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IN THE 

1

1 CENTRAL 1\DMI ii i , NISTRNrIVE TRI3UNAL, JAIP'JR BENCH, 

~ J A I PU R. 

'I T.A. N~. 2418/36 Date of Decisiorr:J_Q_;,_S'_-:-1l ______ _ 
(CS 295/77) f. 

·1 

Gatir i ~hankar : Plaint i:ff/Appl icant 
ii 
d 

Mr. M.:D .. 
1

• o Guptll c:oun,c.'" 1 f th 1 · - ~..__ or e App J.cant. 

:i .I VJm::J'JS 

if 

Union o,· f India -;:, O·th"'-rS d ~ ~ Respon ents. 

:1 

T.A. No. 2415/86 
l 

(CS 293 /77) 
! 

,I 

Kishan:r Chand Plaintiff/Applicant 

~: 
I•/l,r" M.·p 0 Gupta counsel for the ,c.,_pplicant. 

'i 
I 

·1 

-. Ur> ion bf India Sc Others 
~:~ 
~; ' 

T .~\ .. Kf:o. 2426/r36 
(!cs 2 96 /77) 
,, 

VERSUS 

Respondents 

Plaintiff/Applicant Kan S~ngh 
fl 

Mr. :M}S. Gupta 
counsel for the A9plicant. 

Union!of India~ Others 
'I 
;r 

20RA!·1i ____ ............ 
i 

VERSUS 

:1 Hon 'hle Mr. Justice D.L. Mehta, Vice-Chairman 

·
1 

!:-Ion 'ble Mr. B. 8,, Mahajan, Administrative Member 

:1 
HCN '3J._,E I'-1R. JUS'I'ISE D .L. :MEHTA, VICE-CHl\IRM ... Z,,,N 
---·-,·--·--·1• -·-·-·- --·--- ------ -----···-------·--- ----------- ---

" :i 
t: In all 
;I 

is in~volved o 

the thr!'."e cases, the co111mon question of la·w 
are 

As st.ich, we /dee id ing these by a common 

-,~,1 .1 
·~~- :' 

1 udcmbnt ~ The applicants were class IV employees. A 

~. _, ii 
11 noti:Eiication vias is::med on J0.6.1976 inviting applications 

for s~election for the: departmental oromotional posts of 
ii 

·1 . ~ 

cier"ii
1

!s. The applicants al so submit:ted the appl ication.s 
f, 

!. 
·i an:J. -llihey a;;:i9cared in the said exa1ninat ion. It was me!1t ioned 

!I 
i!1 trte notification that the ·vacancies will be determined 

ii 
,I ' latef and sub~quent notification will be issued before 

the ~xamina tj_on was conducted. A11thor itie s issued a 

ii 
l, noti;ification on 21,,10.76 ,_ind st:i.ted therein that there was 

no vi8.cuncy in Jai ··ur Telegraph Traf t:ic Div is ion. In the 11 

resJllt ":mbli.shed on 1902,,77 it 
!I .. 

no ~acancv in this Division in 
~I _. 

ii 

·v1as mentioned that there was 

wh~the ap9lica:nts were 

~ 0 0 /2 
!I 
II ~---------------------.......... ... 



1 . fJ'_J_~~- suits in the court of r,-rorl<::inq. J-\11 the ap) icants _ . ..t ~ 

AcViitional Jll!unsif St Judicial Mar:.istrate, court No. 2, 

Jci.i rnr City. 

2. aooeal wns preferced and 
~ . 

the cu.sc w:::i.s remanded on the ground thu.t the a););?lic;_mts 

should be given further op~ortunity to adduce evidence. 

All thes~ cases were transferred to th~s Tri~unal unjer 

Sect ion 2 9 of Adm in istrat ive ·Tribunals Act after evidence 

had been recor'.'led. 

3 e On ·bel1alf of tl1e <3.;.Jplicants, ~'lr o G•..ipta submitted 

th<:tt they passed the examination u.nd he h<J.s (;iven t~ 

details in para 11 of the plaint. He also submitted that 

ordinarily the recruitment should be on the state-basis. 
-~. 

1 ... :e: have perused the statements of the ·witnes·ses on record o 

D\\ .. I Sahi''.) Singh, Asstt. Director General, Telegraphsr 

Ne\·i Delhi has statei that the appointmi::~nts and promotions 

are made Division-wise and not Circle-wise. He has further 

st.:1.ted th.0Jt 11 Jai;:);1r Te legra:,)h Division" and 11 Jaipur 

Tele<;ro. 1h T raf r::ic Div is ion." are indc9endent Divisions. He 

has furth( 0 r stated that before t11e comme•ncement of the 

examination it was notifi·~!d on 21.10.76 that there was no 

vacancy in Jai_.ur I'elegraph Traffic Division. .Mr. Gupta 

was a.sked to show nlles of recruitment and he could not 

point 0•1t any rule or instruction to substuntiate: his 

submission th<1t the combin":cl panel for the entire Circle 

should have- been pre1)ared.. We h<J.ve gone through the record 

u.nd we do not find any force in the suit o ~i\.11 the three 

TAs are accordingly rejected. Parties to bear their own 

cos·ts,, ~ 

Sd/- . 
(!3 ~B • MA.HAJZ-u'\J) 
Adrnn., Memb~r 

11~~~~~2 -
Sd/-

(D • L o MEHI' A ) 
Vice Chairman 
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