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OA.1130/99 dt.4-9-2000

Order

Oral order (per Hon. Mr. V.K, Majotra, Member (Admn)

This application is made against the selection of
Shri Ganji Satyam, Respondent No.6 aileginq that he did
not fulfil the conditions for the appointment as EDBPM,
Kukkudam, a/w Vemulapalll, Suryapet Division, Nalgonda
District, purSuaﬁéE to notification No.B2/PF/Kukkudam
dated 22-10-1997 ih preference to the claim of tte
apolicant who had fulfilled the prescribed conditions.
Earlier Respondent No.l had issued notification dated
22-10-1997 for filling up of the post of regular basis
for the post of EDBPM, Kukkudam, fixing the last date as
21-11-1967, The applicant had applied for the same being
eligible along with Respondent No.6. Four candidates had

l-.r‘—rt.,ﬁ;__

gubmi tted defective certificates and found ineligible for

I
consideration and they :;; rejected due to defect in the
property statements, Respondent No.6 according to the
applicant had submitted a bogus property certificate but
was appointed by Respondent No.l. Aggrieved by this he had
appealed to the Respondent N¢.3 on 27-3-1998 seeking his

i

intervention in the matter and conductkinquity into the
circumstances leading to the appointment of Respondent_6.
As his appeal remained unresponded the applicant moved the
present application seeking setting aside of the selection
-and appointment of Respondent No.6 despite defective
property certificate submitted by him and a directioﬂtc

the respondents to select a sultable candidate from

amongst the other candidates including the applicant,
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2, According to the respondents, in response to

notification dated 22-10-97 whereby the applications- =

were called by 21-11-1997, ntpe applications were

received by the respondents, which were considered and
LA

an inquiry was held into the question where Respondent

No.6 was the genuine pattadar of the property claimed by

him. I t was certified by MRO, Vemulapalli, vide his

letter dated 31-12-1997 that the pattadar Pass book No.
7343 issued in favour of the Respondent No.6 i{s genuine.
Later on the District Collector, Nalgonda, had also

ow Zo.lx . 4%
clariEiedAthat the selected candidate, Respondent No.6
had saleable rights in the property in gquestion. Thus
the respondents contend that Respondent No.6 fulfilled
all the conditions requisite for appointment as EDBPM
and was rightly selected on merit.
3. In the reply statement submitted by Respondent No.6
i1t has been stated that not onlyt:; fulfilled all the
conditlions, he had also submitted land records and owner-
ship Pattadar Pass Yook N0o.7343 with pattadar No.221
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issued by MRO, Vemulapalli Mandal.—¥s proof of his title

to the property in guestion. Further more, it was stated
by the Respondent No.6 that he had asecured higher marks
1.2.75% in the 3SC examination in the first attempt whereas
the applicant in this OA amkyx secured only 43% marks.

4, We have heard the learned counsel ofztée parties and
gone through the material available on record carefully.

5. | The learned counsel of the applicant drew our atten-
tion to Annexure A-XII dated 24-10-1998 {ssued by RDO,
Miryvalguda, stating that Sy.No.290 to an extent of Ac,1.20
and Sy.No.38 Ac.0.12 Gts, belong to Respondent WNo.6's

father, G. Biksham, as the pattadar and it had been given u

on magta basis for cultivation to Shri Vuribandi Saidulu:uLhﬂwi%f
/mmw

\§if3pondent No.6 does not edist in patt@dar columnsqF
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%% the aforestated Survey numbers.
S. The learned counsel of the applicant referred to
Annexure A-XITI dated 30-12-1998 issued by the Collector,

Nalgonda, to the effect that the lands in 5y.No.838, 290,

and 36 "to an extent of Ac.2401 stand . in the name of
Ganji Satyam, son of G. Biksham, i.e. Respondent No.6,
According to him since this certificate had been issued

much later Raw the prescribted date in the notification

inviting the applications it cannot be taken into account
and the state of affalrs existing as on 21-11-1997 should
only be material in deciding the eligibility of the
candidates,
6. The learned counsel of Respondent No.6& contended that
despite the records, the RDO had issued letter dated

? Neo- ™ amd
24-10=-98 against Respondent No.& titlel to'Sy.290A88,
Afterwards on requisitianing the records the Collector had
gone into the complaint and Annex.A-XIIT dated 30-12-98,
certifying that patta in relation to Syi88, 290 and 326
stond in the name of G. Satyam, Respondent No.6, 9n view of

Wl G omaplaink W

the fact that ingquiry had been conductedkgnd certificate
had been issued by the Collector on 30-12-19989 it should
be deemed as if the certificate related to the concerned
land prior to the last date of submission of the applica-
tions i.e,21-11-1397. The learned counsel of Respondent
No.6 also brought to our notice the judgement dated 24-7-98
in WP,1985/96 passed by the Hon. High Coudt of Andhra
Pradesh, Hyderabad, in which {t was held that when there
was a document showing the name of the father of the
respondent as the holder of the property it is right to
hold that the father may be Karta of the joint family of
which the respondentfig' a'MﬁﬁZ‘”j and in that ¢ontext it
cannot be stated that the respondent does not have any

property.
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7. The learned counSethkpﬁ&éC'that even if{ﬁﬂM3UMwh(”dL
property in guestion was held by the father of the
Respondent No.6 as pattadar, the Respondent NO.6 could

be deemed to be having the property in the light of

ratio of the aforestated judgement, "

8. The learmped counsel of thekpther than the Respondent

No.6 reiterated the point made by the Respondent No.6 and
also contendi%j that it had been certified on verification
that the patté&dar Pass Book No0.2343 issued in favour of
Respondent No.6, the selected candidate.was genuine. -

9. In view of the fact that the Collector had conducted
an inquiry into the income and property certificate and
_Ratt&?ﬁ? Pass Book issuved by MRO, Vemulap alli and
certified vide Annexure A-XIII dated 30-1 2-1993 that the
lands in Sy.88, 290 and 326 to an extent Ac.2.01 stood in

b

W»: Respondent No.6 had secured much higher marks in SS¢C

-~

the name of the Respondent No.6 and also because

examination vissa=vis the applicant, who had passed 35C
examination only Compartmentally, we do not find any reason

to intervere with the selection of Respondent No,6 made

by the Respondents, on the basis of merits,

16. Accordingly, we do not find any merit i{n the claim of

the applicant and the OA is dismissed accordingly. No costs.

bt ol .
(V.K. Majotra) (D.H. Nasir)
Member (Admn.) Vice Chairman

Dated : 4 September, 2000
Dictated in Open Court
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