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Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

0. A. No.

M.A. No.568/98

ble Mr. Justice.K-M Qhairaan
too ̂.b ie ,]shr i _,RK ̂Ahpo j,a, Me mbe r ,(.A )

Delhi, this the 11th day of March, 1998

Bikram Jit,

Son of Shri Baldev Singh,
R/o Ram Bihar Colony,
Bundu Katra, Agra.,

Ashish K.apoor, ■ ■

Son of Shri K.C. Kapoor,
R/o 174 Defence Estate,
Bundu Katra, Agra Cantt.

Manhar Saxena,

Son of Shri S.C., Saxena,
R/o 37/58 Bundu Katra,
Gwalior Road, Agra._ Petitioners

(By Shri Rajesh Tyagi, Advocate)

-Versus-

Union Of India,
Through its Secretary,
Hinistry of Defence,
New Delhi-.

Directorate General of EME,
Through Master General of.
Ordinance Branch,

DHQ, P.O., New Delhi.

Director General of EME.

DHQ-, P.O., New Delhi Respondents

Q....!R,.„P.,„E..,!R (g.ra.l;)

H§i.lble...H.r,,,,...Just.ice.,..K^,M.-Aga.r

Heard the learned counsel on admission.

2. By this application, the applicant wants all

appointments against the vacancies for the post of

Telecommunication Mechanics -to be quashed on the ground

that the appointments have been made without keeping in

view the directions made by . the Supreme Court in

Cp.rp,p,ratip,n Vs. U,..P,..Pa.r.iya,ha.n.....N,.S..B^ S.angh,



v/' . Ku thip. Tribunal in a
AIR 1995 SC 11 15 and those made by this Tribunal
co«on order dated ,3.10.1997, in OA No.375/97, 378/97 and
381/97.

■ 3. In the common order- dated 1 3.10.1997, this

Tribunal gave the' following directions to the respondents:

?e°c/Ilit«nir to the posts of Taleoo'n.unioaUon m-chani^os
p'r^ierence' for"apprinteent'to'tlloL posts. In the Upht
of"the Hon'ble Supreme Court ruling, referred above, t■rhP Pxtent that the said ruling is applicable to the
fact'^ and circumstances of these paprticulai cdoes.^

t-piforshrd :r^rivrr^prrrL:ru;r .root
recruits .

jhe learned counsel submits that applicants have
been totally excluded from .consideration while making
appointments to the said post by ,the respondents.
According.ly, the appointments made are not legal.

Firstly, the persons so appointed and the
appointment of those persons challenged have not been
impleaded as pkties. Secondly on being questioned why

1  he did not file contempt proceedings against the
respondents if they Have not complied with the aforesaid
directions of the Tribunal in OA Nos.375/97, 378/97 and
381/97/ the learned counsel submitted that by filing
contempt petition, the applicants may be in a position to
see tha-t the respondents are punished, but they may not
be in a position- to get the orders of appointment made in
favour of outsiders quashed and therefore this
application has been filed.
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5, „e find no writ in the contention. When It i:
deoonelrated that if any order of the Trihunal has not
been conplied «ith, ' the respondents nay not only be
ponished but nay further be directed to conply »ith that
order in such a nanner as nay be directed in the contenpt
proceedings. For one and the sane relief several
petitions cannot be entertained on any ground whatso .
He are' therefore of , the vieu that this OA is
nisconceived. Accordingly, this application is hereby
dismissed uith liberty 'to the applicant to file a
contenpt Petition for disobedience of the orders nade 'in

'  the aforesaid OAs in accordance with law.

'  (K.M.AGARWAL) •
CHAIRMAN

(RiK.fAHOC
R(A)
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