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   Versus  

ryana and Others  

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE AMAN 

     ***** 

Mr. Sandeep Jasuja, Advocate for the

Mr. Tapan Kumar, DAG, Haryana.

***** 
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25. Hence, the objections being rais
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services of the petitioners, is contr

21.12.2018 and cannot be accepted

benefit of regularization of their se
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31. With regard to the judgmen
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respondent authorities by the petitio
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In wake of the above, the present p

nt passed in Ashish Sharma (supra).

Pending application(s), if any, stands

       (AM
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sent petition is disposed of in terms o
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 stands disposed of.  

(AMAN CHAUDHARY)  
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