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The petitioner has,joined his career as Nursing

Orderly on 23.2.1970. His date of birth is 10.1,1947. He

uas appointed on ad hoc basis as Junior E.C.G. Technician

on 01.6.1982, in a leave vacancy. That uas continued from

time to time. After putting in about 5 years of service,

he made a request for regularisation on 26.8.1987, Annexure

But there was no response to this request. Hence, hs approaci-e(

the Tribunal for relief and has continued on the strength of

the interim order granted during the pendency of these procee-^

dings. The petitioner claims that even when he uas appointed

in the year 1982 on ad hoc basis, it uas after subjecting hifp

to a selection for direct recruitment he having been found

fit and suitable for that purpose. That is denieci by the

respondents. They have stated that the petitioner is not

^eligible for direct recruitment. They have further stated
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that the maximum age prescribed is 25 years and extendable upto

35 years in the case of departmental candidates. As the

petitioner's date of birth is 10.1.19A7, it is stated that

even if 35 years is taken as a limit available to him as a

departmental candidate, he is still barred by age nearly five

months. These facts csnnot be disputed. It is, therefore, clear

that the petitioner did not satisfy the requirements of the

rules for direct recruitment. The respondents have asserted

that the original appointment of the petitioner uas not in

accordance ui'th the rules. It uas only a^stop-gap arrangement

in one vacancy or the other. That being the position, it is
the

asserted thst/questioh of regularisation of the petitioner s

service does not arise. The petitiorer's continuing in service

after the original application uas filed on the strength of the

interim order cannot be taken into account. It is not possible

to regularise the petitioner's services. Shri Bhatia, houever^
Technician

submitted that until the post of 3unior E.C.G./is filled up

in accordance uith the lau, there is no good reason why the

petitioner should be disturbed from the-job uho has been

discharging his duties uith devotion. This is a just and

equitable direction uhich ue should make.

2. For the reasons stated above uhile dismissing
/

this application,ue direct that the petitioner ahould not be

Technician
remcved from the ad hoc service as Junior £,C,G„/as long as there

is need for such service and until the post is filled up by

regularly selected candidate. It is needless to say that the

^^nterim order passed during the pendency of these proceedings



-3-

stands automatically vacated.

3. TherG shall be no order as to costs. 'P. ,
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