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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRRTIUE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYBERABAD

0.A.49/89, - ~ Dt. of Drderii:ggégsizl—‘

Mohd JHussain
....Applicant

Vs,
Union of India represented by :

1. The Secretary to Government,
Department of Posts, New Delhi,

2. The Director of Peostal Services,

Andhra Pradesh WNorthern Region,
Hyderabad. '

3. The Superintendent of Past 0ffices,
Medak .,

4, The Sub=Divisional Inspector (Postal),
Narayankhed, Medak District.

5, Shri Menappa, EBMC, Masanapalli,
Medak District.

....Respundents

Counsel for tha Applicamt ¢  Shri K.S.R.An§§§9yulu

Counsel for the Respondents ¢ Shri Naram Bhaskar Rao,
CGsC
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CORAM :
THE HON'BLE SHRI R.BALASUBRAMANIAN : MZMBER (A)
THE HON'BLE SHRI C.J.ROY :  MEMBER (3)

(Order of the Division Bench delivers

by Han'ble
S5ri R.Balasubramanian, Member (A)
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This application is filed by Sri Mohd.Hussain, under
section 19 of the A.T.Act, 1985, against the Secretary to

Government, Department of Posts, New Delhi, and 4 others.,

) e was
Respondent No.5 is/ private RESpondent and/selected as
a3 rys
£.0.M.C.5Masenapally,Medak District, who Hias also bsen

served with notice. The prayer in this agplication is
for a direction to set aside the selection and appoint-

Q.IZ.



o6
- 2 -

mant of the S5th Respondent to the post of £.0.M.C. Masanapalli :

and direct the respondents to appoint the applicant on the

basis of merit by declaring thes letter No,BIII/ED/Genl dt.26-12-8

of the Superintendent of Post Upfices, Sangareddy Division,

ag illegal.,

Ze T@h applicant applied for the post of E.D.N.EQE
L.

Masanapally, and according to him he posses all the requisgite
qualifications; still he was not selscted and Respondent
No.5 was selected though he is @f (a) better qualified
educationally than the 5th Respondent (b) respondent WNo.5,

' ) LI &HL%IL% .
who uas selected aliegedy relatedl to the then EDBPM of

Masanapally.

K I The respondents have filad a counter gffidauit and
Dpposed thé application, It is their case that on a complaint
of the applicant that the Sth Respondent is related to the
Pogt Master of [“lasanapallY an enquiry was conducted and in

the enguiry it was found that fhe alﬁ%gations were H&Xsxakazs
baselass. . It is alsoltheir case that the selected candidate
has the reguired minimum gualification., Hence they have

justified the s8lection of the Sth Respondent.

4, - We have examined the case aml hsard Sri K.S5.R.Anjane-
yulu,lsarned counssl for the applicant and Sri Naram Bhaskar
Rao, learned counsel for the Respondents. Thaugh notice wwd
served on 5th Respondent there was no rEpresentationéﬁy the
5th Regpondent. As regards the relationship of the S5th

Respondent with the Branch Post Master of the Masanapally

: thaa A
the Respondents have denied 3 i i
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Ag regards the edﬁcational gualifications the recruitment
rule clearly states that 6th standard is the minimum guali-
fication while 8th standard isg preferable., In the case
before us the 5th respondent has got only 7th standard
whereas the applicant is having the educational gualification
higher than even 8th standard, which is to be preferréd
according to the rules., 1In-view of this position and in
the absence of any other justification on the part of the
Respondents for selecting the 5th respondent, we hold that
the selection they had made cannot be sustained. We, therefore,
direct the Respondents to effect a fresh selection from among
aduns.o
the applicants who had&responoed to the notification, in
accordance with statutory rﬁles. .With the ahove directions

we dispose~cf this application with no order as to costs.

( R. BALASUBRAMANIAN ) — ' ( c.J.YROY ) ,
MEMBER (&) MEMBER (J) l
i ‘y}\f
Dated 3 April, 1992, Dy.Registrar (Judl.)
Copy to:-
avl/grh,
l. The Secretary to Government, Department of Posts, New Delhi.
2. The Director of Postal Services, A.P.Northern Region, Hyderabad,
3. The Superintendent of Post Qffices, Medak,.
4, The Sub-Divisional Inspector(Postal), Narayankhed, Medak Dist,
5. Sri. Manappa, EDMC, Masanapalli, Medak District,
6, One copy to Sri,. K.S.R.Anjaneyulu, advocate, CAT, Hyd.
7. One copy to Sri. N.Bhaskara Rao, Addl. CGsC, CAT, Hyd~bad,
8, One spare copy. ‘
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TYPEL BY NCOMPARED BY
CHECKEL BY, | APPROVED sy
T : AU ) ' VTG_Q‘“--
I 7 AND -

THE HON'BLE MR;R.BALASUBRAMANIAN:M(A)

' ' . AND | Py
' . | THE—HeN*BﬁE“MﬁTTTCHKNﬁRKSEKﬁﬁR“REDDIQ
. . ‘ . ~MEM3ER(JUPL)

AND

THE HON'BLE Mi.C.J. ROy :.MEMBER(JUD;)

Dateds Z%Z?yé992.

OBBER /" JUDGMENT
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O.A.So. | 27‘7/?f7' :
- T.ANer— : %wnaﬁvr*jf-~—~)

Admitted ang intérim dlrectlons

issued
EEEES;ed of with diréctions f
Dis%iséed | ﬁ
Dismissed as withdrawn " _ '-§
~ | | - Dismissed for pefault, : ?
” M.A.Ordered/Re jected.
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