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Open Court 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAD 
********* 

Original Application No. 1464 of 2004 

Allahabad this the 25th day of July, 2012 

Hon'ble Mr. Sanjeev Kaushik, Men'lhe r-J 
Hon 'hie Mr. Shashi Prakash, Membe r -.t\ 

Bhupendra Kumar Mishra, son of Shri Radha Krishna Mi:-:>hr-a, 
resident of village Tulapur, P.O. Sikandara, district Allahahad . 

Appl~ -~ant 

Filed by Advocate: Shri .~.K. Bajpai 
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Vs. 

Union of India through the Sccretal)', Ministry of 
Communication, Department of Posts, Ne\v Delhi. 

Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Allal-:abac! Divis ion , 
Allahabad. 

3 . Up Mandaliya Dakghar Niriks ha k, Alla habad Nort:. Sub 
Division, Allahabad . 

Respondents 
By Advocate: Mr. R.K. Srivastava 

ORDER 

Delivered by Hon'ble Mr. Sanjeev Kaushik, J.M. 
This matter was listed on 24th July, 2012 bt1t 11obody 

appeared on behalf of the applicant. We ordered to list 

this matter today. Today also none appeared on behalf of 

the applicant when the case is called for secor1d lime. 

Shri D.K. Tiwari, Counsel holding brief of Shri R.I(. 

Srivastava, Counsel for the respondents is present. 
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2. By way of instant O.A., the applicant seeks direction 

from this Tribunal to direct the respondents to appoint the 

applicant as E.D.D.A. at Sub Post Office Bomapur or at 

Sub Post Office l(arnaipur, District Allahabad whereby the 

post of E.D.D.A. is lying vacant. 

3. Pursuant to the notice, the respondents have filed 

the Counter Affidavit. Under tl1e heading of preliminary 

sub1nission, it is submitted by tl1e respondents that the 

applicant was engaged as a substitute E.D.D.A. l(ahali by 

one Shri Yashwant Lal, E.D.D.A., Kahali Branch Office, as 

stop gap arrangement for some time, or;i his own risk and 
~ 

I 

responsibility. It is furtl1er averred that .the substitute has 

no lien with the departme11t as he was engaged b)' tl1e 

regular incumbent. 

4 . We have heard the arguments of learned cour1sel for 

the respondents and gone through the pleadings on 

record. 

5. The a1Jplicant was appointed as a substitute and it is 

settled law that the substitL1te h as no right to asl< for 

regular appointment. Pursuant to the directio11s given by 

the Hon ble High Court in Writ Petition No. 34500 of 1999, 

filed by the applicant, decided 011 17.08. 1999, the 

respondents decided tl1e representation of the applicant by 
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passing a speaking order whereby they rejected the 

representation of the applicant on the ground that ·.his 

initial appointment was not according to rules. Therefore, 

the a pplicant cannot seek the directio11s for appointment. 

The order d a ted 2 2. 11.199 9 (annexure-8) reads as under : 

\3"CT 'i U\S ctl ll ~e-rcp \SI Cfi ti "! 
\3ffi~ \)tl 'i U-$('1, ~('1 1 j5 1 (0l l G 

~ ~ cg Sot I '< Pl J>l ~ ~ XTtTT <Ii t'.D I Pl-<>l 
m-::i- gC'11~'< tITO RiCB~I. ~C'11151~1C: 

cpl1 z.ro ~o ICBl5c-f11 ~ -;=Jo 34500-99 ~<>t1i5IC11c; 1 

~'i1CB 22.11.99 

fcll'lll:- i:t l'i-illl \3iil --a1lllC'1ll lllf"ilcn1 ~o 34500-99 ~'i1CB 16.8.99 cf> 3ll~~l'jfll'< 
t;:'"lCf\11'< 6 ~'i1CB 18 s .99 cf> ~ flAiC'I Pl'R11xu1 <PT 'il'iC'11 1 

' 11 61 c; ll. 
~ ~ fcl:> to"ito3ITTo CBt:cfl ~11~1 '51CBtl'< cf> 1:fG tR PlgRrct %g fcl$1141 

l>l 'CH Ra cnFi cf> Qi C'1 f<l ~(. 311 q CB I 311 Ci c; 'i tf3l ID'C(i s3IT m ~ ~ u I C{1 311 tj c; 'i ~ 
it >l"2f'i ~Re til'<CB ~ Plgfcffi \3CR1 1:IG tR ~ TTt ~. 4'<'1 3ITtT ~Re ~ it ct>lc6'1 
tfJU ~ 1 3m· Pllli:tl'jxil'< 311qCfil Plgfcln ~ ~ ~ 1 

Plll i:tl jxil'< QchrflGR cf> ~ il. Ptllfl'lC'I to~o CB4=co~ cf> tR ~ ~ PlgRrct 

Clfl rrtl>l fcp-:t:-Trrll I. ~ fl Ai <"I fcl ~<ft ~, "drT ~ 314 'i I~ \i1T xi CB cfl t I J\_ 

~ ..Q. A ....,.,J+ ~ \ : 
~ 11 ~ I '51 CB tJTc;{ ~cg..,...,,'"t:'"'"1 'i ...... I C! Cl 'i qp II ~'< <PT 1:fG R Cit! ., t> I t> I . F \SI CB q I C'1 

CB 15 Jl <PT fcl $11 q 'i Pl CB C'1 ~ tR "ff a:r:f ~ (WR 3ItllarcP \SI CB ti '<. ~ C"l It: I 6l I C:) cf> 
(f["fT 311 tj C: 'i ~ ~ 3ITT ~ \3 fil C'I 31tl11 lll cf> 31 'j'!i I'< Pi gfUti fcl->101 1 \J1 I ~ ' ii I 

3T«J 3114CBI m~ ~ (C!:?tCf\11'< s) Pllli:tljxil'< Plxx'.{1 fcl:>zi 1 \J1 1ct1 ~ 1 
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6. In view of the above, we find no reason to direct the 

respondents to appoint the applicant. Accordingly, the 

0.A. fails and dismissed. No order as to costs . 
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