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Qrder dt,11,09.03

Sri Ghanashyan: Barik,' has filed this Original
- dpplication challenging the gppointment of Chintamani
Karua, Respondent No,5 as E.D,B.P.,M,,Handibhanga 3.0,
The Applicant azlleges that the appointment of

Respondent No.5 was done in ocontravention of the:

(0]

xisting E,D,Rules and Instructions issued in this

regard. He has claimed that although he has secared

highest marks among the candidates considered for the

DO ot

post, the Respondents did not select him without anvy

nas therefore gpproached this Tribunal
seeking direction to quash the selection and
gppointment of Respondent No-5 in the post of

™

E.D,B,P.M,,Handibhanga B,0, and to direct the
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Respondent No.4 to consider the Applicant's case for
appointment to that gost as he possessed all the

qualifications for the post. S

The Respondents have submitted a counter Wy
contesting the application where they have disclosed
that this Original application is misconcelived becau‘s'e
the post was reserved for S.C.category candidate
whereas the A-pplicant belongs to 0.B,.C.category.They
have further disclosed that they appi:oached the Dist,
Enployment Officer, Keonjhar to sponsor the names
of the candidates belonging to S.C.category
exclusivelys It is another matter that the Dist.
Employment Officer while sponsoring the names of the
candidates belonging to 8.8 category had also
sponosred the names of 2 other candidastes who belongec
to 0.B.C.category. As the post was reserved for S5.Ce
category, the question of assessing the merit of the
Applicant for sppointment being an 0.B.C.candidate
did not arise.

We have heard Mr.S.F,Mohanty, leamed oouns?sal
for the Applicant and Mr.A.K.Bose, learmed Seniocx
Standing Counsel znd perused the records placed
before us.

We are satisfied from the records placed
before us that the post in question was decided tobke
filled up by selecting suitable S.C.candidate by the
Respondent No.4 and accordingly he had approached the
Dist, Hployment Cfficer for obtaining a list of
candidates belonging to S.C.category.The &pplicat
being a candidate belonging to 0.,B.C.category, his
case was not considered for the post. We, therefore,
notice no irx:,eg!.zla:ifﬂy on the parB of the Respondents
in selection of a suitable S.C.candidate for |
appointment to the post in question. In the above
pranises, We see no merit in this C.A . and is :
accordingly, the same is dismissed, Jo cwsts.
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