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IN THE HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND AT NAINITAL
WRIT PETITION (8S) No. 154 of 2017

“HimanshniTashiand offiers: o= © L g o0 redes Petitioners'.

Versus

State of Uttarakhand and others. ... Respondents.

Mr. Vinay Kumar, Advocates for the petitioners,

Mr. Vinod Tiwari, Brief Holder for the State of Uttarskhand / respondent nos. & 2.

Mr. Rajendra Singh Negi, Advocate holding brief of Mr. Pankaj Purohit, Advocate for respondent
e

Mr. Sanjay Bhatt, Advocate holding brief of Mr. Rakesh Thapliyal, Advocate for respondent no. 4.

Dated: 24.01.2017

Hon’ble Servesh Kumar Gupta, J.

This Court has heard Mr. Mr. Vinay Kumér, learned
counsel fpr the pe‘titiopci's, Mr. Vinod ”[_'_iwari. learned Brief Holder for
the State of Uttarakhand, Mr. Rajendra Singh Negi, Advocate holding
brief of Mr. Pankaj Purohit, Advocate for respondent no. 3 and M.
Sanjay Bhatt, Advocate holding brief of Mr. Rakesh Thapliyal,
Advocate for respondent no. 4. :

X ~ The caveator Mr. C.K. Sharma has been informed to be

out of station. The Cowrt feels t-i.?-f-tt aftcr—n;ovmg a caveat application,

none can be permitted to keep this Court stranded without passing any

order by his becoming absent.

3. It has been argued by the lecarned counsel for the

petitioners that the Stawe Government, of late, has issued a

Government Order {Annexure-3) for regularisation of not only the

contract workers: but also of the dail)?‘ wagers, who have completed

five years of service at the tume of issuance of this Government Order,

if such persons have been inducied into service before 31.12.2011.

4 Learned counsel has referred the law laid down in the

case of Secretary, State of Karnataka and others vs, Umadevi (3)‘
and others reported in (2006) 4 SCC 1, which is a Constimlion‘

Bench judgment and it was categorically made clear that any
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Government shall be permitted to regulanse the service of contract
workers only by framing the rules only at one time and n w1ll not be
repealed The Government of Uttarakhand, hltherto had regulanzed
such type of workcr-\ by making Rules in 2011, further in 2013 and
new in. 2016 . These fresh Rules have been issued to regularize all
those contract workers in utter d:srcgard of the directives of tflc

Hon’ble Apex Court.

3, 1 admit this writ petition.

6. Let counter affidavit(s) be filed within & period of four
weeks. 3

7. List this matter thereafter.

8. [ stay the operation of the impugned Government Order

immediately and hereby direct that no contract workers much less a
daily wager shall be regularized pursuant to the Government
Notification No. 337/XXX(2)/2016/03(01), 2006 Dehradun dated 14®
December, 2015 by any office of the C.iovemment.

) Urgency Application (IA No. 385 of 2017) and Interim
Relief Application (CLMA No. 752 of 2017) stand disposed of. :

(Servesh Kumar Gupta, J.)
Vacation Judge

24.01.2017
Rathour



