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IN THE CN TRAL A1XNISTRA ¶fl VE TRIaUNAL 
QJ TTACK 3CH:J TTACK. 

ORIGINAL APPLICAON NO.105 o' 1999. 
Cutacic, this theZ7th day of June, 2000. 

NARAYAN DAS. 	 ... 	 ... 	APPLICANT. 

VrS. 

UNION OF INDIA & ORS • 	.*. 	... 	RPONDarZS. 

FOR INS1CNS, 

10 	whether it be referred to the reporters or not? 

2. whether it be circulateI to all the Benches of the r 
Central Admii5tratiVe Tribunal or not?. 

(sMN1 scR'9 4 	 (C. NARASIMH7M) 
ViCE-CHAIR4AN. 	 MER(JUDIC1I1) 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAIIVE LIBUNAL 

CtJTTQ( BCH:cUTT*K. 

ORIGINAL APPLICACN N0.105 OF 1999. 
O.ittacic, this the 27th dayOt June7O00. 

CORAM 

THE HONOURABLE MR. SCt4NAIM SCM VICE..CHI1AN 
AND 

THE HONOURABLE MR. G.NARASIMHM.M343Ea(JuDr.). 

.. 

NARAYAN DAS, 
s/o.copinath j)as, 	 ... 	 Applicant. 

By legal practitioner 
K.M.Niyamat,Advocates. 

-VERSUS- 

Unicnof India represented thrcigh its Secretary 
to Government of India,Minis try of Cnim1nicati, 
New Delhi. 

Director of PCSts,Dakatara Bhan,New Delhi. 

Chief Postmaster General,orissa Circle, 
BhUban esw a r. 

SUperintendent of post officesdCuttack 
North DivisiCn,Cuttack_1. 

Sub-postmaster,Kuanpal,cuttack. 

Respondents. 

By legal practitier * Mr. J.K.Nayak,Additicnal standing 
C1nsel(Centra1). 

S. 

QD ER 

G. NARASIMHAM.MvIBER (JUDI CIA 

In this original Application praying for appointment 

under rehabilitation scheme, the case of the applicant is that 

he is the adopted sai of GOpinath Das,who served as Oepartmta1 

runn4er and retired on invalidati,cn grcAind on 28.2.16he 

Circle Relaxation Ccjum.tttee disallcwed his claim for appointmt 

under rehabilitaticnscheme. Department in thd r cxlnter disrute 

the case of adoptjcjn and also say that the retired empi oee was 



-2- 
getting math1y pensicn of t.404/- besides usual increase 

from time to time.He had also received a lump sum of R.13000/-

tiards DCRG and GPF maey. This apart he was also getting 

. 3000/- per annum fran landed property. Thse• avennents 

in the cnter have also not been refuted through any 

rejcd.%3der by the applicant. 

We have heand Mr.I<.M.Wiyamat,learfle.d Ccj.lnsel for 

the applicant and Mr.J.K.Mayak,learned ?1diticna1 Standing 

Ccunsel appearing for the Respcndents and have also perused 

the records. 

So far as adopticn is ccicemed, there is justifiable 

groind for the Department to dispte the same because 

Annexure-1/3 xezac copy of the adopticn deed dated 12.7.85 

is not clear at what age the applicant was adopted.But 

Annexu re- R/4, the .PanChayathama Patra dated 30.5.1970, 

reveals that the alleged adoption took place when the 

applicant was 7 years c.det in the college Leaving Certificate, 

under Annexure-W5,dated  9.7.1997, the name of the nathral 

father has been menticnezl and not the adopted father.,so, 

the Department has the justifiable gro.itad to do.ibt and 

dispte the adopti cn.Unless the applicant establishes his 

ad opti cn through declaration from the C ant. eten t C o.i r t of 

law, the Department is not legally bond to accept the case 

of adoptica. 

For the reascns discussed above, we do not see any 

merit in this original Applicaticn which is accordingly 

rej ected.No costs. 

"1 

OMNA Mi SOM) 
VICE-C HAl P?IAN 

(G. NAFASIMHAM) 
M EMB ER(JUDICI AL) 

 


