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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH,

JATPUR :

"Date of order: 2_2_63°C) 2_;-

OA No.118/2002
Jai Prakash Sharma s/o Shri Ramavtar Sharma r/o Plot
No.31, Nanu Nagar, Mulipure, District Jaipur, last
employed on the post of Lower Division Clerk in the office
of Regional Director, Employees State Insurance
Corporation, Jaipur
..Applicant
Versus
1. Director Genersl Empioyment, State Insurance
Corporaticn, Panchdeep Bhawan, Kotla Road, New
Delhi.
2. Regional Director, Employées State Insurance
Corpcraticen, Panchdeep Bhawan, Bhawani Singh
Road, Jaipur
.. Respondents

Mr. C.B.Sharms, counsel for the applicant

CORAM:

Hon'ble Mr. H.O.Gupta, Member (Administrative)
Hon'ble Mr. J.K.Kaushik, Member (Judicial)

ORDER

Per Hon'ble Mr. H.O.Gupta, Member (Administrative)

The applicant is aggrieved of the order dated

4.2.2002 (Ann.Al) whereby his prayer to work agasinst the

post lying vacant with the respondent No.2 has not been
accepted. In relief, he hses prayed for quashjng.the said
order and for appropriate directicns tec the respondents to

allow him to work on the post of Lower Divisicn Clerk



(LDC) on a2d-hoc basis till the vacancies are filled.

- 2. , The case  c¢f the applicant .as made out, in
brief, is that having been sponsored by the Employment
Exchange and having been selected based on type-test and
interview, he joined the post of LDC in the pay scale of
Re. 950-1500 on 20.2.95. His appointment was on ad-hoc
basis for 3 months &and thereafter extended from time te
time till his services were terminated on 26.10.1998. The
resbondents started terminating services of =esimilarly
placed persons on the ground of availability of regular
selected candidates and non—availability of vacancies. His
services were aléo terminated vide order dated 26.10.1998
(Ann.A7). He appréached the Tribunal by filing OA
No.434/99 and the Tribunal dismissed the OA. vide their
order dated 5.9.2001 with certain observatione. Similarly
placed persons which were holding the post 1like that cf
the app]icant‘are allowed to work on ad-hoc basis based on

the order of the Tribunal dated 4.9.2001 in OA No.418/98.

‘3. Heard the learned counsel for the spplicant at
length. During the course. of arguments, the learned
counsel for the applicant brought to the notice of the
Tribunal the observations in Paras 10 and 12 of the order
dated 5.9.2001 of -this Tribunal passed in his OA No.434/99
aﬁd 'submitted that based cn. the observations of the
‘Tribunal, the respondents.should have given him service, on
ad-hoc basis since the posts are vacant and yet to be
filled from regular candidates. He also submitted that
although the applicant's OA was dismissed, like similarly

pléced persons, the applicant should also .be allowed to
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continue on ad-hoc basis.

3.1. We find from our order dated 5.9.2001 that
there was no direction to the reséondents to continue the
applicant on ad-hoc basis till such time‘ regularly
selected candidates are appointed. The O.A. was dismissed
being deveid of merit. The Para 10 and 12 of fhe orde?
relied upon by tﬁe'épplicant state as under:-

"10. The learned couﬁsel for the applicaht

during the course of argument has aleso

submitted that vaéancieS'of LDCs are still with
the respondents' department (Employees State

Insvrance Cerpeoration,  Jaipur) and . the

' appliéant can be retained . in servicel till
regularly selected candidate Joins. In this
connection, we c¢an only sgay that this order
does not coﬁe in the way of the respcndents if
they appoiht the applicant as LDC  on
teﬁporary/ad hoc -basis till regularly selected
candidate is made available.

12. This order shall not A preclude the

respendents to appoint the applicant on the

post of LDC on ad hoc/stopﬁgap arrangement, if
there aré vacancies exist."

Accordingly, the contenticn of the applicant
that the impugned order has been issued without taking
intc consideration the observatiﬁns of the brder of the
Tribunai is not correct. Haﬁing‘agitated his grievances in
OA No.434/99 and got the order which has attained
finality, the applicant can not rely on a order in some

other case.
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3.2 We also find from Para 10 that the learned
counsel for the spplicant has already argued on the issue
of continuetion of the applicant on ad;hoc basis till esuch
time the vacancies aré requlerly filled. He cannot again
agitate the same issue and seek the same relief through

this OA.

4, In view of above facts and circumstances of
this case, we are of the view that the applicant's case
has no merit. We do not think that the case shculd be
prolonged by issue of notice to respcndents. Accordingly,

this OA is dismissed at the admission stage itself.

(J.K.KAUSHIK) (H.O.GUPTA)

Member (Judicial) Member (Administrative)



