IN THE CEMTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERAS AD BENCH
- AT HYDERABAD,

0.A.378 of 1994,

Batymen ‘ Dated:. 15.,3.1995,
Madiraju Hanumantha Ram" N Applicant
_And

1, The Senior Superintendent of Pest Offices, PFraekasam Division,
Ongelsa.

2. Tha Pest Master Lensral, Vijayauvaeda.

3. i1, Ranganayakulu, 8Branch Pest Master, Hommanampadu under
Addanki Hsad Office, FPrakassem District.

cos Respondants
Counsel fer the Applicant : Sri. K.Venkateswara Rao
Counsel for the Resoondents : Sri. V.Bhimaona,. Addl, CGIC. _.

CORAM:

Hon'ble Mr. A,V.Haridesan, Judicial Member

Hen'ble Mr. A.8.0orthi, Administrative lember
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Q.A,No, 378/94 Date of Crders: 15,3.95

X As per Hon'Dle Shri A,V.daridasan,Member {(Judl,) X

The aPplicant who was one of tne candidates

for appointment to the pOSt of ED3PM, Bommannapadu village

LI L L avts asamm m e — e
strative Tribunals Act aggrieved py his nonselection and

the selection and appointment of the 3rd respondent, He

has alleged in this application that the respondents 1 and:Q
ha&e overlooked his superior claim in that, he has got previous

experience and had satisfied all the eligibility criteria

Eor delerticn and_appointment, , The 3rd respondent who had

not submitted along with his application the certiricate -
showing income and ownership of pIoperty was selected to

the said post.

2, It has been alleged further that tne Sub Divisjonal
Inspector who verified the document) had unduly favoured tne

3rd respondent by scrutinising documents which were not
submitted along with his applicatiocon for appointmeng and

o
that jthough he has made L= compliant against this aPtiomn,

no x!ply has been received from the higher authorities. It

ijs further stated that the department had taken action against
the Sub Divisional Inspector for showing this undue favour to
the 3rd respondent, Under these ciroumstaBCe3 the applicant
prays that the acﬁion of the respondents 1 and 2 in appointing
the 3rd respondent may be declared &s illegal and arbitrary

and respondents 1 and 2 be directed to appoint him as EDBPM

Bommannapadu village,

3. Official respondents in the reply have contended

that the case of the applicant that the 3rxd respondent did not
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supmit along with his application certificates showing
1nCOme ané ownership of rroperty is not correc§)that the
“ub Divisional Inspector has only verified@ the supporting
documents aon the date on which he went for verification of
the documenté)and thasfthe contention of the applicant that
the Sub Divisional Indpector has been kept under suSpension

for the undue favour shown to the 3ré respondent is put to

strict proof, They have further contended that @ the appli-
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wno had passed 5.35,L.,C. examination has been found nere
meritorioui,and therefore the selection and appointment of

the 3rd respondent would be faulted,

4, we have perused the pleadings and documents
in this case, We have also perused the file relating to the.

selection which led to the appointment of the 3rd respondent.

5. . _ . Having heafd learned counsel for the parties

and t&ring perused the relevant materi615 we f£ind thét the
action of the respondents 1 and 2 in selecting the 3rd respom-
dent who had passed 5,S5,.L.,C. examination cannot be faulted,

In accordance with the instructions regarding selection and
appointment to the post of EDBP%,a pass in the Matriculation
examinétion is a preferential gualificatijion, Admittedlzjthe

S s55¢,
applicant failed the examination whereas/3:d responcent had

7
passed the same and hence the selection and eppointment of
the 3ré respondent canncot be faulted, The contention of the
applicant that the Sub Divisional Inspector has been suspended
and proCéeded for showing undue favour to the 3rd respondent
has not been substantiated even though the respondents 1 and 2

have in their reply categorically denied tne allegations.

Further going through the file relating to the selection asmd-
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Copy tai-
1. The Senior Superintendent of Post Officos, Frakasam Division
ingole.
2. The Post faster Luneral, Vijayawada.
3. Une cooy tﬁ Sri. K.Venkateswara Rav, advocste, CaT, Hyd.
4. 0One copy to Sri. V.3himenna, Addl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd,
5« Une copy te Sri. M.Panduranna Ran. advorate Por R-3. CAT. Hud
6. Ons caopy to Library, CAT, Hyd,
7. UOn=2 spﬁre COPY «
Ram/-
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we find that the 3rd respondent had produced the certificate
in proof of income and ownership of the property and as the
Sub Divisional Inspector on the datesrgp which he verified

' W g

the certificate w§gﬂalso Scrutiniseqivéfhe registered cocuments

produced by the 3rd respondent in addition to the certificates

of inCome¢ and ownership of property submitted by the-aonlicant
. .. - . - g B

alony with the applicaticn, In the light of what is stated

above we Gid not findé any merit in the contention of the

applicant &hat the selection process is vitisted that the

respondents 1 and 2 have overlooked his suwerior clazim the

fact that the applicant had vitiated as EDBPM for a future

days as a substitute does not confer him any better right

than the 3rd respondent who was acqguired the preferential

gualification of Matriculation.

6. In the result, the application failéand the

same is dismissed without any order as to Costs,

Member (Admn, )

Dated ; 15tn March, 1995

( Dictated in Open Court )
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Admitted and- Interim diractions
‘isgued. ' :
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" Alléwed, )
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Disposed of with directions

«-" "Dismigsed,

Dismissed_as withdrawn
Dasmigssed for default
’ Réjacteg/ﬂrdered.'

No' ordesr as to costs.
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