
CENTRAL RDMINISTRTIVE TRIBUNPL 
BANCPL0RE BENCH 

Second Floor, 
Commercial Complex, 
Indiranaqér, 
Bangalore-560038. 

Dated: 6SEP1993 

APPLICATION NO(S) 502 of 1993, 

EPLICNTS:LaQemaPpa Belappa 	,RESPONDENTS: Chief Post Master Generl. 
Path 	 ' 	 Bangelore & Otfters. 

TO. 	 - 

Sri.Lagamappa Baleppa Patij,Brench Post Master, 
Hanchina]. Post, Hukkeri Teluk,Belgeum District. 

2. 	Sri.G.Balakrjshne Shastry,dvocate,No,8, V.S.Raju Road, 
12th Block, Next to Palace Nursing Home, Kurnarapark est, 
Bangelore_560 020, 

Sri.M.S.Pedmarejejah,Centrel Covt.Stng.Counsel, 
High Court Building,8engeiore_1. 

5ubjct:— 	Forwarding of copies of the Order passed 
the Central Adminjstretjue Trhiir1Rrn 

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of the 

ORDER/STAY/INTERIM ORDER, passed by this Tribunal in the 

above said application(s) on 23rd .uoust.199. 

gm4  - 

k SIR 
JUDICIAL BRANCHES. 



BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADP1INISTRATItJE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH: 	:BANGALORE 

DATED THIS TWENTY THIRD DAY OF AUGUST; 1993 

Present: Hon'ble Shri S.Gurusankaran, Plember (A) 

Hon'ble Shri A.N,Vujjanaradhya, Plember (J) 

APpLICATION No.502/1993 

Shri Lagamappa Balappa Path, 

aged about 29 years 
Branch Post Plaster, 
Hanchinal, Post 
Taluka Hukkeri, 
Dist. Belgaurn 	 .• Applicant 
(Shri G.B.Shastrj - Advocate) 

Versus 

The Chief Post Plaster General, 
Dr.Ambedkar Road, 
Banqalore-560 001 

The Sub—Division Inspector, 
Post Plaster, 
Taluka Hukkeri, 
District Belgaum, 

The Superintenient of Post Offies, 
Gokak Taluk, 
01st, Belgaum. 

Sri Dharmara'ja Taiwar, Pla,jor 
Hanchinal Post 
Talka Hukkeri, 
Dist, Belgaum, 	 .•• Respondents 

(Shri 11.S.Padmarajiak_ Advocate for Ri to R3) 

This application filed under section 19 of 
- 

kdministrative Tribunals Act, 1985 having come up for 

aring before this Tribunal today; Hon'ble Shri S. 
'\ 

J: 	G\rusankaran made the following: 
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The applicant in this case is aggrieved by 

the termination of his services as Branch Poct Master at 

Hanchinal with effect from 24.4.1993 and has prayed for 

directing the r espondent not to terminate his services 

From the post of EDBPM Hanchinal and also to regularise his 

services against the post. The respondents have filed 

their reply contesting the application. 

2. 	 We have heard Shri C,B,Shastri for the 

applicant and Shri M.S.Padmaràjiah for the respondents. 

From the records produced before us, it is clear that the 

applicant was appointed only on provissional basis, in 

view of the fact that the regular appointment of one Shri 

Basapuri 9  who was selected and appointed against the post 

in response to notification dated 30.4,1992 (Annexure Al) 

was found irregular by the competent authority. In order 

to continue with the work)the applicant was appointed purely 

on temporary basis and the respondents have also produced 

before us the declaration given by the applicant that his 

appointment is purely on provissional basis and can be 

terminated at any time, lhus, it is clear that the appli—

cant was not appointed on the basis of his application for 

the post against the notification dated 30.4.1992. We also 

find from the records produced before us by the respondents 

that subseuent to the regular appointment of Shri Basapuri, 

the respondents have called for names of eligible candidates 

from the Employment Exchange and three persons were recom— 

mended in January, 1993, However, the applicant's name 

did not figure in the list of three. Out of these three 
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persons one Shri D.R.Talwar was selected as most suitable 
ct 

candidate and was appointed terminating the applicant. We, 

therefore, find that the action of the respondents cannot 

be taulted, 

However, the learned counsel for the applicant 

submits that the applicant had also registered his name 

in the Employment Exchange as early as in 1985 and has 

renewed the same in 1988, 1991 and in 1992. Hence, the 

Employment Exchange should have forwarded his name also, 

so that his name also could have been considered along with 

others. He, further submitted by producing a copy of 

Employment Exchange registration card that he belongs to 

ST and the Post Office is situated actually in his own house. 

Be that as may be, since the aprlicnnt has not impleaded the 

Employment Exchange and agitatt,ror non recommendation of his 

name by the Employment Exchange for this selection and the 

selectiOn has been concluded, We tind that we cannot give 

any. relief to the applicant. However, 	ce hisname is 

still registered in the Employment Exchange, it is for the 

applicabt to approach the Employment Exchange to find out 

the reasons for not recommending his name and set right 

the matter, so that he will be called for the next time. 

In view of the above, we rind no merit in 

this application and accordingly we dismiss the same with 

no orders as to cost, 

-. - - '- 	 Sd— 
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as A.UJJNARADHYA 	 URUSANK9AN 

1EP1PER (J) 	 P1ErBER (A 
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