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In this apoljcat ion 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act,19851  the petitioner prays 

for giving a direction to the opposite parties to 

appoint: the petitioner as he isonly eligible candidate, 

and the opoosite parties be directed not to appoint 

any outsider in the post of Extra. Departnta1 Mail 

Carrier in Balakati ub-Post Office. 

Shortly stated the case  

that he was appointed as a substitute of E.D.Packer ie 

Balakatj ub-Post Office. On 6.9.19i 1P 

was relieved from the said post. Lnother 

been appointed in his place and sometime thereafter 

that particular person isno more in the said post nO 

the post now remains vacant. Hence this 	n1icetin 

lied it 	3 	id prayer. 

c:.te11 t i: . )osite  oertie: 	intir 
Lfr regular Eelect 

that the appointing authority 	taking necessar3: ete's 

:ccording to the directions given by this Bencd 

:niginal Application No. 348 of 1992 disposed 

29.10.1992 vide 'rnnexure-R/6. No illegality haviec 

been committed by the aopropriate autheritv, the ee:cr 

ef the petitioner should be dismissed. 

c.,learned counsel 

.t..:a,learned Standing 

Counsel. Shri Bimbadhar Biswal,Assistant Superintendent 

Offices is oresent in the Court to assist the 

nrd. e:.harya, learned counsel for the etitioner 

submitted relying on the provisions contained in Rule-4 (2) 
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under Section 2 of Service Rules for Zftr& Leoartmental 

staff of Postal Deoartment that an 1.LaPacker must reside 

in the station of the main post office or stay wherefrom 

mails originate/terminate, i.e. he 	should be permanent 

resident of the delivery jurisdiction of the post office. 

Violation of this provision is an illegality committed 

by the aopropriate authority. Jn the other hand Mr.shok 

1iishra,learned Standing Counsel placed reliance on the 

judgment passed in Original APplication No. 348 of 1992 

disposed of on 29.10.1992. In this judgment direction has 

been given to appoint the petitioner Shri Niranjan Moharand 

(in O.A.No. 349/92) in respect :;f the sid post office. 

We cannot but respect that judgment. Therefore, we find 

no merit in this application which stands dismissed leaving 

the parties to bear their Own cost. 

5. 	Eefore we part with this case, we would direct 

the ssistant superintendent of Post Offices, Ehubaneswar 

ivisionto keep the name of the petitioner Shri Eibhuti 

Bhusan Nohanty in the waiting list and give an appointment 

when his turn comes. 
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