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New Delhi this the 18th day of April, 2000

Hon'ble Smt. Lékshmi Swaminathan, Member(J).
Hon'ble Shri V.K. Majotra, Member(A).
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Respondent.

Singh proxy for Shri A.XK. Chopra.

52
<
.

i
=
<

Q
e}
»
ot
D
w
¥

=
Y
¥

1]

¥

1

O RDER (ORAL)

lLakshmi Swaminathan, Member(J).
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Shyam PBabu, learned counsel, relies on the judgement of the
Hon'ble Supreme Court in SI Roop lLal & Anr. Vs. Lt.
Governor through Chief Secretary, Delhi and Ors. (JT 1999(9)

SC 597) an
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Commissioner of Police & Anr. (DA 1562/94) decided on

11.1.2000. He has also relied on a recent circular issued by

the respondents dated 1;3,2@®® {copiés pldced on record),

3 We have seen the reply filed by the respondents
and heard Shri R.K. Singh, learned proxy counsel. He has
submitted that the seniority of the applicant can only be

from his date of appointment in BSF earlier
4. From the records and the prayver made by the
applicant in fthe case, we are gatisfied that this case is

fully covered by the judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme Court

in SI Roop Lal's case (supra). This case has also been
- ¥

followed in another similar case bg the Tribunal in Jai

Bhagwan (supra). In the c¢ircular relied wupon by the
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them to this 0.A. and the submissions made by the learned




proxy counsel cannot be accepte
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case (supra). In the circular issued by

the princip

Supreme Court have

In the facts and circumstances, 0.A.

in BSF,

to the applicant.

Parties to bear their own costs.




