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IN THE CENTRAL ADMBMISTRA TIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD.
0.A.NG.193 of 1996,
Batuesn Dated: 24.4.19964

MiMahalaxmi Bai oo Applicant 1
And | '

1. The Superintendaht of Past Offices, Uanéparthy Division, .
Wanaparthy, Mahabubnagar Diatrict, s

- {

i

2. The Asst, Superintsndent of Post Offices, Jadcharla,
Mahabubnagar District.

3. G.Jageeshuar, eve Raspnndénts

Counsel Por the Applicant + Sri. D.P.Kali

Counsel Por the Respondents : Sri, V.Rajesusra Reo, Addl. CGSC.
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CORA M3
Hon'ble Mre RiRangarajan, Administrative Member

Contds eee2/=
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Dt.of Decisien 3 24=-04<96.

C.A. 193/96. | | Dt.of Decision : 24-04-26.

7

CRDER

I

{ BAs per Hon'ble Shri R. Rangarajan, Member (Admn.) X

R-3 called zbsent. Set expéarte,

2, ' Nene for the applicsnt. Heard Mr, V. Rajeswara
Rae, learned ceunsel for the respendents.
3. : Cpen netificatien calling for applicatliens for

the pest ef EDBPM, Gummakenda Branch Post Cffice was 1ssued,

en 15-06-1995 fixing the last date fer receipt of‘applicatimns

[ TN ‘ :
-2 14—07—1995£>a§)tﬁmeempl@yment exahange failed te gpenser

the candidate when they were appreached earlier. It is stated

that feur applicatiens were received including the aprplicant and

R-3. After necessary scrutiny ef the applicati@n(::yR-B was
selectad )on a regular basis _g EDBPM, Gumm@konda Branch Pest

Office.

4. Aggrieved by the abeve, the applicant has filed
this CA for getting aside the appointment ¢f R-2 and for a

censequential directien te R-1 to poest her in bhat capacity.

5. The main-cententi@n ef the applicant in this cA
<tlt@ appeint her te the pest of EDBPM, Gummakenda is that ghe
had secured higher marks in the SSC than R=3 and alse because
of the fact that she has passed SSC examinatien in the first
attempt. <1t is alse submﬁxted that she has preduced all the
cértificates roquired te be preduced fer censidering her case

for the post ef EDBPM alengwith her applicatien.



-2
6. Mr. V.Rajeswars Réo, learned counsel for the
respondents submit that a cepy of the reply had been hanced
ever te the applicant's ccunsel ¢n 15-04-1996 and this fact
has been mentioned in the erder of this Tribunal and it was
ordered tc be pested on'17-04-i996.. On that day the case was
ad journed teo t@—day as the appliCaht's counsel wag reported to
be sick. But even tcday the applicant's ceunsel is net present
when the cacse was called cut fer heéring. Hence the CaA is

dispesed of on the basis of the materials syallable on record.

7. The main cententicn of the_respondents in rejecting -
her candidature isﬁwo fold:=

| 1}The Inccme certificate submitted by hér cannot be relie—
upen s the same is signed by her guardian and not by her, even
though the inceme certificate stztes that she gets an income of
Rs, 6,000/£)per annum. It is alse sggﬁﬁtted for the resﬁondents
that this certificate is ceunter signed by MPDO, Thimmajipet,
whe is not competent te issue this certificate. Only the MRC
is ccmpetent to issue the certificate.

2)The Secondrccntention is that the preperty certificate—

was net attached to the applicatien and she acquired the property
certificate on 19=10-95 as can be seen frem the endersement in

letter No.D/3493)/95 deted 31-10-1995 (Annexure A-6).

8. As she has falled to preduce the proper inceme
certificate and preperty certificate her candidature was rejected
even though she has got more marks in SSC compared to R=2 content

the standing ceunsel.

9. Ne rejeinder has been filed in this connection. I

have called for the records in thils cennection. From the

verificatioen tabulatien available on record prepared in connectie
with this selection,I?ind‘that her candidature was rejected

II4
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for want of preper inceme and preperty certificate. I alse

find that the inceme certificate dated 14-07-95 wherein it

is stated that she has an inceme of Rs, 6,000/« per annum is

signed by her@ﬁardi@h. The inceme of the applicant has te be

certified by her and net by her@%ﬁrdi%n. It is net understeed

why the Gardign hasg certified an income. . Frebably the inceme
Ry

ma@y be that of the@ﬁnrdiip and not that ef the applicant.
’ - it

is also seen frem the inceme certificaté gueted abeve that[is

signed by MPDO, Thimmajipet. The learned ceunsel for the

respendents submitz that the MPDO, Thimmajipet ishet , cempetent

gutherity te issue the jpnceme certificate and only the MRO

ef_

Lthe cancernfg/dandal cheuld : li)iSﬁue the certificate. In

the absence of any rejeinder te that it has te be,held that the

was themwﬁTt
inceme certificate /issued bykxlncemputent official and net by

A e

the autherised efficer.

10. The respendents clearly state; \that her pr@pérty
certificate was nct received al@ngwithxiﬁéﬁjabplicati@n. This
fact has alse been memtiened in the verificatien Stafement. |
Annexure A-6 reported te have bheen issued by Mandai Revenue
Cfficer in regard te her land helding atgates tﬁatﬁDanasettlement
vide Reg. Dce. Ne. 2578/95 cated 19-10-95;; (Annexure-A-€), From

the above it c3n be‘f—“iﬁferr & th: ;
oy o o iy ed that the landed preperty was
acquiredZ®n1} op 19-10-95 and not earlier.' The selectien hagd
itgeif,
been cempleted in September 199% 7 Hence the resp@ndents submi
ubmig

that she {did) net pesses any landed preperty .+ the time eof

£4 , , R
Finalisetien of the recruitment. As no rej@inder has been file

b

i
t has alse te be held that the abeve. asserfi@n @f the respend

ﬂf_.r}

is in erdger. A



11. In view of the fact that the applicent did net
submit a preper inceme certificate signed by the authsriggéb
efficer é;g.tﬁe revenue district and alse because of the fact
that the land was registered in her name enly en 19-10-1995
later than the finalisatien ef the recnuitmen@iﬁ{%be cannet
claim fer selecting her fer‘the pest eof EDBFM, Gummakenda

kg
even theugh Sheiﬂﬁd cecured .mere marks than R-3 in the 5SC..
e
12, In the result, I f£ind that there is no merit[}
in this OA. Hence the OA is dismissed 5t the admission stage

itself. Ne costs.

A

(R. Rangarajan)
Member {AdGmn.
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The Suparintandant of pest Urfices, Uanaparthy Divialon,
uaaaparthy,imahebubnagar Bistrict. y

The Asst. Suparinten&ent of Past 0??1cas. Jadcharla,
Hahabubnagar Biscrlcb. _3‘% :

Bne capy te Sri‘ D.P.Kali. advacata. CAT, Hyd. _3_'§_
Ena cupy tm Sri. v Ragesuara Rae. Addl. CGSC, EAT. Hyd.
Bne capy ta Library, CAT, Hyd.
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