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IN THE CE1TRAL ADMIISTRATIV TRI3UNA 
CUTTACK BECH:CUTTACK 

ORIGIAL APPLICATION NO:478 OF 1991 

DATE OF DECISION: SEPTEM3ER 13,193 

Shri G.N.Moharana S... 	 Applicant 

vs. 
Union of India and others 	.... 	Respondents 

(FOR 1N1$TRt..CTIONS) 

1. Whether it be referred to the reporters or not? k' 

2 • Whether it be circulated to all the Bench s of the 
Central Administrative Tribunals or not? 

j. k. 
GNMOMMMEM 

(H.RAJE'DA RASAO) 	 (K.P.ACHARYA) 
I4EM3ER( ADJSTRArIVE) 	 VICE CHAIRMAN 
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IN THE CENTRAL DMI NISrRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTTACK 3E iTCH ;CUTTK 

ORIGINAL APLI0ATIOi &: 478 OF 1991 

DATE OF DECISIONsSEPTEM3ER 13, 1993 

Shri G.N.Mohàrana 	 .... 	Applicant 

ye r su S 

Unicflof India and others 	.... 	Respondents 

For the Applicant 	... N/s Deepak Misra,A.DeO, 
3. S. Tripathy, ?dvoc ate 

For the Respondents 	... Mr. Aini Kumar Mjsra, 
(Nos.l to 5) 	 standing Counsel(Central) 

For the Respndent N0.6... N/s. Ashok Misra & 
H. P.Rath, 
Advocs. 

C 0 R A N: 

THE HONOU RABLEMRK. P. HARYA, VICE - CHAIRMAN 
AND 

THE HONOURABLE MR.H.RMEL'DRA pRASAD,MBER(ADMN.) 

K. P. ACliARYA, V.0. 

JUD GME NT 

in this application uuder section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, ppointnflt 

of Opposite party NO.6 is soght to be struck din. 

2. 	petitioner was aie of the applicants for 

the post of Extra Departmental Branch POSt Master 

of pandigiri Sub post Office in the District of 

Ganjam. His name has been sponsored by the Employment 

Exchange.The competent authority invited applications 

from the Open Market and opposite party No.6 was one 
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of those applicants.Cases of all candidates who 

have' applied alongwith Petitioner and Opposite 

Party N0.6 were considered. Opposite Party N0.6 

was found to be suitable and hence order of 

appointment was issued 4hich is sought to, bé 

challenged and quashed. 

In their counter,the Opposite Parties 

maintained that the competent authority took into 

consideration all aspects in respect of each of the 

candidates and Opposite Party N0.6 was rightly held 

to be suitaole and the refore, appointment order was 

issued in favour of Opposite Party N0.6 which should 

not be unsettled - rather it should be sustained, 

We have heard Mr.Deepak Misra learned counsel 

for the Petitioner,Mr.A.iini Kmar Misra learned 

tanding Counsel(central),and Mr.FL,P.Rath learned 

counsel appearing for the Opposite Party N0.6. 

Grievare of the petitioner is that the competent 

authority had committed an ilLegality by calling for 

applications from the Open market.The competent 

athority should have coafinhiinself for consideration 

of the candidates sponsored by the Emplment Exchange 

only. The ref ore, consideration of the case of the 

Opposite Party N0.6 was illegal and should be s truck 

dcwn,We are unable to accept the aforesaid. sukxnission 

of Mr.MiSra because the Supdt,, of post offices 

invited applictions from the open market for-the 
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purpose of wider of 	zone of c ons ide r ati on • That 

apart there is also no bar created 	any of the 

Rules of the Postal DepartnEnt that applications 

from the open market shall not be irivited.Therefore, 

we find no merit in this application which s tands 

dismissed.There wi d be no order as to costs. 
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MEM3ER ( ADMRATIVE) 	 VICE-CHAIRMAN 
#3 $EP 93 

Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Cuttack Bench, CUttac]c/K. Mohanty 
13th September, 193. 


