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Commercial Complex (BDA)
Indiranagar
Bangalore - 560 038
Dated 3 44 JUN1988
APPLICATION NO. 1073 to 1077 _/87(F)
W.P. NO. . /
Applicant(s) Respondent (s)
Shri Suresh Shamerao Mujumdar & 4 Ors V/s The Secy, P & T Dept. New Delhi & another
To
1. Suresh Shamarao Muj umdar 6. Shri G. Balakrishna Shastry
Pattankudi Advocate
Chikodi Taluk No. 16/1, Kumarakrupa Road
Belgaum District High Grounds
Bangalore - 560 001
2, Shri Hallappa Shidagirappa Pujari ’ .
Aratal 7. The Secretary
Rthani Taluk Post & Telegraph Department
Belgaum District New Delhi - 110 001
3. Shri S.A. Nandeshwar 8. The Superintendent of Post Offices
Branch Post Master Chikodi Division
Chikodi Chikodi - 591201
Belgaum District Belgaum District
4, Shri S.R. Patil 9, Shri M.S. Padmarajaish
~Pattankudi Central Govt. Stng Counsel
‘Chikodi Taluk High Court Building
Belgaum District Bangalore -~ 560 001
S Shri T.R., Patil

passed by thlS Tribunal in the above said appllcatlon(s

w/m "

'\\//

Encl

r/o Athani
Athani Taluk
Belgaum District

Subject s

SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE -BENCH

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of URDER/SRﬁX/anxkxnﬂﬂkazl

¢ As above
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) | CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
® o BANGALORE
DATED THIS THE OTH DAY OF JUNE, 1988
I Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S5. Puttasuamy, Vice-Chairman

Present and
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)

APPLICATION NOS. 1073 TO 1077/87

1, Shri Suresh Shamrao Mujumdar,
major, residing at Pattankudi,
Taluk : Chikodi, Dist:Bslgaum.

2. Shri Mallapna Shidagirappa Pujari,
major, residing at Aratal,
Taluk : Athani, Dist ¢ Belgaum.

%, Shri S.AR. Nandeshwar,
major, BPM Post Master,
Chikodi, Belgaum,

4, Shri S.R. Patil,
major, residing at Pattankudi,
Chikodi, Dist : Belgaum.

5. Shri T.R. Patil,
major, residing at Athani 0o Apnlicants in
Taluk : Athani, Dist : Belgaum. A.Nos.1073 to
1077./1987.
(shri G. Balakrisnna Shastfy, Advocate)

Ve

1. Union of India by the Secrstary,
Post and Telegraph Department,

New Delhi.
- ;r . ﬂuﬁg2. The Superintendent of Post Offices,
A ™ Chikodi Division, Chikodi, Belyaume oo Respondents.
c L : [ )
g - {l "v' A (Shri. N.S. padmarajaiah, Co{JoS -S-C o)
L o
Q“( AN N . ,:'
%é§$_ﬂ;;3”” //@,' These applications having come up for hearing to-day,
'"Ai\ ~..,\_,~./~../‘/ S '
..:5\~BANG:ﬂ//Uice-Chairman made the following:
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ORDER

In these applications made under Seétion 19 of the.
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 (*the Act'), the
applicants have challenyed order No. BA-2/10/17/86-87
dated 29.7.1987 (Annexure-A1) of the Superintendent of

Post Office., Chikodi Division, Chikodi (Superintendent).



2. The impugned order cancelling the earlier seldy.c
list prepared on 17.11.1982 (Annexure-A6) has been made
by the Superintendent as a sequel to the order made by
this Tribunal in Application Nos. 1095, 1096 and 1100
to 1104 of 1936 decided on 27.11.1936 (Annexure-A8).

In those cases, this Tribunal has set out the facts

in detail. In the impugyned order, the Superintendent
had set out all the subsequent events thereafter and
therefore it is unnecessary to set out thé facts of

these cases in detail.

3. In justification of the impuygned order, the res-
pondents have filed their reply and have oroduced their

records.,

4. Sri G. Balakrisnna Shastry, learned counsel for
the applicants, contends that the cancellation of the
previous select licst validly prepared by the then

. Superintendent was illegal, improper and unjust.

x

5. Sri M.S. Padmarajaiah, learned Senior Central
Government Standiny Counsel appeariny for the respondents

sought to suppert the impuygned order.

~‘<f*§. In his order, the Superintendent has pointed out

7
?§§ \;z

j )F'that the number of vacancies which existed for which
\;0“*7)

x
Y, f/ielections had to be made were only 6 distributed as 5

ﬁf/ and one for open compgtition for scheduled castes and
the then Subperintendent had selected as many as 12
persons or as if there uwere 12 vacancies. In the course
of his order, he has also alluded to various cther
illegalities and improprieties which have been high
lighted in the reply and a report of the vigilance

officer.



7. We are of the view that the very first circum-
stance, stated in the order justified the cancellation
of the earlier select list. UWe are also of the vieuw
that all other circumstances high lighted in the reply
and the report of the Vigilance Officer uwho had made
an indepth study justified the cancellation of the
earlier select list. We see no illeyality or impro-

priety in the order made by the Superintendent.

8. We are also informed by Shri Padmarajaiah that
all the applicants are peiny continued as extra depart-
mental agents., UWe are of the vieu.that this circum=-
stance also justifies Qs to decline to interfere with

the impugned order which is also legal and just.

9. In the light of our above discussion, we hold
that these applications are liable to be dismissed,

Je, therefore, dismiss these applications. But, in the
circumstances of the case, uwe direct the pérties to

bear their own costs.
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