
I 	IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD 
BENCH : AT HYDERABAD 

O.A.No. 326 of 1990 
	

Dt. of Order: 	 - 

Between: - 

B.Nirrnala Devi 	 .. 	 Applicant 

and 

i. superintendent of Post Offices, 
Proddatur Division, Cuddapah Dist. 

2. B.Venkatrami Reddy (EDBPM), 
Gurajala', simhadripuram Mandal, 
Cuddapah District. 	.. 	 Respondents 

Appearance: 

For the Applicant ; 	Shri. K.Sudhakar Reddy, Advocate 

For the Respondent : 	Shri E,Madan Mohan Rao, Addl.CGSC. 
No.1 

1-2 
c-ct t-c 

CORAM: 

THE HONOURAaLE SHRI B.N.JAYASIMHA, VICE-CHAIRMAN. 

THE HONOURABLE SHRI J.NAPASIMHA MURTHY, MEMBER(J). 

(ORDER OF THE DIVISION BENCH DELIVERED BY HDN'BLE VICE-) 
CHAIRMAN, SHRI B.N.JAYASIMHA. 

The applicant is a former Extra Departmental Branch 

Postmaster, Gurajala in Cuddapah District. She has filed 

this application questioning the' Order in Memo No.B3/ 

Gurajala, dated 31-1-1990 issued by the Superintendent of 

Post Offices, Proddatur Division, Cuddapah District, by 

which the respondent No.2 has been selected. 

The applicant says that she was appointed initially 

on 4-6-1985 as an Extra Departmental Postmaster, Gurajala 

BranchOffice. On 19-2-1986 the respondent issued a 

a 
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notice calling applications from the eligible candidates 

for the post of Extra Departmental Branch Postmaster, 

Gurajala. The applicant and others applied for the said 

post. While the applicant was on leave the respondent 

directed the applicant to handover the charge to 

Shri B.Venkatrami Reddy, the 2nd respondent. Thereafter 

the applicant gave a tepresentatiOn to the concerned 

authorities contending that her initial appointment on 

- 	 4-6-1985 was a regular appointment, that the action of 

the respondent in appointing Sri B.Venkatrami Reddy as 

E.D.B.P.M. is contrary to law. Thereafter she filed 

O.A.512 of 1987 challenging the appointment of Sri B.Venkatrami 

Reddy as E.D.B.P.M., Gurajala Branch Office in her place. 

This Tribunal after a perusal of the records, directed 

the authorities to reconsider the case of the applicant 

on merits from among the same candidates, who had applied 

in response to the notification dated 19-2-1986. The 

applicant says that consequent to our.order, the respondents 

have once again selecte4he 2nd respondent herein without 

considering her claim properly. She therefore challenges 

the selection of the 2nd respondent stating that it is 

contrary to the findings given by this Tribunal. 

3. 	The respondent No.1 in his counter states that this 

Tribunal in its order dated 16-10-1989 set aside the 

selection as the reason given for not considering her case 

was that the applicant was a lady candidate and she was 

not having independent means of livelihood. The order 

clearly directed the respondent No.1 to reconsider the 

case on merits out of all the persons, who had submitted 

their applications in pursuance to the notification 

- 
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dated 19.2.1936. The 1st respondenti who is the 

competent authority, has recorded that the prime 

condition for eligibility as per notification in 

question is thahe applicant must have sufficient 

property, income and adequate means of livelihood. 

The applicant herein produced a property certificate 

issued by the M.P.O. in the name of her father to the 

effect that he is having Ac7.72 guntas of land. The 

income certificate produced by her also showed the •  

income from lands as Rs.4,500/- and from salary as 

Rs.16,195/-. This income represents that of her father 

as she has not produced any certificate to the effect 

of having independent means of livelihood and property 

of her own. The selected candidate produced a certifi-

cate from M.R.O. to the effect of having 5.45 acres of 

land which has been verified. In the circumstances, 

the respondent did not consider her candidature as she 

did not possess independent means of livelihood and 

therefore selected the 2nd respondent. For these 

reasons the 1st respondent contends that the application 

is devoid of merits and is liable to be dismissed. 

4. 	We have heard Shri IC.Sudhajcar Peddy, learned 

Counsel for the applicant, and Shri E.Madan Mohan Rao, 

learned Standing Counsel for the respondents, who has 

placed relevant records before us. The records show 

that respondent No.1, who is the appointing authority, 

has noted that two of the applicants -- the applicant 

herein and another applicant, are daughter and son of one 
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Shri B.Narayafla Reddy. Both of them furnished their 

land property as Ac.7.72 guntas and annual income as 

Rs.20,695/-. In the certificate from the Mandal Revenue 

Officer furnished by both of them, it is indicated that 

the property is incthe name of their father, whose 

annual income from land is Rs.4,500/- and Rs.16,195/- as 

salary as Teacher. He, therefore, came to the conclu-

sion that both the applicants do not have any independent 

property or income or means of livelihood. Respondent 

No.2 has furnished a certificate from the Mandal Revenue 

Off icer showing that he owns land from which he gets an 

annual income of Rs.4,000/-. 

S. 	In these cirdumstances, we find no infirmity in the 

order passed by respondent No.1. The application is 

accordingly dismissed. No order as to costs. 

/ 

(B.N.JAmsIMi-u) 	 (J.NAsnuiP, MURPHY) 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 	 MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 

Date: 	 I itrar ($k 

To 

nsr 
Tne6uperintenc1ent ofpost Otfices, 
Procidatur Division, Cudflapab Dist. 

One copy to Mr.K.Sudhakar Reddy, Auvocate, CAT.Hyd. 

One copy to Mr.E.Madanmohan Rao, Addi. CGC.CAT.Hyd. tor R.1 

One copy to Hon'ble Mr.J.Narasimha Murty, Merter(J)CAT.Hyci 

One spare copy. 

pvm 
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TYPED BY 	 OOMPARE] BY 

CFIEC}GD BYct.- 	APPROVED BY 

IN THE CENTRI-L ADMINISTRATIVE TRL3UIA1 
HYDRAZD 2EN:ERABAD 

THE HON'FJLL MR.E.N,JAYASINHA: V.C. 
AND 

THE liON 'BLE 	 M(J) 
AND 

THE HONBL MR.j.NARASBVL-IA MURJ2HY:M(J) 
AND 

THE I-ION t IBLE NR r4ANflNJ4(A) 

DAT•ED '- -1991. 

ofir7' 3 tLDGME NT. 

-44;- 
-. W. P.r-Nor 

O.A.No 3Gk 
Adnit ed 1n:. nrcrim directions 
is sue fi. 

Allot ed 

Disposed of with direction. 

Dismissed. 

Dismipsed as withdrawn. 

Dism$sed for default 0  
M. A0  O4dered/j ected. 

No order as to costs. 

1 




