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..LN XI£ CEN'lR:.l~ Jilll-11N ~'l'KA'.r IV£ TR IBU.NJ.'.l,. 
cr;::f/5 

J OD.H.P LR ~NCH s J ODBP LR ,. 

Date of Decision : 14.01.2002 

2£A No_. ,199(19},.2 • 

DharamPal son ofS.hr1RamKumar, aged about 34 years, 
resident of ~urjeet Singh Colcny, Sector B, House No. 
217/12, Sriganganagc:.u::·, at present employed oo the post 
of ~lectrician ::;,.Jt, in the office o£ G :b., ~, ;;;,r iganganagar. 

,. ,. • )J..l'PL ICANT • 

versus 

1. Uruan of India through &ecretary to Govt. of India, 
i11lin. Of Defence, RakSha Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. H(.ftS. Chief .t:;ngineer, Bathinda ;ilene, Bathinda, t'l..il. 
~tat..i.on. 

3. Commandar works .Sngmeer, 5riganganagar .Distri.ct 
;or iganganagar • 

4. i) hr i Tr .:Lvendex: s ingh, ~ lect H S -I, Office of the 
1""&, G~. ~r~9anganagar. 

Mr • J .K. Katts hit c ounse 1 for the applicant • 
l"lr .. S .K. vyas, counsel for respondent No. l to 3. 
l-ir .. Vijay M3hta, counsel for respondent No. 4. 

CCRAH --
H:Jn' ble Mr. Justice O.P. Garg, Vice ·chairman. 
Ji.)n• ble l•lr. A .P. Nagrath, Administr.:.tive t>1ember. 

s OR.DE:R l 

{per H;.)n' ble .Mr ~ Justice O.P .. Garg) 

The applicant Mr. Dharam Pal, clai.ming himself 

to .be the senior to respondent No. 4, l-:ir. •.r:r:ivender 

s ingh, had flled the present Original Application 

under :;)ect.ion 19 of the Adm.i.nistrcrt.ive Tribunals Act, 

1985, praying for the :following relief.:-

" { i) , That the respondents No. 2 may l:e directed 
to decide the lll6.tter of promotions r_eferred 
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to by the Jrd respondent vide letter c.tated 24.07.98 
fOJ:'thwith and fu..ctner: the r· espondents No. 1 ao 3 
may be directed to consider the case of applicant 
for promotions to the p5)St of Electrician P..S-.II 
and I as per his seniority/tern and allOw all 
c . .)nsequential ~r1efits at par wJ.th his next junior .. 

( ii) That any other· di:Lect:.i on, or order;;:. may be 
passed in iavour ·ot th13 app.l..Lcant "''hich may be 
deerred JUSt and p.r:oper under the facts and 
circllmstances of this case in the interest of 
j ust.:~.ce. 

{ i ..... i) '!'hat the coots ot this applicatLOO rnay t;e 
awaJ:·ded ." 

Separate replies hc1Ve reen filed by the respondents. 

~ie have heard S.hri J .K .. Kaushik, learned counsel for the 

applicant as well au .t·tr:: .. ~ .,K. vya~ q learned counsel for 

respoodent :No .. 1 to 3 and Mr .. Vijay ~hta, learned counsel 

fort he private respondent No. 4. 

3., After hiiVl.ng heard the learned counsel for the 

parties and taken into CC>llsideration the docwrents brought 

on record., we f.t.nd that. respondent No. 4 is senior to 

the app~kcant. It appears that the applicant, ~~der 

so!ue misc•XJ.ception r::>f facts ~ hai:i clairred senioJ:·ity 

over respondent J:.ll o. 4 ~ ~ ince the applicant is junior 

to the respondent No. 4, he is not entitled to the relief 

as prayed. for.. ;;:;)hr i J *K4 Kaushik, appearing on behalf 

of the appllcant is not in a position to sUpport the 

various averments Ula.de b:y· the applicant in the Original 

Applicc:J.t.i.oo .. 

4. Since the Original Applicaticn is devoid of any 

mex: it and s ubs tance ., it is 

any order as to costs. 

4 
(l ... l? ~ Ni~.C:R • .:.;;TH) 
Adm .rv.e tuber 

accordingly dismissed without 
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