CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

OA 219/2000

Tuesday the 29th day of February, 2000.
- CORAM

" HON’BLE MR A.V.HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

HON’BLE-MR G.RAMAKRISHNAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

- Alikunju Rawther
- Extra Departmental Mail Carrier
- Vettiyar. Sub Post Office

Mavelikkara North Sub Division
Mavelikkara. ..Applicant

(By advocate Ms. K.Indu)
versus
1. Union of India
represented by Secretary

Ministry of Commun1cat1on
New Delhi.

.ah'2.» The Postmaster General

Central Region '
0/0 the Postmaster General
Kochi.

- 3. Assistant Supdt. of Post Offices

Mavelikkara North Sub D1v1s1on _
Mavelikkara. Respondents.

(By advocate Mr R.Madanan Pillai)

The application having been heard on 29th February,
2000, the Tribunal on the same day de]ivered the following:

ORDER

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

Applicant who is presently working as Extra

,Departmenta1 Mail Carrier (EDMC for short) at Vettiyar Post

Office applied for transfer and Aappeintment as Extra
Departmenta] Delivery Agent—-II at Mankamkuzhy Sub Post Offiice.

F1nd1ng that the respondents wou]d not cons1der his case for

: transfer‘ the applicant earlier filed an app11cation before

this Bench of the Tribunal (OA No.1148/99). . The respondents’

contention was . that the app]fcant was not eligible for



transfer for the reason that he hav1ng stud1ed ohly upto the
first form, namely 6th standard does not satisfy the
e]igib111ty criterion >of~“educationa1 qualification of 8th

standard. The application was dismissed by this Tribdna].
The applicant aggrieved by the dismissal of the application
filed an OP No.1218/2000 before the Hon'ble High Court of
Kerala, The High Court of Kerala by its judgement dated 12th
~January, 2000 disposed of the OP with the following orders:

. "Heard. We- dispose of the original petition with a
direction that . petitioner’s prayer for transfer shall be
considered as provided under law. We make it clear that we do
not express any opinion on the merits of the case. So far as
the ineligibility of the petitioner is concerned, that matter
heed not be adjudicated, as that was not the subJect matter of

challenge before the Tr1buna1 It is for the author1ty to
dec1de whether the petitioner is eligible or not.

2. Thereafter the respondents passed A2 'order dated
18.2.2000 reJect1ng the c1a1m of the app1icént for transfer
and appo1ntment as EDDA on the ground that the qUa]ificat{on
prescribed for appointment to the post of' EDbA” being 8th
standard, the app11cant who has studied on1y upto Gth standard
is not eligible. It is aggr1eved by that the applicant has

f11ed th1s application.

3. . According to the 1nstruct1ons regard1ng the transfer
and appo1ntment of work1ng ED agents to another post fa111ng
vvacant 'in the same office or in the same place, an ED agent
cah bé considered for appointment without being lsponsored by
- employment exchange if he 1is eligibie andfsuitaBIe for such
appointment. The educational qualification prescribed for the

post of EDDA is 8th standard. The app11cant .who adm1tted1y

o



.

\®

- has studied only upto 1st Form (sixth standard) does not

satisfy the eligibility criteria for appointment as EDDA.
Therefore we do not find 'any infirmity with the impugned

order.

4. In the result, the application which does not call for
admission and further adjudication is rejected under Section
19 (3) of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. No costs.

Dated 28th February, 2000.

G. Amm | A.V.HARIDASAN
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER | VICE CHAIRMAN

aa.

Annexure referred to in this order:

A-2: True copy of the order No,DA/S0-10 dated 18 2. 2000
issued by the 3rd respondent,




