CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL A BALPUR BENCH

CISCUIT CAMNP; BILAS PUR(CHHAT IoGARH
dRy of
Bilaspur, this the 26th/September, 2003

Hon'ble Shri Justice VS &Aggarwal,Chairman
Hon'ble Shri Anand Kumar Bhatt,Administrative Member

Raghunath Singh s/o Shri

Guharam Kurmi,32 yrs

Branch Post Master,Tirga Post Office
Tirga,Distt.Durg, R/o0 Village

Tirga,Distt.Durg. seoshpolicant
(Applicant in person)
Versus
1. The Union of India, through the
Secretary Beptt.of Posts and Telegraph
New Delhi.
2o The Diector of Postal Services Govefnment
of India,New Delhi.
3. The Headd Post Master, FPost Offices,
Durg.
4. The Head Post Master,Post Offices,
Ducg.
5 The Chief Post Master General,

Chhattistarh, Parimendal,Raipur. Respondents

(By Advocate = Shri Om Namdeo on behalf of Shri B.da.Silva)

ORDER (Ore1)
Justice V.S, Aggarwa] -

An advertisement had appeared for provis al/ appoin:.

/

ment of Extra Departmental Branch Post Master, Deserving
candidates were required to file the application. The applicant
alongwith others had filed the application and thereafter
according to the applicant he was appointed. He started
working as Extra Departmental Branch Post Mister in his own
house. The grievance of the applicant is that he ms been
removed from the said post illegally. There was no irregularily
in his appointment and therefore the impugned order settinge.
aside his appointment should be quas hed.

2, The application has been contested by the respondents.

3¢ It is adnitted that several app]ications have been
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filed and thereafter the applicant had been so appointed.
Initially he was appointed on provisional basis angd regular
dppointment was issued on 12,05.2000. & complaint was received
from one Shri Sheilendra Singh Deshmukh indicating that he nas

Scored more marks than the applicant and therefore his casé\ -

. Should have been forwarded for verification ang consideration.

The appointment of the applicant was cancelled after giving an

opportunity of hearing.
4. The applicant has appedred in person,

5. We have heard the applicant as well as the respondents

ledrned counsel

6o It las not been disputed at either 91'3&0‘/& that as per the
instructions that has been 1aid down the marks secured by the
candidate in the matriculation is a ma jor consideration while
Selecting the said person besides other conditions have to be
satisfied. The applicant does n& dispute that the camplainant
had secured more marks than the applicant, Hiys grievance is
that once the letter of appointment is issued and he hag been
made regular he could not be removed in this process,

7. We are in difficulty to subscribe to the said contention,
Once the mistake is detected, in that event after following the
Procedure the same can always be rectified. In the present case
4@ show cause notice was served on the applicant ang after
giving opportunity only the impugned orders have been passeg.
In such situation the above Said contention therefore loocses

its thrust ang significance. We have no hesitation in rejecting

the same,

8. Resultantly, we fee] that the cancellation of the

dpplicant's appointment cannot be termed as invaliq,
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Accordingly the Original Application is dismissed.

(bnand Kumar Bhatt) (V.S, Aggarwal)
Adninistretive Member Chaiman
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