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IN THE CENTRAL ADMfNISILATiVE»TRIBUNAE;fJAIPUR BENcHS JAIPUR

0.A. No. 159/96 L '_" Date of order- 12 '9,2001

' Al

Gov1ndram Sharma, S/o Sh Gha51 Ram, V& Post Khohra,

NN

[

DlsttK?holpur, Ex.EDBPM,»Khohra.

! ~ - ‘-".l . .Appl iéant. N
s \' ) . A A .
- . . . . VS. LT N T - "

1. L Unlon of Ind1a tnrough Secretary to “the Govt of

TN

s

Indla, M1n1 of Communlcatlon,‘Deptt_of Posts, New)

4 .

Delhi..i. S l'.".f | - t’.
: 21/_~ Chlef Ppstmaster General~ Rajasthan C1rcle,,Ja1pur.
3. Mokham Slngh, Supdt of Post - Offlces, Dholpur Divn,’
Dholpur. ) |
; 8- . »r/
4. Supdt of Post Offices, Dholpur D1v151on, Dholpur.'.f
D "~ Munim Ram, EDBPM, Khohra, DlStt Bharatpur.

6. — - Ramjalal,,'Asstt -Supdt of*Aapst ‘Offices,. Bayana,

D1stt Bharatpur.

) s

‘...Respondehts.

,Mr,K.L;Thamani ‘\:;~ Lo e Counsel for appllcant

Mr.Bhanwar Bagri’ - . R for respondents._~;
CGORAM: . N f, ; | i
a AN ' - ~ Lo o

Hon'ble Mr S K Agarwal,.Jud1c1al Member.”

\ - Hon'ble M, .S.A. T, Rlzv1, Adm;nlstratlve Member,

- PER HON'BLE MR S.K. AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER; ‘ . Co

L In this O A flled under Sec 19 of the ATs Act, 1985

N

the \appllcant makes a  prayer, to quash the oral order of

f'termlnatlon of the appllcant and dlrect the respondents to

make fresh selectlon and con51der the candldature of the
AN

appllcant for- app01ntment\on the post of EDBPM at Khohra on

reguLar ba51s,py g1v1ng dueawelghtage of>hls prov1sronal

’

app01ntment ‘as _[EDBPM,” Khohra. ‘.' ~ I

In nutshell the case of the appllcant is" that he was
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”'for~the-relief as aboveﬁ '

.provisionally appointed as BpBPM, Khohra on J6.4. 95 .and

‘-

worked honestl§ andhsincerely. It . ‘is stated that Supdt of

"Post Officesé~JDnolpur, 1nv1ted appllcatlons for regular

, appointment: as EDBPM Khohra and appllcant subm1tted ‘his

-

l

fappllcation -alongw1th all'\documents. The, Sudt of . Postf

o,

Offlces agaln 1ssued publlc 'notice' dated 19. 6 95 - and.

appllcant aga1n submltted his- appllcatlon in pursuance*of -

the publlc notlce w1tn all requ1slte documents. It41s also‘

stated tnat respondent No. 3 demanded Rs. lOOOO/— from\the

appllqant In-lleu/of h1S'selectron,whlch the applicant paid
’ ’ ' LIV

to»'him7 but still the applicant ' was fiot -selected. The

\ : ) LT . . ER — L ) . -
contention of the applicant -that respondent No.3 accepted

- Rs;ZOOOO/—_fromlrespdndent No.5, Shri Munim Ram and,Selected

and appointed him. Therefore, the applicantwfiled this,ofé

[
~ \ . =
L

"2. ~; Repby ‘was filedr'ln‘the'rEply, the content1ons of-

@

. the appl1cant for offer1ng Rs. lOOOO/— to respondent No 3 was‘f-

den1ed.|1n 1s also denled that- respondent No 5 was selected

-

“after he was pald Rs. ZOOOO/- to respondent No. 3. It 1s also

I

stated,that the‘case of the'appllcant was also con51deredton

mer1t and he was ‘'not found mer1torlous/ hence he was not“

) Lo . \ T AN
) .

’ -selected.\ .“ » T . . g
4. . Re301nder and \reply to‘ re301nder has "also filed
h\ whlch is on record. S f’ o 5' - l |
'5; :_ Heard the learned counsel/for the partles and also
perused the whole record.'_'_ j'g‘, 1“A »
6 ' We have also perused the‘ record produced by the

\
)

respondents. After perusal of the recordp it appears that-

N

'the a'pplicant‘.“ secur:ed only 46% marks in 'Secondariy .School

- i

Exam1natlon wneneas respondent No 5 secured 50 136 marks in

'
J \

the|Secondary School Examlnatlon. Therefore, on. the ba51s of

/
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merit, the appl1cant has no case and we -do not f1nd any

illegallty/lrregularlty in the- order selecb1ng- respondent
NO.S. ) . I ) ) 'rl_ B - . . . . . _" . . y A

7. The_ learned counsel for the appllcant vehmently

‘ urged that the appl1cant should have been g1ven welghtage of

his experlence while maklng selectlon on the post of EDBPM,

-~

Khohra on regular bas1s to wh1ch the learned counsel for the

‘respondents hastob}ected.

‘8. In D. ﬂ,Nagesh Vs. UOI & Ors, 2000(2) ATJ 269, it was

'held by Full Bench CAT, Bangalore, that no welghtage can be

‘glven to the appllcant for _his exper1ence on the post of ED

$
Agent on,provls1onal/temporary<subst1tute}bas1s-

i LL}

!

,Muliya}'(l998) 9 scCC 255, 1t ‘was held by Hon ‘ble Supremé

"Court that temporary and prov1s1onal app01ntment of EDBPM

!

with- stlpulatlon ‘that the same would be term1nable at anyj'

A

" time’ w1thout a351gn1ng\ any. reason and that his -serv1ces

‘ 9. ' in, Supdt of Post Off1ces & Ors Vs. E. Kunhlraman Nair -~

would be governed by P&T. EDA(S&S) Rules. Termlnatlon of such

appo1ntment on admlnlstratlve grounds whether the t1me 11m1t'

as - contalned..ln ,Rule. 6. of the sald rules held the
[ . ) . . . - o N .

termination simpliciter and not stigmatié, - hénce did not

_attract Art.31l of’'the Constitutidn of India.

. \
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lO-:"J The learned counsel for the appllcant durlng the.

Lcourse of arguments flled an.’ aff1dav1t sworn by Sh Ram

- - ’ A}

Swaroop mentlonlng that the appllcant pa1d Rs- lOOOO/- to

respondent No. 3 If ut’was.so, the app11cant should have

;

N\

approprlate t1me SO . that enqulry in the matter could have

, : roving
conducted. This Trlbunal is not supposed to makeLenqulrles

e

on such state of affarrs but on-a perusal of record which

f . S

o 4

lmade a complalnt, to the’»competent author1ty at ‘the .

been produced before ,us, we- are of the con51dered_5\



©

" (S.A.T.Rizvi)
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\
opinion ~ﬁhat -the féséondeht .department has selected
respondent No‘S on merit{ i.e.'.on the ‘basis of marks
Bbtained by him ih-the Se;ondafy School Exéminatibn-and we
do not find any infirmitj or - illegality “in tﬁe éaid

selection.

circumstances of this .case, we do not find any merits in

-

‘this O.A 'and the same is liable to be'dismisséd. However,

the applidaht is at libérty to make a complaint against the-

concerned officer, befoére the cbmpetent authority regarding

the alleged demand/acceptance of bribe from theAaéblicant

" and the éompetent authority is - expected to enquire the

matter.in a proper proépective and take appropriate decision

in this matter.

12. . We, therefore, dismiss this O.A having no merits

:

with no order as to costs.

-

/(S.K.Agarwal)

Member (A). ‘ '\ A i ) Member (J).

11, In view of the settled legal position and facts and -

~/



