
IN THE CENTRAL. ADMIIITRATIVE TRI3UNAL 
CJIrTAcK B ECH:OJTThcK, 

ORIGINAL. APPLICATION NO. 503. OF 1994. 
CMTEtad 	dy of i1 e 0O 0 

Bibiziti B1zisi* Nayak. 	•.•• 	App1icM, 

vrs. 

union of India and others, 	.... 	 Respondents. 

OR INST1VCTIONS. 

whether it be referred to the reporters or not? Y19, 

ether it be circulated to all the Benches of the 
Central Adminstrative Tri*ina1 or not? 

(D. V. R. S. C. DATT?RULU) 	 OMNATHth4 
MEM ER (JUDI CI AL) 	 VI C 



CENTi.At ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAl4 
QJTTAK BENCHiCUTTACK. 

ORIGINAL4 APICATI ON NO. 501 OF 1994. 

Cutta,this the 5th day Of DeCern)er,29OO. 

COR.AMj 
THE HONOURABLE MR. SOMNAT SOM. VICE-CHAIRMAN 

MD 

THE FJ)NOURA3LE MR, D. V. R. S. G.DATTATR(UW,MEM3ER(JUDL.). 

Biblilti Bh.lshan Nayak4  Agel about 26 years, 
S•n of Banchhmnidhi Noyak.  At .ind PoAthagath Patna, 
Via. P.l.s.ra, DiSt. Ganj am. 

$ Applicant. 

By I. eg1 practitioner; M/s. A. Deo, 3. S. Tripathy, P. Panda, D. K. Sah•o, 
Advocates. 

Versus - 

UniOn of India  represented by the secretary 
to G.vernmt of India,Departmzt of posts, 
Dak 2han,N Delhi. 

Chief postmaster Gera1,Oris5aCirCle, 
At/P. 9hubane1ar,Di3tiKt)J.rda. 

ptmaster Gefleral,BertlamLM r Circle, 
At,?o ;B erhai pu r, Dist. G.anj am. 

Dayanidhi Sethi, AQei about 23 yearS, 
son of late Shyama Sethi, 
At/P. ;thagarhPatna, via. polosora, 
DiStsGarljam. 	 $ ReSpOfld1tS. 

BY legal practitioner fAr ReSpOndetS 1 to 4; Mr.A.K.BOSe,Sr.StafldiP 
Counsel (catra1) 

ft r R.SPOfld1t No.4; ?Vs.D. S. Misra, 
K.K. Misra, 

S.B ehera, 
NI vc ateS. 
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ORDER 

L c pLS2&2' 
In this Original appliCati,n..Lnder section 19 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985, the applicant has 

prayed for quashing the appointment of Respondent No.5 to the 

post of EKtra Departmental Branch Pst Master,Athagarh Patria 

Branch Pest Office and for a directi.n to the Departmental 

Respondents togeject him as EUP14.Departmenta1 Respondents 

have filed c•unter opposing the prayers of the applicant, 

Private Respondent NO.5 has appearel through his counsel 

but has not filed any counter. 

2. 	 when the matter was cali.i,learn1 counsel for the 

applicant and his associates were absent.No request has also 

been made on their behalf seeking adjournment.M this is a 

1994 matter, where pleadings have been completeI long ago, 

it can not be allowed to drag on indefinitely.we have, therefore, 

head Mr.  A.K.Bose,learned senior standing Counsel, appearing for 

the 	Respondents 1. to 4 and Mr.D. S. Mishra, learned counsel appearing 

for Respondent NO.$ and have also perused the records, 

4 

I. 	 For the p.'rpsse of considering this Original 

N. 	 Application it is not necessary to go into too many facts of this 

case, 

4. 	 The admitted facts of this case are that the vacancy 

4TT  I  - *r.se on the reti rement on superannuation of the father of the 

applicant on 9.5.1993.1t is also the admitted position that in the 

process of selection both the applicant and Respondent NO.5 

w e re considered.ppl ic ant having s ecu red u* re marks than the 

Respondent N..5 he was initially considered for appointment 

to the p.st.A1.fl9Jith his application, the applicant has filed an 
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*jflc,me  certificate sh4ing his income as b.lO,OO/..t the time 

of yen fication of the documents, the Tahasildar,K.dala who had 

issued the Income Certificate had made an end.rsement on the 
zI, 

income certjficate.which is at Annexure.4 alonith the 

endorsement of the Tahasildar,Kedla that the Misc.case in which 

the income certificate issued has been re-opened and it has been 

held by the Tahaildir that the applicant does not have the 

income of k.13.800/. and therefore,the prayer of the aplicit 

for issuing an Incemecertificate has been rejected by the 

Tahasildarl, this order dated 22-9.93,XeriX cody of which is 

available at the mack ofAnnexure-.R./3 s the income certificate 

earlier given to the applicant has been rejected by the Tahasildar 

in l,there was no valid income certificate alongwith the 

application of the applicant and in viei of this, Respondents 

ha,js o other option but to select the candidate who has got 

the nct higher marks in the qialifying examination i.e. 

matriculation. In viez of this the action if the Departmental 

Respondents in selecting Respondent No.5 can not be faulted. 

5. 	 Applic*.tion,is therefore held to oewithout 

any merit and is rejected.No Costs. 

/.. 

(D. V. R. S. G. DATTATRrLULU) 	 \ 
MEMI3ER(JUDICIAL) 
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