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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH L

The Honourabvle Mr. R, Rangarajan, Member (Admn,)

AT HYDERABAD,
'

0.,A.N0,405 of 1996, Date of Order 1- 17.8,1998,

Between 3

K., Srinivasulu e MApplicant

And
.‘.‘._-'1_-‘,;_

1. The Sr,Superintendent of SURIERRANETTALN
Post Offices, Nellore Division, o RN
Nellore, S o i

"2, The Sub-Divisional Inspector(Posts) T

lellore East Sub=Division, ', R

liellore, R "
3. Ch, Prasad, s/o Gopalaiah,

aged about 27 years,

R/0 Duvvur, Duvvur village & S,0,,

Sangam Mandal, Nellore District, ... Pespondents
Counsel for Applicant s+ lMr,Ch,C.Krishna Reddy
Counsel for offimial respondents ¢ Mr, V,.Bhimanna,| ASCG
Connsel for Respondent Yo, 3 ¢ Mr.S. Ramalrilshina Rao
Coram g

The Honourable tlr, B.95,Jal Parameshwar, Member (Judl,)

ORAL ORDZR,

(Per Hon,Hr,B,S, Jal Parameshwar, Menber(J) |)
1, None fof the apnlicant, The applicant was also absent
at the time when the O,A, was taken up for hearing, |lione
for the official respondents, Heard !ir, S,Ramakrishna Rao,
learned conngel for the respondent llo,3,.
2. The post of ED Facker, in Puvvur villare fell vacant

vwith effect from 28,7,1993, The respondents requestsd the

Lmployment Exchange to sponsor eligible candidates {

o £11l

up the said post, There was no response from the Employment

Exchange, iHence an open notification was issued on

In reaponse tothe soane, the applicant, the resconden
'

aedl 11 others had submitted thelr candidature,

The respondent Mo.3 was selected as ED Packer, Duvvy

sub-Divisfonal Inspector (Fosts) MHellore East Divis

22.2.1994,

F Yo, 3

nr, by the

ifon,Mellore
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and provisional order of appointment was lssued to him
for a period of 3 months vide ordér No.PF/ED Packer/MC/-
Duvur, Nellore dated 21,4,1994,

4, Thereafter the applicant herein submitted a
representaﬁion to the P,M.G., Vijayawada and to thej
rearondent Mo,l, The respondent authorities interfered

with the selection of the respondent Ho.3 herein an!l hin

selection.was set aside,

5. The resgondent No,3 hereln had filed 0.A.No.1333
of 1994 before this Bench, Considering the grounds taken

in 0.A.N0.1333/24, this Bench by its order dated $/2.1996
sct aside the selection of the respondent No,3 in {hat 0.A.
While doing so, it relied uopcn the PFull Bench decision

of this Tribunal in 0.A.,N0.57/91 dated 10.2,1995, In the
s2id@ o.A, the anplicant herein was the resrondent No,3,

6. However, the Bench observéd that 1in case the
respondent lo,3 in that O,A. (the applicant) feltjaggrieved
by the selection of the applicant in that 0.A, (respondent
10,3 hermin), he may file a separate O,A, challenging éhe

selaction and appoinbnent of the respondent No.3 pherrin,

7. Henoe the applicant herein who was resvo7dent

Ho.3 in OA 1333/94 has filed the present O.A, chillenglng

the selectien and appointment of the respondent No,3 herein ar

E . D.Packer,

8. It {s stated that the applicant herein has challenged
the seleoctlon of the respondent tlo,3 as E.D.Pacmer o the

Ar.amd: that thn respondent No,3 an E;Ds;Packer on the ground

that tie respondent Mo.3 had no right to claim for continuanc
of his service as E.,D.Packer since his appointmgnt was
purely provisisnaly that the respondents had issued an
oren hotification for thqbost; that the applicant was
senior to the respondent Mo,3 since he had registered his nar
earliar in the Employment Exchange; and that the respondents

ought to have seen tha' the applicant got more marks in the
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i
S.S.C. Examination thf% the respondent 10,3,

9, The official respondents have filed thelr countpr

contending that as per the directions given in 0.A,N0.1333/94

decided on 9,2.1996, the applicant was replaced and the

respondent No.3 was appointed,

10, The applicant herein was resoondent No,3 in 0,)

N e

Mo.1333/94, 1In para=-11 of the order in O.AM0,1333/94, [1t was

ohserved as follows

"1, It 153 stated for the applicant that R-E
obtained from the appliecant between 26,7.94 an
30.4,94 1.e, immediately on explry of 3 months| -
of his appointment some papers required for regularising
his appointment, such as, declaration, descriptive
particulars, medical certificates and attestadion
form for verification of character and antacedents,
There 1s no dental by the official respondent [that
the above mentioned certificates were not callled for
from the applizant or those documents had bheerd called
for from the applicant under some other pretext,

“In view of the above, 1t had to be held that he above
mentloned documents were asked from the appli#ant to
regularise his provisional appointnent in vieT of
his selection on the basis of the open notification
issued on 22,2,94, There can be no other reasdn for

11, -
respondents had secured the documents and testimoniai
the respondent Mg,3 hereln for reqularisation of tre
of the respondent Ne,3, The recpondent Ho.2 heredn h
selected following the evtan® rules, The selection off
respondent Me,3 heredn vho was applicant in 0.A.M0,13
wis found 4o b in ordar,
12,
srcured mors mnxkn than that of the respondent 10,2

hee had nak rveneeqd any document Lo show that he waL

- to ennoint R-3 replacing the applicant on the

calling for the sbove mentioned documents, Heﬁce,

W2 are satiafied that the applicant has been

by R=2 following the extant rules, but was pr
appointed, rending verification of certain re
docnments quoted above for reemlzrisation, In
meativhiile Rl ordered by his letter daoted 18,

of the representation dated 16,6,94 submitted

te him, The lecrned counsel for the applicant produced
a letter at the time of hearing written hy R

stating that the selection of E.D,Packer, Du
was reviewved by him and R-2 has tehe appointe
reamlarly to that nost,®

In that para, this Bench hag ohserved that +H
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house property in Duvvur village. Hence the present {respondent
llo.3 was selected and appointed,
13, In view of the above, the C.,A. has no merits, Hence,

the 0.,A, 1s dlsmissed. No costs,
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