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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL_APPLICATION_NO.143B/94

DATE OF ORDER _: 01-10- 199?:
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Betusen :i-

Mohd ,Abubakar - R

ees Fatitioner/Rpplicant
And

1. The Director of Postal Serwvices, - - R
Hyderabad Region, Hyderabad.

/ hg.,.ﬂ‘.lS;r%:
/ \
2. Superintendentof Post Offices, - =~ ; é? Y
Suryapet Yivision, Suryapet-508213, ‘,5 P L\ .{_’;1‘
" o =5
3, 5ub Divisional Inspector of Post P p { 7 gygy
Dffices, Suryapat. . “‘&f;*’ :wﬁpa‘é/,

.-t:j'- N \
4. P.Danisl | : I 2

ese RESpDndBnt -]

Counsel for the Applicant™ <2 Shri K.K.Chakravarthy —

Counsel for the Respondents ! Shri K.B8haekar Rao, cGse

CORAM: f T

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN- ~+-: MEMBER- {A) « ~—
THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JA] PARAMESHUWAR --: -MEMBER -(3)

(Order per Hon'ble Shri Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan,
Member (A) ). Do
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for consideration to the post of BPM.
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6. In view of the fact that the Respondsnt No.4 possess, landad

L
property, the contention of the applicant has to fail. In that

view, the application is liable only to be dismissed. Accordingly

it is dismissed, No costs,
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4, Heerd Sri Kots Bhasker Rac, standing coungzel for the respon-
dents. Sri N.V.Subbarayudu,- Postel Asst,. in the Office of Past
Master General, Hyderabed Divisibn produced the necessary land
documents of Respondent No.4. Ve find -from that documents that the
lend was registered in the name of one Mr.Danayya on13-8-90. The

‘ C"‘“ ' Y 1\'\-{/3
name Danayyas and Daniel are one and the same as -
by the Superintsndsnt of Post OPfices, Suryapet Division (the above
documents sre parusad and returned back to the raspcndants) B
5, The iearned counsel fer the spplicant submits that.Danayya

: Le By
and Mr.Danial are nct the same person. But when it hes p;cyght
to his notice that the Superintendent of Post.0Pfices had checked
up the possession and informed that both ars one and the same persch,
the lesrned counsel for the applicant submitted that he has nothinq

further to sdd. The lesrned counsel for the applicant also submitted

that the MRO hag givsn a cestificete to the effect that the Res-

bieg
pondent No.4 ie possessing four acres, uhereas Reapondent No.4 is

possessing only two acres of land. Hence there is & variation

ek
betueen the certificate given by the MRC and the actualfgaeeeeﬁ%en
- < Ossesied ™ .
of the 1an?iby Re spondent No.4., Yhe ED Seruice_rulesugply_ptateiﬂ;_ "

that property should béposseaséd_by”the swlected candidate, It
j - ,

does not quantify the ax;antéf preperty to be possessed, Hence, .

whether it is four ascres or tuo scres.of lanc, is immaterial. What _. .

is matsrisl is whether Respondent No.4 had possessed landed pro-._..

perty or not. It is evident from the sbove documents that Raspon- -
. Tode. Ca
dent no.4 did possess the landed property that makes niw eligible
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