IN THE HIGH COURT OF SIKKIM

ORDER SHEET

rit Petitdon (€)  .mNo. 1® of b 2002
Ha . radhe ey
s 11 L .EI ..t.-..!:.::.l.[.ll: ....................... Petiticrer)A ]:.p:]iant
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State of Sikkim & Others
............................................................... Respondent
trerial Diace {Otice Mote as o
Ne. of of Cirder with Sigauture aotion {if any|
Orrdar Cirder taken on Order
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Frixxes Present o Mro Bl Sharma, Advocate for the  peritioner,

Mr. 5. P Wangdi, Advocate General with Mr, L B,
Pradhan, Govermment Advacate [oe the respandents,

[Mearsl the fearmed counsel for the petitioner an
adimission

The petition has been carelessly draftod and @t does not
make any sense,  In parageaph 3 of the petition it has been
srated thal the petitioner was promoted to the pest of Assistam
Engineer along with the other petitioners on 12,04, 1999 and it
iz incomprehensible as o whal i the meaning of “other
petilioners”.  In relicf (d] & states “a writ or dicesction wo the
respondent or each of the respondents to consider the seniority
of the petitioner and include their names in the fingl seniority
list after quashing Annexure P-4 amd inserting the name of the
petitiomwr gne] other 8 incumbents similacly circumstanced in
appropriate place in the final seniority list™. Learned counsel
for the petitioner is unable 1o say what is the meaning of “other
% meumbents”,  The order of promotion has also nol been
annexed with the petition. One of the reliefs claimed i thay the
petitioner should be promoted with retrospective effect from
the year 1993 or 1996 bur he has admitted 1that he has already
begn prometed with effect from 1204 1999 There s nothing
o show why the petitioner should not have sought promotion
i the vear 1993 or 1994 itself, if he pught to have been

promoted in the vear 1993, Since the petition does nat maks

any sense, the same (s dismiszed in limine, However, {his adll

mot bar fresh petition on the same cawse af action.
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