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original copy of the judgment 7 Yes 



J U D G M E N T 

K.P.ACI-IARYA,MEMEER (J), 	In this a)plLcation under section 19 

of the Administrative TrLburials Act, 	1985 , Anne>ure2 

dated 3.2.1985 cancellinc the appointment of the applicant 

as Extra Departmental Delivery Agent , 3amsarpur Branch 

Post Office is under challenge and soucht to be struck 

doin. 

2. 	 Shortly stated , the case f the anplicant 

is that vlde Annexure-1 dated 22.5.1984 the applicant was 

appointed 	as Extra- Departmental Delivery Agent, 

3arnsarpur Branch Post Office in account with Athgarh Head 

Office with effect from 18.5.1984 and he worked as Such till 

the forenoon of 4.3.1985 when he jas served zith a notice 

to relinquish charge of his post in the forenoon of 14.3.1985 

as the order of aepoinirnt issued in his favour stood 

cancelled . Be inc aggrieved by this order contained in 

Annexure-2 , the applicant has filed this agglication with 

the prayer mentioned above. 

3• 	 In their counter, the respondents maintained 

that there was no provision in the relevant rules to 

conduct an interview which had been conducted by the 

competent authority while considering the ariplications 

of the a'plicant and others for a'npointrnent to the said post. 

This 	illegality having been committed , the competent 

authority rightly ordered cancellation of the ap:otntment 

of the applicant and since no illegality has been committed 

by the competent authority, the impugned order should be 

istained and there being no merit in 4
- his case , it is ltble 
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to be dismissed 

4. 	 We have heard Mr. Deep:k Misra, learned 

counsel for the applicant and Mr, A.B.Misra, learned 

Sr. Standing Counsel ( Central) for the respondents at 

some length. Learned Jr. Standing Counsel/before us 
4111 

relying on the communication made with him by the 

Superintendent of Post Offices, Cuttack ( South) ,Cuttack 

that the application itself has become infructuous and 

should beaccordLngly dLsposed of as the applicant, 

has in the meanwhile, been absorbed as E.D.D.A.Sarnsarpur 

B.P.O. ith effect from 21.7.1987. The letter in origirjal 

was placed before us whdi forns subject-matter of 

letter No. 1-1.13,/74-75 dated 3.10.1987 	addressed to the 

Sr. Standiog Counsel ( Central),Cuttack by the superintend-

ent of Post Offices, Cuttack ( South) Cittack. It runs 

thus :- 

of 	 As des.red by Hon'ble CAT,Cuttack, 

the appeal pending with Respondent 

No.3, has this day been disposed 

of. 

It is further to intimate you 

that Sri ParikhitPradhari, applicant 

has been absorbed as EJDA, Jamsarpur 

B.P.O. with effect from 21.7.87 and 

is continuing as such there • This 

may kii1y be apprised of to the 

Hon'ble CAT and the case be disposed 

of II. 



4 

From the above, we are bound to presume that the 

applicant has been regularly absorbed in the post in 

question, otherwise the word 11  absorbed " would not 

have been used by the Superintendent of Post Offices, 

We think the learned Sr. Standing Counsel rightly 

submitted that in view of the absorption, the application 

itself has become infructuous. In view of the absorption 

of the applicant in the said post, we hold that 

cancellation of the appointment of the applicant, vide 

Annexure-2, isno more efectjve from 21.7.1987 and 

/ 	therefore, it is directed that he should continue in the 

said post as a regulr employee in the category of 

Extra- Departmental Delivery Agent. 

5. 	 Thus, the application is accordingly disposed 

of leaving the parties to bear their own costs 

i;u;;;•  ' •c;ii;Ii ••'' 

B.R. PATEL, VICE CHAIRMAN, 

• • . • • . . • • • • • p • .1.. . 
Vice Chairman. 

Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Cuttack Bench. 

January 19, 1988/Roy, SPA. 


