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GENIRaL ADMIMlsmATlVE TRIBUNAL
principal BEICH

NEW DEil-il

Q»A« NO. 172 8/89"

New Delhi this the. i3th'day of May, 1994

GCRaM ;

IHE HON'BLE ivR. JUSTEE V. S. MaLJMaIH . CHAJRiWAN
THc HCN'BLE hRi P. T. IHJRUVENGaDAM, MEiVBER. (a)

f Garg,R/0 B-28, Panchwati,
Delhi-23.

By ^vocate.Shr i S. K. Bisaria

Versus

1. Lt. Governor. Delhi through
Chief, Secretary,
Delhi A:iministration,
Delhi.,

2. Director of Education,
Delhi A:iministration,
Delhi. >

3. Shri A. N. Garg ,
Principal,,
Govt. Boys Sr. Sec. School,
B-Block, Shalituar Bagh ,
DeJhi - U0052. • . ... • Respondents

By Advocates Shri Vinay, Sabharwal 8,
iVlrs. A'leera Ghhiber

(CRAL)

Shri Justice v. S. Maiimath -

The petitioner has a grievance to make in regard
to his seniority in the cadre of Post Graduate

Teachers (PGTs) and in regard to promotion to the '
cadre of pr inc ipals. . his prayer in this application
is for a declaration that he is senior to respondent
No.3, Shri A. N. Garg, and fOr a further declaration
that he .shall be deemed to have been promoted w.e.f.
14.9.1988, the date on ich respondent No.3 was ,
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promoted to that post, after quashing his appointment.

The petitioner and others had challenged the final
seniority list of PGTs dated iO. 8.1979 in a writ

petition filed in the High Court of Delhi which,

on transfer to the Tribunal, was numbered as T-533/85.

That transferred application was disp.osed of on

17. 8.1988 with a direction to the respondents to

prepare revised seniority list in accordance with

law. The respondents made an attempt to c-arry out

the direction as is evident from the order Annexure-4

dated 2.2.1939-wherein there is a reference to the

judgnent of the Tribunal and the action taken,by them
to assign rank 235A to the petitioner in the seniority
list of PGTs. It is necessary to point out that in

the final seniority list which was Irrpugned in the

earlier case, the third respondent was placed at Si.

No. 329 whereas the petitioner was placed at Si. No.

330. The proposal as per Annexure-4 is to accord to

the petitioner rank 28&A (leaning thereby a rank above
respondent No.3. Objectiore for the said prc^)Osal
were called for. Before any final decision could be

taken by the respondents in pursuance of the order

Annexure-4, the petitioner appr oached th is Tribunal

with the present application in which relief as already

summarised, has been prayed.

2. '/^len this matter was taken up for hearing today,

the learned counsel for the respondents placed before

us order No.21 dated 10.5.1994 passed by the

jAjid it ional Director of Education (Admn.) by which
n/



- 3 -

the petitioner has been assigned rank 283:; in place

of his old rank 330. Shr i Sriniwas Goel has fceen

assigned rank 2 85A in place of' h is old rank 2 98,

and 3hri Jai Prgkash /\rora has been assigned 285B

in place of h is old rank 309. This order thus makes

it clear that the petitioner has been granted tha

first relief of his being placed above respondent

No.3 in the seniority list. Though belatedly, action

has been taken by the respondents.

3. The only other relief that falls for consideration

is about the promotion of the petitioner to the cadre

of Principals as on the date on which respondent No.3

who is junior to the petitioner, was promoted. It

was brought to our notice that during the pendency of

these proceedings the petitioner has been promoted

to the cadre of Principals. Ncvj that the petitioner

has gained in the final seniority list, it is obvious

that his case for promotion to the cadre of Principals

has to be considered in the light of the revised

seniority as now earned by him by the order dated

10.5.1994. Hence, an appropriate direction in this

behalf is justified.

4. For the reasons stated above, this application

is partly allowed. The respondents are directed to

consider the case of the petitioner for promotion to

the cadre of Principals as on the date on which his

junior was promoted on the basis of the revised

ranking assigned to him as 2 850 by the order dated

^^ 10.5.1994. If the petitioner is found fit and suitable
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and accorded a date of promotion earlier than the

date on which he has actually been pranoted, he

shall be accorded' all consequential be refits flowing

from such retrospective prcxnotion. This direction

shall be carried out within a period of four, months

from the date of communication of this order.

No c osts» •

5. Before c one lud ing we should say that when this

matter came up on the last occasion, as none appeared

for the Delhi Administration, we requested fvlrs. iVeera

Chh iber , who is a counsel on the panel of the Eelhi '

Administration, to take notice and get ready'arri

appear before us. ^cordingly, she has entered

appearance and appeared before us. Tcday, iihr i Vinay

iabharwal, counsel, also submitted that he ihas been

authorised to ap^ar in this case and he also appeared

before us. Both of them have assisted the court in

representing the Administration. It, therefore,

follows that both the learred counsel are required
to be paid the fee in accordance with rules.

( P. T. Thiruyengadam ) ( V. S. iVlalimath )
Member U) Chairman


