IN THE CENTRAIL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDER}}BAD .

November, 1997.

Date of decision: 3rd

Between: :
B.Venkatesam. .o 'Applicant.

1. Sﬁperintenaent of Post Offices,
Medak Division, Hedak.

2. The Director of Postal Services,’
Hyderabad Division, Hyderabad.

3. The Inspector of Post Uffices,
Medak Egst, Medak.

4; Smt. K.Vijava. .e Respondents.

Counsel for the applicant: - Sri D.Linga Rao.

Counsel for the official respdts: sSri N.V.Raghava Reddy.

Sri s.Ramakrishna Rao.

Counsel for private Respondentlic.4%

*CORAM: | ‘.

Hon'ble Sri R. Rangarajan, lember (&)

-

' |
Hoh'ble Sri B.3.Jail Parameshwar,Memﬁer(J)
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(per Hon'ble Sri R.Rahgaraﬁan,Member (A).
s . . :|' .
None for the applicant. SriW{Sityanarsyana for

. |
. Sri N.R.Devaraj for official respondents. Sri S.Rama

Krishna Rao for private Respondent N?.4.

As the O.A., wss filed in 1995, it is being
disposed of under Bule 15(1) of the .Central Administrative

{Procedure)Rules, 1987, ’

The applicant in this C,A.,| & an aspirgnt for

“the post of EDBPM of Chellapur Brancp Office in Dubbak Mandal,
This 0.A., is filed challenging the selection of Respondent No.4
|

and for guashing the said selection of Respondent No.4 by
r'|_
holding that the applicant is entitled for the poste in
| ‘ X
preference to Respondent No.4,

A reply has Eeen filed by_Lhe official respondents
in this 0.A. The learned counsel fbr the official res-
pendents submitted that he has nothing o add in this
connection, Sri Ramakrishna Reao, Ehe learned counsel for
the Respondent No.4 submitted that ‘the applicant is not

entitled ko the post as he is not a candidate who applied

‘ . .
for the post in response to the Notification dated 8-6-1992

issued by the respondents. Henceé#he applicant has no locus standi

1

CP\///tO challenge the posting of the Respondent Ko.4,
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Due to the dlscharge of the regular app01ntee on 25~-8-1992
7 (dop Sdsuel
AN =++a32%§q the age of 65 years, a n0t1f1C1tloanOr filling

up the post}\Exmployment Exchange haeea?eﬂ addressed on 8,6,1992
to sponsor suitable candidates. A ppblic notification was also
issued bn the same day. There was no response from the
Employment'Exchange. 19 épplicatiqns were received in res-
ponse to the public notification. LAs the selection could
notrbe completed by 25-8-1992 one S#i B.Nagabhushanam.was

nosted from 25-8-1992 on provisional basis to discharge the
duties of EDBPM. While the selection process was going

on, 0.2.993/92 was filed on the file of this Tribunal
challenging the selection process. = By the judgment

dated 21--3=1994 the Superintendent of Post Offices was

.
directed to select a candidste from among those who filed
their applicztions in time in pursuance of the notifi-

cation dated 8-6-1992 in accordancé withrthe rules. As

all the 19 applicagfgns received ié response to the ﬁotifi-
cation dated 8—6-1992 were found nét in order, a re-notifiw
cation was issued on 31-5-~1994. The apglicant in 0.A,993/92
challenged the renotification by fﬁling C.P.136/94, By an
interim order dated 15=~7=1994 ' %in that C.P., the selection

proceedings started with referencefto Notification issued on

Wzl !
31-5-1994 wys stayed. However, that C.P., was finally

disposed of on 23-1-1995 with a direction to finalif'e the
t

Selection from améng the applicanés who applied with reference

EL/ to notification dated 8=6-1992, The Superintendent of Post
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Offices finalised the selection bﬁ”é@lecting the Respondent No.4

and igsued Orderg on 22-2-1995 ordering transfer of the charge of the
B.0. from thé provisionally appointeé B,PM., to the selected

candidate. The above. facts have been narrated in the geply
statement of the official respondents. It is stated in the

rebly'statement that the applicant did not apply for the post

Of BPM Chellapur Branch Office in puksuance of the notifi-
cation dated 8—6-19924Jhen the Tribunal directed to finalise

the selection with referencé to the notification dated 8.6.1992,

only those who haéi applied in respdnde to the notification

e

date@ 8,6,1992 can oly be considered'fbr posting. Since

the applicant %f,?éé not applied.infresponse to the notifi-

cation dated 8-6-1992, he has no right to be posted as EDBPM

f

of Chellapur Branch Post Office. No rejoinder has been

filed by the applicant. Hence, it%has to be held that the

submissions made by the respondents in the reply are in order.

Hence, in view of the facts mentioned above, the applicant

has no right to ask for therancella%ion of the appointment of

+he Respondent No 4 aaa*t6=cha&&enge‘ﬁi"appﬁtﬂtmgnt and L% '

post nlm vice Respondent No.4.

- Hencé, the 0.A., is dismissed. No costs.

B.S. SHWAR, : R.RANGARAJAN,
Member (J) B Member (&)

2 W7 | Date: 3-15--1997 f'm .
ss5s. Dictated in opep Court, “*jtis ¢ 4

!




0A.436/95
Copy to:-
1. The Superintendent of Post D?Pibés, Medak Division,
f’!edak- !
2. Ths Director of Postal Services, Hyderabad Division,
Hyc‘el‘abado: . -
3, The Inspector of Post Cffices, fedak fast, Medak.
4 fNmm enny to @r, D;Linga Rao, Advocate, CAT., Hyd.
5. 0ne copy to Mre. NeVetagiw -« . .
; o ' Comeen AT Hyd.
6. One copy to Mr. S.Ramakrisnna Rao, for R=4, CAT., Hyd.
7. Ono copy to D.‘R.‘(A), CAT., riyds
8. One duplicate copy. |
srr
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No order as %1 costs,
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