
^  CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH.

O.A. No.2459/2001

New Delhi, this the Sth day of January, 2003

Hon ble Snit. Lakshrni Swaniinathan, Vic© Chairnian (J)
HoUi bl© ohf I V. Sri kantan I Merriber (A)

1. Vsd Pal Sinyh,
C / " w n L-. i.-. L-.o/u ofi. \<3<si Dfian oiriyn,

L~453, Sector — 12,
P ratap Viha r,
Ghaz1abad.
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S/o Late Sh. S. N. Si ngh ,
DDA Flats, Mansarovar Park,

Shahdara,
Del hi-1 10032.

3. Prakash Singh,
S/o Shri Pattram Singh,
H—149A, Dilshad Gardean,
ueI r i i — 1lOOau..^ ....Applicants

^  ly ' Versus

1 . U n 1 on C)f India,
Through the Secretary,
i^linistry of Inforrnation a
Broadcasting, Shastri Bha'wan,
New De1h i.

2. The Chief Executive Officer,
Prasar Bharti, Doordarshan Bhawan,
Copernicus Marg,
New Delhi.

3. Directorate General

All India Radio, Akaswani Bhawan,
New Delhi.

4. The Chief Engineer [Civil),
CC'iV, AIR oth Flocjr, Socichna Bhawan,
New Del i ) I -11003 . .... Respondents

(By Advocate : Shri R.P. Aggarwal)

^  ORDER (ORAL)

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshrni Swaminathan. Vice Chairman (J) :

Tiiis OA nas been listed under Regular Matters for

necii i liy cit a i « No. 3 today. It is rel©vant to not

that none has appeared for the applicants on the

previous date 'when the case was listed and none has

appeared even today also.

b

feioeh'it oir OUifib bcii , OA b-OUlcl hSVS bSBH

d1smissed 1n def au11 and for non-prosecution.



Howsvsr, v<0 hfivB proc0©d0d iii tds rnstusr in accordsn

v^it-h Rule 15 of the CAT (.Procedure) Rules issued under

the provisions of Administrative Tribunals Act, 1385.

We have accordiriQly perused the f ecot ds and heai d ofn i

Rap. Asgarwal , learned counsel for respondents. It

IS relevant to note that although the reply of the

respundents has been filed oii 5.5.3002 v-iith

copiy to the learned counsel for the applicants, no

rejoinder has been filed to contravene the averments

given by the respondents in their reply. In

Tribunal's order dated 3.10.2002, the statement or the

counsel for the applicants has been recorded that he

does ncit wish to file rejoinder.

3. In the above facts and circumstances of the case,

this order is passed having regard to the facts and

c 1 rcurnstances of the case on merits.

4. The applicants have impugned the action and orders

piassed by the respondents dated 13.6.2001 . A perusal

of the order shows that this order has been issued in

pursuance of the certain directions of the Tribunal in

the OAs mentioned therein. In piaragraph 3 of this

order, the respondents have stated that the

appointments made on prornoticin are subject to the

ultimate outcome of the appieal against the Full Bench

order dated 6.12.1333. Learned counsel for the

respondents has submitted that that case is still

pending before the Hon'ble Delhi High Court.

5. The brief relevant tacts of the case are that the

respondents have issued Recruitment Rules of 1375 for

the posu ei AsSi&tarit Engineet (AE) Wfi icfi were aroended

„  by notification issued in March, 1388. Shri R.P.
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AQQ3.rviB.~l j Issrnsd counssl hss s ubmitted that 1t

Selsction post under the 1375 Recruitrnent Rules and

also under the 1338 arnended Recruitment Rules. As per

the provisions ot the amended Recrui trnent Rules as

ncited in Para 4.3 ot the OA. The same reads as

under:-

Junior Engiiieets holding Degree in
Civil Engineering with Tive years ot
regular service in the grade were to be
promoted as Assistant Engineer and Junior
engineers holding diploma in Civil
Eng1neering with 8 y©ars regu1ar service in
the gr ade were to be prc>riic/ted as assistant
Engineers.

6. the apjpli cants have relied upon DOP«T's

guide-11nes dated 18.3.1388. According to them, as

per bhese guide—lines, when the juniors are tound

eligible and considered tor promotion to the next

higher post, then seniors like them should also have

been considered so that seniority list is not

disuUtbsvj. Oi") tne Cither hafid, ohfi R.P. Aggarwal,

learrieu ^.-oui ioe I has submitted that ai ter the amendment

ot the Recruitment Rules in 1388 read with the DOP&T's

OM caved 24.3.1337, copy p.laced on record, seniority

alone without tulti11ing eligibi1ity conditions wi11

not entitle the employees tor promotion to the next

t i ighsi gtt-ide. ne lias suuiHitL-ec ttiav in accorcance

Vy I tn the Full Bench decision ot the Tribunal in

Jagdish Chandra's case (OA 2055/1335 with connected

cases) decided on 5.12.1333, the respondents have

tawen appfopr iave acLi iori vv i th f egard vo consideration

at id promotion ot the eligible candidates, who were

earlier reverted by virtue ot the decision ot the
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iooGalijUL-L.£l BijhCh Oi the i F ibUricjl 1 Fl H »C ■ BUFfTlSn

UA 1 0 I 8/ 1 3aS ) . He i)3s 8 i SO FST eFFSCi tO the judQSrneFit

1n F.K. Aggarwal' § V_' (.-4 vz> S C ̂ Jr\ No 1 1638/133G} deoiued on

3ij . 1 .£^00 i Vy'hich Is SlSU hOtod IFi tho iillp'UQFiSd OFdSF

ucitSu I cj . D • iOOl • L©9f l iSd SUUilS©] toi FSSpOFidSFitS has

suuin i u ued uf ia L the d t i ee11 ef is o I trie T f i bUFi51 i Fi thiS

afoFesaid cases have been implemented subject to the

uutcorne of the appeal pending in the Hon'ble Delhi

High Count. These avenments have also been stated, in

tiie cuuntsi f Bp j y, As mentioned above., the applicants

i i a V e i i u b I 11 © d any f ej oin de r.

! • -i-' i oi ie above I acbs and c i r curfistances ot the case,

we do not tind any rnenit in this applicatiori or any

justit I cation to iFiterteFe in the matter at this

stage. Acccrdirigiy OA Tails and is dismissed. There

oFial i ue Fjc ci d^i as uc COstS ■

(V. Srikantan) (Smt. Lakshmi SwaminathaiT)"
Member (A) Vice Chairman (J)
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