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riginal ..pp Li.c at Lon NO.l275 of 2003.

nllahabad this the lQih day of D..e_cemooL_20Q~!..

Hon 'b Ie J',1ajGen K.K. Sr Lvas tava , i','ember-i'\.
fun 'ble Nt •• K. Bhatndgdr. J"ibmber-J.

nnand uBni Deo andey
S 0 Sri hiv Das Deo

o Village and ~os
Dis rict Sonbh~dra.

ende y
<..lrwan,

• $ • • ••• AppLi.c d nt •

By ndvoca e : Sri B.N. Singh)

Versus.

nion of India
through its Secretary
~linistry of Communication
Dak Bhawan Sdnsad ;1arg, New

& )
Delhi.

2. he Post 'Ester General,
llahabad gion,

, llahabad.

3. Too Supdt. of o s t ffices,
Mirza ur ,

4. Ram l~rasad
Son of Shiv Nath
_/0 Village and. s
Distric So nbhad r a .

arawan,

• ••••. e spord e nt s ,

By vocate: Sri Gyan rakash)

o R D E--------
By lb n thrle Maj Gen K.K. Srivastava, 1'\. M)

n this O.A. ,filed under section 1 of I mm i.s t rat Ive

"ribunals Act 1985, tho app Hc arrt has challenged the

appointment of respondent No.4 by oroer dated 04.12.2002

and has prayed to quash the impugned order dated 04.12.2002

to the extent of appointment of respondent No.4 on the

post of E.D.D.A Robertsganj.

I
2. We have heard learned counsel for the parties
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and perused the im ugned order deted 04.12.2002. In the

order dated .12.2002 , it is clear ly mentioned at si,
No.1 that the a p Li.csnt. is a ointed as E.D.B •• M

Taz-awan in pursuance of the order of this r Lbuna I

da te d 13.04.1993 a sse d in O. No.1801j02. By the sarre

order the respondent No.4 has been ordered to be

appointed as 3.D.D.n lobertsgdnj. The order da ed 04.12.2U02

has been issued by respondent No.3 in ursuance to the

order doted 14.11.2()u2 of respondent No.2. \Ie do not

find an illegality in the im ugned order duted 04.12.2002.

v.e would also like to observe t he the appointment of

respondent. No.4 and applicant are on two different osts

and the appo intment of re spondent No.4 in no case is

affecting tt-e appointment of the applicant. learned

counsel for the a plicant has confirrred that the applicant

is already wo rk i nq as E.D.B •• M.

3. For the aforesaid, we do not find any good groun

to interfere with the order doted 04.12.2002.

4. In view of the above observations, the O.A. is

dismissed v.Lt h no order as to costs.

V
M:~mber-J• l~tmber-A.

!,1:!ni sh/-


