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The Union o f  In d ia , throuah tha Secr^ta|Eg^|

M in istr y  of Connmunication, New D e lh i

Hr->n»v̂ l.e Mr. S .N .  Prasad , Member(JuAifeaallL J

The main grievance o f  thei appears

to be that they are apprehending o f  

r ig h t  for appearing^the exam ination^;

. • 1
co n sid ered  from proper perspective^ :^ :t^C i|&rd in g  to 

them they su ccessfu lly  passed depar|an^Ms4| exaw ination  

for the post o f Post^Man in the yeaci 1990  thereafter^

they were sent for tra in in g  and were: p ® s % ^  tho} year

^  I ,

2 . Th is  is  noteworthy that ti> i^es|

g riev an ce , the app lican ts  subm itted |fe#^ls^|3: « ^ n t a t i o n  

dated  1 3 .5 .9 2  to the C h ie f  Post Master 

Lucknow (\r.nexure-3) followed by rerniiadaiE 

^Annexure- ^/ but  the same is s t i l l  lyiB§

3  ̂ r}-» learned counsel for t1^ aip^^icant w hile

adverting  to the contents of the appliQ«feii^n and the 

papers annexed thereto  has  urged that t ^ ^ ^ G l s i o n  of

the above representation  iated  1 3 . 5* 9 2 ^^|^x<are-3) by

1

the respondent no. 2 ( C h ie f  Post Master Q ^ r a l  U . P . ,  

Lucknow) w ill  go a long way in g iv in f  sntesiftiiBtial r e l ie ^  

to the applicants i f  the same is  decided  at, 

in accordance with law . Th is  is  s ig n ific a ^  

out that  \nnexure-l shows tY'.e name:? of a l l  jtha app lican ts

1 . . .2 /-

an e a r ly  dat:« 

t  to point

.̂ 1



pr-

P>>

« • £• » •

in the l i s t  of successful can didates  in the e:>femination 

which was held  in the V3ar 1930? Annexure-3 is  tha 

represan tatio n  dated 1 3 .5 .3 2  addressed to tlie C h ie f  

Post  Master General U . P . ,  Lucknow who is  respo^ident no . 2 

in  t ^ is  case and it  is  found that  the above re|presentatioS 

Annexure-3 and the reminder Annexure-4 have not beel
f

decided  by the respondent no. 2 and the saspfie lying

undecided  so far .

4 . Kavinc  considered  a ll  the facts  aridi circumstanq

es o f the case and a ll  aspect o f the m atter , I  f in d  it  

exp edient  that>the ends of ju s t ic e  would be served i f  the 

respondent no . 2 is  d irected  to decide  the atocS|̂ e re p re se ­

n tat io n  (Annexure-3) and(Annexura-4) by and

speaking  order in accordance with exta n t  rule^i r«®ulatiory 

and orders in  th is  regard , w ithin  a period o f  fe months 

from the data o f re c e ip t  of the copy o f th is  judgem ent;

and I  order acco rd in g ly . j

5 . I t  is  made c le a r  that in  c a s e .t b e  above 

representations Annexure-3 and 4 are not r e a d ily  a v a ila b le  

with the respondent no. 2 , the ap p lic an t  s h a l l jfu r n is h

a copy thereo f to the respondent no . 2 w ith ia  iS  days 

from the date o f r e c e ip t  of the copy o f  t h is  j^dfem ent  

to enable  the resoondent no . 2 to decide the above 

rep resen tatio n  as d irected  w ith in  a fo resaid  s p e c if ie d  

perio d  o f tim e.

6 . The ap p licatio n  of the ap p lican t  i s  d isp o sed  

of as above at the adm ission stag e . No order ^ . s ^ o  cost^

Lucknow Dated 2 .1 1 .1 9  32.

(RKA)
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