Company : CourtKutchehry

COou *jmkut(:hehry Website www.courtkutchehry.com

Printed For
Date : 16/09/2026

(2020) 12 P&H CK 0344
In the Punjab And Haryana At Chandigarh
Case No : Civil Writ Petition No. 21941 Of 2020

Satbir Singh APPELLANT
Vs
State Of Haryana And Others RESPONDENT

Date of Decision : 18-12-2020

Acts Referred:

Citation : (2020) 12 P&H CK 0344
Hon'ble Judges : Sanjay Kumar, J
Bench : Single Bench

Advocate : Vikram Sheoran, Rajesh Gaur

Final Decision : Dismissed

Judgement

Sanjay Kumar, ]

The petitioner assails the order dated 01.10.2020 passed by the Managing
Director of Haryana Seeds Development Corporation Limited, Panchkula,

the second respondent herein. He seeks a further direction to regularize his
services as per the Policy dated 27.05.1993, on par with certain similarly

situated employees named by him.

The petitioner entered the service of the second respondent-Corporation on
01.01.1987 as a Mali on daily wage basis. He was regularized in service

with effect from 06.10.1995, pursuant to the order dated 17.09.2015 passed by
this Court in CWP No0.25963 of 2012. This order
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regularizeA A A A the petitioner's services with effect from
the date his junior was regularized, vide order dated 06.10.1995.

Thereafter, the petitioner filed CWP No0.9071 of 2020 claiming that he had
addressed Legal Notice dated 11.12.2019 to the second respondent-
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Corporation seeking regularization of his services with effect from 01.04.1993.
The said writ petition was disposed of on 02.07.2020 directing the

second respondent-Corporation to take a decision on his legal notice. Pursuant to
this order, the impugned order dated 01.10.2020 came to be passed

rejecting his request.

The aforestated facts demonstrate that the petitioner himself sought
regularization of his services from the date his junior was regularized, vide order

dated 06.10.1995. Accordingly, the second respondent-Corporation regularized
his services with effect from that date.

That being so, it would not be open to the petitioner to seek to re-open the issue
by claiming that he was not aware of what was done by the second

respondent-Corporation in relation to some other employees and therefore, he
should be given that benefit now. Having chosen to file the earlier writ

petition in 2012 with a particular prayer, based on the facts gathered by him, the
petitioner cannot now state that he has gathered some more facts and

claim that the entire issue requires to be re-examined. If such a plea is to be
accepted, there would be no end to this litigation.

The prayer of the petitioner for regularization of his services from an earlier date
therefore cannot be accepted. The impugned order dated

01.10.2020, rejecting such claim, does not brook interference.

The writ petition is devoid of merit and is accordingly dismissed.
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