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Date of order: QG[KT July, 2001 -

OA No.484,/99

\

Remesh Chandra s/o0 Shri ‘Pratap_ Singh \r/o village Chuwali, Distt.

Ferczabad (UP) at present working as Storekeeper—cum—AtcountsVClerE,

Carpet: Weaving Traiﬁing'céhtre, Sewar, Distt. Bharatpur.

£3 - ' : _ "+ «Applicant
. . /

‘} : . : Versus .." _

1. | ” The Uhioﬁ of India through the Secretary, Minisﬁry of

‘Textile, New Delhi;i

2, N The Develcprent Commissioner (Hsndicrafts), Weét Blecck '

i "No.Z, R.K.Puram, Néw Delhi.
| 3. ! , , The.Assistant Director (Adm. énd Ceord.) Service Centre,

Kalwar Road, Jhotwera, Jaipur -
In Charge, Cérpet Weaving Training Centre, Sewar, Distt. )
Bharatpur, Raj.

0 - - : ' ' B .. Respcndents

Mr. J.K.Yogi, proxy counsel to Mr. Praveen Balwads, counsel for the
applicanf
L o
Mr. Sanjay Pareek, counsel fer the respondents
b : SN . -
CORAM:
Hon'ble Mr. A.K.Mishra, Judicial Member

Hon'ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Administrative Member

"Per Hon'ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Administrative Member

|
I'l . ORDER
|
I

| In -this applicafion;' under . Section 19 _cof the
Admi iétrative TribunaISf Act, 1985; applicanﬁ,‘:Ramesh. Chandra, has
prayedxfor_a'dirgction to the respondentS‘tOjrgéularise the appiicaﬁt
on the post he is working.and t¢ provide him’régular éerviéés.
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2. Applicant's case is that he'was'appointed on thé'post‘of

P

Storekeeper-cum-Accounts CIerﬁlcn ad-hoc basis-by respondent No.l vide

order dated -20.11.1984 end be wes allowed scale of pay of Re. 260-400
and other - allcwances. The . respondent Deﬁartmeht has ebruptly
diséoﬁtinueé the services of the applicant vjde~order'déted 29.9.1999

(Ann.Al). The contention of the applicant is that he has served the

[ ' - : _ . S
Department for about 15 years satisfactorily and his services have °
[ Lo

been terminated withcut any notice tc him for defending his case and

thue, the terminstion is illegal. It is also 'pointed out by the .

applicant that - persons junior tc him 'have. been reqularised  and

promoted, the applicant- has been igncred. Thus, there is a
- discriminétion. Feéljhg\ aggriéVed, the applicant has filed this

ap@ﬂication.‘

3. . It is pointed out by the respondents that initial

arpcintwent of the applicant in'the year 1984 was not in acccrdance

with the rules and since the appoinment wes on ad-hoc basis, there has

been no .illéga]itx..in términafing hie services vide order dated.
29.9.1999. Tt is also pointed ocut by the respondents that at the time -

-of initia]rappointment itéelf, the-appiicant was over-age and though

his case ‘was takenup with the Depértment of Personnel and TTéining,

reqularisation of the ‘applicant - has not been ' agreed tc. In the

circumstances, the respondents -had no alternative but tc dis-continue

the~sgrvfces of the applicant. Therefore, it has been contended that
there haé been no iﬂfirmity in the action taken by the respondents and

[ . ‘
the applicaticn is devoid of any merit and is liable to be dismissed.
- |

4, . We have heard the leerned ccunsel for the parties and

~

perused the record of the case cerefully.
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B, - It is not disputed that the applicant had been serving
g - . in the Departmwent only on-ad—hoc basis, from 1984-to 1999. It is also . .

. not denled that ‘the appl:cant wee over-age at the time of higs initial

- app01ntment 1tself. It 1= also not contended by .the” appl:cant that
'regular nprocess of select1on* wes adopted wh:]e app01nt1na the
"applicant on ad—hob*-basﬁs - Had“there been reqular proce of
. seleétion, perhaps the appﬂlcant would nct have been se]ected, he-
:being everfage_at that t;me. ihus, the appl:cant was aw;01nted de—hors\

the rulee'and, in our opinion, cannot c1a1m reqular1sat10n. We - have .
- qone throuch the depertmental f1]e, extracts of wh1ch have been
prcduced before us. The reepondents Department hao tr1ed its be=t to
“conv1nLe the Department “of Personnelland’Ira1n1nc in the natter, but
.to noe ava11 ‘Fact retnam'= that at the tJme of h1s 1n1t1a1 app01ntment,
the..aPpllcant was over—age,‘and, *therefore, his case 'eould ‘not be'n-

: considered'fdr reoularisation. In these c:rcumetances, we - are of the-

view that the appllcatlon 1= dev01d of any merlt -and deserved to,be

‘dismissed.
) 6. - The OR ie accdrdinle” dismissed with ' no order as. to
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