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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE 'IRIBUNAL,JAIPUR BENCH,JAIPUR. 

* * * 
Datt? of Decision: 26.5.2000 

OA 198/98 

Bajrang Lal Sharma, EDBPM, Bajor via Ranol], 'rehsil & Distt.Sikac • 

••• Applicant 

Versus 

l. Union of·, India through Sec:r·=tary, Departm.?nt of Posts & 'l'elegcaphs, 

-~,.'tovt.oi India, New Delhi. 

2. Chief Post Master Gener-al, Rajasthan Circle, Jaipur. 

3. Supdt.oi Post Offices, Sikar Division, Sikar-. 

4. Sub Divisional Inspector (Postal), Sikar. (North), Sub Division, 

Sikar. 

5. Sh.Kamlesh Kumar Sharma s/o Shri Surya Narain Sharma r/o Bajor:- via 

Ranoli, Distt.Sikar. 

CORAI1: 

HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL fvlEI"JBER 

HON'BLE MR.V.SRIKANTAN 1 ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

Respond•:n t s 

'For the Applicant Mr .Ami tabh Bhatnagac 

.F'or Respondents No .l to 4 

For Respondent No.5 

Mr.Hemant Gupta, proxy counsel for 

f1r .M.Rafiq 

Mr.K.L. 'I'hawani 

0 R DE R 

PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

" In this OA, the applico.nt makes a prayer to quash the order of_ 

appointm.~nt issued in iavcur of respond=nt No.5 and the :respondents be 

directed to continue the applicant on the post of EDBPM, Bajor via Ranoli, 

'I'ehsil & District Sikar, and a further direction is sought to give cegular 
' . 

appointment to the applicant- in prusuance of th·:? application filed by the 

applicant. 

2. The facts of the case in brief, as stat.:=d by the applicant, are that 

applicant was already working on the post of EDBPM, Bajor-, sine<= 18.2.97 

but the respondents have ill·:gally and vJithout any t:"eason appointed 

respondent No.5 on the post. It is stated that applicant is fully 

qualified for the post and he h:1s working experience on the post, 

therefore, he should have be-en appointed. Th<: respondents have appoin:ed 

respondent No.5, which is arbitrary and against the rules and th:: same i:s 

liable to be quashed. 

3. Reply was filed. In the reply it has been stat!:!d by th;! oificial 
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respondents that respondent No.5 was a most .suitable person for selection 

on the post of EDBPM, Bajor, as he secured highest marks in thE' High 

School/Secondary Examination and he fulfils all the other criteria meant 

for the post. It is also stat(!d that th~ case of the applicant was also 

considered but he was not found suitable. R~spondent No.5 has also filed 

/a separat.? reply stating that he was rightly sel~acted on th,: basis of' his 

merit and applicant has no case for interfet:"ence by this Tribunal. It is 

also stated in the . reply that no weightage can be given for higher 

qualifications and experience. 

4. Rejoinder is also filed by the applicant, which is on record. 

5. Heard -the learned counsel for the parties and also perused the whole 

record. 

6. It is a .settled legal position that no we.ightage can be given 'to the 

higher qualifications other .than High School/Secondary. 'I'he basis of 

merit of the person conc~rned for the post of EDBPM will be High School/ 

Secondary and if a person has acquir-ed more qualifications then High 

School/Secondary/ no weightage of higher qualifications can be given. 

7. No weightage can be given for the experience, which the applicant 

alleg,:d to have acquired on account of working as EpBPM, Bajor, because 

there is no\ rule/provision for giving weightage for the experience of the 

person concerned on the post of EDBPM. In the absence of rules, we ar•= of 

the considered view that no weightage can be g'iv<:n to the applica.nt. 

8. It is also not disputed that respondent No.5 was selectsd on. th~ 

basis of higher p;.?rcentage of marks acquit~ed by him in the High School 

Examination. 1'he other all~ations made by th.;: applicant in this OA ar·e 

also not sustainable as respondent No.5 fulfils all the other criteria 

laid down for the purpose and ·we do not find any infirmity in the 

selection of respondent No.5 made for:- this purpos•2' as th~ applicant· ha.s 

alr•.?ady been considered. We, therefore, fj nd no merit in this OA and this 

OA is lia.bl•? to be dismis.sed. 

9. We, therefore, dismiss this OA having no m·~r.i t with no order as to 

costs. 
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