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O R A L O R D E R

1. At the request and by consent of both the parties, the

present Original Application is taken up for final disposal.

2. By filing the present Original Application, the applicant

has challenged the impugned order dated 02.02.2019 issued

by the respondent No. 3 terminating her services with

immediate effect and relieved her on the date of the

termination order. He prayed to quash and set aside the

order of termination and to direct the respondents to allow

the applicant to discharge her duties at Government

Ayurveda College, Osmanabad.  The copy of the termination

order is placed on record at Annexure ‘A-8’, page-27 of the

paper book of O.A.

3. The applicant has passed B.A.M.S. in the year 2000

from R.T. Ayurveda College, Akola.  She completed her post-

graduation i.e. M.D. in Rashashastra from Govt. Ayurveda

College, Nanded in the year 2007.  Thereafter, the applicant

served as Lecturer in a private aided Ayurveda College –

Aryangla Ayurveda College, Satara for more than five years

during 21.1.2008 to 14.6.2013.  On the basis of experience

acquired by her in teaching she came to be appointed as
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Associate Professor in R.A. Podar Govt. Ayurveda College,

Worli, Mumbai from 15.6.2013 to 20.2.2014.  Incidentally

Vaidya Kuldeep Raj Kohali, who is respondent No. 2 now, was

working as Dean of R.A. Podar Govt. Ayurveda College, Worli,

Mumbai at that time.  As a candidate selected through

Maharashtra Public Services Commission (for short “the

Commission”) had joined in her place at Mumbai, the

applicant had to vacate the post in the year 2014.

4. Thereafter, respondent No. 3 published an

advertisement for various posts of Professors and Associate

Professors at Osmanabad, in view of the Government

Resolution dated 7.9.2011 as the Government decided as a

policy decision to entrust powers to make appointments for

364 days with technical break of Professors and Associate

Professors on contract basis to the respective Deans of the

Govt. Colleges.  The said G.R. was published with object to

ensure that, the academic exigencies and the end beneficiary

i.e. patients should not suffer due to complexity in the

process of making appointment of Assocaite Professors and

Professors in the field of various Medical Sciences.  It was also

mentioned in the said G.R. that the appointment should not

be made in excess of 364 days and only upon giving technical
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break such appointment is to be continued. The applicant

submits that in majority of the cases as no fresh candidates

were available, the incumbent who retired on attaining the

age of 62 years were reemployed as Professors and Associate

Professors. It is the contention of the applicant that the

incumbents who have crossed the age of 60 years, there is no

question of regularization of their services at such age,

therefore, for those candidates who are appointed during the

age of 30 to 38 years, the issue of regularization of their

services has been a matter of consideration before the judicial

fora in the State, and therefore, in order to enable availment

of services of the retired Professors and Associate Professors,

the G.R. contemplates appointment of such incumbents as

well.  It is the contention of the applicant that Deans of

various Medical, Dental & Ayurveda Colleges appointed

various incumbents to the post of Professors and Associate

Professors by publishing advertisement.  In various Medical &

Dental Colleges, the candidates much below the age of 62

years i.e. ranging from 32 to 45 years have been appointed by

the respective Deans.  The applicant was also appointed at

the age of 35 years by the then Dean of R.A. Podar Govt.

Ayurveda college, Worli, Mumbai and that time Shri Kuldeep
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Raj Kohali, who is presently Director of AYUSH i.e.

respondent No. 2 was serving as Dean of the R.A. Podar

Government Ayurveda College, Worli, Mumbai. But, he found

fault in appointment of the applicant as Associate Professor

by respondent No. 3 on 14.8.2014 when he became Director

of AYUSH, Mumbai.

5. It is her contention that she has been initially appointed

for 364 days by the respondent No. 3 by the office order dated

8.8.2014 as Associate Professor upon publishing an

advertisement dated 25.7.2014, a copy of which is placed on

record at page No. 11 of paper book of O.A.  Thereafter, she

was again appointed after giving technical break on

11.9.2015, 21.9.2016 & 21.9.2017.  Again she has been

reappointed by the respondent No. 3 on 8.1.2019 for a period

of 364 days.  She was supposed to be continued on contract

basis till 6.1.2020 or till availability of selected candidates by

the Commission, but the respondent No. 2 by misconstruing

the provisions of Government Resolution dated 7.9.2011

instructed the respondent No. 3 not to continue the services

of the applicant and to discontinue her from service forthwith.

On the basis of the said directions, the respondent No. 3

issued the impugned order dated 2.2.2019, which was served
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on the applicant on 4.2.2019 and cancelled the order of the

appointment of the applicant dated 8.1.2019 on the basis of

the communication issued by respondent No. 2 dated

13.6.2017 on the ground that she does not fulfill the

prescribed qualification / conditions and she was relieved

from the post.  It is contention of the applicant that the

impugned communication is not in accordance with the

provisions of the Govt. Resolution and it is in contravention of

the legal provisions.  Therefore, she approached this Tribunal

by filing the present Original Application and prayed to quash

the impugned order and to reinstate her on the post of on the

basis of the appointment order dated 8.1.2019.

6. Respondent Nos. 1 to 3 have filed their affidavit in reply

and resisted the contentions of the applicant raised in the

O.A.  They have admitted the fact that the applicant was

working on contract basis for certain period of time, as

mentioned in contractual appointment orders issued by the

Dean, Government Ayurveda College, Osmanabad, from time

to time.  The appointment was made on contract basis by the

Dean, Osmanabad at his own level as per the provisions of

G.R. dated 7.9.2011.  It is their contention that due to

various litigations in different courts, an informal meeting
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was held between the Secretary, Medical Education and

Drugs Dept. (Shri Sanjay Deshmukh) with the Director,

Directorate of Ayush, Mumbai and held the informal

discussion on the provisions in the G.R. dated 07.09.2011.

As per the outcome of the meeting the office of Directorate of

Ayush, Mumbai issued the letter dated 13.06.2017 to the

Deans of Government Ayurvedic Colleges to follow the

provisions of G.R. dated 07.09.2011. The Dean Government

Ayurveda College, Osmanabad, issued the order dated

02.02.2019 and terminated the services of the applicant as

she is below the age of 62 years and not eligible as per the

provisions of G.R. dated 07.09.2011.  It is their contention

that the Dean, Osmanabad, was not following the condition

laid down in the G.R. dated 7.9.2011 despite instructions

given by Directorate of Ayush Office vide letter dated

13.06.2017 and reappointed the applicant on the post of

Associate Professor on contractual basis though the applicant

was not fulfilling the condition No. 4 of the G.R. dated

07.09.2011. Therefore, the office of Directorate of Ayush,

Mumbai has called explanation from Dean, Government

Ayurveda college, Osmanabad vide notice dated 01.02.2019.
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7. Thereafter, the Dean, Government Ayurved College,

Osmanabad issued the order dated 02.02.2019 and cancelled

the contractual order dated 08.01.2019 and terminated the

services of the applicant from the said post w.e.f. 02.02.2019

afternoon. It is their contention that the applicant is not a

regular Government servant nor her services are governed by

the M.C.S. Rules. It is their contention that the applicant was

appointed as Associate Professor in R.A. Poddar Vaidyak

(Ayu) College, Mumbai from 15.06.2013 to 20.02.2014.   It is

their contention that one S.S. Madavi joined at R.A. Poddar

Vaidyak (Ayu) College, Mumbai in the year 2013-14 through

the Commission by nomination. The applicant has made

unnecessary statement against the respondent No. 2 by his

name.

8. It is their contention that the Government took the

decision to fill up the vacant posts of Professor and Associate

Professor on contract basis as a stop-gap arrangement at the

concerned colleges at Dean’s level till regular candidates are

made available from the Commission or from Establishment

Board by DPC on regular promotion and accordingly issued

Government Resolution dated 7.9.2011.  It is their contention

that as per the Rules the post of Associate Professor in
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Government Ayurveda Colleges should be filled up by the

Commission by nomination and also by promotion through

the DPC by Establishment Board.  As per the Medical

Education and Drugs Department G.R. dated 07.09.2011

Government has laid down procedure to fill up the Professors

posts on contract basis for short span only and it provides

that the appointment orders issued in favour of the Associate

Professor or Professor will not confer any right on them to

claim permanent posting on the said post. It is their

contention that the honorarium of Rs. 40,000/- & 50,000/-

was fixed for Associate Professor and Professor respectively

which are far lesser than even the newly appointed Associate

Professor’s.  It is their contention that there is no illegality in

the impugned order. Therefore, they supported the impugned

order and prayed to reject the O.A.

9. It is their further contention that as per clause /

condition No. 4 of the Government Resolution dated 7.9.2011,

the candidates who have completed 62 years and not above

65 years of age are to be appointed on contractual basis on

the post of Professor and Associate Professor.  It is their

contention that the applicant does not fulfill the said criteria
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and, therefore, her appointment has been cancelled. On

these grounds the respondents justified the impugned order

and prayed to dismiss the Original Application.

10. I have heard the arguments advanced by Shri S.G.

Kulkarni, learned Advocate holding for Shri Ajay Deshpande,

learned Advocate for the applicant and Shri I.S. Thorat,

learned Presenting Officer for the respondents.  I have

perused the application, affidavit, affidavit in reply filed by the

respondents.  I have also perused the documents placed on

record by both the sides.

11. Admittedly, the applicant has passed B.A.M.S. in the

year 2000 from R.T. Ayurveda College, Akola. Admittedly, she

completed her post-graduation i.e. M.D. in Rashashastra from

Govt. Ayurveda College, Nanded in the year 2007.  Thereafter,

the applicant served as Lecturer in a private aided Ayurveda

College – Aryangla Ayurveda College, Satara for more than

five years during 21.1.2008 to 14.6.2013. Admittedly, on the

basis of experience acquired by her in teaching she came to

be appointed as Associate Professor in R.A. Podar Govt.

Ayurveda College, Worli, Mumbai from 15.6.2013 to

20.2.2014.  Incidentally Vaidya Kuldeep Raj Kohali, who is
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respondent No. 2 now, was working as Dean of R.A. Podar

Govt. Ayurveda College, Worli, Mumbai at that time. As a

candidate selected through Commission joined in her place at

Mumbai, the applicant had to vacate the post. Admittedly,

thereafter, respondent No. 3 published an advertisement for

various posts of Professors and Associate Professors at

Osmanabad. Admittedly, by G.R. dated 7.9.2011 the

Government decided to confer powers to appoint the

Professors and Associate Professors for 364 days with

technical break on contract basis on the respective Deans of

the Govt. Colleges till the appointment of Professors and

Associate Professors on regular basis by nomination or

promotion. Admittedly, the procedure for appointment of the

Professors and Associate Professors on temporary basis has

been laid down in the said G.R.  There is no dispute about the

fact that in pursuance of the said G.R. the respondent No. 3

appointed the applicant for the first time in the year 2014 by

following due procedure laid down in the G.R. dated 7.9.2011

and issued the appointment order dated 8.1.2014.

Thereafter, the respondent No. 3 issued the appointment

order of the applicant dated 8.1.2014 for the period of 364

days.  Thereafter, she came to be reappointed on contractual
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basis by the respondent No. 3 by order dated 11.9.2015,

21.9.2016, 21.9.2017 and 8.1.2019.  Admittedly, the

respondent No. 3 issued the impugned order dated 2.2.2019

and cancelled the appointment order dated 8.1.2019 and

relieved the applicant on the very day.

12. Learned Advocate for the applicant has submitted that

the applicant has been initially appointed by the respondent

No. 3 by following the due procedure laid down in the G.R.

dated 7.9.2011.  She is working under the respondent No. 3

since the year 2014.  Admittedly, she was appointed for 364

days. Thereafter she was reappointed after giving break as

provided under G.R. Learned Advocate for the applicant has

argued that lastly she was appointed for 364 days by the

order dated 8.1.2017 issued by the respondent No. 3. He has

submitted that Shri Kuldeep Raj Kohali, who is now Director

of AYUSH i.e. respondent No. 2 was working as Dean of the

R.A. Podar Government Ayurveda College, Worli, Mumbai in

the year 2013. Initially the appointment of the applicant was

made on contract basis by the then Dean, Osmanabad at his

own level as per the provisions of G.R. dated 7.9.2011, but

when he took charge of the post of Director Ayush he

misinterpreted the provisions of the G.R. dated 7.9.2011 and
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issued letter to the Deans of the Government Colleges on

13.6.2017 and instructed them not to appoint the candidates

who have not completed age of 62 years.  He has submitted

that the respondent No. 2 has misread and misconstrued the

provisions of the G.R. and issued the said communication.

On the basis of the said communication, a notice was issued

to the respondent No. 3 to cancel the impugned order.

Therefore, the respondent No. 3 cancelled the appointment of

the applicant before completing her contractual period.  He

has submitted that the G.R. dated 7.9.2011 nowhere provides

minimum age for appointment on the post of Professors and

Associate Professors.  Not only this, but the advertisement

issued by the respondent No. 3 prescribes the maximum age

limit of 65 years and it does not provide minimum age for the

appointment on the post of Professor and Associate

Professors.  He drew my attention to the contents of the

advertisement, a copy of which is placed on record at page

Nos. 11 to 14 of paper book of the OA.  He has submitted that

G.R. dated 7.9.2011 nowhere provides that the candidate

must not be below the age of 62 years old. He has submitted

that the Government took the decision to fill up the post on

contract basis in the interest of patient as number of posts of
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Associate Professors and Professors are vacant.  He has

submitted that the object behind the issuance of the G.R. is

to fill up the post on contract basis as the regular

appointments are not made by the Commission by

nomination, as well as, by promotion.  He has submitted that

the respondent No. 2 misconstrued the provisions of the G.R.

and issued the communication dated 13.06.2017 on the basis

of the communication issued from him, the respondent No. 3

has passed the impugned order without giving an opportunity

of hearing to the applicant.  Hence, she prayed to quash and

set aside the impugned order.

13. Learned Presenting Officer has submitted that the

respondent No. 3 has not considered the provisions of G.R.

dated 7.9.2011 with proper perspective while giving

appointment to the applicant since the year 2014.  He has not

followed the procedure laid down in the G.R.  He has

submitted that clause No. 4 of the G.R. provides that the

candidates appointed on the contract basis should be of 62

years and he will not get the appointment on completion of 65

years.  He has submitted that in view of the said provision the

candidate who crossed the age of 62 years is eligible to get the

appointment.  The applicant is below the age of 62 years,
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therefore, she is not eligible.  He has submitted that the said

irregularity committed by the respondent No. 3 has been

noticed by the respondent No. 2 and, therefore, the

respondent No. 2, issued the communication dated

13.06.2017 to all Deans of Government Colleges and

informed the concerned to make appointments as per the

provisions of G.R. dated 07.09.2011. He has submitted that

on the basis of the same the respondent No. 3 issued the

impugned order and, therefore, there is no illegality in the

same. Therefore, he has supported the impugned order.

14. On perusal of the record, it reveals that on 7.9.2011 the

Government issued the G.R. and decided to fill the post of

Professors and Associate Professors in the Government

Medical College, Dental College and Ayurveda College on

contract basis in the interest of patient and students.  The

powers to make appointment were conferred on the Dean of

the concerned Colleges.  The procedure for appointment has

been laid down therein.  The provisions of the G.R. are

material and relevant.  Therefore, I reproduce the same as

under: -

djkj i/nrhojhy fu;qDrh
izk/;kid] lg;ksxh izk/;kid] ‘kkldh;]
oS|dh;] vk;qosZn o nar egkfo|ky;s-
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egkjk”Vª ‘kklu
oS|dh; f’k{k.k o vkS”k/kh nzO;s foHkkx]

‘kklu fu.Zk; dzekad % ,eb,l 1508@iz-dz- 94@08@oSlsok1
ea=ky;] eaaaqcbZ & 400 032
fnuakd & 7 lIVascj] 2011-

okpk % 1½ ‘kklu fu.Zk; dzekad % ,eb,l 1601@iz-dz- 182@oSlsok&1 fn- 17-7-

2004

2½ ‘kklu fu.Zk; dzekad % ,eb,l 1501@iz-dz- 182@oSlsok&1 fn- 22-12-
2004

izLrkouk %
---------------------------
---------------------------

‘kklu fu.kZ; %

egkjk"Vª yksdlsok vk;ksxkdMwu o vkLFkkiuk eaMGkdMwu mesnokj izkIr
gksbZi;Zar ‘kkldh; oS|dh;] nar o vk;qosZn egkfo|ky;krhy izk/;kid o lg;ksxh
izk/;kid laoxkZrhy fjDr ins rkRiqjR;k Lo:ikr djkj i/nrhus Hkj.ks :X.kfgr o fo|kFkhZ
fgr fopkjkr ?ksÅu dzeizkIr Bjrs- gh ckc fopkjkr ?ksrk djkj i/nrhojhy fu;qDrh
dj.;kl lacaf/kr ‘kkldh; oS|dh;] nar o vk;qosZn egkfo|ky;kps vf/k”Bkrk l{ke
jkgrhy- laca/khr vf/k”Bkrk [kkyhy vVhP;k vk/khu jkgwu djkj Ik/nrhus fu;qDR;k
dj.;kph dk;Zokgh djrhy %&

1½ djkj i/nrhus dj.;kr ;s.kk&;k fu;qDR;kdfjrk O;kid izek.kkr izfl/nh
ns.;kr ;sÅu ikjn’kZdrspk voyac dj.;kr ;kok v’kk fu;qDR;k ik= mesnokjkaP;k
eqyk[krh ?ksÅu xq.koRrsuqlkj dsY;k tkrhy- eqyk[krh ckcrps vfHkys[k tru d:u
Bso.;kl vf/k”Bkrk tckcnkj vlrhy- fu;qDrhlkBh ckg;’kDrhpk ncko vFkok
f’kQkjl vk.k.kkjs mesnokj fu;qDrhlkBh vkiksvki vik= Bjrhy-

2½ djkj i/nrhus dj.;kr ;s.kk&;k fu;qDR;k ;k laca/khr egkfo|ky;kr fo”k;kr
fjDr vlysY;k inkaP;k la[;sP;k e;kZnsr vlrhy-

3½ djkj i/nkrhus dj.;kr ;s.kk&;k fu;qDrhpk dkyko/kh gk egkjk”Vª yksdlsok
vk;ksxkdMwu fdaok vkLFkkiuk eaMGkdMwu o cnyhus ik= mesnokj miyC/k gksbZi;Zar
vFkok 364 fnolkapk dkyko/khdjhrk ;kiSdh ts vxksnj ?kMsy rks dkyko/kh jkghy- ek=
dks.kR;kgh ifjfLFkrhr 364 fnolkuarj [kaM fnY;kf’kok; iqu%djkj i/nrhus fu;qDrh nsrk
;s.kkj ukgh- vlk [kaM u fnY;keqGs dkgh U;k;ky;hu izdj.ks mnHkoY;kl R;kph loZLoh
tckcnkjh laca/khr vf/k”Bkrkaph vlsy-

4½ iqohZ djkj i/nrhus dk;Zjr vl.kk&;k menokjkl fu;qDRkh |ko;kph >kY;kl u
pqdrk mijksDr v-dz- 1 e/khy dk;Zi/nrhpk voyac d#u xq.koRrsuqlkj v’kh fu;qDrh
djkoh ykxsy- djkj i/nrhus dj.;kr ;s.kk&;k fu;qDR;k laca/khr mesnokjkP;k 62
o”kkZuarj osGksosGh [kaM nsÅu nsrk ;srhy- rFkkih mesnokjkus o;kph 65 o”kZ iq.kZ
dsY;kuarj rks @ rh djkj i/nrhus fu;qDrhlkBh vik= gksbZy-
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5½ djkj i/nrhojhy fu;qDrhlkBh mesnokjkal lsokizos’k fu;ekoyhrhy ‘kS{kf.kd
vgZrk o vuqHkokP;k vVhph iqrZrk dj.ks vko’;d jkghy-

6½ djkj i/nrhojhy fu;qDrh fnysY;k mesnokjkal jkftukek |ko;kpk >kY;kl
R;kauh 3 efgU;kph vkxkÅ uksVhl laca/khr vf/k”BkrkadMs ns.ks ca/kudkjd jkghy- rs
‘kD; ulY;kl 3 efgU;kapk eku/kukph jDde ‘kkldh; dks”kkxkjk tek dsY;kuarj
R;kph @ rhpk jkftukek vf/k”Bkrkauk eatqj djrk ;sbZy-

7½ djkj i/nrhoj fu;qDrh dsysY;k mesnokjkaP;k dkedktkpk vk<kok foHkkx
izeq[k o vf/k”Bkrk ;kauh fu;feri.ks ?;kok- vlk vk<kok vlek/kkudkjd] vlY;kl
laca/khr mesnokjkaP;k fu;qDR;k iqoZlqpuk u nsrk lekIr dj.;kps vkf/kdkj vf/k”BkrkadMs
jkgrhy-

8½ djkj i/nrhP;k mesnokjkal foHkkxkps izeq[k o vf/k”Bkark ;kap fu;a=.kk[kkyh
vkiY;k inkP;k drZO;  o tckcnk&;k ikMkO;k ykxrhy rlsp ;k mesnokjkauk fu;fer
v/;kidkaizek.ks iq.kZosG dke dj.ks ca/kudkjd jkghy-

9½ djkj i/nrhojhy fu;qDr v/;kidkauk R;kaP;koj lksifo.;kr vkysY;k
egkfo|ky;hu o #X.kky;hu drZO; o tckcnk&;k foifjr ifj.kke gks.kkj ukgh ;kph
n{krk ?ksÅu [kktxh oS|fd; O;olk; dj.;kl eqHkk jkghy-

10½ djkj i/nrhojhy fu;qDr mesnokjkauk fu;fer fu;qDrhlkBh dks.krkgh gDd
jkg.kkj ukgh- rlsp djkj i/nrhojhy dke dsysyk dkyko/kh lsokfuo`RrhP;k ykHkklkBh
fopkjkr ?ksrk ;s.kkj ukgh-
11½ djkj i/nrhojhy fu;qDr izk/;kidkyk izfrekg :- 50]000@& o lg;ksxh
izzk/;kidakuk izfrekg :- 40]000@& ,o<s eku/ku vuqKs; jkghy- gk [kpZ lca/khr
laLFksP;k osrukiksVh ns; vl.kk&;k eatqj vuqnkukrqu Hkkxfoyk tkbZy-

lnj ‘kklu fu.kZ; foRr foHkkxkus vukSipkfjd lanHkZ dz- 428@10@O;;&13] fn- 11-
08-2010 vUo;s fnysY;k ekU;rsuqlkj fuxZehr dj.;kr ;sr vkgs-

egkjk”Vkzps jkT;iky ;kaP;k vkns’kkuqlkj o ukaokus-

lfg@&&
¼vk;- ,l- pgy½

lfpo]egkjk”Vª ‘kklu

15. On considering the same, it is crystal clear that for

making the initial appointment on the post of Professor and

Associate Professor on contract basis the concerned Dean has

to adopt the transparent procedure laid down in the clause 4.

Clause 3 of the said G.R. provides that such appointment
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should be made for 364 days or till appointment of the

candidates on regular basis and in any condition no

appointment should be made beyond 364 days. Clause 4 of

the G.R. provides that in case of appointment of candidates

who are already appointed on such post on contract basis,

the procedure as provided in clause 1 should be adopted and

such appointment should be made strictly on merit.  Such

appointment of the candidates can be made after the age of

62 years by giving technical break, but on completion of age

of 65 years such candidates will be ineligible for the

appointment on contract basis.  In the said G.R. no minimum

age for the appointment of the candidates on contractual

basis has been mentioned.  Clause No. 4 relates to the

appointment to be given to the candidates, who are already

appointed on contractual basis and the relevant provision

regarding the age prescribed therein is for such candidates

only.  The said provision is not applicable to the concerned

candidates, who desire to be appointed on contractual basis.

But the respondents are misread and misinterpreted the

provision of the clause No. 4 and issued the communication

dated 13.6.2017. On the basis of the directions given by the

respondent No. 2, the respondent No. 3 passed the impugned
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order cancelling the reappointment of the applicant on

contractual basis for the period of 364 days.  The respondents

have not considered the provision of G.R. in true spirit and,

therefore, the impugned order came to be passed.

16. The record shows that the respondent No. 3 appointed

the applicant initially in the year 2014 by following due

procedure prescribed in the clause No. 1 of the G.R. dated

7.9.2011.  Thereafter, he reappointed the applicant by

following the provisions prescribed in the G.R.  The

respondent No. 3 has lastly issued reappointment order of the

applicant on 8.1.2019, which is in accordance with the

provisions of the said G.R. But he has illegally terminated the

services of the applicant by misinterpreting the G.R.

Therefore, the impugned order dated 2.2.2019 issued by the

respondents is not legal.  Hence, it requires to be quashed

and set aside by allowing the Original Application.

17. In view of the discussion in foregoing paragraphs, the

Original Application is allowed and disposed of.  The

impugned order dated 2.2.2019 issued by the respondent

No. 3 cancelling reappointment order dated 8.1.2019 of the

applicant on the post of Associate Professor for the period of
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364 days is hereby quashed and set aside.  The respondents

are directed to reinstate the applicant forthwith in view of the

reappointment order dated 8.1.2019.

There shall be no order as to costs.

ACTING CHAIRMAN
PLACE : AURANGABAD.

DATE   : 4TH SEPTEMBER, 2019.
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