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Dated:- 

PL]IATIQ NUMBER:4JQ 	 Of 1994• 

APPLIG.ANTS: 	 A D .L-I.-NDENTS: 

• 	$rj.A.N.aragUfldi and two others 
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Sri.P.A.Ku1karflj,Adv0 te, 
No.48, 57thA-CrOSS,4th Bicok,. 

- 	
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560010' 	 .. 	.• 

The Chief General Manager, 	 ...... 
2. 	 TelecOm uality AssuranCe(A), 	051 No.61, Cockburn Road,BangalOreS° 	. 

3 	 Sri.M.VasUdva Rao,Addl..G.S.Q, 
High Court Bthdg,Bangal0re 1. 

	

Subject:- Forwarding of cøpies cf the Orders 	ssd bythe- 
Centr&l administrative Tribrial,Bangalore. 

Please find .encics.J erEwith a copy ni thAwFDER/ 
STAY DER/Ji\TERIM OIRDER/, Pissed by this TriburiLinthe above 
mentioned application (s) on. 10th .TIJnJ 	_ 

('DERJTY REGISTRAR I 
• 	 ILJDIcIAL BRPNCHES. 

gm* 	.• 	.. 	 •..H 



1. Shri A.N. Teragundi 
s/o. Late N.R. Taragundi. 
OCCn.Assistant Engineer 
(TES Group 'B' cadre) 
0/0 the Chief General Manager 
Telecom Quality Assurance (QA) 
No.611  Cockburn Road 
Bangalore — 550 051. 

Shri K.P. rarayana Rao 
S/os Late P. Krishna Rao 
QCcn: Assistant Director 
(TES Group 'B' cadre) 
0/0 the Deputy Director General 
Telecom Engineering Centre 
No.61 9  Cockburn Road 
Bangalore— 560 051. 

Shri N. Rarnanathan 
S/o. R. Natarajan 
Occn: Assistant Engineer 
(TES Group 'B' cadre) 
0/0 General Manager 
Component Approval Centre Telecom 
(CAcT, Dooravaninagar 
Bangalore — 560 016. 

(By Shri P.A. Kulkarni, Advocate) 

'Is. 

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

Department of Telecommunications 
i 	-to be represented by its i-lead of 

1he Department, Sanchar Bhavan 

... Applicant 

H 
cENTRAL AorIpiIsmpTIvE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE BENCH * BANGALORE 

APPLICATION NOs.934/1993 AND 
183 & 18411994 

DATED THIS THE TENTH DAY or JuNE, 1994 

Shri A.N. Vujjanaradhya, )ember (j) 

Shri T.V. Ramanan, member (A) 

go  
' 	( 

3.0 

* 	-Jj 
BANG( 

f General Manager Telecom 
ity Assurance (GA) 
1 9  Cockburn Road 
alore-560 051. 

Shri M. V. Rao, A.C.G.S.c.) 

... Respondents 
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(Shr1JT.!J. 	nan, Mernber(A)) 

plicants herein have souoht for 

Jefs:" 

old thata1igibiiity class 
'cribed b the Department 
elecommulication for promo-
as 5enjr A.E. from the 
a of TES6roup 'B' so far as 
same refrs to 12 years of 
lar andontinuous service as 
ed in paa(ii) of Annexure-.4, 
at be aplied for considering 
case of 1he promotion of the 
icants fom the cadre TES 
p '8' toSr, A.E. cadre 
daily wen a relatively junior 
iC6F in te cadre of TES Gp.'B' 
11 these applicants came to be 
'oted as 	Senior Asstt0 Engineer 
er Anne4re-8 and consequently 

4 

The 

the following r 

(a) To 
pr 
of 
ti 
Ca 
th 
re 
st 
Ca 
th 
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Cr 
35 
of 
to 
pr 
88 

-(b) roI issue ofHf'urthsr directions to 
th1respondeta to consider the 
ca4 of the ipplicants for promotion 
to bre A.E. adra from the same date 
as iontajnsdjn krnexure-8 without 
insfrtin9 12 years service condition. 

To .Ltend alj the benefits including 
themonatarybenefits flowing out of 
re]efs 1 ar 2 above. 

Anj other orar or reliefs that this 
ble Trib4nal deems it fit and 

nec ssary in the circumstance of the 
ca , in the interest of justice and 

ty. 	I 

The facts of the case in rief are that the applicants herein 

belong to the T Liegraph 4ineerin Service (Group 'B') 

('TES Group 'B' 'or shortL cadre of the Department of Telecommuni- 

cations in the (Ilion Mini try of Communications. 	ccording to 
Oil the TES Group 1 8 Recruitent Rules, 1981 ('Rules of 1981' for 

short) method  11~ selectio to this cadre as AssistantEngineer 

is from 2 sourc : (i) 662/3 by selection on the basis of \\ 
Departmental Qu ifying ekamination and (ii) 33 1/3 by selection 

on the basis of1 limitad'I Departmental Competitive examination 
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V 
	 on the basis of merit. The schedule to the Rules of 1981 

makes it clear that induction 88 Assistant Engineers by 

these methods of recruitment is considered to be by promotion. 

The Rules of 1981 further provides that the inter se 

seniority of the officials who have qualified in the 

Departmental Qualifying examination and those who have 

qualified in the limited Departmental Competitive examination 

shall be in the ratio of 2 : I starting with the officers 

selected by the method of selection by the Departmental 

Promotion Committee 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 passing TES Group'S' Qualifying 

examination. The DPC for such promotion was held in May, 1981 

and promotion orders were issued on 11.5.1981. As regards 

recruitment through Departmental Competitive examination 

for the remaining vacancies, the examination was scheduled 

for the 12th and 13th November, 1981. However, due to 

certain administrative exigencies, the said examination on its 

second day was postponed to March, 1982 and the examination 

was held on the 11th and 12th March 1982. Some writ petitions 

were filed in a few High Courts against holding of the 

competitive examination and the Hon'ble High Courts of Kerala 

and Calcutta granted interim stay against announcement of the 

results of the examination held in March, 1982. The department 

filed an SLP against the judgements of the High Court and it 

jas ultimately decided by the Hon'ble Supreme Court on 24.5.1985. 

-'. 	'-'Io'ar, based on an interim order of the Supreme Court, the 

retiltI of the written examination were declared on 29.10.1984 

all 

	
final results on the basis of C.R. evaluation on 

1 

\' :- 	 14,I985. Those who came out successful, including the applicants, 

4/. 
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were promoted wi 	effect From 17.6.1985 	Further, the 

inter as senioritr of thes,i officers was fixed along 

with thoae promotad agains 1  the 2/3 quota of vacancies 

in 1981 in accorc nce withljthe provision contained in the 

Rules of 1981 ref rred to i,bove. 

2. 	 The rievance of the applicants is that 

although they ha4, taken th competitive examination on 

11th and 12th 	h 1982, ue to Court injunctions, 

considerable dela1  took plce, for no fault of theirs, 

in the declaratio of the :eSultS of the examination and 

their promotion / poiritmen as Assistant Engineers susruenly; only 

in June 1985 	their deayad appointment by promotion 

as Assistant Engi![he eers resited in their nor-consideration 

for promotion to 	newlycreated posts of Senior Assistant 

Engineer. In th1 connect on, they have referred to the 

Government of India letter illno.S-2/90—TC.I dated 25th September, 

1990 addressed to all Chia Gneral r7anagers, Telecom Circles 

and others on the subject f improvement in promotional 

prospects of Assi tant Engners in TES Group 8 (Annexure-4), 

In the said lett,j, apparetlyto remove stagnation in the 

cadre of Assistan, Eriginee4s in TES Group 6, instructions 

were issued for t e creati 	? sufficient posts designated 

as Senior AssistJt Engineer in the scale of Rs 2200-75-2800—E8... 

100-4000 from yea' to year to promote eligible TES Group 1 8' 

officers, that is Assistar Engineers, who have completed 

12 years of regulIt r and corit inuous service as Assistant Eni ineers. 

promotion to the posts of 4enior Assistant Engineers which 

will be distinct e nd outsid the cadre of the Indian Teleconnuni— 

cation Service Gr4up 'A' wi 1 be on the basis of seniority 
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subject to rejection of the unfit. In pursuance of the 

aforesaid letter, one Shri Vijayasekharappa, among others, 

was promoted by the Chief General Manager, Telecom QA Circle, 

Bangalore, as Senior Assistant Engineer in the pay Scale 

of Rs 2200.4000 and the promotion of Shri Viiayaaakharappa 

was to take effect from 1.9.1993 (order at Annexurs-8). 

The applicants being senior to Vijayasakharappa, who was 

recruited as Assistant Engineer by promotion under the 2/3 quota 

in 1981 now claim that the junior of theirs having been 

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 regular and Continuous 

service as Assistant Engineers which the essential pre—requisite 

for promotion to the post of Senior Assistant Engineer according 

to the schema of promotion as contained in the letter dated 

25,9.1990 (Annexure-4) 

3. 	 We have heard the learned counsel for the 

applicants and the learned Additional Central Govt. Standing 

counsel appearing for the respondents. Rebutting the claim 

of the applicants, learned Additional Central Government Standing 

counsel stated that the essence of the scheme for promotion to 

the posts of Senior Assistant Engineer is not seniority but length 

of continuous and regular service of 12 years in the grade 

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

clarification given by the department of Telecom on 30.1,1991 

nnexure_5) and 11,1,1991 (Anriexure-7). The relevant point 
'A 

rejsed and the clarification given in the letter dated 30,1.1991 
addressed 

by tte\Department of Telecom/to the Chief General Mcinager, 

sz 

	 Services reads as follows:— 
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point raised 

1. While TES Gp'B' officers who have 
completed 12 years of eligible 
service have been promoted as r. 
AEs cases are reported to be there 
where certain seniors (seniors to 
those already promoted) could not 
be considered for promotion as Sr. 
AES, since they have not complted 
the eligible service period of 
12 years. The reasons for the non—
completion of eligible service by 
Sr. officers include circumstances 
such as incumbents duclarad succeSS—
ful in competitive examination for 
promotion from JTO to AEs joined 
later after the examination bacause 
there was delay in declaring the 
results of competitive exam., as 
compared to the results of quli—
fying exam, which were declared 
promptly. The point raised is 
whether such Sr. TES Cp.'B' 
officers may be extended the benefit 
of the scheme. 

ClarifiCation 

No. The p:Lacemant in higher 
8cale of pay of seniors before 
the completion of 12 years of 
service would not be within 
the scope of the scheme of 
"Improvement in promotional 
prospects of TES Group'E3' 
officers. 

The relevant point raised and the clarification given in Department 

of Telecom letter dated 11th January, 1991 addressed to all the Heads 

of Telecom Circles etc., in as follows: 

point raised 

5. In some case where senior 
officers have joined late in 
TES Gp—B whereas their juniors 
have joined earlier and have 
thus become entitled for 
promotion as Sr. AC. in that 
case whether such s9fljrsl 
shall also be consjdered or not? 

Clarification 

NA 
Since this is a time b,d 
promotion where 12 years 
period is the essence of 
the scheme, the office may 
be considered only after 
completion of specifiederiod. 

4. 	 We have carefully Considered the arguments advanced 

from both sides. The plea mad) by the learned counsel for the applicants 

that the seniority of the appUcants  having been rightly fixed by the 

department from the year 1981 to which year's 1/3 quota their promotion 

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

extended to them with effect from 12th March, 1982, the date on which 



- I - 

which they all completed their competitive examination 

and not from 17.6.1985 is not acceptable to us because 

if the applicants had any grievance of this account, 

they should have sought remedy Boon after the orders 

promoting them to the TES Group 'B' were issued by the 1  

Department of Telecommunication in January, 1986 promoting 

them with effect from 17.6.1985. At this point of time a?ter,  

considerable delay, this contention cannot even be considered 

by this Tribunal. Ais regards the relief sought that the 

prescription of 12 years of regular and continuous service 

in the grade of Assistant Engineers as a pta—requisite for 

consideration for promotion to the posts of Senior Assistant 

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 

reular and continuous service as Assistant EnGineer was 

promoted, we are afraid that the relief sought cannot be 

exte.idod to the applicants. In this respect, we rely on the 

rule laid down by the Supreme Court in R. prabhadevi and Others 

Vs. Government of Indie and Others (1988) 7 ATC 63. In that 

case the direct recruit Section Officers challenged the 

condition of eligibility as in the Central Secretariat Service 

Rules 1962 which provided for rendition of not less than 8 

years service both by the diiect recruits in the Section 

Officers grade as also the prcimotees in that grade for being 

considered for promotion to GradI of the Central Secretrit 

'.__I 	I 
I- 

eivice. Agreeing with the Central Administrative Tribunal 
• 

which rejected the case of the Direct recruit applicants the 

- 
Sup-reme Court has observed as follows:-

-- 

. . . . 9/— 
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ourt in 	case of H.V. parsanI 
;IIIndia corsidered the question of the 
rulepro4d.in for fixation of seniority 

edirect rcruits and promotess in the 
e1tion Offcer on the basis of quota 
'ó direct iecrujts and held that the 
LO of quot becomes necessary to work out 
;4stitutin a servicemanned by both the 
;rits as wall  as promotees. S: a scheme 
1tonable ad seniority based up 	the rota 

A 
open to attack. The scheme does. not 
arbitrazy and the rules and regulations 

4ct to thi scheme are not ultra vires 
;ile 14 or Article 16 of the Corrstjtutjon0 

he inter se seniority of direct recruit 

4 SectionOfficers on the basis cf quota-rote 
an held o be valid. This does not mean 

iect recrits who are senior to the promot€es 
.e to be censiderod for prootic to a hic1 her 
tirough thy do not fulfil the aicibility 
.ijbn specif.ed in the rule fra'rre: 'y the rule- 
tbrity. *8  rule-making aut,ho:t, by the 
bde in 194 has brouoht in an -1 form 
qualific.tion of eight years' a;roved 

ffbe rende'od by the Section Cicers — both 
nd direct recruits before comic within the zone 

iation for promotion to Grade I. Thus it treats n Officer equally and there is no discrjinj-

the Section Officers. it ras been subnjtted 
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ul is arbitrary and unreasona:.e as it 
certeir minimum service in a Icuier post.

. 	to a tigher post on the çrc,: that it has 
suitability for holding the h I. er post. 

!sicn in 4ur considered opinion, cannot be 
In as muct as experience over certain number 
01 

service and also due per forma-re of the duties 
ibilitie6 attached to the posts cf Section 

lity 
very rd uant and as such preerribing such 
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rnoted pot. The directly recritsd Section 
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e Sectic Officers as soon as tey have rendered 
I approv.d service as Secticr Cficer. The 
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regard t the nature of the po-t and the 
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charge of'  duties attached to a pcst, 
excellnce alone may not be E'ficjnt. 

like Bxperience over certein n..mter of 
inservic and holding a post cf a certain 
are relevnt. That gives therr 
unity to ieal with several files, nandle differ-. 
tuations,} tackle varied probles, extract 
rom subo 	 ti rinates of varyinq capelities 
rye under superiors with di?fer.-c styles of 
oning. They acquire knowledge c aen and 
a and the necessary acumen to can with 
arising from time to time. Ac-acerb 
ance and I

xcellent performance at the 
inations by themselves cannot wholly itive exa;  



substitute experience0  They can only 
Supplement. However brilliant a person 

I 	 may be, he needs experience such as can 
be gathered only by discharging the duties 
and responsibilities attached to a 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 experience gained 
in service, better equip8 a person to shoulder 
higher responsibilities and man the superior 
post. Period spent in discharge of duties 
of a post has nexus to the object of enlisting 
experienced officers of proven merit with 
consistent good record over sufficiently 
lonc period to a man the higher posts by way 
of promotion. 

14. 	The 1984 amendment of the rules providing an 
eligibility condition of rendering eight years' approved 
service as Section Officer for coming within the zone of 
consideration for promotion to Grade i post of CS.S is 
not at all arbitrary and unreasonable as it prescribes 
a minimum period of eight years' of service as Section 
Officer both for direct recruits and promotees as a 
condition of eligibility for consideration for promotion 
to the higher post. This rule is, therefore, not violative 
of Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India. 

is. 	The rule making authority is competent to frame 
rules laying down eligibility condition for promotion to a 
higher post. 	When such an eligibility condition has been 
laid down by service rules, it cannot be said that a direct 
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 period of eight years'approved service in the 
grade of Section Officer as a condition7of eligibility for 
being considered for promotion to Grade i post of CSS. 	This rule is equally applicable to both the direct recruit 
Section Officers as well as the promotes Section Officers, 	The Submission that a senior Section Officer has a right to be 
considered for promotion to Grade i post when his juniors 
whohaje fulfilled thWost, Grade 

er 	for promotion to the 
, is whollyunsustainab 

The prescribing of an eligibility condition for higher entitlement 
for consideration for promotion is within the competence of 
the rule—making authority. 	This eligibility condition has 
to be fulfilled by the Section Officers including senior 
direct recruits in order to be eligible for being considered 
for promotion. 	When qualifications for appointment to a 
post in a particular cadre are prescribed, the same have to 
be satisfied before a person can be considered for appointment. 

.'Sèniority in particular cadre does not entitle a public 
'se,ant for promotion to a hicher post unless he fulfils the 
'liitility condition prescribed by the relevant rules. A 

	

-. 	
perbn must be eligible for promotion having regard to the 

. 	: qualifications prescribed for the post beforehe can be 
consIdered for promotion. Seniority will be relevant only 

	

\' 	 amongst persons eligible. Seniority cannot be substituted for --- -" 	
ibility nor it can override it in the matter of promotion 
the next higher post. The rule in question which prescribes 
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an uniform peiod of quli?ied service cannot be said 

to be arbitraiy or tjut violative of Article 14 or 16 
of the Constijtion. I  has been rightly held by the 
Tribunal: 

When cert in lengt of service in 8 particular 
can vali y be precribed and is so prescribed, 
unless a orson possses that qualification, he 
cannot balconsiderd eligible for appointment. 
There is'o 18w wh ch lays dosn that a senior 
in aervic t  would a 1 tomaticaily be eligible for 
prornotiori, S.eniorjty by itself does not outweigh 
experienc'. 

	

15. 	It h 	also ben observed: 

in any ent, the Appropriate rule—mking 
authoritis the bst judge in this regard. 
The ruleakino authority is cert3in:Ly 
competen to amen:J:thb rule and extend the 
period fr m six yars to eight years so as to 
make the iract redruits more experienced 
and sujta le for tte higher post. That is a 
matter fO the rul mking authority The 
Tribunal cannot sitj in judgement over the 
opinion of the rul making authority, No 
court or ribunal d n substitute its own 
view in a  matter siJ h as this. Such a rule 
framed by

• 
 a compet' t authority cannot be 

struck don unless t is Shown bo be violative 
of any Fudanienta1 

L 
ight guranteed to a citizen 

under the Constjtut: Ofl. 

	

17. 	We donot findlOny infirmity in the above findings 
arrived at by he Tribur l 

5, 	 A perusal of the e tracts reproduced from the 

Supreme Court's judnisnt  maks it very clear that seniority 

cannot be substitut 	for eliibilit.y and that when certain length 

of service in a part. cular care can validly be prescribed, unless 

a person poseSSes t 

eligible for appoin 

condition for entit 

the competence of t 

is settled it will 

sought by the appli 

cited the provision 

SeIvice (Group A) R 

qualif: cation, he cannot be considered 

nt and fhat prescription of eligibility 

ent to onsaderatacn for,  promotcn is within 

rule ma ihg authority. As law in. this regard 

difficu t for us to accede to the reliefs 

te. Lerned counsel for the applicants has 

ntained:in the Indian Telecommunication 

uitment Rules, 1992 ('Rules of 1992' for short) 
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I 

	 which provides that the eligibility for considering for 

promotion to and within the said service should be prepared 

in such a 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 also be considered provided 

that such senior officers have completed the probation 

period and passed the departmental test as applicable. 

Contention of the learned counsel for the applicant was 

that havjri made a provision to this effect in the aforeald 

Rules which govern,inter alia, the promotion of Assistant 

Engineers in TES Group 'B' to the next higher orade, i.e., 

Junior Time scale of I.T.S. 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 

Engineer, as contained in the letter dated the 25th September, 

1990 (Annexure-4) but despite this failure the applicants 

are entitled to be considered along with their juniors for 

promotion as Senior Assistant Engineers. This argument is not 

quite valid for the reason that we are not considering here the 

non-promotion of the applicants to the posts in Junior Time 

Scale ofLT.S. Group 'A' governed by the Rules of 1992. No doubt, 

there is a specific provision in the Rules of 1992 to the 

effect that if a junior person were to be considered for promotion 

to a grade in the Group 'A' service, his seniors, although 

may not fulfill the prescribed eligibility condition, 

also be considered. However, there is no such provision 

Q( 

( 
	 scheme governing provision to posts of Senior Assistant 

under implementation in accordance with the letter 
Ø* 	ct4( 25th September, 1990. The said letter does not contain a 

. 0. . . 1 2/_ 
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provision of a S. milar naure and therafor, the requisite 

qualification of completin of 12 years of regular and 

continuous serviLe in thegrede of Assistant Engineers for 

promotion as Sad.or Asais, ant Engineers cannot be assailed 

and that is a1só in keepig with the rule l3id down by the 

Supreme Court in the casejof Prabhadevi and Others cited 

above. 

llication fai and it Is dismissed accordingly.  

'drr as to costl  

(T. V. RAMANAO I 

	 l'b1 

mr. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTR.TIJ[ TH1JNAI.. 
BAILALORE BENCH:BANGALORC 

REVIEW APftICATION NO.10/1995 IN 
Q.A. 934/93 & 183 & 184/1994 	_- 

DATED THIS THE TWENTYNINETH DAY OF MARCH, 1995 

Mr. A.N. VUJJANARADHYA, MEMBER(3) 

Mr. T.V. RAMANPIN, MEMBER(h) 

FIr. A.N. Teragundi 
Aged about 45 years 
Occn. Assistant Engineer 
(TES Group 'B' cadre) 
0/0 Chief General Manager 
Telecom Quality Assurance 
61, Cockburn Road 
Bangalore-560 001, 

Mr. K.P. Narayana Rao 
s/o. Late P. Krishna Rab 
Aged about 46 years 
Cccii. A,ssistant Engineer 
(TES. Group 'B' Cadre) 
0/0 Director (Qc) 
Department of Telecom 
CACT Complex, Doorvanunagar 
Bangalore-560 016. 

3, Mr. N. R&nanathan 
S/c. R. Natarajan 
Aged about43 years 
Cccii. Assistant Engineer 
(TES Group 'B' Cadre) 
0/a General Manager 
Component Approval Centre Telecom 
(CACT), Dooravanunagar 
Bangalcre-560 016. 	 •1S•• 	Applicants 

Vs. 

Union of india to be represented by 
its Secretaiy to Ministry of 
Communications, New Delhi. 

Department of Telecommunications to 
be represented by its Head of the  

-- 

	

	Department, Sanchar Bhavan .:- 
- New Delhi. 



-2— 

ORDER 

Mr. T.V. Rarnanan, Mernber(): 

O.A. 934/1993 & 18Z & 184/1994 were disposed of 

by means of a considered order on 10.6.1994. The applicants 

feeling agqrieved by the said order have filed this RJ1, 

along with M.A. 151/1995 seek:.ng condonation of delay of 

210 days on the ground that subsequently having come to know 

that there are some decj8jns which were not referred to 

when  the jP•s were hoard and therefore it is necessary to 

condone the delay and review the order. 

2. 	The Review applicants do not contend that 

there is any error apparent or, the face of the record which 

is required to be rectified tri means of this review. It is 

not even their case of having found any new material that 

was not available to them wher the C.AS were heard. The 

present contention is that Hyerabad Bench of this Tribunal 

in OJ. Nos. 1370/1990 and other connected cases, which 

came to be decided on 31.1.195 held that seniority should be 

shown only at one place and that however the Tribunal had 

declinec to grant any relief with regard to relaxation for 

a period of 12 years for promotion to the post of Senior 

assistant Engineers. This decision is not of any assistance 

tc the review applicants herein because we have also taken 

the same view even thOL;gh the question of Seniority was not a 

question which survjved for cur consideration. The question 

of correctness C:theL&i$-Cf.oijI Tsferencs ti: the decjj on 

in Smt.R.prahhadevj & ore. Vs. Govt. of India & Ore. (1988(7 

&TC 63) cannot be  aitated ir this review ppl:ication. If 

the appjjcants are $çqrieved on the basjsf our d8cj5j 	 • 
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as erloneous the remedy open to them is elsewhere and 

not before this Tribunal Seeking to reargue the same 

matter again. It  was not as if that the decision alleged 

to have been rendered by this Tribunal in OJ. No.403/1992 

in Smt. Leelamma Jacob and Urs, was not known to the 

applicants. We therefore, see no merit to consider this 

application and accordingly by way of circulation in terms 

of Rule 17(3) of the CAT  (Procedure) Rules, 1987 we dismiss 

the same as also M.A. 151/1995 as no Sufficient cftounds are 

also made out to condone the delay0 
eon 

C Li - 

(r.v. R1vrAN) 	 (A.N. VUJJANAIADHYA) 
MEtIBER(A) 	 ME18ER(j) 

p5pc 	 TRUE COP'S 

Sec on  

-'UI. 
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