
IN 'IHE CEN'JFAL ADMINISWATJVE 'IFIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

Date of order:25.0l.200~ 

OA No.326/1995 

G.L.Meena s/o Shri Arjun Lal MeE:-na r /o Plot No. 79, Shanti Co1ony, 

Outeioe Ganga Pole, Bas Badanpura, Jaipur. 

Applicant 

Versus . 

1. Union of , India through the Chairman, Ministry of 

Communications, Department of . Telecommunication, New Delhi 

(Telecommunication Commission). 

2. Chief General Manager, Rajasthan Cir.cle, ~aipur. 

3. The Assistant General, Manager (Aarnn) OffiCe- of the Chjef 

General Manager, Dep:lrtment of Telecommunications, Rajasthan 

Circle, Jajpur 

Reepondents 

Mr. P.C.Swamy, counsel for the applicant 

Mr. K.N.Shrimal, counsel for the respondents 

CORAM: 

Hcn'ble Mr.A.K.Mishra, Judicial Member 

Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Naweni, Administrative Member 

order 

Per Hon'ble Mr. A.K.Mishrc, Judici~l Member 

Heard the parties. 

2. In this case the applicant has challenged the order of the 

respondents dated 5th July, 1995 by which 10 Junior Telecom 
Q)r/!.cw..~~ h~ ~' 

Officer·s were promoted dn.local off.lciating on purely temporary and 
. t.....' -

ad-hoc basis to the cadre of TES Grcup-B. The applicant has. aleo 
-

prayed that he -had passed the· examination of TES Group-B in the 

year 1987 ana, therefore, entitled to be'promotea. 

3. The respondents, in this case, have file>d a reply alongwith an 

ordf!?r dated 3rd January, 1996 (Ann.RI) by which the ad-hoc 
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promotio~ granted · to Junior Telecom Officers viae Ann.JU. was 

withdrawn. 

4. 'Ihe 1earnea counsel 
a.o pw 

for the respondents submits that ~ 
y. 

order Ann.Rl, application of.· the applicant does not survive. On the 

other hand, the learned counsel for the applic~nt ·submits that the 

applicant was not considered for regular promotion in the year ·1998 

on the basis.of hie having P.assed the gualify~pg exa~ination of TES 

Group-B in the year 1987 and, therefore, the respondents should be 

directed to accord promotion to the applicant accqrdingly after due 

' . considerati.6n of his gualif ication. 

5. We have considered the rival submissions. In our opinion, the 

present OA does not survive as the ad-hoc ·promotion order Ann.Al 

'has been modified by order dated 3rd January, 1996 (Ann.Rl) by 

. . 
reverting all persons to their substantive poet. 'ihe oral prayer 

t;~tM~~ . 
relating to non-consideration in the year 1998 ·cannot be· consiaered . 

( 
as. the subject matter of the contention in this case. 'Ihe applicant 

is free to take sui~able legal action relating· to the grieva~ce of 

non-consideration in the year 1998. '!hat matter is· not requited to 

be considered in this OA. 

6. The OA, in our opinion, has become infructucus and 

consequently aispoe:ea of accordingly.with no order as to costs. 
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·(N.P.NAWANI) (A.K.MISHRA) 

' 

Aain. Member Judl~Member 


