| TEM NO 35 COURT NO. 3 SECTI ON XVI

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).9109/2009

(From the judgenent and order dated 12/02/2009 in WP No. 27411/2007

of The H GH COURT OF CALCUTTA)

RABI NDRA NATH PRADHAN Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

STATE OF WEST BENGAL & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report )
Dat e: 08/10/2010 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM : HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE R V. RAVEENDRAN
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE H. L. GOKHALE

For Petitioner(s) M. Pijush K Roy, Adv.
M. thil esh Kumar Si ngh, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M . Tara Chandra Sharna, Adv.
Ms. Neel am Sharna, Adv.

M. Sunil Kumar Verna, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng

ORDER
Leave granted. Hear d.
The appeal is disposed of in terns of the signed
order.
( Ravi P. Verma ) ( MS. Negi )
Court Master Court Master
[ Signed order is placed on the file]
I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
ClVIL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
ClVIL APPEAL NO. 8869 COF 2010
[Arising out of SLP(C) No.9109/2009]
RABI NDRA NATH PRADHAN ... APPELLANT
Ver sus
STATE OF WEST BENGAL & ORS. ..., RESPONDENTS
ORDER
Leave granted. Hear d.
2. In a wit petition filed by the appellant the High

Court, by order dated 20.12.2007, directed the concerned



authorities to pernit the appellant to appear for interview
along with ot her sponsored candi dates, for Goup 'D posts
The appel |l ant, having been successful in the interview,

joined the School on 8.11.2008 in pursuance of letter of

appoi nt nent dat ed 7.11. 2008. The sponsor ed candi dat es

chal I enged t he appoi ntnent of the appellant by filing a

wit petition. The Division Bench had referred the wit
petition filed by the sponsored candidates as also the wit
petition filed by the appellant, to a larger Bench, by the

i mpugned order dated 12.2.2009.

3. Noti ce was i ssued limted to the question why

appel I ant should not be permitted to work on adhoc basis on

salary till the disposal of the matter before the High
Court.
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4. Learned counsel for the respondent-State subnmitted,

wi t hout prejudice to the contention before the H gh Court,
t hat t he respondents have no obj ection to permt
appel lant to work on adhoc basis on salary till the matter

is decided by the High Court.

5. Recordi ng the sane, the appeal is disposed of. W
make it cl ear t hat t he appel | ant will not cl ai m
equities by reason of being pernmitted to work on adhoc

basi s.

New Del hi;
Cct ober 08, 2010. ( H L. GOKHALE )
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