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JUDGMENT  

K.P.ACH?RYA,V.C. 	In this application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the PetitionEr challenoes 

the appointment of Opposite Party No.5 as Extra Departmental 

Delivery Agent Cum...Extra Departmental Mail Carrier in the 

branch Post office of .eilipur. 

2. 	 On 31st January, 1989 provisional appointment 

vide Annexure-1 was issued in favour of the petitioner to 

act at Extra Departmental Mail carrier in the said Post 

office and on 11th pri1, 1989 the Petitioner Joined the Post. 

Provisinal appointment order was issued on conditina that 

such appointment would be inf'rce till the reçul:r ca.t 

is a'inted. On 27th 6eptember, 1989, th 	1oen exchange 

sponsored names including :hat of the Petitiner and ap osite 

Party Jo.5 alongwith others. The appoint±ng authority 

considered the ca;e iE all candithites and ouric5. Opposite 

Party 0.5 	, su! 	dc ai1.s. the QrdaT 01- 

Lcli 	3 U i: thdl 1 ..nge. 

e 	 J7a T'Iisra learned 

Counsel appeariric for the Potitione. and 1z. 	It ii. riat 

rrie Ljtcjc 	ni 

that under the rules preferee has to be given 

to the scheduled caste candidate and the petitioner being a 

member of icheduled Caste community preferential treatment 

should be ivei.11 i 	ar. Gri the other hand Mr. ?4swini 

Kumar Misra subtiiitted that cases of all candidates including 

the petitioner and Opposite Party No.5 were considered from 

L
a11 angles and the suitbility sadjudged in favour of the 
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Opposite Party No.5 which should not be disturbed. 'hile 

adjudicating the suitability , the competent authority is 

not only required to give a preferena1 treatment to the 

members of the SC community but also the suitability has tOi 

consider,,tdW eeeeA of all candidates from all angles. Where 
(n 

a members' of the Scheduled Caste 	 comes in par with 

a general candidates regarding his suitability, in such case, 

preference should be given to the SC candidate. 	e has 

been intentionao of the rulex making authority while kE 
? Lc 

, preference shwld be given to a member 

of the SC candidate. Here is a case*/the Supdt. of Pct 

Offices has considered the suitability of alicandidates and 

since the Petitioner did not come in par with any otbEr  
,t cL( L/-& 

candidate/reardirig his suitability *no preferential treatment 

was given to the petitioner. Hence the competent authority 

has committed no illegality in the matter. Tteef ore , 

interference on the part of he court is not warranted.e find 

no merit in this case which stands dismissed.No costs. 

4. 	 Mr. Deepak Misra lastly contended that in future 

whenever any vacancy arises, the case of the petitioner should 

bEe considered for appointment. We have noth&g to say in the 

matter. It is for the competent authority to consider. 
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