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) CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL

'BANGALORE BENCH o

. [

Second Floor,
Commercial Complex,
Indiranagar,

- Bangalore~-560 038.

Datedi= 59y 1904

APPLICATION NUMBER: _934/93 ang _ 18C tnd 184 of 19%4.

APPLICANTS:  RI3PNDENTS:

'JSri.A.N;Térégundi and two others v/s. Secretary,M/o.Qommuniéations, \

Te. . New Delhi and Others™ e
1a Sri.P.A.Kulkarni,Advocate, o -

No.48, 57th-A-Cross,4th Blcok,’
Rajajinagar,Bangalore-560010.

2. The Chief General Manager,
- Telecom Wuality Assurance(QA), .
No.61, Cockburn Road,Bangalore~560 O51. e

3. - SrIiONlOVaSUdeva RaO,Addl'.C-G-S.C.b
o High Court Bddg,Bangalore-l.

Subkject:- goryarding of copies c¢f the Crders passed by;£5e~u
entral admlnlstraplve Tribunal,BangaloTe.

_ .Please find enclcsed herewith a copy af thd'URDER/m”
STAY WRDER/INTERIM ORDER/, bassed by this Tribunal. in the above

- _(°_DEPUTY REGISTRAR 26
JJUDICIAL BRANGHES.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
. N BANGALORE BENCH g BANGALORE

APPLICATION NOs.934/1993 AND
183 & 184/1994

DATED THIS THE TENTH DAY OF JUNE, 1994

Shri A.N. Vujjanaradhya, member (3)

Shri T.V. Ramanan, member (A)

1. Shri A.N. Teragundi
S/o. Late N.R. Teragundi
Occn.Assistant Engineer
(TES Group 'B' cadre)
0/0 the Chief Generzl manager
Telecom Quality Assurencs (QA)
No.61, Cockburn Road
Bangelore - 550 051,

2, Shri KeP. Nareysna Rao
S/o. Late P. Krichna Rao
pcen: Assistant Dirsctor
(TES Group 'g' cadre)
0/0 the Deputy Director General
Telecom Engineering Csntre
No.61, Cockburn Road
Bangalore- 560 051,

3. Shri N. Ramanathan
s/o. R. Natarajan
gccng Assistant Enginesr
(TES Group 'B' cadre)
0/0 General Manager
Component Approval Centre Telecom
(CACT), Dooravaninagar
Bangslore - 560 016, ' eeos Applicant

(By Shri p,A, Kulkarni, Advocate )
Vs,

1. Union of Indie to be represented
by its Secretary to Ministry of
Communications, New Delhi.

pommmmese, 24 Department of Telscommunications
‘éﬁ ijaa7jvgﬂﬁﬁ‘to be represented by its Head of
D ~~.’4 “the Department, Sanchar Bhavzn
i\ o \\“"(,/N\Q“”\ Delhi,

AR\
G Bf Ceneral Menagsr Telecom
ility Assurance (QA)
)Nou51, Cockburn Road
%@Q_ﬁgalore-SGO 051, e« Respondsnts

"
%

\
C‘\\

Agtjx Shri M. V. Reo, AeC.G.5.C.)
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herein have sguaht for

eligibility class
the Department
ication for promo-
T AJE, from the
Group 'B' so far as
rs to 12 years of

tontinuous service as

2(ii) of Annexure-4,
lied for considsering

bhe promotion of the

om the cadre TES
Sr. A.E. cadre

ecially when s relatively junior

e cadre of TES Gp.'B!

lepplicants came to be
& Senior Asstt, Engineer
er AnnexFré—B and consequently

further directions to
tg to consider the
pplicants for promotion
:adra from the same date
in Annexurs-3 without
years service condition,

the benefits including
benefits flowing out of
2 abova,

er or relisfs that this

ble Trib@nal desms it fit and
necessary in|

the circumstancas of the
interest of justice and

irief ars that the applicants herein
gineering Sarvice (Group '8')
cadre of the Department of Telacommuni-

try of Communications;MﬁgaédEQipg to

Recruitpent Rulas, 1981 ('Rules of 19871 for

short) method oF:salectioh to this cadra as Assisfaﬁtitngineer

is from 2 sourcse

: (1) sq

2/3% by selaction on the basis of

Dapartmental Qualifying ekadination and (ii) 33 1/3% by selection

on the basis of

limitad

Departmental Competitive examination
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on the basis of merit. The scheduls to the Rules of 1981
makes it clear that inducti;n 8s Assistant Enginesrs by

thess methods of recruitment is consideraed to be by promotion,
The Rules of 1981 further provides that the inter se

seniority of the officials who hava qualifisd in the
Departmental Qualifying examination and those who havs
qualified in th; limiied Departmental Competitive examinstion
shall be in the ratioc of 2 3 1 starting with the officsrs

selacted by the method of selaction by the Departmental

Promotion Committes on the basis of the Departmental Qualifying

examination. Against the vacancies in the TES Group's'
relating to the year 1981, 1200 vacancies were to be filled

up by DPC on the basis of pessing TES Group'8' gualifying
examination. The OPC for such promotion was held in mey, 1981
and promotion orders were issued on 11.5,1981. &s regards
recruitment through Departmsntal Competitive examination

for the remaining vacancies, the examination was scheduled

for the 12th and 13th November, 1981, Howsever, due te
certein administrative exigenciss, the said examinafion on its
second dey was postponed to March, 1982 and the examination
was held on the 11th and 12th merch 1982. Some writ petitions
wers filed in a few High Courts against holding of the
compstitive examination and the Hon'bls High Courts of Kerala
and Calcutta granted interim stay against announcement of the

results of the examination held in march, 1982, The departmant

filad an SLP against the judgsments of the High Court and it

448 ultimately decided by the Hon'ble Suprems Court on 24.5.1985.
€%

f’“‘\\/ﬁq ar, based on an interim order of the Supreme Court, the
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were promoted with effect qum 17.6.1985, Further, the ‘.

intsr se senioriﬁw of thes? officers was fixed along
‘ I I

with thoss promothd againsk the 2/3 quota of vacancies

] sy

in 1981 in accordance withithe provision contained in the

Rules of 1981 :e&erted to %bova.

'] |

2, The;;riavanceiof the applicants {s that

although they had taksn th% compatitive examination on
v f M '
11th and 12th margh 1982, ﬁﬂuu to Court injunctions,

considerable delay took plgca, for no fault of theirs,

|
|
in the declaration of the fasults of the examination and

Yok

their promotion/éppointmané as Assistant Enginesrs suscjusnlyj; only
[ ‘ A

. ‘ —
§ | i,
in June 1985 t&=E%|their dellayed appointment by promotion _ L

as Agsistant Eng%ﬁeers resylted in their non-consideration ke

for promotion to fthe neuwly|created posts of Senior Assistant

Enginear, In this connection, they have refarred to the at

Government of India letter|no.5~2/90-TE.] dated 25th September,

1990 addressed td;all Chiaé Genseral Managers, Telecom Circles

and others on thé?subject éf improvement in promotional

prospects of Assﬁstant Eng%negrs in TES Group B (Annexure-4),
In tha.said lett{f, appars%tlylto'remove stagnation in the

cadre of Assistani Enginee%a in TES Group B, instructions ?i
wsre issued for tﬂe creati%n of sufficient posts designated ;?

as Senior Assistait Enginedr in the scale of fs 2200~75-2800-E6-

100-4000 from yaaﬁ to year‘to promote eligibie TES Group '8!

12 years of regul

officers, that is; Assistant Engineers, who have complsted

t and coritinuous service as Assistant Enginesrs,

»

Promotion to the gosts of ﬁsnior hkssistant Enginesrs which

nd outside the cadre of the Indian Telecomnuni- _

\\",V//’ : will be distinct

cation Service Grﬁup 'AY will bs on the basis of seniority

oees5/=
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subject to rejection of the unfit, In pursuance of the
(] ' aforesaid letter, one Shri Vijeyasekharappa, among others,
was promoted by the Chief General Menager, Telscom QA Circle,

Badgalore, as Senjior Assistant Enginesr in the pay scale

of Rs 2200-4000 and the promotion of Shri Vijayasekharappa

was to take effect from 1.9.1993 (order st Annexure-8 ).

The applicants being sasnior to Vijayasskharappa, who was
recruited as Assistant Engineer by promotion under the 2/3 quota
in 1981 now claim that the Junior of theirs having besn

promoted to the post of Senior Assistant Engineer, they

should also be promoted with effect from the same date as

their junior as Senior Assistant Engineers notwithstanding the
fact that they had not put in 12 years of regqular and coniinuous
service as Assistant Enginesrs which the essential pre-requisite-
for promotion to the post of Senior Assistant Engineer according

to the scheme of promotion as contained in the letter dated

25.,9,1990 (Annexure-4)

3. - We have heard the lsarned counsel for the

applicants and the learnéd Additional Central Govt. Standing

counssel appearing for the respondents. Rebutting the claim

of the applicants, learned Additional Central Govsrnment Standing

counsel stated that the essence of the scheme for promotion to ;
the posts of Senior Assistant Encginesr is not senlorlty but length

of contlnuous and regular service of 12 years in the gradse

of Assistant Enginesr. To support his argument, he cited the

clarification given by the department of Telecom on 30.1.1991

o SO Mv

; loe (imnexure-s) and 11.1.1991 (Annexure~7). The relevant point
N

S SE //\
&ﬁ ”i“ "~ foised and the clsrification given in ths lettsr dated 30.1.1991
< RS \\ A ",{ addrESSed
by the?mepartment of Telecow to the Chiaf General Manager,
)

”Telecom Services reads as followsgs-

’ ‘ ," svee 6/ -
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Point raised

1. while TES Gp'B' officers who have
completed 12 years of sligible
service have been promoted as %r.
Ats cases are reported to be there
where certein seniors (esniors to
those already promoted) could not
be considersd for promotion as Sr.
AEs, since they have not comploted
the eligible sarvice period of

12 years, Thse reasons for the non-

complstion of eligible service by
Sr, officers include circumstances

such as incumbents declared suyccess—

ful in compstitive examination for
promotion from 370 to AEs joined

latar after the examination because

there was delay in declaring the
results of competitive exam., &s
comparad to the results of quuli-
fying exam, which were declarud
promptly. The point raised is
whether such Sr. TLS Gp.'S!

officers may be extended the benefit

of the schemsa.

Clarification .

No. The placement in higher
scale of pay of seniors befors
the completion of 12 yea2rs of
service would not be within
the scops of the scheme of
“Improvement in promotional
prospects of TES Group'8*
officers.

The relevant point raised and the clarification given in Oepartmant

of Telecom letter datsd 11th January, 1991 addressed to all the Hezds

of Telecom Circlas etc., i® as follows:

point raissd

5. In soms casa where senior
officers have joined lats in
TES Gp-B whereas their juniors
have joinsd earlisr and have
thus become entitled for
promotion as Sr. AE. In that
case whather such tseniors!
shall alsg be considsrsd or not?®

Cilarification

Since this is a time band
promotion where 12 yesars
period is the sssance of

the schems, the office may

be considerad only after
completion of specifiedberiod.

4, We have carefully considered the arguments sdvanced

from both sides, The plez medn by the learned counssl for the applicants

that the seniority of the applicants having besn rightly fixed by the

department from the year 1981 $o which year's 1/3 guota their promotion

to TES Group-B cadre relates, their proforma promotion should also be

extended to them with effect from 12th march, 1382, the dats on which

....8,4_




which they all completed their competitive examination
and not from 17.6.1985 is not ecceptable to us because
if the applicants haq any grievance of this account,
thqy should have sought remedy aﬁon after the orders
promoting them to the TES Group 'B' were issued by the/
Dspartment of Telecommunication in Januery, 1986 promoting
them with effect from 17.6.1985. At this point of tim%’after.
considerable delay, this contention cannot even be considered
by this Tribunal. As regards the relisf sought that the
prescription of 12 years of regular and continuous service

in the grade of Assistant Engineers as a pre-requisits for
consideration for promotion to the posts of Senior Assistaent
Engineer should be overlooked in the circumstances of the
case and they should also be considered for promotion with
effect from the date their junior, who had put in 12 years of
regular and continuous sservice as Assistant £ngineer was
promoted, we are afraid that the relief sought cénnot be
extended to the applicants. In this respsct, ws rely on the
rule laid down by the Supreme Court in R. Prabhadevi and Qgthers
Us. Governmant of Indie and gthers (1988) 7 ATC 63. In that
case the direct recruit Section Qfficers challenged the
condition of eligibility as in the Cgntral Sscretarist Service
Rules 1962 which provided for rendition of not less than 8
years service both by the ditect recruits in the Secticn

Officers grade as also the promotees in thet orade for being

S
Ve Tﬁﬁgonsidered for promoticn to Grade-I of the Centrsl Sscretarist

-~ S
3 N
-~ A

‘\Sgﬁvice. Agreeing with the Cgntrel Administretive Tribunal
v\ .:' 5‘)‘

. whi&h rejected the case of the Direct recruit epplicants the

-fSub%eme Court has observed as fecllowsg~

AN
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"13, This Gourt in the case of M,V, pardasani

V. Union ofIIndia considered the guestion of the
validity of jrula proqmving for fixation of seniority .
between thejidirect racruits and promotess in the
grade of Saction offncer on the basis of quota
reserved fof direct recruits and held thet the
prescriptidj of quotd becomes necessary to work out
a scheme copstituting & service manned by both the
direct recryits as wall as promotees. Stz @ schems
is unexceptionable amd seniority based upsn the rota
is also notfopan to stteck. The schsme dcze not
appear to b‘ arbitragy and the rules and r=souletions
to give eff@ct to ths scheme are not ultr:z vires

either Artfftle 14 or /Article 16 of the Constitution.

Therefore, fthe inter /se seniority of direct recruit
and promotee Section'0fficers on the besis cf gquota-rote
rules has been held ko be valid, This dcss not mean

s l I3 - s
that the dilrect recn+1ts who are sanior tc the promotees

are entitled to be cpnsidered for promoticn to @ higher
post even through they do not fulfil the siicibility
qualificatibn Specified in the ruls framsz by the rule~
making suthority. The rule-making authczit, by the
amendment made in 1984 has brought in an uaiform
eligibility] qualificétion of eight years' z:;roved

service toflbe rendered by the Section £fficers = both
promotees &nd direct{recruits before cosinc within the zone
of considegation for| promotion to Grade . Thus it treats
all Sectign officers equally and there it me discrimi-
naticn between the Section pfficers. It nes been subnitted
that thie Tule is arbitrary end unreasonzz.s as it
prescribesjfa certeinl minimum service in & lcwer post

for promoticn to a higher post on the crc.nz that it has

no nexus t§ suitabillity for holding the hicher post.

This submi@sicn in dur considered opinicn, cznnot be
sustained &n as mucw 8s experience over cs-tzin numbsr

of years fﬁ service 'and also due peIrfermz-cz of the duties
and respodgibilitied attechsd to the posts cf Secticn
officer isjvery relewant and as such prescribing such

an eligibidity queslification has nexus tc tns suitability
for the pp:moted poat. The directly recr_itzd Secticn
Officers are not to#ally excluded from the zcne of
consideratbon for pgomction. They will bs considesred like
the promot;e Section Officers as soon as t~ey have rendered
eight yearbk!' approved service as Secticn Cfficer, The

Tribunal hbés held thatg

The qualification for eny post are prescribed
havin%jregard to the nature of the post e&nd the
dutiesiand r93p¢nsibilities attachsc ¢ it. For

due dﬂpcharge of duties attached tc & pect,

acede%ﬁc excellénce alcne may not be s ficient.
Factos! 1ike expeérisnce over certein n.mter of

yearsfin service and holding a post ¢ 2 certzin
leveljfjare relevént, That gives ther -z :
opportunity to deal with several files, nzndle differ=-
ent situstions,| teckle varied proble=s, sxtract

work from subordinates of varying cepztilities

and serve under| supericrs with differ:nc styles cf
functgoning. They acquire knouledce c¢® wen and
matte@s end the| nscessary acumen to csz> with

issued aricing Wrom time to time., Ac
brill&ance and excellent performance
compa@itiva axaFinations by themsslves cznnot wholly

|

"
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[\
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iy substitute experience. They can only

L supplement. However brilliant s person

- " may be, he needs experience such as can

: be gathsred only by discharging the duties

and responsibilities ettached to e post,

If recruitment to a post is by way of
promotion, the minimum number of years one
should serve :in the lower post would have

to be prescribed. valuable expsrience gained
in service, better equips & person to shoulder
higher responsibilities and mén the superjor
post. period spent in discharge of dutjies

of a post has nexus to the object of enlisting
experienced officers of proven merit with
consistent good record over sufficiently

lonc period to & man the higher posts by wey
of promotion,

14, The 1984 amendment of the rules previding an
eligibility condition of rendering eight years! approved
service as Ssction gfficer for coming within the zone of
consideration for promotion to Grade I post of CSS is

not at all arbitrary and unreasonable es it prescribes

a8 minimum perjod of eight years' of service as Section
0fficer both for direct recruits and promotees as e
condition of eligibility for consideration for promotion

to the hicher post. This rule is, thersfore, not violative
of Articles 14 and 16.0f the Constitution of India.

15, The rule making authority is competent to frame

rules laying doun eligibility condition for promotion tc e
higher post, When such an eligibility condition has been

laic down by ssrvice rules, it cannot be s2id that a dirsct
recruit who is senior to the promotees is not required to
comply with the eligibility condition and he is entitled

to be considered for promotion to the higher post merely on
the basis of his seniority. The amended rule in question

has specified a perjod of eight years!' approved service in the
arade of Section gfficer as a condition of elicibility for
being considered for prometion to Grade I post of CSS., This
rule is equally applicable to both the direct recruit

Section Officers as well as tha promotee Section gfficers. The
submission that a senior Section Officer has a right to be
considered for promotion to Grade I post when his juniors

7ﬁ:{g%ig§21§g§xgcg33§3_ ‘who-have fulfilled the/bost, Grade I, is wholly unsustainable,
' gergg fgf Rromotion The prescribing of an elicibility condition for entitlement
. to the hicgher

for consideration for promotion is within the competence of

the rule-making authority. This elicitility condition has

to be fulfilled by the Section 0fficers including senjor

direct recruits in order to be elicitle for being consideraed

for promction. when qualifications for appointment tc a

post in a perticuler cadre are prescribed, the same havs to
‘%Qp satisfied before a person can be coneidered for appointment.
% %piority in particular cadre does not entitle a public
S_gexvant for promotion to a hicher post unless he fulfils the

“elilibility condition prescribed by the relevant rules, A

ép&%&n must be elicible for promotion having regard to the
’Wfﬁwqya%;fications prescribed for the post beforehe can be
- fgongiidered for promotion. Seniority will be relevant only
J&mghgst persons eligible. Seniority cannot be substituted for
\V\,vuszﬁf&ﬁgibility nor it can override it in the matter of promotion
Ban"_{% the next hicher post., The rule in question which prescribes

ey
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which provides that the eligibility for considering for
promction to and within the said service should be prepered

in such & manner that when the juniors fulfilling the
prescribed eligibility condition are being considered for
promoticn, the senior officers who would not have completed

the requisite service shall alsc be considered provided

that such senior officers have completed the probation

period and passed the departmental test as applicable.
Contention of the lesrned counsel for the applicant was

that having made a provision to this effect in the aforeaid
Rules which govern,inter alia, the promotion of Assistant
Enginesrs in TES Group 'B' to the next higher grade, i.e.,
Junior.Timé scale of 1,7,5. Group 'A' included in the

Rules of 1992, the department failed to make such a provision
in the scheme of promotion to posts of Senior Assistant
Enginesr, as contained in the letter dsted the 25th September,
1980 (Annexure-4) but despite thie failure the applicants

are entitled to be considered along with their juniors for
promotion as Senicr Assistant Engineers. This argument is not
gquite valid for Fhe resson that we sre not considering here the
non=promction of the epplicants to the posts in Junior Time
Scale ofLT.S. Group 'A' governed by the Rules of 1992, No doubt,
there is & specific provisien in the Rules of 1992 to the
affect that if a junior person were to be considered for promotion
to a grade in the Group 'A! service, his seniors, although

_thay may not fulfill the prescribed eligibility condition,

) :‘d also be considered. Howsver, there is no such provisicn

~N e
<

D) ”.i
rnfﬁ ¢ scheme governing provision to posts of Senior Assjistant

ceeedl2/=
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provision of a gimilar na*ure and therefore, the requisite
qualification of| completifin of 12 years of regular end
continuous servﬂce in theigJade of Assistant Engineers for ‘
promotion as Senjor Asaisﬁaqt Engineers cannot be assailed
and thet is als¢¥in keepi%g with the rule laid down by the
Supreme Court in) the case%of prabhadevi and pthers cited
above. i '
|
|
In view o} tPe foregoing, this
N “©Nplication faile and it %s dismissed accordingly. No
o "xj"a» i i
\ordsr as to cosﬁL. }
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~ay CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE THI1BUMAL
. “ BANGAL ORE BENCH g3 BANGAL ORE

REVIEW APRL ICATION NO.10/1995 IN
0.k, 934/93 & 183 & 184/1994 ¢ —

DATED THIS THE TWENTYNINETH DAY OF MARCH, 1995

mre. A.N. VUJIJANARADHYA, MEMBER(3)

Mr. T.Ve RAMANAN, MEMBER(A)

1. Mr. A,N. Teragundi
hged about 45 years
Occne Assitstant Enginesr
(TES Group 'B' cadre)
0/0 Chief General Manager
Telecom Quzlity Assurance
61, Cockburn Road
Bangalere=560 001,

2. Mr. K.F. Naraysna Reo
S/o. Late P. Krishna Reo
Aged about 46 yesrs
gcen. Assistant Enginesr
(TES Group 'B' Cadre)
0/0 Director (Gh)
Department of Telecom
CACT Complex, Doorvaninagzr
Bangalore-560 016,

3. Mr. N. Ramanathan
S/o. Re Natarajan
Aged about4d years
gccn, Assistant Enoxneer
(TES Group '8! Cadre)
6/o Gensral Manager
Component Approval Centre Telecon
(CACT ), Dooravaninagar
Bangalore-SGO 016. etsqse Applicante

Vs,

1. Union of Indiz to be represented by
its Secretary te Ministry of
Communicaticns, New Delhi.

2, Department of Teleccmmunications teo .
be rSpre=ented by its Hesd of the -~ ... o
Department, Sanchsr Bhavén e e
New Delhi, :

. Chlbf Ceneral Manager - Tﬁlaccm T i

‘P quality Assurance (Qh) | I RLUEE T s e g + i
61, Cockburn Roed, Bangalore-l.‘. _edeess Respondents - . .
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Mmr. T.V. Ramanan, Member(A)s

0.h. 934/1993 & 181 & 184/1994 were dieposed of

by msans of a considsred ordsr on 10.6.1994. The applicants,

fesling aggrieved by the said order have filed this R.h.
along with M,A, 151/1995 seek.ng condonctiocn of delsy of
210 days on the ground that subsequently having come to knou

that there are some decisions which were not referred to

whén the 0.A.s were heard and therefore it is necessary to

condone the delay and teview the order.

2 The Review applicants do not contend that

there is aﬁy error apparent on the face of the reccrd which
is required to be rectified by means of this review. It is
not even their csse of having found any new material that
waé not available tc them when the C.As were heard, The
presentlcontention is that Hydersbad Bench of this Tribunal
in 0.h. Nos. 1070/1990 and other connected ceses, which

came to be decicded on 31.1.1935 held that senicrity shouid be

shown only a8t cne pléce and that however the Tribunal had
deciinea to grent any relief with recard to relexation for

@ peried cf 12 years for promotion to the post of Senior
Assistant Engineers. Thie decicien is not of any assictance
tc the review applicants herein becsuse we have 2lso taken

the same view even though the question of seniority wes not 2

question ;hiqh survivec for cur consid326£icn. The guesticn

of corgicEgiffuq;:g;ﬁg;ujgg;gf-nu; Tsference tc the decision

in 5mt.>§}”Prabhadév; & Ors. QE;ZGOVt. of India & ors, (1988(7,
ATC 63) canncf‘be agitated ir this revieuw dpplication., If

) - ': e o
the applicente zre sggrieved on the basie ¢f cur decisisn -
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88 erroneous, the remedy open to them is elsewhere and

not before this Tribunal ‘8eeking to reargue the same

matter agzin., It wes not as if that the decisjion alleged

to have been rendered by this Tribunal in 0.R. N0.403/1992

in Smt. Leslzmma Jacob and Ors. was not known to the

applicants. ye theref‘oré, see no merit to consider this
application and accordingly by way of circulation vin terms

of Rule 17(3) of the CAT (pProcedure) Rules, 1987 we dismjiss
the same as also M.A, 151/1995 as no sufficient grounds are

also made out to candoneltt_ne delay.aﬁuus.
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