£\

)

‘—3'“(97} /8;72@00
2 ﬁ

NOTES OF

THE REGISTRY

ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL

Goer . 177 2000
sl o T8

é{)ww%};ww PG{;» &w&)
@m & 7‘35‘”"7’2 6«

[Plens

D eSelvwd e N\enm

JM«J\WZ row]

55

OE. K. \L.Zooc#

oﬁma/»,a Aonve  odoal cined, t«w Court wovin.

MZ/WMA o \S. 0l 200]. waa'@\;
Hon
N
o o

7. 15, 04. ool

corg 4 L el DU O %
m‘\ﬁ&/ 07?:‘2& e, -7, ~ Uy ~LL/\—(
Qe b st Aeewm [iled

. & rC T ;
AN XN e :'Udv Fos Coun et e st dtnevea d
ey e Jo bl meFeeide Plesdilgy eve Temem
| ) @ e—plte | -AAE’/)D‘ /_J 2. 03, 200].
e o / e
ai b S‘igﬁq ékyvf)/v\ (\N\> 4“‘&‘4 A)/ ol e
. \(‘fj = Q/\A(M/‘ [B’hf)
M. 7-8-2000 M} ke (X 3;“ /i
7[( C,eom/g_ap fﬂ 7 /w
Fe fﬁeguf]—ﬂy \/( < ,é@\ﬁ\}\
6** foma b {Te lforings) \
ﬂ7ﬁv tlowesf. Teme o3

JVW )qu /&8;0@
o1 a /Qw thsgen

R& ')t\\'\S\s\

A

MG

e U’\.\

\r%").\qu..

\C LR

L QQQ\M Heard Shri P.K. Padhi Learned Counsel for
A s LTI -

W bew (7
K. 12-3.a0>F \QM\/K )>
_:(;;”—/’aw@& prenls @ Lhert MW”M

. e e, Naya,
U5 sbfecn - afroehion %
Ao & e Wﬂfaﬁm Lacoy e < ‘U’“”#

VCLL'C v“)é@u/
'(Ar/——_‘\‘
[tk d)
the Petitioner and 3Shri J.K. Nayak Learned Addl.

Standing Counsel appearing for the Departmental

Respondents and have also perused the records.
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Private Respondent No,.,3 was issued with notice, but
he d4id not appear or file counter,

2e In this original application the Petitioner
has prayed for quashing the selection of Respondent
No.3 as E.D.B.P.M, of Ranapatuli. His second
prayer is for a direction to make fresh selection
from amongst the existing candidates fulfilling

all the required eligibility conditians.
Departmental Respondents have filed counter opposing
No Reioinder has

the prayers of the applicant.

been fil=4d.

3x Ior the present purpose it is not necessary
tb go into too many facts of the case. The
admitted position is that a new Branch Post Office
was started in village Ranapatuli. Respondents
have stated that at the first instance Employment
Exchange sponsered certain names out of which only
4 candidates including the applicant filed ) B
applications. Departmental Respondents have stated
that out of the 4 applications 2 applications .
including that of the Petitioner were received on
03.02.19¢8 after the last date which was 02.02,1°998,
None of the four applicants had sumitted income
certificates, Accordingly all the 4 applications
were re ‘ected and public notice was issued on
10.,07.1998 fixing 12.03.,1998 as the last date of
receipt of application., Admittedly the applicant
and Respondent No.3 along with some others
applied for the post. Applicant has stated and
this has not been denied by the Respondent in their
counter, that applicant has got 337 marks in HSC

exanination which is more than marks obtained by
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the Respondent No.3, It is also stated by the

applicant that Respondent No.3 belongs to a different

village whersas applicant kelongs to the Post
village. The departmental Respondents have stated
in their counter that along with his petition
applicant had not sutmitted Income Certificate and
applicant his also not sumitted his application
in the prescribed proforma enclosed to the public

notification inviting application. We have

considered the above pointsf§o be considerad eligible

for appointment to the post of E.D.B.P.M. a person

must have eéueaee;ea& independent means of
livelehood so thgzggydées not have to Adepend on
the allowances of E.D.B.P.M. for his sust2nance.
For ascertaining this along with the application
an applicant has to file the Income Certificate in
his own name issued by the competent revenue
authority. It is submitted by the learned counsel
for the . petitioner that Income Certificate can
pe produced even after a person is selected
according to the relevant instructiéns. Learned
Counsel for the petitioner has ~irawn our attention
to.the provision regarding adequate means of
livelehood mention=d at page 75 of Swami's

of EDs Rules 7th Edition.

compilation This does.

not support to the contention of the learned
counsel for the applicant that a person conld be
selecéed witrout reference to his independent
means of liveslehood and refore joining he can
produces the Incomes Certificate. AS a matter of
fact in all cases invariably income certificate
is enclosed to fhe application for the post of
E.D.B.P.M, It was also required to be submitted

3s per the public notice Annexure R/Z2. In view of
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this Departmental Authorities were richt in

re jecting the candidati re of the applicant on the

ground that he had not sulmitted the Income

Certificate along with his application. Departmental

respondents have also stated that the application

of the petitioner for the post was not in the .

preseribed proforma. The copy of this application
has been enclosed at Annexure R/1 and from this

it is seen that the contention of the respondent
is correct. On this cround also petitioner's
application is liakle to be rejected. Amonast the
other caindidates, respondent No,3 has reen adjuﬁnedfj
as the most meritorious and.has hezn given
appointment., We found no illegality in this,

4, The original application is therefore held

to be without any merit and is rejected. No costs.

k- -
Member (Judicial)




