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department for a period of 2

he/she is working on part 

requirement of the work bein

need of work is continued fro

said that there does not exist a

of the petitioner. There has to 

in question keeping in view

performed and the duration of 
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pension as if they h

establishment and the 

from the day they
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purpose of pension.” 

10.  Keeping in view the ab

presumption that the work of t

discharging the duties exists a

regular post. 
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13.  It may be noticed tha
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appointment letter issued to
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P-2) within the period of ei

certified copy of this order.” 
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 aforementioned judgments or cite an

he limited prayer made on behalf o

present petition is disposed of qu

ngh (supra). In case, petitioner No.

d of four weeks, the same shall b
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