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ALLAHABADD ]

Dated: Allahabad this the [81'. Fey of July 2000,

Coram: Hon'ble Mr, Rafiq—Uddln, JJM.,ﬁ

‘\// \_/

Hon'ble Mr. M,P, Singh, £§E.

riginal Application No

S/o Shri Gazadhar Prasad Singh
R/o Village & P.O, Nandinkurmiyan, Rajapur,
Distrig¢t Banda.

] ees Applicant

Counsel for the applicant = Sri }.,P. Singh

VERSUS

le Superintendent of Post Cffiqe Banda .
2., Director Postal Services Kanpur Region, Kanpur,
ion of India through its Post Master General

« Lucknow.
4. Mahendra Singh S/o Ram Narayan Singh

R/o Nandin Kurniyan P.O. Rajepur Distt,

Counsel for the respondents = Km, S-

'S
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ORDER

applicant, who was appointed as EDBPM

(Extra Departmental Branch Post Ma%ter) in

Nandin Ku
dated 18,
order dat

as Annexu

2. - Ihe
s appoin

suitable

of information furnished by the applicant.

conditior
should hé
Off ice,
who was,
suitable
This infg
vide his

annexed é

K 9 As §
with saig¢

Western ¢

fieldson

|
rmiyan Rajapur District Banda vide order

07.1997, has challenged his termination
ed 28,12,1991 which has been annexed

re A=-1 to this O.A.,

N g v

admitted case of the part}eﬁ-ihés applicant

ted in the aforesaid post af ter he was found
J

for the post by the respondents on the basis

One of the

3 &
s for suitability he,his=ﬁ%'that the applicant

ve safe accommodation for!running the Post

another candidate

bl

otherwise more suitable candidate &% no

However, it was found tha

accommodation for running,the Post Off ice.,

yrmation was given by Insp%ctor Post Off ice

report dated 17.09.1991 a copy which has been
|

1S CA—40

per this report the accommodation available
i Mahendra Singh was 883 situated in the

corner of the village surrounded by the open

o Ayweh

3 sides and assees there was security risk

R
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to the Post Office, Fhe respondents rejected the

candidatuge of Mahendra Singh on the basis of this

report, $ince the applicant stood second in the

merit he was appointed on the-baeé0£§;=$he post:
ota

However, on receipt %e—%me complaint in this regard

the matter was re-examined by the respondent{ .The
’ CLomceR2ed
appointment of the applicant was Nejeeted and his

service terminated by im?ugned order.,

4, We have heard the learned counsel for the

reSpOnden’c.s‘?ha!if%erusecl the record.

5, The |learned counsel for the respondents has
podnted qut that on receipt of the complaint made by
the respandent No .4 againstkis non-selection eme Xas—
Assistant Superintendent of Post Office visited the
locality |and found that the report submitted by the
pAAs ol T

Inspector Report . correct because the house of
Mahendra |Singh was not unsafe for housing the Post

Aslart—

Office. |Since the respondent No. 4 was pessed in the

merit amongst all the candidates in terms of G.O.
dated 27.06.1991" because the respondent No .4 hat}passed

High School in lst Division, ihe impugned order hewe

been passed. There is no dispute about Mahendra Singh,

| | A3 School
respondent No, 4 having secureJhorp marks in eemdifieste
and in view of the revisedgnquiry report submitted by

Assistant Superintendent of Post Office af ter visiting

the locallity, et found the accommodation for Post Off ice

4
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of respondent No. 4 safe and secure.

It is clear that respondent No. 4 was better
candidate than the applicant. Therefore, in our
view the impugned order has been passed correctly

and it does not require any interference by this

court, | O, A, is dismissed.
¢

6. No|lorder as to coét.
J‘ »
o T
Member (A) Member (J)

/T. Joshi/




