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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA
Civil Writ Jurisdiction Case No.20504 of 2019

Pappu Kumar, aged about 34 years, Gender- Male, S/o Suresh Raut,
Residence of Village- Malipur Pakri, P.O. and P.S.- Bhasar Macchaha,
District- Sitamarhi.

...... Petitioner
Versus

The Chairman, Bank of India, Head Office, Lukhnow.
The Zonal Manager, Muzaffarpur Zone, Bank of India, Muzaffarpur.
The Branch Manager, Bhassar Macchaha Branch, Bank of India, Sitamarhi

The Committee for appointment on Class forth Post, Bank of India,
Muzaffarpur.

Mr. Deepak Kumar S/o Nand Kishore Ram, Human Resources Department,
Cirle Office, Bank of India, Muzaffarpur

Mr. Manoj Paswan S/o0 Mahesh Paswan, Human Resources Department,
Circle Office, Bank of India, Muzaffarpur

Mr. Md. Tanveer S/o Md. Taslim, Human Resources Department, Circle
Office, Bank of India, Muzaffarpur

...... Respondents
Appearance :
For the Petitioner : Mr. Amrendra Kumar Sinha with
Mr. Shailendra Kumar Singh, Advocates
For the Respondent- Bank : Mr. Rupak Kumar, Adv.
For the Respondent No.5 : Mr. Ram Hriday Prasad, Adv.

CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE MADHURESH PRASAD
ORAL ORDER

Heard learned counsel for the petitioner, learned counsel
for the Bank of India (for short ‘the Bank’) and learned counsel
for the private respondent no.5.

2. The petitioner had originally confined his relief to the
regularization of Respondent No.6 by alleging that the same was
based on a certificate issued by the Manager (CrMD)
mentioning the period of work of Respondent No.6 as

15-01-2011 to 22-10-2012, which was containing experience up
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to two days after the date on which certificate was issued. Since
a future date could not have been certified, this court had, by
order dated 31-08-2022, called for the original records based on
which the certificate was issued.

3. Mr. Rupak Kumar, learned counsel representing the
Bank has produced the records. He has also filed affidavits
stating that instead of ‘15-01-2011 to 18-10-2012°, the
experience certificate was issued for the period ‘15-01-2011 to
22-10-2012 due to typographical error of inadvertence. The
petitioner’s counsel, thereafter had sought adjournment to make
out a case against Respondent No.6 on any other grounds.

4. Today, when the matter is taken up, he fairly submits
that no other ground has been specified in the pleadings. No
case, therefore, is made out for proceeding further in the matter.

5. The writ petition is dismissed.

(Madhuresh Prasad, J)



