
CEi\llli L ADMINISTIlATlv'E:T:I-\.IBUNtL, hiLAI-I BfD B2\J:;H.

O.A. No. 112 of 1995
.Q9..ied: 14.0.2,1995

Hon, UlI'. S. ~as lJupta, i'l1ember(A)
HOfl~vlr .HhL. Verma. Mem~e.£...(J)

Madar Bux son of Rahim Bux, E.:J. Runner
Bhaur i Karvi Li, ne ( Karvi) dis tr ict
Banda, r e si dent of Karvi Ois tr ic t Banda. ••. ;.ppLi c ant.

ver sus

1. The Union of India, through
Secretary, ,.linistry of Communication
Department of Posts, Nev'Juelhi.

''';
2. The Dir ec tor ,:;ener a1, Depar tment of Po s t,

Ne'tJ Delhi.

3. The Chief Postmaster G2neral, U•.).
Luc kn .vi ,

4. The .Post 111aster Genera!, Kanour ,

5. The superintendent of Post Offices,
Banda Division, Banda. . •• Respondents .

. "

OR;) c R

( By Hon. [vlr. Sl Das Gupta, ,Aember(A) )

Heard Sri Vijai Bahadnr , learned counsel for

the applicant on admission.

The applicant in this case has been working as

E.D. Runner since 18.9.1975 on daily wages basis.

ilhile working as such, he vas wayJaid by some
~jc.r~ Q~ 1:£
rtH:se¢r:ients who tried to sn~tch away government

1..(

money w::.ich he \ as carrying. He resisted and even

though he suffered injuries, he was able to pr~tect

the government property. He vas 'Jiven c ash award

and his bravery was acknowledged. It appears that
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another person also met with a similcr incident

and he vvastt.W'arded by being given a permanent employ-

-ment as Class-IV employee. The applic ant IS

grievance is that he has not been given similar

treatment. He sent a representation for being r:iven

similar treatment but vide conmunc at.Lo n dated 7.9.190:2,
he was informed that his application has been rejected.

Mother representation dated 12.12.1992/27.12.1992
was sent to the C••ol.M.G. U.!). Circle whic h was

followed by further representation dated 2.4.1993.
These representations were rejected by communication 'j'

dated 15.4.1993.

2. The applicant has now approached this

Tribunal praying for quashing of the communications

dated 7.9.1992 and 15.4.1993 and also for issuing
a direction to the respondents to consider another

representation which he has submitted and which is

stated to be pending

3. The applicant has taken the plea that under

Articles 14 & 16 of the Constitution, he should have

been gr anted s imil ar treatment.

4. .'ie have carefully considered the submissions

made in the original application and also the oral

submissions made by the learned counsel for the

applic ant. ~ve are f irrnly of the vi ew that no



)
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case has been8 made out by the applicant and
the application is totally devoid of any merits.
The application is, therefore, dismissed

~,Member (A)

inlimine.Yvr~4v;
Member(J)

(n.u.)


