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1. The Supdt. of Post Offices, ,
Karimnagar Pivision, A.P.-1. fﬁ;;

2, The Director of Postal Servzces,fkg
Hyderabad Region, O/c Dak Sacan,“ 2 3
Abide, Hyderabad-1. A

) i

3. RBd.Hasan Mahameod \%:h?“-“ Q
4, Sri Haneef R

5. The Supdt., of Post Offices,
Peddepally Division,

Kgrimnagar District, .. Respeondents,
Counsel for the applicant : Mr.Krishna Devan
"~ Counsel for the respoendents : Mr.N,R.Devaraj, Sr.CGSC

for R=-1,2 and S.

CCRAM:
THE HON‘BLE;&HRI R. RANGARAJAN 3 MEMBER (ADMN. )

g THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S. JAI PARAMESHWAR 3 MEMBER (JUDL.)
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antecedents were doubtful, that therefore the spplicent Jﬂ% not
concidered for appeintment. In the cagse of remaining two
applicants the income of the cne of the applicant was stated

to be from coéﬁi and he did nct possess any landed property in

his name. The applicant Sri Hasan Mohsmed who produced income

and property certificate from the prescribed authority and alse
prcduced a registered document dt.17-3-94 in respect of 0.37 acres

of land in his name, Therefore hé was considered and selectel

n

ss EDBPM, Asifnagar B.O. on 11-05-94,

4, The responéents have filed counter stating that at the
time of scrutiny of the applications received for the post 1t was
revealed that the applicanty;gg gecured 264 marks in SSC
examinaticQ,and fulfilled all the required ccnditiens that he had
pcssessed property in his rame, that however the Inspectcr of Post
of fices in his letter No.BO/Asifnagar/93-94 sated 11-2-94 repotted

that the applicent did not possess good conduct stating that he was

[/

ipvelved in theft cases ané §1s0 assaulting one EriP,Sriniveca Raeo
etc., that hi§ af/?onesty. trust worthiness ané of temperate habits
were not certifieé by the Inspector of Post Offices, that therefore
the applicant was nct ccnsidered éyitable for the post that out of
the remaining twc candidates one was found te have soufce of income
provision as cooli that his property and there is nc property in

his name that therefore the candidature of R~3 yas considered

and selected,

5. The learned councel for the applicant during the course

of Bfs argumentg contended that the Inspector of Post Offices is

not the competent persen tc report 3s to the ante~edents and the

charec€%r of the applicant ex ROES__OUSL=GH® the Inspector of

-

Post Cffices had stated that the applicant had involved in theft

cacses and in an assault case without verifyiﬂg with the local
Bosk . \
policglfhe appointing authority jccepted the report exfacle that

\
the procedure zdopted by the appointing authority in accerptédg

the repott of the Inspector of Post Offices is not correct that
7 Suptriakandeds
the Inspector of Fost Offices had_not given him an epportunity to

g A
<:hlifg}ain the contentiocm of the report of the Inspector of Fost
B . )
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out of which three candidates did not possess the minimum
education&l‘qualification and a candidate did not submit necessary
income ard property certificate and one candidate though he was
hav g income of Rs,6000/~p.a. from his téiloring profession
he did not pessess any landed property in his name,
d) The Superintendent of Post Offices was asked to -
cocllect some more sprlications in person and to verzfy this
antecedents of the epplicénts. The gpplicants whose’gpplications
were cellected by the Superintendent did not furnish the requires
certificgtes as per letter No,17/184/93-EDA & Trqg., dated 6-12-93
.communicated in Pcstmacter General Lr.No.H/ST/4-1/III dt. 7-1-94,
the adequate means of léyelihood required for appointment of BPM
'was tc be derived from landed property or immoveble property. Out
of 3 applicaticns, twe candidates did nct produce the income and
preoperty certificate and the remaining one possessed one third
share in the landed preperty in the joint family. That out of =ix
spplicatiors c¢itained by the Superintendent of Post Offices one was
a minor, 3 applicants did not submit income and property certificates
Cne did not submit property certificate issued by the MRC and the
applicant’s conduct was reported to be doubtful though he
fulfillegﬁfge prescribed cenditions, Therefore, the yzcancy was
agein ordered for renotificatior.
e) As such a renotification, was issueg on 25-2-04 fixing
the last date for receipt of applicatioﬁs in the Divl1,Office on
30-03-94, 1In response to the said notification g applications
were received and all the S applicgtions yere sent to the Supdt, of
Pest Offices for verification. The Superintendent verified the
applications and through his report dt. 4-5-9{stated that the
applicant hag gecured 264 marks in the SSC examinatien and fulfille
all the prescribed conditions but it was reported that the
applicant did not bear good conduct that he had involve@d in theft

- Mespect of -
cases and also in an asgault caselone Mr.P.Srinivasa Rao, and his
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When that is 50 we humbly feel that the sction of the xzxpﬁ%ggxkx
. -~
SPO in rejecting the candidature of the applicant without
vef.fying with the local police or without giving an opportunity

to the applicant is not proper.

T ek £ R3
6. it is submitted ué&bcﬁ=#'wac found next suitable and Wb

ASehected 4t§; SPO ignored the report of the Inspector of Post Offices then

P

euld
the applicant mast h-"e been selected, Therefore we feel it -
&

proper to set asxde the entire process of selection anqLdirect the
SPO to make fresh selection among the applicante who had applied

. 25.2.199%4
in pursuance tc the notification dated 5-~11-93., We make it clear

| S
that the SPC must consider the candidature of the applicant
ignoring the repcrt of the Inspector of Post Offices othegwise
he should confirm giﬁ athenticity after verifying wlth the local

police or giving an opportunlty to the &pplicant,

7. Hence we feel it proper to set asidd the celection
of R-3
e, Therefcre the 0Oa is allowed and the fédllowing directions

a) The selection of R-3 3s EDBPM, Asifnagar/is he reby

set aside,

b) The SPO i.,e,, R-1 shall make 3 fresh selection amongg

25.2.1894
the applicantg who had responded to the notification gat. 5-&&:&3

e
_}ill such time the person uh&&e holding the post of EDEPM,Asifnagar
WiLShall continue#as provisional basis. The 8PO shall make the
necessary_selection expeditiously and post 3 regular candigates

to the post of EDBPM, Asifnagar.

9, No order as to cbsts.
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Cffices and that without verificatien from the local police the
< Oppead ~
Superintendent of Posghshould not have accepted the report of

the Inspector of Post foices.gg eloborated his argumeny by saying
that the Inspector of Post Offices is not competent to state ﬁﬁf?
acs tc the involvement of the applicant in any case unless and Q;til
g%é case is registered with the local peolice and pending ZRXZ=EX%»
iévestiggtion or a charge sheet is submitted to the competent

Court. Further without yerifying azs to the amx zthenticity of the
b-

-

report of the Inspector of Post Uifices the Superintencdent of Fost

Offices has declined to consider the candidature of the gpplicant,
4 ‘ £t v 4
As against this the learned counsel fer the respondents ';_ +0
7 {ovan
eEﬁx&EG thzt there was nothinglon the part of the Superintendent of

Post Cffices to secure a Aty from the Inspectcr of
s - s ‘ .
Post officesﬁto the ante.endents to the applicant and to : vt

upen . No doubt khe SPO might have sought the report from the
Inspector cf Post Of‘ice;:;hen the report of the Inspectcr cof
Conkemind
post Officeiéf$kﬁd certain in“crmatior which were requireg to be
verified with the local pelice) Wf EE:Ei? feel that the SPC
before aeccepting his report must haveﬂgiven ar oppoertunity teo the
applicant or should have verified its athenticity with the local
police, As subm:itted by the learn=d couneel—%fﬁ—for the applicatt
the ipvolvement of the applicant in theft case; and in an assault
cace® can only be verified with the local pelice. The Inspector of
‘Post Of fices is not the coarpetent author;ty to state zs to the
involvement of the applicant.in any case when no such informatien
/_is available from the local police. The Inspector of Fost offices
"-5heu}§‘haVe stated gererally as tc thefconduct and antecedents of
éﬁe applicant. When the Inspector of Post CUffices reported to the
SPO about the applicanﬁéinvolvement in-i—yheft cases and in an
assault ogse we feel that the SPO should have made verification
with the local police befcre rejecting the candidature of the
applicant. This report of the Inspector of Post Cffices was the
basié for the Superintesient of ﬂn%txxx%f post offices to reject the
céndidgtiszlof the applicant. It is submitted otherwise the
P -

ﬁ]Ll//ijlicant fulfilled all the requirements required for the post.’
!.6
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