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Betueen :i-

Meesala Appala Naidu

eee Applicant

And

1. The Union of I dia through Secregary,
tothe Govt of T dia, M/o Communications,
New Delhi,

2., The P4yst Master General,
Visakhapatnam,Region,
Visakhapatnam,

3, The Sr.Superintendentof Post Offices,

Srikakulam, |

4, The Sub-Divisional Ipspector of) P st
Offices, Rajam Sub Division, Raljam,
Srikakutam District. - ’

5., Gullipilli.Krishna Murthy

]
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|
, )
I
- - ~= |
|
. |
" " Counsel for the Applicant ¢ Shri M.R.S.Srinivas

|

Counsel Por the Respondents : shri V.Rajeshuwar Rao, CGSC

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN MEMBER  (A)

—— e .|

*

THE HON'BLE SHRI 8.5,JAI PARAMESHUAR : MEMBER (3J)

(Order per Hon‘ble Shri R.Rargarajan, Member (A) ).
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(Order per Hon'ble Shri R,Rangafajan, Member (A) ).

Heard S5ri Briz Mohan Singh ifor Sri M.R.S.Srinivas, counsel
for the applicant and Sri U.RajEShugr Rao, learned standing
e
counsel for the respondents.- Notic@Lserued on Respondent - No.5
but not acknowledged., As this CA ugs filed in the year 1995, we
do not think it fit for adjourning the matter,&n view of the
re '
directionngoing to be passed ahdwsd no harm will be done to

regpondent No.5 also.

2. The applicant belongs to Backuard Class=D community

and passed S5C in the year 1982 securing 437 marks out of 600.

He submits that he applied for the post.of EDMC, Rajam Sub Division,

in response to the notification dt.18-4-95 (Annexure-5 pags No.12

} Wwas
to the OA). Respondent No.5/alse alcandidate for that post. | Res-

: &
pondent No.5 uwas sslected, This OAjis filed for seting aside the

selection of Respondent Ng.5 and for a consequential direction

to consider the applicantlfor that post and post him on that jpasis.

J. A reply has been filed in ﬁhis 0.A. The main contention
I .
of the respaondents in this {0.A. %s éhat the applicant has not fikd

‘ , |
his applidation in the prescribed pﬁo-ﬁorma fully i.e. page No.2

ig not there. Further, the applicant has not enclosed the certifi-
cate/documents in proof of his educgtian gualificationg and coo.

fha learned counsel for the applic ant submits that he has fully
complied uith the instructions in F%lling the application in |the
prescribed proforma with all pages ard annexures. He hauing‘ub—

tained more marks in SSC than Respondent Ne.5 should have bean
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sslected,

-

4. The first point to be considered in this case is whether

the applicant had_ submitted the spplication in the prescribed

pro-

forma fully with all the documents. 'The applicant submits that

he did so whereas the respondents deﬁgéﬁ_that. It is a word o
the apptiicant agaiﬁst the word of theg respondents. Hence no
further dirsction cav be given unless the correctness of the s

ments are verified., The respondent é,unmit,5 that the applicant'

‘ !
application v as incomplete whereas the applicant submits that

somebody must have removed the pages from that to derive advan
for them., Hence we are of the opinion that an enquiry shouid
in regard to the statement of the applicant as to whether the

applicant submitted his application %n full with all documents

That ehquiry<sh0uld be done by Respnﬁdent No.3 who is head of

Post Office for %?E'uhich the recruitiment was made. While doi

abv

the enguiry by respondent No.3, he sHould(Eear both the applic

as well as Respondent No.5e.. On the blasis of enguiry Responden

should decide uhether the applimt has submitted his applistio

|

the prescribed moforma fully with alﬁ enclosures. If Respond

tate-

tage

be made

No.3 comes to the conglusion thai the statement of the applicat

in regard to the application is in order, then the appointing
avthaority should review the selaction}proceedings by consideri
the applications received in response| to the notification dt.

18=4=95, Uh that Basis the suitable Fandidate should be selec

1f Respondent Np.3 comes to the cnnclhsion that t he statement

ng all

ted.

of

the applicant is not in order on the basis of the énquiry proceed-

ings, then the 0.A. stands dismissed Y
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-5, With the above ﬁirections,itha Original Application

disposed of., No order as to costs.

(R.RANGARAJAN)
Member (3) Mamber (A)

Dated:22nd April, 1938,
Oictated in CQOpen Court, %NY“
avl/ | W .

L5IKT PARAMESHWAR)
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Copy to:

1.'The Sscretary to Govt, Min af Cummunlaatlans,

2y
3.
4i
5,
6.

7o
B..

New Delhiy

The Pestmaster General, stakhapatnam nglﬁﬂ,
Hlaakhaputnam.

The Sr.Suparlntendent cf Post ﬂfflces,

'Sr;kakulam.

The Sup Divisional Inspector of ﬁaat 0ffices,.,
Rajam Sub DlVlSlon, Ragam Srikakulam Districty

One cepy to mrin. ?.s Srlnluas, Advocate,CAT, Hyderabad,
One cnpy to Mr.U;Rajaswara Ran,CGSC,CAT,Hyders ady
One copy to D.R{A),CAT,Hyderabady

One duplicate copyi
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iN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL
HYDERA BAD BENCH HYDERABARD
" THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGHRAIAN : M(A) |

]

AND /

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.5.3AT FARAMESHUAR
Mo(3)

DATED: 9.9 lu)?&

ORDER/JUDGMENT

M.A/R.A/C. P, NO. .

in

a&&mu;\lk{?ZYS”

O INTERIM D IRECTIONS

t

J1SPOSED OF WITH OIRECTIGAS
DISMISSED
DISMIBRGED AS WITHORAWN
DISMISSES FOR DEFAULT
ORDERED/REDECTED

NO ORDER A5 TINCOSTS
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