CENTRAL ADMINISTRAIIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH3 AT HYDERABAD ‘

OoA.NO-BZB/BS c ' Date.of Decision: 13.10.92
Ay, | |
'~ P.,Raman Goud B _ Petitioner. .
Mr T.Javant = - : ": ‘ ‘ __ Advocate for

the Petitioner{s)

Versus ,
Union of Indla, rep. by -the Secretary, e

. Minlstry of qemmunlcations ‘New DElhl ane 3. og%g;ghdent

-MI.N;RJJEVraj- Advocate for
L the Respondent

(s)

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE MR, A.B. RTHI,MEMBER(ADMN.)

THE HON'BLE MR. T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER (JUDL.)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may - L
" be allowed to see- therJudcnent ?

2. To be referred to the" Reporters or not ? %

3. whether thelr lordships wish to ‘see the falr L~ .
copy of the Judgment ?

4, Whether it needs to be circulated o
to other Benches of the Tribunal 2 <

5. Remarks of Vice Chairman on Columns .

- 1,2,4{To be submitted to Hon'ble

Vlce-Chalrman where he 15 not on the '
Bench. ) N g
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.,A,No,.828/99 Date of Order: 13,10,1992
BETWEEN 3 ' |
P RamanGoud .. Applicant,

AND

1, Union of India, rep. by
the Secretary, Ministry
of Communications,

New Delhi - 1,

2, Post Master General,
A,P4Circle, Hyderabad,

3. Superintendent of Post
Offices, Mahabubnagar
Division, Mahabubnagar,

4, M,Thimmappa, selected B.P.M. Lol S . 0.
of Induvasi B.O, at Incii*:.‘rasi,‘95\"'o

Mahabubnagar Dt. .. Respondents,
Counsel for the Applicant «e Mr,T.Jayant
Counsel for the Respondents .. Mr.N,R,Devraj.=>"c*%
CORAM 3

HON'BLE SiRI A.B.GORTHI,MEMBER(ADMN.)

HON'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHAIA REDDY,MEMBER(JUDL.)
(Order of the Division Bengh delivered by

Hon'ble Shri A.B.Gorthi, Member (Admn,) Ye

L



Order of the Division Bench delivered by
Hon'ble Shri A.B.Gorthi, Member (Admn. )

Aggrieved by his non-selection for appointment as
the Branch Post Master (B.P.,M.) of Induvasi, the applicant
has approached ﬁhe Tribunal seeking the relief that he be
appointed to that post on regular basis and that the selection

of the 4th respondent to that post be quashed,

2. The applicant was appointed on a provisional basis

as the B.P.M. of Induvasi, Branch Office on 4,1.1984 in the
vacancy which occurred on account xm of thet previous incumbentg-
having been'put off' from duty, He continued in the said
appointment till 7.6.1989 when a notification was issued by the
official respondents calling for candidates for selection and
fegular appointment as B.P.M; Induvasi B;B; The applicant also
forwarded his application together with the required certificates
He was not selected, One Sri M,Thimmappa (respondent No,4) who

also applied for the said post was selected and the applicant

was directed to handover charge to the said Sri M.Thimmappa,

3, Today we have heard Mr,.T.Jayant, Advocate for the

applicant and Mr.,N.,R,Devraj, Standing Counsel for the respondents

4, ILearned counsel for the applicant strongly contended
that in view of the experience gained by the applicant, his
candidature should het have been rejected#y the respondents in.
favour of respondent No,4 who did not have any such experience.
The applicant is fully qualified and eligible in all respects
for being appointed as B.P,M. Therefore the respondents were

not justified in non-selecting the applicant for the said post,

5. The respondents refuted the averments made in the

reply a&fidavit by clarifying that a proper selection was held(ﬁﬁ

and that Sri Thimmappa was selected on merit, he having secured
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more marks in the S.S.C.examinatibn'than rhe applicant,
Moreover the applicant failed to produce proof in support of

income and property which was an essentlal requlsite‘A}iorQ

considering the applicant for app@iment as B.P.M,

6. |  After pérusing the record before us, we find that-the
respondents have neither actéd mala fide nor have violated any
‘rules in conducting the selection of the capdidate for the post
of B.P.M. Inéuvasi. The'gpplicant admittedly hadﬁconsiderable
eXpérience in the post of B.P.M., but that bf itself dqes not
entitlejlhim to c¢laim appointment 35 & matter of rigﬁt. ‘The
.reSponden£s having carried out & proper selection and having
selected a candidate whom they considered the most suitable
amoﬁgst'all the candidates, there is hardly any justification
for us to interfere, In view of these facts and circumstances,
the relief sought by the applicant‘Cannot pe granted anc the
application is hereby dismissed. There shall be no order as to

COSLS,.

o

(A.B .GORFHI) ‘ '

Member (Admn., ) ‘ (. c**@gggiﬁ(?iuﬁps) REDDY )

\

Dated s 13th October, 1992
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH : HYDERADAD
THE HON'BLE MR N — N

AND$¥‘3}G“34715;

- THE HON'BLE MR .K »BALASUBREMAREAN M (A)

AND \/ BN

THE .HON'BLE MR.T .CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY:

M(JUDL)

ZND : .

THE HON'BLE-Mk=€TIROY 7T MEMBER( JUDL)

-

Dated: Y -{D ~1992 \// |

- ORDERY JUDGMENT 3

. dp—

O.4.No. © 3 2% ]-%n] -

Y S s . )

Admitted and interim directions ¢

D%sp sed of with directions
Dismissed \—""" .
ai-_'_—-———_,_._;__ !
- Dismisped as withdrawn
‘Dismigsed for default

"M,A.Of dered/Rejected

No ordersras to costs. .
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