
IN' THE CENTRAL ROMINISTRMTIVE TR IBUNML,HtOeRABAD BENCH AT 
HYDERABAO. 

0.A.No..341 of 1989. 

Date of decision: 33-10-1989. 

Between: 

C.Balrsddy. 	 .. 	Applicant. 

Vs. 

Union of India represented by the 
Secretary, Ministry of Communi- 
cations, New Delhi and two others. Respondents. 

Sri T.Jayant, learned counsel for the hpplicent. 

5t.. 4c,L4 JCWra—a,/ 
Sri N.Bhaskara Rao, Additional Standing counsel fat 

Respondents. 
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CORAM: - 

Hon'ble Sri B.N.Jayasimha, Vae—Chairrnan. 

Hon'ble Sri J.Narasilnhamurty,M&'lber(Judicial) 

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

Vice—Chairman. 

The applicant filed this application aggrieved 

by the Orders of the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Hyderabad South East On., Hyderabad C in selecting the 

3rd respondent in preference to him for the post of 

ED Branch.Postmastar, Nazdik Singar8mB.D. on regular 

basis. 

The applicant states that.his father hJ served 

as ED Branch Post Master Nazdik Singaram B.O. on regular 

	

rf 	
basis for a period of 17 years and tendered resignation 
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for the post as ha was appointed as. Village Mssistant. 

The applicant was appointed as ED 8PM in his Lather's 

plade on provisional basis with effect from 1--11--1967 

The Senior superintendent of Post Offices, Hyderabad 

South East Division, the 2nd respondent2by his 

Memo dated 26--4--1988nOtified the Vacancy of Nazdik 

Singaram 8.0., inviting applications from. the eligible 

candidates for selection to the said post. 	The 

applicant applied for the post and several others 

also applied for the said post. 	Thereafter the 

Rssistant Superintendent of Post Offices visited 

the village and verified the original certificates of 

all the candidates. 	The applicant says that 

according to his know1edge, thd Assistant Super—

intendant of Post Offices recommended the case of 

the applicant on the basis of the certificates. 

However, the 2nd respondent did not pass any 

selection orders in the matter for a long time. 

The applicant came to know that the abovQmentioned 

notification was cancelled as it was issued even 

before accepting the resignation of the previous 

(9 	8ranh Post Master and that Respondent No.2 decided 

MEN 



to issuô another notification in supersession of the 

said Notification. 	The 2nd respopdent issued the 

second notification on. 19--1--1969 inviting applications 

from eligibiecandidates for selection to the said 

post of ED 9PM Nazdik Singaram. S.D., 	The applicant 

submitted his application in response to the said Notifi—

cation. He came to know that only one more candidate 

Viz., Sri D.Narasimha the Sarpaniffh of the village applied 

fo; the post and that Sri P1.Rnjaiah, the 3rd respondent 

who 

herein/was one of the candidates applied for earlier 

notification dated 26--4--1988 did not submit his 

application for the 2nd notification. 	However, 

the 2nd respondent selected the 3rd respondent by the 

impugned order dated 13--47-1989 on the basis of the 

application submitted in response to tho notification 

dated t tst2 26--4--1968 which has been superseded 

by the notification dated 19---1--1989. The applicant 

contends, that it is not open to the respondents to 

	

select 	on the basis of the earlier notification 

since it was cancelled and a fresh notification was 

issued. 

The respondents 1 and 2 riled their counter. 

	

- 	Respondent No.3 also filed his counter. 



We have heard Sri T.Jayant, learned couflHCl for thO 

applicant and Sri Bhaskara Rao for Respondents Ang 1 and 2 

and Sri .Parameswara Rao for Respondent No.3. 

The main cintention raised by Sri T.Jayant is that 

after having issued a fresh notification o  the selection 

iould be confined 	tdiTpersont:Jhb fladyàpplied T 

in response to the frdsh notification issued on 19-1-1989 

Sri Parameawara Rao, learned c&n counsel for fl—B 

states that the 2nd notiricution was issued without giving 

any wide publicity and also that there was a collusion 

between the applicant and the Assistant Superintendent of 

Post fjthtjces. 	He also states that Respondent No.3 has 

averred to this fact in the counter filed by him. 

Sri Ashok Kumar for the Department states that in 

response to the first notification dated 26--4--1988 

11 applications were 

Torthcopiñ!± forA  cancellation of the first notifi— 

cation. 	No reason has also been given as to why 

aftur issuing the 2nd notification, the Departmant 

I.ed-&w-aaa the applications received in response to 

thö notification dated 26---4--1988 and prociida&- 	-> 
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The allegation made by respondent No.3 that there 

was collusion between the Mssistant Superintendent of 

Post .Offièes and the applicant has also not been rebutted. 

It would thus bex seen that the entire procedure adopted 

by the Opartment Is-  arbitrary and illegal. 

In 'the circumstances, we direct that a fresh 

notification should be issued calling for fresh applications 

and selabtion be made afresh after considering all the 

parsons 'who. apply in response to this fresh notification. 

With these diredtions, the application is disposed of. 

There will be no order as to costs. 	

C_ 
(B. N. JñYAS IMHR) 

111 ce - Chairman 
30-10-1969. 

(J.NARRSIIIHMMuRTY) 
Member (Judicial) 

1969. 

To: 

The Secretary,(Union of India) Plinistry of Commsni—
cations, New Delhi—i. 

The'Senthr Superintendent -of post offices, Hyderabad 
south East Division, Uyderabad-500 027. 

3; fl.Anjaiah s/n Sri Alualu aged 25 years.(one of the 
applicants to the post of 9PM Nazdik singaram B.0, 
to the 1st notification) at Nazdik singaram 8.0. 
Yacharam S.D. Rangareddy Dist. 

4 One copy to Mr.T.Jayant, Advocate, 17-350, Srinagar Colony, 
Gaddiannaram, P & T Colony P.O ,Hyderabad-500 660. 

5. One copy to fIr.3.Ashok Kumar, SC for postal Department, for ,  
RR i and 2. 

6: One copy to Kum.N.Shakti, Advocate, 1-1-745 9  Gandhinagar, 
Hyderabad-500 380. 

U One spare copy. 

kJ. 	 . . 


