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Being aggrieved with the selection of
Gautam Bihari phal, EDBPM{Respondent No.3) ef
pantaribahal BO, the appl icant has filed this 0,A,
for quashing the selection ©f Respondent No. 3as
EDBPM and for a direction te the Departmental
Authorities to make fresh selection from amongst

the sponsered candidates by the mmpleyment Exchange.

25 Respondents have filed counter epposing

the prayer of applicant,

3. Private Respondent No,3 was 1ssuel with

notice but he did not appear er filed counter,
4. No rejoinder has been filed,

S Leamned lawyers have abstained from
Court work fbr morethan a month and there is no
indicatien when they will be retuming to court
work, Goging by the law laid down by the Hon'ble
Supreme Court in the case of Raman Services Pvt.Ltd.
vrs. Subash Kapar and others reported in 2000 AIR SCW
4093, the matter can not be adjeumed on the 9round
of abstaintiea frem court work by learned l’a/uyers
asby such adjournment this court wilf be contributing
Ei contempt of Hon'ble Supreme Court, Petitioner is |
(N absent, There is no representation from the sideof
Respondents.We have, therefore, perused the reconds
and considered the pleadings ef the parties.
6. For the parpose of conkid_a_MhiS
petition it is not necessary to go into tecmany
S\‘\m facts of this case.The admitted position is that
| for filling up of the post of EDBPM,Dantaribahal BO

Departmental Authorities moved the puployment
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pxchange and Empleyment Exchange sponsored Ummes b o]
ingluding that of applicant, Applicant has stated
that Respondent No.4 EDMC at Balam who was working/
managing the work of ED3PM suppressed the letters
issued by the Departmental Authorities to some

of the candidates sponsored by the pmployment EXChange
to file detailed application for the post with
necessary documentation, ppplicant has stated that
the letter meant for him was also suppressed and
that is why he did not get the letter and did not
apply.Departmental Respond ents have denial this
assertion and have stated that after getting the
names from the pmpleyment Exchange all candidates
were addressed through Regd.pPest to submit their
applications. & letter to that effect was also sent
to the applicant through gegd.péstxﬂith AD.
respondents'case is that this letter was duly
received by applicant in-token of which he has

sent the AD xerox copy ©f which has been enclosed
by the Respondents at annexure-R/1 (VII) . Wehave

seen this AD.This asscertion of the Respondents
and filing of xerex copy of AD purpartedly |
signed by the applicant himself has not been

denied by applicant by filing any rejeinder,In view
of this it can not be accepted that the letter
meant to the applicant was deliberately suppressed
and that is why he could not apply.Applicant has
enclosed at Annexure-l coples of documents which are
postal recelipts of registration of letters
including the letter purportedly issued tothe
applicant.as the assertion of applicant about

receipt ©of letter by the applicant and his signature

on the Ap filed by the Respondents has not been
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denied,it is not pessible to accept the contention

of the applicant in this regard,

7. Amongst 12 candidates who applied,

Respondent No,3 got higher percentage of marks and
was selected on merits.Applicant has further stated
that selected candidate respondent no,3 is a bad

character and is involved in a serieus Qrl.,case
and facing Crl.trial under sectien 376 IPC,
Departmental Respondents have denied this and have
stated that on a reference to the officer incharge
of Deogarh police gtation it was specified that on
veri fication ¢f the police records no criminal
record is avallable against the Reépondent No. 3.
This report of the police has been enclosed by the
Departmental Respondents alongwith their counter
and this report has also been countersigned by
the Additiconal pistrict Magistrate, Decgarh.In view
of this this contention of the applicant is alse
held to be without any merit,

8. In the result,we hold that the
Respondent No,3 has been rightly selected and
appointed and the applicatien ef the petitioner

is without any merit and the same is accordingly

o
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rejected.No Costs,
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(G, NARASI MHAM)
MEMS3 ER (JUDICIAL)
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