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ORDER DATED 13-07-2004

Sri Ajit Kumar Pa-da has filed
this Origi-~al Application under sectien
1% of the Administrative Tribunals Act,
1985 assailing the selection of the
Respondent No,3 to the post of GDS BPM
of Bataguda Branch Post 0ffice on the
ground that he is more merdtorious and
even though he has secured more percentage
of marks in the HSC examination than the
Respondent No,3,he was notyillesgally,
selected,He has further alleged that the
Respondent No,3 has no inceme frem immovakle
prodertyswhereas he has €ot substantial

income from ether sources;

The facts of this case are ,g¢f

disputed by the Respondents, However,they
have categorically submitted that in the
final selection, they had considered the
candidature of four eligible candidates:;
i~cluding the applicant andé it is not a
fact that the applicant was the highest
mark holder amons these four candidates,

It has been submitted by the Respondents
that the Applicant has secured 34,36% of

marks in the HSC examinationswhereas, the
Respondent Ne,3 has secured 42,13% of marks

in the sald examination, It is also disputed
by the Réspanﬂents that the selected candidate
did not have the landed property in his own
name and im support of their submission, they

have irdicated the registered sale deed

number six¢t of the property sta~ding in the
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n ame of.the Respondent No,3, They h!
susmitted that the candidature of the
applicant was rejected on the eround that ’
as per the report received frem the sa r:ap»&anéfk_ﬁfﬁfJ
Batasuda, he was involved in a policé case
no,3® of 2001 and that the matter was
pending pefore the leamed SDJM Court,
Balieuda, They have also pointed out that the
applicant in his application asainst Cel,
No.12(g) did not disclose thaé?e was

involved in any Crl,case, Thus,the . "
application submitted by the applicant
co~tains false declarationand suppression .-
of material fact which rendered him irneligible

for consideratior to the post i~ question, .-

*
‘\

In view of the facts as broughtﬁ‘ .
out by the Respondents in their counter;
which has alsc not been refuted Iy the
Applicant by submitting rejoinder,we see

no merit in this 0,A, which is accordinely

édismissed, ®

"In view of the above we also do
not find it necessary to discuss the two
case laws,namely, 0,A,No0,302 of 1997
decided on 6,5,2002 directing to c0nsid¢£n..‘
the case of applicant for appointment wgég
“he was not actually convieted and the decision

re~dered i~ OA No,481 of 1994 decided on

6,12,19%94 holdire that the one who had
Matriculation

passed/in one attempt is preferable than

arother who scored higher marks by compartmental
examination, (
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