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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O.A. No. 	430 of 1991 
AUPU 

DATE OF DECISION 1.1.1992 

Shri L.s. Gujrti 	 Petitioner 

Shri 1.11. Fnciya 	 Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Unipr. of India &ra 
	 Respondent 

Shri Jay.9nt Patel for Shrj Muke.h_AdVOCatefor the Respondent(s) 
Pate 1. 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. A.R. Gorthi 	 flernbe (A) 

The Hon'ble Mr. R.C. Bhtt 	 Neriber (J) 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
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Shri 	Gujarati 	 : Applicant 

(Advocate : Shri I.'J. Pandyc) 

vs 

Union of India & Ors 	 : Respondents 
(Advocate : Shri Jayant Patel for 

Shri 4ukesh Patel) 

0 R A L - C R D E R 

G.A. No.430 of 1991 

Date : 1.1.1992 

Per : Hon'ble Shri s.C. Bhatt 	 : Nernber (J) 

Heard learned advocate Mr. IM. Pandya for the 

applicant. The applicant has filed this application under 

Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, 

seeking the relief of directing the respondents to 

regularise the service of the applicant as E.D.B.P.M. 

and restraining the respondents from in any way taking 

over the charge from the applicant and hauding over the 

same to any other person. In pare 3 of the application i 

the applicant has not mentioned the order which 1je wants 

to impugn before this Tribunal. It is the case of the 

applicant that he has joined as Extra Departeental Post 

Iaster, Bamangadh on the vacant postthce it was not 

possible to nake regular appointrent to the said post 

by the second respondent, he appointent was provisional 

and could be terminated when reguir appointrent is made. 
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As per Annexure -A, the applicant received a letter 

from the second respondent dated 3.6.1991 for the 

recruitment of EaDB.P.. at Barrangadh. and he was 

called upon to apply to the second respondent on or 

before 14.6.1991 alongwith necessary certificates. It 

is the case of the applicant that the Enploynent Exchange 

sponsored the nar[es of some candidates wherein his name 

was also sponsored and he appeared. The applicant was 

called upon to remain present in the offtce of the 

second respondent on 8.7.1991 alongwith necessary certi-

ficates. It is the apprehension of the applicant that the 

respondents are trying to put other person in place of the 

applicant, and hence this application is filed. 

Going through the application it is clear that the 

applicant has appeared before second respondent for inter-

view on 8.7.1991. This application is filed only of the 

ground of the apprehension that he may not be continued 

on the post of E.D.B.P.M. in ouopinion this application 

is premature and such application on apprehension which 

the applicant has narrated in para 4 of the application 

cannot give him cause of action to file this application. 

The result is that the application is surnrnarkiiy 

dismissed as premature. 

U 
(R.C.BHATT) 	 (A.3. GORTHI 
Nember 	 Member (A) 
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Shri M.C. Gujarati 	 : Applicant 

(Advocate : Shri I.. Pandya) 

vs 

Union of India & Ors. 	 : Rpondents 
(Advocate : Shri Jayant Patel for 

Shri u1sh Pat.el) 

o R A L - C) P D E F. 

O.A. No.430 of 1991 

Date : 1.1.1992 

Per : Hon'ble Shri .C. Bhatt 	: Menber (J) 

Heard leaLneci advocate M. I.. Pandya for the 

applicant. The applicant has filed this application under 

Section 19 of the Adninistrative Tribunls Act, 1985, 

seeking the relief of directing the respondents to 

regulaLise the servIce of the 	t as E.D.B.P.T. 

and restraining the respondents from in any way taking 

over the charge from the applicant and huding over the 

same to any other person. In para 3 of the application 

the applicant has not rentioned the order which 4e wants 

to ircpugne before this Tribunal. It is the case of the 

applicant that he has join as Extra Departrtental Post 

tIaster, Barnangadh on the vacant post since it was not 

possible to rake regular appointrent to the said post 

by the second respondent.. The appointrrent was provisional 

and could be terrrinatcd when regular appointtrent is rrade. 
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As per Annexure -A, the applicant received a letter 

from the second respondent dated 3.6.1991 for the 

recruitment of E.D.B.P.I. at Barrangadh. and he was 

called upon to apply to the second respondent on or 

before 14.6.1991 aiongwith necessary certificates. It 

is the ca3e of the applicant that the Enpicyrrent Exchange 

sponsored the nanes of some candidates wherein his name 

was also sponsored and he appeared. The applicant was 

called upon to rerain present in the of féce of the 

second respondent on 8.7.1991 alongwith necessary certi-

ficats. It is the apprehension of the aplicant that the 

respondents are txylng to put other person in place of the 

applicant, and hence this application is filed. 

Going through the application it is cleRr that the 

applicrit has appeared before second respondent for inter-

view on 8.7.1991. This application is filed only ofi the 

ground of the apprehension that he may not be continued 

on the post of E.D.rhP.M In out opinion this application 

is premature and such application on apprehension which 

the applicant has narrated in para 4 of the application 

cannot give him cause of action to file this application. 

The result is that the application is suinmaryily 

dismissed as premature. 

(R.C.BHATT) 
rnber (J) 

(A.B. GORTHI 
Member (A) 

ft 

I 	 *Anj 


