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0.A.M0,104/90 Date of Order:l30.4.93
|
BETWEEN:
N.Galayya ‘ .« Applicant.
AND

1. Superintendent &f Post Office,
Nandyal Division, Nandyal,
Kurnool District. .

2. Director; of Postal Services,
A.P,.,, Southern Range,
Kurnool.

3. B.Ramanayya, son of
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Order of the Division Bench delivered by

Hon'ble Shri &A.B.Gorthi, Member (2dmn, ).

The applicant ko was appointed as Extra £

Departmental Branch Post Master (EDBPM) at Jammidornal
w.e.f, 27,5.1988, He was served with a show cause notice
dated 23.10.1989 asking him to explain why h#s xan%x selection
should not be cancelled, He wagkgz;én a suitable éeply e
to the show cause notice after which the respondents _
passed an order dated 10,1,1990 setting aside the
selection of the applicant. Aggrieved by the same the
applicant approached the Tribunal with this O0,A, with
. a prayer that the impugned order of the respondents cance-

1ling the selection be set aside and that he should be

allowed to continue in his post as EDBRM, Jammidornal,

Eespon-

dénts idsued a notification on 17,2.1988 ealling for

2. As the post of EDBPM fell vacant, the

applications,the last date of receipt of which was

2
fixed as 17.3.1988, The applicant submitted his
application on 8.3,1988 together with all the requisite
certificates/documents in support of his application.
He along with some other candidates who had similarly
applied were considered for selection and finélly he was
appointed as EDBPM w.e,f. 5.7.1988, After the applicant had
worked in the said appointment for morgéhan one year,

L “Yhe respondents served upon him a show cause notice

dated 23,10,1989, The main point raised in the show cause

notice was that although at the time of submitting the




application for the post, the applicant had produ?e&
documentary evidence to show that he poSsessed 1/§ share
of &c, 22,00 worth Bs,44,000/- and one Daba worth about
Rse 20, 000/~ as certified by M;R.O., he subsequently
produced another certificate issued by M.R;O. dated
14,4,1988 to the effect that the applicant possessed

8 acres éf land in his name and one building in Jammi—
dornal worth m.14,000/-. The respondents contention is

that this additional document produced by the applicant

was improperly considered by the Superintendent o% PoSt

] Offices who finally selected the applicant fbr tﬁe post.
As a complaint was received by one of the candidates
namely Sri B.Ramaneyya, the applicant was called upon

to explain why the selection should not be set aside.

3. From the reply affidavit filed on behalf of

the official respondents it is seen that the facts stated

by the applicant in the application are not in dispute,
The‘respondents reiterate thét as the Superintendent of
the Post Offices took into consideration an important
document regarding the property held by the applicant and
as it was submitted by him well beyond the last date of
receipt of applicagipn,'the selection could not b% séid to be
regulerly held, 1 |
4, Mr;Krishna'bevan, Learned Counsel for the
applicant strongly cOntended that the applicant committed

no such irregularity as would require cancellation:of
selecticn, As required by the notice issued by the respon-
dents, the applicant submitted his application together

with all the required documents, The documents thﬁt
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he submitted were to the effect that he possessed 1/3

share in 22 acres of dry land and one Daba, After he had
submitted the application, the property was divided amongst
the family members and his Sharé of the property came to

8 acres of lanszgnekhgi;ding at Jammidornal worth Rs.14,000/-.
He therefore, considered it p&oper to bring the same to

the notice of the responcents and acoﬁrdingly he submitted
the relevant certificate issued to him by the M;R;O;,

Jammidornal, The contention of Mr,Krishna Devam is that

if such additional document was not to be considered by

the Superintendent of Post 9ffices, he could have as well
ignored the same and considered only the material produced
by him initially with the application, His further
contention is that the applicant passed S.S.C; in semnd
division where as the complainépt B.Ramanaiah secured only

3rd division in 5,.5,.C.

' 5. Having heard learned counsel for both the

parties and having perused the record, we are unable to
understand bow the re5pondeﬁts could have held the
applicent as inferior to the other candidates whose

nameS have been mentioned in the show cause notice

dated 23,10,1989, If an additional document produced

by the applicant was improperly §r erroneously taken

into consideration by the Superintendent of Post Offices,
the applicant ought not to be penalised for the same, when
it is apparent that he is even otherwise full%éualified

and eligible for being appointed as EDBPM, We are not
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Copy to:—
1. Superintendent of Post Office, Nandyal Division, Nandyal,

Kurnool Oistrict,
2. Dirasctor of Fostal Seruices,'A;P;, Southern Rangs, Kurnool
3. Ones copy to Sri. K.Janakirami Reddy, advacate,35 MIGH,
. ’UlJayanagar,.calony, Hyd
4, One copy to Sri. N,V, Ramana Addl., CGSC, CAT, Hyd.
5. One spare copy.
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satisfied with the stan : ;
;&aken by the Diﬁéetor D¢ post Offices, that merely

because the applicant submitted a second property

- certificate after the last date for submission of the
AD

_applications,. the selection may—net—e deemed to be

vititiated., ¢ e e~ khe second

e =t - oL . -

pfopert? certificate submitted by the-égpiicant does not
in any manner contradict the & first Eertificate furnished
by him.‘it only reflects the situa%ion resulting from

the division of the property as explained by the applicant.

-

6. In view of the afore-stated, we find na
jﬁstification for the cancellation of the.selection

of the applicant for the post of EDBPM. The application
is therefore allowed and the impugned order of the
Director of Postal Services dated 19.1.1990 is hereby

set aside.

7. Despite notice flhere was no representation
on behalf of 3rd respondent Sri B,Ramanayya. Interim

n
order passed earlier made absolute.

There shall be no order as to costs.

T
(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY) {(A.B.GORTHI)

Member {Judl.,) Member{Admn. )

Dated: 30th April, 1993 j,

{(Dictated in Open Court)
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