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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

Jaipu.::a..,. Bench, Jaip'l."'::t., 

ORDER SHEET 

Application No.6.A;.7.1~./.?..~ ...... of 199 • 

Applicant(s) ................................................... .. Respondent( s ) ................................ ~- ............... . 

··································'·········································· ............................................................................. 

Advocate for Applicant(s) Advocate for Respondent(s) 

.............................................................................. ··········································································· 

Notes (•f th.;; R·:gistry Orders of the Tribunal 
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II'T THE CEUTF:AL AD~·rriH!STP.ATIVE TF.IPUl'L~L. JAIPTJP. BEHCH. 

J A I P U R. 

o.A. no. 796/8? D~te of decision: 15.9.94 
"' 

ALL rm-JIA SI-IOSHIT 1-:APAHCf-Il·..P.I 
S.~NGH. ~·l.RLY. • .. TA!FUP. & •J?..S 'Applicants. 

VERSUS 

Pespondents. 

t-1r. t1anish Ehand ari 
\ Counsel for the r~sr:.c·ndents. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble r-·Ir. justice D.L. N.=:hta, Vice:-Cha.irman 

Hc•n'ble Ms. tTsha Sen, l~.:lrninistrative- Hemt .. :r 

PEP HOlT 1 BLE I· .. lP.. JTJSTI.CE D. L. fl-iEHTA. VICE-.:1U.IEHAN: 

Jl.1r. J .K. I~aushil::: submits th.21t hi3 client has 

~nr.Jc.ge anoth"?r counsel. He pleads no ine:tl.l.lctions. 

.., 
.-:. .. t'le have heard Hr. Manisb Er,and.~ri, the learn•::-1 

counsel for the re sp.:.ndent s. 
I 

3. Applicants.:l'J.;:-,.1' is a Sangh of the ;..11 India 

Shoshit r:aramcha.ris c.-tn•3 they have filed th-e: petiti•='n on 

the ground th.=· t in th·~ li·;Jht •=>f th;~: c.-:t.;e C·f ~lirpal 2 ingh 

Ch.:::uhan .s: Ors Vs. Uni•)n of Indio. ·~: Ors,. rep.:.rted in 

AIE 1987( :') CAT 71. the resr:•=•ncent!? may be directed f:..) 

refi:z . th•s :?•::-niori ty of emplo:le~s ;.)£ Jaipur Divi~i.:m 

the principles l.3id dm-1n in the car:e of Virpal Singh 

Chauh.-:tn. After the Jud9m~r.t of tb~ H-:·n 'bl-9 Suprerne 

Court in the ca~.e ,,f J~.-:tram Cho.nd Vs. Union of Tn:3.ia [~ Ors 

and subsequent judgments,. this Bench.has held in a 

numb.sr of caso::s that the pers•)n wh~ enb:rs the higher 

gradE eo.rlier is enti tle.d tc. be considered as se-nior 

to th-~ p•:::rsons v-:ho enters the higher gra.:J.e at a later 

stage. This vieH has been ta};:en by this Bench C•:lnsi9tently 

in the light of the decisii)n •Jf the H.:•n 'ble Supreme 

C,:>urt. In t.be light ·.)f the .:lecisi . .)n in the case of 

Virpal Sin9h Chauhc..n( eu.pra), \lle d.:~ n•:>t find fore~ in 

thi 2 r:·eti tion .~t pree·~nt. vle consider that the 

resr:·ondents have rii;rhtl:-l r;tiv.sn the seni•')rity to those 
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per2ons l·lho have E-nter-:::1 the hig1-Jer grade earlier than 

the pers•::>ns v1ho have enter•=d the hi:Jher gr.:-.de at a later 

stage. -.c 
' .• ).a- ' jumping t.he queue' does not 

arise. A pers-on may be junior in a lot.Jer. gra:1e l::.ut on 

a:::cmmt of pr.::>moti•')n, may be on acc011nt of reservati·::>n 

quot.:t, he becomes senior if h~ hc':ls J:,.~en prom.:.ted earlier. 

4. trle do not find any infirmity in the eeniori ty list 

c.nd the O.A. iS' dismissed, ,.,ith no order as to costs • 

( USJ-IA SEN ) 
k:iministrative Nember 

. n ;JM/ p-- . 
( D.L. HEHTA ) 
'lice-Chairman 
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