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CENTLAL DMINISTRTIvE TRIBUNAL 

p 
	 CUTTAK BENCHCUTTCK. 

Original Application No.37 of 1990 

D-te of decision : August 10,1990. 

Patitapaban Bank 	... 	 Applicant. 

\Te rsus 

Union of Indiaand others ,.. 	 Respondents. 

Foc thn applicant 

1-1'oL: the respondents 

C C R A N; 

1S 	 M/s.Devanarid Misra 
Deepak Misra, 
R. N. Naik, A.De, 
B. S.Tripathy, Advocates. 

Mr.Aswini Kumar Misra, 
Sr.Standing Counsel (CAT) 

THE HONOU1-ZA3LE MR. 3, R. PATEL, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

A N D 

THE HONOUR3LE MR. Ni. SEUPTA, MEM3ER (JUDICIAL) 

whether recorters of local papers ipay be 
allo.'ed to see the judgment ? Yes. 

To be referred to theReporters or not ? ALD 

hethcr Their Lordships wish to see the faircopy 
of the judgment ? Yes. 

J U D G M E NT 

N. SENUPTA,I E3 (J) The facts leading upto this case are that the 

app1icint was appointed as temporary Extra-Departmental 

Bracch Postmaster,Paunsia 3ranch Post Office for the 

period from 1.12.1939 to 31.3.1990. The appointing 

El 

auchority isRerpondent No.3. The applicant joined the 

post oi 1.12.1989. During the incumbency of the app1icnt, 

Re sponcent No. 3 called for applications from the candi1 tes 

forregular appointment as Extra_Departmental 3ranch 

postmaster, paunsia 3ranch Office. In response to that the 
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applicant and Respondent No.4 besides others submitted 

their applications. Respondent 140.3 selected Respondent 

'Jo.4 and issued orders vide 'nnexure-3 dated 21,1.1990 

provisionally appointing Respondent NO.4 as Extra-Departm-

ental Branch POSt Master of that Branch Office. The 

grievance of the applicant is that when he is holdinc the 

post anJ nothing adverse has been reported against him, 

he should not be ousted from the Office. The applicant 

ha. further alleged that Respondent No.4 has no requisite 

residential qualification. 

The respondents 1 to 3 in their cDunter have steted 

tlriat a the appointment of the applicant was purely on 

temporary basis, applications were invited for making 

reqular appointrrnt and after fo1iing due process of 

selection, Respondent No.4 has been selected against which 

the applicant has little to cp1ain. 

We have heard learned counsel for the applicant 

an 	Mr.Aswjrii Kumar Misra, learned Senior Standing Counsel 

(CAT) fot the respondents 1 to 3. Thera has been no appearan-

ce on behalf of Respaudent No.4 inspite of he being called 

bifore thematter wash:ard. From the facts alleged in the 

anplication and the counter it could be found that the 
I' 

applicant is a non-Matriculate but the Respondent No.4 is 

a Matriculate. The contesting respondents have fi led copies 

of Votors list of village Paunsia and certificate granted 

. the Revenue Officer to Respondent No.4, these documents 

'i11 sh that Respondent No.4 is a resident of Paunsia, 

At 	 the post village, therefore the allegation of the applicant 

thai Respondent No.4 does not possess residential aualifi- 
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C -i tion j oeless. 

	

4. 	
It is true thet esroutfal educational qualific tioc 

-or appointment as Extra_Departmental 3ranch Pot Maatcr 

or Exbra_Departrnental Agent is a pass in Eighth s
0 

iut as ou1d be foiIndfrom paraGraph 2 of theRules rejatiLle 

	

0 	
method of recruitment MatrjCu1aLjO1 or eaujva1nt 

±7 o o preferred. The applicant being a 
triculate 

and Rpondent NO.4 being a Matriculate the latter war 
to or preferred to the aPPlic,~nt. Apart from this, it ir 
co for 

 
this Tribunal to act as the selecting agency 

for appointment The Tribunal 
could intervene or interferp 

only if soflie 	 t&ILk 
illeoality or malafide is â%o1whiCh tl 

palir7flt has not been able to prove in the present cares 

5. 	
The application fails out hyever we do not lIke 

La add1e the appilcant with cors 
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fentral Adm1njstrativ  
Cuttack 3enCh, Cuttack 
:u urt 10, l9o/s----ç 


