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A

JUDGMENT

MR »KoP ACHARYA, VICE.CHAIRMAN, This case came up for admission to=-daye.

With the consent given by the counsel for both sides, we
have taken up this matter for hearing, because, we did

not like to keep this matter unnecessarily pending which
may ultimately arrest the progress of the final selection
for the post of Extra Departmental Packer in Sector-II
Post Office:at Rourkela,

2 Shortly stated the case of the petitioner is that
@ notice was received by him tibﬁ'é’é the competent authority
to terminate #6 the sServices of the .petitioner withe ffect
from 5.,11,1991, The petitioner invoked the jurisdiction
of this Bench by filing an application under Section 19 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985, which formed thﬁ%
subject matter of Original Application No.6 of 1992, This
case was disposed of on 1,5.1992, Therein the Bench
directed that the petitioner should continue in the post

in question till the final selection is made and such
selection should be completed within 60 days from the date
of receipt of a copy of the judgment. According to the
petitioner, a@s yet the final selection has not been
completed. The petitioner apprehends that his case may not
be considered while adjudicating the suitability of ..
different incumbents. The petitioner wants 2 similar
direction which was given whﬁmhow&t:?évan in C.A.No,.437¥92,
After hearing Mr.Patndaik, learned counsel for the petitioner
and Mr.Akhaya Mishra,learned Standing Counsel, it is

directed that the case of the petitioner shall be

Q{considered along with other candidates while adjudicating
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the suitability of different incumbents for the post in
question provided that the selection process has not been
completed @s yet. Incase the application of the petitioner
is not traceable, liberty is given to the petitioner to
make @ fresh application within seven days from to-day,
and such application should be considered by the competent
authority along with the candidature of others. He/she,
whosoever is found to be suitable, order of appointment

be issued in his/her favour. Till the order of appointment
is issued in favour of the person found to be suitable

for the post in question, the services of the petitioner

should not be dispensed with. Thus the application is

accordingly disposed of. No cost, //;:;:Eﬁﬂf
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