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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 	HYOERA8AD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

C.A. 459/94. 	 Ot. or Decision 	25.11.94. 

K.C. Suryakala 	 .. Applicant. 

Us 

Sup Post Master, Tadipatri, 
PTNi ci 	111Annt'n.ir fliqH'4,-f 
The Superintenderfit of Post 
Uf?ices, Anantpur Division, 
Anantpur. 

The Post Master General, A.P. 
Southern Region, Kurnool-5. 

4. Sri S.1amodarar6o 	 .. Respondents. 

Counsel for the Applicant 
	

Mr. Krishna Deven 

Counsel for the Respondents 
	

Mr. K. Bhaskara Ra ,Addl.CGSC. 

CORAM: 

THE HDN'BLE SHRI A.J. HARIDASAN 	MEMBER (JUDL.) 

THE HDN'BLE SHRI A.B. CTHI : MEMBER (ADMN.) 
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O.A. 459/94. 	 Dt. of Decision 	25.11.1994. 

ORDER 

As per fjon'ble Shri A.V!. Haridasan, member (3udl.) 

The applicant aplied for the post of Extra 

Departmental Stamp Vendor (EDSU for short), Tadipatri 
in the morfth ofMay 1993. The 

competent authority considered the applicant along with 

the other candidates and one Shri P. Nebboob Peers, who 

was working on a proviionfl basis was appointed. 

Aggrieved by the non—select?ion of the applicant, the 

applicant complained to the superior authorities'. The:said 

P. Nebboob Peers was also subsequently releived from 

the post and the 2nd respondent appointed the 4th 

respondents as EDSV. Tadipatri, while the 4th respondent 

was working on another EDJ post. The grievance of the 

applicant is thashe bing eligible and qualified in all 

respects,should have been appointed to the post and 

therefore she prays that the appointment of the 4th 

respondent may be setas.da and the official respondents 
C:' 

may be directed to appoint her on, the post of EDSU. 

2. 	Though notice has been served to R4, he did 

not appearEThS respondents I to 3 have filed reply 

statement in which they have contended that on the basis 

of the complaint receivd frm the applicant and also 

for the fact that due publicity was not given prior to 

the selection, the second respondent decided to setaside 

-- 	,j.. and did setaside the selection and appointment 

of Shri P.Nehboob Peer. It is contended that while the 
a 

post became vacant the 4th rsporthnt,&hrown out ED agent 
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who was temporarily acommodated as EDMc/DA, Kuchuvaripalli, 

was appointed to the post of LOSt! Tadipatri, as his request 

for a  posting at Tadipatri was pending. The respondents 

contended that this aàtion is fully justified and does not 

call for any interference. 

3. 	We have heazd Shri Krishna Devan, learned counsel 

for the applicant. AS the 4th respondent did not appear 

and Shri K. Ohaskara •9ao, learned standing counsel for the 

respondents 1 to 3 allo did not apar, we did not have 

the previlage of hearing them. On a careful scrutiny of the 

pleadings, we are of he view that the applicant ha4no 

merits of the applicant with that of P. Mehboob Peera, the 

respondents selected 8hri Nshboob Peera and the applicant 

was not selected. Sothe grievance of the applicant should 

be on the basis of hiS non—selection in comparison with 

H 
Shri Mehboob PeerS. Shri Mehboob Peera was selected and was 

also appointed. it is true that Shri Mehboob Peera was 

subsequently relievedfrom the post as it was round that 

the selection was not regular awing to various factors 

including not giving iide publicity before the selection 

was made. When the selection itself has been setaside the 

post became free and it was for the department to consider 

the filling up of thi4 post in accordance with rules. It 

was at that time thatthe respondents i to 3 considered 

the fact that the 4th respondent had requested for a 

posting at Tadipatri. The 4th respondent being a thrown 

out ED agent who was temporarily accommadated elsewhere 

was appointed in the post which became vacant. Tijis is 
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provided in the instruotions and therefore we do not find 

any vitiating circumStances in the appointment of the 

4th resPondent.  It is true the respondents 1 to 3 could 

have appointed the fourth respondent in the post before 

undertaking a selection process. But that does not clothe 

the applicant who failed to get selected in the selection 

with any input especially when the selection itself was 

,-.r,rc11orL 

4. 	In the result finding no merits in this application 

we dismiss the same leaving the parties to bear their own 

coats. 

H NEMBER(AOMN.) 
(4.v. HARIDASA 
MEFIBER(JUDL.) 

Dated : The25th November 1994. 

apr 	 (Dictated in Open Court) 

DEPUTY REGISTRAR(J) 

Copy to: 
The Sub Post Master, Tadipatri, Pin: 616 411 
AnanLhapur District. 
The Superintendent of Post Offices, Ananthapur Division, 

-. Ananthapur, 	 - 
The Post Master General,  A.P., Southern Rgion, Kurnool-6. 

One copy to Mr.Krishna Devan, Advocate,C[T,Hyderabad. 

One copy to Mr.K.6haskar Rao, Add1.CflSC,CAT,Hyderabd. 

One copy to Library,CAT,Hyderabad. 

One spare copy. 
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Typed by 	 Ccrnnut:e :3 

Chocked by 	 Rpprovd D - 

IN THNTRAL .JNINi3TRTI'/.: TI E CE  
HYDERE•D BENCH HYD2R:3r U 

THE HUN' EL MR..\f.H\RIDASAN 	iii: () 

THE HUN'BLE NRJ\.B.GIIRTHI 

D\TED:5//? 	 - 

ORDER/LJDGME NT. 

O..Nr, . 

T..NU. 

hdrnj ed 	nd Int:.rim Dirocti:jns 
jssucd. 

Allowed. 	 . 

isposed of with Diric Lion. 

Dismissed.. 	- 

Oisrn4ssed :19 withdrwn 

Disrni\s,ed for doroult 

Rcjcta\/BrdAted 

No order\Ds tc costs. 
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