IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI

1. DA No.1939/91 Date of decision:10.07.1992.
La man Balani & Others ~ ...Applicants
Versus
U1 on of India & Others .. .Respondents
‘Q?//OA 1947/91
‘Spwresh Kumar Gaur & Ors. ...Applicants
Versus
Umion of India & Ors. _ .. .Respondents

3. OA 1948/91

R . Bajpai & Ors. "...ApplicantS'
Versus
‘L .on of India & Ors. . ..Respondents
¢ OA 1952/91
{ 1 Prakash & Ofs. ...Applicants
Versus
{ on of India & Ors. \...Respondents

< OA‘1953/91

t# 'pal Singh & Ors. ...Applicants
Versus
{ on of India & Ors. ...ﬁespondents i
¢ OA 2238/91
hveer Singh & Ors. ...Apblicants
Versus
on of India & drs. ' ...Respondénts
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2. N The above Original Application has been filed by
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dated 2nd November, 1989, promoting‘w399,_§unior \}elecom
Officersw(llgsffor short) and Memo No 23214189—STG-II dated

16.11.1990, prgmoting 3200 JTOs to Telecom Engineering
Service . (TES. for, short) Group ignoring the claim of
the applicants for promotion, by'virtuexogatheir having
qualifiggfip;theggepartmentalsegamigatipnbwoonducted'by the

HJg“respondents, earlier than those who have been promoted vide

the above memoranda.

P57 4o Be, i < The facts of the oﬁs%?ageﬁthatftheﬁapplicants,
who are morkingwasLJTOs in grgnpﬁjg;g pgssedwthe Depart-
mental Examination thereby making them eligible for

£ . promotion to, the post, of T.E.S. Group 'Bi. Although the
® promotion from the grade of JTO to ‘thé“Group 'B' post is

made on senlorit’y cum—ﬁtness basis"* pass‘ing .the depart-
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/ % "° " "their ‘knowlédge 1in the .latest developments in

' Telegraphy ‘and ‘Telephones: A his exami-
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vlolation of the said Rule by promoting those JTOs who
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- “{né - ones;| Nitich the .applicantp. had 9}4?"1‘““" in, thereby
eperafzing -‘the seniority: list as obta,ining prior to the
qualification in the departme}n-ivtgl____:g:ziamination. The appli-
"eants’ Hdd impleaded s/ShriK-L- An:a.pd, Ratan Chand and
“s."il's, srivastava, Assistant.Engineers who in accordance with
“"the Rulé 206 af P&T Manual Volume IV should have been
- _piaced belu them in the eligibility list for consideration
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. F oY YSh inther year 1987, 19888-1“1\1989 r‘es'pe'ctively whereas
Al ‘applicéant *Noul~ quali:tied in the examlnatmn in December,

- 1985, ‘applicante Nos,.2- 4 in Mﬁy, 1987 and rank senior to

- " ‘respundent No.3, while applicants No,5 & 6 passed in April,

1988 rank senior to rpsgeadgntsN94 in accordance with the

- “prowisions contained: in .Rule j206, T,They contgnd that the
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Principal éench of this Tribunal in’ Olh15§§?87;ﬁiljit Kumar
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s Ors. Vs. U.0.I. & ‘Ors. 'alongwith “six other Ods vide
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“;isffﬁ The applicants have relied upon the judgement of
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| | d;;;.issgd by thé’ Hon'bleSupreme court on 6A.:?1.A.,119.:92_,,‘vide the
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fA o - These special leave;;neéitions arei%directed
:‘:T&AWN " i’;gdinst the Jhdgement-of the Central Administra-
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e | “-»erbruary 20, 1985 SLP(C) Nos 5384 86/86 against
oy - . :the&gudgement of the ;iinhnbad High, Court have
/ W?already been dismissed‘;rﬁthis Court on April 8,
) S Ll
a T el 1~98r6(We seé r'no; grounds -xto interfere. Special
- ) . bLeave Petitlons are dis;issed. N
R : i : e
. 1 N.ol&SLP(CL.......IQ‘IA'
{he ma,sru{:.j_\.:« . SEPELE
T In‘Yiew of oﬂr order “4n SLP(C) Nos.1971 22/91
oTidTEu n "”AL',Uﬂ“. - e T, .
pooin o the I. A.,and §ipare’ o giemissed.”
Sy~ - o ‘iuviherenfter dnother ;kBen:h of the Tribunal

.presided over by »the_ Hon'ble Chairman gave certain

’”' : itl PR v el P P

. directions to the respondents on 8 2 1992 in a batch of
. ;1 Q“'

o dd .:».1

CCPs filed by the petitioners alleging non-compliance with

ISR
~" < ci

the Judgement of the Principal Bench dated 7.6.1991 (CCPp

. No 256/91 in OA 1597/87 and connected matters) the Bench

s»)'h T :
observed that the intention of the respondents ijs to revise

- ‘V
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