
BEFORE THE UTTARAKHAND PUBLIC SERVICES TRIBUNAL 
                       AT DEHRADUN 

 

 
Present: Hon’ble Mr. Ram Singh 
 
          ------Vice Chairman (J) 
 
  Hon’ble Mr. A.S.Nayal 
 
         --------Member (A) 

 
                      CLAIM PETITION NO. 04/2012 
 

Smt. Rajani Bhatt, W/o Sri Bihari Lal Bhatt, R/o Collectorate Colony, Upper 

Bazar, Pauri, District Pauri Garhwal. 

                                                                          ………Petitioner 

                             VERSUS 
 

1. State of Uttarakhand through Secretary, Revenue, Civil Secretariat, 
Dehradun. 

2. Board of Revenue of Uttarakhand through its Secretary, Dehradun. 

3. District Magistrate, Pauri, Pauri Garhwal. 

4. Secretary, Board of Revenue, U.P. Anubhag-XII, Lucknow. 

5. State of U.P. through Secretary, Finance, Lucknow, U.P.  

           ………….Respondents                                                                                                                                                                                                                
    

       Present:    Sri  M.C.Pant &  
                                                                     Sri L.K.Maithani, Ld. Counsel  
             for the petitioner. 
                        Sri V.P.Devrani, Ld. A.P.O. 
                         for the respondents   
  
            JUDGMENT  
 
                DATED: JULY 31, 2019 
 

HON’BLE MR. RAM SINGH, VICE CHAIRMAN (J) 
 

1.     The petitioner has filed this claim petition for the following 

reliefs: 

“(i)       To issue order or direction quashing the 

impugned order dated 20.04.1992 and impugned order 

dated 07.05.2012 (Annexure No. A1 and A-11) along 

with its effect and operation also after calling the entire 
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records from the respondents and further to quash the 

impugned order dated 27.03.1992 and declare the 

same as a nullity. 

(ii) To issue order or direction to the respondents to 

reinstate the petitioner in his service along with all 

consequential benefits had it been the impugned orders 

were not in existence. 

(ii) (a)        To issue order or direction to the respondents 

to consider the case of the petitioner for relaxation of 

age in terms of the rules in vogue for the purpose of 

granting of relaxation in age and allow the same to the 

petitioner keeping in view her companionate ground 

and continuous service of 23 years and further to treat  

the aforesaid 23 years of service as a  regular service for 

all practical purposes including pensionary benefits and 

allow her all such benefits including all arrears. 

(iii) Any other relief which the court deem fit and proper 

in the circumstances of the case. 

(iv) Cost of the petition be awarded to the petitioner.” 

2.    Briefly stated, the petitioner was appointed as Lower Division 

Clerk on temporary basis in the Collectorate, Pauri Garhwal on 

04.12.1989, on humanitarian ground. The petitioner was over age at the 

time of her appointment and a complaint was received in the 

department that her appointment was not valid. Then, respondent No. 

3 sent a proposal to respondent No. 4 on 28.09.1991, to grant age 

relaxation to the petitioner. The respondent No. 4 rejected the proposal 

on 27.03.1992. Thereafter, the services of the petitioner were 

terminated by the respondent No. 3 on 20.04.1992 (Annexure: A-1). 

3.    Aggrieved by the termination order dated 20.04.1992 

(Annexure: A-1), the petitioner filed a writ petition (No. 22935 of 1992) 

before the Hon’ble High Court at Allahabad and obtained an interim 

order in her favour and in compliance of which, she continued in the 

services. After creation of the State of Uttarakhand, the above writ 

petition was transferred to the Hon’ble High Court of Uttarakhand at 

Nainital (New No. 6188 of 2001). The Hon’ble High Court at Nainital 
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dismissed the writ petition on 26.09.2008 (Annexure: A3), on the 

ground of alternative remedy before the State Public Services Tribunal. 

4.   The petitioner filed an application on 28.11.2011 for recalling 

the above mentioned order of the Hon’ble High Curt at Nainital dated 

26.09.2008 (Annexure: A-3). The Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 

30.11.2011 (Annexure: A-4), passed the following order:- 

“Considering the submission of the learned counsel for the 

petitioner, the delay in filing the recall application is condoned. 

The recall application is treated as modification application. 

The order-dated 26.09.2008 passed by this Court is modified to 

the extent that in case, petitioner files the Claim Petition before 

the Tribunal within a period of one month from today, the said 

Claim Petition shall not be dismissed on the ground of latches.” 

5.  Thereafter, respondent no. 3 vide order dated 07.05.2012 

(Annexure: A-11) revived the termination order dated 20.04.1992  with 

the following words:- 

“pwafd Jherh jtuh HkV~V] dfu”B fyfid dk lsok lEcU/kh izdj.k ek0 

mPp U;k;ky;] mRrjk[k.M] uSuhrky }kjk vfUre :Ik ls fuLRkkfjr fd;k 

tk pqdk gS vkSj ek0 yksd lsok vf/kdj.k] nsgjknwu ls orZeku esa ;kph 

Jherh HkV~V dks dksbZ jkgr ugh nh xbZ gSA vr,o Jherh jtuh HkV~V] 

dfu”B fyfid] ftyk dk;kZy;] ikSM+h ds fo:/n iwoZ esa tkjh lsok lekfIr 

vkns’k la[;k&297@9&139 ¼91&92½] fnukad 20-04-1992 dks rRdky 

izHkko ls ykxw fd;k tkrk gSA ” 

6.   The petitioner challenged the orders dated 20.04.1992 

(Annexure A-1), 27.03.1992 (Annexure: A-2) and 07.05.2012 (Annexure: 

A-11) on several grounds in the claim petition No. 04/2012, which was 

opposed by the respondents No. 1, 2 & 3. Amongst other grounds on 

merits, the respondents raised the question of maintainability of the 

petition before this Tribunal on the ground that the termination order 

of the petitioner dated 20.04.1992 was passed by the State of Uttar 

Pradesh before creation of the State of Uttarakhand.  
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7.    That petition was heard and decided by this Tribunal vide 

order dated 29.09.2015 and it was held that this Tribunal of 

Uttarakhand has no jurisdiction, as the services of the petitioner were 

terminated by the Government of Uttar Pradesh on 20.04.1992 i.e. 

before creation of the State of Uttarakhand and therefore, the 

petitioner had never been a public servant in the State of Uttarakhand. 

It was also held that the cause of action wholly arose in the State of 

Uttar Pradesh and not in the State of Uttarakhand. Hence, petitioner 

was not held entitled to prefer the petition before this Tribunal against 

her termination order dated 20.04.1992, passed by the Government of 

Uttar Pradesh and only relevant authority  of that State is competent to 

redress the grievances of the petitioner.  

8.    It was also contended that the order passed by respondent 

No. 3 on 07.05.2012 (Annexure: A-11) is the consequential order,  

passed after the order of the Hon’ble High Court at Nainital in writ 

petition No. 6188 of 2001 on 26.09.2008 and 30.11.2011, by which the 

original termination order dated 20.04.1992 was revived. This 

consequential order does not entitle the petitioner to become a public 

servant of the Government of Uttarakhand.  It is also contended that 

the question of jurisdiction was not considered by the Hon’ble High 

Court and dismissed the petition on the ground of alternative remedy. 

9.    The claim petition No. 04/2012 was decided vide order dated 

29.09.20015 and it was held that the petitioner continues to remain a 

public servant of U.P. and does not become a public servant of 

Uttarakhand and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction and competence to 

adjudicate upon the issue of the termination of the petitioner on 

20.04.1992 hence, it was held that the petition is not maintainable 

before this Tribunal.  

10.    The judgment of this Tribunal was challenged before the 

Hon’ble High Court in WP No. 519 of 2015, which was decided by the 
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Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 25.09.2018 and the order of the 

Tribunal was set aside and a direction was issued to hear and decide the 

petition on merits and the question of jurisdiction was decided in favour 

of the petitioner. 

11.    On the basis of the order of the Hon’ble High Court, the claim 

petition was again restored and parties were allowed to argue on its 

merits. 

12.    We have heard both the sides and perused the record. 

13.    Learned A.P.O. on behalf of the respondents further raised the 

question of jurisdiction. We find that the question of jurisdiction has 

already been settled by the Hon’ble High Court so, there is no need to 

take up this issue again. 

14.    On the basis of the merits of the petition, the petitioner has 

contended that she was appointed to the service on 04.12.1989 

(Annexure: A-5). The appointment order of the petitioner is reproduced 

as below:- 

“dk;kZy; ftyk vf/kdkjh] x<+oky 

Lka[;k& 112 vf/k”Bku ¼89&90½] fnukad ikSM+h fnLkEcj 4] 1989 

vkns’k 

?kwekdksV rFkk FkyhlS.k esa uo l`ftr rglhyksa esa fofHkUu inksa dh Lohd`fr izkIr gksus ds 

QyLo:Ik fuEu fu;qfDr;ksa@izksUUkfr;ksa ds LFkkukUrj.k fd;s tkrs gSa%& 

Oksrueku 1200&2040 
 

d0la0 deZpkjh dk uke dgkW ls dgkW dks vfHk;qfDr 

1- Jh ds/kkj flag] fyfid 

dk;kZy; ikSM+h 

ikSM+h Ofj”B lgk;d rglhy 

FkyhlSa.k 

LFkkukUrfjr 

2- Jh fxjh’k  izlkn peksyh] 

fyfid ftyk dk;kZy; ikSM+h 

ikSM+h f’kdk;r fyfid] 

ftyk dk;kZy; ikSM+h 

 izksUufr ls 

3- Jh ujsUnz flag jkor] fyfid 

ftyk dk;kZy; ikSM+hA 

ikSM+h Ofj”B lgk;d rglhy 

?kwekdksV 

izksUufr ls 

4- Jh lkcj flag usxh 

o`0is0fy0 ftyk dk;kZy; 

ikSM+h 

ikSM+h vk’kqfyfid rglhy 

?kwekdksV 

---- 

5- Jh [kq’kky flag] fyfid 

ftyk dk;kZy; ikSM+h 

ikSM+h vk’kqys[kd rglhy 

FkyhlS.k 

----- 
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Oksrueku 950&1500 

1- Jherh jtuh HkV~V iRuh Jh 

fcgkjh yky HkV~V 

fdaxdkys’oj eks0 ikSM+h 

Lk0u0jk0 ys[kkdkj  

¼Jh fxjh’k izlkn 

[keksyh ds LFkku 

ij½ ftyk dk;kZy; 

ikSM+h 

vLFkkbZ fu;qfDr fn% 

11-12-89 dks 

iwokZUg esa pktZ 

fy;kA 

2- Jh xksfoUn flag usxh iq= 

Lo0 izse flag usxh }kjk 

{ks=h; laLkk/ku ikSM+h 

o`0is0fyfid] ¼Jh 

lkcj flag usxh ds 

LFkku ij½ ftyk 

dk;kZy; ikSM+h 

vLFkkbZ fu;qfDr 

3- Jh lqHkk”k pUnz xqlkbZ fyfid 

lc jft0dk0 dksV}kj 

¼izfrfu;qfDr ij½ 

dksV}kj  izfrfyfidkj U;k0 

vfHkys[kkxkj ikSM+h 

LFkkukUrfjr 

4- Jh x.ks’k izfrfyfidkj O;kfid 

vfHkys[kkxkj 

Vad.k rglhy 

FkyhlSa.k 

LFkkukUrfjr 

 

5- Jh >c: yky] tks vk;qDr] Xk<+oky ikSM+h] }kjk lsok esa iquZLFkkfir fd;s x;s gSa] dks Vadd 

ds in ij rglhy /kwekdksV esa fu;qDr fd;k tkrk gSA 

dze la[;k& 5 ds vfrfjDr leLr deZpkjh eq[;ky; esa viuh mifLFkfr rRdky nsax vkSj 

vfxze vkns’kksa rd eq[;ky; esa rSukr jgsxsaA osrueku 950&1500 esa dzekad 1 o 2 ij vafdr 

deZpkfj;ksa ds lsok;sa iw.kZr;k vLFkkbZ gSa ,oa fcuk iwoZ lwpuk ds fdlh Hkh le; lekIr dh tk 

ldrh gSaA 

uksV%& Jh [kq’kky flag jkor rFkk Jh lkcj flag usxh] vk’kqfyfid vkns’kksa rd dze’k% 

ftykf/kdkjh f’kfoj dk;kZy; rFkk ijxukf/kdkjh] dksV}kj ds dk;kZy; ls lEc) fd;k tkrk gSA 

 

            g0@& vifBr 

2-12-89 

ftykf/kdkjh] x<+okyA” 

 
15.   This order clarifies that the appointment of the petitioner does 

not mention for any Rule nor any selection process was followed. 

Furthermore, it was specifically mentioned that the services of the 

employees in the pay scale of Rs. 950-1500 (to which petitioner 

belongs) is purely temporary and it can be terminated at any time, 

without any notice. 

16.    Petitioner was appointed on the post of clerk in Collectorate 

Office, Pauri Garhwal. The concerned Rules, governing the services in 

Collectorate at that time were the Uttar Pradesh District Officers 

(Collectorates) Ministerial Service Rules, 1980 and for the appointment 

of a person to the service, Rule 10 prescribes for the condition of age 

and a candidate for direct recruitment to the posts in the category, 

must be within the age limits as prescribed in the Subordinate Officers 
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Ministerial Staff (Direct Recruitment) Rules, 1975. Rule 11 of such Rules 

of 1975 provides that for direct recruitment of an employee to the post 

in subordinate offices, he or she must be within the age of 18 to 28 

years. Later on, the age of 28 was relaxed to 30 years.  

17.    It is an admitted fact to the parties that the date of birth of the 

petitioner is 15.07.1955 and on the date of appointment to the service 

in 1989, she was more than 34 years of age.  Hence, according to the 

conditions of service, she was not eligible for appointment to the post, 

which was assigned to her. The record reveals that after taking the 

petitioner into service in December, 1989, a complaint was made by 

one Sri Balwant Singh against the petitioner about her eligibility for 

appointment, being over age. Then, the District Magistrate, Pauri 

Garhwal sent a proposal to the Secretary, Board of Revenue on 

28.09.1991 for granting her a relaxation in the age. It has been 

contended that under Rule 29 of the concerned Rules of 1980, the 

relaxation can be granted by the State Government. Rule 29 reads as 

under:- 

“29. Relaxation from the conditions of service- Where the 

State Government is satisfied  that the operation of any Rule 

regulating the conditions of service of person appointed to 

this service causes undue hardship in any particular case it 

may, notwithstanding anything contained in the rules 

applicable to his case by order, dispense with  or relax the 

requirements of that rule to such extent and subject to such  

conditions as it may consider necessary for dealing with the 

case in a just and equitable manner. ” 

18.   Vide order dated 27.03.1992 (Annexure: A2), a proposal for 

relaxation about maximum age was rejected by the Board. Thereafter, 

vide order dated 20.04.1992 (Annexure: A1), the services of the 

petitioner were terminated after giving one month’s salary. Learned 

A.P.O. on behalf of respondents has submitted that as the petitioner 

was purely working on temporary basis, hence, her services were 

terminated in accordance with the Uttar Pradesh Temporary 
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Government Servants (Termination of Service) Rules, 1975. The relevant 

Rule of the same is Rule- 3, which reads as under:- 

“3. Termination of service.(1) Notwithstanding anything to 
the contrary in any existing rules or orders on the subject, 
the services of a Government servant in temporary  service 
shall be liable to termination at any time by notice in writing 
given either by the Government servant to the appointing 
authority or by the appointing authority to the Government 
servant.  

(2) The period of notice shall be one month: 

Provided that the services of any such Government 
servant may be terminated forthwith and on such 
termination the Government servant shall be entitled to 
claim a sum equivalent to the amount of his pay plus 
allowances, if any, for the period of the notice or as the case 
may be, period for which such notice falls short of one 
month at the same rates at which he was drawing them 
immediately  before the termination of his services: 

Provided further that it shall be open to the 
appointing authority to relieve a Government servant 
without any notice or accept notice for a shorter period, 
without requiring the Government servant to pay any 
penalty in lieu of notice. 

Provided also that such notice given by the 
Government servant against whom a disciplinary  
proceeding is pending or contemplated shall be effective 
only if it is accepted by the appointing authority, provided in 
the case of a  contemplated disciplinary proceeding, the 
Government servant is informed of the non-acceptance of 

his notice before the expiry of that notice.” 

19.    This court finds that the services of the petitioner were 

rightfully terminated after giving her a notice with one month’s salary 

and till the date of termination of the services of the petitioner on 

20.04.1992, she was neither regularized nor was appointed to the 

services as per the procedure set out in the concerned Rules. 

Furthermore, she did not fulfill the required age for appointment to the 

service. This court finds that the order of termination of service of the 

petitioner was within the law.  

20.    Learned counsel for the petitioner made a submission that the 

proposal for relaxation of the conditions must have been sent to the 
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State Government, as this power lies with the State Government under 

Rule 29 of the concerned Service Rules of 1980. Learned A.P.O. has 

contended that the relaxation for conditions of service is a discretionary 

power of the Government and granted only for the person, who was 

already appointed to the service and undue hardship is being caused to 

a particular person. It has been argued that such relaxation cannot be 

granted to a person before his entry to the service.  

21.    We find that the benefit of these rules can be granted only to 

the persons, who are appointed to the service and are facing undue 

hardship by the operation of any rule, relating to the conditions of 

service. Whereas, the matter of the petitioner is different, as her 

appointment to the service was not made in accordance with the 

procedure set out in the rules and the basic condition for entry to the 

service cannot be relaxed under these Rules. Moreover, this power is 

discretionary and it lies with the Government and the petitioner cannot 

claim her entry into service in violation of the conditions set out for her 

entry into service by taking the benefit of these Rules. The petitioner is 

not entitled to claim that her matter must necessarily be sent to the 

State Government, neither the State Government is bound to grant any 

such relaxation.  

22.     This court also finds that for taking the benefit of this 

relaxation, the person must be a member of the service according to the 

Rules. Whereas, the petitioner was neither fulfilling the conditions for 

entry into service nor she was appointed in accordance with the 

procedure set out in Part-V of the concerned Rules of 1980 and the 

procedure set out in the Subordinate Officers Ministerial Staff (Direct 

Recruitment) Rules, 1975, according to which, there was a need of 

determination of vacancies, constitution of committee for recruitment 

and for conducting examination. The petitioner was appointed to the 

service in total violation of the concerned Service Rules. Hence, she will 

be treated purely a temporary employee as per the conditions set out in 
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her appointment letter and her services were rightly terminated in 

accordance with the Uttar Pradesh Temporary Government Servants 

(Termination of Service) Rules, 1975. 

23.     By amending her petition, the petitioner also claimed that she 

had put more than 23 years of service and she must be reinstated and 

regularized with all benefits, including pensionary befits. This question 

was also raised before this Court in claim petition No. 4/2012 and was 

specifically discussed by this Court on its merit.  We further examined 

this point, whether the petitioner is entitled to be regularized or not?  

24.     It is admitted case to the parties that the services of the 

petitioner were terminated on 20.04.1992, but she discharged her 

services till 07.05.2012, under the cover of the stay order, passed by the 

Hon’ble High Court of Allahabad. Later on, the said writ petition was 

transferred to the Hon’ble High Court of Uttarakhand and it was 

decided and dismissed on 30.11.2011, on the ground of alternative 

remedy. Thereafter, respondent No. 3 passed an order dated 

07.05.2012, simply reviving the original termination order of the 

petitioner, hence, the termination order of the petitioner dated 

20.04.1992 was made effective accordingly. The services of the 

petitioner from 20.04.1992 to 07.05.2012 were continuing, under the 

cover of the order passed by the Hon’ble High Court at Allahabad. 

25.      In the case of Secretary State of Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi and 

others (2006)4 SCC 1, the Hon’ble Apex Court in Para 53 has clearly laid 

down certain observations for regularization of the services of those 

employees who have put 10 years service on duly sanctioned post but 

without the intervention of orders of courts or of tribunals and as per 

directions passed by the Hon’ble Apex Court,  for regularization, one 

time measure  could have been undertaken within a period of six 

months from the date of the order.  
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26.     Admittedly, from 1992 to 2012, the petitioner continued in 

the service under ‘litigious employment’. The Hon’ble Apex Court in the 

above case in Para 43 has held as under:- 

“………….It is not open to the court to prevent regular 

recruitment at the instance of temporary employees whose 

period of employment has come to an end or of ad hoc 

employees who by the very nature of their appointment, do 

not acquire any right. High Courts acting under Article 226 of 

the Constitution of India, should not ordinarily issue directions 

for absorption, regularization, or permanent continuance 

unless the recruitment itself was made regularly and in terms 

of the constitutional scheme. Merely because, an employee 

had continued under cover of an order of Court, which we 

have described as 'litigious employment' in the earlier part of 

the judgment, he would not be entitled to any right to be 

absorbed or made permanent in the service. In fact, in such 

cases, the High Court may not be justified in issuing interim 

directions, since, after all, if ultimately the employee 

approaching it is found entitled to relief, it may be possible for 

it to mould the relief in such a manner that ultimately no 

prejudice will be caused to him, whereas an interim direction 

to continue his employment would hold up the regular 

procedure for selection or impose on the State the burden of 

paying an employee who is really not required. The courts 

must be careful in ensuring that they do not interfere unduly 

with the economic arrangement of its affairs by the State or its 

instrumentalities or lend themselves the instruments to 

facilitate the bypassing of the constitutional and statutory 

mandates.”………. 

27.   In the light of the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court as 

described above, we reached to the conclusion that the petitioner is not 

entitled to claim regularization as she worked from 1992 to 2012 under 

the cover of the stay order of the Hon’ble High Court at Allahabad. 

28.    Besides this, learned A.P.O. on behalf of the respondents has 

also contended that the petitioner is also not entitled to be regularized 

under the Regularization Rules 2002 or 2013 because of the reasons 

that at the time of her temporary appointment too, she was not 

fulfilling the essential requirement for the entry into service.  
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29. We agree with the argument of learned A.P.O. on behalf of the 

respondents that Rule 4 of the Uttaranchal  Regularization  or Ad-hoc 

Appointments (on posts outside the purview of the Public Service 

Commission) Rules, 2002, laid down  as under:- 

“4-¼1½ fdlh O;fDr dks ¼,d½ tks lsok esa 30-06-1998 ds iwoZ rnFkZ vk/kkj ij 

lh/ks fu;qDr fd;k x;k gks vkSj bl fu;ekoyh ds izkjEHk ds fnukad dks] ml 

:Ik esa fujUrj lsokjr gks% 

¼nks½ tks ,slh rnFkZ fu;qfDr ds le; fu;fer fu;qfDr  ds fy;s fofgr visf{kr 

vgZrk;sa j[krk gks( vkSj 

¼rhu½ ftlus rhu o”kZ dh  lsok iwjh dj yh gks( ;k 

;FkkfLFkfr] iwjh djus ds Ik’pkr~ fdlh LFkk;h ;k vLFkk;h fjfDr esa tks miyC/k 

gks] fu;fer fu;qfDr ds fy,] ,slh fjfDr esa] laxr lsok fu;eksa ;k vkns’kksa ds 

vuqlkj dksbZ fu;fer fu;fDr djus ds iwoZ] mlds vfHkys[k vkSj mi;qZDrrk ds 

vk/kkj ij fopkj fd;k tk;sxkA 

----------------------------------------------” 

           Hence, as per the conditions of regularization, the person 

should have fulfilled all the eligibility criteria for entry into the service 

whereas, petitioner did not fulfill the criteria of age. Similarly, Rule 4 

of the Regularization Rules of 2011 provides as under:- 

“4- nSfud osru] dk;ZHkkfjr] lafonk] fu;r osru] va’kdkfyd rFkk rnFkZ :Ik esa  

fu;qDr dkfeZdksa ds fofu;ferhdj.k ds fy, ‘krsZ& bl fu;ekoyh ds v/khu ,slk 

dkfeZd fofu;ferhdj.k gsrq vgZ gksxk%& 

¼1½-------------- 

¼2½ tks mifu;e ¼1½ esa lUnfHkZr ,slh fu;qfDr ds le; fjDr@Lohd̀r in ds 

fo:) fu;qDr fd;k x;k gks vkSj fu;qfDr ls le; ij in gsrq izpfyr lsok fu;eksa 

esa fu/kkZfjr ‘kSf{kd ,oa vU; ;ksX;rk,a rFkk vk;q lhek lEcU/kh ‘krsZ iw.kZ djrk gks( 

rFkk 

------------------------------------” 

            The petitioner did not fulfill the required criteria of age as per the 

above Regularization Rules, 2011. Similarly, Rule 4(2) of the 

Regularization Rules, 2013 also mentions the same condition. 
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30. Hence, court also finds that for consideration of regularization 

of a temporary employee, she/he must fulfill the requirement of Rule 4 

of the Regularization Rules, according to which, eligibility criteria about 

educational qualification and age must be fulfilled. The petitioner did 

not fulfill the criteria of age at the time of her entry to the service. 

31.   Hence, court finds that petitioner is neither entitled to be 

considered for regularization under the Rules, nor she can be 

considered as per length of her service, which she completed as 

“litigious employment” and as per the dictum of the Hon’ble Apex 

Court, she is also not entitled for regularization. 

32.   Considering all these circumstances of the matter, this court 

finds that the petitioner is not entitled for any relief and the claim 

petition deserves to be dismissed.  

ORDER 

             The claim petition is hereby dismissed. No order as to costs. 

 

(A.S.NAYAL)                      (RAM SINGH) 
       MEMBER (A)                         VICE CHAIRMAN (J) 

 

 
DATED: JULY 31, 2019 
DEHRADUN 
KNP 

 


