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Shri TOVORamanan, Member 	(A 

Ue have heard the learned'counsel for the 

applicant, 	the learned Senior Central Government St-anding 

Counsel ror R1 	to R3 and Shri S.K.Mohiyuddin For R4. 

2. 	 The applicant was pro . visionally appointed to 

function as ED Packer at Virgonagar'Post Office ror the 

period from 5.6.93-  to 31 .10.93 or till regular appoi'ntment 

was made whichever was earlier. We are told that the appli-

cant was allowed to continue even beyond 31, 10.93 to work 

as ED Packer until a regularly selected person was appoint-

ed. In the meanwhile, the department put into operation 

the process of- selection For the aforesaid post on a regular 

basis. To'their initial request, the Employment Exchange 

having not responded g .R3 issued a local notification inviting 

applications. 10 persons responded. 5 more names camp from 

the Employment Exchange, R3 having sent a copy.oF local noti-

fication to the Employment Exchange also. In all 15 persons 

were considered for the post p  but the choice rell on Respon-

dent No.4 on the basis of higher marks scored by him in the 

examination 4  

3. 	 The applicant. has challenged the selection of R4 

Shri Venkates . h on the ground that the applicant . having.yorked 

on a provLsional basis as ED Packer and gained e,x'p,br.ie'nce 

should have been given due weightage for the experience 

gained by him as ED Packer while making the se'lection. The 

applicant contends that he ought to have been selecte , d in 

preference to R4 Shri Venkatesh, who has had no suclh experience. 
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in this regard, - thejearned co~nsel for-the applicant 

cit es 
i 
: this 'Tribunal' Is full B,ench i(Erna'kulaim') decision - 

i,n G.S.Parvathy Vs. SUb-Divisionial Inspector (Postal) 

and dthers repor~ed in A.T.Full Bench Judgements 1991-9 3 

at pa,ge 23. 
-A 

4 o , I 	'Learned Senior Central Government Standing 

Counse' l contends, and in this he is supported by the 

learned counsel..fof R4 that even accord P 	 ing to the Full 

Bench decision cited by the applicant s previous experience 

gained will not be the only decisive factor ror se- le*ction 

and other relevant Factors should also be 'taken into 

account.. 

5. 	 Lie have carefully coi nsidered the submissions 

advanced by both 

, 
the sides and also perused the record-of 

selection made for t he post of ED. Packer. ~e find that 

R3 had made the selection going by the marks obtained by 

the applicant and others including R4 in the S.S.E.C. 

Examihation vis-p 
. -vis the others* considered, As rightly 

pointe~d out by the learned Senior Central Govto Standing 

Counsdl, the Full Bench has clearly stated that past 

experi,ence will not be the sole.decisive factor for 

select 
i 
ion. For'this selection the minimum educational 

qua if cation required being a pass in the SSLC examina-

tion, the appointing authority while making the selection 

has goine by the number of marks secured by all the conten- 

A 7- candidates and ~elec.ted the one who had secured the 

j 46, te' vp 
f 0,71.~ 	

, 

\-est marks. In pari 6 of its judgement the Full Bench 1,9 

ha c s ~pblerved as follows:, 
z 
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"Weightage mea'ns onl~ that some consideration has to be 
given-to'experience as an ~additional 	qualification. 

' Previous experience is not to be the 	sale* decisive 
factor in making selecti'on. 	Only if it red uces to 
naught the other qualifications of competing'candi- 
dates the apprehension expressed that all provisional 
appointments would g et practically'converted into 

' regular appointwents would be justified'. 	If exPe- 
rience is considered only as a qualification ijnong 
ot,hers, a candidate with previous experience would 
be selected only all other things bdin' equal, which 9 
will not occur always v 	It is also worth noting that. 
there are other preferential categories referred to 
in Rule 	6 of the Rules. 	It is for the selecting 
authority to assign its due place to each factor and 
to determine their relativ'e*importance while making 
selection. 	If a system of marks is ~llotted,.previ-' 
ous e0perience will-have to be allotted some percen- 
tage of marks along with other factors found to be 
relevant. 	The weightage to be'oiven to previous 
experience will also depend on ~he 	-bantun, 	of expe- 
rience. 	We are therefore 	of 	the firm , view that 
weightage should be given to previous experience 
and that'such experience shall be taken into account 
along with other relevant factor but will not 
operate as a sole decisive ractor'in the process 
9F selection." 

The, question of giving weightage to experience comes' 

when one or more candidates are .dn an equal'footing, 

say, they have secured the same marks in the S.S.L.C. 

examination. In that event, a candidate with pre%i-lous 

experience can be given weightage. However, that. is not 

the case here, Even the counsel for the applicant has 

disputed, after seeing the r-ecord of selection made, 

ea R4 h'as not secured much. higher mar'ks than the appli-

t 

ILU 	 c an 	r the others.-considered for selection. 
C_ 

o6 	 In view'or the oregoing, be t'ind no substance 

his applic'-~-tion. We, therefore t dismiss this appli- 

cation bVt pas3 no orders as to co3ts. 

:MUE (Con. 
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