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IN TH: EPRAJ ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 	(/) 

CJTTAC( T:-r;K 

- 

Applicant 

ctosh Kurnar Paul S/o Rarna Chandra Paul, Viilage/.O. 

1i1-  Sami Prk.r-- , F 	::ac1a, District - Mayurbhanj. 

, 

HCNOT.R ABLE MR .SOMNATM SOM, VICE CHAIRMAN 

--- 

7r th Resporents 	 Mr,A.K.Mjsra 
No.1 & 2. 

Nor For the Respondent Nc.3 	 present 

- 
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z 	 . 1.LC tris 	;jL1 t. 	7 jt th.3t 

73  red order of appointment passed by the respondent NO-2, 

quashed and the applicant be declared to have been selected 

ointment. By way of an interim relief, the applicant had 

for staying the impinentation of the order Annex.A-1 

d 2j2Tj. 

f1 '-  4-l--4'• ( '•-., r-,+- 
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.1 of Extra Departmental Brrich Postmaster (E.iL).B.P.M.), Barkand 

C. in account with Moroda S.O., recuested the Employment Exchan 

sponsocarñidates. On failure to sponsore sufficient number 

candidates, applic:itionsfrom the aspirants were invited by 

a public notice. The last Notificntion in this series 

.ex.R- 	The applicant and respondent No.3 and five other 

:ididates submitted their applicitions with requisltieg to the 

tes,application 

.,.0 	.S • • 	 . 	T. 	-- 	othelongto 

- iairi post village. Applications of three candidates were not 

considered because they had not submitted on income certificate 

om the revenue authority and iL was fourid thit they had no 



Q 

.:t No.3 remaiaed in the fray. Ultimately, rcspoident No.3 

- 	 •_d all the relevant ccaitjo ns under 

çiven appointment by the reon- 

01 "n5-r 

- 	 - 

he submitted all documeit.s required as per the NtjfjCtj 

ficate,as the same was not 

The majnconditjonfor 

appointment of E.D.B.P.M. is that besides minimum educational 

Iication th candid ate should have adequate means of liveli-

his own. The Deptment relies on the certificate issued  

the Revenue Authorities on this count. In this case, the 

pcnJents have relied upon the Cartiftcr.ta Issued to respondent 

1o.3 by the Revenue Authority and ccnsideo1 trn a fit perscn 

u 	ooint as E.D.B.P .M. as he had his own independent income. 

In this case, It was argued by the learned counsel for 

a applicant that applicant is better qualified than the 

spOndent No.3. Applicant is a Graduate whereas the respondent 

N0.3 is only a matriculate, it has also been argued by the 

an In matricu1aton examInation, the 

better marks than respondent No.3 	his 

overall percentage was much higher than that of respondent No.3, 

- 	- 	irtment ignored the same while making appointment. 

e have considered this argument. The respondent No.3 

possees the minImum educational qualification which is 
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It 	t 	I tho jirit 

qualification that respondent No.3 was appointed and candida-

ure of applicant was rejected. The candidature of applicant 

rejected on the ground' that he had no income of his own. 

j not furnish any Income Certificate duly granted by the 

levenue Authorities and was found to possess no independent income. 

7 ;euef, thj q 	- 	 hid ;ocd 

61 	Tho learned counsel br applicant has aryued that about 

thc orce of Income, the Department should have made an inquiry 

aJhould not have solely relied on Income Certificate granted 

by the Revenue Authorities, 

O.:Lt: 	ic t 

of Income duly granted by the concerning Revenue Authorities is 

demanded to avoid indendent inquiry in respect of sour 	of 

Income. The Revenue Authorities give such Certificate on the 

basis of agricultural land belonging to the applicant.Agricultural 

1:c cur.•bn 	g source ot incme. Any other source of income 

may 	:L c aid even soon after the appointment. In the 

inctarit case, the applicant is said to be in possession of 

irHultural land but I find that applicants contention that 

he possesses land etc. is not supported by any documentary proof. 

Moreover, when the applicant has not been able to produce any 

Income Certificate granted by the Tehsildar, it cn safely be 

concluded that at that point of time the applicant was not in 

Jssession of any agricultural land Therefore,, this argument 

:sO does not help the applicant. 
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i. 	The Ruling cited by the learned Counsel or the 

applicant is distinguishable on facts. The applicant has not 

stated that he has got joint propert. with some other coparceners. 

1e has claimed inds- erdent property by way of transfer which 

;as not r.utaed in his name. Till an agricultural lard is 

muta in t'e name of the concerned person, it cannot be said 

thot tha land balongs to such person. 

'nc t ib 

that applicant has not been able to prove that the appointment 

?orondent No. 3 was against the Rules. The Original 	plic 

7fl t 

The Ciinal Api:ation is, tnc:Jore, dIsmissed with 

no order as to Costs. 

C A.K.MISRA ) 
I) 	

SCMNXPH sct.t ) 1  
Vi:.:: 	nran 


