& BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
i BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE
-

DATED THIS THE THIRTEENTH DAY OF OCTOBER 1986

Present ¢ Hon'ble Shri Ch, Ramakrishna Rao ess Member (3)

Hon'ble Shri P, Srinivasan ess Member (A)

APPLICATION N0, 782/86

M.N, Basavaraju,

R/o Mosale,
Tal & District Hassan eee Applicant
(Shri S.K. Kulkarni ... Advocats)
Vs,

1, The Superintsndent of
Post Offices,
Hassan,
2, The Inspector of Post Offices,
Hassan North,
Sub Division Hassan,
3. Shri M.N, Jagannath,
R/o Mosale,
Taluka & Distt. Hassan, ees Respondsnts
(Shri M, Vasudeva Rao ... Advocate for R-1 & 2)
(Shri S,V, Shama Rao ... Advocate for R=3)
This application came up for hearing befere Court teday,

Hon'ble Member (A) makes the followings
ORDER

This application was fixed for hearing today, Neither the

applicant nmor his lsarned counsel is prssent though servics of
o - notice has besn effect=d, We have, therefor;, procesdsd to hear
the mattsr in the absence of the applicant, UWs have perused the
records and heard Shri M, Vasudeva Rao, learned counssl for res-

pondents 1 and 2 and'Shri S§,V. Shama Rao, learned counssl for
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2. The applicant's grievance is that though he was appointed as

a temporary ad hoc extra Departmental Branch Post Master in a
vacancy caused by the resignation of the earlier incumbent on
21,1.1981 he was not appointed to that post when regular sslection
was mads, Instead, respondent 3 has been seslectsd for the
appointment., The applicant alleges that all applications recsived
in responss to the advertissment for the post except his, were
defective, but yet respondsnt 1, the appointing authority, directed
respondent 2 to collect furthesr information from the other applicants
which was not justified., He hqs also alleged that respondent 1 was
interested in respondent 3 who was eventually appointed. Though his
application had bsen recommended by respondent 2, respondent 1, the

appointing authority, did not appoint him.

3. Shri Vasudeva Rao, for respondents 1 and 2, points out that the
appointment:of the applicant made in January 1981 was purely temporary
and ad hoc subject to regular appointment being made, Thersfors, the
applicant did not acquire any right to continue in that post, As
regards the rscommendation of the respondent 2, Shri Vasudeva Rao
points out that ths appointing authority, respondsnt 1 was not bound
by the recommsndation of respondent 2, Finally Shri Vasudeva Rao
denies that respondent 1 was interested in raspondent 3 and therefore
appointed him. The allegation in the application is vagus and no
eoidence vhatsoever has been furnished to make it even a prima facie

case,

4. Supperting Shri Vasudeva Rao, Shri Shama Rab, learned counssl
for respondent 3 points out that ths application of respondent 3

was not defective, The letter calling for additional information

from other applicants appearing at Annexure C to the application does
not refer to respondent 3 at all, Therefore, there is nothing to show

that the application of respondent 3 was defective, He also reiterates

NG



- 3-

what Shri Vasudeva Rao said that the allogation that respondent 1
was interssted in respondent 3 is not supported by any svidence
and is a vagus a llegation which should be ignorsd. Mereover,
the applicant did not suggest that respondent 3 did not posssss

the requisits qualification for appointment,

S« Ue have considered thes matter carefully, As pointed out by
counsel for the respondents, tho applicant has not sven made ocut

a prima facie case that respondent 3 was sslected in preferesnce

to him bscause respondent 1 was interssted in the latter, A mere
vagus allegation cannot be acted upon., When the applicant was
initially appointed he was told that his appointment was puroly
tesmporary and ad hoc, subject to regular appeintment. Proper pro-
cedure was adopted thereafter calling for applications, considsring
tham and making sel@ction of the most suitable candidate. We,
therefors, aeolno substance in the application and we are not preparesd
to interfers with the process of sslection in ths absence of any
prima facie case of malice or prejudice being made out.,

6o In the rasult the application is dismissed, Theres will be no

(9.3
ordorsLEo costs.
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MEMBER (3) MEMBER (A)
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