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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL '
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR
""" ORDER SHEET
Q- APPLICATION NO__=%% _OF 1999
Applicant(s) Respondent(s)
Advocate for Advocate for
Applicant(s) Respondent(s)

VA

Notes of the Registry Order of the Tribunal

28.10.99 Mr.Kamal Dave, Counsel for the applicant.

Heard the learned counsel for the applicant and

i considered the O.A.
i 5 ) -

E | No.4 be declared illegal and. applicant being mote meritorious
should be directed to be appointed with all consequential

benefits. It is also stated by the applicant that he has been
be appointed in preference to respondent NO.4.

We have considered the arguments and the facts of the
case. There is nothing on record to show that the applicant
was regularly appointed Third Grade Teacher/Post Graduate
Trained Teacher. On the contrary as per the documents
submitted by the applicant it appears that the applicot was
appointed on conﬁéct basis from time to time. In other words
it can be said that the applicant was casually appointed to
discharge the duties of a teacher. There is also nothing to
show that the ad hoc appointment or casual appointment is
. being replaced by another ad hoc appointment or casual
appointment. As per the allegation of the applicant the
@—;“""’ applicant was also allowed to participate in the interview in
which the respondent No. 4 was selected and therefore it
! ‘ cannot be said by the applicanf that his candidature was not
considered and respondent No. 4 was appointed ignoring the
candidature of the applicant. In 1992 sScC (L&S) 767 -
| Director, Institute of Management Development U.P. Vs.

e The applicant has prayed that appointment®of respondent

| - working in the department since July 1997 and has a .right to -
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I\ right to continue on the post and to claim regularisation in

service in ‘absence of any rules for reqularisation. In the

Smt .Pushpa Srivastava, Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that the

candidates appointed on contractual or ont ad hoc basis, has no .

instant case, nothing has been shown by the learned counsel .
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for the applicant that the appllcant ‘has é4 right of
regularisation after he has rendered sexrvice for a spec1f1ed
period. In view of this the appllcant s claim is devoid of
The O.A.

merits. deserves to be dismissed and is hereby

dismissed in limine.
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(GOPAL SINGH) 7T - (A.K.MISRA)
Adm.Member . Judl .Member




