of Village Chetiya,
Tehsil Bansi, District Sidcdharthnagar.

s csersecApplicants

(By Advocate : Sri A.N.Tripathi)

Veraus .

% Uninn of India

Through Secretary
Ministry of Communication,

Cover nment of India
New Delhi.

2 Dost Master Ceneral,
U.P. Lucknow.

35 Super intendent of Post Offices,
Basti Division,
Pistrict Basti.
4. Sriram
son of Sri Jokhu
Resident of Village Barhara,
Tehsil Bansi, District Sidcharthnagar.

«ssesRespondents..
‘By Advocate: Sri S.C, Tripathi)

0. R DER
(By Hon'ble Maj Gen K.K, Srivastava, A.M)

In this 0.A., filed under section 19 of
Administrative Tribunals Act 1985, the applicant has
challenged the selection of respondent No.4 i.e.

Sri Sriram by order dated 18-06-1999 (Annexure No.14).
The applicant has prayed that the appointment of the
respondent No.4 dated 18.06.1999 be guashed with

directicn to the respondents to consider the candidature

of the applicant for appointing him as Extpg/ﬂepértmental
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Branch Post Master, Chetiya,Bansi District Siddharthnagar.

2 Tre facts, in short, are that nctification uas
issued on 18.02.1999 to fill the post of Branch Post
Master, Chetiya, Cistfict Siddharthnagar. The grievance
of the applicant is that respondent No.4 has been
appointed for the said post ignoring the claim of the
.applicart who is hicher in merit than respondent No.4.
Agrrieved by the same the applicant has filed this C.A.
which has been contested by the respondents by filing the

counter affidavit.

25 Heard counsel for the parties, considered their

submissicns anc perused records.

4, The applicant's contention is that he should

have been appointed by the respondent No.3 as BB
Chetiya because he fulfilled all conditiens and also

that in High School the applicant secured more marks

i.e. 57.8% than responcent No.4 who secured only 57%
marks. The respondent’'s counsél, resisting the claim

of the applicant, submitted that though the applicant
might have secured just 0.8% marks more than respondent
No.4 but he could not be aprointed as he cdid not

fulfil the conditions prescribed in the notificaticnm
dated 18.02.1999. as recards conditicn No.3 which is

recar ding independent source of income.&ith reference

te the claim and counter claim of the parties, We have
perused the notification cated 18.02.1999 (Annexure No.1).
As per para 1 of the notification the applications
complete in all respect uwere td be receivec in the

office of respondent No.3 by 4 P.M. of date 18.03.1999.

In the same para of the notification it is also
mentioned that incomplete applications or the applications
received after the cut off date i.e. 18.03.1999 will not

be core idered. The applicant in para 4.7 of the 0.A. has

he
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stated that he filed his income certificate alonguith his
application form and in the same para he has also stated
that the income certificate cated 07.05.1999 is anmexad
a8 Annexure 5 to the C.A. The respondents, in para 19

of their counter affidauit have stated that the last date
for submissjon of application form was 19.03.199%2. The
applicant submitted income certificate dated 24.02.1999
issued by Revenue Authority. The income certificate dated
24 ,02,1999 issued by Revenue Authority furnished the income
of the father of the applicant which was not to be
considered and therefore, the application was incomplete.
e find substame in the arcuments of the learned
counsel for the respondants that since the applicant

did not amnre x-the income certificate alongwith his
application by the cut off date i.e. 18.03.1999, his

application yas incomplete and could not be considerecd.

5. The applicart, on his own shasing in para 4.7 ef the
0.A., has accepted that the income certificate of the
applicant is dated 07,05.1999 and therefore, certainly the
same would have been submitted either on 07.05.1999 or

thereafter,

6. In our considered epinicn, the application of the
applicant for the post in question was not complete

till the expiry of the cut off date 1.e. 18.03.,1959 and
therefore, we do not find that any illegality has been
committed by the respondents in selecting the respondent
No.4 for the post of E.D.B,P.M Chetiya, There is

no good ground calling for any interference in the matter.

e For the aforesaid reasons, the 0.A, is devoi€ of

merit and is accorcdirgly dismissed with no order as to costs.

e Nae_

Member -1, Member <A,
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