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HYDERABAD BEND- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

MT HYDERABAD 

OA.87 4 /92 
	

data of decisioà 

Between 

P. Bhoomaiah 
	

Applicant 

and 

1. Postal Superintendent 
Sanga Reddy 
Medak District 

21-12-1992 

2. Sub—Divisional Inspector 
PLC tal 
Sanga Reddy Sub Division 
Sanga Reddy 
Pledak District 

3, Nohd. Abdul Jabbar 
5/0 N.M. Sattar 
Nizampet Village 
Narayankhed Mandal 
fledak District 

Counsel for the applicant 

Counsel for the respondents 

Respondents 

LI;. Kalyan 'Thin Joshi 
Advocate 	I  

N;. N. Keshava Rao 
Standing Counsel for Central 
Government I 

COMM 

HDN. MR . A.B. GURTHI, MEMBER (ADNN.), CALCUTTA,  BENCH 

HON. MR . C.J. ROY, MEMBER (JUDL.) 

JudjenEnt 

(Orders as per Hon. Mr. .B. Gorthi, Member (Amn.) 

Aggrieved by his non—selection for reular, employment 

as EDBPI1 of Nizampet Post Office, the applicant has filed 

this application with a prayer that the respond?nts be 

directed to give him an appointment as EDDA in the place of 

Respondent No.3, who has been selected for the same, 
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The applicant was in.tia1ly appointed as EDDA of 

Nizampet on 12-12-1991. He workeri in the said appointment 

till he was asked to handover chdrge to Respondent No.3 on 

24-9-1992. While the applicant was working in hisJPost the 

respondents called for applications from suitable candidates 

for filling up the said post on regular basis 	Some candi- 

dates applied as also the applicant. They were all called 

to produce the documents beforc the competent authority on 

23-5-1992. The grievance of the applicant is that although 
1. 

he had worked with the Department for about ten months and 

despite the fact that he belonged to a backwaikd  community 

his case did not find favoOr with the respondnts who select-

ed Rdspedent No.3 for the said post. It seems Respondent 

No.3 belonged to DC and did not have any past experience 

either. The applicant alleged that appointment of Respondent 

No.3 was given on account of certain extraneoUs consideration 

and hence the selection should be quashed. 

The respondents in their brief affidavit have stated 

that Respondent No.3 was selected on the basi of the fact 

that he had secured 53% as against 48.14% aecured by the 

applicant in SSC Examination. Respondents have shown us the 

record of the stection to indicate that the merits and 

demerits of all the seven candidates who appliied for, the 

post were duly considered before Respondent Ncj.3 was found 

suitab le. 

Learned counsel for the applicant has drawn our atten-

tion to certain Departmental instructions,  issUed on the 

subject with a view to show that in the matter of selection 

and appointment of EDDA preferenca should be given to those 

with past experience. A perusal of the, relevént instructions 

as reproduced at page 71 of the sJñiy's Compila1tion of Service I' 	H: 
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Rules for ED Staff would indicate that such preference 

would be given only in respect of certain categories of 

EDDA only as stated below 

ED Agents appointed prior to the intr4duction of 

the residence condition. 

ED Agents who had acquired residences in new locality 

by purchase or inheritance. 

iii.) All women ED Agents who have to shirt the residence 

after marriage. 	 - 

S. 	We have given due consideration to th issue riced on 

at 
behalf olthe  applicant. We d44 not find any statutory or 

other provision to the effect that te preference should be 	L 

given either to a BC candidate or to one who had some pre-

vious experience. Notwithstanding the same1we find from the 

record of slection
I 	 I that a mention was madethere-on to the 

that the applicant had possessed past experience. It 

is apparent therefrom that the authorities concerned with the 

aelectionhad taken into - consideration the fact of previous 

experience of the applicant. We are not satisfied that in 

the matter of selection there has been any inalafides or other 

any impropriety. It is well settled that a candidate who jr& 

subjected tin :eL to a selection cannot challenge the same 

merely because he was not selected .,until and unless the said 

selection is vitiated on the ground that no statutory rule 

has been followed in the process of selection or that the 

Selection Committee itelf 	impropenly constituted. in the 

itEritcase we do not find any such irregularity as would 

suggest that the selection procedure see vitiated. 4_ 

6. 	In the result, we would hat fkto interfere with the 

selection of Respondent No.3. The application is accordingly 

dismissed but before we do so we must state that the 

4- 
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respondents may take into consideration the past experience 

of the applicant and may give him a suitable employment 

even by way of provisionally engaging him in any other 

vacancy if such vacancy exists and?hTeppliant is con-

sidered suitable for the said post. 

7. 	The application is dpod. 	with the above terms 

with no order as toots. 

(A.B. GorhV) 
£#1ember(Admn) Membr (:udl) 

I 
I Dated 	December 21, 1992 

Dictated in the Open Court 
egistrar 

sk 

Copy to:- 

Postal Superintendent, Sanga Reddy, Medak District. 

Sub Divisional Inspector Postal, Sanga Reddy Sub Division, 
Sanga Reddy, Medak District. 

Sri. Mohd. Abdul Jabbar, 5/0 M.A.Sattar, Nizampet Village, 
Narayankhed Mandal, Medak District. 	I  

One copy to Sri. Kalyam Ram Jos'ni, advocate, 16-8-248/7, Mal-
kpet, Hyd. 

S. One copy to Sri. M.Kesbava Rao, Addi. CGSC, CAT, Hyd. 

6. One spare copy. 
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