
CE N rRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI BUNAIJ 
CUT TACK BENCH: CUTACK, 

0.A.No, 255 of 1989. 
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Akshaya Kumar Patra, 
Son of Akuli Patra, 
residing at Shaktinagar, 
Rourkela-14, Dist-Sundargarh. 

... 	Applicant 

Versus, 

Union of India represented by 
its 3ecretary, Department of 2osts, 
Dak Bhavan, New Delhi, 

Postmaster General,Orissa Circle, 
At/P.J. Bhubaneswaz, Dist-puri, 

Senior Superintendent of Po°t •.)ffices, 
At/p . )./District-Sundergarh 

Sub-Divisional Inspector (Postal) 
Roirkela 4ast Sub-Division, 
Rourkela-769 002, Dist.-Suxidergarh. 

Basant Kumar Naik, 
Son of Bhaairathj Naik 
at present residing at Qrs,No,G/91, 
Sector-19, Rourke1a5, Dist-Sundergarh. 

00. 	 Respondents 

For Applicant 	- 	M/s. Deepak Mi:hra & R.N.Naik 

For Respondents 	- 	Mr. Tahalj Dalai, Addl.St•ariding 
Counsel (Central) 

C 3RAM: 

THE H•31,TOURABr4E M. B.R. Pk2L, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

MD 

r 

THE H:DJRA3LE MR. N. SEN GUPTA, ME1,13i'1(JUDIC;AL) 
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Whether reporters of local papers may be 
allowed tD see the judgment? 	Yes 

To be referred to the Reporters or not ? ,JO 

Whether Their Lordships wish to see the 
fair copy of the judgment ? 	Yes. 

*B,R. PATEL, VIOE-CHAIRMAT, 	In this application the applicant has 

contended that though he applied for the Dost of Extra 

Departmental Delivery Transort Mail Peon for the Rojrkela-

Xoira line, his case has not been considered even though he hd 

been working both as E.D.Transport Mail Peon and as E.I). 

Mail Carjdercurn-Packer from 1931 to 1984 and then from 

184 to 1983. 

The respondents in their co inter have controverted 

this position and have maintained in para7 of the counter 

that the aoplicant was never appointed by the Department as an 

S.D. staff but he worked as a substitute to different persons 

when they went on leave and were not available for work. 

Whatever may be the correct factual position, here we Cannot 

institute a roving encruiry. 

We have heard Mr. Deepak Mishra, learned counsel for the 

applicant and Mr. T. Dalai, learned. Additional standing Counsel 

for the Central Government and perused the papers There is no 

mention in the counter that the c. ase of the applicant was not 

considered. On the other hand, as we find from AnnexuraR/2 

his case has not been considered on the ground thct he did not 

belong either to Rourkela or to Koira the two end points of the 
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route. But we find from Annexure-R/2 that he and his family 

ordinarily reside in Rurkeia. If this was really the 

consideration for which his case was not considered, i4e hold 

that the selection of respondent No.5 is nt valid. As such 

the order of appointment of respndent No.5 vide Annexure-4 

is quashed and the competent authority is hereby directed to 

consider the case of the applicant along with all 	eligible 

candidates afresh and select a candidate most suitable for the 

post. 

4. 	The application is accordingly disposed of, leavinj the 

parties to bear theix.' own costs. 

• . . . . . . I 

VICE- CHAIRMAN. 

N. BEN GUPTA, MEMBER (JunIcIAr.) 

I agree. 
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Central AdrninistLtive Tribal, 
Cuttack Bench, Cuttack, 

he 8th Iovember, 1989/ Jena, BrPA 
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