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Jai Prakash,
S/0 late Shri Ramphal,
Vill - Ratlupur,
PO - Nahri,
Distt. Sonipat {(Haryana). Applicant
(By Advocate Shri M.K. Bhardwaj)
Yersus
i. NCT of Deihi through
the Chief Secretary,
NCT of Delhi, 0Old Secretariate,
Ra jpuir Road, Delhi.
2. The Chief Engineer (1&F),
Department of Flood Control & Drg.,;
Govt., of NCT of Delhi, IV Floor,
ISBT Building, Kashmere Gate,
Delhi .
3. The Superintending Engineer,
NCT, Flood Control & Drg.
Division No. VI, Gurmandi,
Delbi,
4. The Executive Engineer-VI,
O/0 the Executive Engineer,
Flood Control & Drg. Division VI,
Gurmandi, Delhi, . Respo
{(By Advocate Ms. Jasmine Ahmed)
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2. I have carefully perused the pilead
considered the submissions made by the learned coun
the parties.

3. Shri M.XK. Bhardwaj, learned counse}
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discriminatory vis-a-vig the apnointme
Sarna in a Group 'C post in 1991, He h

1575797, the applicant had made a deta
regarding his claim for appointment §
similar to what has been given to
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Jasmine Ahmed, learned counsel has, how
in furtherance of the Tribunal's order

=+
fed
=
i
[
=
sy
=

on merits, although no reasons have
countey reply  for the gsame, Responde

compared his case with Smt.  Sarna who
in a Group 'C' post, They have
applicant’'s cage for consideration fo

Group 'C’ post has been dulv consgider
account  of the fact that he cannot Com
case of Smt. Sarna.

4, From the facts mentioned abo

on the demise of his father in s
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In the facts and circumstances of the o
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PDULseL) that these cases are similar and there
digcrimination against the applicant in  the
appointment ‘in 1989 on ompassionate  ground
fortified in the view that I have taken

observations and Judgements of the Hon'
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Umesh Kumar Nagpal Vs. State of Haryvana &

SC  525). In this case, the Supreme Court

his dignity to ace 2pt the post offered he
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