IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATES OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH
CWP No.20337-2017
Date of Decision: October 06, 2017

Jagdish Chander and others ...Petitioners
Versus

State of Haryana and others ...Respondents
CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE AMOL RATTAN SINGH

Present:-  Mr. Bishan Dass Rana, Advocate, for the petitioners.
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Amol Rattan Singh, J. (Oral)

Vide an order dated 21.09.2017, a doubt had been expressed by
this Court that though the petitioners seek regularization in terms of the
policy issued in 2011, on the ground that services of similarly situated
employees have been regularized, a writ of mandamus may not be possible
to be issued by this Court, for such regularization, in the face of the

judgment of the Supreme Court in the case of Secretary, State of Karnatka

and others v. Uma Devi and others, (2006) 4 SCC 1.

Learned counsel for the petitioner today submits that simply a
direction may be issued to the respondents to decide the legal notice got
issued on behalf of the petitioners, on 16.06.2017, a copy of which has been
annexed as Annexure P-5 with the petition.

Consequently, without making any comment at all on the claim
of the petitioners, this petition is disposed of with a direction to the
competent authority amongst the respondents to decide the aforesaid legal
notice of the petitioners by passing a speaking order within a period of 3

months from the date of receipt of a certified copy of this order.
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The competent authority would naturally take into account the
ratio of the judgment in Uma Devi (supra), as also a subsequent judgment of

the Supreme Court in the case of State of Jharkhand and others v. Kamal

Prasad and others, (2014) 7 SCC 223.

October 06, 2017 (Amol Rattan Singh)
vegarg Judge

Whether speaking/reasoned:  Yes
Whether reportable: no
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