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(AS PER HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE V.NEELLDRI RAC, VICE CHAIﬁMAN)
!

JUDGMENT

‘Heard Shri S.Ramakrishna Rao, learned counsél for
\

the applicant and Shri N.R.Devaraj, learned standing |
‘ r

counsel for the respondents, |
f

| |

2. There was a vacancy for the post of Extra

Departmental Branch Post Master, Latpalli, Bljinepalﬁy S.0.,
who I

Wanapar thy D1v1510n when the regular incumbent(happened

to be father of the applicant herein, retired on 5.1, 95

When no candldate

en attainf%d the age of superannuation.
|

was sponsored by the Employment Exchange, the respondent
| {
igssued the notification dated 4.1.95 calling for apali-

cations for the post of EDRPM, Latpalli. The applicant
{

was appointed as EDBPM, Latpalli on provisional basis

and he was working in that capacity from 5,1,95. I£

pursuance of the notificetion dated 4.1,95, five apbli-
ISV SOV S G/ IR T o |

cations, were received. Then note dated 28.4.95 was placed

before the respoﬁdent and it is to the effect that[none
N

of the candidates who applied for the post compl$ with the
F

requisite particulars, Thereupon the respondent endorsed
on 9.5,95 that the vacancy may be notified again, | Then
[

2nd notification dated 20,5,95 was issued, Then the
\
nppitxanzxxnﬂ application of the appllcant alone qas

received in time. Note dated 15.6,95 was made to‘the
[

effect that when the mex minimum required is three appli-
E
(
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cations for seleqtion, only one application was
received, Then the respondents endeorsed on the same
date that it may be again renatified. |
3. The 3rd notification was issued on 16~6-1995,
Three applications in pursuance of tﬁe same iné}uding
that of the applicant hérein were received by 3U~6-9§,
the last date stipuléted. But in two applicablsns which
were received on 1=7-95 it was mentioned that the |
vacancy was not notified in the village gnd tom tdm yas

not made by the sarpanch and hence they were not aware of
the vacancy ‘and could not submit them in time. Thargupun,
the respondent made sndorsement on 7-7-95 directing |

fresh notification of the vacancy and the ASPO was a#ked to
circulate the notification in the village by taking
acquittance from the residents of the village, 'Tharfupon
4th notification dated 7-7-95 was issued, Three appli-
cations iﬁcluding that of the applicant uere raceiueb.
Those applicabions are said to be of the épplicant and

the other two who applied in pursuance of the 3rd noti-
fication, . |

4, Whike the last date for receipt of the applications

in pursuance of the notification dated 7-7-95, was

6-8-95, the same wo individuals who complained on 147-95
that the vacancy was not notified in theac?IIESQZ?ég?uA

the vacancy was not notified in the village., Therasupon

the respondents noted that every time it was noticed that

;ﬁge of the candidates were complaining about non-
; |
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publicity to the vacancy in the village and particularﬂy

the same two were complaining about the non-cirdulati&n

|

of the notification about the vacangy in the village.[
He ordered on 14-8-95 that the vacancy has to be agai
notified and the ASP0 was asked to go to village and

notify the vacancy by tom tom personally and obtain t

sigmature of the villagers on the netification,
|

5. Theré bipon the impugned notification dated 17-8-95

was issued and -the same is challenged in this OA, |
|
i

6. As there was no challenge in regard to the |

notification dated 4-1-95 before the later notificatﬂon

|

was issued, we feel it not necessary to consider i
|

correctness of the grounds for renotificatien especiﬁlly
in holding that the applicants who applied in pursuahce

of the Pirst notification had not complied with the f

|

nacessary particulars, For the same reason we are nbt
considering whether there will be any‘justification(

for renotification when only one application was reqeiued

in pursuance of earlier notification, - |

[
7. The learned counsel for the applicant is relyi?g

upon the DGPAT letter No.43-40/65 per, dated 19-1-1968
|

referred to at3Pspe 69 of Service Rulas for ED staf%
L] |

.V//’ | _ [
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tom, It does not go against the DGPAT letter dated

|
in Postal Department, (5th Edition) to urge that the ofily
way in which the publicity had to be given uvhenever it
is proposed to angagé%@ha ED Agent is by displaying nuéice

giving particulars of the payment to be made and allouénce

and other conditions attached to it at the concerned post

office, ths police station, the Panchayat office and i
any other public place considered suitable and that tDT-

tom is not contemplated as per the above letter of [)f.‘d:’fi.]‘'»‘7“"‘3}"c
it is not justlland proper to order renotification an tﬁe
ground that no tom-tom was made earlier, f

B. While it was urged for the r espondents that the |
applicant managed to ses that sufficient publicity_ua# not
given, in regard to the notification for this vacanch it

is contended for the applicant that in order to defeaé the
. . | . A |
interest of the applicant, a candidate who got aaLmarks

was prevailaed upon to apply for this post and in order teo
|

enable him to apply/fha notification for the Pif@ﬁxti?e
was alsw issued, i
9. The intendﬁgnt for the publication for the notirg-

.b._r\_\f?—-

cation athhe appbintment of EDBPM is to give publiciﬁy to
. N - L., )
the villagers to enable the desiragg eligible candidates

to apply fPor it, IP the Appointing authority feels that

for one reasgn or the cother, the method contemplated!in
the DGP&T letter dated 19-1-1968 is not serving the pur-

|
pusg/and if the said authority feels that due publicity

|
can be given by ordering tom-tom also, than it cannot be
|
stated that there is any irregularity X®)in ordering tom-

|
‘ |
19-1-1960., ‘

X .5,
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10, Ofcourse if renotiﬁication was ordered for |
extransous reasons, it is a matter for consideration i?
proceedings under Ap.ticles 226 of the Constitution., |
But in vieu‘d? the tenor of the endorsement made by r%s—

pondent, we feel that the mspondent genuinely fPslt thak
[

. the due publicity for notifying the vacancy was not

P Wl A

given earlier, and hence; ultimately he felt that'th%
same can be made by tom tom under the personal super%

vision of ASPQ, HEnce, we €annot accaede to the cont%n—

tion for the applicant that with ulteriofr or abliqué motive,

|

the respondent ordered the impugned notification.
11, Thus, there are ndlvalid ground warranting the

|
interference when the respondent ordered notificatidn

of the publication of vacancy in regard to the pustfof

EOBPM, Latpalli, for the fifth time. Accordingly, éhis
I

DA is dismissed., The interim order dated 25=9=95 s%ands

vacated, No costs, é/ f
|

(A.B. Gorthi) (V. Neeladri Rao)
Member (Admn.) Vice Chairman
AN ) o]
2N Dated - Nov 20, 95 /4
B Dictated in Open Court }éaﬁ’éﬁi |
_ ; Bty
Deputy RegistraF(J)CC
To + |[
sk |
1. The Superintendent of Post Cffices, : [
Wanaparthy. .
2. One copy to Mr.S.Ramakrishena Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd. |
3, One CORY to Mr, N.R.Devraj, SI.CGSC.CATQHYGU .{
‘4, One copy to Library, BAT.Hyd. |
5. One spare COpY. l
pvm .l
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/ ' END ,
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ORDERATUDGMENT

' M.A./é;.ﬁx./é;A;No.
- . -4 in
0.auo. R '))\ N
T 2 aNO. - (W.P.NO, )

Admitked and Interim directicns
Issuefd.

Allw dn ~
Dispdsed of with directions.

Dismisged.

I

Dismipssed as withdrawn.

Dismissed for default}
Ordefred/Re jected,
No Crder as toO costs






