., OPEN COURT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABZD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 1006 OF 97
FRIDAY, THIs THE 15TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2002

HON. MR, JUSTICE R.R.K,TRIVEDI, VIOE CHAIRMAN
HON., MR, S, JHA, MEMBER=A

Ra jeev Kumar,

s/o Shri Lala Ram

r/o village Dalelganj,

Post., Dalelganj,

Dist: = Pilibhit e eooe .applicant
(By Advocate := R.Verma )

Versus

1. Union of India through Director,
Post Master General,
U.P., at Lucknow.

2. Senior Superintendent of Post Offices,
pilibhit.

30 Agsistant Ssuperintent of Post Offices,
Pilibhit,

4, Har Prakash

s/o Shri shobha Ram,
r/o Mohalla pPasipur
Post Jahanabad, .
Yist:- pilibhit .+ +..Respondents.

(By Advocate:=-shri sS.C.Tripathi)

O RDER (ORAL)

HON, MR. JUSTICE R.R.K.TRIVEDI, VICE CHAIRMAN

By this 0.A under section 19 of
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, applicant
has challenged the appointment of respondents
No. 4 who has been appointed as EDDA in Post

Office: Dalelganj ; District pilibhit.

20 The facts of the case are that the respondents
requisttioneds ti=e-bthe names of suitable candidates
from Bmployment Exchange for appointment as

EDDA in the aforesaid Post Office. The Employment
Exchange sponséred ten names including thgha@uNyg“{:&

applicant and respondent: No.4 w»=r<Thelselection
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proceedings took placéﬁgtggbndents No. 4 was:
selected and has been appointed vide order
dated 27=6=1997 which has been impunged in this
O0.A and filed as annexure-7. The learned
counsel for the applicant has challenged the
appointment of respondent,’ No.4 on three

grounds. The First submission is that réspondentr

\,\M,‘ wh@:re- (7N
No, 4 was not resident of village ' the
N\ y S

ol

Post Office is situated orﬁfﬂgfneagyby placg/
hencéf“heyéould not be appointed. The second
submission is that the Class 8th was the

minimum gqualification andlg%plicant had secured
better marks then respondent: Na. 4 and on

merit applicant was better. The third submission
is that applicant had worked as EDDA on the

post in guestion for sveral occassions and he

ought to have been given preference.

3% N shri S.C.Tripathi,leqrned counsel for the
respondents,on the other hand,submitted that the
Employment Exchange sponsored names and gave
address of the regpondent: No. 4 as resident of
Neveda, shygampur Post Ofiice Dalelganj, Thus,
it was clear that he was resident of a village
falling . " " within jurisdiction of the
Branch Post Office Dalelganj and he was
entitled to be appointed. It is also submitted
that both applican angzigspondent No. 4 were
High SchoolL\nd:ihess were entitled for preference
as per notification issued.- ,as both were

High school. The respondent No. 4,who had
secured better marksc bhenzggplicSntJhas been
preferred for appointment. The ofﬁgﬁf;titgrﬂ‘
F?Nferror of law. It is further submitted

f-"L--‘
Y]
that the applicant could not complete three years
Q

from

\
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LN
service\/hence. he was not entitled for any benefit.

Y
4, We have considered the submissions of the
counsel for the parties agg we do not find any
merit in submission made bgéfdagsel for theapylicant,
In the o.Aig§p11c§nt has faiied to ma£;¥&f§ositive
assertion about the residential address éf
respondent No.4. Much emphasis has been made

”“ma the address given in the appointment letter
thet respondent No. 4 was resident of Mohalla
Pasiapur,Jahanabad which was out of area of
jurisdiction‘of Branch Post Office Dalelganj.

But we do not find any merit in this submission.
Employment Exchange mentioned the wvillage of
resident of the respondent No. 4 as Naveda

shyampur with post Office Dalelganj. Ehere was
another document on record which has been filed

e

by applicant himsiif alongwith re;oinaerkwhlch
“taa’ postal addres%entloned in the letter addresseclto
respondent.; No, f)whieﬁ&shows that?resident of
village sasuwar , Post Office Dalelganj. Thus,

in these important documents, respondent ' no.

4 has been mentioned resident of village:

falling within a jurisdiction of Branch post Office
Dalelganj. In view of this ,we do not find any

o

mﬁegality in appointment of respongfan No. 4(in
“o

Ad—

appo:l.n;cgent letter; A?idress could be \E-%\i_%f#for

O,\/}.,e\,\/\ei‘fﬁe;(a/ge\/\‘-*r : h/
V‘Ees—aome;aahe£=£easea€{\'SO far as the meritg is
concerned, fhere is no doubt’ghat both the applicant

(.
and/respondent No.4hqipw5aLHigh school and they

belong to category of preferential candidg%ﬁ as per

notification and in the High school meriqﬂig_respondent
No. 4 was betten’fhus,he has been rightly selected.
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Last submission of the applicant i~ that he had
worked on the post could not also be helpful

as it has not been shown that the service<d
rendered by himeor more than three
years. In the circumstances/ we do not find
any merit in this 0.A andothérsmme is dismissed

accordingly with no order as to costs.

Member=A / Vice Chairman

Madhu/



