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I 	Un'on of Lidia repi esencd thi o u li Chief Potmaster Gene a1  
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2 Supeiinlendenr 01 Post Offices Bhadrak Div'son Bliadiak 
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Dist-Bhadrak. 
.............Respondent(s) 

By the Advocate(s)- 	 ........ M/s. A.K. Bose, 
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ORDER 

SHRI B.N. SOM, VICE-CHAIRMAN: 

This O.A. has been tiled by Shri Ahhiran Panda assailing [he decision 

of the Respondents for not seiectin him for the post of Extra Departmenta' 

Brnahc Post Master (in short EDBPM) Bandhatia. 

2. The case of the applicant is that lie had passed Annual H.S.C. 

Examination in the year 1980 when the total marks of the examination was 



00 and that exanunation was taken after XI Class. On the other hand. the 

selected candidate. Respondent No.3, had passed the H.S.C. Examination in 

the year 1989 when the total marks of the examination was 700 and the 

cxaflhitlatiofl was held after Class-X. His grievance thercfrrc is that as he 

had passed in the matriculation aftcr reading up to Class -- XI the 

Respondent should have been given higher weightage to his performance 

in the. ILS.C. Examination than the performance of the Respondent No.3 in 

H.S.0 Examination. He has. therethre. approached this Tribunal to qua;h 

, 	the order of appointment in favour of Respondent No.3. 

(U 

3. The Respondents have contested the application on the around that 

the change in Examination system carried out by Govt of ()rissa has got no 

connection with the selection process for appointment of EDBPM as the 

selection to this post is based on the percentage of marks secured by the 

candidates in the H.S.C. Examination. This procedure is in conformity with 

the provisions of' instructions issued by the Respondents Department at 

Annexure-R-1 . They have further averred that in the Recruitment Rules 

while prescribing matriculation as educational qualification of the candidates 

for appointment as ED Agents no distinction has been made between 

matriculation exaIllination held after class XI standard and class X standard 

and that no provision for granting any weightage to the candidate who has 
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s 	a  	ipassed H.S.C. Examnation after ClasXIt 	 g 	n  the 

said Rules. In the circumstances the issue raised b the applicant is not of 

any material consequence. They have further disclosed that the employment 

exchaiigc had sponsored 2 1 candidates out of which 8 candidates responded 

to the call of recruiting authority within the stipulated date. From among 

these candidates only 4 candidates kNere short listed for final consideration 

on the basis of' marks obtained by them in the matriculation examination. 

Two candidates did not have landed property in their own name leaving two 

other candidates including the applicant fbi' final selection. Between these 

two candidates Smt. Raaniprava Sahu. Respondent No.3 had scored higher 

marks than the applicant and therefore she was selected for the post as she 

also fulfilled all the cliibilitv conditions for recruitment to the post. 

4 We have.heaid the U Counsel for both the parties and have 

perused the records placed before us. 

5.The only issue raised by the applicant is that he having passed the 

niatriculation examination in the year 11980  after XI standard should have 

been given preference over Respondent No.3 who had cleared matriculation 

examination after passing Class X. We agree with the avernietiis. niade by 
V 



the Respondents in the counter that no distinction having been made in the 

Recruitment Rules between matriculation examination held after class X and 

matriculationemination held after Class XI, we do not see any good 

/ 	teaon to inteitcie it1i the c!cctiin niade h the Rcpnident N 2 in the 

matter of appointment to the post of EDBPM, Bandhatia. Accordingly, this 

O.A. fails. No costs. 

A- i.T Y 	 . /N. 
MEMBER (JLTDICIAL) 	 VICE-CHAIRMAN 

CA'I'!CI'C 
Kalpeswar 


