 ;§ﬁﬂi§$hL3ﬁwﬂ1»yﬁ#§m§ i

_ ‘versus i

| Union of INdia and others .... Rt
Hon ' D.K. Agrawal, J.M. | /

'~ | (By Hon' D.K. Agrawal, J.M.) o
3 i@ This application under section 19 of the i
?E Administrafive Tribunals ' Act, 1985, is directed
B against the order of appointmet of Shri Daya Ram
}fﬁ‘w Op.No.4, as Extra Departmental Branch Post Master
| (E.D.B.P.M.), village and Post Office Barahata,
§7  f% - District Jaunpur,
; ; 2. Briefly, the facts are that the applicant
; worked as substitute E.D.B.P.M. w.e.f., 27-4-1987
to 1-7-67, 27-6-1988 to 11-8-1988 and 29-9-88
to 13-12-88. Thereafter, a vacancy was advertised
on 31-10-88. The applicant, as well as, Daya Ram
O.P. No. 4 applied for the post of E.D.B.P,M. The
'ﬂfi?' selection was under gone, The dpplicant was not
se lected., Shri Daya Ram O.P.No.4 was selected. The
| applicant is aggrieved with the selection,
? 3. we have heard the learned counsel for the i
ir \_ parties and perused the record, We have observed *[L
f;§i~_- number-of times that, the function of the Tribunal _":_”ﬁﬁ'
s is not to assess the relative merits of the candidates.

The assessment of the merits of the candidates is
the function of the Selection Committee., We can
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alleged. Emphasis was laid by the learned counse 47
for the applicant, time and again on the camﬂarati#@ ______ _;f
merits of the candidates, We are of the “Piniﬁn - 3

that we are in no position to judge the relative ﬁ. ::iE
merits of the candidates. Therefore, we do not %

find any ground to interfere with the selection.

4, Before we part, we may refer to a sale
deed filed as Annexure-3 with the counter affidavit,
which mentioned that the applicant was the resident
of village Baeri Post Office Baharata. The said
sale deed has been. executed by the applicant's own
relation Ram Dular. Therefore, there appears force
in the contention of the Opposite parties that the
applicant was not the resident of wvillage Barahata.
The O,P5. have also contended that the selection
of Daya Ram was made because, he had better academic
career . Therefore, notwithstanding the fact
that tﬁe applicant was a resident of village Barahata,
the selection of Daya Ram in our opinion cannot

be assailed.

B It is also surprising that the applicant

continues to be in possession of the government
property without being se=lected for the post for | .ﬁ%,
dhich an F.L.R. has heen lodeed against him, IF se R

we would like, the Opposite Parties to take stringent

measure to recover the same. No person can be allowed

i e
.



Decemberl4, 1990.
Allahabad,
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