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Zubavyer Rahman Chowdhury. J :

By this Rule, the petitioner has challenged the inaction of the
respondents to implement the Memo dated 21.01.2015, issued by
respondent no. 7, regarding appointment of 273 Kanungoos in vacant

posts.



At the same time, the petitioner has prayed for issuance of a
direction upon the respondents to finalize the appointment process for the
post of Kanungoos in accordance with law.

Mr. M. L Bepari, learned Advocate appears in support of the Rule.
However, in spite submits of due service of notice upon the respondent,
no one appears to oppose the Rule.

As we intend to dispose of the Rule on the primary issue of locus
standi, a detailed discussion as to the facts of the case is uncalled for.
Suffice to say that pursuant to a notification published in 1997 for
appointing Kanungoos under the Ministry of Land, the petitioner filed an
application seeking appointment as a Kanungoo. The petitioner took part
in the written examination held in 2005. However, no further steep was
taken regarding the said appointment process.

Subsequently, by Memo dated 21.01.2015, respondent no. 7
requested respondent no. 4 to take necessary steps for giving direct
appointment in 273 vacant post of Kanungoos (“2ae 5 smmifa e sy
*[ely S TR MSTR CH 7S ARG (G AR G A=Iares Seaiy i1
e 1) It is the issuance of this Memo that is under challenge before this
Court.

At the very outset, the issue of locus standi has to be decided. It is
now well settled by the apex Court that before entering into of the merit of
the case, the Court is required to decide the issue of locus standi. If the
petitioner is found not to have any locus standi, the Rule should be

discharged at the very outset. Having regard to the aforesaid decision of



the apex Court, we find that in the instant case, the petitioner has failed to
cross the hurdle.

There is no document on record to indicate that the petitioner was
selected for appointment in the post of Kanungoo or that he was issued
with an appointment letter. More importantly, the Memo dated
20.01.2015, which the petitioner has sought to challenge in the instant
writ petition, was sent by respondent no. 7 to respondent no. 4. It was an
internal official communication and it had not been endorsed to the
petitioner. There is no explanation as to how the petitioner got hold of the
Memo in question. Nevertheless, as indicated above, we are of the view
that the petitioner has no locus standi, to file the instant write petition.

In the result, the Rule is discharged.

There will be no order as to costs.

Kazi Ebadoth Hossain, J:

I agree.

Yasir, A.B.O






