
i;; 
. i 

f· 

r--

~·. 
1~ 

•:._ --

IN THE C·ENTRAL 

. o.A No.520/96 

~RIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR. 
', . 

Date of order:9.l.2001 

Babu Lal Verma, S/o·Sh.Ishwar Lal Verma, Computer, O/o 

Directorate Census Operation; Ra~asthan, Jaipur • 

• · •• Applicant. 

Vs. 

i. Union of India through Registrar General, Mini. of ~ome 

Affairs, 2-A, Man Singh Road, New Delhi. 

2. The Director, C~nsus Operatf6ns Rajasthan, Jhalana 

Dungri ,- Jaipur. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Shri ~urij Beh~ri Sharma, 

Shri Gokul Chand Verma. 

Shri Mahaveer Kumar Jain. 

Shri Rajesh Kumar Mittal. 

Sh;ri Arun Kumar Jain. 

Shri Bhawani Prasad Sharma. 

§hri Satish Kr. phaturvedi. 

Shri Krishan.Mohan Khandelwal. 

Shri Mukesh Kr.Bhargava 
) 

Shri Jawana Ram Jat. 

Shri Shyam Sunder Sharma. 

Kum.Kusum Lata Yadav. 

Shri Bhanwar Lal Kuldeep 

Shri Hazari Lal Gupta, 

Shri Mahendra Kr. Jain. 

Shti Rajendra .Kr. Nagar. 

Shri Mukum Cand Dabodia 

Smt.~amLesh Sharma. 

Shri Mohan Lal Raigar · 

Shri Laxmi Narain Meena 

Shri Ved Prakash Singhal. 

ShrL Manlkant Sharma. 

Shri Sur_aj 
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26. 

27. 

28. 

29·. 

30.· 

·31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 
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Shr i Bhu:r.a· -R~m ITa~ang . ' 

Sh~~ Bach;ittat Singh Purva - · 

Shri Kail~sh C~~nd Gupta. 

Shri Vijay Mohan Mathur •. 
l 

Shri Nemi'Chan~ Ku~awat. 

shri _Nar.endra Kr.Gupta~ 

~hri Sures~ Chand Sh~~ma~ 

$hri VinodKumar Gupta.·· 

Shri Krishn~ Kumar.Sharma. 

Shri Ma4hav Lal- Trivedi. 

. \ .. 

1. -

. ••• Respondents • 

M~.P.v~caila Couns~l for the applicant. 

Mr.S.L.Thodani ~ Couhsel.fot resp~nd~nt ~~.8 

None fdi-o~h~r re~popdents~ 

CORAM: 

Hon'bl~ Mr.S.K~Agarwal, Judicial Member , 

Hon'ble Mr.Gdpal Singh, Admin.istrative Member. 
- •• 1- • • 

PER HON 1 BLE -MR. S •K. AGARWAL 1 - JUDICIAL. MEMBER~. 

In this Original Application.filed µnder ~ec.i9 of the 

Adm:incistrative Tribuna~s Act, l985, the applicant m~kes a 
. . --re\~ . 

prayer to ~eclare the impugned seniority list dated 18.9~96 
' ,A. ; ' ' ' ' 

(Annx.Al) and memorp.ndum Annx.A-lA dated 18.9.96 ar_e illegal. 
, l - • . 

·2. Reply was filed. In the reply, it is stated that the 
' , . ' 

answering r·esponde~ts have .implemented the order dated 24-.8.95· 
- .- I . -

·passed by :this Tribunal granting higher; seniprity to _t.he 

applicants i? o.A No.93/94, O.A No.121/9~1: o~A Np.122/94 and 

O.A No.172/94 and in compliance thereof a _fresh.seni9rity list 

was d~awn. in which! private -respondents Nos.3 'to· 35, were 
.I . - . 

placed below the appi,ica-nts vide order dated 18.9 .• 96 
' -j . -

(Annx~Al). It -is aiso ~tated·tbat the ~pplicant has not 

-~. represented againsit-,the impugned.order d~ted lB.9.96 (Annx.Al) 

~ to the Registrar .(ieneral of India and Census Coriim.issfoner, as 
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such the applicant his not. exhaust.ea· 

I 
,I 
I the! ~lternative remedy 

ava_ilable· to him_ ·under Sec •. 21 of the Administrative. Tribunals 

A-ct 1 

/ . . . 
1985. It.ia alsd stated ·that the order d6~ea 24.8~95 of 

this Trit?unal. grant in.g hi_gher seniority to the appl.lcants of 

.the afor·esal:1 O.A·s piacin_g·the privat·e respondents Nos.3 to 35 

. below tlJ.e applicant· w~s cl)al leng~d before the Supreme Court by. 

filing SLP Nos .·1113-.1116 of 1996 'which· were dismissed and 
. ' 

'\ 
order dated 18 .9. 96 W13-S maintained. Therefore, the appl·icant 

... has no case for interfereric~. by· ttiis 'Tribunal and this O,.A is 

liable to be dismissed. 

3. Heard the le~rned counsel for, t;he. parties and also_ 

-..J. pe·rused the whole record. 
I 

4. On perrisal·,ii becomes ab~ndantly clear that th~ 

impugned s'eriiority list was issued' in compliance of the" order 

·~ated 24.8. 95 .paf:!se~ by this· Trib_unal ·.as mentioned above. ·It 
. . . .,,. 

.is also apparent th~t. a ti.rial seniority lis't. was issued on 

12.4.93 by the De.put;y Director of Census Operations Rajasthan, 

Jaipur. and· fhe applicant.·rnade re:_presentation against t_he .s.aid 

seniority lis_t ··to the Director Census 'Operations Rajasthan,. -
.. .. 

Jaipur, wh'ich was .1 turned down in the year 1993 with some 

-
changes. Thereafter ~/Shri. R.C.Bair\\Ta, . Tara Cha·nd Sharma, 

Smt .Asha Saxena and Sunil. Kumar . Garg, have filed o·.As before 

this Tribunal. which was decided by a commop ·order dated 

24.8.95 and .the private respondents Nos.3 to 35 were shown 
' ' . 

se'nior to the applicant by t.he revised seniority list which is 

urtder challenge in;this.o.A~ 

5. It is also· evident_ }hat the.· applicant before 

a_ppr oa chi ng th is Tribunal, 
' . . did ·not make_ ·any :t-1presentation 
' .. ' 

against· the· impugn.~d seniority list dated 18.9.96, therefor~, 
·' 

it can be .said thaf .the appli~ant' has approached. this Tribunal 

withoqt exhausting1 th~ alternative remedy available td him, as 
' . . - ' -

i;-equired under se·c.21 .. of the Aqministrative · Tribunals Act,_· 

1985. 
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6. · · It is· also - sta~ed: by the learne.d counsel· for the 
' 

res~ondents that SLP No!lll3-lll6 of 1996; Krinj Behari Sharma 

& Ors Vs· UOI & 0 rs -was, filed before the Hon' ble Supreme Court 

which· -was dismissed · by . the Hon; ble Supre~e Court. This 

contention i~· also admitted by the learned counsel for the 

applicant. Therefor~, in vi~w. of decision-of this Tribunal and 

the SLP decided/dispos'ed -of, we. do not find any merit in the 

O.A and in our corisider~d view, the applicant i~ not entitled 

to any relief sought for. 

7. We, . therefore,. dismiss the o.A having no merfts with no 

order as to costs • 

Cc~~¥ 
(Go pal .s ingh) 
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Member. (A) • 

/. 

I 

./ · 

Q . . 
;ti.K~ -

Member (J) • 


