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rejectéd and the rest of the
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sri N.R.Dev€aj, Seni#r,Standing counsel

e Notification No.BE/ME/92
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' including the applications
5. Out of them, 4 applicat
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Respondent No.5 wa
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selected for the post of EDBPM on a regular basis, This 0.k, is

filed assalling the selection and posting of Respondent No.S
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'3, The first contention of the applicant is

that she was posted provisionally to that post and

Respondent No.5 was not Considered for posting in that

post provisionally. Hence Respondent No.5 could not

(;\-\ .
have been found fit for regular posting against thel |

post ignoring the applicant herein who is already work

ing as provisional EDBPM iin that Post Office.

4. It is statqd by the respondents in the

reply affidavit that Respondent No.5 has not produced
the necessary documents for verification by Respondent
No.4 when his_candidature“was considered for provision

selection. 1In view of that she was not considered for

provisionaftappdintment. 'But, Respondent No.5 produced

" all the necessary d0cuments at the time of regular
seIectioh in response to the notification for regular
selection and hénce she was selected regularly having

been found a better candidate compared to the applican

The applicant has not filed any rejoinder contradiCtin
the above statement that Respondent No.5 has not produ

necessary docundnts at the time of consideration for

provisional seléction. Hence, it has to be taken that
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the sverment made by the Official Respondents is in order

and, hence the pregent contention of the applicant cannot

be upheld.

5. The 2nd contention of the applicant is that

Respondent No.5 is working{in Social wWelfare Department

‘%§’/’ﬂ

ced




at Tallapalem and hence she 1s having two~§pp§byments 0

in Social welfare Department and thex other as EDBPM and

in view of that her appointment is in con;raventfon of

rules and supression of facts.

6. In the first instance it has to be observed

that no specific rule as contented above has been shown

In the absence of any specific rule which is contravened

in this selection no worthwhile consideration can be
given to this conéenpion. It is only the perception of

the applicant.

7. Be that as it may, the application submitted

by Respéndent No.5 for thel above said.post was seen,
In Column 11 of the applicdation form viz., "whether
the candidate is working in any of the Offices of the

State or Central Govermment, Panchayatraj etc.,”

Respondent No.5 has creérly stated in her appliéation
“g_g_:.‘ The applicant has not produced any concrete
ev;dénce to show that RespOndeﬁt flo.5 was ﬂéving dual
postings. VIn the absence [of any concrete evidence,
it has to be held that the answer in the application
form of Respondent No.5 referred to above, that she
is not working in any of the -other Departments, has
to be treated as factual ‘information. 1In view of

the above this contention-ialso has no legs to stand.

No other contention has been raised.
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8. In view of the above, the 0.A., is

,fﬁiablblﬁo be d;émissed‘and accordinglf it is

?ismissed. No costs,
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