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- - Hon'bls Mr, T.L.Verma, Member=2J
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& Hon'ble Mr, T.L.Yerma, Member-J
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Heard Shri R;K;Teuari,1Iearned.aaunsﬁl

for Lthe applicant on admission., :

2. The subject matter of-challenge in this
U.A. is order dated 3.5.1993 (Amnexure A=1) uhe reby
Smt. Shgam Gulari Uewvi has'b%ﬁn ﬁ&pﬂintﬁd as thE;,
Cepartmental Branch Fost Master (EDSFM) Buxpur. :
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fff’\ ne factsof the casm i . in short i thst |

Lhe applic-ntyuhc was uorking_ua-ED&A,Buxpu;}BFFmeﬁﬁﬁﬁa'
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his contention in that behalf,
The entire Anpexure has be:n type written ame 4he endoresment
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Azhemgarh maneuveredthe appointment of Smt. Shyam

Duleri Devi as EDBPM, Buxpur by Pirst rejecting the

list of candidates sponsored by the-Emﬂlgxm&nt .&xaﬁﬁnﬁgﬁ
on the pretext that the same uwas rgcﬂ%uad #fﬁg@£ the

appointed date, then, by advertising the same vacancy kk
ey T

thrice on 29.3.1993, 3.6.1993 and 6.7.1993 and initisging

the preocess cf a; pointment only aftﬁfitha,ﬂppiiﬁﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ

of Sut., S5.0.0evi was received, ax¥ RXXXRARKX
XX XX XXX X X '
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il The applicant cleims that since he was

officiating »s LULFM, he should have been promoted to 3
that post b? virtue of his having officiated un‘that
post and also by virtue of his being substantiuékholdﬂr

of the P t of E.Dﬁﬂu

Se No crdér appointing the applacgnt to officiate
as EDBPM has been annexed,E xcept the bald - statement

of the applicant that he had officiated as EDEPM for o
25 months there is no tangible material to support :hl/
claim of the applicent., The lesrned coumsel for the
applicent however, drew our attention to an endorsement
at the bottom of nnnexﬁre A=1 letter appointing

omt. S5.0.0evi as EDBPM, Buxpur, to the effect that

Mohd. Yunus whap was dasked to handover charge, tﬁﬂtuppurt
M

is hancd written. This endarsement appears’' to be
doubtful, Assuming, however, for the sa.& of argument
thet the same was made by the c appetent authority, it
does not helpg the applicant in any Lay 1he charga which
the applicant is alleged ;E; have beep directed to make

have baan a s
over may as well / routine charge. In absence of le tter
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~ e ‘ sagﬂ.past. There is nﬁ Ptﬂu&%fﬁi

* EDDA to the pus’t of EDBPM. “Fhie claim "'

to the sald post and as sur::h ha has no. righrb ta ﬂy&#ﬁipm
]

¢ the appointment of Smt. S.0. D&ui The learned cnunﬁel
' has
' ¥ for the applic ant stated that the aﬂplic ant/!"il&d an

for appeinting tihim:i - =¢ L on the qu;;&t-._-- of _§;-ﬂ&;m in ﬁjj_;?éig

Y 4y ‘ : of Smt. S.0.Devi. The representation, it was stated,

has not yet been decided. o : '
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| : LY In view of the discesiocns made above, we find

L) that the applicant hz no casuse ef action for filing
this cave and as such the same is dismissed in limine.
Uz may, however, like to cbserve that 1;‘.}15 .

appliciint is entitled tc = reply to the represent ion

filed by him, It is expmt-ecr that the resnﬂndﬁn’ta. will

al disposed of
consider the representation Fir!led bym&ewaﬁhl ;?ﬁt;%nﬂ -
\ pass necestary order there on and inform of the same

to the applicant within a reasonable ti*]?!@g. e o .,,_.
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