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None appeared for the petitioner. Shri P.P. Khurans^ Counsel

uss present on behalf of tha rsapondents. As this is a very old matt«^
. UG consider it proper to peruse th^ records, hear the Uarnsri counsel

for the respondent and dispose of the matter on merits.

2, The patiticner has prayed in this case for a diroction to ths

rsspcndent to assign him seniority in tha grade of Assistant Director 1

(Grade IV) of the Indian Statistical Service u.e.f. 29,12,1976, th i-3

date on which his immediata junior belonging to same department uas.

promoted to tha grade of Assistant Director. Shri Khurana, Iserned

counsel for the respondents, submitted that an ths basis of the matsl

produced by thu petitioner it is clear that the petitioner's claim %

is b.arred by general principle of res .iudicatg^. .Tha pgtitioner hci s

predijced the copy of the judgement of the High Court in Civ/il Writ

^Petition No. 514 of 19BD filed by the petitioner. It is clear from 1



. .

the said juuCBment rendered on 7,5.1980 that the petitioner hacl

Claimed serdarity with efFect froni the dste on which his junior

was promoted which happened to bts 5.T,1977. Th g claim of tha

petitioner uas rejacted both on ths ground, that tha claini is

stale as also cn thcs ground that he has no right to gq on deputsLion

a'iji^alsti on the ground that uhsn his case for ad hoc promctlon tu ttie

post oF Assistant Director uas considered^ it uas found that uas

not found fit and suitable for such sslsctlon. The High Court has

pointed out that tha only right of the petitioner uas for consideiatiun

of his case, which right has been respscted as his case was considvjrad

and hs was not promotad on th9 ground that he was not fit for the

post at that time. It is, thsreFore, claar that the claim of the.

patltioner for promotion stands clearly concludBd by the judgement

of the Delhi High Court whose jurisdiction tha petitibnsr had invoked,

HencSs ® gensral principle' of r as .1 udicata. it has to ba held

that ths present application is not maintainable. The present

I

application is accordingly disniissed. Wo costs.
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