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OrLL 

i. Shri Sadat champaban athabhai 

2. 1Shri Solanki Rameshbhai Ashabhai 

3 • Shri Rathoci Naniarbhai Savabhai 

4, Shri Vahora .iukhtarbhai Sikandarbhai 	
(2 I 

5 • Shri Shankarbhai Dhulabhai Ninmina 
C/o. Divisional 2nçjiner,Telegrphs 
Anand Di\isicn, Ansnd. 	 ... -ppl.Lcants 

Versus 

Telecom District Engineer, 
Nagarpalika Building, Nadiad. 

Divisional Enqineer, Telegraphs, 
Opp. Bus Stand, Near 1-ugh Court, 
Navrangpura, Ahmcdaaad. 

General Hanager, Telecom, 
Uujarat Circle, Near High Court, 
1'lavrançjpura, hrnabg. 	 .•. Respondents 

Cori 	I-Ion' ble Mr. P.H. Trivedi 
	

Vice Chairman 

Hon' ble Iir • P .i. Joshi 
	

Judicial Mcmhr 

0 H B B H 	 16.9.1987 

Per : Hon'blo Mr. P.H. rivedi, Vice Chairman 

Heard leaued aaveceies 14r.i.S.Supania and 

Mr.J.D.jmera for the applicants and the rcspondents. 

In this case the apolicants were selected for the post 

of Telephone Oerators for Anand Telegraphs Engineering 

Division vide order dated 8.12.1983 at Annexure 1 A and 

thereafter sent for training and successfully completed 

the training. Thereafter they were placed on the list 

of 10 telephone operatars to he utilised as 6.D.T.0.at 

Annexurc 'L'. Their grievances is that the persons who 

were placed in similar waiting lists in Nadiad Division 

are being appointed at Anand Division in the cadre of 

T.Os. The; challenged the order dated 27.2.87 at Anriexure'P' 

The respondents1  contention is that in November, 1986 

a policy decision was taken to combine Nadiad and Anand 

division into a Rheda distrct ay on account of the 

concept of Secondary Switching Area (SSA). One of the 
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steps for iinpleeientinc this eolicp was to prep 	a 

combined seniority list for Anand and Nadiad divisions. 

This was done on 27.2.1987. In this seniority list1 the 

ranking of the cndidates ± allowed the percnta'e of 

marks and accoding to this rankirig posts were given in 

the vacancy as arose in Nadiad or Anand. The petitioners' 

contention is that the combined seniority list as 

not notifi 	 t rn ed to them in 	of a decision taken in 

a meeting on 12.11.1986 (nriexure 'G') which laid down 

in para 3 thereto that " the transfer and posting will 

continue to be issued normally within the erstwhile divisions 

till the composite gradation lists are prea red". In pa:a 

4 (of Annexure 'G'), it was also decided that the 

"formalities of recruitment and postings in respect of 

the Notification issued upto 31.10.1986 may be done by 

the respective ersthile division". 

2. 	After hearincthe learned advocctes, we find that 

the combined seniority list is the result of operating 

a procedure which is objectives the annexure therein 

~
lthoa~jh the date of impugned order and the date of the 

combined seniority list are the same, te policy decision 

regarding combining the districts of Nadiad and Anand and 

torming the Kheda district area as a result of the 

sanction of SSA has been taken ear1ier,Jith the combination 

of the two districts and the formulation of the combined 

seniority list1 a~ the Pting of those who ould secure 

a higher level of marks in the vacancies as and when 

they arose whether at Nadiad or at Annd by filling up the 

posts by persons sel€cted hapening to belong either to 

Nadiad or to Anand. cannot be regarded. as unjust in any 

manner, so far as the reference to the meeting dated 

12.11.1986 in Annexure'G' is concerned we find that t1- re 

is no bar in operating the combined seniority listr does)- 
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n, render the impugned order in any way bad er defeective 

Thtj direction in respect of recruitment and posting is in 

respect of notification issued upto 31.10.1986. in the 

case of the applicants the recruitment was done prior to this 

date but :hat recruitment entitled them only to be sent 

for training and they are not vested with any right in 

getting any appointent thereafter. When the question 

of posting came up, this was with reference to vacancies 

which arose after the said dated 	31.10.1986 in respect 

of which if any notification has to be issued, it will 

have to be subseuuent to this date and in terms of the 

decision there is no bar in operating decision in the 

Annexure 'F' which has been impugned or of the combined 

seniority list dated 7.12.87. We, therefore, find that 

the petition has no merit and is rejected. No order as 

to costs. 
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