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Order dated 30.8.2001

Learned counsel for the petitiomer and his
Asseciates are nd#t present when called nor has there
been any request made on their behalf seeking an
adjeurnment . As in this case pleadings have been
completed leng ago, it is not pessible to drag on
the mattei' indef initely. We have, therefore, heard
Shri SeBehera, learned Addl.Standing Ceunsel
appearing for the departmental respondents and alse
perused the records.

For the purpese of cmsidering this petitiom
it is net necessary go inte toe many facts of thigs
case. Being unsuccessful in the selectism to the
post of EDBPM, Raniakata B.O. the applicant has
come up in this petitien praying fer quashing the
selection and appointment of Res.4 te the post in
question and fer direction to Superintendent ef
Pest Offices, Dhenkanal (Res.3) to give her
appointment.

Frem the ceunter filed by the departmental
respondents it is seen that the stand taken by the
departmental respondents is that the applicant gia

income certificate
net enclese/aleng with kix her applicatie®n, ~applyineg
for the post. Respondents have enclesed a xerox copy
of the applicatien submitted by the petitiener at
the bettem of which she had mentisned the documents
which have been enclesed herx by her. Frem this we
find that the applicant had net actually enclesed
her inceme certificate. The co%y of counter has been
served on the other side and the applicant has net
filed any rejoinder denying this. In view of this
we held that the applicatien filed by the petitioner

for the post of EDBPM, Raniakata was not accempanied
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with inceme certificate and in view of this department gl
respondents were justified in rejecting the candigdature
of the applicant. In this view of the matter the prayer
of the applicant fer direction te respondents to appoint
her te that post ef EDBPM is held te be without amy merit
and the same is rejected.

As regards the prayer for gquashing the selectien
of Res.4 to the post in questien it is seen that Res. 4
even theugh was issued with notice, but=he did net appear
nor filed any counter. The departmental respondents have
enclesed check sheet tl their ceunter. From this we find
that amengst all the eligible candidates Res.4 has secured
the highest percentage of marks, i.e. 66% in the HeS.Ce
In view of this we findlﬁfvé%}egality has been cemmitted
by the departmental respendents in selecting Res. No, 4
te the post of EDBPM, Raniaketa B.O. This prayer of the
applicant is held te be without any merit and the same is

" Jom.

In the result we hold that the applicant has net

rejectede.

been able to be make out a case for any of the reliefs prayede.
The O.A. being deek deveid of merit is rejected, but without

any order as teo costs,

T%QQ Ks:!?E\& G% TQW\S&
&:‘r“é(‘ax Dy RO &\

T R S e B
j%\ "a%“*\\ﬁt‘au | lgr

DL
22\

I, ﬁ
<~=Q@Q)



