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Between :-

Smt .Bathula Hemalsa

And

1. Superintendent
Tirupathi Divis

Chandragiri (Td.) Tirupeti,
: o

2. Post Master Ge&eral, Hyderabad Region,

-Hyderabad.

3. B.Naga Raju

Counsel for the Applicant :

Counsel for the Résﬁondents

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI R

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S5.JAI PARAME SHWAR :

(Order per

INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDER ABAD

._ORDER__:__05-01-1998,
t ha

+ess Applicant

of Pgst Uffices,
ion,

|
% ses e Respﬂndants

Shri P.Harinatha Gupta

Shri N.R.Devaraj, Sr.CGSC

Shri D.K.Rami Reddy

LRANGARAJAN  : [MEMBER = (A)

MEMBER  (3)

Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A) ' ).
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‘(G:der per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A) ).

Heard Sri Sastry for Sri P.Harinatha Gupta, counsel for
< fasaned ~
the applicant and Sri N.R.Deuaraj,Astanding counsel f or the Centsal

Government, Ngne for the Respondent No.3. Respondent Ng.3 called

absaent.

2. The applicant in this 0.A. was one of the candidates who
applied inr esponse to the open notification for the post of EDBRM,
Ayyavaripalli Village. 7The Respondent No.J was also ons of the

candidatqbuho appeared for the selection, Respondent No.3 was selected.

J. This 0.A, is filed challenging the selection of Rsspon-

dent No,d and for a conssguential direction to official respondents

the applicant
to appoint/in that post.

4o We have gona through the reply filed in this 0.A.

5. Theugh the applicant dd”not haili/ from t hat village, her
applicationlﬁannot be dismissed on that ground. Hence it is to be
held that both the applicant and Regpondent No.3 are fully eligible
c .Q t— &v\' . .
for[&he_EDBPM post. When both the candidates Pulfil&é all the

conditions, the candidate{ should be selected on the basis of the

marks obtained in SSC Examination.

B. It is seesn from the-reply that the applicant has got dess
&

marks than t he Respondent Ng.3. But the counsel for the applicant
submits that the applicant had bassad the examination in the first
attahptjuhe;eas t he Respondent Np.3 has passed the examination in

compértmentalyeﬁamésaéﬁﬂﬁ. We have considered the above contention. .
. ’ " }__/ . .
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There are no rules in this regard. The rulss only stipulatiﬂ
that the candidates who secures more marks in the SSC Examination
has to be preferred. This Tribunal is taking the view that &mﬁzﬁﬁ
the candidats who secures higher marks in the 5SC Examination should
be treated as meritorious candidate whether it is &m-compartmental\ .

or in the first instance. Ipn view of the &ove, we cannot

Up hold the contention of the agpplicant in this connection to the

-,
-

effect that the applicant isymax 8 meritdrioua because of the fact

that she has passed in the first instence.

7. Hence this contention is rejected.ﬁ1ﬁm applicant further
submits that the accommodation provided by-a?f_?ar is better than the
accommodation provided by Respondent No.3 for the post office. In.
the reply it is stated that the Respondent No,3 has provided suitable
accommodation for the post office. No rejoinder is filed., Hence ue

think that the official respondents have checked the accommoda-

. e
tion provided by the Respondents No.3 %f;and satisfied askeel the

accommodation provided by the Respondent Ng.3.

B In the result, we find no merits in this case. Hence the

oA,

8898 15 dismissed. No order as to costs,.
o .

& B..S+ RAME SHWAR) (R.RANGARAJAN) -7 -—
S Member {3) Membar (A) @{{:6\///////
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Cepy to:
1e The Superintendent of Pest Offices, Tirupathi Division,

Chandragiri Taluk, Tirupathi,

2. Pestmaster General, Hyderabad Reginn,‘Hydebabad.
3, One cepy to Mr,Harinath Gupta, Advocate,CAT,Hyderabad,
4, Dne copy to Mr,N.R.Devraj,Sr.CGSC,CAT,Hydsrabad,

5. One cepy ta Mr.0.K.Rami Reddy, Addkx@R%Advocate,CAT,Hydsrabad,

6. One copy to D,R(A),CAT,Hyderabad,
7« Cne duplicate copy,

YLKR

o



b

TYPZD 8y CHECKZD BY
COMPARED 3Y RPPRLYZD Y

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTR TIVE TRISUNAL

HYBEIAGA0 B NCH HYJERAB4D

-~

- THE HIN'SLE MR,BURANGAAJ4N e M(A)

A D
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ORDER/JUInMmeENT

MoAL/RUA /D, 4 N0,
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TED 4. LATERIM DIRECTIGNS

DISAI3ES 2F WITH JIRECTIING
SISMISSED

MISSED A5 W ITHDRAYN
DISNISSED FI® J7FAULT
JROBRED/REJECTED

N7 ORDER AS T2 C3I5TS.
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