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CENTRAL AQMINI4TRMTIUE TRIBLNAL, ALL AHABAD BENMH
RLLHHABRD,
3 0eAuNo,985 of 1995
e Mano § Kumarp : sesApplicant
Verssis
Union of India ¢ otheprs “seReSpondants

Through the Secretary,Ministry Of Lay,Negy Delhi
Hop, Nr.'Justice U.C.érivaﬁtaua, V. C,
Hon, Mp, V.K.ieth, R, M,

(By Hen,mp, VoK.3eth, A1, )
The applicant yas appointed as L.O.0, in th e

Pay scale of %.950—15&0/- vide letter dat gd 72.4;79
issed by the ASs istant Registrar, Incomv—fax;
Appellst e Tribungg Bench,Allahgbad. AS the Name
Of the applicant yas Sponsored by the Employment
Exchange, the TeSpondant directed the applic;nt
to appear fopr interuieu 0N 7.4,1989 For the
FectHitment to the B3t of LDEian adhoc bas is
SpeciFying that Lhg Said Tecruitment is to be made
On adhoc basis For a peripg of three montps .The
applicantaﬁtersuce@ss in the interujeu and yritten
te&'it, X*‘L‘9<>$3?§:-3;’:;?§.>i‘6:-¥;n‘i was appoint ed ‘%Oﬁihe poOsSt gf

LBC ang the sgig appointment op the applicant

11.11.1991,uhen he was relieved apng there aft er

was not siven empidymentuen 11.71.1991,‘fﬁe applicant
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appellate Tribunal Bombay requesting him to
employ the applicant. But respondaninog,?
informed the applicant that his request could
not be accepted as the regular vacancies of
L O C are Being Fillad up by the ncminees
of the staff selection commission. The applicant
however subwitted another representation
dated 13 12 91 requesting foremployment and
also met the respondant no.2.Vide order
dated 16 12 91 signed by the pssistant
aagistrar he was again of fered appointment
for a period>oF 2 month u.8.f 1.1.92 but the
same was cancalled vide his order dated

24 12 91, The applicént the refore submitted _ -
his detailad representation to the Prosident
Income Tax Appellate Tribunal Neuw Delhi on
29,1491 and had not received any reply.
Feeling aggrieved, the applicant has apprached
this tribunal.
24 The applicant has prayed for directions
to ths respondants to allowy him te work
continuously endhe post of L D Cs and to
consider him Forkragularisation on the
post of L D ts as no person selected by
ghe ctaff selection comnission is avilable
and he had already worked for about thrree

years and Full fills all the gaazlifications
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and, tharefore, he should be treated in

s .
continusace service from the date of his
‘initial appointment, The applicant has also

praYed for interim relief direfting the res-

pondents to allow him to work on the post of

L D C during the pendency of the case and grant

: not ;
him all consequential benefits which was/granted,

3. In his aﬁplication the petitioner}
has asserted that making short term azppointment
of the applicant and terminating the same

despite existence of substantive and permanenf /

vacancies, was done with a view to deprive him

~

of the benefit of continuous service, and
claimed that the action of the respondent &=
violated the Articles 14, 16 and 21 of the
Constitution, He also referred to =z case of
Dr. A:K.Jain decided by the Supreme Court, He
has alewcited in support of his application
case of Dr,Prem Lata Chaudhazry vs, ESIC, A,T.C.
879 decided by this Tribunal. Case of Atal
Behari Shastri versus State of U,P, 828 1992(2)

Current Service Journal pzoe 151, case of Sumeti

P,Shers versus Union of India and others, A.I.R,

1982 8 C page 1431 and also the case of Shrilekha
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Vidyarthi versus State of U,P, A.1.R. 1991 -

SC 537,

4, The respondents have opbosed

the application on various grounds. They have

stated that the intervieuw, written examination
of the applicant was for the purpose'of Ad-hoc
appointment and uwas not according tu‘thg norms
prescribed by the Staff Selection Commigsion,
They also state that the Staff Selection
 Commission on 28th January 1992 intimated that
the aForeéaid vacancies had been with-hgsld

by the Central Surplus Cell and direction

was given not to fill the aforesaid vacancies

through other channels, The service of the
petitioner was discontinued as only one bench
was functioning and no work was available for
him, Gne U D C was alsec transferred from
Income-tax Apoellate Tribunal Bombay to
Allahabad, They alsoc gsserted that the
Candié;tes were being nominated by.the Central
Surplus Cell, Respondents also stated that

Appellate
since now two Benches of the Income-Taijribunal

are functioning at Allahabad, they have again

sent a requisition to the Employment Exchange
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and had also sent to the petitioner that an
interview for the purpose shall be held issued
under gertificate of posting, They alsoc point
out that in the similar circumstances, this
Tribunal had rejected the petition filed by
Shri M,L,Kushawaha (0.4.N0,149/1992 vide hig

Judgment dated 25th February 1992).

-

5. In his supplementary affidavit
he has alleged that one Yashwant Shuklz initially

appointed in December 1990 is still working,

6., WWe have gone through the record
of the case, It is quite clear that the aproint-
ment of the applicznt was made on ad-hoc basis
and there is nothing in the order giving him
assurance for reqularisation and asbsorption, As
such he does not have a right for the same, The
guestion of violztion of the provisions of the
Constitution dods not arise unless he had vasted
right which in the preseht case, he obviously
did not have, The zbsence of any reason in the
termin:tion order, therefore, does not vitizte
it in any waye.

7. In this connection z reference

may be made to the observations by the Supreme
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Court in case of Union of India and othsrs Vs,
E.G.Namboodri 1991(38) S.C.bo thzeffect ‘that/‘the
order does not adversely effect any vested right
or involveg civil consequences Administrative
Authority is not required to record his reasons
in absence of any statutory provision requiring
communicazticn of réasons,
8, Thus, the terminaticn order iscued by the

resvondant can nct be said to be viblatgﬁa of the
principles of natural justice, We, therefore, eHe- )0
not find any force in the petition and thg séme is

dismissed accordingly, No order as to the cost,

\"/Vv % : < { '

MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN
DATED:; S $-93

(Is)




