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IN THE CE~l'IRAL ADMil1I3'IRATIVE 1RIBUI1!\L 1 JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

L'et: of ortler: }0 .t1 ,2.-V"O, 
OA Nc.4/2000 

Shhi Swa1·oop Vae.hishtha · e/o · Shri Murlidhar Vashishtha, working as 

Telecom. Technical Assistant in the office of Principal GMTri, 
/ \ .. ·, 

Applicant 

Versu~ 

1. Union of India throu9h the Secretary, Ministry of 

Ccrnrnunir::aU on, Dep.3rtment of Te-lecom., Sanchr.or Bhawon, New 

Delhi. 

2. 'Ihe Chief General Manager Tel•?corn, Rajasthan Te-leccm Circle, 

Sardar Patel Marg, Jaipur. 

3. The Principal GMTD, M.I.Road, J.:dpur (Raj.? 

~-

4. The Chief Managing Director Te-lecom,· Ct)nsultants of In(Jja 

Ltd.,~ 'lJ2IL Bha\·iCin, f~reater Fed laf?h-I, Ne~r Delhi. 

OA No.S/2000 

RE;'spondents 

I -, 
I 

I 

u.c.Goyal s/o Shd _ M.L~Goyal, TelPcorn Technical 

Assistant in the c·ffice of th.:? CGMT, Patel f-1arg, Jaipur 

Applicant 

·versus 

1. Union cf India through the Secretary, Ministry of 
I 

........ ___ ..... Communication, DeJ:ertment 'of Telecom.,- sanchar· Eha\van,. New 
'· 

Delhi. 

2. 'Ihe Chief General NanagE?~~ Telecom, Rajasthan Telecom Circle, 

Sardar Patel Mc-rg, · Jaipur. 

Respondents 
-

OA No.6/2000 

Bhuehan La] Bhatt r::/o late Shri J .L.Bhatt. working as T~lecom 

Technical As.sistant.']n the officE· of Prh1cipal GMTD, Jaipur., 

\ 
\. 

' J. 

Applicant 

. I 



.. ~---- .. 

\ 
\ 

2 

Unj::·n .:of India the Et:-cret ary, r-1inistrj 0£ 

r. . r' •t·]·-,. D··-"·r-.::._,·trr••-"''i''a'L· ,-_,.Lc Tr:>_]P_('(oJn., ;3.::tn.::h::•r BhcMEJn, I:JeH .:..C·n1filiJ 11•::-.::1 .. ·-• 1 r ·-· L 

Delhi. 

3. 'IhE· Princit:el GivJTD, M. I. ~C·ad, Jai pur 

Nagar· 3t Jarrunu, Tel~?;::-.:.rn Ezch:s-nge Poccl, Jamn-.u • 

• • Resp;-)nclents 

OA·Ho.l87/2000 

.JagdLsh Prasad 3hanh:t si,-:_, Shri Suraj Narah1 Sharma pn·sentJy 

, •• Applicant 

Versus 

1. Unk•n of India thr·:·ugh th•::- So:ctetC~J}; to the· G.:vt. (•f India; 

Sardar Patel Marg., Jaipur ~ 

3. 

~. 

. • .• Respondents 

O.i:\ No~ J 813/2000 

Telt?•::-.:.m T.:.::dnin~r •)=ntr~, ,Jaipur as instructor in the 

Centre, Jaipur. 

Applicant 

Versus 

l. Unit)i1 .:of Ind.ia thr·:on~h th.:: S;:..::-l:~tary tc.. the G:·vt •. ;:.f India, 

--
2. Th•? Chief Gem:~1·aJ H:ma·J:=i.- '.l\::-]F.·c.:.m, R.:·jasthan Te1e,":'c-m Cin·Je, 

(\ J 
-
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San:Jar Patd 1\larg 1 Jaipur. 

") 
-'• 

ReE<pondente 

CORAM: 

H:m 1 l:·le Mr .S .Ll\ganval, Judi-.:: ial Member 

Hon 1 bJ I? Mr. n. P. N.:'l\.Ja n i 1 .l\drcri n :i .:• LTEI t1.ve- Memb~ r 

Order 

P21- Hc·n 1 ble Nr.ll.P.lla\·lani 1 1-\drnini.?.trative He-rrber 

India aru ors. 

\ 
\ 

\ 

2. ~ve have ht?ard the lt?arned ·:-ounaeJ fo:ir the r-.:~rUes and have 

3. After .:-.::.nsidedng the rival c.:·ntent k·ns 1 H apr:o~?;:n-s that the 

in the_ ·~.:·::-r:.nc1 ·:rual ifyin9 .=o:-rEenin~J t.?sl: f,:,i- the p:-•st t:•f J'JY) ag::d net 

35% ·::rn:.ta \·lhi ·:-h h:1.= b?en J;~)strx:wied fr•:•m t iiTh? to time and i.= 1 ]}:ely 

" 
tc· 1:.:":? held any t.ime in immediate futun:. It is cc.ntended r:•n theh-

that since they have 

.............. 
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be'?n t-Im-ldn·J c.e. TTAs f.:,t- last sc' many yeat·s, · they cvuld nvt be 

denied the or:t=·:·rtun:ity .:·f appEari n<;J in the screening on the ground 

4. 'lhe r€-sr·c·n:lents, .:.n tht? •Jth·<:T band, conte-nd that in t~rms of 

the D6J;·3rtment .:·f Telec.:,mmunic-3.tione. letter c1at~d 24.12.99 only 

.t:hose TTAs \-Jho have tE-en apr..::.j nted on r>E>gular basi::: could h~' 

prc·mert~?d to take thE- s.:-reening T&,:;t a-;Jainst _ 35% quota even if they 

aJDplicants t-Iere app.:·inted as 'I'T.'-\:::: only on provieionc.l basis they 

on behale of the rt?ep.::ndents that no junior persvns to the 

applicants in the pJst of TTA has been allmved to take such 

---screening 1 t€'st and, therefore, there js no cause •:Of grievan..::e f\X 

the applicants. 

5. The learned counsel for the r:=sp.:.rK1ents ·pro:.cJuced befcre us a 

copy 0f the jud·;~ment ·.dated 9.2.2001 rendered by the Jodhpur Bemch 

of the Tripun.31 in OA No:•. 2/1(100, r::u:=h.::l Singh and ors. v. Union of 

IncHa .3nd m-e end stated that. the c.:)ntr·:rversy before us is similar 

to the onr:? dedced b-f the ,J.:.(lhpur b-.:·nch vide their order dc.tt?d 

l 
-

9.2~.2001 and· since after c.:,nsidering the entjre matter jn detail ., 
\. 

the said OAs \~>ere dismissed by the .Jodhpur Bench, the OAs before us -... _ ..... 

should be .;;.:-cordingly dLsmissed. Hc;i-lc-ver, the learned counsel fur 

i ssueo a not i .:e for ;::u.:-h a scr.zenj ng t ~st in 1998, a cc.py of the 

pr,:-,(iu.::ed bEf•:•re US. r-le rrguecJ that as per the said notice .. , 

[1 / 
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aJJ thl? TTP..s \.Jere entitled t.:. appear in the qualify:in9 s.:::r~ening 

the impu.;Jnf=o:l nc·ti•::~ datE-·J 1:3.11.99 (Ann.Al) that only thu.se TTAs 

_screenin<:J test. He als.:• a.:ld·;.d that there \.Jos n0 justificaUun for 

prescdbin9 such a cut-.:.ff •:late jn vi€:-H .:.f avaHabilit}• of a lar9>? 

that the bask r:dn.::iple .:.f ]aH laid dmvn ,by the Jc .. dhr-·ur Bench c·f 

this 'l'dbunaJ in their jud9lflo2r·,t ·:'lutE-d .9.2.::,:,ol is that thuse 

e-1 i gi bl s· ( •?mphasi e: e.uppl i Ed) t·=· tah· the :::ecc.nd s•::reenin;J test for .,.-----· 

for the appJ ir:'ants have br•':IIJght bef.-:.;:G the Tribunal neither any nHT 

facts n.:.r any principle in law t.:· en.::dJJ e this Bench of the Tdbunal 

to -erriv~S' at a c.:.nclusio:·n r.Jther th.:m t·Jhat has been arrived at by 

l:.s-f.:.re the ·J..:,.:lh!:·llr BEnch ao:l 1 thert:-fc·i~2 1 relying on the judgment of 

·the J,Jdhpur Ben•::h 1 the (1As 1:.::-f.:.n=· thi.=· Bench of the 'I'r:ibunaJ nEed 

to bE- dismissed. 

6. We have r:-arP.fully c·:·nsidt:>n=-·:1 th·.= dval ccnstentions rc:d.sea by 
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near future and tve are rrtan:ht2-.:J t·:· fo] l.:M the· ]at-! laid dc.t·m by a 

cc·:·t·dinate Br:·nch of this Tdbun.~l. We did, hoHeve·r, consi•Jet· the 

argument:= raised ;:,n l:.ehaJf c·f tll2 appli•:::-;;1nts n:-gardsing the l"'Ut-vff 

date l:eing not pres('·rH:_~e.) in til=- ·=.=.r.Ji~r neotii::e for the said test 

elated 24.11 .98, the justifi.::atj.::.-n f.:·r ~:-ut-C>ff elate being not there 

adual sen.d r:e ren:lerf:.:l by thE- arpJ ir:antE and nc•t the regular 

\ 

S/Shri K.S.Sharma and P.N.Joti •)n !:~half of the applicants 

. primarily on the grc.und that th:?s'? content.ic·ns de· not alter the 

-
·/ ...... -, 
I ~I 

~( 
'-"( 

'-''\mini •. 
i. ' .•. ··,f'· ..... 

principle of laH laid dm-m by Uri:O- L1c~:lhptx Bench vf this Tribunal 

viC!~ their order datEd ·~~.::.~C")l that jt i~ :::nly the rE·gular sE>rvice 
\ 

that sh0uld entitle a TTA fot· secc.nd qualifying 
'"\ 

I note fro:•rrr the- •Jn)a· d3ted FJ • .-::.96 .~nne~:ed, Uf the applicants in 0A 

No. 4/2000 E;B P.nn:A9 that the:- c.ppJ ~.cent therein wo::: given 

J.J.94 t•:' ~1.:2.95 and if he and ol:ht;;.r ~pplicants have been given 

c . . 
\. ' · 1~1 Jr - - r·t ~ '- I '.:::- . t-'J:.··-· by the •. .1-:·dhpur Bench uf this 

t.P " ~' /. •· ~·...... .~...~..., ... II TrH:.unal 
"II . . ~ '"'-'/, ,,. ' 1.Pur .t:.~: li~· ~ ·, 
--.....::o---:c··~ 

r 
purr_,.::.•se c-~ training \-.d 11 be pr>?p3r<:=>d in certain pn=·.:-rit.eo manner 

and ·msJ.:es it clear that such tr.ainjng is neo::E>sz.ary tE-fc.n? 

absorpt i on/pt<::.m.:ot j •:·n. n, ioJlm·lS that trainjng 

und.::r J.:ul~s 

--~------------·~---r 
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bef.:,re t~.:·hnid.,:~n~· etc. can be ri:-•:;~u1C~rly apr,·:~inted ae TTAs. We also 

theref.:,re, n:• r,.;_·ejudice has been .:aust:c1 to the applicants an:l 

teo. the fjnd that they are 

clj et inguisJ•.al:.l•? .:'n the fads an:! d i_·.::·um::tance~ and extend no::. help 

9.'2.~001 in Ct.l\ n:.. 2/::::(l(n), we find no merit in these OAs and thes'e 

a1.:-e ;;,.:.:.:.1_-(lin.;Jl y r:liemissed \vHh n:. ·:.rcl;.·r 3S to costs. 

-·- I. . .. J. ··-· .. -· . -

~. SA_ 
(N.P.NAWANl) I (S.K.AGAPWAL) 

Aem. Member 

( 1- .:_-:--- 2-if0l .• ) 
- / 
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