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fl In 211 the three cases, the co!11rnon question of luw 
11 

~ i/ ' 1 d 
~:i.nvo_ ve • 
~ 

are 
i\s s11ch, we .!deciding these by a common 

;; 

j~dgment. Th~ a?plicants were Class IV employee~. A 
I! 

ri~1btiEicci.tion 1rras ism1ed on 30 .. 6.1976 inviting applications ,, 
II 
ii 

~or selection for the de~?artmental promotionul posts of 
!I 
:/ eleri<s • 

.. · .. The applicants also submitted the applications 

ii 
8.n:'l tnev at;:Jpeared in the said examination. It ·was mentioned 
!I .J, 

ii 
II · 
//in the notification th0t the vacancies v-.rill be determi!1ed 

Jiater and subsequent notification will be issued before 
ii 

1
11 th am;n"'tJ" on •·a" ~orv.,1 1 c·t "'d 1:..c1·t11or it ie s issued iJ. i - e ex .. _,_ __ c. - . ,~ .~ - •·'-"'-'- c.~. . 

/ noti[ico.tion on 21.10.76 .ind st::1ted therein th0t there 1tias 

II 
1/ no vacuncy i.n Jai ··ur Telegraph Traffic Divi.sion. In the 
1i 

I'/ result :;mblished on 19 .. 2.77 it 1,1as mentioned that there ,,,as 

no VdC.:.:li-1cv in this Division i!l which the applicants were 

0 ~. /2 



i::ror~inq. l\11 the ap)licants f il·~d suits irr the COlirt of 

,\dJitional Munsi£ Sc J·ucJicial Macistr.:.itc, Court No. 2, 

Jo.irnr City. 

L:hc cci."V' w,1s 1~emdndcd on the ground that the ap;;ilic;_rnts 

should be qivcn furth(~r OP£.)Ortunity to adduce evidence o 

All these cases were transferred to this Tri~unal unjer 

Section 29 of Admiriistrative· TrP:mnals Act after <:"Vi.Jenee 

had been recor~cd. 

3.. On behalf of the a)plicants, Mr. G'J.pta submitted 

that they passed the examination and he: hu.s \1 iv en th!: 

det21ils in para 11 of the plaint. He also submi~ted that 

ordinarily the recruitment shm1ld be on the state-bas is. 

•::e have pen1scd the staternent s of the w:Ltne~~ses on rr=-cr,/;~ 

D\-\' ol Su.hi\) Singh, Asstt o Director General, Telegraphs, 

New Delhi has stat~i that the appointments and promotions 

are ma:-Je Division-wise and not C::ircle-wise. He has further 

st.J.ted that 11 Jai:?ur Telegra~h Division" and "Jaipur 

Telegro-:ih Tra:Er:ic Division 11 are indet_)endent Divisions. He 

has furth,~ r sto.ted that before the cor.irnPncement of the 

examination it was notifi•:!d on 2lol0o76 that there was no 

vacu.ncy in Jainr Telegraph Traffic Divisions Mr. Gupta 

,,,,1as <.iskcd to show ri.1les of recruitment and he could not 

point 0·1t any rule or instruct ion to substantiate his 

submission th<it the combin~d panel for the entire circle 

should have- been prepared. We have gone through the record 

and we do not find any force in the suit. All the three 

Tl\s are accon1inq_ lv reJ"ected. oorti'~.C'. ·'-_c .... b"""'r th 'r .l J; • - I. -' '- r:1 ' - el (),,Jn 

costs. ~~ 
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