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3 • 	hether Their LordshL:s ish to see the fair 
cocy cd the judgment 7 Yes. 
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G M E N T 

N.SEIU2TA,ME:'1BER(J), 	The present application is for quashing 

the selection of Respcndent No.4 as the Extra 

epartmental Braich Post iasLer (BPM) of Parang in the 

district of Dhenkanal. 

2. 	 Admitted facts tre that a requisition 

was made by the Superin.erident of Post Off ices,Dhenkanal 

on 3.8.1983 to the Local Employment Exchange i.e. the 

Employment Exchange at Angu 1 for sponsoring names of 

persons to be appoi:ted as EDJ3PM,Parang Branch Office. 

It is also undisputed that on the very same day an 

open advertisement calling for applications from 

persons desirous of being apointed as EDBPM ws also 

made. The applicant's case is that the procedure 

adopted by the Postal Authorities being in contravention 

of the instructions of the Director General of Posts 

- 	anJ Telegra)hs, there was an illegality which vitiated 

the selection of Respondent No.4 as EDBPM. His case 

further is that the selecting authority did not consider 

the merits of the candidates properly, particularly 



his previous experience as EDBPM and this vitiated 

the select ion. 

The case of the Resporents i.e. 

os)ondent Nos. 1 to 3 is that Respondent No.4 

undoubtedly made an:application in response to the 

open advertisement but the employment exchange also 

sponsored the names of twenty persons and they were 

directed to make applications and file necessary 

documents in support of their solvency and character. 

The selection was done after considering the cases 

of each individual and with due regd to the 

independent source of income of the candidates. 

We have heard learned Counsel for the 

parties and perused the relevant documents in the file. 

The learned Counsel for the applicant has very 

strenuously contended that the procedure adopted by 

the Superintendent of Post Offices issuing open 

advertisement before expiry of thirty days from the date 

i 
V~A~ , ,4 v 

of sending requisition to the employment exchange being 

illegal, the selection of Respordent No.4 should be 

set aside. Even though in the application an averment 

was made that the name of Respordent No.4 was not 



3 )c)11T3rot : 	lOCal ompioymoflt eYChc:1C4, yet 

on referring to Arniexure-2 to the counter filed 

by Respondent Nos. 1 to 3, he could not press before 

this Tribunal that the name of Resoondent No.4 was 

not sonsored by the employment exchange. May be 

it was ot open to the Superintendent of post 

Offices to issue an open advertisement before 

the ex;Diry of thirty days from the date of sending 

the requisition to the employment exchange but 

nothing avails to the applicant because the name 

of Respondent No.4 was sponeored by the employment 

exchange. The learned Cbunsel for the applicant 

next cort ended that the list of names sposored 

by the em?lo7ment exchange was received after the  

exPiry of thirty days from the date of sending 

of the recfilisitLon to the employment exchange, 

therefore, the autrities could bt have acted upon 

such a list. hat the instructions provide is that 

the employment exchange concerned should send a 

list of names within thirty days from the date of 

send thçjhT the requ is it ion, in none of the places 
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is there any reference to the date of: receipt of 

re uisiton by the employment exchange or the list 

of candidates by the rer juisitionirrj authority. 'Ie 

therefore, cannot accept the contention of the 

applicant. vie have very carefully gone through Annexure-

R/5 and we find that in fact the case of the applicant 

was considered and his qualification, income etc. were 

noted down. The learned counsel has contended that 

what really weighed with the Departmental authorities 

in selecting Respmdent No.4 as EDBPM was the fact that 

he having more income had adeiate means of livelihood, 

ws better than the other candidates. The quantum. 
- 

or income is notL) 
 tne determining factor, kiftthe 

selecting authority thoight that a person having more 
- A. L. O M 	WYY'i 

income should be selected 
t,  ib. This Tri'bunal is not itleif: 

a selecting authority, it can interfere only when there 

has been a deviation from the norms of natural justice 

or fro: the presc:ibed rules which the apiicant has 
'V 

f a4 led to prove. Accordingly we are unable to grant the 

reliefs sought for by the applicant. If subsequently 

a v:cancy arises, the aplicant may apply and his 
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previous experience should be taken into account. 

5. 	 This cal.se  is accordingly disposed 

of leaving the pa ties to bear their on costs. 
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