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k4hether the reporters of local newspapers 
may b allowed to see the judgment ? Yes 

To be referred to reoorters or not ? tO 

Thether Their Lordships wish to see the 
f ir copy of the judornent ? Ye 



shorn of unnecessary details, it would 

that name of Opposite arty No. 5 was 

e Employment Exchane for aoaointrcnt 

the post of Extra Departmental Delivery igent in 

:nr lo rench ost ffjc, nd the oetit loner hOd 

Functioned in tic 5.: id ost for flee rJoz seven mon-Lbs. 

rievance of the petitioner is that he was not 

c onsiclured a long with other candidates and therefore 

,pointrncnt of 3pposite Party No.5 shoul5 be cancelled. 

10 not like to express any opinion at present 

rding the widet :?UbliCation inviting applications 

rom the intending candidates for the cost of Extra 

Agent1  which we shall express 

but in the present case, we 

o uld say that the name of the petitioner not having 

been sonsored by the rriployment Lxchange, thre was 

no scope for the concerned a.uthorjt ,  to consider the 

case of the petiLioner. Since the case of )pposite 

Party No. 5 was duly considered along with other 

candidates, and she has been El;.:),Dointed on regular 

basis, we do not like to interfere with this matter. 

Hence we find no merit in this application which 

stands dirnissed leaving the arties to bear their 

ejn cost. 

)' 	 4ct /-kcJ 
2. 	Befra we oert  with this case 	r.Leepa1c i:ishra, 

learned counsel for the oetitioner submitted • 	i&- - 

eetiLioncr uould make a representation to the Chief POst 



pr. 

c )'sce 
:nd concerned Euperintendent of Post offices for 

for adjusting the petitioner in sone other nearby post 

office. e have  no objection. The petitioner, if so 

advised, may make a representation to the Chief Post Master 

General and the eoncerned Superintendent of Post Offices; 

and we hooe and trust, his case would be symoathetically 

considered by the concerned authority. Exoerience gained 

the oeti:ioner will carte inh be tEan into considerati 
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