
Herd iir.P.K.P 1hi, Learned Coun el 	earing 

for the A1icant. Mr. U..":1, .Mehapatra,Learned Additional 

Standing Counsel aearing for the Respondents is not 

present. This being a year old case of 1998,we hive 

heard the learned Counsel appearing for the Applicant 

an .i also perused the records placed kefore us with the 

aid and assistance of Ur.Paclhi. 

The grievance of the Ap1icant is that 

although he h4oualified in the eanination of 

ad 	M.s. Accounts in the year 1986, alongwith the 

r Lvate Respondent No.4,the Respondent io.  3, though 

had premted the private Respondent iI0  4 to the post 

of A.P.M. (Accounts), Keonjhar iiei Post Offlce,but 

he had not considered the claim of the .ipiicant for 

that post;on the ground that beIng a SC candidate, 

he should have been given the benefit of reservton 

as first point in the roster for promotton to the post 

of APM (Accounts).Accordingly, he has prayed  in this 

case that a direction be issued to the Respondents to 

romote him to the post of A.P.L4. (Accounts) w.e.f. 

01-06-1992. 

e hve herd A learned coun:1ieartng for 

the Applicint and have also eruzed the counter subnnitted 
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Qi_QQit  _II 

by the Respondents contesting the claim of the Applicant. 

By submitting a copy of the )irector Gieral of Pests and 

Telegraphs's lettei: No.9/10/68$PD.II dated 123-1970,they 

have subiitted that as per the schene for filling up of 

the pqost of P0 & IM(Accounts),the Applicnt was not 

due for promotion as during the year 1986,when he passed 

this PG & 1Z4J (Accounts) xmination, the Res.No.4 had also 

clearthe said ex.ination and in the divisional gradation 

list,Res,o.4 sd senior to the Aplicant.In the said 

irises, in tezms of the 3G Pests letter dated 12..3-.1070 

the senjormost of the two quaiified candideatewas to be 

given promotion to the post. of PCMS available at 1<eonjhar 

110 and accordJ.igly, aes.No. 4 was given 	ointceit/promotjori 

They have further 8uJiitted that in the matter of promotion/ 

appointment to the 	ot of PG & 	 ,the principles 

of reservation roster are not applicable. Learned Counsel 

for the Applicit has not disputed that between the two 

i.e. the Appiicit and. Respondent No.4,the later is senior 

one. In the sai;.I pretises,we see no inf4rnity in the 

appointt/promotion made by the Respondents to the pott 

o f A11fl(ccountz) eorijhar HO and in the result,this 0.A. 

is d.isosed of teing devoid of any erit.No costs, 

(irj MOiLATY)  
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