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APPLICATION WOS, 	144 	16588F 

	

ppJante 	 fteRendents 

Shri N. Raghavandra & 21 Ore 	V/s 	The Secretary, 11/a Communications, 	S  
New Delhl&4 Ore 

to 

1, Shri N. Raghavendra. 	 7• 

Assistant Engineer 	 Assistant Director 

Rural SOuth 	 Office of the General 11eneger 

Bangalore Telecom 	 Telecommunication. 

Bangalore 560 020 	 Bangalore - 560 009 

Shri K. Pamaiah 	 8, Shri Noeynaswamy 
Assistant tnginger 	 Directory Officer 

CC 

	

, 	 City Telephone Exchange Building 

Bangalore - 560 027 	 Bangalore 

Shri Abdur Peshsed 	 9, Shri U.S. Nagaraju 

Assistant Director 	 Assistant Engineer (Cables) 

	

?fice of the General flanager 	 Lehmiure 

Telecommunjcatjoos 	 ryorw 

Bangalore - 560009 
Shri K. Shivaawamy 

4, Shri K.S. Nagsraja 	 Assistant Engineer 

Assistant Engineer 	 Telephone Exchange 

Telephone Exchange 	 Shimoga 

Nysore 
Shri D.N. Rangeewamy 

5. Shri V.S. Kulkarni 	 Assistant Engineer 

Assistant Engineer 	 reult Control(Coaxial) 

Telephone Exchange 	 Telecom Building 

Belgaum 	 8angalor. 

6. Shri R. Nerayèna Rao 	 12. Shri B.S. Jayashankarasweviy 

Assistant Engineer 	 S.O.O. Telegraphs 

Rural, North Telócom Diet, 	 C.K.G. Division 	 S  
Bangalore 	••• Mudigere 

. 	 Karnateke 	. 
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13. Shri G. Padmenabha Kande 
SDO (Phones) 
Uthpi 

14, Shri R.G. Nanjundoewamy 
Aestistant Engineer 
Office of the General Manager 
Telephones, OG TO 
0argalere - 560 009 

Shri D.S. Nagendra 
SDO (Phones) 
Shimoga 

Shii Venugopale 

Shri M.V.R. Sharea 

(SlNos 16417- 

C/a Shri S. Rangenatha Jots 
Advocate 
3619  'Vagdavi' 
Shankarapurea 
EJangelcrs - 560 004) 

10. Shri R.R. Joshi 
5.0.0. (Telegraphs) 
Ranebennur 
Oharwad Diatict 

Shri M.N. krishnaeurthy 
Assistant Engineer (Trunks) 
Tle phone Exchange 
Mys ore 

ShriB. Anenthariamu 
Assistant Engineer (I) 
01fic. of the General Manager 
Telephones 
8ngalore - 560 009  

Shri N.R. Ha umantha Rae 
Assistant 0 racor 
0ffi*e of,  tte General Manager 
Telecom, Kanattaka Circle 
Bangalere - 55 009 

22, Shri A.$. Pk4taiik 
Assistant Ecgirteer 
Tilephone E8change 
Ralgeum 

Shri S. Ranantha 3oie 
Advocate 
36 'Vagdevi , Shankarapuree 
Bangalorc - 560 004 

The Secretaty 
Ministry of Communications 
'Sancher 0hvan' 9  New Delhi - I 

The Chains 
Tale commun iati one Beard 
Sanchar Bhaan, New Delhi - I 

TheDiractcr General 
Department of telecommunications 
STG II SeCtion, Sancher Rhavan 
New Delhi I 

Shri P,N, Lal 
Staff No, 1,035, Assistant Engineer 
RRDC-Prasa Nfgar 
CTO, New Delhi 

20. Shri Srijohan 
Staff No, 6861, Assistant Engineer 
(Computers 
C/o The Ditrict Manager 
Telephones 
Luckñow - 26001 (u.P.) 

29. Shri N. Vaudève Rao 
central Gott,tStng Counsel 
Hi9h Courtt Bu.lding 
Bangalore 560 001 

Subject $ SENDINGQfJES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER peseed 

in the above said applications on 29-9-88. 

H 
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ASECTPFFICER 
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this Tribunal 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL BANCALORE 

DATED THIS THE 29TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER ,1988 

PRESENT: 
-A 

Hon'ble Mr.Justice K.S.Puttaswamy, 	.. Vice-Chairman. 

And: 

Hon'ble Mr.L.H.A.Rego, 	 S 	 .. Member(A). 

APPLICATIONS NUMBERS 144 TO 165 OF 1988 

N.Raghavendra, 	- 
Aged 43 years, S/o Nar&simha Murthy, 
Assistant Engineer, Rural South, 
Bangalore Telecom, Bangalore-20. 

K.Ramaiah, 
S/o Manchaiah, Aged 42 years, 
Assistant Engineer, CC II, 
City Exchange, Bangalore-560 027. 

Abdur Rasheed, 
S/o Shaik Mahaboob, Aged 49 years, 
Assistant Director, Office of. the General 
Manager, Telecom, Bangalore-9. 

K.S.Nagaraja, 
S/o K.Subbaraya, Aged 46 years, 
Asisstant Engineer, Telephone 
Exchange, Mysore. 

.5. V.B.Kulkarni, 
S/o B.K.Kulkarni, Aged 47 years, 
Assistant Engineer, Tax, Belgaum. 

R.Narayana Rao, 
S/o late K.Rarnachandraiah, 42 years, 
Assistant Engineer, Rural, North 
Telcom, District Bangalore. 

K.S.Putturaya, 
S/o K.R.Putturaya, 46 years, 
Assistant Director, Office of the 
General Manager, Telecom, 
Bangalore-9. 

Narayanaswamy, 
S/o late C.Rarnakrishnaiah, 46 years, 
Directory Officer, 
City Telephone Exchange Building, 
Bangalore. 

9. IJ.S.Nagaraju, 
S/o S.Srinivasaiah, 41 years, 
Assistant Engineer, Cables, 
Lakshmipura, Mysore. 

ll.D.N.Rangaswamy, 
S/o D.Narayana Iyengar, 
Aged 44 years, Assistant Engineer, 
Fault Control,Coatial, Telcom Building, 
Bangalore. 

Applicants 
(Uontd..) 

.K.Shivaswamy, 
S/o K.Lakshmi Narasimha Shastry, 43 years, 
Assistant, Engineer, Telephone Exchange, 
Shimoga. 
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12.B S,Jayashankaraswamy, 

Sf6 IáteB.LSiddappa, Aged 44 years, 
SDO Telegraphs, Mudigere, 	: 
C.i(.G.Division, Karnataka. 

I 3.G.Padmanabha }lande, 
S/o.Narayana Hande, Aged 43 years, 
SDO Phones,Udupi. 

14. M.G.Nanjundaswamy, 
I S/o M.Gundalah, 52 years, 

Assistant Engineer, Office of the 
General Manager, Telephone, BC TD,Bangalore. 

15.D.S.Nagendra, 
S/o D.R.Suryanarayana Iyer, 
Aged 47 years, S.D.O Phones, Shimoga. 

16. Venugopala 
S/o C.Keshavamurthy, 
43 years, SDOP(II), Mysore. 

b.M.V.R.Sharma, 
S/o M.Venkaramaiah, Aged 49 years, 
Assistant Engineer, M.W.Mangalore. 

j8.R.R.Joshi, 
S/o R.C.Joshi, Aged 43 years, 
S.D.O, Telegraphs,Ranebennur. 

19.M.N.Krishnamurthy, 
S/o M.R.Narasimhaiah, Aged 52 years, 
Assistant Engineer, Trunks, 
Telephone Exchange,Mysore. 

20. B.Anantharamu, 
S/o K.Byataraya, Aged 54 years, 
Assistant Engineer (I) Office of the 
General Manager, Telephone, Bangaiore-9. 

21 .M.R .Hanumantha Rao, 
S/o M.S.Ramachandra Rao, 
Aged about 44 years, Assistant Director, 
Office of the General Manager, 
Telecom, Karnataka Circle, Bangalore-9'. 

.A.B.Mutalik, 
S/o B.C.Mutalik, Aged 50 years, 
Assistant Engineer ,Telephone Exchange, 
Belgaum. 

Applicatipns Nos. 144 
(By Sri S.Ranganath Jois,Advocate) 

V. 

iL The Union of India 	- 
represented by its Secretary, Ministry of 
Communications, 'Sanchar Bhavan', New Delhi-i. 

2 The Telecommunication Board, 
represented by its Chairman, 
'Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi-i. 

3. The Director General, 
Department of Telecommunications, STG II Section, 
'Sanchar Bhavan', New Deihi-l. 

P.N.Lal, 
Major, Staff No.7035, Assistant Engineer, 
RRDC-Prasgad Nagar, CTO,New Delhi. 

Brij Mohan, 
Major, Staff No.6861, Assistant Engineer, 
(Computers) C/o The Dit-rict 1anager, 
Telephones, Lucknow 226 001. 

	

(By Sr 	.Vasudeva Rao, ACGSC) 

iicants in 
5 of 1988. 

Respondents. 
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These applications having co up for hearing this day, lion'ble 
r 	Vice-Chairman made the followin

ji 
 

..... ............. .....
•'••• 

ORDER 

are 
These/ applications made by the applicants under Section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 ('the Act'). 

All the 22 applicants and respondents 4 and 5 before us who 

started their career on different dates were working as 'Junior 

Engineers' .('JEs') in the Department of Tele-comrnunication, Government 

of India. 

Prior to 1981 and at any rate as on 11-5-1981 which date 

is crucial, the applicants in Applications Nos. 144 to 160 of 1988 

claim that they are senior to respondents 4 and 5 and applicants 

in Applications Nos. 161 to 165 of 1988 claim that they are senior 

to respondent-4. We are also informed that in that very cadre as 

on 11-5-1981, atleast another 3000 were senior to respondents 4 and 

Be this as may, under the Telegraph Engineering Service (Class-

II) Recruitment Rules,1966 ('Rules') made under the proviso to Article 

309 of the Constitution, applicants in Applications Nos. 144 to 164 

of 1988 were all promoted as Assistant Engineers ('AEs') in 1979, 

1980 and 1981 and the applicant in Application No.165 of 1988 was 

so promoted from 25-4-1984. On the dates the applicants were so 

promoted respondents 4 and 5 had not been promoted as AEs. 

On their non-promotion as on 11-5-1981 or so, respondents 

4 and 5 approached the High Court of Judicature, Allahabad sitting 

at Lucknow ('High Court') in Writ Petitions Nos. 2739 and 3652 of 

1981 without impleading the applicants but impleading Sriyuths S.K.Sud 

H 	 S.K.Gupta and Raghubir Singh as respondents 4 to 6 besides the Union 

NC India and its subordinates as respondents 1 to 3 for appropriate 

/( J 
( 	J 	r'iefs. On 20-2-1985 the High Court allowed these writ petitions 

a?nff 	that the petitioners be promoted from the dates their 
ii 

Vol  iu,4'ors were so promoted as AEs. Against this. order, the Union of 
P 	 - 'iidia and its subordinates approached the Supreme Court in Special 

H Leave Petitions Nos. 3384 to 3386 of 1986, which were dismissed on, 

8-4-1986 .yjth 	-- f3ton of the 	order 	of 	the Hi2h 	Court,' 



H 

which is not material for these cases. 	. 

•• E'.ri8ently in implementation of the orders of the High  Court 

and the Supreme Court in favour of respondents 4 and 5, Government 

in its letter No.232-10/81-.STG-II dated 10-12-196 (Anneuxre-K) 

addressed to the General Manager, Telecom, Training Centre, Jabalpur 

('CM') informed him to give notional promotion to r 1  spondent-5 from 

10-6-1977 on which date his immediate junior had ben promoted as 

AE 	and ref ix his seniority in that cadre in betwen Sri K.Surya- 

narayana and Sri K.Appalacharyalu. On that very da3, Government 

must have made a similar communication in favour of respondent-4 

also on the basis of which he would secure a rank in the cadre in 

between R.S.Deshpande and Vishwanath Pradhan, who wee ranked at 

Sl.Nos.1102 and 1103 in the 'List of Officers of tle Department of 

Tele-Communications, Ministry of Communications, cor eced upto 1st 

February,1985' called the 'Blue Book', which term we will use here-

after. On this, respondents 4 and 5, who were far far juniors to 

the applicants in the cadre of AEs overnight had bec 

by a myraid of places. 

On making full inquiries from all sources 

and onwards, the applicants by separate but identical 

made before the Director General, Tele-Communica 

('DG1') through proper channel prayed him to give t 

promotions with all monetary reliefs and treat th 

respondents 4 and 5. This, however was not acceth 

even to this day. Hence, these applications under 

us for those reliefs reiterating their case in their 

made to the DGTC. 

On admitting these cases, time was grant 

their senior 

from 17-3-1987 

representations 

New Delhi 

m retrospective 

a seniors to 

to or rejected 

the Act before 

representations 

to respondents 

1 to 3 	for their reply more than once. 	When thes cases came up 

on 9-8-1988, these respondents did not fi1e 	their eply and sought 

for time and overruling the objections of the applic4nts, we granted 

them time till 27-9-1988 for their reply and argumen s. Accordingly 



. 	 • 	 ' -, 	 - 	- - 
these cases were posted to 27-9-1988 for hearing on merits. 

- 8. When these cases were called on 27-9-1988, in the first round, 

Sri II.VasudevA Rao, learned Additional Standing Counsel for 

Central Government appearing for respondents 1 to 3, again sought.  

for 8 weeks' time to file'reply and argue the cases. We examined 

•' this request of Sri Rao,refused the same and then commenced hearing 

on that day, which continued on 28-9-1988 and to-day. On the conclu- 
I 

sion of the hearing, we have dictated this order. On all the hearing 

dates, respondents 4 and 5, who have been duly 'served have remained 

absentand. are not represented. 

We will first deal with the objection of Sri Rao on the limi-

tation urged by him. 

Sri Rao contends that these applications computing the period 

of limitation from the respective dates the applicants were promoted 

and at any rate they reported for duty as AEs, were barred by time 

and calls for dismissal on that ground, without examining merits. 

10. Sri S.Ranganath Jois,learned counsel for the applicants 

- contends that the limitation for these applications should be compu-

ted from the expiry of 6 months from the date the applicants made 

their representations before the DGTC as held by us in G.K.SHENAVA 

AND OTHERS v. UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS (Applications Nos. 970 to 

981 of 1987 and connected cases decided on 26-8-1988) and that we 

should likewise hold that the present applications are in time and 

proceed to adjudicate the matter on merits. - 

When promoted as. AEs on different dates and they,. reported 

- '. 'or duty as set in their statement (Annexure-D), the applicants had 

' 
nqçg\ievance on th1': same. On those occasions, respondents 4 and 

5 }i1J1 neither been promoted nor were they ranked senior to them. 
b) 4JJ 

• 	- I 
	A4most in a trice the applicants have become junior to respondents 

5 which 	naturally jeopardise3 their career seriously on 

what they represented on 17-3-1987 and onwards but to no avail. In 

these circumstances, we cannot really reckon the period of limitation 

from the enriler promotions of the applicants as urged by Sri Rao. 
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In Shenava's case also we had occasion to deal with a some- 

	

-hat s'irnilar situation and objection 	On repelling a--similar - .Objec-, 

tion, we expressed thus:  

"As the applicants did not receive any further co unication 
for a period of six months, they approached this Tribunal, 
reckoning expiry of the period of 6 months, as th starting 
point of limitation, for their applications. .W are not 
concerned whether there4s merit or not in theirrepresen-
tation. But, nevertheless, the fact remains, that he appli-
cants had addressed representations to the GOl, to extend 
to them the benefit of the order of the Calcutta H.gh Court, 
in Subimal Roy's case and that these representtions had 
been entertained by the GOl. When once these representa-
tions had been entertained by the COl rightly oi wrongly, 
the applicants can undoubtedly, invoke the provilsions  of 
section 21(1)(b) of the Act and approach this1  Tribunal 
on expiry of the period referred to in that secton. This 
is what they have done. If that is so, then it follows, 
that these applications are in time." 

these principles which are apposite, these applications without 
any doubt are in time. We, therefore, overrule the pretliminary objec-
-tion of Sri Rao and proceed to examine the merits. 

Sri Jois contends that on the terms of park 206 of the P 
& T Manual and the principles enunciated by the High Court of Allaha-
bad, in PARMANAND LAL AND ANOTHER V. UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS (Writ 

Petitions Nos. 2739 • and 3652 of 1981 decided on 202i.1985)  affirmed 

to by the Supreme Court, the applicants were entitled to retrospective 

romotions as AEs from the very dates they passed the qualifying 

examination under the Ruels, with all monetary benfits as done to 

respondents 4 and 5- and so done, they should be ra ked senior to 

kespondents 4 and 5. In support of his contention, Sri Jois strongly 

r

elies on the rulings of the Supreme Court in INDERPAL YADAV v. STATE 

OF PUNJAB [1985 (2) SLJ 58 = 1985 SCC (L&S) 526], PIAB1AKAR RAO v. 

3TATE OF ANDFIRA PRADESH [1985 SCC (Supplementary) 430] and this Tn-

bunal in SATISH KUMAR AND OTHERS v. UPSC AND OTHERS 
[1+6  (2) CAT 47]. 

Sri Rao contends that the orders made by Gck in favour of 

respondents 4 and 5 and higher seniority accorded tothem, were not 

ependent orders made by them and they were mere implementation 

the orders of the High Court and the Supreme Coukt and that on 

nciple or authority they cannot be granted the sme, which will 

also turn topsy turvy the seniority of well-nigh thou ands, who were 

not parties to these applications. 
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15. In ordè to prper1y . appreciate the rival contentions, it 

is useful to notice the proceedings 'instituted by respondents 4 and - 
4 

5 in some detail.. 	. 	.•' 	. 	. 	 •• 

In the Blue Book in the cadre of AEs, respondents.4 and 

5 occupy rank Nos.4569 and 4741 respectively. 	 - 

On their non-promotion and the promotion of their three 

juniors arrayed as respondents 4 to 6 as AEs as on J1-5-1981, respon-

dents 4 and 5 approached the High Court in Writ Petitions Nos. 2739 

and 3652 of 1981 challenging the promotions0  of their juniors and 

for a mandamus to promote them, which was resisted by the Union of 

India and its subordinates. On 20-2-1985 the High Court allowed 

them inter alia expressing thus: 

"In view of what has been stated above, it seems that 
without any reason or rhyme the petitioners were passed 
over and they were deprived of their promotion, may it 
be because the officers on the local level never liked 
that the petitioners may be promoted. Even while making 
local adjustment they were passed over and their juniors 
were promoted and neither the rule of seniority nor merit 
was given due consideration in making promotion and by 
passing the petitioner. The 'stand of the department in 
these writ petitions is contradictory, incoherent and in- 
consistent. It is very sad state of affairs that the Govern-
ment officers act in such a manner which bring the Govern-
ment in disrepute and involves it in various litigations. 
The writ petitions thus deserve to be allowed. 

The writ petitions are allowed with costs and mandamus 
is issued directing the opposite parties that both the 
petitioners may be promoted with effect from the date prior 
to a date of promotion of any person who passed the depart-
mental examination subsequent to them and adjust their 
seniority accordingly and pay them salary and allowances 
accordingly with effect from the said date." 

This order was challenged by the Union of India in Special Leave 

Petitions Nos. 3384-86/86 before the Supreme Court which disposed 

of'them on 8-4-1986 (Annexure-A) in these words: 

, 	 "Special Leave Petition is dismissed on merits. In 
ithe facts, and circumstances' of the present case, we are 

inclined to interfere with the judgment of the High 
durt except to a limited extent. We modify the direction 

"•madeby the HighCourt requiring the petitioners to deposit 
a sum of Rs.79,100-50p. for payment to respondent No.1 
Parmanand Lal, alleged, to be due towards arrears of h:'is 

- 

	

	salary. We direct instead that the petitioners shall 
deposit half the amount for payment to respondent-i as 
arrears of his salary within one month from to-day, subject 
to adjustment." 
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This is how the Court proceedings in favour of respondents 4 and*,  

:5 ended. 	 . 
'I... 	

. . 	..- 	.. 

18. In implementation of the aforesaid orders Government on 

10-2-1986(Annexure--K) directed the CMTC thus: 

"No. 232-lO/81-STG-II 
Government of India 

Ministry of Communications 
/ 	Department of Telecommunications 

Dated New Delhi the lOt 
To 

The General Manager 
Telecom, Training Centre ,Jabalpur. 

Sub: Fixation of seniority in TES group-B - 
the case of Sri Brij Mohan, AE TTC Jaba 

Sir, 

- I am directed to refek to your letter No.TC/O/3730 
/11/60 dated 2-7-1986 regarding judgment of the Allahabad 
High Court at Lucknow 1n the above mentioned cse and to 
say that the seniority of Sri Brij Mohan on his regular 
promotion to TES Group-B has been fixed above Si K.Surya-
.narayana and below Sri K.Appalacharyalu. Yot are also 
requested to refix his pay by granting him notinal promo-
tion from the date of promotion of his immedate junior 
was promoted under this office Memo No.233/26/77-STG.II 
dated 10-6-1977. The officer may be informed suitbly. 

Yoursfaithfully, 

Sd/-R.R.Koley, 
Assistant Director Geneal (DOT)." 

On the basis of this order, which itself is based o the orders of 

the High Court and Supreme Court, the applicants ha'e founded their 

claims before us. 

19. Ignoring the language and all refinements, without any doubt, 

the applicants are claiming seniority over respondents 4 and 5, who 

overnight have gone above them and thousands of tiheir colleagues 

who are not parties before us and who were not also parties before 

tile High Court and the Supreme Court. 

20. The fact that respondents 4 and 5 are parties to these appli-

cations does not mean that all others who are between them and the 

'applicants are also parties before us. We need hardly say that they 

are all necessary parties. In their ..........., we cannot grant the 

relief sought, even assuming that the same is well founded. We are 

of the view that this jonclusion which is too obvious and well settled 

Dec., 1986 

pur. 
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cannor be held differently on the sentences occurring in the ruling 

of the Supreme Court in Inderpa]. Yadav's case as urged by Sri Jois. 

On this conclusion itself, we must throw out these applications with. 

out examining all 	other 	questions. 	But, 	we do not propose to do 

so and proceed to examine the contention. 

21. Sri Jois was at pains in telling us that the applicants 

who are snior to respondents 4 and 5 were claiming the verybenef its 

accorded to them by the Courts and Government. When this is closely 

analysed, the applicants claim xj the benefit of a Court decree or 

order in favour of another person in service on the sole ground that 

they are also in service in the same cadre and they were once senior 

to those who approached the Courts and got orders in their favour 

from Court. We are of the view, that this claim 	legal premise 

is not at all sound and convincing. We know no legal principle or 

authority that supports such a claim. We even shudder at the conse-

quences of accepting such a. .wild claim. We are of the view that 

the true ratio in the rulings of the Supreme Court in Inderpal Yadav's 

Prabhakar Rao's and this Tribunal in Satish Kumar's cases do not 

support this extreme contention of the applicants. 

22. We cannot and do not sit in judgment on the orders of the 

High Court and the Supreme Court in favour of respondents 4 and 5. 

The order of Government only implements the otders of the Courts 

that had become final and binding on them. If we cannot examine 

the orders of the Courts, then we cannot also examine the consequen-

- tial orders of Government. On this view also, we cannot uphold the 

'\iims of the applicants. 

Li  
23. We are conscious that grave injustice had been caused to 

applicants and thousands of seniors in the matter of their senio- 

rity vis-a-vis respondents 4 and 5. But, as pointed out by the 

Supreme Court in SHIVDEO SINGI! v. STATE OF PUNJAB (AIR 1963 SC 1909) 

that injustice had to be remedied by other forums and not by us. 

We cannot on any score remedy the same. 
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24 	On the foregoing discussion, we hold that thes applications 

ae 	liable 	to 	be 	dismissed... 	We, 'therefore, dismiss them with no 

order as to costs. 

VICE-CHAIRMANar I 

	
MMBE1A57 

j.c 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
8ANCALORE BENCH - 

Commercial Complox(BDA) 
Indiranagar 
Barigalore -. 560,038 

Dated: 	12 OCT 1988 

H 	 To 

Shri Sanjeev Malhtrá 	. 	. 	. 5. 	11/5 All India Reporter 

All' India Law Journal 	 , Corigressnagar 

Hakikat Nagar, Ma]. Road 	. 	. Nagpur 

New, Delhi - 11.0 009 . 	. 

Administrative Tribunal Reporter 
Post Box No. 1518 
Delhi - 110 006 	. 	. 	. . 

The Editor 
Administrative Tribunal Cases 
C/o Eastern Book Co. 	 . . 

34i 	Lal Bagh-'. 	. 

Luckriow - 226 001 	 . . 

& 	The Editor 	 , 
Administrative Tribunal Law Time1s . 

5335, Jawahar'Nagar 	. . 

('Kolhapur'Road) 	 •. . 

Delhi-. 110 007 	 . 	. 

Sir,  

I am directed to forward herewith a copy of the under mentioned 

order passed by a Bench of this Tribunal comprising of 	Hon 'ble 

Mr. 	Nwtice K.S. Puttaswamy 	' . - Vice—Chairrnan/ 

and 	Hon'ble Mr. 	L&,H*Ao Rego. 	, 'Member (A) tirith a 

request forpublicatior, oethe Order in the journals. 

• . 	
dated 	29-9— pased in A.Nos 	144 to'165/8$(F). 

• Ydrs faithfufly, 
Yf 

(13. V. 	TA_ REDDY 
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Copy with enclosures f'oruarded for information to: 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Principal Bench, 
Faridkot House, Copernicus Marg, Now Delhi - 110 001 

Tha Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal9 Tamil Nadu Text 
Book Society Building, D.P.I. Compounds, Nungambakkam, Madras— 600 006. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, C.G.O. Complex, 
234/4, AJC Bose Road, Nizam Palace, Calcutta - 700 020. 

The Registrar, Central r\dministative Tribunal, CGO Complex (CBD), 
tst. Floor, Nar Konkon Ohavan, New Bombay - 400'614. 

The Registrar9 Central Administrative Trjbunal9 23—A, Post Bag No. 013, 
Thorn HilJ. Road, Allahabad - 211 001.. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, S.C.0. 102/103, 
Sector 34—A, Chandigarh.. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Rajgarh Road, 
Off Shillong Road, Cuwahati - 781 005. 

B. The Registrar, Central Administrative Ttbunal, Kandarnkulathij. Towars, 
5th & 6th Floors, Opp. 11aharaja. College, M.C. Road, Ernakulam, 
Cochin - 682 001, 	 . 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, CARAt/S Complex9 
15 Civil Lines, Jabalpur.([IP). 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribuia1,.88—A 8.11. Enterprised, 
Shri Krishna Nagar,Patna - I (Oihar). 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, C/o Rájasthan High -Court, Jodhpur (Rjasthan). 

12, The Rogistrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, New Insuranca Building 
CornDle, Eth Floor, Tilak Road, Hyderabad. 

i3. The Regitrár, Central Administrative Tribunal, Navr8ngpura, 
Near Sardar Patel CQlony, Usmanapura, Ahmedabad (Gujarat). 

S 

14. .The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Dalarnundaj, 
Cuttak - 753....001 (Orissa). - 

Copy with- eclosUre aisoo g -- 	 - 

Court Officer (Court I) 	 . 

Court Officer (Court II) 	. 	 . 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE 

I) 	 DATED THIS THE 29TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER,1988 

PRESENT: 

Hon'ble Mr.Justice K.S.Puttaswamy, 	.. Vice-Chairman. 

And: 

Hon'ble Nr.L.H.A.Rego, 	 .. Member(A). 

APPLICATIONS NUMBERS 144 TO 165 OF 1988 

N.Raghavendra, 
Aged 43 years, S/o Narasimha Murthy, 
Assistant Engineer, Rural South, 
Bangalore Telecom, Bangalore-20. 

K.Ramaiah, 
S/o Nanchaiah, Aged 42 years, 
Assistant Engineer, CC II, 
City Exchange, Bangalore-560 027. 

Abdur Rasheed, 
S/o Shaik Mahaboob, Aged 49 years, 
Assistant Director, Office of the General 
Manager, Telecom, Bangalore-9. 

K.S.Nagaraja, 
S/o K.Subbaraya, Aged 46 years, 
Asisstant Engineer, Telephone 
Exchange, Mysore. 

V.B.Kulkarni, 
S/o B.K.Kulkarni,• Aged 47 years, 
Assistant Engineer, Tax, Belgaum. 

R.Narayana Rao, 
S/o late K.Ramachandraiah, 42 years, 
Assistant Engineer, Rural, North 
Telcom, District Bangalore. 

K.S.Putturaya, 
S/o K.R.Putturaya, 46 years, 
Assistant Director, Office of the 
General Manager, Telecom, 
Ban galore-9. 

Narayanaswamy, 
S/o late C.Ramakrishnaiah, 46 years, 
Directory Officer, 
City Telephone Exchange Building, 
Bangalore. 

U.S.Nagaraju, 
S/o S.Srinivasaiah, 41 years, 
Assistant Engineer, Cables, 
Lakshmipura, Itysore. 

10.K.Shivaswamy, 
S/o K.Lakshnii Narasimha Shastry, 43 years, 
Assistant Engineer, Telephone Exchange, 
Shimoga. 

ll.D.N.Rangaswamv 
S/o D.Narayana ±yengar, 
Aged 44 years, Assistant Engineer, 
Fault Control,Cuial, Telcom Building, 
Bangalore. 

Appliant 
(Lontcl..) - 
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L)JøUUI. 

Applications Nos. 144 
(By Sri S.Ranganath Jois,Advocate) 

Applicants in 
to 165 of 1988. 

V. 

The Union of India 	- 
represented by its Secretary, Ministry of 
Communications, 'Sanchar Bhavan', New Delhi-i. 

The Telecommunication Board, 
represented by its Chairman, 
'Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi-i. 

The Director General, 
Department of Telecommunications, STO II Section, 
'Sanchar Bhavan', New Delhi-i. 

P.N.Lal, 
Major, Staff No.7035, Assistant Engineer, 
RRDC-Prasgad Nagar, CTO,New Delhi. 

Brij Mohan, 
Major, Staff No.6861, Assistant Engineer.  
(Computers) C/o The District Manager, 
Telephones, Lucknow 226 001. 

(By Sri M.Vasudeva Rao, ACCSC) 
Respondents. 
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These applications havingcome tip' for''heating this day, Hon'.ble 
Vice-Chairman made the following: 

ORDER 

These/applications made by the applicants under Section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 ('the Act'). 

All the 22 applicants and respondents 4 and 5 before us who 

started their career on different dates were working as 'Junior 

Engineers'•('JEs') in the Department of Tele-communication, Government 

of India. 

Prior to 1981 and at any rate as on 11-5-1981 which date 

is crucial, the applicants in Applications Nos. 144 to 160 of 1988 

claim that they are senior to respondents 4 and 5 and applicants 

in Applications Nos. 161 to 165 of 1988 claim that they are senior 

to respondent-4. We are also informed that in that very cadre as 

on 11-5-1981, atleast another 3000 were senior to respondents 4 and 

Be this as may, under the Telegraph Engineering Service (Class-

II) Recruitment Rules,1966 ('Rules') made under the proviso to Article 

309 of the Constitution, applicants in Applications Nbs. 144 to 164 

of 1988 were all promoted as Assistant Engineers' ('AEs') in 1979, 

1980 and 1981 and the applicant in Application No.165 of 1988 was 

so promoted from 25-4-1984. On the dates, the applicants were so 

promoted respondents 4 and 5 had not been promoted as AEs. 

On their non-promotion as on 11-5-1981 or so, respondents 

4 and 5 approached the High Court of Judicature, Allahabad sitting 

at Lucknow ('High Court') in Writ Petitions Nos. 2739 and 3652 of 

1981 without impleading the applicants but impleading Sriyuths S.K.Sud 

S.K.Cupta and Raghubir Singh as respondents 4 to 6 besides the Union 

of India and its subordinates as respondents 1 to 3 for appropriate 

reliefs. On 20-2-1985 the High Court allowed these writ petitions 

and directed that the petitioners be promoted from the' dates their 

juniors were so promoted as AEs. Against this order, the Union of 

India and its subordinates approached the Supreme Court in' Special 

Leave Petitions Nos. 3384 to 3386 of 1986, which were dismissed on 

8-4-1986 with some modifiçtion . of thp or4,er of t;hp HIQh çpurt. 



which is not material for these cases. 
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and' the Supreme Court in favour of respondents 4 an5, Government 

in its letter. No.232-10/81-STG-II dated 10-12-198 (Anneuxre-K) 

addressed to the General Manager, Telecom, Training Centre, Jabalpur 

('GM') informed him to give notional promotion to res ondent-5 from 

19-6-1977 on which date his immediate junior had been promoted as 

AE and refix his seniority in that cadre in between Sri K.Surya-

narayana and Sri K.Appalacharyalu. On that very day, Government 

xmist have made a similar communication in favour of respondent-4 

also on the basis of which he would secure a rank in the cadre in 

btween R.S.Deshpande and Vishwanath Pradhan, who we e ranked at 

S]i.Nos.1102 and.. 1103 in the 'List of Officers of the epartment of 

Tele-Communications, Ministry of Communications, correc ed upto 1st 

Feruary,1985' called the 'Blue Book', which term we w11 use here-

after. On this, respondents 4 and 5, who were far fa juniors to 

the applicants in the cadre of AEs overnight had become their senior 

by a myraid of places. 

On making full inquiries from all sources fr m 17-3-4987 

and onwards, the applicants by separate but identical rep esentations 

made before the Director General, Tele-Communications, New Delhi 

('DTC') through proper channel prayed him to give them r trospective 

pronotions with all monetary reliefs and treat them as seniors to 

respondents 4 and 5. This, however was not acceded to r rejected 

even to this day. Hence, these applications under the Act before 

us fr those reliefs reiterating their case in their repf sentations 

made to the DCTC. 

On admitting these cases, time was granted to espondents 

1 td 3 for their reply more than once. When these cas s came up 

on 9-8-1988, these respondents did not file4 their -rlv nd sought 

for time and overruling the objections of the applicants,qe granted 

them time till 27-9--1988 for their reply and arguments. Acordingly 
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these cases wereposted to 27-9-1988 for hearing on merits. 

' 
S. When these cases were called on 27-9-1988, in the first round, 

Sri M.'Vasudeva Rao, learned Additional Standing Counsel for 

Central Government appearing for respondents 1 to 3, again sought 

for 8 weeks' time to file' reply and argue the cases. We examined 

this request of Sri Rao,refused the same and then commenced hearing 

on that day, which continued on 28-9--1988 and to-day. On the conclu-

sion of the hearing, we have dictated this order. On all the hearing 

dates, respondents 4 and 5, who have been duly served have remained 

absent and are not represented. 

We will first deal with the objection of Sri Rao on the limi-

tation urged by him. 

Sri Rao contends that these applications computing the period 

of limitation from the respective dates the applicants were promoted 

and at any rate they reported for duty as AEs, were barred by time 

andcalls for dismissal on that ground, without examining, merits. 

10. Sri S.Ranganath Jois,learned counsel for the applicants 

contends that the limitation for these applications should be compu-

ted from the expiry of 6 months from the date the applicants made 

their representations before the DGTC as held by us in C.K.SHENAVA 

AND OTHERS v. UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS (Applications Nos. 970  to 

981 of 1987 and connected cases decided on 26-8-1988) and that we 

should likewise hold that the present applications are in time and 

proceed to adjudicate the matter on merits. 

When promoted as. AEs on different dates and they reported 

for duty as set in-their statement (Annexure-D), the applicants had 

no 'grievance on theif. same. On those occasions, respondents 4 and 

5 had neither been promoted nor were they ranked senior to them. 

Almost in a trice the applicants have become junior to respondents 

4 and 5 which 	naturally jeopardise.s their career seriously on 

what they represented on 17-3-1987 and onwards but to no avail. In 

these circumstances, we cannot really reckon the period of limitation 

from the earlier promotions of the applicants as urged by Sri Rao. 
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In Shenava's case also we had occasion to de 1 1with a 'so me-

hat similar situation and objection On repelling a similar objec-

tion, we expressed thus:  

"As the applicants did not receive any further comOunication 
for a period of six months, they approached this Tribuna1-, 
reckoning expiry of the period of 6 months, as the starting 
point of limitation, for their applications. W are not 
concerned whether there2is merit or not in theirrepresen-
tation. But, nevertheless, the fact remains, that the appli-
cants had addressed representations to the GOl, to extend 
to them the benefit of the order of the Calcutta High Court, 
in Subimal Roy's case and that these representtions had 
been entertained •by the CCI. When once thesexepresenta-
tions had been entertained by the GOl rightly o wrongly, 
the applicants can' undoubtedly invoke the proisions of 
section 21(1)(b) of the Act and approach' this Tribunal 
on expiry of the period referred to in that section. This 
is what they have done. If that is so, then it, follows, 
that •these applications are in time." 

On these principles which are apposite, these appii ations without 
any doubt are in time. We, therefore, overrule the pr liminary objec-
tion of Sri Rao and proceed to examine the merits. 

Sri Jois contends that on the terms of par 206 of the P 
& T Manual and the principles enunciated by the High C )urt of Allaha-
bad in PARMANAND LAL AND ANOTHER v. UNION OF INDIA A ID OTHERS (Writ 

Petitions Nos. 2739 • and 3552 of 1981 decided on 20-2 .1985) affirmed 

to by the Supreme Court, the applicants were entitled t ) retrospective 

promotions as AEs from the very dates they passed the qualifying 

examination under the Ruels, with all monetary benf ts as done to 

~respondents 4 and 5 and so done, they should be r nked --senior to 

respondents 4 and 5. In support of his contention, S i Jois strongly 

relies on the rulings of the Supreme Court in INDERPA YADAV v. STATE 

OF PUNJAB [1985 (2) SLJ 58 =1985 SCC (L&S) 5261, 1 ABHAKAR RAO v. 

STATE OF ANDHRA PRADESH [1985 SCC (Supplementary) 43( I and this Tn- 

bunal in SATISH KUNAR AND OTHERS v. UPSC AND OTHERS [1 
	

(2) CAT 47]. 

Sri Rao contends that the orders made by G 
	

in favour of 

respondents 4 and 5 and higher seniority accorded t( them, were not 

independent orders made by them and they were m 

of the orders of the High Court and the Supreme 

I)rinciple or authority they cannot be granted the 

Lurn topsy turvy the seniority of well-nigh ti 

not parties to these applications. 

implementation 

t and that on 

which will 

sands, who were 
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In the Blue Book in the cadre of AEs, respondents. 4 and 

5 occupy rank Nos.4569 and 4741 respectively. 	 - 

On their non-promotion and the promotion of their three 

juniors arrayed as respondents 4 to 6 as AEs as on ]151981  respon-

dents 4 and 5 approached the High Court in Writ Petitions Nos. 2739 

and 3652 of 1981 challenging the promotions of their juniors and 

for a mandamus to promote them, which was resisted by the Union of 

India and its subordinates. On 20-2-1985 the High Court allowed 

them inter alia expressing thus: 

"In view of what has been stated above, it seems that 
without any reason or rhyme the petitioners were passed 
over and they were deprived of their promotion, may it 
be because the officers on the local level never liked 
that the petitioners may be promoted. Even while making 
local adjustment they were passed over and their juniors 
were promoted and neither the rule of seniority nor merit 
was given due consideration in making promotion and by 
passing the petitioner. The stand of the department in 
these writ petitions is contradictory, incoherent and in-
consistent. It is very sad state of affairs that the Govern-
ment officers act in such a manner which bring the Govern-
ment in disrepute and involves it in various litigations. 
The writ petitions thus deserve to be allowed. 

The writ petitions are allowed with costs and mandamus 
is issued directing the opposite parties that both the 
petitioners may be promoted with effect from the date prior 
to a date of promotion of any person who passed the depart-
mental examination subsequent to them and adjust their 
seniority accordingly and pay them salary and allowances 
accordingly with effect from the said date." 

This order was challenged by the Union of India in Special Leave 

Petitions Nos. 3384-86/86 before the Supreme Court which disposed 

- 	of them on 8-4-1986 (Annexure-A) in these words: 

!Specia1 Leave Petition is dismissed on merits. In 
the facts and circumstances of the present case, we are 
not inclined to interfere with the judgment of the High 
Court except to a limited extent. We modify the direction 
made by the HighCourt requiring the petitioners to deposit 
a sum of Rs.79,100-50p. for nayrnent to respondent No.1 

• 	 Parmanand Lal, alleged to 	. 	u.ards arrears of his 
salary.. We direct instead that the petitioners shall 
deposit half the amount for payment to respondent-1 as 
arrears of his salary within one i:onth from to-day, subject 
to adjustment." 
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Fhis is how the Court proceedings in favour of r4ondents 4 arid 
•: 

5 ended. 

18. In implementation of the aforesaid orders, Government on 

10-2-1986 (Annexure-K) directed the Gt"TFC thus: 

"No 232-1O/81-STG-II 
Government of India 

Ministry of Communications 
Department of Telecommunications 

Dated New Delhi the 10thl Dec. ,1986 
To 

The General Manager 
Telecom, Training Centre,Jabalpur.. 

Sub: Fixation of seniority in TES group-B - 
the case of Sri Brij Mohan, AE TTC Jaba.pur. 

Sir, 	 -- 	 I 
I am directed to refer to your letter No.TC/0/3730 

/11/60 dated 2-7-1986 regarding judgment of the Allahabad 
High Court at Lucknow in the above mentioned cse and to 
say that the seniority of Si Brij Mohan on his regular 
promotion to TES Group-B has been fixed above S1 K.Surya- 
narayana and below Sri K.Appalacharyalu. Yo9 are also 
requested to refix his pay by granting him notional promo-
tion from the date of promotion of his immed4ate junior 
was promoted under this office Memo No.233/2/77-STG.II 
dated 10-6-1977. The officer may be informed suitbl. 

Yours faithfully, 

Sd/-I R.R.Koley, 
Assistant Director Geneal (DOT)." 

On the basis of this order, which itself is based on the orders of 

the High Court and Supreme Court, the applicants have founded their 

claims before us. 

Ignoring the language and all refinements, without any doubt, 

the applicants are claiming seniority over respondeñ s 4 and 5, who 

overnight have gone above them and thousands of their colleagues 

who are not parties before us and who were not als? parties before 

tWe High Court and the Supreme Court. 

The fact that respondents 4 and 5 are partied to these appli-

cations does not mean that all others who are 'between them and the 

applicants are also parties before us. We need hardily say that they 

are all necessary parties. In their absence, we cannot grant the 

relief sought, even assuming that the same is well ~ounded. We are 

of the view that this conclusion which is tocr obvious and well settled 
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cannot be held differently on the sentences occurring in the, ruling 

of the Supreme Court in Inderpal Yadav's case as urged by Sri Jois. 

On this conclusion itself, we must throw out these applications with-

out examining all other questions. But, we do not propose to do 

so and proceed to examine the contention. 

21. Sri Jois was at pains in telling us that the applicants 

who are snior to respondents 4 and 5 were claiming the very,benef its 

accorded to them by the Courts and Government. When this is closely 

analysed, the applicants claim xj the benefit of a Court decree or 

order in favour of another person in service on the sole ground that 

they are also in service in the same cadre and they were once senior 

to those who approached the Courts and got orders in their favour 

from Court. We are of the view, that this claim 	legal premise 

is not at all sound and convincing. We know no legal principle or 

authority that supports such a claim. We even shudder at the conse-

quences of accepting such a wild claim. We are of the view that 

the true ratio in the rulings of the Supreme Court in Inderpal Yadav's 

Prabhakar Rao's and this Tribunal in Satish Kumar's cases do not 

support this extreme, contention of the applicants. 

We cannot and do not sit in judgment on the orders of the 

High Court and the Supreme Court in favour of respondents 4 and 5. 

The 'order of Government only implements the otders of the Courts 

that had become final and binding on them. If we cannot examine 

the orders of the Courts, then we cannot also examine the consequen-

tial orders of Government. On this view also, we cannot uphold the 

claims of the applicants. 

We are conscious that grave injustice had been caused to 

the applicants and thousands of seniors in the matter of their senio-

rity vis-a-vis respondents 4 and 5. But, as pointed out by the 

Supreme Court in SHIVDEO SINGH v. STATE OF PUNJAB (AIR 1963 SC 1909) 

that injustice had to be remedied by other forums and not by us. 

We cannot on any score remedy the same. 



-lo- 
•,- 

24. On the foregoing discussion, we hold that these applications 

a-e liable to be dismis8ed.. We, therefore, dismiss them with no 

oder as to costs. 

S4101
•. 	 • 

- 	
- VICE-CHAIRMAN 	I 	 • 	 MEMBE er 	T. va 
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Central Administrative Tribunal 

Principal Bench, New Daihi, 

Faridkot House, 
Cdpern.icus larg, New Delhj 

From: The Registrar, 
Central \dmjnjstratjve Tribunal 
Principal Bench, New Delhi. 

The Dey, Registrar, 
Central Administrative Tribunal Bangalore Bench 
Commercial complex (BDA) In.dira Nagar, 
BANGAQLo1 -560038 

MP-.1718/88 in 

Regn. No. OR O575/87 
Sli. K.K Bajaj 
a.... 	• • • • • • • • • •• . . . . . . a... • •'E** App.liccnt (a) 

Union of In&a & Ors 	Uarsus 

•.••• 	• • • a •.*** Respondent (a) 

Sir, 
I am directed to forward herewith a copy of R udg1ueift/Order 

Dt.88 	 passed by this Tribunal in the above noted 

case for information and necessary action, ã—a-ny- 	
133 

t)tf 	th 	LJçD4 

Please acknowiedge the receipt. 

Y0urs faithfully 

4Li1 

Dt.16.9.88 	-. (Anil Srivastava) 
Section Officer Judl-I 



LP No.1718/88 in 
L CA 575/87 Jba1pur Bench. 

None present. 

CA 575/87 is a case in which relief is 
clained reqardinq refixstion of seniority in the 

r'des and for consequential benefits. Several 

such petitiôrs hve been filed in different Benches 

of the C.A.T. If there were to be conflictin 
ju 	 w dcenents, preparation of a Seniority List ould 

becone ir,possih1e. This case should, therefore, 

be transferred to the Principal Bench for hearin 

alonç with CA 1599/87, CA 1673/870  CA 1671f7'79  CA ,1597/87 
and CA 1125/88 pandinc7 before the Princioal Bench 
However, since the r,atters are already pendin- in 
different Benches and are at different stres,notices 

of MAP No.1718/88 nay be issued to the parties in 

each of these cases throuh the respective Benches 

returnable on 25.11.1988 before the PrincipaLBeflC 

Pendinc disposal of this Misc.Petiticn 

the hearino of all these applications by the 

respective Benches is s-tyed. 

This order may be conunicated to the 

respective Benches forthwith. 

Call on 25.11.1988. 	/ 

K. DIiAVA/RFDDY) 
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thero ...... 	Res pondants 

Application unIer Section 25 of Ce'tral Administrative 
Trfturil Jct, 1985. 

The Union of India jrespeqtfully submit as 
under:- 	 . . . 

(1) 	That the following Original ApplicationS havebeefl 

filed before the Principal Bench which involve the Sam 

uetons of fact and law. 

. 	i) OA flo.1599 of.. 1987 by  Shri Daijit Kar, 	. . 
nd 10 others.. . 	 . . 	. 

ii) OA No.13of.1987bY Shri R,S. auari . 	
. and 10 others. 	 . 	.. . 	I  

:iii) OA No.1 671  of 1.987 by Shri Vidya 'akaSh Gupta 
and 10others. 	.. . . 	.. 	. . 	.•. 	. . . . 

iv) 	OA No.1673 Of 1987 by Shr I Rakesh SivaS tava. 
. 	•. 	. 	and 12 others. 	. • 	. 	. 	. 	. 

V) .QA No1125/88  by Shri 	Nehta. 	.. .. . 

(2) 	That in addition t theabove five Applications .fi-d-; 

in Principal Bench, many more applicationS have been riled in 

various benches of. the Tribunal of which the LtiCUar.hae 

been given ih Annexue 'A'. .. 	- 	 • . 	. 

(3) 	That aU these Application5 under Section 19 o_tb 

ct 1985 have been f3J-ed byppJi'dt3 

who are working as Assistant Engineers in TS. Group 'B' ad 

Jnior Telecom. Officers with the Department Of Telecom 

pEaying for ref'tation of seniority In ti-e grades along wtn 

other consequential benefits granted tcceain other ofiers 

similarly situatedin jjmplementatlon 0f,Judgerrlent of AUbabad 

High Court in the Writ Petition No.2739 of 1981 IV 
1d3652Qf 

1-981 f,iled by Shra P .N. Lal and Shr? Bri-j Mohazl re'pecta.1y. 
/ 

	

	 •- 
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Tha't toavOid. conflicting judgements being rendered 

in the cases pending before various benches of this Tribunal 

it jS ex:pedient in the. interest of justice that thc case • 

mnticned .in the title be ordered to be transferred to 

incipal ench,consolidated and heard together. 

ayed accordingly. 

Respondents 	 - 

Through Prana 
Central Gov rinment Counsel 
Romrn.Np.309, Lawyer's Chambers 

/1 	 Delhi High Court, New Delhi 

,/VERIFICATION • . . 	 • 

( 	 . 

 

I. Sanjaya Kumar, Dirëctor(Staff Telecom.) Depaxtment. 

of Telecommunications do hereby verify that the cOntenth. o. • • 

this Miscllaneous Application are true aS per information 

derived from official records. 

1 	
• - • 

• ( SAYA KUMAR ) 	 • I.  
Director (Staff Telecom,) 	

: 

• • 
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IN1 	IOUS BRANK 	&P!E1'TRAL ADMINISTRATISE 
L  

1. 	X --j4o2l of 1 9&8 b5r Sbrl 	. Surendrar Applicants 
rici U otIirs 	t CAT, Nw Bmbar Bench. 

c'f' 1988 by. SlwI L.B. Nachane 
and 	O Others 	M CAT, Nw 	mbay Bench. App11antS 

3. 	OA No. 23 of 198 	by Sbii. A.LK. Piflal 
18 otheis atfAT, New. BoPibay Bench. AppliCfltS 

of 1,98 by Sb±1 AM. Agresser 
5/others at CAT, 	No*' Bdmbay' Bench. Applicants 

GA No, 25 of' 1988 by Sh'i S .V • Subramariian 
and 5 othprs at' CAT, 	New Bombay Bench. Applicants 

/ 	. 
	

OA No4190 o 	1988 by Shi?S.K. Pasrioha 
/ 	 ad 9 others at.  New Bônlbay Bench. Applicants 

No.198 of 1988 by-Shri Devid.as Trimbak 
Manjrekar arid 3 others at New,  Bombay Bench. .. 	Applc-S-' 

8. 	OA No.566 of 1987 by Shri Katyani Kumar 
at CAT, Jabalpur Eench. ApplicantS 

9, 

	
OA No.567 of, 1987 by Shri S.C. Singhai App2ican S at CAT, Jabalpi 	Bench. 

10. 	OA No.568 of 1987 by Shri RC. Patel 
at cAT, Jabalpur Bencri. App1.cantS 

'OA No.569 of 1987 by. Shri I.K. Jam 	' 	. .'. 
at CAT, Jabalpur Bench. A. pliCflt$. 

12. 	OA No,570 of  1987 by Shri B.S. (Jswal 
Applicants.- ': 	'1 at CAT, Jabalpuri3ench. 	.'.. . 

1:3; 	OA No.57 ' of 1987'by_Shri. .NF..'Quaiyumi '. 	••' 
at CAT, Jabaiptu' Bench. Applicaflts 

1'. 	'OA No,575 of 1987 by Shri K.K. .ajaj  
' 	' 	at CAT, 	4rabalpur Bench. 	. 	f. 	••. 	. 	'•' AppJicar1ts:' 

OA No. 51 of 1988'b 	S'hrG.C. Gupta 	. .. 	-. 
at cAT, Jabaipt 	Bench.' 	. 	. 	. 	.. 	, App1i:canS 

OA Nc.k 9 of 1988. b 	Shri K. Rama Kutty 	' .. 	.. , 
. 	in OAT 9  Mádra 	Bench a' 	Ernakulam. 	••-• •. .ApplicaZ1tS' 

OA Nc.i++ to.165 of 1988 by' Sh..N.'RagjvSndra. 	, .-. 
and- others at CAT', Bangaloxe . 	Appl1cafl1.'. 

18 • 	OA hOG r_1 2r1-9e€-by Shri Vnkateshwara 
Sbenoi in CAT Madra 	Bench at Cochin. 	'. :.:' Appli'cants... 

OA No.K192 of 1988 by Shri M.T.R. NambiS&a1 
i.n GI2T, Uadras Bench at.Cocbin. ADpl1CafltS. 

0. No 	3)+  of 1988 by Shri Amar ICant Navik 
a:d 20 others in Allahabad Ber4I. at Lueknow. Applicants. 

I' 	.... 	eontd....j- 
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ANNEXUFE-4 

 W, NQ.1599o' 1987 by:ShrI,Daljit. Kumax 
and 10 cthrs st CAT, 	incipal Bench New Delhi. 

 OA No.1597 of 1987 by Shri R.S. Jauhari 
and. 10 otbers at CAT, Principal Berch New Delhi. 

 OA No.1671 of 1987 by Shri Vidya Prakash Gupta 
Pineip.l Bech New Delhi. ant 10 others at CAT, 	 ii 

21+. 04 No.16?3 of. 1.987 1y Shri Rkesh Srivastava 
and 12 oherc.a1 CAT, Principal Bench New Delhi. 

25. OA No.125 of 1988 by Shri K L. Mehta 
a 	Principal Bench, New Delhi. 

0.0.0.0 



CftTRAL ADMIflISThTIVE TRIBUNAL 
BAfliALORE BENCH 

N.RMA MIJRTHY, 
Section Officer (.ifl, 
D.0.A,Ns.144 to 165/68(F) 

By R PAD 

IMMEDIATE 
lInd Floor, 
Commercial Complex (BDA), 
Indira Nagar, 
Bangalore.560 038. 

Deer Shri, 1%nil Srivaotava, 

Please refer to your letter No.4254(5) dated 1.9,88 enclosing a copy 

of Order dt. 6.9.889  passed by th3 Hon'ble Chairman in I.P.No.17118/88 in 

0,A.575/87 of Jabalpur Bench - K.K.Saiaj us, UOI & or8. 

Your letter dt. 161.89 was received in this Registry only on 10th Oct'88 

A.Noa.144to 165/88 indicated at Si. fUo,17 in Annexure 'A' to the M.P.enc].oaed 

with your letter were diepased of by the flengalore Bench on 29th Sep'88; i.e. 

long before the stay order was received. Order dt, 2th Sep889  of B'lore 

Bench has been comnunicated to all concerned. A copy of the Order La enclosed 

herewith for reference, These facto may kindly be brought to the notice of 

the Hon'ble theirman, 

Please acknowledge receipt. 

By Order. 

Yours Sincerely, 

tRAMMURTHY) 

End: As above 

Shri Anil Srivestava, 
Section Officer, ludi. I, 
Central Adminietrativo Tribunal, 
Principal Bench, 
raridkot House, 
Copernicus Plarg, 
New Delhi 110 001. 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH 

• 

Faridkàt House, Copernicus Marg, 
Delh.i-110001. 

4 

7' 	 dated 20th Dec. 1988 
To,/ 	 / 

The Dy. Registrar, 
Central Aarninistrative Tribunal, 
Bangalore Bench, 
Commercial Comple (aDA), 
Indira Nagar, 
Bangalore-560 038. 

Sub: NP 1718/88 in UM 515/87 (Jabalpur 3ench) 

I am irecteo to invite your attention to this Tribunal's letter. 

of even number dt. 16/9/88 anu to say that following racors directe 

by the Hon'bie Chairman Vide his orders dt. 6/9/88 have not Araceived in 

the P'rincia. Bench for further action. at our and: 

17. QA No. 144 to 165 of 1988 by Sh. N. Raghavendra and others at 

CAT , 'Bangalore Bench. 

Since the said NP is listed before the Hob'ble Chairman on 20.1.89 

steps at your end for sending the records to the Principal Benchmay,d'e 

taken urgently. 

You are also requested to issue notice to the parties about the 

transfer of the case for hearing & disposal in the Principal Bench 	- 

for 20.1.89.. 
#L7' 

Section Officer Judl-I 

V 



c I 

"..--'- 
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CNTPAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BAtiALORE BENCH 

Not $ L No.. 144 tI 165 /ea(r) 

'p 
lind Floor, 

Commercial Complex (BDA), 
Indira Nagar, 

Bangalore.560 038. 

70 

Shri. Ani]. Sriva.tiva, 
Section Officer, 3udl—I9  
Central. Adaintetrative Tribunal, 
r.ridkot Housa, Copernicus Nsrg, 
Now lhi-.110OD1. 

Subjects— RP 1718/88 In 0* 515/87 (3.balpur Bench) - 
k.k. Bajaj V. tbion of India 4 Ore. 

..s.• 
Sir, 

I em directed to refer to your letter No. Nil dated 20.12.88 on 
the above subject, 

In this connection, please refer to this Registry letter of even 
number dated 13.10.88, In which it was intimated that A. Was. 144 to 1/88 
of this Bench were disposed of long before the stay order ad the Hon'ble Chairman 
was received hers. Postal acknowledgement was received fro, your Registry for 
the same. Copy of thu Registry letter dated 13.10.88 (with enclosure) end 
copy of the postal acknowledgement are enclosed for reedy reference. 

Rei.w Applications were also filed In this Registry In the Ipplications 
mentioned above. Copy of the order dated 12.12.88 16 RA Nos. 111 to 129/88 
(in A. Woe. 144 to 147, 149 to 1599  161 to 164/88) 14 also enclosed. 

In view of the position explained above, notices are not being lesued 
to the parties regarding transfer of the case. If you still require the ftcordeg  
the saw shall be sent on hearing from you. 

Pease acknowledge receipt. 

Your. faithfully, 

C/C_ fRAMArnJRmW) 
Section Officer (3udl TI) 

£ncle s As stated. 

-' 9Q 

M 

i\ \ 	 •. 
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*:. 	 CflTRAL' 'ADNIMISTRATIVE TRDUItAL 	 Oy PPAD . 	J •' 	
BAPtALORE BEflCH 	 IMMEMATE 

lind Floor, 
N.R1.MA :MURTHY, 	 Commercial Complex (BDA)I  

Sectien Officer (.I!), 	 Indira Nagar, 
Banga lore. b60 038. 

D.O.A.Nss.144 t. 165/60(t) 

Dear Shri, Anil Srivstava, 

Please refer tayour latter No.4254(5) dated 16.9.88 enclosing a copy 

'of Order 

dt. 6;aba1
pur9.88, passed by the l4on'blo Chairman in LP.No.1?18/88 in 

0.A.575/87 of 	Bench 	K.K.Bajaj vs. hO! & are. 

Your letter cit. 116.1.89 was received in this Registry only on 10th Oct'881  

A.N08.1144to 165/88 indicated at Si. No.17 in Annaxure 'A' to the 'N.P.encloeed 

with your latter wer disposed at by the Bengalore Bench on 29th Sep'88; is. 

longbefre the' stay order was received. Order cit. 2th Sop'88#  of e'loie 

Bench has been sonnunicated to all concrrned. A copy of the Order is enclosed 

herewith' for referene. These facts may kindly be brought to the notice 'of 

the Hcn'ble CheirmanJ 

Please acknowledge receipt. 

By Order, 

Yours Sincerely, 

(tfRAMAfquRTHY). 

tnclê As above 

Shr,i Anil Srivastava, 
Section Officer, Judi, I, 
Central Administrative Tribunal, 
prinpipal Bench, 
aridkot House, 

'Copernicus Rarg, 
New Delhi 1110 001. 
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CENTRAL ADPINISTRATIIE TRIBUNAL 

.BANGALORC . . 
. 	

I 	DATED THIS THE 12TH DAY or DECEMBER, 1988 

HOflt.blB Shri Justice 	K.S. Püttasuamy, Vice—Chairman 
and 

j. 	 Pxesent.1 	
Hon'ble Shri.L.H.A. Rego, Member (A) 

REV IEU APPLICATION NOS.. 111 10 12911988 

 Shri N. Raghavendra, 
Asst. Engineer, 
Rural South, 
Bt lore Telecom, 
Banalore. 

 Shri 	K. Ramaiah, 	. 
Asst. Engineer, 
CC 	IL, City Exchange, 
Banalore. 	 . . 

3..ShriAbdur Rasheeci, S  

Asst.Director, 
0/0! the General Manager, 
Te)Jecommunications, 
Bargalore. 	. 	. 

 Shri K.S. Nagaraja, 
Asst. Engineer, 
Teephone Exchange, 
Mysore. 

 Shri R. Narayana Rao, 
Asst. Engineer, 
Rural, North Telecom Dist., 
Bangalore. 	. 

 Shri 	K.S.. Putturaya, 
Asst.' Director, 	. 	0 

o the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, 
Bn'álore. 0 

0 

 Shri. Narayanasuamy, 
DirectoryOfficer, 
City Telephone Exchange Buldg., 
Bàngalore. 	0 

0 	
8. Shri 	U.S. Najaraju, 

- Asst. Engineer, 
. 

0 Lakshrnipura., ... Applicants in R.A. 
Pysore. 	 . Nos. 	111 	to 118/88. 



V. 	 ._.I. 

; 	. 
17 

0.1  

-k 

Shri K. Shi.vasuamy, 
Asst. Engineer, 
Telephone Exchange,- 	 S  
Shimoga. 

10.6  Shri D.N.. Rangasuamy, 
Asst..Engineer 
Fault Control Coaxial), 
Telecom Building, 
Bangalore. 

ii • Shri B.S. Jayashankársuamy, 
S.D.0. Telephones, 
C.K.G. Division, 
Mudiyere, 
Karnataka. 

12. Shri G. Padmanabha Hande, 
S.D.0.(Phones), 
Udupi. 

13. Shri MG. Nanjundasuamy, 	• 
•Asst. En9ineer, 
0/a the General Manager, 
Telephone, BG TO 
Bangalore. 

Shri D.S. Nagendra, 
soo (Phones), 
Shimoga.-  

ShriVenugopala, 
Aged 49 years, 
sst. Engineer, 
M.U. mangalore. 

Shri R.R. Joshi, 
SOD (Telegraphs), 
Ranibennur, 
Dhruad District. 

1?. ShriP1.N. Krishna Plurthy, 
Asst-Engineer (Trunks), 
Telephone Exchange, 
Mysore. 

18.Shri 8.Anántharamu, 
Asst. Engineer, (1), 
0/a the General Manager, 
Telephones, 
Bangalore. 	. 

9. Shri M.R. Hanumantha Rao, 	• - 
•1\sst. Director, 
0/ a the General Manager, 
Telecom, Karnataka Circle, 
Bangalore. 

(hri Dr. M.S. Nagaraja, Advocate) 

pplicants in R.A. 
Nos. 119 to 129/83. 

H 	-; 	•... .. 	•5 	 •/. 	
.: 	:;i 	•• 	• 	....5. 	• 	

• 	I 



Shri P.N. Lal, 
Staff No.1735 9  
Asst. Engineer, 
Prasad Nagar, C.T.O., 
New Delhi. 

Stri Brij Tiohan, 
C/oDistrict (lanager, 
Telephones, 
Lücknow (UP) 	 .... 	Respondents.. 

These applications, having come up for hearing to-day, 

Vice-chairman made the following: 

ORDER 

i
n these applications made under Section 22 (3)(f) of 

the Aministrative Tribunals 'Act, 1985 (Act), the appli-

cant SI have sought for a review of our order made on 29.9. 

1988, dismissing their Application Nos..144 to 165 of 88 9  

in which they were primarily aggrieved by the higher seni-

orityl accorded to respondents 4 & 5 on diverse grounds. 

2. We heard them on 27 928 & 29th September 1988 and 
Q order 

dictated oaf/in the open court immediately on the conclu-

sion of arguments in the presence of the parties. 

The applicants have sought for a review primarily 

on the yround that as early as 6.9.1988 (Annexure-R1),.the 

Hon' bile Chairman cf.this Tribunal, in exercise of the 



	

powers •confered on. him by Section 25 :f 	Act, hd 

stayeddisposal of the applications before this and other 

benches and their disposal was in contraven ion of the 

same and non#.est and therefore justifies a review under 

the Act. Dr. M.S. Nagaraja learned counsel for the 

applicants has urged this very ground as justifying a 

review under the Act. 

Unfortunately for the applicants ad this Bench, 

the stay order granted by the Hori'ble Chairinan on 6.9.1988 

was despatched by the office of the Princip1. Bench only 

on 6.10.1988 and was received by this Bench only on 

10.10.1988 which fact has also been apprais d by the 

Registrar of this Bench to the Principal 8eich on 13.10.1988. 

When we heard A.Nos. 144 to 165 of198B and deci-

ded them the stay order granted by the Hon'3le Chairman, 

had not been communicated to this Bench and the parties 

also did not apprise us the same to postpone their hear-. 

ing. On these facts as ruled by the Supreme Court in 

IIULRAJ v. P1URTHY RAGHUNATH IIAHARAJ (A.I.R. 1967 S.C. 1386) 

the order of stay granted by the Hon' ble Ch irman came 

into effect from 10.10.1988and not before ~hat date. On 

this it follows that what was done by us ealier was 

perfectly legal and valid and the grounds u ged by the 

applicants does not constitute a sufficient ground for 

review. 

	

.6. Inthe light of our discussions 
	

hold these 

applications are liable to be rejected, W, therefore, 



- 

- 	 - / - 
	 - 

reject these applications at the admission stage without 

• 	
notices to the respondents. 	 • 	• 

- 	
- kip 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex (Boa) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated * 230EC1988 

REVIEW APPLICATION NOB. 1.11 to 129/88 

IN APPLICATION NOB. 144 to 147149 to 159& 161 to 164/88( 

Applicants 	 Respondents 

Shri N. Raghavendra &.18 Ore 	V/s 	The Secretary, N/c Comunications, Nev Dalhi 
&4Ors 

To 

1. Shri N. Raghaverdr8 
'Assistant Engineer 
Rural South. 
Bangalore Telecom 
Bangalore - 560 020 

2, Shri K. Ramaieh 
Assistant Engineer 
CC II, City Exchange 
Bangelore - 560 027 

Shri Abdur Rastaed 
Assistant Director 
Office of the General. Manager 
TelecommunicationS 
Bangalore - 560 009 

Shri K.S. Nagaaja 
Assistant Engineer 
Tale phone cxthange 
Mysore 

S. Shri R. Narayena Rao 
Assistant Engineer 
Rural, North Telecom Dist 
Bangalore 

6. Shri K.S. Putturays 
Assistant Dirctor 
Office of the General Manager.  
Te le càmmunica ions 
Bangalore - 50 009  

Shri Narayanaswamy 
Directory Officer 
City Telephone Exchange Building 
Bangalore 

Shri U.S. Nagaraju 
Assistant Engineer (Cables) 
Lakehmipura 
Nysore 

Shri K. Shivaswamy 
Assistant Engineer 
Telephone Exchange 
Shisoga 

Shri D.N. Rangaswamy 
Assistant Engineer 
Fault Control (Coaxial) 
Telecom Building 
Bangalore 

Shri B.S. Jayashankaraswamy 
S.D.O. Telephones 
C.K.G. Division 
Mudigere 
Karnataka 

Shri 6, Padmanabha Hande 
S.D.C. (Phones) 
Udupi (Dakshina Kannada) 



13. SIn f1.G. Nanjundasbiamy 
Assistant tngineer 
Office of the General Manager 
Te].phoneS 
Bangalore Telecom District 
Bana1ors - 560 009. 

14.. Shri D.S.Nagendra 
(Phones) 

Shinoga 

15. Shr Venugopale 
C/o Or M.S. Nagäraja 
Advocate 
35 Above Hotel Swagath) 
1st Main, Gandhinaar 
Bangalore - 560 009 

16, Shr1 R.R. Joshi 
S.D.O. (Telegraphs) 
Ranaennur 
Dhar,ad District 

17. Shri M.N. KriShna Murtfly. 
Assistant Enginaer (Trunks) 
Telephone Excl!Bnge 
Mysore 

18, Shri 8. AnantParamu 
Assistant Eng1neer (I) 
Office of the General Manager 

Telephones 
Bangalore - 5O 009 

 Shri M.R. Han%nentha Reo 
Assistant DirSctor 
Office of the General Manager 
TelecommunicatiOflS 
KarnatakS Circ.e 
Bangalore - 563 009 

 Or M.S. Nagaraba 
Advocate 
35 (Above Hots]. Swagath) 
1st Main, Gandiaagar 
Bangalore - 563 009 

Subjct : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH  

ij4#i, fh rnru nfflRDER nassed by this Tribunal in Plea 	.i - 	 rnu 	I.è fl.LUOw'J 	 .... 	 __. 	. - 

	

the above said Review applications on 	12-12-88. 

SECTION 0FFIE 
(JUDICIAL) 

EncisAs above 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIJE TRIBUNAL 
•. 

	

	 BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 12TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 1988 

and 
Han'ble Shri L.H.A. R 

Present:1 Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Püttasuamy, Vice—Chairman 

ego, Member (A) 

REVIEW APPLICATION NOS. 111 TO 129/1988 

Shri N. Raghavendra, 
Asst, Engineer, 
Rural South, 
B' lore Telecom, 
Bangalore. 

Shri K. Ramaiah, 
Asst. Engineer, 
CC II, City Exchange, 
Bangalore. 

Shri Abdur Rasheed, 
Asst. Director, 
0/0 the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, 
Bangalore. 

Shri K.S. Nagaraja, 
Asst. Engineer, 
Telephone Exchange, 
Mysore. 

S. Shri R. Narayana Raa, 
Asst. Engineer, 
Rural, North Telecom Dist., 
Bangalore. 

6. Shri K.S,. Putturaya, 
Asst. Director, 
0/ a the General Manager, 
Telecommunications, 
Bani'a lore. 

hri Narayanasuacny, 
4 irectory Officer, 

Telephone Exchange Buldy., 
alore. 

A t. Engineer, 
*9;) 	U.S. Najaraju, 

'kshmipura  , ysire. 
V 

C 

... Applicants in R.A. 
Nos. 111 to 118/89. 
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1 Shri :K. Shiváswamy, 	- 	S  
I Asst. Engineer, 

Telephone Exchange, 
Shimoga. 

10. Shri. D.N. Rangasuamy, 
Asst. Engineer 
Fault ControlCoaxial), 
Telecom Building, 
.Banyalore. 

11 • Shri B.S. Jayashankarswamy, 
5.0.0. Telephones, 
C.K.G. Division, 
Mudiyere, 
Karnataka. 

1. Shri G..Padmanabha Hande, 
S.D.0.(Phones), 
Udupi. 

13. Shri (9G. Nanjundasuamy, 
.Asst. Engineer, 
0/c the General Manager, 
Telephone, BG TO 
Bángalore. 

14 • Shri D.S. Nagendra, 
SOD (Phones), 
Shimoga. 

15 • Shri Venugopala, 
Aged 49 years, 
Asst. Engineer, 
M.W. (9angalore. 	- 

16.. Shri R.R. Joshi, 
SOD (Telegraphs), 
Ranibennur, 
Dhàruad District. 

17. ShrjN.N. Krishna Murthy, 
. Rsst. Engineer (Trunks), 
Telephone Exchange, 
(lysore. 

.Shri B. Ananthararnu, 
Asst. Engineer, (t) 

the General Manager, 
J%leohones, 

'djgalore. 

'W i9.2$ii M.R. Hanumantha Rao, 
t. Director, , o4i o the General Manager, 	. S  

Karnataka Circle, 
Bangalore. 	• 

,,,, 	Shri Or.M.S. Nagaraja, Advate) 
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Communications, 
Sanchar Bhavan, 
New Delhi. 

The Chairman, 
Telecommunication, 
Sancha'r Bhavan, 
New Delhi. 

The Mrector General, 
Dept. of Telecommunications, 
SancharBhavàn, 
New Delhi. 

Shri P.N. Lal, 
Staff No.1735 9  
Asst. Engineer, 
Prasad Nagar, C.T.O., 
New Delhi. 

Shri Brij 1ohan, 
C/c District Ivianager, 
Telephones, 
Lucknow (up) Respondents. 

These applications having come up for hearing to-day, 

Vice—Chairman made the following: 

DRDE.R 

In these applications made under Section 22 (3)(f) of 

the Administrative Tribunals 'Act, 1985 (Act), the appli-

cants have sought for a review of our order made on 29.9. 

1988, dismissing their Application Nos. 144 to 165 of 88 9  

in which they were primarily aggrieved by the higher seni- 

- 	 A. 	 A 	c 	t, dinrR runs .1JLL.y accor LJJ I.J 

411!  ?: 	c'\2. We heard them on 27 928 & 29th Septemberi98$"apd 

4 f 	 order 
L) 	d3bted oii/in the open court immediately ot the'conclu— 

fllb , ! of arguments in the presence of the partis. 

1.0 
3. The applicants have sought for a review'pr].rflari].y 	; 

on the yround that as early as 6.9.1988 (AnnexreRj.).e 

Fon'ble Chairman ofthis Tribunal, in exercise of the 

/ 
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powers conferred on him by Section 25 of the Act, had 

stayeddisposal of the applications before this and other 

benches and their disposal was in contravention of the 

same and non#'est and therefore justifies a review under 

the Act. Dr. M.S. Nagaraja learned counsel or the 

applicants has urged •this very ground as justi.fyin,,g a 

review under the Act. 	 - 

Unfortunately for the applicants and this Bench, 

the stay order granted by the Hon' ble Chairmn on 6.9.1988 

was despatched by the office of the Princip4 Bench only 

on 6.10.1988 and was received by this Bench 4nly on 

10.10.1988 which fact has also been appraisec by the 

Registrar of this Bench to the Principal Bench on 13.10.1988. 

When we heard A.Nos. 144 to 165 of 1988 and deci-

ded them the stay order granted by the Hon' ble Chairman, 

had not been communicated to this Bench and the parties 

also did not apprise us the same to postpone their hear-

ing. On these facts as ruled by the Supreme ~ourt in 

MULRAJ v. IIURTHY RAGHUNTH IIAHRRAJ (A.I.R. 197 S.C. 1386) 

the order of stay granted by the Hon' ble Chaiman came 

into effect from 10.10.1938 and not before tht date. On 

-7 	
this it follows that what was done by us earlier-was 

H 
fectly legal and valid and the ground urged by the 

H 
4p cants does not constitute a sufficient gxound for-

riq w. 
or 

	

\ _,_ 	 .6. Inthe light of our discussions we hold these 
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applications are liable to be rejected. We, therefore, 
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. reject these applications at the admission stage without 

notices to the respondents. 	

J. 

. 	 . 

Apt 
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