
IN THE CENTRAL A)NISTRATIVE TRI3JNAL 

CUTT/cI( BENCH *CUTTACK 

O.A.No.596 of 1992 

Cuttck the 3rd day of May, 1995. 
P. C. Mctanty 	 ... 	 Applicant 

yr s. 

Union of India & Others 	•.. 	Respondents 

( FOR INSTRUCTIONS ) 

Whether it be referred to the reporters or not?/)-0  

Whether it be circulated to all the Benches of 
the Central k1ministrtjve Tribunals or not? 

2. 
(H • RME NDM P.SAD) 	 (D. P. HI RE MfQ u) 
1E3ER (A1j TRATIVE) 	 VICE-CHAIRMI4 

O3lAy9ç 
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CENTRM N)MINISrRATIVE TRIBUNAt 
CUTT K BENCH :CUTTAC1c 

0. A. No. 596 of 1992 

Cuttack, the 3rd day of May, 1995. 

COR; 

THE H ON' ELE MR. JUSTICE D • P. HIRE MATH, VICE CHAI RMAN 
ND 

THE HON' BLE DIR. H. RMENDRA PRA$AD, IE1ER ( rnt. ) 

Prafulla Chandra Manta, 
21 years, 
Son of Suresh Chndra 1bhanta, 
Vill./po- Ora Chandabilla, 
Via- Pratap Pur, 
P.S.- Bethoti,Msyurbbj, 	

... 	 Applicant 

By the Adfccate 	 Ms. S.L. Patnaik, 
Mr. D.K.Pathajk, 

iv oc ate S. 

- Versus- 

Union of India represented by its 
Secretary, Ministry Of COiUiunictics, 
New Delhi-HO 001. 

Chief postmaster Gerieral,Orjssa Circle, 
3nlbaneswar-751 001. 

Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Mayurthanj a Division, 3aripada, 

Sit• Ratnamanj Mohanta, 
Wife of Kishoxe I'bhanta, 
Vill./Po...Orachandabjlla, 
Via- Pratap Pur, 
District.Mayurthj. 	... 	 Respcndents 

/ 	 By the Mvoc-'te for OP 190.1 to 3 ... Mr. Ashok Ilishra, 
Sr.Stand ing Cnse1 
(central). 



By the Advcx ate for OP No40  see Ws. P.Palit,LMohanty, 
L'I,, Mcii apatra, 
Be K. Rout, Advcx!ates, 

ORD ER 

D.P.HIREMATH,V.C. 	The applicant herein challenges the 

appointnEnt of Respondent No.4 as Extra Beprtwental 

B ranch Postmaster by the order of the Superintendent 

of Post Offices dated 8th January, 192. The applicant 

was also one of the applicants for the Post of 

Extra Deprtmental Branch Post Master and we have got 

a comparative chart of nerit and Income produced by 

the Respondents which shcws that Respondent No.4 is 

H.S.C. Passed which is equivalent to atricul&tion 

and the applicant was only $th class passed. Mis 

income was shQn as .iJ,Sft/- and that of Respondent 

No.4 Is. 10, 5000/-. There is no dispute about the 

qualification for being appointed as Extra Departmental 

Branch Post Master. Looking to her educational, 

qualification and giving preference to it, Respnnt 

NO 4 came to be selected and appointment order was 

issued. 

2. 	 The main ground of attack of her 

appoiritifent is that she misrepresented to the Thasildar 

about her Income and therefore, she cannot hQld the 

post. In this behalf, petitioner's co*sel has invited 

our attention to the certificate issued by the 



3 

Tahasildar and also the R.I. Certificate. The 

Tahasildar issued the incone certificate stating 

that she had incOffe of Rs.lO,500/- from the 

Agricultural land and there was no other source of 

incoiw. It is likely that the Tahasildar issued the 

Income Certificate basing on the report of the 

ccncerned R.I. who deternined that her agricultural 
(C' I'c: 

ic one is L 

The applicant's counsel invited our 

attention to the breakup of the extent of the 

agricultural land which shois that she possessed 

three lands neasuring Ac.0.68A.1r20 and Ac.5.26 

totalling of about A.7.14 and the incolE from the 

above land about b.lO, 500/... AS the petitioner 

disiuted the very basis of this certifiade and 

questions 	its correctness we secured the 

original certificate iued Jpy the Tahasildar and the 

Report Of the t.I., The Petitioner even alleçed that 

the Respondent No.4 had coniuitted fraud by 
	, __c'_-p,s 

a false affidavit. 

3. 	 We have perused the Affidatit filed 

before the Tahasildar on 25.1,1992 in which she stated 

that she.ssegsed of about fair acres of landed 

pr cperty in her vi]. lage and she stated in the Affid avit 
that her 

incone8,12,O0O/- from Agriculture and 

.3000/.. from Business. The total LICome of Respc.ddent 
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No.4 comes to .15.600/-. Ccinsel for Respondent 

no.4 when asked to secure the records relating to 

the prcperties , he also got, two other sale deeds 

standing jointly in her nane and in the nans of 

her four brothers and another one standing exclusively 

in thename of her mother. 74 decimals of land is 

in sale deed under 1676 whereas SI decimaLs would 

be found in Sale deed No.2026. Counsel for the 

Respcndent No.4 also made it ee4ciear that 

this sale deed No.2026 is in the name of her mother 

Snt Jasodamani Mc*i nty whereas Sale )eed NO. 1676 

is Jwr cwned by her four brothers. Together these 

two sale Deeds made Ac. 1.24 and the Sale deed standing 

in her name could beAc,l.18 and the calculation made 

to this effect is about Four acres or so. Therefore, 

according to him, she did not contit any 

or misrepresented to the Tahasildar when she filed 

the Affidavit. .t is also stated by the Respondent 

No.4$z counsel that the mother of the respondent 

No.4 died scinetime in the year 1992 - before the 

respondent No.4çappointed as Extra Departuental 

Branch Post Master. Though she gave the total 
/0-5 

agricultural income i R3.12,000/-, the Tahasildar - 
basing on the report of the RI issued the income 

certificate stating that her income is .lO,500/. 



5 

It was further urged for the respondent No.4 

that various departmental letters issued as  

guide lines to the appoint ing aut hor ity in this 

behalf made  it amply clear that the income 

should not be taken as conclusive and what is 

required should be some substantive income from 

sources disclosed. That appears to be the spirit 

of various rules which also prescribe adequate 

means of livelihood for a  person to be appointed 

as 1xtra Departmental branch Post  Mister. It is 

educational qualification that should weigh in 

preference to any other qualification and 

Respondent No.4 undoubtedly possessed a better 

qualification that the petitioner who is only 

8th standard passed. Perhaps keeping in view 

that she had better qualification than the 

petitioner and keeping reliance on the income 

certificate issued by the Tahasildar, appointment 

order came to be issued to the Respondent No.4. 

At one stage we cons idered whether serious note 

should be taken of the affidavit filed before 

the Tahasildar and whether we should allow such 

things to be repeated. On going through the 

Original Affidavit, we find that there is no 

such Impropriety conTnitted in the affidavit in 

as much as she possessed 4 acres of land and 

that her income was R.12000/-. In any event 
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the petitioner has absolutely no chance of being 

preferred to Ispondent No.4. In Case of Ispondent 4 

the appointing authority acted on the material 

placed before him keeping greater reliance on the 

educational qualification. We do not fire any merit 

in this applicat on, the same fails  and is dismissed. 

C4 

	

(M.Re.JEND 	 P.HIREMTH) 

	

?MBR (4DM 	TRTIV) 	 V ICCHtIRWN 

03 MAY 9! 

I(NM 


