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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT

CHANDIGARH
605 CWP No.1727 of 2005
Date of Decision:12.09.2024
Amrit Lal and others
....Petitioners
Versus

State of Haryana and another

..... Respondents

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE AMAN CHAUDHARY

ek

Present: None for the petitioner.

Mr. Tapan Kumar, DAG, Haryana

ek

AMAN CHAUDHARY, J. (Oral)

1. Prayer made in the present petition is for quashing the orders
dated 11.10.2004 and 21.12.2004, Annexures P-11 and P-12 respectively
through which ad hoc service has been exclused or has not been counted for
the purpose of granting Assured Career Progression (ACP) on completion of
10-20 years of service.

2. Learned State counsel submits that the issue involved in the
present case is not longer res integra, in view of the judgment in Parmod
Kumar and others vs. State of Haryana and other, CWP No0.6305 of 2009,
decided on 17.09.2018, relevant para whereof reads thus:-

“43. For what has been discussed above, it is held that:-
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(i) The petitioners are not entitled to count their period of ad
hoc/work-charged/temporary service towards seniority in
the cadre before the date they were regularized and
became memebers of service for the first time in terms of
the relevant policies of State Government.

(ii) The petitioners are not entitled to benefit of Additional
Increments for the period of their ad hoc/work-charged
service on completion of 8/18 years of service as well as
10/20 years, since such period does not qualify as regular
satisfactory service as per modified scheme dated August
7, 1992.

(iii)Simiarly, the petitioners are not entitled to the benefit of
financial upgradations of Higher Standard Scale or to the
Assured Career Progression Scales for the period of their
ad hoc/work charge-temporary service etc. Only regular
service rendered satisfactorily counts for claimig rights to
these monetary benefits strictly as per the provisions of

these schemes.”

3. In view of the above, the present petition is dismissed.
(AMAN CHAUDHARY)
JUDGE
September 12, 2024
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