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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL :HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

Original Application No.780/96
Dt. of decision:2-7-1996

Betweean:

Dava Das (Alias Devadanam) o+ Applicant
and

1, Union of India, rep. by its
Secretary, Dept. of Posts,
New Delhi.

2. Director«General, Posts,
NoDelhi .

3. Chief Post Master General,
A,P.Circle, Hyderabad.

4, Senior Superintendent,
Hyderabad Sorting Division,
Hyderabad-~500027

5. M, Yadagiri, Extra Deptl.Employee,
Dept. of Posts, Sorting Division,
Begumpet, Hyderabad.

«« Respondents

Counsel for the applicant 3§ Sri Pratap Narayan Sanghi

Counsel for the respondents: Sri K.Bhaskar Rao

CORAM

Hon'ble Mr,Mustice M.G.Chaudhari : Vice Chairman

Hon'ble Mr.H.Rajendra Prasad 1 Member (A)
JUDGEMENT
(Oral order as per Hon,Mr.Justice M.G.Chaudhari, Vv.C.

Sri Pratap Narayan Sanghia%&f the applicant Tnd

sri K. Bhaskéra Rao for the respondents,
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2. Thereiis no merit in this application, The
was not seleéted for the post of Mail Guard at the
nation held on 28-4-96 whereas respondent No,5 was
The applicant believes that he is superior in every

to respondent No.5 and ought to have been selected

rence to resandent No.5. The selection of responde

No.5 has lead to suspicion in his mind that some fo

applicant
e xami -

Bélected.
respect

ln prefe-

has been playéd. In the representation which according

to him he hastfxled to the Chief Post Master General
28-6-96 (“hne*ureaS) he has stated that he has studi
upto SSC, that he is the seniormost Scheduled Caste
- who appeared for the test, that he is the bettér qud
candidate than cne who has been declared successful
that in this regard he suspects foul play. An addit]
strength is pﬁrported to be given to this suspicion

making new aliegation in 0.aA. in Paragraph No.6.4..

ed
official
lified
and
ional

oy

Inter

alia, that the 5th respondent is not only a Non-Matrjficulate

but he is so poor in languages that he cannot write

his name pr0pekly. that he is not aware of writing o

rVen

language or reading, And above all the respondent Np,5

admitted to th§ applicant that he had failed to write any-

thing on the paper and was bound to fail, and that there-

fore it is surprising'as to how his name has figured

into amongst the selected candidgtés. These grounds jwould

have inspired bette®: confidence éépthesé were found ade

in the representation which was the earliest occasion when

applicant would have naturally projected his grievan

whatever that might be, we do not find these allegati

even prima facie sufficient to spell out fraud or adm

the 0,A, on that ground.
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3. The learned counsel for the applicant drew ouf
&~ attention to the averments made in Paragraph 6.4 that
immediqtely gfter the applicant learnt the sglect list
VA VARA 4A
& he madehin the Department and came to know of the |fact
that the answer scripts of the 5th respondent wef# replaced
by other answer scripts written by some other candidate
mainly not only to favour him but for other extradrdinary
reasons, This allegation is absolutely Wwague as it does
- not set out any particulars as to who gave him that

information and what was the nature of that information.

Whatever that might be in the representation he ha
requested the CPMG to call for the answer scripts and
elreele
*~  eheque the handwriting of the successful candidate
with their own writing, check the veraocity and the
L~ valuation made as foul play was suspected in that espect/
that his own answer scripts may be revalued and that

v till a decision was taken andenquiry made.. the re%ults

declared should be kept in abeyance,

4. We think that when the complaint of this nature
has been made to the CPMG, the said authority will |apply
I v orday Lo
its mind seriously and take suitable action, itfhe/ifesds
v J#opu.wu-f“”+“d‘?ér it is therefore a fit matter to jbe left
for the decision of the CPMG. ' The applicant d4id not
leave any reasonable time for the said representation

to be considered by the cPMG which was filed only in

the last week and having rushed to the Tribunal,

5. We may, however, observe’, that the CPMG may |look
into the grievance made by the applicant in his repLesenta-

tion d4t,.28-6-96, particularly as the applicant says| that

Yott— | ed
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he belongs t¢ Scheduled Caste community angd therjfore

4

there should remain no grievance that injustice

by him has not been looked into by the CPMG. It |i

Y

Gomplained

s desirable

that the said authoritifs—looks into the same earily and

informs the applicant accordingly. It will be ent
e B c

heve—in the discretion of the “PMG whether to
selection of respondent No.5 in abeyance pending $

tion of the representation of the applicant.

irely
the

onsidera-

6. Subject to the observations made hefeinaboJe, the

0.A. is rejected. Np order as to costs.,

Sl L ez Ntnn

( H. Rajen asad) (M.G. Chaudhari

Menrber Vice Chairman
Dt.2+7«96

(Dpen court dictation) /904/&
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0.A.780/96.

To

1. The Secretary, pept.cf Losts,
Union of India, New pelhi.

2, The Director General, Posts, New Delhi.

3, The Chief Postmaster General,
A.P.Circle, Hyderabad.

4., The Senior superintendent,
Hyderabad Sorting Division, Hyderabad-27.

5, One copy to© Mr.Pratap Narayan Sanghi, Advocate. CAT .Hyd.

6, One copy toO Mr ,K.Bhaskar Rao, Addl .CGSC.CAT Hyd.
7. One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.
8, One sparée COPY.

pvm.
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COMPARLED BY. APPROVED BY

o \
- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI BUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDBRABAD

T

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE M.G .CHAUDHARI
VICE=CHAIRMAN

. Ao | iy
THE HON'BLE MR.H,RAJENDRA PRASAD :M{a) .

| L Dateds: 2_-’] ~1996 .

OBBRE,/JULC MENT

M.A/R.A/C.aNo.

in

| o.A.;\Io_. __ 'Z%-ﬂ’v[’%

T.A.No., (w.p, .

Dismijssed.
ssed as withdrawn.
issed for Default

Oxd redeejecteé}C: -

pvm _ No erder as to costs.
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