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IN THE CENTML ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDEI 
AT HA'DERABAD  

0 
OA No.154/94 	

Date of Decision: .  

BETWEEN: 

a 

T. KRISHNA MURPHY 
0 Applicant 

1, The Senior Superintendent 
of Post Offices, 
Chittoor Divjsj0 
ChittoorDistrict 

2. The Post Master General, 	
I Ancfl-jra Circle, Rayalaseegta Area,. . 
	-' Kurnool 

A Siva Kurnar, 
Branch Post Master, 
Thir than 

Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant: 	Mr. N. Janalcj RamaRao, 

Counsel for the Resppnaents. Nr.NCV. Raghava Reddy 

THE HON'BLE SRI P. RANGARJq: MEMBER (AnM.) 
THE HON'BLE SRI B.S. JAT PARAMEs}j?;. MEMBER (Jurt.) 
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JUDG0:ENTL 

(Per i-ion'hle Sri R. Rangarajan: Member (Admn.) 

None for the applicant. ASri N.V. Raghav Reddy 

learned counsel for the respondents. 

As the OA was filed in 1994 we are disposing the 

CA under Rule 15 () of the C.b.T. (Procedur) Rules 1985. 

The applicant applied for the post• of EDnP, Thirtham 

El 
	 Eranch Office in response to open notification Dt.18.5.93. 

8 Candidates applied for the post. But thet notific; ti.or was 

cancelled on the premise that none of the candidates applied 

in rerpOnse to the notification/civalified for selaction. 

A re-notification was issued on 12.7.93 (page -10) for 

filling up that post. In response to serrjnr nnF{F4-4ts 

3 candidates applied including the applicant and respon'3ent3. 

Respondent-3 was selcctecI for the post and he has taken over 

charge-as can be seen frcm the Annexure-lO to tge OA 

d&td.1.11.1993. 

This_OA is filed praying to call for the proceedings 
4- 	

No.133-359 dated 19.10.93 by Respondent-i sened on the 

applicant on 1.11.93 and further to quash the, second notification 

dt.12.7.1993 issued by respondent-i. 

The point to be considered in this GA is whether 

the first notification was cancelled on justifiable grounds 

and also to see whether the applicant was appointed only on 

provisional basis to fill up the vacancy caused due to the 

retirement of permanent incuntant of the past. After verifying 

the facts it is to be seen whether the second notification 

was issued for justifiable reasonand also to see whether the 
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selection was made in accordance with the/ulesfrbm tH 
11 oz 	It' 

Candidates who aP",lied 'in response to the na 

'Ae &?' dated 12.7,1993. 

We have perused the file. In responst-  to t 
first 

notification S applicants had applied. We have seen 

the chart made- out by SDI (c) ,Palamner, As per the chart 
all the appii1 	except one Hoture Saradarra Others 

did not possess any individual income anclkpronerty t also not 
in their n&Jae& Tue said Hoture Saradona was working as an 

Anganwacli. teacher and the school tindngs clahed;.:ith the 

timings of the POSt-office 	In view of the abo'e position 
the 	-' has c:neljed 'the first nOtifjj--1 	The order of 

on th. file for cancelint ion of th first 
Ct 

rc,tific;'tj, reac:E. as below; 

01 	

Of the S candidates one did not attend 
the verification by SDI(p). Six have no 
incocp of their own or property. The 
eighth one also has no property but workinc 
as an Anganwaj Teacher.. -There maybe' clash 
Inthe working hours, - The bestEourse will 
be to re-nQtJ.fy théselection. 

We have also seen the application submitted by the 

applicant in response tothe first notification Under 

Sl.uo,g "Ince from the present occupation" the aPplicant 
has stated "Nil". "Any 9ther source of Income" he has 

stated "Father's pension". Under Sl.no.io  he stated, that 
he pose5sCJ one house. The certificate in that connection 

issued by i-:andj. Revenue OffIcer, flireddy Palli is enclosed. 

But there is no registered document enclosed showing the said 

house is in his name. Hence we are satisfied neither the 

applicant nor the other applicants had posesss the necessary 

income and property to qualify them for selection tothe 

said post, Responden . has •orrectly rejected all the 

applications and .prdered re..notj.fjcatjon for filling up that 
post, 
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Respondent-i by his letter Dt.29.6 .93 had asked 

the Sf1 C?) , Palmane.r 3u15-ivisiori to fill the post of BPn, 

Thirtham by provisional afp0iflt1Etflts observing usual for-

nirjlities so as to ensure the relief of permanent incortent 

on superannuation :ithout fail0 Response to that direction 

Pa1ncr had annointed the applicant herein as EDP, 

Thi rtharL fr:ncb Offic provisi onally as can be seen from his 

Jc.Uer addressed to R-1 dated 9.7.93 • 	c also find that the 

a had given a declaration th :t hc wt±t handover t1-ii 

charGe of Thirtbam Branch Office to the regularly selected 

candidate at any time. This letter is written in Telugu 

Di: .30.6.93. Tr; En':lish tra.risalation of the letter is also 

kept on the file. From this- letter one can ens ly infer 

that theThpplicant is aware of the fact that he is only a 

provisipnal appointde. Though the applicant submits in his 

rejoinder that his signature was obtained on blank sheet and 

the contents t.'ere filled later, such submission cannot be 

tacen on the face value, tie do not see anyiorce in this 

contention. 	 - 

From the above application it is evident that the 

first notification was cancelled as no eligible candidate 

applied in response to that notification and the applicant 

was posted only on provisional basis taking an undertaking 
I 

from him that he w4-l-} vacate that seat when a regularly ,  
I'- auo 

appointed candidate 4&1 posted as EDBPM, Thirtham Branch Office. 

The second point to be considered is whether the 

post was filled in accordance with the rules on the basis of 

the second notification. 

In response to the second notification 3 candidates 

applied for the same including the applicant and R-3, We 

find from the statement enclosed to the file that all the 

applicants fulfi1all the condi61ns. When all are equal 
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then thç marks obtained in the SSC is the determining factor. 

R-3 has obtained 57.6 marks in the ssc whereas the applicant 

had obtained only 53.6 percent and the 3rd applicant obtained 

only 39.8 percent marks. Hence the R-3 was declred as a 

meritorious candidate and was appointed to the EDSPM, Thirtham. 

The applicant was asked to handover charge to the regularly 

selected candidate. We do nn -. find any irregularity when 

respon6ent-3 took over charge as EDBPI4, Thirtham from the 

The applicant attributes motive for seectitng 

10 
	 respondent-3. He submits th:t R-3 had not applied in response 	I  

to the first notification. in order to enable respondent-3 

to get appointment the first notification was cancelled and 

the re_notification was issued. Respondent-3 has applied only 

in response to the 2nd notification and hence the whole 

procedure was repeated to ensure that respondent-3 is 

posted We do not see any reason to. accept the above 

contention. When.are_notifiàation is ordered ankbody can 

app].y, even if they hazL not applied in response to the 

first notification. There is nothing on record to prove that 

favouritism was shown to respondent-3. If somebody has shown 

favouritism then that person should have been impleaded to 
1- 

hear his version. None who had shown favouritism had been - 

impleo.ded. Hence it has to be held that the applicant has not 
-I 

proved his bonaficles as regards to his contention of showing 

favoUratism to respondent-3. In view of what is stated above, 
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we hold that the selection is unbiased and firialised 

in eccordance with the rules and hence the challenge Is not 

teneble 

In light of the above we find no thErlt in this OA. 

The O7 i disnissed. NO costs. 	 - 
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IN THE CEMThL ADMINISTRATIVE 
a 

TRIBUNAL AT HYDRABAD BENCH/i 
HYDE RABAD 

Review M.AJo. 	of 

in 

O.A.Ro.154 	of 1997 

REVIEW APPLICkflON 

C- 

flied on:?'-2'- 1997 
1 

944 - 
Filed by;- 

Mr.Ljanaki Rama liao, 
Advocate, 

Counsel for the petitie 
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