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. IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAOD.

C.A.No. 1006/97.

Dats of decision: March 23,1999,
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Batween:

-

Annspureddy Adinarayanamma. .o Applicant
and

1. The Unien of India representsd by the
Chief Post Master General, A.P.Circle,
Hyderabsd - 500 001.

2. The Postmsater General, Vijayswada 520 001.

3. Senior Superintendent of Post Offices,
Prakassm Division, Ongole, 523 001.

4., The Assistant Superintendent of P.0s.,
Kanigiri Postal Sub Oivision,
Kanigiri - 523 230

§. Markapurapu Rejamma, EDBPM, Mangampalli,
Peddagollapalli - 523 328.

b. Sri K.Ueerabhadram
Senior Superintendent of Post Offices,

Prakasam Division, Ongole 5$23001. .o Respondents.
Counsel for the Applicant: Sri U.R.S5.Gurupadam.,
Counsel for the Regpondents: Sri V.Rajeswaras Rao for

Respondents 1 to 4 and 6.

Sri C.VUMalla Reddy for
Regpondent No.b5
CORAM :

Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan, fember (A)

Hon'ble 3ri B.S5.Jei Parsmashuar,Member (J3)

JUDGMENT .
(by Hon'ble Sri B.S5.Jai Parameshuar ,Member (J)
Haard, Sri U.R.Sx. Gurupadak, learned counsel for

the Applicagnt, 5ri V.Rsjeswara Rao, learned coungel for the

Respondents 140 4 alkBrand Sri C.U.Mallas Reddy, leerned

counsel Por th_ Respond nt Wo.5 R-6lthough.notice is served

:P called apsent.




The reqular incumbent of the post of EDBPM,
retired from service
Mangampalli Branch Post Office/with effect from 30.6.1995,
An open Notification No.BII/Mangampalli dated 9.6.1995 was
issued inviting applications from the eligible candidates
to fill up the seid post on regular bagsis, as there was

no rasponse from the local Employment Exchange. The

last date fixed' for receipt of the applications was 9.7.1995,

In responss to the said Notification, three
and the Respondent'ﬁn.S.
candidates including the applicantﬂapplied for the posts
After 4w scrutiny of the three applications, thse
Respondents selected the Respondent No.5 to the past of

EDBPM, Mangampalli on regular basis. The Respondent No.S5

took charge of the post of EDBPM, Mangampalli,

Being aggrieved, the applicant has filed
this 0.A., challenging the selection and appeintment of
the Respordaent No.5 to the post of EODBPM, Mangamapalli

on the grounqéthat the Respondent No.5 had no residence

: A necessgary .
in the villags, that she had not produced gRxieriR/Certifi-
P . that she hed not passed 55€ Exam. .during flarch, '6

cates along with her applicatian,/that she had a cousin

of similar name, thyk the RespeRERRR Ne«R kRed rak nessas
.szxSﬁng%ﬁmgﬁggﬁﬁmxdmximgxthx‘gdmx,iﬂﬁix that her cousin

of the simila:_n;me had passed the S5SC Examination during

the year, 1967, that the Respondent 0.5 had utilised the SSC
Marks Certificate of her cousin for sscuring the appointment,

that she had sven produced certain documents which were
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last
ragistered subsagusnt to the/date fixed for receipt of

the applications with all relevant documents, &nd that R-5
yes the Agent of M/sPecrless Insurance Cao., Eﬂlcuttu. Hence ~

she..yas Not at all eligible for the past.
The Respondent Nes., 1 to 4 have filed their raply

Eﬁmmﬁbx Stating thst the Raspondant No.% was a meritorious
candidate among the applications received in response
to the Notification, that they were not awsre of tha

fact that the Respondent No.5 was working as an Agent

Insurance
for the Peerless &rRswExrea and Gensral Bdaence/ Company,

that the date of birth of the Respondent WNo.5 is 15.7.1931,

38C liast
that they got verified the%narksAwﬁxﬁkxmrﬁﬁuxﬁhﬁh&w£.

R RR e Xk Xt Xxpxxkxanxi produced by the Respord ent No.S

with the concerned School Authoritiea
along ulth her appllcatlon/énd found them to be gsnuine,

a
that the Respondent No.S id ¥ permanent resident of

Mangamapalli Village, that she possessed the property
to the post '
and income and that her selection/is in order. Thug they

,pray for dismissal of Ehe oA
The Respondent No.5 has Ffiled reply stating

that she had furnisfhed the requisite documents and
certifirates along with her application, that the

averment/allegation that she had utilised tne marks
7 claszmate. Caim 2
certificate of her /gssedex (Gdassmaeded is not correct,

that she had Furnished;pfoparty certificate in regpect
of the Agricultural lands besring S.Nos., 306 and 315

of Nandanauanaa, that her date of birth is 15.7.1951,
that the averment cof the applicant that the dates of
birth of Respondent No.5 and her cousin sister with

the same name 1s 15.7.1952 and 1.7.1952 respectively is

also false and baseless, that the applicant has
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produced certain certificates of a person of similar ta her
name to mislead the Tribunal and further Respondent No.5
has stated that by the time of consideration of her
the applicant
applicationxs,su/uwas a fPair price dealer of Mangampalli
. . We3 ..
village and as such she (the applicant) %E.not eligible

to apply for EDBPM post on 10.7.1995,

caommaon -

The applicant has filed a/rejoinder wharein
she has stated that the property certificate produced
by the applicant in regard to S.Nos. 306 and 315 belong
fu the joint family of har husband thé& those propartics
wvere the subject mattar of s partition suit cn.the file
of the District Munsif, Kanigiri, that the said suit was
gettled by the order of the Court dated 30.10.1971,
that the sverment that the Respondent No.5 possessed the
property bearing S.Nos., 306 and 315 is not correct
and that the selection of Respondent No.5 is not correct.
It is ;lso averred by the applicant that the Respondent No.5
produced documents of title in regard to S.Nos., 220 and 221
but not in respect of S.,Nos., 306 and 315 at the time of

verification.
heard
We hove/the counsel for rival parties at

length. //Cn the last date of heering, the learned

official
coungel Por the/respondents had produced the selection

Proceedings. Further, today, at the time of hearing,

he hgs produced the correspondence in regard to the

s

verificetion of SSC Narksgﬁggg%%?by the Raspondent No.5.
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The fact that the Respondent Ne.5 had sescured More ‘
Exama_ than the applicent? - i

REg Marks in the S.Scé.C.,/is not in dispute.
: ~
The applicgant contends that the Respondent No.S }
had not possessed tha property at Mengampazlli. Further,

the applicant contends that she had not produced the

documents of title at the time of submission of the

by the Respondent No.S wes with respect $8 S.Wos., 220 and 221|

application by R-5, that the property certificate, produced

but not in respsct of S.Nos., 306 and 315, ‘

The contention of the applicant that &b the
time of her submitting the application, the respord ent No.5 |

had submitted the property certificate with respect to ,
306 i
S.Nos«, 220 and 221 and not in reaspsct of S.Nos., &%f and 3186

is not borne out by the records produced by the respordenbbs. “

S,Mas. 220 and 221 |
The Propert%/shuun by the Respondent No.5 was registerec.
‘\: .

in the name of the Respordent No.5 on 12.7.1995. The

has
Respondent No.5 in her reply/categorically stated that

rnot at all’ \
those properties were /hown in her application ana that

she had not @ oduced any certificate with respect to the

property bearing S.Nos., 220 and 221,

on suomits
The applicant only/conjectures/that the

property certificate in regard to S.Nos., .220 and 221 was

- produced at the time of verification lxuikooxod<ie Xpxesame X
The said
YARRFRE, Bk stz xax /averment /al legat ion
dt
cannot be taken - the face value wunless it is so certified

by the Verification Officer.

i

But no Vaerification Officiagl
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has given such a statement.,

The next contention of the applicant is that
the Respondent No.S had utilised the marks cartificate

of her cousin of similar name ang that she had failed in

‘March,1967. If the applicant was so certain that the

Respondent No.5 had failed in march,1967, nothing prevented

tha applicant to subatsniiste her contention with convincing

proof. Mere oral assertion is not sufficient . The

contention of the Responjent No.5 that certein certificates
of the persen having name éimilar to her have been produced
by the epplicant only te mislead the Tribunal cannot be

ruled out; The applicant has not brought out any case to

hold that the respondent No.5 had either imper sonated or

prodiced documants of some other person of gimilar name to
gain smployment.

The respendents got the documents pr cduced by the

Respondent No.S verified from the concerned School Authoritie

When they are satisfied with the document s produced by the
sPplicsnt and they aré genuine, it is too much for this
Tribunal tc accept or go deep into the contention of the
applicant. Tha Respondent No.S in reply to the contention

of the applicant that the Respondent No.S5 was a full time

Agent of M/s Pesrless Gensral Insurance Company Limited has

stated that it is a private Insurance Company and there is ndl|

legal bar for her to epply in responsa to the impugned

notificatien of Respondent No.d. She further ststed thst

;)/ﬂgg,
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she (Redpondent No.5) had resigned the agency much earlisr

to theidate of Notification. The applicant has not shoun

any evidence that the Respond=-nt Ho,5 was an Agent of the

ssid Insurance Company on the date of Motification ar st the

time of her selection snd appointment for the post of

£0BPM, Mangampalli.

In this view of the matter, having considdred

all the grounds raised hy the applicant, we do nct find

any irregularity in the selection and appointment of the
Regpond-nt No.5 as EDBPM, fMsngamapalli.

The 0.A., has no merits and it is liable

to be dismissed.

The 0.A., is dismissed. No costs.

The selection Proceedings and the application

forms produced by the respondents afe returned te the

respondents.

/\’\r\%ﬁ') ~ (R.RANGARAJAN)

43.4.99 MEMBER(J) MEMBER (A)
Date: 23--3--1889 éh44(
__________ et

Dictated in apen Court.
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Copy ta:

HOHNT

HHRP M(A)

HABIP M(3) —

D.?.(A)(///
sphre

157 AND IIND COURT

TYPED Y BY
COMPARCD BY,

THE CENTRAL ADMIMISTRAVIVE TmIisvnal

QYD SRAZ AL,

HYDERAZAD BINCH

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE D.H.NASIR:

VICE = CHAIRMARN

THE HON'SLE MR.H.RAJENDRA PRASAD:

memazR (A)

THS HON'BLE MR.R.RANGARAJAN
MmeMBER (A)

CTHE HON'3

memszr ()

DATED: 9_0,‘/8;,/5@

ORDER/ JUDGEMENT
, h

F.
CHECKED &Y
APPROYID "3Y

« MR.3.5.JAI PARAMZISUAR

MA./RA./CP.NO.

IN ;

ma.gm.'{OOG/éth

I1S5LED.

ADMITTZD am7 1N TZRIM DIRICTIONS

ALLOUED

ORDERED/REJLYCTZO

SRR

-
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NO ORDER AS JC COSTS

.{j:

DISPNSED OF (WIT DIRITTIDHS

'Jlléﬂlﬁﬁio

DISMISSED AS U%THDRAUN






