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Hon'kble Mr. Justice V. S, Malimath == ‘ -

The gor ;evance_ of the petiticner in this review
application is'ihat he had no opportunity of being
heard in the case as he had no ﬁotice of the same,
The petiti_»cner was not represented by-ami counsel,
When the case reached on 19.7,1993, as none appeared
for the petitioner, it being an old matter of 1988
was disposed_of on merits after considering the
records and hearing the counsel for the respondents.
It is the said order the review of which has been
sought in this case.

" 2+ ° The petitioner arguéd his cese in person. We
have said in our judgment that there are only two.
prayers made by t—h'e p‘eti"tioner - one for quashing
i:he pramotion of respondent No,4 as Joint Director

- /Of Education, and the other for quashing the seniority



@0

list dated 30.10.1987 and for a direction to prepare
~a fresh seniorit9 list, So far as the second relief

is concerned, we have noticed in our judgment dated
19.7.1993 that the senicrity list challenged by the
petiticner in this case had already been quashed by
this Tribumal in O.A No, 1862/87 and a direction

had been issued teo prepare a fresh seniority' list.

" As the seniocrity list challénged by the petitioner

had alresdy been quashed in another proceeding, the
question of quashing the quashed seniority list did not
arise, The rel iefs sought by the petiticner virtually
stand granted by the order made in O.A. 1862/87,

The petitioner submits that in pursuance of the }
said direction fresh senicr ity list has been made and

in that a mistake has been made in pleicing shri R. s,
gisodia who joined in 1980, mucr; later than the
peti;tioner, above the petiticner. We are not concerned
in this case with the validity of the fresh senicrity
list made or the correctness of the rankings assigned
‘therein., That obviously gives r‘ise to a fresh cause

of action, The only_rel ief is for quashing the seniority
list dated 30.10.1987 and the same having already been
quashed, the petiticner cannot make any grievance in

this behalf in this review application,

3. The only other relief claimed by the petitiomer
is to’quash the promotion given to Sshri Sisodia as

Joint Director of Education., We have noticed in our
judgment dated 19.7.1993 that Shri Sisodia had since
retired from service long back 'andvthat, theref ore,

the question of quashing his promotiocn would be only



of academic interest. So far as the petitioner himself .
is conc'erned, he has not mede any prayer for a direction
to consider his case for promotion on any particular
date or as on the date on which Shri Sisodia was
premoted. His claim was only for quashing the
‘prcmoti.on of shri gisodia.  That, as we have pointed
out, is not necessary to do as Shri Sisodia has already
retired from service, In this background it is not

at all possible to grant any relief to the petitioner

in these pioceedi.ngs'. Hence, we hold that there being
no error apparent on the face of record, the question

of reviewing our order dated 19.7.1993 does not ar ise.

4. What now holds the field is the fresh seniority
list, according to the petitioner made in pursuamce of
the directions issued in O.A. 1862/87. We cannot go
into the correctness of the rankings assigned in the
fresh seniority list made after the petitioner filed _
the present application. If the pefitioner has any
r ight in this behalf, he gén certainly workout the
seme in appropriate independent proceedings., Without
prejudice to that right of the petitioner, this review
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application 1is di.snissed.
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