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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' HYBERABAD BENCH : HYDERABAD.

0.A. No. 566/89. L
Fote=MNeo.
DATE OF DECISION )-S5 -
M.Veeraiah & another Petit‘i{)ner |
Shri E.S.Ramachandra MurthY ) Advocate for the Petitionert(s)

"(Not present)
Versus

IhLngL._Dixgctor of Postal Sernc&ecpondem
. Kurnool & 3 others

Shri N.Bhaskara Rao, Addl. CGSC _ Advocate for the Responacu(s)

CORAM :

The Hon’ble Mr. Rr,Balasubramanian : Member(a)

The Hon’ble Mr. C.J.Roy : Member{(J)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? Nro
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement! |

4, Whether it needs to be clrculated to other Benches of the Tribunal?
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAIL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD,

0.A.No,566/89. Date of Judgement j-f“faZf/
l. M.Veeraiah : .
2. D.Chinnakotilingam .« Applicants

Vs,

1. The Regl. Director of
Postal Services,
Kurnool.

2. Supdt. of Post Offices,
Nandyal Division,

Nandval,

3. The Chief Postmaster-General, &f
g;nggizg?sfzsééice.A

4, M.Subba Rao ++ Respondents

Counsel for the Applicants : Shri E.S.Ramachandra Murthy
(Not present)

. Counsel for the Respondents : shri N.Bhaskara Rao,

| N VR 3. Addl. ceGsc
QFMWU‘B‘mE‘N%wme—mWMJ-(m.T-@%Wmﬂﬁa&ﬂm'mf@w“’-

CORAM:
Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian : Member(a)
Hon'ble Shri C.J.Roy : Member(J)

I Judgement as per Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian,
Member(A) |

This apﬁlication has been filed by Shri M.Veeraiah
& another under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals
Act, 1985 against the Regl. Director of Postal Services,
Kurnool & 3 others. Respondent No.4 is a private respondent.
The pfayer in this application is for a declaration that the
appointment of the 4th respondent as B.P.M. Sunkesula as u
illegal and for a direction to the respondents to appoint
anyone of:the eligible candidates to the post.
2. The respondents invited applications for filling up
the post of B.P.M. Sunkesula, Among the 5 who responded
to the notification are the 2 applicants as also

Respondent No.4. The Department selected Respondent No.4

for the post. The applicants are aggrieved that they have
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better gqualifications than Respondent No.4 and hence
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the selection is bad in law. Not finding any success
with the respondents they have approached this Tribunal
with this O.A, |
3. The respondents have filed a counter affidavit
and oppose the application. If is stated that after
proper notification 5 applications were received and
after scrutiny they found that Respondent No.4 was
the best and hence they selectgd him for the post.,
4, The caée-was listed for dismissal on observing
lack of interest on the part of the applicants. The case
| oW 2.9-4-A %
was listed under the heading 'For dismissal' and still
there was no representation from the applicants®' side.
Hénce the Bench decided to hear the respondents' side
and decide the case on available material. Accordingly
we have heard Shri N.Bhaskafa?miearned counsel for the
respbndents who contended that the notification was proper
and that Respondent No.4 whoﬁ they have selected fulfils
the requirements of the recruitment rules. On the other
hand, the applicants contend that they have better
experience. This is countered by the respondents by
stating that such experience was not as a result of
appointment by the Department but they had no doubt
gained some experience when they acted as substitutes
of the regqular incumbents at tﬁgﬂégigvent time4, It is
their case that such experience does not'%323”§ky
consideration according to the recruitment ruleé.
We find that Respondent No.4 has all the qualifications
required under the recruitment rules and once a person
fulfils all the requirements of the recruitment rules-
the selections made By the respondents are, in our opinion,

not to be interfered with, Under these'circumstances
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we hold that there is no irregularity in the selection made
by the respondents and we accordingly dismiss the applica-

tion with no order as to costs,

h aSrdeds e
({ R.Balasubramanian ) { Cm

Member(A). Member(J). . ‘
L .

Dated: \ May, 1992. - Deputy Regi érar (J)

1. The Regional Director of Postal Services, Kurnool.

2. The Superirt endent of Post Offices,
Nandyal Division, Nandyal,

3, The Chief Postmaster General, M
General-Post-QOffice, Hyderabad.

4, One copy to Mr.E.S,Ramachandra Murthy, Advocate,
43, Law Chambers, High Court Buildings, Hyderabad.

2- One copy toTM N.Bhaskara Rao, Addl.CGSC.CAT.Hyd,
7?. One s;;areg“copy wrAE Veady, Hrdecam E'B'\ﬁ\\\éwalm_
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Admitted and- 1nter1m dlreCthHS
isgued

Dispoied of with directions
Dismissed

Dismissed jas withdrawn
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