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CENTRAL AIMINISTRATIVE TRIBUnAL

CALCUTTA BENCH

Ne.0,A, 233/1996

Present : Hen'ble Mr, D, Purkayastha, Judicial Membey

Hen'ble Mr, G,S, Maingi, Administrstive Member

ANIMA SIKDAR

Vs.

UNICN OF INDIA & OTHERS

For the applicant ¢ Mr, MK, Mitra, ceungel

Fer the respondents s Mr, B,K, Chatterjee, ceunsel

Hegrd on ¢ 27, 3.2000 Order on 3 27,2,2000
ORDER '

D, Purkayastha; JeMe b

Heare id. ceunsel for beth sides, r
2. In this applicaticn, the applicant has challenged ffhe
appointment et respendent Ne,7, Banibrata Rey in the eifice
of the respendents and prayed fer directien upen the respendents
te quash the purperted appeintment ef respondent Ne,7 dn-
the greunds stated in the applicatien. In this O.A, the

direction uson the respendents ter

applicant alse prayed ter/hosy appeintment in the pest et
E,D, Stamp Vender in which the respendent; Ne,7 has been '
appointed,
3. The case of the ggplicant in shert is that, he werked
in the pest ef E,D, Packer at Pansila Post Oftice fer abeut
495 days in the year 1985 as nemiree imymplace of ene, Smt.
Dipali Karmakar whe get premetien ts the pest ef Pestman,
fhereafter, NOr service has been dispensed with by the autherities
on .19.8.86. On 13.11.87 a Circular has been issued by_th';e
autherities wherein it has been stated that the E.D,As whpb
werked as substitutes in the desartment prier te 7,5,85 mt'iay
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be considered fer appeintment as E,D,As in the vacant. rests
provided they are eligible tor such appointment in al}, respect.>
(Annexure A-4 te the app.), Thereafter an interviey {vas held

'\
er 14,11,94 fer filling up the vacancy in the post of IE D,

Stamp Vendcr in Garulia Pesgt Office and the appliCanil.\ Fftﬂy
appeared in the interview pursuant te the letter of 1‘ntexv1ew
dated 5,11,94 issued in{Neritaveur, It isg alleged by (-ithe
applicaﬁt that the result et the said interview has n:%at been
published but in the meantime, the respendents app@int%i ene
persen, namely, Banibrata Rey who is appearing as resﬁwno'lent
No,7 in this O,A,, on previsicnal basis with ettrect trom
3.6,95 witheut givmgf ,an Y credence to the experience éna
senwr;ty of the applicant, Therefeore,she has come te Ithist
Iribunal seeking appropriate relief,
4, Respondents denied the claim et the applicant by tiling
written reply te the O,A, It is stated in wara 13 et the

written reply that the applicant werked as E,D, Substituts

at Pansila Pest Ofiice on different spell during the pe;;ci@é.
£rem 10,12.1985 to 19.8.1996 and as such she was disenghged
leng befere issuance of the Circular dated 13,11,87 whié('h
prevides fer censidering the cases of daily rated maﬁmqr/
irrsgular Substitute who are in service fer abserptien a_‘l[gainst
Jthe vacant pest as one time exceptien aven if 1\:hey are ni‘_at
been recruited through Empleyment Bmchange and since the:
applicant was net in service as provided in the said ci.r?ular,
he cannet get benefit ef such circular. It is alge staig:eél
by the regspendents that the responéleht Ne,7 whese appsinjcnent
has Dbeen challenged in this case, belongs to the pest @ffice
.Lméer Barrackpur Sub-Divisien and the applicant belengs t"'m
the pest effice under Belgheria Sub-Divisien , It is fugfther
stated by the respeondents that the private respendent Ne,[7

alse werked as substitute BMC at Garulia post seffice under

Barrackpur Sub-Division en different spell and censidering




”

MEMBER(A) .

-3a O

and
kis past emlsem»nce[otner requisite qual:.ficatmns, he jwas

selected for the post ef E,D, Stamp Vender at Garulia w&’oét
Office, Therefore, the applicant sheuld net have aﬁy grievance
in this matter,

5. We have sensidered the gsubmissiens made by the ld.
cewsel for beth sides and have perused the :i'é%ords pri?aauced

before us, The facts stated by the respsndents could het
be digputed by the ap!plic_‘ant lay preducing any decument|befers

us at the time ef hearing, On a perusal ef the mcarﬂis" we
are satisfied that the' selectisn in the pest @‘f’ E, D, Stgamp

Vender has been made in accordance with the rules and tie
-quly
respendent Ne,7, Banibrata Rey hag/been appointe€ in the

said pest at Garulia pest cffice censidering his past e
et fice,

in that sest{ Mereover, the appl:.ca'lt has filed this Case

wperience

‘in the year 1996 i,e, after m*iﬁ@t&me frem the elatc efn

cause of actien, Therefore, the applicatien is‘barmi.]ﬂy
: 1
: 1

limitation alse,

6. In view ef the gbave, we digniss the O.A, as bea..;g

devoid of any merit without passing any erder as t@ CGStoa
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