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Betweeli=

1,Prasad Panigrahi ore applicant.

And .

1., Post Master General,visakhapatnam Region,
2, senior Superintendent of Post Offices,
Srikakulam Division, Srikakulam.

3. Pala Teerdham Suribabu.

(Selected Candidate)BBM,Kothagraharam, . _
Brahmana Tarla 532 220, Dist Srikakulam. '
Respondents. i’ o

Counsel for the ApplicantsMr.S.Ramakrishn”a"’Rac%,!advocate.
- E LT R PP
aY, CGSC. “

: )
Counsel for the RespondentssMr.N.v.Raghava F!eqi

y M}C',-MWI»""‘D ?’”‘ﬂ'j )

CORAM3w

Hon'ble Mr.Justice v,Neeladrl Rao,vice-Chairman

Hon'ble shri R.Rangarajan, anber.&dnihistrative.
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C,A.NO.72/93.
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JUDGMENT Dt:23.6.95

I
(AS PER HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAO, VICE CHAIRMAN)

1

Heard Shri S.Ramakrishna Rao, learned counsel
'

for the applicant and Shri N.V.Raghava Reddy, learned
standing counsel fcr the respondents. 1

-

2. The applicaht applied for the post of EXtra
|

Departmental Branch Post Master, Kothagraharam))
Brahmana Tarla in Srikakulam District in pursuance of the

notification dated}3.2,1992 issued by R-2, (The. lagt date

for receipt of the:applications was 2.3.1992. |[|Besides
the application of the applicant, another application
was received before 2.3.1992, It is stated that the
application of R-3|was received on 3,3,1992, When the

l
& case of R-3 was also considered,'ultimately He was

selected., This application was filed praying for

] ,
setting aside the selecticn of R-3 and to direct the

respondents to select a candidate from among the

applications receiyed before the due date without
t
reference to the application received after the due

1

date. 1

‘
3. It is stated for the respondents that as 9).3.1992
happened to be a hLliday being Mahasivaratri. the
application of R-3 which was received on 3. 3 1992 ie.,
the next working déﬁirb was also considered, It is not
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the case of the applicant that 2.3.1992 was not a
public holiday. Rlz was justified in consider;ng the
application of R-313150 as it ® was recieved on the

working day following the R last date stipulat£d when
that last.date happened to be a holiday.

4, It was also pleaded for the applicant that if

|

]

in fact the application of R~-3 was received on 1.3.1992
1

—_— I
it (could alsg_have been sent along with the ap

of the applicant and another on 23.3.1992 instead of
sending seperatelylon 10,4,1992 for verificatig

feel that on that basis alone, it cannot be inferregd

that the application of R-3 was received even Leyond

23.@}1992. The possibility of R-2 considering

received
whether the application/on the working day foll

8s to

wing
the last date stipulated which happened to be a

e le st o ‘M’t‘,l holicday,

kcannot be ruled out. Hence, that coﬁtention for the

applicant has to be!negatived.

5. It is next urged for the applicant that R-3
1 3

submitted solvency gertificate after the expiry|of

the due date and‘heﬂce he should not have been

entertained, i

|

I
We perused thF recordy It discloses that

6.

the property certifi%ate of 1987, income certificate

and solvency certificate besides marks sheet inp ¥

‘egard

i.
.
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Post Master General,Visakhapatnam Redon,
Visakhapatname

Senior SUperintendentqof Post Offiee,
Ssrikakulam Division , Srikakulam.

Pala Teerdham Suribabu,

{selected Candidate)BPM, Kothagraharam,
Brahmana Tarla 532 220, Dt,
Srikakulam,

|
Sanaka Ramakrishna Rad, Advocate,CAT.Hyderabad.
One copy to MIQN.VoRthaVa mddY‘Addl +CGSCe

. One copy to Library.G%T.Hyd.
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to SSC were enclosed to the‘appliqatﬁgn qf R-3.[]| As

.vi 4

thelcertificate in {egaxdstO'the property. submitted

by R-3 was oT“lQB?,‘HETWEEnéskéd'tévsdbmi% anothler

P | : 1 .

current certificate 'in regatd'to the property.

Thereby it cannot be stated that the property cértifi-

cate was not enclosed to the application. In order to

satisfy as to whether the properties referred to|in

1987 certificate are still with the applicant or|not,

he was asked to submit the current certificate in xE
regard to the property. Thus, there is no infirmity
when the case of R-3 was considered on the basis|of
the property cergifipate of 1987 filed along with the
applictajfzr; which was Icor:firme.d even by the current

certificate in regard to the property.

7. Further, it can be seen that while R-3 got

207 marks in SSC, the applicant got only 202 marks

in 85C (the marks referred to above both in regard

to the applicant anle-B do not include the markJ
allotted for Hindi and in fact they were not included
in the totals that were shown in the SSC certifithes).

Thus, even on merits, it cannot be stated that th

v

re

|
is any irregularity in preferring R-3 to the applicanﬁE)

8. Thus, there are no merits in this OA. Accordingly

it is dismissed. No kosts.”
|

(R .RANGARAJAN) (V.NEELADRI RAD)

MEMBER (ADMN.) | VICE CHAIRMAN

DATED: 23rd June, 1995,

Open court dictation., ﬁml@l}?

Dy.Registrar{Ju
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Admitted and Interim directions

L

of with directions.’

Dismissed/

Dismisded as withdrawn

Dismissed for default

. No.order as t& costs..






