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IN CENTRAL ROMINISTRATI'JE TRIBUNAL 	HYDERABAD 

BENCH 	AT HYDERABMO 

0 .R.No.463/9O 	 DatL of Judgment 	30-7-90, 

Smt.Jampani Indumathi 

. . .Applicant 
Us. 

The Oirector of Postal Services, 
iiijayawada, KrishnaDistrict. 

The Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Narasarao Pet. 

Smt.I.Bhagyalakshmi, 
W/o Nagesuara Rao, 
Amaravati Mandal, 
Guntur District. 

.Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 

Counsel for the Respondents 

11/s M.Pandu Hangs Rao & 
Y.S.Uenkata Rao 

Shri Naram Bhaskar Rao, 
Standing Counsel for HR 1 & 2. 

fl/s G.Pedda Babu, Advocate 
for R-3. 

HON'BLE SHRI 8.N.JAYMSIMHA 	VICE-CHAIRMAN 

HGN'BLE SHRI D.SURYR RAG 	MEMBER (JUOL) 

(Judgment of the Bench delivered by Hon'bla 
Shri D.Surya Rao, Member (J) 	). 

The applicant herein seeks to question the 

order No.83/Jupudi/90-91 dated 1-6-90 passed by the Res-

pondent No.2 i.e. Superintendentof Post Offices, Narsa- 

-N .  

Rao Pet. The applicant states that applications a€ called 

for filling-up the posts of Branch Post Master, Jupudi, 

Guntur Oistrict. Five persons have applied for the post. 

It 
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The 2nd respondent who is the appointing authority and also 

competent authority selected the 	tn and appointe5, 

anordãr dt.26-4-90. The applicant took charge on 4-5-90. 

She was accordingly receiving the salary for the said post. 

The 3r .espndent herein preferred an appeal to the res—

pondent No.1 questioning the applicant 's appointment. With—

out notice to the applicant, the 1st respondent set aside 

her appointment. She states tnat the 1st respondent has 

no power to entertain an appeal or to pass an order setting 

aside her appointment. She therefore seeks a direction 

the order 	. 
to declare/ a411e'e-a purporting to review t4e selection 

made by the respondent No.2 and appointing the 3rd res—

pondent in her place cs illegal and the consequential 

order dt.1-6-90 passed by the respondent No.2 directing 

the applicant to hand over the charge to respondent No.3. 

On behalf of the respondent No.3 a counter has 

been riled alleging that the applicant initially appoin—

ted by the 2nd respondent see et4apy €s without holding 

an interview wag illegaly made for extraneous reasons. 

She Etates that Ehz made a representation to the Post 

Master General, \Jijeyawada bringing forth all particulars 

and that the 1st respondent has rightly cancelled the 

a *rn\-w 	11k 1k 	 rr 4'.k 
appointment of the applicant.-, superior authority 

has got the power to set aside the order made by the 2nd 

respondent. 

We have heard the agruments of S.hri Pandu Range 

4- 
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Rao, learned counsel for the applicant, Shri Naram Bhaskar 

Rao, learned standing counsel for the resposnts 1 and 2 

and Shri G.Pedda Babu on behalf of the respondent No.3. 

The counsels are agreed that the matter can be disposed—

of on the short question o- lack of notice. It is ontended 

for the applicant tnat she should have been given an' 

opportunity to make a representation on the points rdised 

by the respondent No.3 in her representation to the 1st 

respondent. That the reviewing authority unilateraly' 

directed termination of the services of the applicant' 

without notice is not disputed. The applicant had been 

selected by tAe Appointing Ruthority i.e. Respondent No.2 

after considering the applicatiorrecejved in response, to 

the notification calling for applications. If the selc—

tion of the applicant was to be set aside, she should have 

been put on notice and without such an opportunity, the 

order setting aside her appointment is ill&al being opposed 

to the PrinciPlelof natural justice. We thererore set',  

aside the impugned order No.83/Jupudi/90_91 dt.1-6-90 and 

direct that the applicant shal1cbe reinstated to duty with 

all consequential benefits of arrears of salary etc., 	'This 

order shall not however be a bar to the respondents issu 

ing a notice and to take appropriate action in accordance 

with the rules if they propose to do so. In such an 

contd...4. 
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event it will be open to the applicant to raise all con—

tentions including the contentions as to jurisdiction 

before the appropriate authority. 

4. 	 For the reasons stated above, the 	application 

is allowed. No order as to costs. 

(e.N.JAYRSIMHM) 
	

(D.SURYA Rho) 
Vt/ice—C ha irma n 
	

fember (j) 

Dated 	30th July, iYYO. 
Dictated in D -)on Lourt. 	 A: 

cn 1hfL&tj ?QCJOfl 

a vi/ 

To 
The Director of Postal Services, 
Vii ayawada, Krishna District. 

The Superintendent of Post Offices, Narasaraopet. 
LOne copy to Mr. M.Pandurga Rao and Y.S.Venkata Rao, Advocates 

Advocates Association, High Court of.A.P., Hyderabad. 
copy to Mr. N.EhaskaraRao, Addl.CGSC.CAT.I-iyd.Bench. 
copy to Mr. C.Pedda Babu, Advocate for 2.33 %it-o.3_k-5_/t 

aJi.ta t4gco4. 
copy. 
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