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1. This appeal is against the order dated 18.7.2012 passed by learned Single Judge in

W.P. (S) No. 6024/2011. The said writ petition was filed challenging the order of the

petitioner''s removal from service. The appellant''s case was that initially he was

appointed on 1.10.2004 as Peon and allowed to continue as such till 31.3.2005. His

services were further extended and he was posted as Typist-cum-Clerk on contract basis.

By order dated 1.10.2011, the respondents-J.P.S.C terminated the term and the petitioner

has been rendered jobless.

2. The appellant has assailed the said order on the ground that he was engaged on ad

hoc basis and instead of making permanent appointment, the respondents have

appointed other persons on ad hoc basis, by terminating the services of the petitioner.

The order of his removal is wholly arbitrary, discriminatory and illegal.



3. Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the respondents-J.P.S.C. submitted that no ad

hoc appointment was made for the same kind of job, as alleged. The instance cited by the

appellant is that of the engagement of Computer Data Operators. The appellant never

worked as Computer Data Operator. His services were taken as Typist-cum-Clerk. The

said allegation is, thus, wholly baseless.

4. Having heard learned counsel and considered the facts and materials on record, we

find substance in the submissions of learned counsel for the respondents. Learned Single

Judge has found that the appellant was appointed without following the legal procedure of

public appointment in violation of Article 16 of the Constitution of India.

5. The order of learned Single Judge is well discussed, sound and legal.

6. We find no infirmity in the impugned order of learned Single Judge. This appeal is,

accordingly, dismissed.
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