IN THE CEN TRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CU TTACK B ENCH QU TTACK.

ORLGINAL APPLICATDON NO,105 OF 1999,
Olt o] @ 1 s e BY O meo 000.

NARAYAN DAS, g APPLICANT,
VeS.
. UNION OF INDIA & ORS, e seos ~ RESPONDINTS,

FOR INS TRUCTIONS. |

1. whether it be referred to the reporters or mot? .-y

2. whether it be circulated to all the Benches of the m~o
Centzal Admikistrative Tribunal or not ?.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CU TTACK B ENCH3sCU TTARK.

ORI GINAL APPLICATION NO, 105 F 1999,
cuttack, this the 27th day Of June, 2000,

T™HE HONOURABLE MR, SOMNATH SOM, VICE-CHAIEMAN
AND
THE HONOURABLE MR. G. NARASIMHAM:MB“!BER(JUDL )e
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e

NARAYAN DAS,

S/o.Copinath pas, Ba Applicant,
By legal pPractitioner ; M/s.S.K,Purohit, P, K, Sahoo,
K.M,Niyamat, Advocates,
=VERSUS-
p R Unionof India represented through its SeCretary
: to Governmert of India,Ministry of Communicatien,
Nev Delhi, '
2. Directoz of posts,pakatara Bhawan,New Delhi,
3. Chief pPostmaster General, o:issa Circle,
Bhubaneswar,
4, superintendent of post offices, Cuttack

North pivisiom,Cuttack-l.
5 Sub-postmaster, Kuanpal,Cuttack.
o e Respondents,

By legal practiticner s Mr. J,K.Nayak,Additicnal standing
Caunsel (Central),
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In this original Application praying for appointment
under rehabilitation scheme, the case of the applicant is that
he is the adopted san of Gopinath Das,who served as Departmental
munnder and retired on invalidation ground o 28,2,1986he
Circle Relaxation Committee disalloved his claim for appointment
‘under rehabilitationscheme, Department in thd r counter dispute

the case of adoption and also say that the retired empl oyee was
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getting menthly pemsion of i, 404/~ besides usual increase

from time to time.He had also received a lump sum of M.13000/-
tovards DCRG and GPF money, This apart he was also getting

B, 3000/~ per annum frcem landed property; Thése avements

in the caunter have also not been refuted throigh any

rejoinder by the applicant,

2. We have heard My K.M,Niyamat,learned counsel for
_ the applicant and Mr,J,K.Nayak,learmed Additimal Standing
Caunsel appearing for the Respondents and have also perusged

the records,

3. So far as adoption is concemed, there is justifiable
graund for the Department to dispute the same because
Annexure-R/3 Xerax copy of the adoption deed dated 12,7.85

is not clear at what age the applicant was adopted,.But
Annexure-~R/4, the f.Panchayamama Patra dated 3.0.5;1970.

reveals that the alleged adoption tock place when the
applicant was 7 years old_\,et in the Coll ege Leaving Certificate,
under Annexure-R/S,'date:l 9, 7,1997, the name of the natural
father has beed mentiocned and not the adopted father.So ,

the Department has the -justifiable graind to doabt and
dispate the adoption,Unless the applicant eétablishes his
adoption through dec‘laration from the campetent caart of

taw, the Department is not legally baund to accept the case

of adoptiom.

4. For the reaécns discussed above, we do not see any
merit in thi sv original Applicatimlwhic,h is acco:dingiy

rejected,No costs,
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