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1. 	 Whether reporters of local papers may be 
allowed to see the judgment ? Yes•  

2 • 	 To be referred to the Reporters or not ? 

3. 	 Whether Their Lordshjps wish to see the 
fair copy of the .judment ? Yes. 

JUD(1•1,NT. 

N. 	 M1L3"i(j) 	The apflicn 	n tis case ha3 asked fw: 
the relief quashing the notice dated. 12.7.38, a copy of 

which is at Annexure_2 to the application. 

2. 	
The rules relating to appojntnt to C1a53 Di 

Test Cateo1 posts had been framed and that provided 
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that on the basic of literacy test from the categories 

elonging to non-test category Class DJ staff, Extra-

departmental Agents, Casual Iao )urers and nominees of 

the Emoiorrnent Exchanges recreitrnent were to e made. 

Tee itnougned notice dated 12.7.83 was issued by tka

resoondent No.2 for holding of recruitnent examinatien 

to the cadre of GrDUD 'J' in the subordinate offices for 

filling up the vacancies of 137. The case of the 

dDliC1nt 15 thd except from the E,D.As,, applications 

from other categories were nt called for and further 

that a clarification which was sought for by sone od the 

subordinate offices as to wheLhr only E3.D.As were to 

appear at the test, was given on 3rd .)ctoer,1988 and the 

examination was held only about a week thereafter. The 

applicant i-& purported to act as the spokesman of the 

person3 belonging to the categories of flon-test categories 

Casual labourers and part-time casual labourers though 

he himself is not affected, ho being a reguier emoloyee 

in Clan IV ce the eeoain, nerlt e 

3 * 	 The ran 	eetn in Lhec 	.cJL nIJe. cuectjerind 

the locus standi of the applicant to commence this action. 

They, have further alleged thac besides E.D.Agents, the 

persons from two other categories appeared at the test. 
r, 

9 	Therefore, the grievance that the applicant has peweT, to 

f 
	m'c.e apollcatl -)n nn beea1.. )j -)~hers i imaTinary and.  

non-exiStent. The respondents have also annexed to the 

counber the list of candidates w1ho were to appear at the 

test vide Annexure-R/l, the ad,erti.ement and the notice 

for circulatIon aeengst hc pensons cnccreed withreqard to 
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determination of, vacancies cetegorywise for the year 137 

and the clarification issued Ofl 3.10.33. 

4: 	 y%e have heard hr. p.O.har for the applicant. 

It is the elementar' orinciple of law that unless a person 

is aggrieved he had no right of action except the course 

such of the ca -es which are ent.:rtained by the High 

Co irts and the 3upr&ne Coart in their equity jurisdiction 

w:ich are known as Public interest litigations. A Tribunal 

is not a forum to entettain such an action. Therefore, 

Mr. Ganeswar RCth is perfectfuly justified in contending 

that the apolicant not himself being aggrieved, cannot 

maintdi tii3 action. 

5. 	 Even fact ial]. we are n-,t satisfieb that thur: 

is a case for making a grievance. Mr. Mar has reoeatedly 

drawn out attention to paragraph-6 of Annexure_2 where the 

last date of application for .D.As. and their age limits 

have been mentioned and also to Annexure-R/3 where a 

clarification as t wheihr cete'ories other than E.D.As 

were to he allowed t) sit at he examination and has 

contended that others were deprived of taking the test. 

s has been. indicated ae•ve, from the ljb at Annexare-R/1 

it would be fomnd that atleast one candidate of Part-time 

Casual labourers and another of non-test category had 

apjlied to st at the test. Mr. Kar being faced with this 

situation has contended that no casual laoourer had really 

appeared, herifore, the entire process Of selection 

was vitiated for denial of opportunity to all those who 

were entitled to face the test. A person has an option 
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to appear at the test and if any person does not 

like to appear at the test, the department is not 

under an obligation to ask him to appear at the test. 

Yir, I(ar has not been able to cite any instance 

where an eligible person applied and he was denied 

the opportunity to sit at the test. In these circumstances, 

we do nt find any case for the açplicant. Accordingly 

the appilcatian is dismissed, hut hiwever, as the 

applicant ji5 purported to act :fl  behalf of others, 

we not like to saddle him with costs. 

sinCe the application is dismisse(Jt, the 

stay order stands vacated. 
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