CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

OA 145/99
Thursday the 4th day of February 1999,
coRay
BoNfBLE MR ‘AV.V.-HARIDASM:", VICE cmmm

V.p.Muhammed
S/o Pareed
Veluthedath Housa
p O.Gheravallbotp Via /
Nannammukku
Malappuram District, +essApplicant
(By advocate Mr P.Chandrasekhar)
, Versus
1. The Superintendent of Post Offices
Tirur Division
Tirur - 676 104,
2. The Sub Divisional Inspector (Posts)
, Ponnani Postal Sub Division
, Ponnani - 672 377,
3., The Employment Exchange Officer
Employment Exchange, Ponnani
4. Shri N,Gopinatha Nadar
Extra Department Delivery Agent
' Cheravallur P.O,
 Malappuram District, «+.Respondents
(By advocate Mr Srihari Rao)

The application having been heard on 4th February 1999,
the Tribunal on the same day delivered the folldéwings

ORDER

HON*BLE MR A.V,HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

_.Applicant alongwith fourth respondent competed for
aelec;ién and appointment to the post of Extra Departmental
Delivery Agen;, Cheravallur Post Office, Malappuram District.
The fourth respondent was selected and appointed to the post.
The applicant states that he is more mer;toriggs than the
4th respondent and that the 4th respondent did not qualify
to_bq_appoingod. Impugning the selection of the 4th respondent,
the applicant has £iled this application,



2=

'g;%. I have pernsed the application and have heard learned
~;eounsel of the applicant. Apart from stating that the
.epplicant has undereteod that the fonrth respondent aia
nnet qualified to be appointod as,nxtra Departmental
"Delivery Agent, Chernvellnr Post Office and the applicant
is more meritoriena than the fonrth respondent, there is
]nothing which ‘shows that the :election and appointment of
the fourth reepondent is vitiated for any reason, There
ie no, allegation ef melafid@ against the appointinq
authority; There is no allegation of misuse of ' power _
either..The applicant bases his claim merely on e subjective
assessaent of his merits. and his Mishful thinkinq that
A'he is more meritorious than the fourth respondent. Unless
there is allegation of malafides or fraud on power. judicial
intervention is not justified Ain administrative aetions.
If applications frem persons who participated in the selection
precese and failed are to be entertained on flimsy greunds
like this. that uould open a fleodgate of ligigation,
I do netﬂtind any cause for the applicant to approach this
' Tribunal. The application is, therefore, rejected under
yseetipn,lQ'ca)rqf;the»rriﬁnnels'kcté‘198$;nno*erdet,aq‘te
3¢55¢s, , | '
Dated 4th Pebruary 1999,

(A, V.HARIDAS?
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