
IL 

o2J 

THE REGISTRY 
	

ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL 

13-.07-2004 

Sri Ajit 1iriar Pada has fj1e 

this 0 rii- al Appl ic atio'- un e r section 

19 of the Ai.rnj'iistratjve Triiunals Acts  

11 5 	assailing the selection of the 

Respontent No3 to the post of GDS 11PM 

f 1atuja 1ra'ch Post Office in the 

rou.1 that he is more merthtorious an 

even though he has secu rei mo re pe rcen tae 

of marks in the HSC exarnin ation than the 

Respon.ent No3,he was not,illeally, 

eiecteHe has further alleei that the 

Rspoent No.3 has no income from immovable 

p ro 2e rtyi whe re as he has !O t su st anti al 

f Lixrl otL r cu 

The cts o this case Are  

&Isput 	the Resonerits, However,,they  

have cateorica1ly su's-Mitted that in the 

firai selecticn, they had consiierei the,  

c"iiature of four eli!ile ca-alidate.nT.-

i-- cludi,os the applicant and it is not 

fact that the applicant was the hihest 

rnrk holder among these four canidates 

It h neCn 	 isy the Responits 

the Ap1icn has secured 34.36ye of 

rnrks in the USC exarnination;whereas,the 

Respondent N0.3 has secures 42.13 of marks 

in the said examination. It is also diute 

y the Responents that the selecteJ candidate 

id not have the 1aned proierty in his own 

-me and j!1 support of their iimissio,they 

hive jjcatd th r 	stre. 1e dieed  

'umeL * o the 	rti st 	jr the 
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am 	oi 	 N., i 

uinitteê that the candidature of t 

applicant was rejected on the ground th 

as per the report received from the Sarapan* 

ata!ua, he was involved in a police case 

no,34 of 261 and that the matter was 

pending before the learned SD1JM Court, 

Bali !U da, They have also pointed out that the 

applicant in his application a!ain  st Ccl. 

M0.12() did not disclose thatie was 

involved in any crl.case. Phus,the 

pplicatjon su'njtted ày the applicant 

co'tains false declarationand suppression ' 

of material fact which rer-de red him ireli!iàie 

for con s1deratio to the post i question, 

In view of the facts as àrou!ht 

out by the Respondents in their counter; 

which has also not been refuted by the 

Applicant by suàmitting rejoinier,we se 

O merit in this 0, A, which is acco riinly 

dismisse& 	 1(0 

in view of the above we al so do 

not fjd it necessary to discuss the two 

case laws ) namelyl 0.Ajo,3e2 of 197 

decided on 6.5.2002 directing to consid  

the case of applicant for appointment Wkèn 

he was not actually convicted and the decision 

re'-'dered i OA No,4$1 of 14 decided on 

.l2.l94 hOldjr that the one who ha 
Matriculation 

passedjn one attempt is preferable than 

a'other who scored hi!her marks by compartmental  

examinatjo, 	 p JL 

-'4 


