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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,HYBERABAD BENCH,HYDEZRABAD.

0.8.No.533 of 1987.

Datz of decision: 3-11--1989.

Between: ’//,
V,Sreerama Murthy. ‘ 4 " Applicant.
Vs.
Union of India reprasented by its "

Secratary, Ministry of Communi-

cations, Government of India, -

Patel Bhavan, -New Delhis and -
3 others. ) - Respondents.

-

sri V.S.R.Anjaneyulu, Counsel far th& Applicent. —

Sri Parameswara Rao, fRor Sri P.Ramakrishna Raju, Stafiding
Couns:l for Respondents.

CORAM:
".Hon'ble Sri B.N.Jayasimha, Vice~Chairman,

Hon'ble Sri J.Narasimhamurty, Member(Judicial)..

Judgment of the Bench delivered by
Hon'ble Sri B,.N.Jayasimha,VicerChairman.

-
—_

This is an applicatidh filed'by a Branch Post Master,

Ay

Chinkpalem Branéh Office. against the order of the Res-

_ pondent No.3 propesing to appoint Respondent No.5, £x-8.8.M.,

Repalls,
The applicant states that he has passed the Inter-
mediate Examination in QOctober,1985. - A vacancy afor the

post of Branch Post Master Chinkapalem pP.0., arose and

‘he applied for the same; He was appointed on 12-10—1985;

He has been working as Branch Past Master  sincz then.
The procedure for appuihtment of a Branch Past Master
is a?Fixbﬂm&hthhe Panchayat Board
Ofgise and by beat of tom-tom at a public place in the

village, The qualifications fixed for the post is

VII Class and the persons uh% passed fatriculation <



should be given preference. In addition to the E&du~-

2

cational qualification the pefson shall havwe a tkled
hou-e in his/her nameg in the village to put up the

. 0 562404
Post office. If the person M&a/ﬁtssessedfany l;nds

aJﬂJD
the details have aZ== to he furnished.
~ .

Respondent No.3 st.éppointed Sri B.V.P.

Raja Rao as the Branch Post Masfer, Peteru Brancﬁ Post
0ffice. Having come to know bhe& the appointment of
Sri B.V;P;Raja Rao as’Erancﬁ Pdst Master, one Sfi Dokku
Adinarayana Rao who is working as Branch Post Mgster,
Peteru Branch Post Dffice filed D.A.ND.éEZ/B? befora
this Tribunal. This Tribunal directed the 3rd res-
pondent hersin to Fullomr;he procedure for the appoint-
ment of the Branch Post-Maner and without fGllauing
the procedure not to appoint Sri Raja Rao as Branch -
Post Naster tn Peteru Branch Poét Office. Ac¢cording
to the diréctionsraﬁ the Tribunaﬁ/the’ drd respongdent
uithd;aun'the appointmant and issued tﬁe impugned ordsers
and infofmed joa Rao td intimate his willingness whether

he would work in any one of the vacancies. In that

order he has' shown Chinkapaleh Branch é?Fide post is f///

also Vacant, ‘fﬁe said Raja Rao has given his willing-

;ness to join as Brénch Post Master at Chinkapalem

granch Post Offics. The 3rd respondent accaspted the
option of the said Rajé Rac and he is passing the
appointmeént orders appointing the said Raja Raoras
Branch Post Mester for Chinkapalem Branch Office.

Sri Raja Rao has no hgée in Chinkapalem village and as
such he is not eligible for the post of B.P,M. |
Sri Raja Rao umrked as Ex.B.P.Mf,'in the year 1380-81
and he was removed from serVicé. The casuse for
removal is still unddr inVBstigatiojand whenesver the
applicant comes to know the facts he will bring it to

the notice of the Tribumal., He states that after removal



@

prom service the saidRaja Rao Mé worked in a“Brandy shop.

“fhe said Raja Rao has no property. The 3rd respondent

wants tb appoint the said Raja Rao with a malafide intention.

The respondents in their counter state that
the contention of the applicart that Sri Raja Rao has worked

as B.P.M., during the year 1980-81 and that he uas removed

" from service and the cause thereof is still under investi-

gation is totally incorrect. S5ri Raja Rac has worked as
B.P.M., Rzpalle from 2-9-1978 to 30-9-1985 and he was
discharged Frﬁm the post on the afternogn of 3049-1985
following the closure of the Cy#le Mobile Branch Uffice;

Sri Raja Rao possassedla.hut'anq land to the extent of -
Ac.1=-10 ¢_gnts in 5.N0.219 of Kanchinapudi village and

the said land is worth about Rs.35,000/- as per the

_ certificate issued by the flandal Revenue Officer,

Nizampatnam, The applicant has chosen to raise baseless
allegations without Yeridfgidgg the facts thereof. As per
letter Mg.27--3/77(pt) dated 19-8-1978 of the Director
Geéneral, P&T Neu Delhi the ED Agents uha are deprived of
their jahs‘foilouing cl osufte of the post offices are
required to be considered for alternats emplayment.

In view of these reasons, the respondents oppose the

application.

We have heard Sri V.S.R.Anjaneyulu, learned counssl
for the applicant andSri Ashok Kumar, Additional standing

counsel for the respondents.
f) .

Gvﬂ% By—ue+-ef interim directions of the Tribunal,
the applicant is being continued as Branch Post Master.,
The main argument of Sri V.S.R.Anjaneyulu is that
donacoondancs AR the iastructions issued by the

Director General of Posts and Telegraphs letter
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.,-4
) gated 19th August,1978

graph (18)regarding gClarif
plus ED Agent on the

and also pard icetions
reqgarding apbsorption of sur
yaiting List vide D.G.,P & TrLetter N0.43—4/77-Pen.
) nand February,1979viz.,
w,,.. the name of the =scec- .
ageng shold he kept on the waiting 12%% 1
£p Agent refused ©O accept

one year. 1f an &
the offer of alternative employment which 1is .

at the same station or in theneighbuurhood,
e kept in the waiting

£

hisrname should not b
1ist. If the post gffered is at & place
ayay from his place of residan&e, his nams
chould be kept/continue to be kept in the

| ¢ a surplus ED Agent is not
YBET,

waiting list.
' orbed in another post within one

abs
the name should be remoﬁed erom the list.”

k&mb v 1m1~4. km*¢ﬂwiﬂ

5ri Raja Rao has not bsen provide

P

d with the alternative

gmployment for more than one yBar. Sri Anjaneyulu,

learned counsel for the applicantiEon%enégaﬂ%ﬁ?

Spi Raja Rap is .no longer eligible for appointment -
as per the above instructions of the Diractor General

of Posts and Telegraphs. : )

Spi Anjaneylu also relises on instructions

contained in D.0.,B & T Letter N0.43-4/7?.Pen‘déted

18th May, 1979 which ars as follous:

npeparts should be made to give alternative
employment to ED Agents who are appointed
provisionally and subsequently discharged
from service due to administrative reasoné,
if at, the time of discharge they had put in
naot less than three years' service, In suc
cases their names should be included in the
waiting list of ED Agents discharged from
service, prescribed in D.G.,P & T Letter -
No,43=4/77=Pen. dated 25-2-1973." |
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The learned counssal contends, that in Vvieuw of thed

above instructions, the applicant should be given. preference

for appointment.'

We have coésidered the submismsions of the learned
codnsel for the applicant. In the original application,
the applicant had challengaﬂ‘the appointment of Sri Ra&a Rao
on the ground that he is not qualified to hold thd post
and that the respondents are seeking to appesint Sri Raja

Rao with mals fide intentions.

WYe see no material in the allegations made by the
applicant. We Pind Pfom the counter that Sri Raja Rao )
had worked as an EDBPM. and tha allegations are wholly ////”

without any basis.

. We are also unable to agres with the argument
of the learnsd counsel for the applicant which is mainly
éased on the instructions contal nsd in the above referred '
1atters.of the Director ceneral of Posts and Telegraphss.
The instructions théﬁsslVes say that such perséns should
bek kept on waiting list for a;ternatiVe appeointment.
Permanent employment Has to be made in accordance with
the instructions which reduirés jgssué of a notification
in the village concernesd inviting applications from the

eligible candidates.

We do not'therefore think that the applicant
can claim a right fer pgpmanent appointmunt, On a
consideration of these ?acts; we direct that the
Depar tment should notify the post and invite applications
For filling up the post in accBrdance with the procedure
and rules.lj'ﬂ—"o NL_\-L'-W MM* “W“”& Mo




- In the result the application is dismissed.

.There will he no aorder as to costs, %NJQ;’
m~ ' .
é%UJ ‘1ijux '

(B.N. JAYASIIM‘HA) (J2.MNARAS IMHAMURTHY)

. Vice-Chairman, Mamber (Judicial)
) 3-11-1989- : L_ﬁ
o : “/\T\ W‘I R .
sss ' VEPUTY REG15TRAR (B)
To

1. Secretary,(Union of India),

| Ministry of Communications, Govt. of India,

Patel Bhavan, New Delhi, ‘

2, The Dirsector of Postal Services,
Andhra Pradesh, Eastern Region,
Vijayawada, .

J. Supsrintendent of Rost Offices, ' e
Tenali Division, Tenali, Guntur District.

4. Sub Divisignal Inspaector, of Post Offices,
Repalle Sub Division, Repalle.

S. Sri B,V.P,Raja Rao, Ex. 8.P.M,, Repalle 8.0.,
Thotavari Street, 10th Ward, Repalle - Guntur District.,

6. One copy to mr;U.S.R.Anjanayulu, Advocate,
1-8-38/A/1, Cbikéadapalli, Hyderabad,

7. One copy to Mr., P,Rama Krishna Raju, -
sr.CGSC.’, CAT.’ HYderatB d.

8. One spare copy,

YLKR ' ’ '




