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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRiBUNAL,HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.

C.A.N0.425/1999,

Date of decision: 31-3-1999, \
Between:

K.Prabhakar. .o . Applicant,

Andg

1. The Senior Superintendent of
Post Offices, Chittoor Eivision,
Chittoor, Chittoor Dt. e Respondent.

Counsel for the Apvlicant: Sri M.Chandrasekhar Reddy.

Cdunsel for the Responé nts: Sri J.R.Gopal Rao.

Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan, Member (&)

Hon'ble Sri B.S.Jai Parameshwar,Member (J)}

: DR D ER
ORAL ORDER(FER HON'BLE SRI B.S5.JAl PARAMESHWAR,MEMBER(J) )

Heard Mr.M.Chandrasekhar Reddy, learnsd Counssl for the
Applicant and Ms.Shakti for Mr,J1.R.Gopal Rao, learnaed Standing

Counsel for thke Respondent.
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2, In response to the Notification besaring No.B3/156,

dated:20/23-11-1998, issued by the respondent inviting
applications for filling up the post of EDBPM, Mangunta
Branch Office, S.R.Puram Mandal, Chittcor District, the
applicant submitted his candidature. To his application
deted:19-12-1998, he had enclosad ths Income Certificate
and a xerox copy of the registersed Sale Desd dated:23-9-
1998. The sale deed is jointly in the neme of the appli-
cant and ane Sri Sudhakar. The respondents rejected tha
candidature of the applicant by the impugned Letter No.B3/
156, dated:5-3-1999 on the grounds that the Income Certifi-
cate/Property Certificate submitted by him was not in the
prescribed Proforma, that the Income Certificate showad
the net incoms derifsd Por his Pather/guardian and that

as per the copy of the Registered Desd, the property was
held jointly.

3. Tha applicant has comparsd his case with one Smt.
G.Shobha, who is also a candidate for the said post. He
submits that a similar Income Certificate submitted by

har has besen accepted and ths respondents discriminated

him by rejecting his Income Certificate.

4. The applicant has Pilad this OA praying for a
declaration that the action of the respondents in
rejecting his application for the post of EDBFPM at
Mangunte Village, vide impugned letter dated:5-3-1999
is illegal, arbitrary and Por a consequential direction
to the respondants to consider his application afrash

for appointment to the said post on merits.
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Se B8y the Interim Order dated:17-3-1999, this
Tribunal directed the respondents to produce the file
containing the application forms and the Caste/Incoms/
Nativity/Residential Certificstes submitted by all the
candidates in response to the Notification dated:20/
23-11-1999, and Purther directed that the Notification
No.B3/156, dated:20/23-11-1998 should not bs processed

until further orders.

6. Pursuant to the above directions, Sri M.Guruvaiah,
Sub.Divisianal Inspector(Pnéts), Chittoor South Sub-
Uivision, Chittoor was prasent today and had produced
the file containing all the applications and the

Certificates of the Income submitted by the applicants.

7. We perussd the file containing the application

forms, certificates’and other relevant material in this

regard.

8. The applicant had produced the Incoms CertiPicate
bearing No.1100/98, dated:18-12-1998 issued by the M.R.O.,
S.R.Puram. Smt.C.Shbba also had produced the Incoms
Certificate in the similgr proforme as the applicant had
Produced the Income Certificate. Both the Income Certi-
ficates preduced by the applicant and Smt.Shoba ars
similar. The copies are at Annexure.Il(a) and V). The
raspondsnts had not indicated ths proforma of the incoms
certi?;cate in the notification. When ths respondents
accapted the Income Certificate of Smt.G,Shoba, ue find
no justification for him to raject the Incoms Certificats

produced by the applicant.
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9. The respondents in the impugned laetter stated

that the Incoms Certificate showed fha annual income of

the applicant’'s father/guardian. A copy of the Income
Certificate produced by the applicant is at Annexure.lI(a),
page.15 to the DA). The last but two sentences in ths

Income Certificate read as follous:-

"His Fathar's/Guardian's/Annual Income
is Rs, (Rupeas

)"

10. The MRO, S.R.Puram while issuing the Incoms
Certificate should have deleted the words uhichlgﬁz‘nnt
applicable. The lapse on the part of the MRO has led to
the respondents to interpret that the income showad therein
was the applicant’'s father/guardian. Same is the case with
the income certificate produced by Smt.G.Shobs. Even in,
the said Incoms Certificate the MROU has not deleted the
particulars which were not applicable to har case. How-
evaer, ths respondantg'inte;pratad the said Income Certifi-
cate as the propsr ons and accepted the same. This we

feel is not proper.

11. ‘ We may observe here that the applicant was not
deligent whéh he obtasinaed the Income Certificate Prom
the MRO in not veriPying whether it is in proper form or
not. We feel that he should have been more careful espa-
cially when he.uas applying for a post carrying public
dealings. This cobservation made by us eQually applies

to Smt.G.Shoba.
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12. Lastly, the raspondant rejectad the candidature
of the applicant on the ground that as per the registerad
documant submitted by him, ths property was held jointly.
No doubt the documsnt produced by ths applicant was in
S Sindlhakel
his nama and im.the name of one {et~brSheby. Under the
Sale Deed the applicant was said to have bascome ouner
atleast to the extent of 0.34% guntas of land in Survey
Nos.25/2, 26/6 and 26/8 of D.B.R.Bailu Village. It is
on this basis the MRO, S,R,Puram has issued the Proparty
Certificate in favour of the applicant. When that is so,

the respondent could have werified whether or not the

applicant was in receipt of any income thersfrom. UWe

feal that the rejection of the candidature of the applicant

is not proper. The Property Desd is in the joint names
of the applicant and anothar cannot be a ground to resject

the application of the applicant.

13. Tha contentiong/of the applicant that ths respon-
dent has discriminated his case in rejecting his candida-
turs and accepting that of Smt.G.5hoba appears to be

well founded.

14, for the reasons stated above, ue are of the

considered view that the grounds on which the respondent
rejocted the application dated:19-12-1998 of tha applicant
ars not sustainable in law or on facts., THe impugned

letter dated:5-3-1999 is liabls to be set asids.

15. Hence, the OA is allowsed. The impugned letter

dated:5-3-1999 is hereby set aside;
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(b) The respondent is directed to consider the

application dated:19-12-1998 of the gpplicant along
with others who have responded to the notification
dated:28/23-11-1998 and select the most meritorious
and suitable candidate for the post of EDBPM, Mangunta

Village as expeditiously as possible.

(c) Noc costs,
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2 g"iﬁk JuoL) MEMBER (ADMN)
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Oictated to steno in the Open Court
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