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OA 270/98 oo
Mahavir Prasad Shringiy, EDDA, Keshorai Patan Sugar Factory

P.0., District Bundi.
. :

«so Applicant

5 Versus
i

1. © Unioni of-Ihdialthrough Secretary, Deptt.Of Posts,

i . ~

Min.of Communications, New Delhi.

2. Postmaster 'Genéral, Rajéstﬁan _VSouthern Reyion,
Ajmer. '_ :é )

3. éupdt;of Post Oftices,»ponk'Divisioh,.Tonk.

4. ~ Sub Divisional ;InSpector '(Postal), " Bundi East Sub

Division,‘Bunai.i‘
5. S.D.Sheikh,.Sub pivisional Inspeéfdr (Postal), Bundi
Eést Sub Divisiog, Bundi.
6. - Satya Prakash éhérma s/o Ganesﬁ Dutt r/o .Katar
, . A
>Bhairon Gali;'ngya Abhyas Ashram Ke pas, Bandi ki
A‘Gali,'Bundi.» o ' | |
... Respondents
CORAM: ' -
HON ' BLE MR.S.K,AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER -
-HON'BLE_MR.GOPALESINGH,TADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER;

" For the Applicant 'w+. Mr.K.L.Thawani

For the Respéndents' L. Mr.Hemant Gupta, proxy counsel
for Mr.M.Rafiq .
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In this applica#lonh u/s 19 of the Administrative
Trlbnnals Act, 1985, applioantiMahavir'prasad Shringi has
’prayed for fquashing the impugned order dated» 26.7. 95
(Ann. A/l) and for a dlrectlon to' the respondents to consider

hlS name for selectlon;to the post of Extra Departmental

I
|
‘Dellvery Agent (EDDA, Jfor short), _Keshoral Patan Sugar

Factory, by g1v1ng due welghtage for his experlence on the'

post. It has further‘been prayed thatgthe entire record of -

selection  for . the aforesaid ' post be -scrutinised and.

appropriate,order be passed.

2. “Applioant's . case _ls, that' he is ~working as. EDDA,

'Keshorai Patan'Sugar Fat tory P.0O., since 8.2.96."Despite

repeated requests made by the appllcant, his serviCes'have

not so far been regularlsed It has been alleged by the

appllcant that he fulflls all the ellglblllty crlterla for

the post. The_Sub-Dlvls1pnal Inspector.(Postal), Bundl East .

|

“Sub DivisiOn, had approaéhed the'local Employment EXchange

for calllng names for fllllng up the post of EDDA The
Employment Exchange had. sponsored 20 Anames -but .the
appllcant S name had not been sponsored by the Empoyment
Exchange though he. had. been reylstered w1th the Employment
nExchan‘g/e. .It is’ alleged by the appllcant that one Satya

Prakash Sharma has been gapp01nted to the sald post vide

impugned order dated 26;7|
?

the - appllcant. It is alleged by the app11Cant that Sub_

D1v1s10nal Inspector (Posﬂal), Bundi East Sub Division,’ had

demanded Rs.lOOOO/— fromuthe appllcant for app01ntment to

the said post, henoe this applicationg
. , . | 7
| .

3. In the'pounter it.has_been stated by the respondents

|-

198 (Ann A/l):ignoring the'claim of

-
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that the app01ntment of Satya Prakash Sharma (Respondent-
No. 6) has been made as per rules and there . is’ no illegality

committed by the department.y.A 1 B . )

4. By way of ' interim relief  dated 5.8.98; the
resp0ndents.were directéd that in case respondent No.6, Shri
Satya_Prakash éharma,ahas not tahenToVer‘the charge"on the-
‘pOSt of EDDA at~ Kesﬁorai Patan Sugar ,Factory; (Bundi
District), before today fi e. on'5 8;98,:the-operation of
the impugned order dated 26.7. 98 (Ann A/l) shall:_remain

h stayed till the date tixed. ‘With .a v1ew to settle the -

, ‘ ! ‘

cOntroversy in this casé, we had- directed the respondents to

produce before us the fileirelating to recruitment for the
fpost in question,‘as demanded by the'applicant through HMA

R . - . - - . f V ’ ' .>\
184/2000.. The said file has been produced before us. today.
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5. : We have heard the learned counsel for the parties and

perused the records of the case carefully.
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6. 'A close scrutinf of the recruitment file -‘indicates
. | R .
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- that the respondents had initiated action to fill wup the

. ' i S

o _ _ L C
post in question sometime in. May, 1997 Wlth the receipt of a

| . .
list of candidates fromithe Employment Exchange offlce. The

'Employment.Exchange hadlsponsored 20 candidates. Registered

letters were issued to all the 20 candidates and out of 20
i BT undelivered :
only two letters were received bachL In response to these
. l

letters, seven candldates had submitted their applications

N
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by the scheduled date'while two candidates had submitted
.their applications after the scheduled date. . All the seven:

applications-received by the scheduled date;were considered

Cm,tug_‘ﬁg; .
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by\the department and tWO-candidates namely Satya Prakash

Sharma and ‘Trilok,_Chand were considered as fit for

.appointment vide office note dated 3.4.98, at page 151 of

‘the file. Shri Ssatya Prakash Sharma was having the highest

percentage of marks in Matriculation,-Examination and,
therefore, he was kept at S.No.l of the selectlon panel,

Accordlngly, he was asked -to submit necessary documents,
which he submitted on 23 4.98, as seen from page 169‘of the
said flle, Thereafter, the case was moved for verlflcatlon
of character 'antecedants lof -Shrl- Satya Prakash Sharma’

(Respondents No.6) and finally: he was issued appointment

order on:26.7.98 (Ann.A71). - In this chronoloyy of events,

we do not find any mnanipulations or . irreyularities in_

Offering appointment tozrespondent‘No.6.”'It is a fact that
respondent No.6 had initially representéd his case for
appointment at Bundi City. 1In all, about three and a half

months’ -have " been taken' by the department -in offering

appointment to respondent No.6. The alleyation made by the

appllcant that respondent No. 6 had been offered app01ntment

after taking brlbe/of Rs.lOOOO/— appears to be only a wild

‘allegation. The-applicant has also contended that he is

better qualified than fespondent‘No.6. In the OA itself the

.applicant has " stated that he is 8th Class‘passes, whereas

respondent No.6 is_MatriCulate. Thus, the contention of the
the-'applicant is not ténable.- Further, there is another

person on the panel who is also Matriculate and better

" qualified than the applicant. Thus, even if the appointment

of respondent No.6 is icancelled, as prayed for by' the
applicant ] "
appllcant theLls not g01n9 to get any beneflt out of it.

|
Moreover, as has been p01nted out above, we do not find any
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irregularity in appointm&nt of respoﬁdent No.6 as EDDA.

[ ] . in»

the circumstances, we are of the v1ew that the OA is devoid

of any merlt and deserves dismissal.
i

7. Accordingly, the OA is dlsmlssed with no order as to

costs. The 1nter1m order glven earller stands vacated.
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(GOPAL SINGH) ! . "(S.K.AGARWAL)
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MEMBER (A). ; o MEMBER (J)
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