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0.A.No.926/90 

JUDGMENT 

(AS PER HON'BLE Si-fRI JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAO>\VICE  CHAIRMAN) 

The post of Extra Departmental Branch Past Master, 

of Gajarampalli, a/w Parnindi in Anantapur District had 

fallen vacant on account of the resignation of the regular 

BPM. A notification was issued on 2.3.1989 calling for 

applications for the said post. 11 applications including 

that of the applicant were received in pursuance of the 

said notification. The 4th respondent, competent authority, 

selected the applicant for appointment to the said post. 

But it is stated for the respondents that in th1 mean' lie 

some zp= complaints were received by the Post Master 

General to the effect that some injustice was doe to 

SC candidates when their cases were excluded on the ground 

that they were not repesen4e4. Pending conside1ation of 

the same, the applicant was appointed as EDBPM  o$  the said 

village on provisional basis and he took charge f the 

said post on 19.5.1990. It is also the case of The appli-

cant that later on the 4th respondent selected S!?ri N. 

Gopala Krishnaiah, an SC candidate on 3.8.1990 aiid he was n 
the 	 II given the order of appointment asj'4reviewing authority 

directed the 4th respondent to re-notify the vacancy. 

Accordingly, esh notific &ft 	 ation dated73 23.10 11990 

(As per Annexure._fli-was issued. The same is challenged 

in this OA. The applicant further prays for a djirection to 

the respondents to regularise his appointment as EDBPM on 

the basis of selection and appointment made in a1çcordance 

with the letter dated 18.5.1990 of the 4th respo'ñdent. 

II 

2. 	This is the case where in pursuance of the 1st 
L 	

I 
notification, 11 applications including that of 

rile 
 appli 

cant were received. It is not the case where none of them 
L 

icontd.... 

-. 	I 



S. 3 

is eligible or none of them fzt±xtz filed the liequisite 

documents along with the applications. The learTjed counsel 

for the respondents had not drawn our attention to any 

11  statutory rule, circular or ON whereby appointing authority 

can issue fresh notification calling for applicaions in 

regard to the post for which applicitions were rceived in 

pursuance of the 1st notification and when thoseJapplicants 

were eligible for the post and when those applicWtions were 

in order. If there is any irregularity in excluding the 

11 case of any of the applicants, then such an irregularity 

can be looked into, if selection was not finalis11  ed. But 

that will not be a ground for issuing fresh notification. 

Hence, the fresh notification as per the memo dated 

23.10.1990 vide Annexur34s liable to be set-asLde. 

3. 	The learned counsel for the applicant submitted 

that it is for the 4th respondent to select from among 

the applicants for appointment to the post of EDPM and 

when he already selected the applicant for this r$st and 

U 
when there is no3pfovision for making provisionl appoi-. 

11 ntment while considering regular selection, the appointment 

of the applicant should be treated as regular app 11 intment. 

But it is evident from the averments in the reply that 

though the 4th respondent tentatively selected the applicant 

for this post, he had not finalised it in view of the 

complaints received by the PMG which was forwarded to him. 

Thus, there is no basis for giving a direction to the 

respondents to regularise the appointment of the applicant 

as EDBPM of the village. 	 II 

4. 	Hence, the direction that has to be giverc to the 

4th respondent is to select from among the applicants who 

contd. 



applied for in pursuance of the 1st notification dated 

2.2.1989. 

In the result, the fresh notification iFêsued by 

the 4th respondent as per the Memo No.B6/PM/Gajarampa1li, 

dated 23.10.1990 (vide Annexure II) is set-aside The 

4th respondent has to consider the applications which 

were received in pursuance of the notification dated 2.3.89 

including that of the applicant for selection to EDBPM 

of Gajarampalli village, a/w Pammdi, Anantapur District. 

6. 	The OA is ordered accordingly. No 	I 

(R.RANGARAJAN) 	 (V.NEEL 
	

RAO) 
MEMBER(ADMN.) 	I VICE C 
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DATED: 21st December, 1993. 
Open court dictation 

Deputy Regi r(Judl 
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1. The Secretary to Govt., Department of 

2.; The Chief Postmaster General, Hyderab 

3, The Postmaster General, Kurnool. 

The Supclt., of Post Offices, Guntakal 

One copy to Sri. K.5.R.Anjaneyulu, ad 

One copy to Sri. lJ.Bhimanna, Addi. CG 
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