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Shri.Raj Pal Singh

Versus,
Q)‘ Union of India & Uﬁhlra. ersev e R.-pﬂnd'nt'::l .- T

Hon'ble G,S.Sharma,d,M. .
Hon'ble K,J,Raman,A,M, z

(By Hen, K.J.Raman.A
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The This is a suit originally filed in the ehugﬁhqfwwqwx

Aligarh in 1983, since transferred to this Tubu’wﬂd- 3{“3('_;: t

‘ o -5

of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985. The plaint:

t. l-#

working as Cempesitor Grade-II in the Government lf ; a press,
Aligarh at the time of institution of the suit, His grfghm¥w4:‘3-

that he was not promoted as Compesitor Gradl-I the nlxﬁn'\'

\.-t -
s

grade, though he had passed the trade test in 1970 ghd ”‘3”553%3¢{:

in the Grade-II, while twe of his junioers, namely afSh"i‘i.'ﬂ'lhfl!lﬂ'&.-.ﬂ
and Prem pal Singh, have been promoted te Grade-I with stfect frln |
1.1.83,by an order dated 4,1.83 of respondent Nl.ﬁ(ﬂanagar,ﬁnunrnmfﬂﬁiﬁ
of India press,Aligarh), The plaintiff states that under bhiﬁfﬁiﬁg;
Grade-I posts are to be filled 100% by promotion on the basis lf'i?i""ﬁ:
Trade Test and strictly in order of seniority among 6:mp;:iturs | |
Grade-II, It is alleged that fer the reascns best knewn to the .

5 :
defendant Ne.3, in erder to give undue preference to his fhu.uritnq

L. i

Go_,
for ulterior motives, the applicant's juniers have been prnma%
ignoring the applicant, It is claimed that the plaintiffluas

' o N
legally entitled for prometion with effect from 1,1,83 when {Wﬁ!“‘;

G o ._. |
juniors were promoted, The main reliefs claimed were:- i -8
* T

(a) decree of permanant prnhibitury injunction rustr&t—-‘.
ning the defendants " from isauing any meme ﬂflb!ﬂmﬂ_;f.”

!

junior to the plaintiff fer their in futur,_pgjggﬁ_
JFNuﬂfd“O
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(a.a) decree of mand

defendants to promote the pla:

it is ‘aﬁ%n:%hﬁhgwﬁ" dm rules, a Cempositor. ,Grade-11 is

eligible for prome -ﬁ.‘f ion if he completes three years
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the grade, qﬂilif%iiﬁ ?flﬁ?*ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁagxﬁﬁigrrw;*fn
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promotion by thlﬂﬁlpﬁ~ﬂ= %{;li;_,ﬂjmﬁﬂMtﬂrgﬁg&mga It is furth

ey
submitted that Shri. nmﬂ?" "' i‘}: *"Ti ':-1“’”‘-' L : Pal

were junior to the pfﬁintiff'u r-ﬁ%

Wt |
but he could not bl premoted due to non-availability -f;ua

In the D,P.C, hald on 286,11.82, the plaintiff was not conside ;
A 199 |

to be fit for -prometion, It is denied by the defendants tha b,;fz

was any prejudice,ulterier motive or ill-uill towards bﬁu pi%ﬂ@fﬂ . O

as wrongly alleged by the letter,

4, On an applicatisn made by learned counsel far the ri'fg{hb
.‘ . : B
ents on 19.6.88, the earlier order dated 11.8.83 rafurrﬁjégig; f§ﬁ

" \

yas modified by this Tribunal te the effect that the s!ld,ggﬂjﬁiﬂ‘ o

dated 11.8.83 shall not be deemed to be in operatian after i

l
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on which date the plaintiff retired on superannuation,
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ed by the respon
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{flll_t.h_. L"J'Zhlﬁft“‘ and had qua 14 fied in the Trade Test
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Iﬂiﬁﬁ 05 Findings. Though he %as
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respondent N-.S“-h- :
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Ne mala fides or arhii:raz nng&’*abaaé Jf
exist, questioning the findinga nf;
Committee, As the applicant was niﬁ“ﬁif.‘
the D,P,C, his non-premoticn can n'iﬁ’: in i ]

faulted,

6. In the circumstances, there are ne grounds fi?fh-..
ence by this Tpibunal in this case, which

There will be no order as to costs,
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Dated: ﬁ'l.“jh‘abmary » 1869,
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