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"IN THE CENTFAL ADMINIETFATIVE TEIEINAL, JAIFUR BENCH, JAIPUR

Date of order: .LQIIZAugust, 2001
OA Mo.228,1954 :
R;P.Gautam g/c Shri N.L.Gaugtsm r/o 47— Pam ﬁagér, Hawa Sersk, Jeipur,
preséntly Asstt. Enjineer, Task Foveoe Fursl, Oc the 3zneral Msnsoer,
Teleccm, Distt. Jaipur | |

..Applicant
Versus
1. - Union of India throwgh the Secretary Teleccmruni cat i cns,
Ministry of Cmmmunication, Sanchar Bhawen, New Delhi.‘

2. . The Chief Genetral Maﬁager Telecommunicaticns, Fejesthan

Telecom Circole, Sardar Patel Marg, Jaipur

3. Shri V.Natrajén, A.En. 0O/o the Directcr General

Telecomminication, S=nchar Ehawan, New Delhi.
.. Respondents
Mr. K.S.Sharma, ccunsel for the applicent

Mr. Vijay Singh, proxy ocounzel to Mr. Bhenwer PBagri, ccunsel for

‘respondents

CORAM:

Hen'ble Mr. S.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member
Hon'ble Mr.A.P.Naarath, Administrative Member

" ORDER

Per Hon'lzle Mr. A.P.Nagrath, Administrstive Membetr

This application has heen filed under Séétion 13 cof the

Administrative Tribwnals Act, 1985, challengihg Ewo s;hiprity lists

dated 20.1.93 (Ann.Al) and 6.1.93 (Ann.A2). These seniority‘lists are
for TES Group 'B' and are ststed to have keen isaved in pursuance of
Central Adminiztrative Trilwmnzsl deéisicns. Srievente of thé applicént
ie that he and responaent Me.3, Shri V.Nstrsjan, were recruited in the
year 1967 znd the epplicent wes senicr to Shri'Natrajanh but vide the

impugned orders, respondenk No.3 hess keen me@s senicr to the




.applicant. His ples is that he wes never comminicsted zny adverse

entry and there should ke no resacn for his jonicr getting promotion

pricr tc him.

o, In the rerly, the respsndents hayé stated that thouoh

the arplicant was senicr to resﬁondent Mo.3, in the DEC held in year
1921 the applicant wee araded as 'GocA’ whetreas respondent 110.2 wes

graded as 'Very Good'. For this resscn, respondent lo.3 wes placed in

- the select panel and the applicasnt oould not £ind place. Consequently,

the applicant has beéncme dunicy to respondeht Wz.2 in TES Sroup 'B'.

3. _ ' in the rejoinder.to the reply filed by the respcndents,

the applicant while reiterazting the stand faken in the 0A submitted

: : ‘nct - _ _ :
that in case he wed/, found on esual footings with respondents 1o.3, his

cage ghould have kzen congidéred in the subsequent DRCs of the years
1982, 1983, 1932 snd 1985, bnt the respondents are mmite silent abwout

these DPCs.

4, The learnsd coameel for the applicant urged that the DRC

rroceedings for the veer 1%S1 may ke perused Ly the ‘Trbunai td

determine whether the actizn of the repondents was in accordsnoe with

the rules and nt arbitrary. The respondents preduced the DR

proceedings for the year 19281 =nd ACFe of the appli:ant. They had élso
keen directed to‘prcduce the ACF of rvespondent 1.3, However, zt the
time of argquments, the learnea counesel fzf the respondents stated that
it has not been possikble to receive‘AZR sf respbndent I-.2 23 he is

posted in southern regicn.

5. ‘ We have rerused the DFC prqceedings- for the year 1531
znd ACPs <f the applicant. After petusing‘the_ACR ~f the applicant for

the relevant vears, we d= not find any infirmity in the assessnent
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made Ly the DPC in grading the applicsnt as '3ood'. Feapondent .3

Good'. We alss find that the the DET reccrrended thesremes. of. ihoss.
. ‘be ! '
condidates tof pla ced in the select g:anel) who were graded as 'Very

Good'. In that view, we 2z not find any infirmity in the action of the

- respondents. It is only kecause of this resecn, respondent 1o.3 was

pdéced in the selest panel and rromcted. Havjhg keen prowcted earlier,
he has to rank senicr in the higher grade 28 an ckvions conseduence.
Wé ate not inclined to> 9o into the‘issue raised by %he applicant in
the rejninder that in the suksecuent D[Bls of the'yéérs 1932, 1283,
1984 2nd 1985, he should have keen considered. in the <A he has conly
raised the p]éavof his senicrity vis-a-vis respondent No.S and for the
reasons'stétéd abwove, we find fhét he has no csuse of arievance. The
re]ianie placed Ly the lesrned ~ounsel fer the applicent on the
decisjoh of this Trikunzl datéd 26.5.200) in DA No. 611,93 is of no
help ss that is on tqtally differvent facta. The learned ccunsel for
the respondents - has placed kefore wve a oipy of the letter dated
19.7.2001 written-ty the Deputy cenerzl Msnager (Adm) Eharat Zanchar
Njgam Limited tec the D.3.M (Adw.), Jaipmr menticning therein that in
pursuénce of decisien of Hon'ble the Supreme Court in Cocntempt
Petition Noo 121 of 1999 ﬁn Civil Appéal Neo 4339 of 1935 and Civil
Appeal Hos. 6485-6436,98, the sendicrity «f the entire czdre has beén
reviged Lbv the»Departmsnt and final seniofity list has alreedy bzen
circulated to all‘concerhed; Since that SeniafityAljst is not 2 metter
~f challenge kefcre us, we have ﬁz_ccmmenté Lo male.

A, In view of the djscﬁssions aforesaid, we dJdismisz this

a2pplication as having nc merits.

Lo

(A.P.NAGRATH) , * (S.K.AGARWAL)




