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JUDGEME NT 

Shri K.P. Acharya, 
Vice )hairman. 

In this application under Sec. 19 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985, the appointment of 0? No.3 as EDBPM, 

Gunuda Laxmipur, post office is under challenge. 

along with the petitioner 
The case of the petitioner is that/all other 

were 
applicants including O.P. No.3 / consdiered. The competent 

authority appointed OP No.3 in preference to the petitioner 

has been filed 
and hence this applicathon/with a prayer to declare the appointment 

P No.3 as illegal and be quashed and the OP Nos. 1 & 2 

be directed to give him an appointment 
by 

ne counter filed/the opposite parties it is 

maintained that the competent authority has taken into consideration 

all aspects including education and income of the applicant 

and others including OP No.3 and appointed OP No.3, which 

should not be unsettled, rather it shouldbe sustained. 

We have heard Shri J. Patnaik, learned counsel 

standing 
for the petitioner and Shri Aswini Kun.tr Misra, learned/counsel 

for the respondents, at a considerable length. 

It was urged on behalf of the petitioner that 

the income certificate furnished by the petitioner would be 

about Rs.12,000/- per ann.zn whereas the income certificate 

produced by OP No.3 was only about Rs.8,800/- per anni.m . The 

\ petitioner is a matriculate whereas OP No.3 has read upto 



I. 
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class Ten,. 

On the other hand, Shri Aswini Kumar Misr, learned 

standing counsel contended that the income certificate 

furnished by the petitioner was in the name of his father 

whereas the income certificate furnished by OP No.3 was in 

his own name. He therefore submitted that once the 

competent authority has taken into consideration all aspects 

and there being no case of mala fide aqainst the competent 

authority, the appointment of 0? No.3 should not be unsettled. 

We find substantial force in the contention of Mr. Misra. Hence 

we find no merit in this application which stands dismjsged 

leaving the parties to bear the costs. 

It was lastly submitted by the learned counsel 

an 
for the petitioner that the petitioner iilunemployed matriculate 

The competent authority 
going with a begging bowls 	- 	nay be directed to 

to the petitioner 
give an 	appointment/elsewhere. Hence the Sperjntendent 

of Post Offices Koraput flivision, is directed to take into 

consideration this aspect and if possible, the petit ionerts 

for appointment 
name may be kept in the waiting list and &oy be considered / 

if any vacancy is available in future. 
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