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Present: Mr. Harpriya Khaneka, Advocate
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SANDEEP MOUDGIL, J
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Invoking the jurisdiction ot this court under Articles 226 of the
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Constitution of India the petitioner 1s seeking issuance of directions to the
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respondents to regularize the services of the petitioners, who are working as
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Accounts Assistants under the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment
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Guarantee Scheme (MGNREGA) on contractual basis against duly sanctioned
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It 1s submitted that the petitioners were appointed atter undergoing a
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proper due and transparent selection process, possess the requisite
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qualitications prescribed for the post, and have been continuously discharging
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their duties to the complete satistaction of the authorities for more than ten
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Learned counsel turther submits that the claim ot the petitioners for
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regularization 1s squarely covered by the judgment rendered by the Supreme
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2024, decided on 20.12.2024], wherein similarly situated contractual
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employees appointed against sanctioned posts, after due process and having
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Jaggo v. Union of India and Others [Civil Appeal No. 14831 of
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rendered long years of service, were held entitled to consideration for
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treatment and regularization of their services. Denial of this
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regularization. The denial of regularization to the petitioners, despite their
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long and uninterrupted service, 1s argued to be arbitrary, discriminatory, and
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violative of Articles 14 and 16 ot the Constitution of India.
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This Court 1s of the opinion that the Mahatma Gandhi National
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Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme 1s a tlagship welfare programme of the
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Government of India and 1t’s the eftective implementation depends upon the
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dedicated services of personnel such as the petitioners who have been
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continuously working for long years against sanctioned posts. Despite their
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sustained contribution, experience and commitment in implementing the
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objectives of the Scheme at the grassroots level, these workers have been left
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In a state of uncertainty and insecurity due to the absence of a clear policy tor
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regularization. This view of mine can be supported by the dicta laid down by
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the Apex Court 1n
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“16. The appellants’ consistent performance over their long
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tenures further solidifies their claim for regularization. At no
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point during their engagement did the respondents raise any
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sues regarding their competence or performance. On the
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contrary, their services were extended repeatedly over the years,
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and their remuneration, though minimal, was incrementally
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increased which was an 1mplicit acknowledgment of their
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satisfactory performance. The respondents' belated plea of
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alleged unsatisfactory service appears to be an afterthought and
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lacks credibility.
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19. It is evident from the foregoing that the appellants' roles were
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not only essential but also indistinguishable from those of regular
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employees. Their sustained contributions over extended periods,
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coupled with absence of any adverse record, warrant equitable
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benefit, followed by their arbitrary termination, amounts to
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manifest injustice and must be rectified.’
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The Court finds 1t imperative that the Union ot India, being the
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nodal authority for the Scheme, trames a comprehensive and humane policy
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for such employees, who have devoted the prime ot their working lives to the
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execution of governmental programmes, so that they are not lett in the lurch.
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Considerations of fairness, compassion and social justice demand that the




image63.png
State, as a model employer, addresses their legitimate expectations in a




image2.png




image64.png
sympathetic manner, consistent with constitutional principles and the law laid
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down by the Supreme Court.
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Notice of Motion.
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Mr. Satya Pal Jain, Senior Advocate and Additional Solicitor
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General of India, having been served with an advance copy ot the petition,
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accepts notice on behalt of Respondent Nos. 1 to 7, Union of India 1s directed
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to file an affidavit setting out the Government’s stand on the peculiar 1ssue
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arising in this case.
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Mr. Deepak Balyan, Additional Advocate General, Haryana, having




image73.png
been served with an advance copy of the petition, accepts notice on behalt of
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the respondent-State and seeks time to obtain instructions and to file a written
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Statement.
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At their request, the hearing of the case 1s adjourned to 09.02.2026.




image77.png
(SANDEEP MOUDGIL)




image78.png




image79.png
NamaRajput




image4.png




image27.png




image1.png




