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Orginal Agpl;cation NO . 1171;Qg 1993

surendra Prasad Srivastava, s/o sri Bhagawan Prasad

| srivastava, R/o Pipraich, nDistt. Mahara jgang : ;

;_ working as Head Clerk in the office of C.B.0 , 2

¢ N.®.R. Rly. Gorakhpur. : é :

& Y
. S O L Applicant ?

B

Counsel for the aoiglicant:- sri B-. Tewari

VERSUS

g » 1. Union of India through General Manager, 1
i }
,ﬁ N.E.R. Gorakhpur :
N ~oe Ze Chief Personal Qffdcer, N.E.R. Gorakhpur
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- . 3. Sri T.N. Mishra, Janiter, C.P.O offdcer , |
» !; . | i
- | ~ H.B.R, Gorakhpur. |
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. ¥ The applicsnt l:as challenged the celection of Sri : |
._ o |
) e y 3
g ?: T .1, Mishra, res:.ondent No,3 oK the :ost of Jenitor - gt
in the scale of Rsa, 1600~2660/= in the office of C.P.0, A
H.B.R, Gorakhpur vide »rder dt. 09,06.29 issued by C.P.0, -



vide notification dt. 07. Gé“93

amongst the Head C

ek We have heard the parties counse
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screening willle take place for the
lerks working in the Sbal ﬂm%tkﬂ 1400-

2300/-; The applicant alongwith respondent No;&*myﬁaWEH%

in the screening procecdins and vide impugned order at.

09.05.93 the respondent MNO. 3 was ileclared as selected
| ¢ taims el

Jenitor. The applican&}being senio

grade of 1400=-2300#- and highly qualfied than the

emarks in his

r most empolyee in the

respondent No. 3 without any any adverstr

service record, he was ost suitable for the post and the

celection of the resoondent No. 3 has been wrongly made .

1 and perused the

recordse.

4, T+ has been pointed out by the learned counsel for

the r spondents thact once the apglicant‘was a pearded in

the selection procesgs h%}c&ﬁ not Je challange# the same

ﬂ.lyr‘(';'\ n\ni‘f—'g-iﬁ-l
and seme irregularties e poeRee IO in the selection,

7
1+ is however, been pointed out DY the learned counsel far

the applicant thac in his rCTTﬁ¢Cntatl0n dt. 21.06.93

addressed to the G.'. (B), N.E.B, gorakhpur, tae
-EXJTimiﬂﬁj

apblicant nad clearly questlons 4 the (E}.L@gaki.ty of the

respondent LiO. 3 to appear in the selection process

pecause he had not compl ted 2 years service which was

§ssential for consideratisn to the selection in question.

This fact however, not pleaded by the appbicant in the

present cast. Learned coungel for the apmliwant & there-

1 may be directed to

fore submit@s that respondent NO .
s representation which has been

07.93 without speaking order
his representatian

consider and dlispose of hi
rﬁjected vide order dt. 20.
and points ralsed by the applicant in

has not been consld.red.

R

R s g —— P AR




gnﬂ Ai sﬁnq’se uf
g f:h‘om the date of repr&ﬁ'ﬁ




