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By this petition, which is purported to be filed in
public interest, the petitioner, who claims to be a social worker has
raised a grievance that the respondent no.2-Zilla Parishad is paying
House Rent Allowance to both, the respondent no.3 and her
husband though they reside together and are working in schools
falling under Zilla Parishad Bhandara.

It is stated that the respondent no.3 was working as an
agent of the Postal Department for collecting recurring deposits
apart from working as a teacher. It is stated that though the
working as an agent of the Postal Department is not permissible,
the respondent no.2-Zilla Parishad has not taken any action against
the respondent no.3.

We do not find that the petition has been filed by the
petitioner in public interest. It seems that the petitioner has some
score to settle against the respondent no.3 and, hence, the petition
has been filed for a direction to the respondent no.2-Zilla Parishad
to initiate action against the respondent no.3. It is brought to the
notice of this Court by the learned counsel for the respondent nos.2
and 3 that though the respondent no.3 and her husband are

working in the schools run and administered by Zilla Parishad
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Bhandara, the respondent no.3 has been posted at Mohgaon
Khadan and her husband is posted at Ambagad in District Bhandara
and both are residing separately. It is also informed to this Court
by the learned counsel for the respondent nos.2 and 3 that the
respondent no.3 is not working as an agent of the Postal
Department for nearly four years as she has stopped collecting the
recurring deposits in the year 2011. Apart from the fact that there
is no merit in the petition, we do not find that the petition could
have been entertained as a Public Interest Litigation as the issues
involved in the petition relate to the services of the respondent no.3
in the Zilla Parishad and it is well settled that public interest
litigation cannot be entertained in service matters. Also, the
petition cannot be entertained as a writ petition as the petitioner
does not have a locus standi to seek the relief.

In view of the aforesaid, we dismiss the petition with

no order as to costs.
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