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HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND AT NAINITAL

Writ Petition Service Bench No. 211 of 2025
31 July, 2026

Annpurna Nautiyal --Petitioner
Versus

Director School Education and Others --Respondents

Presence:

Mr. Abhijay Negi, learned counsel for petitioner.
Mr. S.S. Chaudhary, learned Standing Counsel for the
State of Uttarakhand.

Coram: Hon’ble Manoj Kumar Tiwari, J. (Oral)
Hon’ble Pankaj Purohit, J.

Petitioner is serving as Lecturer in a
government aided Intermediate College at Dehradun. She
has challenged promotion of respondent No.5 as
Downgrade Principal by contending that she is senior to
respondent No.5, therefore, she should be promoted as

Downgrade Principal.

2. Learned State Counsel however submits that
respondent No.5 is older in age to petitioner, therefore,
she is senior as both petitioner and respondent No.5 were
appointed on the same date. He relies upon Regulation
3(1) of Chapter-2 of the regulations framed under
Uttarakhand School Education Act, 2006. The relevant

regulation is quoted hereinbelow:-

“3-(1). U¥® W B ygu ARfa FAEfaRed Suawi @
ATAR JLATIDRI BT SYSAT FeAl TIR BRI ——

(@) s ooft & ergmdl @1, S fed HAifed 98 W)
W AT SRR B, USAT Al JAH—YAD TAR DI ST |

@) fer oot § sragdl & Wedr S9 I H SHa!
Hifelds FYfHT & MR WR GRT B STRA |

Ife v & fFT6 B 1 I1 1 9 IAfeId JeqUdh 39 UBKR
e fby U 9 O WAl AR B MR WRIM@EIRd B
SR |
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(@@~ el fedar 9 § &M HA arel & AT NS
IS Th 8l fedAid BT IFTell Ik Ao H Uar=id fby
T SFH IRWURS SUSAT SHPG!T HdT Bl @R B MR W
AR Bl SIRA, fSgaT oM |9 99 §, {599y &
S, S9! Hifele FYfad & e | &1 SIRAM:

gfder a8 € b afe =N 9ar & eafy §\e 8 ar
ST Y P AR IR TR bl SR |

(M) HaT B B @Y AR FY AT B, IR S D
JEAYH BT AR Sl & JeuUd | U FHST ST |

(@) af o s o Maffaa o 1 8 e qd
U8 W JEld R QAT S ar ol # [S9a! I Wsdl R Bls
NG T8l IS |

() suUd @ Wedl & FHER H UAd fdare uewr
AT BT M far SIRAT S ATy & SR < gU SHaT
fafreea Hl |

@) SuEvs (§) @ i yawr afafa @ vz 9 =fa
DI TS VA fAFeay W e & giod fey 9 @
feqie | 15 faq & Niar G qvsely R fRrn e o
AT PR FHaT B, 3R MU TR Hafd vl Bl Faars Bl TaaR
7 P SURI AvsSoiid R e e 3u=r Aoy sRen |afed
T, S Afeaq BRI 3R yee O gRT draiftad fhar SIRAT |
() I TP U< H HRRT T AT (IS rgmusd bl b &1 fafdr
R Ued fhU SR O ISP USAT B AR I TS Pl
HATHTA BT FTHH 9 BRRA o, R Ife Ha—dTdl RIER & al

URIIT B G2 H MY B MR R USAT FEiRT BT SRR |

3. Learned counsel for petitioner has drawn our
attention to the Agenda No.5 of the minutes of
Management Committee Meeting held on 21.02.2022 for
contending that petitioner is at S.No.l in order of
seniority amongst Lecturers serving in the college, but,
due to pendency of disciplinary enquiry, her claim was

not considered.

4. Learned State Counsel has drawn our
attention to the discussion on Agenda No.4 in the same
meeting, which indicates that respondent No.5 is the
senior most Lecturer in the College. In that meeting, the
Management Committee considered the issue raised by
petitioner and resolved that since respondent No.5 is the
senior most Lecturer, therefore, her promotion as

Downgrade Principal is in order.
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S. Since, petitioner and respondent No.5 were
appointed as Lecturer on the same day and respondent
No.5 is older in age, therefore, as per the regulations,
respondent No.5 is senior to petitioner, notwithstanding
the fact that he joined service two days later. Petitioner
has not enclosed any document to support her claim that

she is senior. Thus, there is no scope for interference in

the matter.

0. Accordingly, the writ petition fails and is

dismissed.

7. Pending applications also stand disposed of.

(Pankaj Purohit, J.) (Manoj Kumar Tiwari, J.)
31.07.2026
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