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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
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MONDAY, THE SEVENTH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1994

Shri A.N;qujanaradhya, esss Member (3)
Shri T,V.,Ramanan, ‘ eess Member (&)
U.R.Sampigaiah;
S/o Ramaiah, Major,
Krishna Nayak Building,
Janatha Colony,
Virobha Nagar,
Bangalore-560 049, : , «soApplicant
Advocate by Shri M.R.Achear,
Versus
1. The Union of India
Represented by Secretary,
Derertment of Post,
Dak Bhavan,
New Delhi,
2, The Superintendent of Post Office,
Bangalore East Division, '
Bangalore,
3. The Assistant Superintendent
of Post Offices,,
Bangalore East Sub Division,
Bangzlore,. ' ‘
Shri M,Venkatesh,
S/o Munichari,
Gundur Village,
Bidarihalli Post, . _
Bangelore-49, <+ Respondents

ARdvocate by Shri M.S.Padmarajaiah, Sr, C.5.5.C,
tor Respondents No.1 to 3,
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Shri T.ﬁ.ﬁamanan, Nember (R)

Ue'haue heard the learned counsel tor the

appllCdnt, the learned Senlor Central Government Standlng

Counsel for R1 to R3 and Shr1 S. K.Mohlyuddln tor R4,

2. The applicant vas provisionally appointed to
functioﬁ as ED Packer at Virgonagar'Pbst Office rof t he
period trom 5,6.9% tp 31.10.93 or till reqular appointment
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 reqularly seiected person ués'appoint-
ed, In the meanwhile, the department put into operation

the process of selection tor the aforesaid post on a reqular
basis. To their initial request, the Employment Exchange
having not responded, R3 issued a local notification inviting
applications. 10 persons responded., 5 more namés camg from
the Employment Exchange, R3 having sent a copy .of local noti-
fication to the Employment Exchange also. 1In all 15'persons-
were considered tor the post, but the choice tell on Respon-
dent No.4 on the basis of higher marks scored by him in the

S.S.L.C. examination,

3. The applicant has challenged the selection of R4
Shri Uenkatesh on the ground that the applicant'havinq worked
on & provisional basis as ED Packer and gained e&perlence,
should have been given due weightage for the experlence

gained by hlm as ED Packer while making the seiectlon. The -

applicant contends that he ought to have been selected in

preference to R4 Shri Venkatesh, who has had no such experience.
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In this regard the learned counsel ror the appllcant

‘cites thls Trlbunal's Full Bench (Ernakulam) dec181on

in G.S ParVathy Us. Sub—01V151onal Inspector (Postal)

" and thers reported in A.T.Full Bench Judgements 1991-93

- -

at pagse 23,

"

4,. . - "Learned Senior ¢entral Government Standing
1

Counsel contends, and in this he is supported by the

learned counsel. fof R4, that even according to the Full

Bench decision cited by the applicant, previous experience
gained will not be the only decisive factor tor selection
and o?her-releuant Factors should also be taken into

b, .
account,

¢ | ' Ue have ca;efully cdnsidered the submissions
advanced by both,ﬁhe sideé and also perused the record of
selecﬁion made for the.post of ED Packer. ‘Ue find tﬁat |
R3 had hade the selection going-by the marks obtained by
the applicant and othsrs including R4 in the 5,S.C.C.
ExamiJation vis~a-vis the others considered. As .rightly
point%d out by the learned SeniorlCentral Govt. Standing
touns%l, the Full Behch has clearly stated that past
expefibnce‘Qill not be the sole decisive factor for
select?on. for ‘this selection the minimum educational
qualif%caticn reduirgd being a pass in the SSLC examina-
fion, rhe appointing aﬁthority while making fhe selection
has gohe.by thevnumber'of marks secured by ali the conten-
and éélected the one who had secured'the
in paréVG'OF tts judgement the Full Bench

f‘ollou‘s:v
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“Weightage means only that some consideration has to be
given to experience as an additional qualification.
Previous experience is not to be the sole decisive
factor in making selection. Only if it reduces to
naught the other gualifications of competing candi-
dates the apprehension expressed that all provisional
appointments would get practically ‘converted into
regular appointments would be justified, 1If expe~
rience is considered only as a gualification among
others, a candidate with previcus experisnce uould
be selected only all other things being eaual, which
will not occur aluways, It is also worth noting that .
there are other preferential cateqories referred to
in Rule 6 of the Rules, It is tor the selecting
authority to assign its due place to each factor and
to determine their relative’ 1mportance while maklng
selection, 1If a system of marks is allotted, previ-
ous edperience will have to be allotted some percen-
tage of marks along with other tactors found to be
relevant. The weightage to be given to previous
experience will elso depend on the guantum of expe-

“rience, We are therefore of the firm view that
wveightage 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 factor in the [process
of selection,"

The’questioh of giving weightage to experience comes
when one or more candidates are @én an equal footing,
say, they have secured the same marks in the S.5.L.C.

examination. In that event, a candidate with previous

experience can be given weightags, However, that is not

the case here. Even the counsel for the applicant hes

”6M‘§E:;ﬂ { disputed, after seeing the record of selectlon made,

f”."’

Bangalore Bench
Bangalore

)- -
4 has not secured much higher marks than the appli-

r the others-considered for selection.

In vieu or the foregoing, we tint no subetance
this applicztion, Ue, therefore, dismies this appli-

catlon but pass nc orders as to costs,

Sd- Sd-
JULRAMANAR) . (A.N.VUIIANARADHYA)

ﬁ%g%gﬁ *) MEMBER (3) -




