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SUBJECT: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY T)-IE 
BENCH IN APPLICATION NO.  

... 

Please find w-iclosed herewith the copy of the Order 
passed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT BANGALCRE, 

Coram: Hon'ble Mr. Justice K.S. Puttaswarny, Vice—Chairman, 
and 

Hor-i'ble Mr. L.H.A. Rego, Member (A). 

DATED THIS THE T:ENTY FIRST DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1987. 

pplication No. 264/87 

T.R. Jayanthi, 
D/o R?rnesh Iyenger, 
Aoed about 23 years, 
ED SV Hosur Road, 
Bangalore. (Shri .B.Achar,Advocate. .Applicant. 

vs. 

I. Senior Superintendent of Post OfficES, 
east Division, 
Ban- a lore. (Mr.M.S .Padmarajaiah,(GSC) 

2. S. UTsha, 

\nore—I9" 	Respondents. 

This aD11cat1on havirig come up for herin, 

the Vjce—Chjrm3n made the following:_ 

In this application made under Section l of the 
Administrative Tribunals Act, 185 ('Act'), the applicant 
has cha11ened Memo No. E2/A5/VIII dated 27.3.19E7 
(Annexure_3) of the Senior Superinteident of Post Offices, 
Bangalore South DIv1jo, 	Bangalore ('Superintendent') 

2. 	The applicant, respofldent_2 and several others 

working as Extra Departmental Agents ( 'EDAs') appeaxed for 

a departmental exarrii- tjon held on 15.2.1987, in which 
they were successful. 
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On the basis of the d:clarU0 -1 of results 

and the seniority maintained in the cadre of EDAs, 

the Assistant Superintcnd(-rit of Post Offices, 

Bangalore ('ASP'), by his meno No. B2/2/Pi/87 dated 

29.6 	 a appnted ro'et-2 as a Post—Ioman,i 	a 	 d  

and in pursuance of the same, respond nt-2 had 

joined service and is now working. 

In his reply, respondent—I had asserted that 

respondc-nt-2 had bcn appointed as an EDA as early 

as on 2.12.1981 and that she was senior to the 

applicant aupointed as an EDA fr:rr 1.8.1983, and 

therefore, the former appintmE nt ,-as legal and 

valid. Respondent-2 has epparad in person and had 
supported respondent—I. 

Shri IN. RaghavendraAchar, learned counsel 

for the applicant, contends that the selection and 

appointment of respondent-2 who was junior to his 

clint vas illeoal and invalid. 

Shri V.S. Pa&narajaiah, learned counsel for 

respondent No.1, sought to support the appointment 

of respondent vo.2. 

We find from the records that responclent-2 

had been appointed as an EDA on 2.12.1981 and that 

she was senior to the applicant. 

B. 	Shri Achar does not dispute that respondent-2 

was successful in the examination held for the 

I 

	 purpose. If that is so, then she had a right to be 
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appointed to the post on the basis of her seniority 

as an EA. Hence her appointment as a Post—Woman was 

legal and does not suffer from any infirmity. 

9. 	As the only contention urged for the applicant 

fails, this application is liable to be dismissed. 

Ve, therefore, dismiss this application. But in the 

circurrstanceE of the case, we threct the parties to 

bear their own costs. 
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