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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDERABAD BENCH o
AT HYDERABAD.

IN THE

0.A.No.7310of 1989.

Date of Disposal: 30--11--1989.

Between:
. V.Ramesh. : . .. Applicant.
Vs.

Union of India represented by
the Secretary to Government,

Department of Posts, New Delhi
and -two others. Respondents.

Sri K.5.R An;aneyulu, counsel for the Applicant. - AED-
Qui. T P k. SlEndiva Copmurel tyov POt Dopotrwdat— tre floypeiuds &0 ¢
sri E.Madan Mohan Rao, Counsel for the Respondenthodﬁ-

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, "
Vice-Chairman.

The applicant is an Extra Departmental Delivery
Agent and h;‘has filed this application questioning the
Order No. PF/EDDA/uulapalll dated 1——9—-1980 issued by the
Sub D1V151onal Inspector (Postal), PeddapalLi (South )
terminating his services as an Extra Departmental Delivers:

Agent with immediate effect.

The applicant states that he submitted his
application for the post of EDDA Julapalli BO in
response to the Notification calling for applications.
He has fulfilled all the conditions. - After due proceg
he was selected for the post by the Sub Division Inspe

i

k'

(Posts) Peddapalli (South) by letter No. PF/EDDA/Jula
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dated 9--6--1989. He took charge on 19~-6-~1989. while
so; the SDI(Peddapalli) issﬁed Meep Ho. PFVEDDA/Julapalli
dated 23-.8--1989 stating)ﬂ that on reviewing the retruit-
ment files by.tee.Superintendent'of Post Offices, Pedda-
pall%}it is revealed that his selection as EDDA was, not
in confdrmity with the recruitment rules and wanted him to
explain as to why his services should not be terminated.
In tﬁe said notice, no indicatioa was given ss to why
his appointmeet is not in cenformity with the Rules.
The applicant sﬁbmitted’a representatibn dated 26-8-1989
regquesting the SD&(P) to intimate as to how his appoint-
ment is not in confdrmity with the rules. He also stated

e ot AT L
that unless L%—e»~=%eaf}yuqceted an valid quuHQg it

would not be possible for him to glve proper eyelanatlon

(et

and any hasty action in termlnaelng service would be
4 . *

“dealt with by due process of law. Thereafter, the

SDI(P) vide letter No.PF/EDDA/Julapalli dated 1—9—1989‘
terminated the services of the applicant without giving

any valid reasons by mergly dquoting that the Superintencont
of Post Offices, Peddapalli letter No. B2/Julapalli/17
dated 16-8-1989 even without furnishing copy of that
letter. The applicént states thet by his selection

and appointment he acguired right to continue. His

services cannot be terminated arbitrarily without

~disclosing any valid reasons. Hence he has filed this

application. We heeka. suspended the impugned order

by our order datad 22--9--1939 ,

Respondent ho 4 got himself 1mpleaded.
He has filed a reply stating that after the applicant
was giﬁen the charge, he represented to the 3Superintendent
-ﬁ—&f'-vt")‘-—
of Post Offices with regard +o illegal gecgigon of the
applicant. He submiﬁzeﬁ that 18 perscns ha@Lapplied

for the post ,amd fne of the candidates possesssd the

.
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gqualification of Intermediate and another candidate

belongs to Scheduled Caste. The Inspector of Post

Offices without following the relative merits of the

candidates made illegsl selection of the applicants.
He had also stated that he is the brother of the
decesased EDDA., and the wife of the deceased EDDA..

Smt. Jamuna Bal had put in a repressntation dated 15-6-89

‘regquesting the SPO., Peddapally that as per rekevant

instructions, she has to be appointed as LEDDA;, and
regquested the S.P.0., to consider Her candidature on
compassionate grounds. The I.P.0O., ﬁad not considered
thé applicatioﬁ, and the preference is to be followed
according to the rules. The‘guidelines were ignored
by the I.P.O. The illegal action bf the I.P.C., has

been protested by all the applicants who had applied

for the post through representation dated 21-6-1989 -

to the Superintendent of Post Offices and reqguested b
to enquire into the matter; Respondent .z.4 also
submitted xnmxxx‘representatiens cdated 14-6«1989 and
20==5=-1989 to thé Superintendent of Post Offices
requestiﬁg to enquire intd the matter of illegal/
irfégular selections and for not following the guide-
lines. As per rules, the selection ' file was sent to
the Superintendent of Post Offices for considering the
illegality of the selectipn. In view of the repre-
sentation with regérﬁ to i;legal selection, the Super-
intendent of Post Offices had directed Sri Shan Bandari,
assistant Superintendent of Post Offices to conduct

an enquiry. Accordingly, he conducted an enquiry in
the village and submitted a report sfter perusing the
entire file, to the Superintendent of Post Officds,

The Superintendsnt of Post Offices on considering the
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representations of the 4th respondent and other applicants,

issued‘noticé to the applicant calling upon him‘to explain
why his selection should'not'be cancelled as thefe was
procedure irregularity while‘making'selection. The

4th respondent states'that‘the épplngnt had submitted

his explanation to the said noticé.

After receipt of thé explanation from the

- gpplicant, the services of the applicant were terminated

on 1--9--1989 and the I.P.0., was directed to make
selections as per guidelines. The I.F.0., subsequently
considered .all the applications and appointed the

4th respondent by his order dated 1--9--1989. The

applicant by suppressing the appointment of the

dth respondent has filed this application and obtained
the intefim orders ex parte. He states that he Wwas
given the charge of EDDA and he has been working.

For thése reasons, the 4th_respondént states that
intefim suspénsiOn dated 22--9--198% is to be |

vacated and the appliéatidn has to,bé dismissed.

Wie have heard Sri anjameyulu, learned
counsel for the applicarit and Sri Madan Mohan Rao,
: ‘ counsel 4th ,
learned Skzmixmy zsurxEX for the/respondentzs and

sri Ashok Xumar for the Department.

The facts as narrated above disclose that
while issuing a notice claiming for the explanation
of the applicant as to why his services should not
be terminated, no reasons were given as to why it
was considéred that his selection was not proper.

The applicant8s requestdfor furnishing the detalls

A\,

b
ax& not complied with.
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Hewezeyx, Gn a consideration of rival
contentions made by the applicant and Respondent.No.4
weé think it prbper to ‘direct the Director of Postsl
Services of the Region tofconsider all the 18 appli-
cations received in response to the notification
calling for applications in éccordance with the
rules and.mgkefgelection. _ This shall be done.
within a period of one month from the dé£e of
receipt of these orders. The aﬁplication is

disposed of accordingly. In the circumstances,

rhere will be no order as to costs.

N
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(B.N,JAYASIMHA) - : . (J .NARASIMHAMURTY}
Vice-Chairman. Member (Judicial)
30--11--1989 - 30-11-1989.

885, o /f§ZPUTY REGISTRAF oy

TO: - —_— ‘ld\dv(
1. Tha Secretary to Governmant, {Undonof India)
. Department of posts, New Delhi.
2. The superintendant of post offices, Peddapalli.
3., The Sub Rivisional Inspector(Postal),
 Paddapalli{south}-50517.
4, The Director of postal'seru1cps, Narth Region,
. Hyderabad.{By iCourt arder)dar). '
5. O0One cepy to Mr.KSR,Anjaneyulu,Advocate, 1-1- 365/A,
_ Jawaharnagar, Bakaram,Hyderabad-500 020.
6. Ons copy to Nr.Jvﬂshok Kumar, SC for postal
departmsnt, CAT,Hyderabad for RR 1 to 3.
7. One copy to Mr.h.madan Mohan Ran, Advocate, High court oP
_AP,, H,No,1=-1~650/17, Gandhi Nagar, Hyderabad,
8. One spare copy.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIUTHATIUE TRIBUNAL
. HYDERABAD BENCH.

HON'BLE MR.B.N,JAYASIMHA: {y.C.)
AND
HON'BLE MR.D..SURYA--RAD: MEMBEB(;JL}DL)
AND
HBNLBLE-MRTDTKTCHAKRATORTY : ME MBER (L)

AND

HON'BLE MR,J.NARASIMHA MU.RTHY:MEMBE-R(CJ)l/.
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