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IN T'dE CEN'IRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL; JAIPUF BENCH, JAIPUR 

! 

_net~· of order: 2 c, I~ July, - 2001 
·ei. ': ·=-- .. --

OA No.484/99 

Raroesh Cha~drc.> s/o Shri Pratap Singh r /o village Chuwali, Distt.­

Ferozar~ (UP) at present working_ as St.orekeeper-curo-Account.s Clerk, 

Carpet, Weaving Training Centre, Sewer, D·istt. Bharatpur • 

2 • 

'.3. 

4. 

\ 

Versus 

• • Applicant 
I 

/ 'Ihe Union of India through the Secretary, Ministry of 

Textile, New Delhi. 

'Ihe Development· Corowissioner (-Han,aicrafts), West Bleck 

-No.7, R.K.Puraw, New Delhi. 
\ 

The. Assistant Director (Adm. and Coora.) Service Centre., 

- Kalwar Road, Jhotwara, Ja.ipur · 

In Charge, Carpet Weaving Training Centre, Sewar, Di st t. 

Bharatpur, Raj. 

• • Respcndents 

Mr. j .K~ Yogi, :rroxy couneel to Mr. Praveen Balwada, counsel for the 

agipli.cant 

I • 
Mr. SpnJay Pareek, counsel for the respondents 

' 

i 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr. AoK.M°ishra,. Judicial Merober 

Hon'ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Administrative Member 

ORDER 

i 

I 
·Per Hon'ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Administrative Member 

I In ·this application 
I 

under . Section 19 cf the 
i . 

Admi,istrative Tribu~als! Act, 1985, appl.icant,
1 

RaroeE'h Chanora, has 

prayed,for a direction to the respondents·to·regularise the applicant . I - - .. . - . . . 
on tr poet ~· is working, and to provide him regular servicee. ' ' 

,(,~¥= 
I 

/ 



I -

. . ( 

. 2 : 

2. Applicant's case is that he was appointea on the po.st of 
' , 

~, . 

Storekeeper-cum-Accounts cl_erk on aa-hoc basis by responaent No.1 vice' 

order aatea ·20.11.1984,ana he 'l""1°s allowea scale of p:iy of Rs. 260-400 

ana other allowances. 'Ihe , resp011aent Deportment hae. abruptly 

I ' 

discontinued the services of the applicant viae ·order dated 29 .• 9.1999 

(Ann.Al). 'Ihe ccntenti.on of the applicant is that he has served the 
I: . 

Departwent; for about 15 years satiEfactorily ana his services have , 
I. 

been terminated without any nod,ce to him for defending his case ~ma 

thus, the terrPination is illegal. It is also pointed out by the 

aprJicant ' that · ~rson.s junior to hiw have. been regularised and 

prorrotea, the applicant has been ignored. 'Ihus, there is a 

aiscrimin~tion. Feeling- aggrievea, the applicant has fiJed this 

application. 

·i 
3. 

1 

• It is pointeo out by the re~pondents that initial 

appoint1reht of. the applicant in ·the year 1984 ~s not in accordance 

with the rules and since the appoinrnent was on ad-hoc basis, there has 

been no illegaJit~> in terminating hie services vide· order aatea, 

29.9.1999. It_is also pointea out by the respondents that at the tirr.e 

. of initial appointrrent its~lf, the- appl-icant was over-age and though 

his case :was taken_·up with the Der~rtment of Person,nel ana Training, 
. . 

regulari$tion of the_ applicant has not been · crgreed tc. In the 

circurnsta;nces, the respondents :had no alternative but tc dfa-cont i nue 

the s~rvices of the applicant. Therefore, it has been contended that 
I . 

there haJ been no i~firwity in. the action.taken by the r~spondents and 
I . I -

the appllcat'icn is aevoid of any merit ana is liable to be aisi:rissed. 

4. 

I 

. r 

' 
' 

We have heara the learnea counsel for the parties ana 

perused tr he rec or a of the case carefully .. 

.....__/ 



'i . 

3 

'5. It is not aisputea that the ·applicant, had been serving 
(. 

in the Departroent only on ~d-hoc baeis .. froµi 1984 ·_to 1999~ It is aleo 

not denied that 'the applicant wae over-age at" the tirQe of hie initia'l 
, I 

' appoin:t?Pent" itseif •. It is also not contended by the· applkant that 
- • - _::-- -~ .- - -~ _- - • 1 • 

. ' 

regular . process of selectfon ' was adopted While· .. appointing the. 

applicant on ad-hoc~ basi e .- - H~a there · been reouler 
, - . 

procese of 

selection,, perhaps -the ~pplicant_.- wqufri not .. hav~ been s'elected; he 
- . . . . ' - -·-

' : being ever-age at that tiroe. 'Ihus; the applicant was ~ppointed ae-hors 
- . . . '. - . . . -

I 

the ruil.es ana, in our opinion, ·cannot cla_iro regularisati_on. We·~ave 

gone through .the· departm?nta1 file, ·extracts. of which have been 

prcducea before us. The reeponaents DePa~t:roent . hac;l . tr1 ed 

-' convi~~e ·the ~partroent 'of ~ersonnel - ~~d- Training i.n -the 

its best 'to 

matter_, .. but 

I . I. I 

. to -no avail. Fact remains that· at the tiIPe 9f his _il)i~ial appointment, 
'· 

the applicant was over-age ana, ·therefore, 
I 

his· caee 
'Ii . . ' 

coula ·not be 
I 

considerea for reaularisation. -In theee drcumetances, we ·are of .the· 
) J ._,, . . 

view ~hat the application is aevoia of ~ny zrerit end deserved to, be 

·aieroissed. 

6. . The OA is acc6rairigly disroissea with' no oraer as to 

caster. · '· . 
, ' 
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(A.K.MISHRA) 

Judl. Member . / 
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