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~lahabad; oated thi. s 1st day Of August, 2)()0 

Uri ginal AfJpli cati. oo N o.1256j 1999 

(lis tri ct : A zam garh 

C4lAM :-

Hen• ble Mr. Justice RRK Iri ~di, v.c. 
Hon• ble Mr. s. Bi. swas, A.M. 

Udai katap Singh soo of sri Abhay Raj singh, 
Abh?Y Raj singh 
nesictent Of VJ.llage & ~st..Aswania, 
Ui strict-Azam garh. 

(Sri R. P. singh, Advocate) 

. .J 

• • • • • Applicants 

2. 

3. 

4. 
• 

versus 

UOi<n Of Indian through the 
))brector General Posts, 
Mini s try of G Qnm uni c a ti en , 
New L.)el hi • 

The Jirectwr Postal s ervices, 
GOr a kh jJUI'. 

The Sr. superintenctent Of Post 
Offices, Azam gar h. 

s. u. I. ( .P) L al gaOj, 
Azangarh • 

(»n. Sadhna Srivastava, Advocate) 

• • • 

~ !l Jl ..6 ~ L Q £ .a l.)-

f¥ Hen • hl e ly\r. J ys ti. ce AAK Tri yedi , v. C. 

This aPplicati.cn has been filed ll'lcter sec1i en 

19 of the .Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 seeking 

a ctirecticn against the resfJen .Jents to give appointment 

to him en the post of Eoo lM, Jeuli, Branch l-Ost Uffice 

Bardah, district Azamgarh. 

2· The facts giving rise to this a p..,licaticn, in 

short, are that me sri l3hullan singh was appoi.ntect 

as EDBlM, ASwania, district Azamgarh en 7-1-1985. The 

applicant made a reptesentaticn against this appointment 
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Of sri Shull an Singh 1 before the uirec tor General Postal 

services, who cancelled the app<li.ntment of sri Bhullan 

singh, vide order dated 19-7-1985, the orde~ · of Director 

Postal services was challenged in u.s. No.570/1985 in 

the court Of Mlflsif Haveli, Azamgarh, which was 
~~,~~~\(. 

transferrect~and was nunbered as I.A. No.3 Of 1987. 
"" ,_ 

This applicatico was all~by the order dated 

13-5-1991. The order Of lkle Director Ibstal services, 

was set aside and the plaintiff Bhullan singh was 

directed to be posted as EuBlM Aswania with immediate 

effect. so far as the applicant is c<ncerned, it was 

Observed that he may be provided alternative appointment, 

in th.e manner they considered sui table in accordance with 

law. It apt-ears that by the order dated 29-5-1992, 

the applicant was again appointed EDA but it has 

been stated that the ap f;li cant d d not turn up to j oi.n. 

Ihe applicant•s claim is that he approached the 

respmden ts to j ai.n the post, but he was not all O.Ved 

to join. ~"j_ t may, the applicant filed thereafter 

CJA r-Jo.116a/ 1992 and claimed the appai.ntment. Ho.vever, the 

ap-f.;licati<n . was disnissed by the order dated 11-3-1997. 

In the order Of this Tribunal, there is an Observation 
tJ'-.... \-

that/the respmctents baol k;nrwleage tha1 as and when a 

vacancy in the post Of EDB1M arises near to his village, 

the ap pli can t wi 11 be c oo sid er e:i for app ain tm en t m the 

saia post. The ap plicant, then made an application 

that he may be appointed as EOOPM in J'..e.oli , Branch 

Post Office Bardah district Az~garh. ln para 6 Of 

the counter affida\4. tit has been stated that though 

the ppj:.lic ant applied en a:>-7-1999 for appai.n tmen t as 
' 

EuBfM, Je oli, i.e. after ~h.~ 1 ast date, but his claim 

was considered and as he was awarded lo.-Jer merit, he 

c Ould n ot be gi ven a pp Qi.n tm en t • 
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3. we have car efully considered the subllissim Of 

the learned colllsel for the applicant. It has be€11 
v' ""-\ ~ ~ '1:..;-\:.P~ ""-

subni tted that the applicant~-~~~ t· for outright 

aPpointment in view of hi s earlier selectioo. Ho.-Jever, 

we do not find any merit in this sul:missim. The 

selectim of the applicant for appointment was subject 

to the result in u . s . No.507/1985.v-- fu;g~ pplicatioo was 
J......~IA._ I 

all C¥Jed by t his Tribunal m 13-5-1991 tbat the selecticn 

was disapproved;-:.&the ap plic ant cOuld not claim any 

appain tmen t m the basis Of the same. The fact that 

he continued for some time on the ba'si.s Of that selectim 

c ould also n ot give him any right for being posted. so 

far as the setting aside of the order dated 29-5-1992 is 

concerned, the a pplic ant filed OA No.l7~/1992 in which 

his claim was not acce pted and the ap f.Jl i cati co was 

dismissei. In these faCts and circums tances, the claim 
"'~~ j\.( 

of the applicant f or appointment. as EuBPl\1, Jeoli ~err ~r 

be c<nsidered m merit. The respm cten"ts ha ve c~e with 

the c ase that !the claim Of the applicant was considered 

but he cOuld not be given appoi.n troen t as m merit he 

was found at the lOw-Jest. In the circunstance s we dO 

not find the applicant entitled for any relief. 

4. For the reasons stated above, the application 

is dismissed, w.1. th no order as to casts • 

.5 , t::l>c. : 
M~ber (.t() Vice Chairman 

nybe/ 
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