
IN THE CTRAL ADMINISTRAVE TI8UNAL 
JTTA( 3ENCHtaJTTACK. 

ORIQNAL APPtICATICN NO,452 OF 1999 

o.ittack. this the 17th day of Ja*uary, 2001. 

Ashok I(umar Jea, 	 .... 	 Applicant. 

- Versus 

Uicn of India & Ors, 	.... 	 RespOndents. 

FOR INS TIVCTICN$ 

Whether it be referred to the reporters or not? 

whether it be circulat& to all the Benches of the 
central Administrative Tribunal or not? f4) * 

eP41A/\ør I' 
(C. NAIASIMHAM) 	 cSOMNATH 
M E113 ER (TuDI CI Ar.) 	 VI CE CR1ANJØ/ 



CTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
QJTTAcI( B INCH sOJ TTAK. 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.452 OF 1999, 
uttk, this 11th day of January, 20'1. 

CO RAM s 

THE })NOU RABLE MR. SOMNATH SOM, VICE..CHAI RAN 

AND 

THE HONOURA13LE MR. G, NARASIMHAM, MEN3ER(JUDICIAL). 

.4 

Sri Ashok Kumar Jefla, 
Ag& about 30 years* 
son of Maflmath Jefla, 
Ats Badasankha 11ua sahi, 
iuri Town. 
PO/Di st spu ri. 	 ..,. 	 Applicant. 

Sy legal practitioner $ M/s.N. P. atnaik, R.K,SahOO,AdVoCates. 

Versus - 

Union of India thrOugh Chief Postmaster 
General.Orissa ci rCle,At/PO;Bhubaneswar, 
Dist ;K31 rda, 

Senior superintendent of Pest Offices, 
Puri DiViSiOfl.At/P0/DiSt.PU.ni. 

Assistant superintendent of post Offices, 
Puri Sub Division, At/po/Dist. pun. 

SuloChana sahoo, nb. padmalochan 5ahoo, 
At-Paral, P0 tBantaligaCfl, 
via-Pu ri-2, 1)1st. pu ni, 

Respondents. 

By legal practitioners Mr.3,DaSh,AdditiOflai standinc,Counsel. 



ORD ER 

'~ v 

SO2ATH SCM,VICECHAIPi4AN: 

In this Original Application, the applicant has 

prayed for quashing the sel ec tion and appointment of 

sulochana SehOc, Respondent No.4 as E.D,D.A.,00pinathçur Branch 

Post Office and also for a direction to the Departmental 

Respondents to appoint the petitioner to that pOst.Departm&ltal 

Respondents have filed counter opposing the prayers of 

applicant. private Respondent No.4 was issued with notice 

but she did not appear or file counter, 

2. 	 For the purpose of considering this petition 

it is net necessary to go into too many facts of this case. 

Applicant has urged different grounds in support of his 

prayers and these are discussed below.It has been urged by 

the applicant that Respondent No.4 the selected candidate 

is the neice of the Assistance superintendent of Post 

Offices 1. e. Respondent No, 3 and she has oeen given 

appointment oecause of favourtism. Respondents in their counter 

have strongly refuted this assertion and have stated that 

Respondent No.4, the selected candidate is in no way related 

to Respondent No.3. Moreover, lion' ble Supreme COU rt in the 

case of Baliram prasad vrs, union of India reported in 

AIR 1997 ac 637 	have held that nonsejectjon of more 

meritorious candidate on the ground of his or her relationshic 

with an 'officer in the same office would be violative of 

Article 14 and 16 of the Constitition.In view of this the 

above contention is held to be without any merit and is 

rejected. The secOnd ground urged by applicant is that he 

belongs to Sc category and he should have been shown 

preference over Respondent No.4 who belongs to unreserved 



c.mninity in aCC*LaflCeWth the departn'ental instructions. 

Respondents have pointed out that in the notice inviting 

applications it was clearly mtioned that preference will 

be given to ST candidate,No preference was ruire1 to be 

given to candidates belong to SC  category. Moreover,it has 

been urged by Respondents and not denied by the applicant 

by filing any rejoinder that out of the total 126 ED 

employees under the administrative jurisdiction of Res. 

No.3 number of employees belonging to SC c.mnnity is 22 

representing 17.4.% as against the required percentage 

	

of 	reservation of 15%., Thus, the Sc comu.in ±ty had al ready be en  

over represeited and therefore,no ST comriinity having 

applied for the job thepost was treated as Un reserved. we 

find no illegality in such action of the Departmental 

Authorities and therefore, this contention of the applicant 

is also rej ec ted.Rsspondents have pointed, out that 

amongst the candidates one prasanananda Mishra, has secured 

the highest percentage of mark of 57, 75% in HSC exarninaticrt 

but his candidature was rejected since the character certificate 

submitteci by him was found bogus on verification.They have 

further stated thatRespondent No,4,Suiochana 5ahu was the 

person who has secured the next highest percentage of 

mark of 57,33% and therefore,she was selected.Applicant on 
YON 

the other hand had secured on 39.42% of marks and therefore, 

Respondent NO.4 has oeenrightly seected,e also find no 

illagality in the action of the Departmental Respondents. 

	

3. 	 Lastly.we note that Respondents have stated in 

their counter that the applicant had neither filled up the 

application form completely nor had signed the form.Respondents 



have enclosed the application of the app1icnt at nnexure-

R/6.1 person who applies for a post nLlst be capable of 

filling of the application form properly and the applicant 

has 	not even sign ed the application form. He has therefore, 

no right to be considered for the post and as such he has 

no cause of action tobe agitated before us. 

4. 	 in the result, therefore,we hold that the 

applicant is not entitL1 to get any of the reliefs claimed 

in this O.A. The Original Application is aCcoL1ingly 

rejeted.No Cogts, 

(G.NARASIMHAM) 
Mit3 Nt (3UDICIAL) 	 vIcE_cHAF'4.r- f 
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