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Jawahar Lal Vishwakarma,
Son of shri Jeetal FPrasad,

R/e Villave . Post Uffice Balwa Tikar,
t“al‘;arajganj, District-Gorakhgur,

P, (By Sci Sheo Kumar, Advocate) o=k
h"'} o o % v % @ % o = dMppiicant
: ' Ver sus o
Lo Union of India through '!.'
Post jMaster General,
: Uttar gradesh, Luckbow, o
2,  Senior Supdt. Post Offices, Gorakhpur, )
3. Jub Divisional Inspector (U.P. sandaliya Mirikshak),
2 Manarajganj (new District ) Gorakhpur,
4, Shri Ram Bhawan Prasad son of
J| 3hri Ram Pyare R/o Village s« Post- "‘
| Balwa Tikar (Via Bhintauli Bazar), |
3 Maharajganj-273302
(By sri N.B. Singh, Advocgate)
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In this application filed under Section 19 of e
nistrative Tribunals Ast, 1985, the appli e
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sppointment on the post of EDBPM. It has am~ ’_ﬁ "‘
tha‘h the applicant was a First Divisioner in m m*
School Examinstion, Despite this, the respond=nt mu.@, i H}
whe was alse a e¢andidate sponsered by the Employment
Exchange, was selected by the respendent in utter disregard

to the better claiwm of the applicant, The applicant has

stated that even before the final sekdeetion was made, he
L had represented to the respondents that he was a better

1‘ candidate but ne heed was paid to him and his claim was
rejected on the ground that he did not have suitable house im =

whieh the pPost Uffice could have been operated,

2. The respondents nave contested the elaim of the
applicant by filing a counter affidavit, The ease of the i
respongents is that all the six persons were sponsered by

= B tne Employment Exehange including the applicant and
respondentno, 4, were properly considered based on the
enquiry report given by the 35.D.1I. with regard te the
Property, income and oter necessary gualificatiens of the

candidates, It was revezled from the report that the

applicant did not possess suitable accemmodation to

locate the gost office, As this was an essential -
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regquirement for appeintment teo the post of EDBPM, the

_ ~ el
1 applicant eould not be seleected to the post while B -

respondent no.4, who was otherwise gualified in al‘l |
- respects, was selected, They have also denied the ‘

allegation that the respondent no.4 did not Mﬂ ‘

im&'iﬂt&fiiﬁb#... It has been stated hy the “
Lo die filbduss 4 SvENLEiaate o '



I
.
M |

‘ ﬁ'ﬁ W he tm not be select _l' RE -
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stated in Para 13 of the rejoinder affidavit that the
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Annexures? of the U.A., and Annex re_RA-2 of the r.jgm ]
affidavit would ele arly show that the applicsnt had a
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suitable house and, theref re, his non-selection was
malafide. Ve have gone through the said Annexures,

Annexure-A-2 of the agpplication is a photocopy of the
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certificate stated to “ave been issued by Gyam Panshayat
te the effect that the applicant possesses a pucca house,
with boundary walls., It is not glesar frem the averments
: whether said eertificate was before the resgondents at the
! tise when the gpplicant was considered for the post of -
| EDBPM, usoreover, (& is clearly stasted by the respondents
' that the report of the 5.D.1, indicated that the applicant
4 - did not possess any suitasble aceccmmodstion. There 1is
nothing in the averuents of the applicant to show that the
said 5.D.l. in any manner was biased against the applicant,
In fact, the documents apnexed as RA-2 tend to indicate
| that respondent no.4 did possess land 3£§% do not show

| . in any conclusive rlanner that the applicant did possess’ |
? a suitable house in wha.eh sw could have bLeen nperatﬁ@g q’iﬂ
' Once the competent authority has got the matter verified ,-._ H

el and found that the applicant did not possess a suitable

Haﬁs.ﬁ.s&ien of a suitable house from which the h&s,'i-

can be operated is an essential conditien fﬂ‘ “-’"Tf
as m we f:i.ﬂd nothing m.‘ong in the qm







