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Date of Decision: 24.8.2001 
OA 357/2001 
I-Iarbans Singh, LDC 3t Sport~ Hostel, Alwar. 

• •• Applicant 

Versus 

Delhi. 

Nagar, Gujara1:. 

3. Asett.Director (Adm), Sports Authority of Indi3, 

NSWC, Gandhi Nayar, Gujarat. 

CORAM: 

HGU'BLE MR.A.K.MI2HPA, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

_ HGU'ELE MR.P. .• F.llA•::F:ATH, A[•IvliUISTPATIVE MEMBEP 

For the Applicant Mr.B.J. Sh.::.rma 

For the Resp~ndents 

0 R D E R 

FER HOU'ELE MP.A.~.MISI-IPA, JUDICIAL MEMBEP 

Heard the learn~d couneel for the applicant and 

considered the OA. The :tpplicant h32 claimed that his 

fr-:.rct his initial d.::tb:=.: .:.f 3pp·:•in·tm·~nt i.·~. ~1.1.87. It is 

also etated by the applicant th3t 

e~tended discriminat6ry treatment ·'- -'-'-' 

the 

him 

.:l•::partnE:nt has 
~..,,... .• ~ Tr. -

~,_;.~ ·: s iriti 1 =tr ly 
L.. 

placed ~~wther carididate i.e. I-Ioshiar Sin~h. P·:•th ·=·f th.::m 

t·~rms c.f the jud9em•::nt :tn..:l, ·th·:::r.:::f.:.r.:::, this ie 3 .::~ 1~=:.3. r -.-- ~ l_....:l,.:=-1-

C•f di::::crimin.::tti.:.n 33 th.:: .:tpplicalYt l'J~~ s J:,.::.::n d·~ni·:::d the 

benefit ae W3~ eztendej to 2hri Hoshiar sinsh. 

We have 20ns1jered the facts of the case and 

submlSSlona of the learned counsel for the applicant. 
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3. The applic3nt W3S given ~ppointmentJ as per the 

directione of the Hon'ble Hiyh Court contained in Ann.A'4, 

In i:h·~ 

said app~intment letter the applic3nt was shown to have been 

appo~nted w.e.f. 1.9.39 ~nd this is the date from whic~ the 

seniority is being reckonned by the department in respect of 

the applicant. The claim of the applicant for aeei~nin~ him 

senic.ri·ty with hfs ini·ti.::,l dat·~ .:.f ::q~·p.:.ird:m•:::r!"l: ~f·ter 11 

by tiwe. 

Gf appointment 1.e. 1.9.89 then the e~me ou~ht to h3ve been 

challenged at that time, but thi~ W3S not done by th9 

applicant cannot be he3rd to say that the date aa mentioned 

in hie 3ppointment letter was not ccrrect and he ia entitled 

to get his 2eniority reckonned with initial date of 

appointment. In view af this, the pr~aent OA is hopelessly 

this ground alone. 

4. The OA is, therefore, diamiseed in limine. 

·~ ~~jbJ)W.O) 
(A.P.NAGRATH) / (A.Y.MISI-IP.A) 

A[lM. MEI·1BER · ... TUDL. MEMBER 
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