CENTHAL ADMINISTHATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABA) BENCH, ALLAHABAL.

All ahabad, this the l4th day of Uec.2001,

QUORUM : HON, .MH. i K.K. TRIVEDI, V.C.
HON. MH. K.K. SHIVASTAVA, J.M.

C.A: No, 212 of 200l.

1. Jai Prakash Yadav s/o Sri Ikbal MNarain Yadav a/a 28 years,
r/o Vill. & Post - lawatganj, Tehsil - Kapiarganj, DRistrict
Gorakhpul..s.. «vees Applicant.

Counsel for applicant ¢ Sri n.B. Yadav.

Versus

L. Union of Indis through BIG, Gorakhpur liegion, Gorakhpur,

2. The senior superintendent of Post Cfficer, Gorakhpur
Livision, Gorakhpur.

3. ori Jsatish Chandra Yadav s/o0 sri Mukti Nath Yadav r/o

Vill. - Beleaghat, Post - Turkiwalis, District - Gorakhpur.

Sisravaie .. +.s hespondents,

Counsel for respondents ¢ ori 3. Chaturvedi. 'q
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By this O.A., the applicant haS challenged the W
order dated 13.2.01 by which Post Master General, Gorakhpur

has decided that his appointment aS EIBRI, nawatganj, LDistt.

Gorakhpur was not legal.

2% The facts of the case are that applicant and u95pcndeq
No.3 Sri satish Chandra Yadagv were cendidates for appointment |
‘Mfor the post of ELBRV, lawatgenj. However, the |
applicant was Selected end appointed. The appointment was

challenged by Hespondent MNo.3 by filing a representation

before the competent authority. Thereafter he filed O.A. No.

1165/93 challenging the appointment. The Q.A. was disposed -
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of finally with the direction to Post Master General to decide
the representation by a reasoned order. The representation
has been decided by order dated 13.2.01 after hearing the

applicant and HesSpondent No.3. The findingS recorded are that !
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in High School, the perfomeance of nespondent No,3 was beyt
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as he had secured 61.5% marks whereas the applicant Secured

20.8,0 marks.

3 There was another allegation ageinst the applicant
that he was holding the elected post in Gram Panchayat and
this fact was concealed by him in his application dated
14,12,92 in which he had declared that he does not hold any
elected post. 1In defence of thiS plea of HeSpondent No.3,
applicant submitted that heq;éif}esigned from the post. Ihe
post Master Generel hasS considered in defail and found that
the applicant ﬁzd“Sent a letter addressed to District P.M.OC.
in January 93 which was accepted in May 1993, It clearly
shows that on the date of application, he held an elected
post but this fact was deliberately denied. AS regards
residence, the respondents also found that he does not belong
to the villsge nawatgenj. In departmental enquiry, the

documents filed by the applicant have been found not genuine. )

For &ll theSe reasons, the appointment of the applicant has
|

not been upheld. «We have conSidered the submisSsionS of learned|
counsel and perused the impugned orders. We do not f£ind any
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good ground calling for our interference.
4. Counsel for the applicant then submitted that on
basis of the appointment, applicant Served on the post for
about 8 years and now he has been rendered unemnpl oyed.
Considering thi5I$5puCZ, we observe that in casSe rule pemits,
he may be considered for appointment at some other place.

Subj ect to sforeseid observations, this U.A. is dismissed

having no merit.

There shall be no order as to costs. =
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