
IN THE C EN TR.ALI ADMI NI S TRA TL VE TRIBUNAL 
QJ TTACK BENCH;U TTKS  

QGINA1 APPLICAON NO&  252 QP 1994. 
CuttaCk,tkiis the 231 day of Juàe, 2000. 

CHAI TAN SEThI. 	 ... . 	 APPIIC1NT. 

VERSJ S 

UNION OF INDIA & OThERS. 	.... 	 RPONDEN13. 

IOR INSTrVCfEONS•  

whether it be refercel to the reporters oot? 

whether itbe Circulated to all the Benches of the 
Central Mministrative Tribunal or not? r 

(G. 	AM)  
ME43ER(J1JDICIAL) 
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CO RAM$ 

CENTRAt Att4INXSTRAVE TRIBUNAL 
OJ TTCK 3CHzCtJ T(. 

OAEONNO22O4, 
cuttack, this the 23td day of June,2000. 

THE HQNJ RABLE MR, SOMNAfli SOM, VICE-CHAI WAN 

fliE HONOURA3tE MR. G.NAR7SIMHAM.MBj4BER(JUDL.). 

CHAITAN SE1, 
$/o.Late Radhil Sethi, 
of Village/POgNaian tara 
ps/Mtjnsiffi sNimapara, DiStPU i. 	900* 

By legal. practitioners M/s. Ahok Manty, 
T. Ratho,M. RKar, 
p4vcxates. 

-Versus- 

1, 	uica of India represented thraigh 
the Chief Postmaster General,orissa, 
Bbubaaeswar, At/po:B1,ubaneswar, 
DiStslthU uIa 

APPLIICAN T 

The Senior Superintendent of pt offices, 
13h1baneswar Divisicn,3hubaneswar,Djst;1<Li1rda, 

ile Assistant Superinterx.ent of post Offices, 
B hub an esw a r, At/p qIihubaneq a r, Di $ tshu Lda. 

Hemant Kumar S.zain, at present Dtra Departmental 
BrsnCh postmaster , Nabantara, POsNahantara, 
PS sMunsiffi, Nimapara, Dis t3pu ri. 

RPONDEN1S. 

By legal practiticner 
For Respcfldentsl to3. 	CO.lfl3ei (Central), 

By legal practitioner s M/s.P.IcMishra,Smt,Prativa Mista, 
For Res.No,4, 	 s.K.ojha,P4vccates. 
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CR DE P. 

MR. SOMNATH SOM VICE-CMAIRMANt 

In this Original AppliCItiai under section 19 

of tke Administrative Tribunals ACt,1935, the applicant 

has prayed for quashing the appointment of Respondent No.4 

as D)31!4,Nal3antara Branch post Office and to give effect 

to the order of appointment dated 19.1,1999 issued to the 

applicant for the above post. it%e Departmefltl gespcndents 

and Respcfldt No.4 have filed co.Lnter opposing the prayer 

of the applicant. For the plrpose of considering this 

original Applicaticn,it is not necessary to go into too 

many facts of this case. 

2. 	The admitted position is that for the post of 

1Y3pM,Nahantara Branch post office, applicant and Res.No.4 

were casidered and.initially the applicant was selected. 

RespcfldefltNo.4challenged the appointment of applicant by 

filing original Application No.335/1991 whiCh was disj.sed 

of on 21-7-1 993. The Tribunal direc ted that the allegations 

made by Respondent No.4 with regard to the appointment order 

issu€d tothe applicant shoi1d be enquired into by deting 

a higher officer.Accordingl.y this was enquired into and 

it was fo.ind that the applicant has been wrongly appointed 

ignoring more deserving candidates. 

We have heard Mr.AskOk Mohanty,learned ca.*sel for 

the applicant and Mr,U.B.Mohapatra, learned idditional standing 

co.iasel appearing for the Respondents and have also perused the 

records, 
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(G. NARASIMHM) 

MEM3 ER (JUDICIAL) 
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4 	Applicant is a non-matric whereas Respondent No.4 

is a matriculate. At the relevant point of time, the miniaLim 

qualification for appoir1thent to the pt of EDBPM was Class.. 

VIII pass. Thcugh the instructions provided that preference 

shci.ild be given to those having matriculation qualification 

and any qualification beyond matriculation shculd be ignores. 

After eqquiry,as per the direction of the Tribunal, 	rtmen 

Authorities have fonnd that even tho.igh the applicant was a 

Ron-matric,he was given app oin tmen t i gn orin g the case of other 

candjdates,who are matriculates particularly Respondent No.4. 

On the above griind, applicant's appointment was Cancelled. We 

find no infirmity in this.After cancellation of the oner of 

appointment of the applicant by a prccess of fresh se1ticn, 

Respondent No.4 was selc ted for being more meritori ats. Applicant 

has 	not mentioned that he is more meritoricus than the 

Respondent N0.4 .In vii of this, we hold that his prayer for 

quashing the appointment of Respondent No.4 is withont any 

merit, 

5. 	In the result, therefore, We hold that the applicant 

is not entitled to get any of the reliefs and the original 

Application is dismissed, No Costs, 

KNM/cM. 


