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4th Apri+..c 2001 

Hr. Karual Dave, Counsel for the applicant. 

Ii;!ard the lear'ned counse 1 for the 

appficant arrl considered the Original Appliccition.· 

.~ . --.:---

. 2. The applic~nt ha~ a~leg'ed tha.t in 

pursuance of the NOtification dated 25.3.1997 for 

filliOJ the vacancies of Extra Departmental Branch: 

PO:;,t I•iaster, ·Narayan khera, ·'utrler Raipur Circle, 

the applicant .had subn\itted his application for 

consideration. But, the process of selection ~;as 

- - '--· 

I 
I 

fft ~·~ )~~: '() ~\. ?1 ... ~ . i~ 
nrjil'l">M ·~·:~/.. 



j 
IN ~HE CENTRAL ADMIN_ISTRA. TIVE TRIBUNAL . :;y 

~~DHPUR BENCH,JODHPUR 

Applicant(s) 

Advocate for 
Applicant(s) 

Notes of the Registry 

. XJr_ 
~-

.\... 

-· • • • .. 0 • 

ORDE~ s·HEET · 
APPLICATION NO. ~ 9.--- . OF iUio) . 

·· .. . . _ Respondent(s) _ · 

Advocate for 
Respondent{s) 

Orders of the Tribunal 

. r -

sent a rerqinder 'in July 1997 to the authorities 

in this connect ion arrl tr:iereafter, reniinded the 

authorities: in li'ebruary 1999 arrl further in April 

2000,bUt the applicant was not informed anythillJ 

regardin;r the said selection process. r-e·nce, the 

O.A. 

3. The applicant had sought a direction to1
t he 

I 

respondents for corapleting the selection process 

aoo declaring .the . .J panel with the assertion t)lat 

-the ad hoc appointrre nt. whi._c~ :na·s:· beeQ _cqnt;in'Qed for 

years, ,sh01.1ld not .. be allowed to continue in 

future. ;~lo,n;r '~N_itlt_ the 0~ .• he has also filed a 

Hisc .. Application for condonat-ion of delay. 

4. J.\fter careful consideration by us, we are 
. . . . 

of t;he' <bpiniqn that the OA o£_ tha applicant _is 

hopelessly tin:e barre::~. If the app lie ant had sub-
• '<" ,_ /!; 

mit4ed application in pursuance of the nctifico.tion 

._for appointl:llent in April 1997 and was not coriliuunica.. . . 
ted anYthing inspite of his remirrier of ~July,l997 

'then t.he applicant sr.ould have sought redressal 

of his grievance, .~lithin the· pern:d. ssible per md of 

liwitcrt ion i.e. up to J'uly 1998. \'He reas, the 

present:'.applici,tion has'.been f~led~fter a delay 
. 'Mh'\...1~- . 'fi'i 

of ~ two years. Therefore, the prese'nt O.A. 
.. L.. . 

de serves 'to . 'be disr:£d ssed. 
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5. Considering the ner~t.s of the case, we 

·are of the opinion th<1t/ it is for the departmc.nt to 

make ~et:kmtLWX~ ~rang-enents f.or regular app ~ 

nents. Ev~ry ,public author.ity is e:r;:pected to work 

according to the rules and we do not see any reason 

to direct the departrrent to terminate. the ad- i:x:>c. 

appoi.ntrient by relecting the candidates in a regular 

iuanner because in our opinion, that- i.,O uld amount. to 
' 

entertainin~r. a public grievance in general. This 

Institution cannot enter-tain any such public intere 

litigation am. no general directio:ns for terminating 

the ad hoc appointrnent of a particular post can te 
•, 

issued by us. Co~1sequent ly, we do not think that 

it is a fit case for issuance of notice in ~H:dch the 

applicant has sought a siudlar type qf direction. 

The Application for C:orrlonation of Delay 

for condonin;r t11e delay and, therefore, 'deserves to 

disrnissed and consequently, the O.A. also deserves 

to be disraissed. 

7. As per the above discussions, thE! O.l~. is 

dis>idssed in limine and also the i:J.isc .Application 

NO • 46/2001. 

( Gop~gh l 
Adm.H e1.nber 

( ··., ···- . . ) 
"';;.•.K·H~sra 

Judl.i,lember 
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