IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH

CWP No0.22940 of 2015
Date of Decision:-11.01.2017.

Ajmer Singh
...... Petitioner
Versus
The State of Haryana and others
...... Respondents
CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE P.B. BAJANTHRI
skeskeskesk
Present: Mr. Lokesh Vohra, Advocate for
Mr. Sandeep Sharma, Advocate for the petitioner.
Mr. Apoorv Garg, DAG, Haryana.
seskeskesk
P.B. BAJANTHRI, J. (Oral)
1.) In the instant writ petition, the petitioner has sought for a

direction to the respondents to appoint him as a Computer Operator and
further sought for a direction for payment of salary for the period from
30.6.2009 to 15.7.2011.

2.) The petitioner is stated to have been engaged as a Computer
Operator on contract basis for the period from 8.4.2009 to 30.06.2009 at the
DC rate of ¥ 4,680/- vide Annexure R-1 on 15.4.2009. The petitioner
services are ceased to be existing as on 01.07.2009 having regard to the
office order dated 15.4.2009. The petitioner has approached this Court on
earlier occasion seeking for appointment on contract basis in the year 2010.
This Court refused to entertain his petition. In fact he had filed one more
litigation in the year 2011. The same was also dismissed. Learned counsel

Soecp Sens,  for the State submitted that against the order dated 17.2.2016, the petitioner
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had preferred an LPA and the LPA was rejected. In this background
question for consideration is whether the petitioner is entitled for direction
to the respondents to appoint him as a Computer Operator or not and further
is he entitled for arrears of salary for the period from 30.6.2009 to 15.7.2011
or not. Admittedly, the petitioner has not worked beyond 30.6.2009. No
order has been passed re-appointing him on contract basis for further period
from 30.6.2009 to 15.7.2011 so as to claim arrears of salary. Further the
petitioner has not made out case under any statutory provision to seek
specific direction from this Court to appoint him as a Computer Operator.

Thus, the petitioner has not made out a case so as to interfere with the claim

made by him.
3) Petition stands dismissed.

(P.B. BAJANTHRI)

JUDGE

January 11, 2017.
sandeep sethi
Whether speaking/reasoned:- Yes / No
Whether Reportable:- Yes / No.
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