IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A, 1206/94. Dt. of Decision : 28-9-94,

5. Nageswyara Rac ++ Applicant.,
Us

1. The Subh-Divisional Inspector,
-Postal, Addanki-523 201,
Frakasam District.

2. The Sr.Superintendant of POs,
Prakasam Division,Ongole-523 001.

3. The Chief Postmaster General,

AP Circle, (representing Union
of India), Hyderabad-500 001. .. Respondents,

Counsel for the Applicant : Mr. C.Suryanarayana

Counsel for the Respondents : Mr. N.R.Devaraj,Sr.CGSC.

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAQ : VICE CHAIRMAN
THE HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (AOMN.)
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Judgement

( As per Hon, Mr, Justice V. Neeladri Rao, VC )

Heard Sri C. Suryanarayana,'learned couﬁseltﬁr
the applicént and Sri N.R, Devaraj, lear ned counsel for
the respondents,
2, This 0A was filed challenging the notification
No.az/x/Takkallapadu, dated 22~7-1994 issued by R=2
(vide annexure-A,2),
3. When | vacancy had arisen in regard to the post of
EDBPM, Thakkellapadu, R=d=Hersia Smt, K. Padmavathi,
was a ppointed as EDBPM, on prnvisioﬁal basis, Then é'
notification was issued in 1989 calling for applications

) | g E OO

for the said post. wemo, No.83 /K. Thakkella-

padu dtd.13-9-~1990 was issued informily the applicant
herein that he was selected for this post on regular

basis and hence the provisional appointment of 3mt.

Ke ﬁadmauathi was terminated. Then Smt. K. Padmavathi
filed DA,740/91 praying for a direction to the respondents
to appoint her tothe said post after setting aside the
selection of the applicant herein who was impleaded as

R=4 in the said DA, The said OA was disposed by order
dated 13-4-13994 and the relevant portion of the said

order is as under :

"In vidu of what is stated above, we

are of the considered view that the

-

00030




wiCct ygeO
- 3 L ]
Jsdeci rodnecnil fgnokzivi edul ont L i
entire selection pEB&eB@ingsndeserve to be
et=aside, We order accofdingly. It is open
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4, The first and the foremost contention for the respon-
dents is that as the impugned notification-was issued in
pursuance of the order of this Tribunal in OA 740/91 to which
the applicant hereln was also a party, the same cannot be

challenged.

5. '~ The learned counsel for the applicant herein
sﬁbmitted that as Smt. Padmavati had not pressed OA 470/89
_on the grounds that it had become infructuous, it was not
open to her to‘comé up with OA 740/91. But it is seen from
Para-8 ie., relief portion in OA 470/89 that in the said OA,
Smt. Padmavati merely praved for issual of a directioh to
thé respondents to continue her in service as EDBPM, K,
Thakkellapadu BO till regular appointment_i$ made by decla=-
ring the impugned order No.PF/BPM/KT Padu, dated 8.6,.1989,
whereby she was sought to be removed from the provisional
appointment of EDBPM of the said BO, as illegal and void.
Thus, there was no challenge in regard to the notification
No.83/K.Thakkellapadu, dated 1.11,1989 issued calling for
applications for the post of EDBPM, K,Thakkellapadu EO in
1989, Be that as tt may, so long as the order dated 13.4.94
in OA 740/91 on the file of this Bench to which the applicaﬁt
herein was party (R-4 in OA 740/91) stands, and when the
impugned notification in this case was issued in pursuance
of the order dated 13.4.1994 in OA 740/91, the same cannot

be challenged.
L

contd....



- 4 LN ]

6. Accordingly, this OA does not merit consi=-
deration. Accordingly, it 1s dismissed at the admission

stage., No costs.

7. Tt is submitted by the learned counsel for
the applicant that this order of dismissal should not
debar the applicant to file a review application in

OA 740/91, if he is so advised. Ofcourse, if there

are grounds for review of the order dated 13.4,199%4

in OA 740/91, this order of dismissal does not preclude
him to f£ile it and if it is filed, it will naturally

be considered in accordance with lawv/
“

(R, RANGARAJAN) (V,NEELADRI RAOQ)

MEMBER (ADMI. ) VICE CHAIRMAN

——r

DATED: 28th Sggﬁember, 1994,

Open court dictation.
5011 S (o

Dy.Registrar(Juld).
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Copy toi~=
1. The Sub<Divisiena, Inspecter, Pestal,
Addanki-523 201,

2. The Senior Superintendent of Pest Offices,Prakasam
Divisien, Ongoele=523 001,

2 he Ghief Postmaster General,A.P.Circle,Unidn ef

4, One copy to Mr.C.Suryanaranam,Advecate CAT,Hyd.

5., One cepy to Mr,N.R.,Devaraj,Senier CGSC,CAT,.Hyd.

6. One cepy to Library,CAT,Hyd,
7. One spare,

kku.
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Adkit®ed and Interim directions

M

Disposed of with directions.
Dismi'ssed M?ﬁl KL%O”WW"W@‘*D@%
Dismisdgd aé withdrawn :
DismiscseY for Default‘.

Order‘f'd/Re jected |






