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. .~ ,OJ:EN COURT. '.
CENTRAL A'DMffiNISTRATIVETRIBUNAL

ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHAUD

OJtlGINAL APPLICATION NO. 1006 OF 97

FRIDAY. THIS THE 15TH DAY OF NOVEMBER. 2002

HON. MR. JUSTIcE R.R.K.TRIVEDI. VICE CHAIRMAN
HON. MR. S. JHA. MEMBER-A

Ra jeev Kwnar,
slo Shri Lala Ram
rlo village Dalelganj,
Post. Dalelganj.
Dist:- Pilibhit •••••• 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.

3. Assistant Superintent of Post Offices,
pl1ibhit.

4. Har Prakash
slo Shri Shobha Ram,
rlo Mohalla pasipur
Post Jahanabad,
Dist:- pilibhit ••••• Respondents.

(By Advocate:-$hri S.C.Tripathi)

Q B. ~ ~ B. (ORAL)

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

By this O.A under section 19 of
AQffiinistrative Tribunals Act, 1985, applicant

has challenged the appointment of respondent~

No. 4 who has been appointed as EDDA in Post

eEH~, Da1elganJ1 District pilibhit.

2. The facts of the csse are that the respondents

requisitioneci.a...::ctn,,",~-_(;h,enames of suitable candidates

fromLBmployment Exchange for appointment as

EDDA in the aforesaid post Office. TlJe Emp~oyment
~ '""-Exchange sponsered ten names incl uding the 'V\{JAM.~ f

applicant and respondent~. No.4 .,ereTbelseledtion
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proceedings took Place~e~ndents No. 4 was,,,:
selected and has been appointed vide order
dated 27-6-1997 which has been impunged in this
O.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 r-eapondentr

V'-w",e:.-re. ~.
No.4 was not-resident of village'~ the~ ot- ot.Jw:r V-
post Office is situated or(~/near~y place;

.../"-tV-hence. ne could not be appointed. The second
submission is that the Class 8th was the
i ~m nimum qualification and~pplicant had secured

better marks thallrespondent:~ NQ. 4 and on
merit applicant was better. The third sul:xnission
is that applicant had worked as EDDA on the
post in question for ~eral occassions and he
ought to have been given preference.

3. Shri s.C.Tripathi,le~rned counsel for the
respondents,on the other hand:,subffiittedthat the
Employmenu Exchange sponsored names and gave
address of the respondent; No. 4 as resident of
Neveda. shyampur Post Office 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 applicantJ~ respondent; No.4 were

~~ ~-
High SchoolL:nd""tiiJiB were entitled for preference
as per notification issued.< -1 as both were
High School. The respondent No.4}who had

~secured better ma~ksoUhen/applicant)has been
~ v- cAo.eJ> ~ ~ ~

preferred for appointment. The order"suffer:A-
fr~~'f ~ror of law. It is further submitted

Jthat the applicant could not complete three years

~
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service,/hence.h.e. was not entitled for any benefit.

~

4. We have considered the subnissions of t he
counsel for the parties and we do not find any..r--u::- .r:
merit in su~ssion made bYL:0unsel for theapvlicant.

k ::\._.~In the o.A1applic~nt has failed to maker'!positive
!assertion about the residential address of

respondent No.4. Much empaasis has been made
="m~ the aidress given in the appointment letter

that 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 ~is submission.
Employment Exchange mentioned the village of
resident of the respondent No. 4 as Naveda
Shyampur with post Office Dalelganj.~here was
another document on record which has been filed

~~ "'"

. by applicant himself alongwith rejOinder~which
~t( postal a ddre:sEentioned in the letter addressed.to

';-\.~ v ~i iJ I-zeapondenc.,No. 4)tTitT*'eb shows that~resident of
village sasuwar • Post Office Dalelganj. Thus/
in these important documents) respondent,'no.

f

4 has been mentioned resident of village[;
falling within a jurisdiction of Branch post Office

b ~Dalelganj. In view of this,we do not find any
\~.: ~L'1egality in appointment of respondent' No. 4.lno.(.

~ <, ,fv~l~~ap~~en~ letteri~dress could be "for
cf'-.~ VA. €.-i -c~ \..9-..~

!v:;§I;Je'JA ••• :ia•• _. Uw address co 111" 1e rneAt:j oneti '-'-("- b I

V- ,y-.
~ some a_seF £eaeoAe. so far as the meritl is

concerned# ~ere is no qoubt that both the applicant
~ / ' .

and{Eespondent No.4 h.cUl pi:tSS.ed.. High school and they
belong to category of preferential candi~~ ~
ftbttificationand in the High school meritL.~ respondent

4 better.~us he has been rightly selected.
No. was J" 1 ~ ~
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Last subnission of the applicant 1-,"that he had
worked on the post/could not also be helpful
as it has not been shown that the servic~
rendered by him ~\U~~for more than three
years. In the circwnstancesj we do not find
any merit in this O.A ando~e~m~ is dismissed
accordingly with no order as to costs.

Vice Chairman

Madhuj


