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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0. A. No. 207 of
A |

199 2.

DATE OF DECISION 2-_4-1992

Pavithran Alathumkandiyil - Appantgﬁ//

M/s éK Basheer & . - _
V Ramegsh Shanker Advocate for the Applicant /

Versus

Supdt. of Post

Offices, Respondent (s)

Tellicherry & 3 others

Mr C Kochunni Nair, ACGSC Advocate for the Respondent (s) 1=3

Mr D Sreskumar

CORAM :

- Government Pleader for R-4

The Hon'ole Mr.NY KRISHNAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

&

The Hbﬁbm mMr.AV HARIDASAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

:bCDI\J—k

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? %
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? (\"\l ‘ :

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? J\—J
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?

’

JUDGEMENT

(Mr AV Héridasan, Judicial Member)

The applicant was an aspirant to the post of Extra

Departmental Sub Post Master(EDSPM)), Pullookkara. His grievance

is that the Employmenﬁ Officer, the 4th respdndent not having

R

sponsored his name, the 1st respondent may not considersd his

case for. appointment

ment OfPicer did not
names of persons uwho
latest by 30.6.1980.

cut off date for the

to thatvpdst, It appears that the Employ-
sponsor his name beaause he .is sponsoring

had registered with the Employment Exchange
The apblicanf has averred that putting a

purpose of eligibility for sponsoring is,

illegal and.therefqre.he prays that the respondents may be

directed to consider

his candidature.
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2. The aéplication_uas admitted and the respondents uwere
directed to consider the applicant élso aS'é candidate purely
onvprovisional basis subject to tﬁe outcome bf_this application.,
The respondgnts were directed not to publish the results of

the selection alsa.

3. Asg directed by'us, the respondepts have mada auailable
for our perusal the selection pfoceedingé.. We have gons fhrough
tﬁe file in regard to ihe selection. Thé grievance of the
applicant is that even as per the case of the 4th regpnndent

set out in the ?eply statement, the cu£ off date was 30.6.198ﬁ
and as he had registered uith;the Employment Exchénge prior to
that, the action ofbthe Employment O0fficer in not sponsoring

the applicant is unjustified. In the reply of the 4th respon-
dent, it has been stated that though the cut off date ués
30.6.1980, as the directidn from the Department was to sponsor
only 9 candidates, the juniormost among thg 9 candidates spon-
sored had registered his name on 19.5.1990 and that uas uhy

the applicant's name was ndt sponsored. Be that as itvmay,

now that the respondents had been directed to COnsider the
appiicant also as a candidate subject t;‘the autcome of the
application, let us see uwhether the applicant if considered,
would have been selected with his quélification. The applicant
is a Matricuiate and he has no other claim for ueightage: From
ﬁha selsctiqn‘reéqrds, we find that one Mr Ravindran hag been
found to be the mest suitable person and entitled to bs selected.

Mr Ravindran has obtained 240 marks in the 55LC whereas the
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applicant has got only 234 mark . So even going by merit,

the appiicant has to loose to Mr Ravindran. We do not Pind
any-arbitrarinass either in the action of the 4th réspondant
in not sponsoring the applicanﬁ or in the action of the
Superintendent of Post O0ffices in sélecting Mr Ravindrah who
had among the perseons found eligible obtainaa highest marks

in the SSLC axamination.

4, - On a careful scrutiny of the pleédings and the docu- "
ments as alsc the file relating to the selection, we do not
Pind that the applidant has got a legitimate gbievanca.'

Hence uwe dismiss'the application, without any order as to

. costs.
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( AV HARIDASAN ) - ( NV KRISHNAN )

JUDICIAL MEMBER - . * ADMVE. MEMBER
2-4-1992
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