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1, Whether the reporters of local newspapers
may be allowed to see the judgment ? Yes

2. To bereferred to reporters or not 2 AV

3. Vhether Their Lordships wish to see the
fair copy of the judgment ? Yes
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MR 4KaPACHARY:, VICE-CH+IRM:N, In this applicétion under Section 19 of

the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985, the netitioner orays
for a direction to be issued to the opposite parties to
appoint the petitioner as Extra Depnartmental Mail Carrier in
Sikharpur Eranch Post Office after quashing order of
appointment issued in favour of Opposite Party To. 4.

3. Shortly stated the case of the petitioner is that

he(petitioner) along with others including Opposite Party No.4

had aponlied for the post of E.D.M.C,., Sikharpur Post Office.
The appointing authority considered the ceése of all the
apnlicants without complying with the provisions of law and

i

illegally ordered appointment of O.7. Noe4d - which is under
challenge @nd sought to be quashed. Hience it is prayed that
the petitioner should be appointed.

3 In their counter the opposite parties maintain that

rules and regulations on the subject have been fully complied

U
e

with @and there being no violation of rules, appointment of

(i
h

.

OePs No.4 is legal and it should be sustained. The case being

devoid of merit is liable to be dismissed.
4. We have heard Mr. .l .P.Chalasamant, learned counsel for
the »netitioner and Mr.swini Kumar Mishra,learned Standing
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the nleadings of the narties and the relevant records. We
find no illegality to have been committed by the competent

authority in appointing OP No.4. Therefore, appointment of

@
o
O
L]
e
,-J
)]
-
0]
]

eby sustained. /4t the same time we would commend

authority that if it is possible an appointnet
setitioner in anp other post office. Thus the

n is accordingly disposed of. No cost.
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