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JUDGMENT ‘

MR «KaPosiCHARY: , VICL-CHA IRMaN, The petitioner was appoinfed as
Lxtra Lepdrtmental lMail Carrier on 13.6.1989 at Kantapara
Brahch Post Office. He continued as such till 22.8.1990.
Thereafter his services were disnensed with. Hence this
application has been filed with a prayer to order regularisator
of his services and to restrain the-opnosite parties from
publishing &ny advertisement calling for intending candidates
to file their applications to £ill up the post of EdL DML

— :

of Kandapcara Branch Post Office on regulcr basis.
2. In their counter the opposite parties maintain

that the Oppnosite Party No.4 invited applications for

consideration of suitable candidates for apnointment to the
post in guestion @nd the petitioner is one of those intending
candidates whose case is being considered. But no final
orders have been péssed, because the original apnlication
bearing No. 259 of 1991 is pending determination by this
Tribunal.

3. We have heard Mr.Ge.Kedilshra, learned counsel for

the petitioner and Mr.Aswini Kumar !Mighra,learned Standing
Counsel. wuestion of giving a direction for regularisation

of ' . services of the petitioner does not arise in view of '
the judgment L&ié%gséz by Their Lordships of the Supreme

Court reported in 4.I.R. 1992 SC 2070 and ~+I.R. SC 2130,
Therefore contention of Mr.G.K.Mishra, learned counsel for

the petitioner on this point stands overruled. Lastly it

was contended by M ;Mishra that the case of the petitioner
should be considered. This is @ very regsonable request.

In the counter it is stated that the case of the netitioner
A



¥

along with seven others is under consideration and no final
order. of appointment has been issued because of pendency of
this original apnlication. Therefore in such circumstances
G/WT ’
we do not fee]xr@cessaty of issuing @ny further directions.
All that we would say is Opposite Party No.d is at liberty
to consider the cases of all those seven candidates including
that of the petitioner, and whosoever:is found to be suitable,
order of appointment be issued in his/her favour.
4, Thus the application is accordingly dispesed of
leaving the parties to bear their own cost: .
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