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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA

AT CHANDIGARH
1. C.W.P. No.12364 of 1996 (O&M)
Date of Decision : 01.04.2015
Narsi Ram
...... Petitioner
Versus
Guru Jambheshwar University & ors.
...... Respondents
2. C.W.P. No.1589 of 1999 (O&M)
Date of Decision : 01.04.2015
Dr.Vinod Kumar Garg
...... Petitioner
Versus
Guru Jambheshwar University & anr.
...... Respondents

CORAM : HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE AJAY TEWARI
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Present :  Mr.Y.P.Malik, Advocate for the petitioner
in CWP No.12364 of 1996.

None for respondents.
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1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the judgment?
2. Whether to be referred to the Reporters or not?
3. Whether the judgment should be reported in the Digest?

AJAY TEWARI J. (Oral)
This order shall dispose of the above said two petitions. Since

common questions of law and facts are involved therein, they both are being
decided by this common order. For ready reference the facts are being taken

from CWP No.12364 of 1996.
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By writ petition bearing CWP No.12364 of 1996 the petitioner
has challenged the appointment of the petitioner in CWP No.1589 of 1999
as Reader in the year 1996.

In the written statement filed in CWP No.12364 of 1996 the
respondent-university accepted that the petitioner in CWP No.1589 of 1999
was wrongly considered to be eligible and averred that thereafter his
services were in fact sought to be terminated whereupon he filed CWP
No.1589 of 1999. At that stage, by way of an interim order he was allowed
to continue on that post. In the circumstances he has continued to work on
the post since 1996 i.e. almost 20 years ago. It is possible that he may have
been even further promoted or he may have even retired. It is also doubtful
whether now after 20 years the petitioner would still be interested in the
post of Reader which was advertised 20 years ago. When I put these issues
to the learned counsel he was not able to throw any light. It is unfortunate
that this lapse of two decades has led to this situation but it is not always
possible to put the clock back.

Resultantly, in my considered opinion, civil writ petition
bearing CWP No.12364 of 1996 has to be dismissed as having been
rendered infructuous. Ordered accordingly.

As regards CWP No.1589 of 1999, once the employee has
continued to work for 20 years, it would be very unjust to set aside his
appointment on the ground that he did not have the essential eligibility at

the time of interview almost 20 years ago.
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Resultantly, CWP No.1589 of 1999 is allowed and the order
terminating the services of the petitioner is set aside.
Since the main case has been decided, the pending civil

miscellaneous application, if any, also stands disposed of.

(AJAY TEWARI)
01.04.2015 JUDGE

Pooja Sharma-I
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