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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRALIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAL BENCH, MUMBAI,

Crigimal Application No.908/96
this the ég@ day of Aprii, 2001

HON'BLZ MR, KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER (&)
HON'BLE MR8. SHANTA SHASDRY,MuMBER (A)

Pralhad s/o Omkar Patil

aged 27 years Occupatioms Postman

R/0 Mamalde Tq. Chopda, :

District Jalgaon. s -Applicant

By Advocate: Ms. S.V, Bhosale, proxy cousel for
Shri, V.N. Tayade, Coumsel,

Versus

1. The Uniom of 1India
(copy to be served om the :
Presenting Officer, CAT )
Benchs Bomaby,

2e The Senior Superintendent,
Post Qffices,
Division Jalgaon.

3. The Assistant Director of imploymant,
Jalgaon,
4, The gub-Divisional Inspector (PT)

Yavyl Sube~Division, Yaval
(Department of Posts)

5. Anil 5/0 Yuvraj Bhalerao
Aged Major, Occupatiom Nil,
R/0 Mamalde Tg. Chopda,
District Jalagaon. s e RESPONGENnts

By Advocates: shri P,M. Pradhan, Counsel for respondencs 1,2 & 4,

Shri V.s.Masurkar, Counsel for respondent No.S.
ORIER
Hom'ble Mr, Kuldip singh, Member (J)

The applicaﬁt in this OA has challenged the appointment
of respondent No.5 as ixtra Departmental Delivery Agent (£DDA)
at Mamalde given to him by the Sub-vivisiomal Inspector (P1),
Yaval sSub~pDivision, Yaval.

24 The applicant . submits that he has passed
the Higher Secondary sSxamination in 1989 and had already worked
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as BDDA agadnst lzave vacancies on vérious oécaalons

during 15.6.95 to 30.3.96 for different spells of time

and one Dalip Onkar Patil was,aiso working as £DDA at

Mamalde but wgs transferred from Mamalde to Bombay vide

order dated 29.3.96 so the applicant was appointed

against hisrpOSt on temporary basis,

3. In the meanwhile Sub-Divisional Imspecter (PI)

Yaval SubeDivision, Yaval had sent a'reguisition to the
employment office for £illing up the post of EDDA, The
Employment Office had forwarded ﬁhé name of the applicant
also. ThesarpanchGigg Panchayat, Mamalde was also asked

to send the names of the eligible cancidates and to contact
the office of the sub-Divisionai Employment Officer, Jalgacn.
The gub-pivisional Officer, Jalgaon reéommended the namss of
all the b candidates including the applicant and respondent
No.5, However, it is submitted that the respondent No,5

W¥as under age when his name was recommended.

4, it 35 further statéd that the Sub-Divisional Inspector
(PI) Yaval did not call any of the candidates for the
interview nor conducted any written test but issued an order
stating thét the respondent No.5 is selected and directed him
to joln as EDDA at Mamalde vide order dated 307,96, The
applicant submits that he was more qualifi=d and he had a
better right to be appointed so he claims that the appointment
cf respondent No.5 be guashed which has been made in violation
of the rules,

5. The respondents are contesting the O.A, and theypkeaed

that the sub Divsional Imspector, Yaval Sub-Division in

.
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accordanee with the Recruitmenct Rules placed a reguisition
to the gub Divisiomal Employment QOfficer for sponsoring
the candidates in order to £ill the post of EDDA, Mamalde,
‘he Employment Exchange spomsored the name of 5 candidates
which included the name of the ap?licant in pursuance
of the rejuisition placed in the employment office, Jalgaon
h§d~alsc rejuested the sarpanch, Sram Panchayat to send
@ the name of e€ligible candidates to the employment office,
it is on recéipt of the recommendations of the Gram Panchayat
that the Zmployment Officer had sent the names to Sub-Divisional
inspeTiop ,Yaval.
6, . Respondent Nos. 1 Lo 4 deny that the resgondent
No.5 who was appointed as LDDA was under age at that time
stated Hobh b »
andlthe age was to be verified by the gelection Committee
iceelf, |
7e 1t is further submittéd by the respondents that
there is mno provision for calling the candidates for
interview or for written test for selactiocm to the post of
! EDDA and as per the uxcra Departmental Conduct & Service
rules, the selection criteria is based on eligibility
condition, educational gualification and othei regjuirements
such as owning of assets by the candidates etc., 0©ut of
5 candidates sponsored by the gmgloyment fxchange, respondent
'No.5 was selected on the basis of the documentacy evidence
submitted by him after observing all the prewrequirement
formalities and selection to the post was‘mada on 1.8.,96

by the Sub Divisional inspector, PI, Yaval, so it is submitted

that the appointment was given to respondent Neo.5 im accordance

with the rule, ' /%ﬁ¥
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8. Respondent No.3 has fi;éd @ separate counter=affidavit
and has submitted the same pleaé as taken byrrespendent Nos.1l, <
and 4.

9. We have heard the iearned ceunsel for the respomdents
shri P.M, Fradham for respondent Nos., 1, 2 ard 4 and shri. V.s.

Masurkar for resgondent Ne.3

.

10, At the request of the jumior appearing for the applicant,

the case was listed today. Today again we kept waiting for the-
coumsel for thé_applicant-but the junior counsel appeared as
proxy counsel gnd we proceeded to decids tche case.

11. . The resgondents have produced the record regarding
selection of the candidates as EICA. The file'pertaining to
the selection of the candidates show that all the 5 candidates
were considered. The Selection Committee had given their
assessment marks on the basis oﬁ the documentary evidence and
on the basis of the rules and inscructions to be followed for
appointment to the post of EDDA. OQut of all the candidates it is
the respondent No.5 who had obtainmed 56% of marks which was the
highest and acccrdingly he was selected. So after pérusing the
file, we find that there is neo violaticn of any rule in Jiving
apﬁcintnent to respondent No.5 as EDDA and all the allegations
mace by the applicant in his OA.aie devoid of any merit,

12, ln view of the abowve, CA does not call for any

interference and the same is dismissed. No costs.wb/

bam E

(MRS, SHANTA SHASTRY) . (RULDIP SINGH)
MEMBER (A) MEMBER (J)

Rakesh
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