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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT
CHANDIGARH

CWP-4492 of 2013
Date of decision: 09.12.2019

Anand Singh .... Petitioner

VEIsus

The Managing Director, UHBVNL and others  .... Respondents
CORAM:HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE HARSIMRAN SINGH SETHI

Present: Mr. R.S Malik, Advocate
for the petitioner.

Mr. Pardeep S. Poonia, Advocate
for the respondents.

Hkeskk

HARSIMRAN SINGH SETHI, J.

The grievance which is being raised by the petitioner in the
present writ petition is that the persons junior to the petitioner were
regularised in service w.e.f 1994, whereas, the service of the petitioner was
regularised in 2003. Prayer of the petitioner is for regularisation of his
service with effect from the date when service of his juniors/similarly
situated persons was regularised.

Learned counsel for the respondents states that name of junior or
similarly situated employee has not been mentioned by the petitioner so as
to consider the claim of the petitioner for the grant of benefit of
regularisation of his service from the said date. In the absence of any
relevant amendment in the writ petition, no relief can be extended to the
petitioner.

Faced with this situation, learned counsel for the petitioner prays
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that he be granted liberty to approach the respondents by filing an
appropriate representation mentioning therein the name of the similarly
situated/juniors of the petitioner, who have been granted the benefit of
regularisation of their service w.e.f. 1994 i.e. prior to him.

Learned counsel for the respondents states that though, the prayer
of the petitioner for regularisation of his service has already been declined,
but, in case, any fresh document/fact is presented by the petitioner in the
representation to be submitted now, the same will be considered and an
appropriate order will be passed within a period of three months from the
date of receipt of said representation.

Learned counsel for the petitioner states that in view of the
statement made by learned counsel for the respondents, he does not wish to
press the present writ petition any further and same may be disposed of as

having been not pressed.

Ordered accordingly.
(HARSIMRAN SINGH SETHI)
09.12.2019 JUDGE
aarti
1. Whether speaking/non-speaking? Yes/No
2. Whether reportable? Yes/No
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