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7\5‘\ ~- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

N AHMEDABAD BENCH
N SU/
\\/ /
O.A. No. 196/ 199 ©1
TAC N
\ DATE OF DECISION 25-6-1991
Shri Punjabhai S, Parmar Petitioner
Mr. B.B. Gogia Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
Unioﬁ of .India. & Ors. Respondent

Mr. N.3, Shevde Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM :
. The Hon'ble Mr. M.M. Singh : Administrative Member
The Hon'ble Mr. R.C. Bhatt : Judicial Member

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? ;’LT
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? N
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? &

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal. =3
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Shri Punjabhai S.Parmarc
Telecom Inspector Gr.II,
Office of CICI (Const.)
Western Railway,
Ahmedabad.

(Advocates Mr.B.B.Gogia)
vVersus

1. Union of India
Throughs
General Manager,
Western Railway,
Churchgate, Bombay.

(1]

Applicant

2. Chief Ssignal & Telecomuun-

ication Lngineer,
Western Railway,
Churchgate, Bombay.

3. Chief Communication Engineer,

Western Railway,
Churchgate,
Bombay

4, Shri A.K.Gupta,
Telecom. Inspector Gr.II

Office of the Western Railway,

Baroda Division,

C/0«DeRelM., Western Railway,

Barodae.

(Advocate: Mr.N.S.Shevde)

DRAL ORDETR

: Respondents

Dt: 25.6,91

OeAe/196/91

Per; Hon'ble Mr. MeMeSingh

: Administrative Member

1. This Original Application has been filed under Section

19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 by the applicant

who is working as Telecom In
came to figure as last name
3.9.1990 (Annexure A/3) and
by letter dated 11/12-10-90
grounds mentioned in that le

deletion of his name from th

2. The grounds canvassed

spector Grade II and whose name
1 /;n;n,v«« G{—u&% .
in the provisional panel;date
~—
later his name came to be deleted
(Annexure A/5) for the reasons and
tter. The applicant questions the

e provisional panel.

in support of the application

Wol W
consist of : (1) that the eisim has been deleted by an officer

A

. Y
o el pageof—o
who/rank equal to the office

We notice that the panel dat

There is no mention in the b

tr o

r who had promulgated the panel.
ed 3.9.90 is signed for CC E (E).

ody of the letter dated 3.9.90 that

the same has been promulgated by the approval of any officere
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Hence the argument that the panel was promulgated under
approval of CC £ (E) has no substance in the record.
The panel order correcting the panel is issued for C8TE (&)
and it clearly mentions that the orderhas the approval
of CSTE.{(E).It is the contention of the learned counsel for
the applicant that the CSTE (E), CC £ (E) are officers of
equivalent rank. Such averments-apé%axed in the application
owe Mk it s L

L 49% the pay and scaled . (2) The second argument canvassed
is that the correction was made without providing any
opportunity to the applicant to represent against the
correction., We notice that the pansl promulgated dated
3.9.1990 is provisionak. and subject to the finalisation of
the Courtt cases pending in the Supreme Court and various
Cea.Ts. in connection with xkem SC and ST employees. The
correction is also provisional as stated in the letter
11/42~-10-1990. When the original panel as well as the
coLEection are provisional, there is no gquestion of the
applicant developing any vested interest to appear in the
panel, and correction can be made without giving any opportu-
nity to the applicant to be heard. No civil right of the

voelaGoa 7
applicant has been fited by the correction, (3) There is
no proper assessment of vacancies. It is clear from the
panel dated 3,9.1990 that the nunber of vacancies has not
been stated in it. The information with regard to number
of vacancies to be taken into consideration and number of
candidates to be considered looking to the _number of
vacancies has to figure in the proceedings 0f the DeP.C.
lewi Vvuantgs

When nn_v§fg§éi§18’i?as been disclosed obviously and
argument to say that the vacancies have not been assessed

correctly will be without any substance.
t‘)"»ﬂw H
s However, it has te—Pe brought to our notice that

Annexure A/1 dated 23.3.1990 in its the. first sentence

mentions that "It is proposed to hold a selection for
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forming a panel of 34 employees suitable for promotion
to the post of Telecom." . Hdwever, the argument of the

learned counsel for the applicant is that this does not
Ny £ Y
say the(vacancg&es-

4, In view of the above, we do not feel that this
M

matter deserves £oT further consideration. The application

is hereby rejected.

1\%1~'L/ H W ,C\A-/v*

(R.C.Bhatt) (MeMeSingh)
Judicial Member Administrative Member




