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	 O.A.253/2000 

Order dated 20.11 .2003 

The applicant was a candidate, who states that 

he applied for the post of 	in the Office of 

Kathaju.ri 5.0. It is his claim that his case has not 

been considered for the said post and therefore, he 

has come before the Tribunal seeking the following 

re 1 ie fe 

"... a direction be given to OP No.4 to give 
appointment the applicant in the post of 
E.D.Tl.A. of Raipur B.O. without any further 
delay". 

Briefly stated the fts of the case are as 

follows : 

The applicant had functioned as S.D. Stamp 

Vendor in Kathaju.ri S.C. from 4.5.1990 to 1.10.1990. 

In support of this, he has placed reliance on a 

certificate issued by the Subiv.isional Inspector, 

Cuttk (West) Sub-division (nneure-l) • Further, 

the appi ic ant relies on the applic ation purported 

to have been submitted by him for consideration vide 

Annexure-4. 

The learned counsel for the applicant strenuously 
on 

argued/the point that the Respondents have issued a 

certificate in recognizing his service for the period 

from 4.5.1990 to 1.10.1990 and thcrein,it has also been 

clearly mentioned that the experience certificate is 

issued for consideration of his case in future eployment 

in any post. It was also urged before us that the 

applicant had applied in time for the post and therefore, 

the Respondents were duty bound to consider his case. 



in support of his argirnent, the learned counsel for 

the applicant relied upon a decision in the case of 

usanta Kumar Kar vs. Registrar(JudiCial) Orissa High 

Court, Cuttack (reported in 83 (1997) CLT 335) rendered 

by the High Court of Orissa. 

Respondents have filed a detailed counterrepiy. 

the crc of the reply is that the Respondents issued a 

notification on 18.2.2000 calling for applications from 

the ptiic and simultaneously the District E.znploynient 

Officer, Cuttack was reqisted to fozward nes for 

consideration to fill up the post of D.D.A.,in 

response to which, it is stated that they received 

17 app1 ic ati ons • Further it is spec if ic ally averred 

that the applicant has neither applied in response to 

public notification nor his name was sponsored by the 

Employment Exchange. Therefore, there is no qstion 

of considering his case for selection to the post of 

E.D.D.A., Raipur. 

There are two asieCts of this case, which needs 

consideration. One is the reliance placed by the 

applicant in support of the certificate issued by the 

Respondents regarding his experience as ED Stamp Vendor 

and the other is about the application filed by him 

in response to the notification. 

In sO far as the past experience of any ED post 

is concerned, it is by now the settled law that no 

past experience in the ED post will be qualification .c'Y 

future employment. The selection is purely based on 

merit. Therefore, the argent putforward by the applicant 



/ 

and the reliance pled by him sx4a o, the 

certific ate about his experience has no basis and 

must fail. 

In 80 far as the application purported to have 

been sent by the applicant to the SIXL(P) Cutta.k(West) 

Sub-division is concerned, there is no proof that in 

f act the said application was sent on 12.5.2000, What 

has been filed as Armexure-4 is only a typed copy of 

a letter. It does not in any way show or prove that 

the appic ant had in fact sent an application pursuant 

to the notification issued by the Respondents on 

18.2.2000. Further, we notice that the Respondents had 

filed their reply in March, 2001, specifically denying 

any receipt of application from the applicant (Pege4 

?ara-3 of the counter), Therefore if the applicant had 

any proof about his forwarding of the application, there 

was ample time for him to have proded the same before 

the Tribunal, which we could have considered. In the 

absence of any sxh proof plaed before us, we take 

it for granted that the applicant Im in fact had not 

applied on time in response to the notification dated 

28.2.2000 , Further,, we no ice that the applicant has 

not filed any rejoinder rebutting this fact. 

In view of the discussions held above, we do 

not think that the applicant has made out a case in 

his favour. The O.A. is devoid of merit and is therefore 

liable to be dismissed. Ordered accordingly. 	cat 
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