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no viacancy in Jaimar Telegraph Traffic Division. In the
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result published on 19.2.,77 it was mentlo

ned that there was

no vacancay in this Division in which the applicants wele
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working. Aall the apolicants £iled suits in the Court of
2dditional Munsif & Judicial Macgistrate, Court Wo. 2, ‘ R
Jalorur Citv.

2. . The suit was dismissed, appeal was preferrced and
the case was remanded on the ground that the applicants
should be given further opportunity to adduce evidence.
All these cases were transferred to this Tribunal under
Section 29 of Administrative. Tridbunals Act after evidence
had been recorded.

3. On behalf of the applicants, Mr. Gupta submitted
that they passed the examination and he has given tie
details in para 11 of the plaint. He also submitted that
ordinarily the recruitment should be on the state-basis. ‘
We have perused the statements of the witnesses on record. o
DWw.I Sahib Singh, Asstt. Director General, Telegraphs,

New Delhl has stated that the appointments and promotions

are made Division-wlse and not Circle-wise. He has further
stated that "Jalpar Telegraph Division" and "“Jaipur
Telegrash Traffic Division" are independent Divisions. He
has further stated that before the commencement of the
examination it was notified on 21.10.56 that there was no
vacancy in Jaisur Telegraph Traffic Division. Mr. Gupta

was asked to show rules of recruitment and he could not

point o1t any rule or instruction to substantizate his :
submission that the combined panel for the entire Circle 7"

should have been prepared. We have gone through the record

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

TAs are accordingly rejected. Parties to bear their own

costs. ﬁ%‘ﬁb |
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