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By Tiling this OA applicant claims that he was

Bi igageu as a casual labour by Respondent No.4 in August,

iddS and since then he has been continuously working.

completing 240 days in each year and thus having a

ThereTore heservice ot more than two and a nai l yeai s

obsKs a uirection to the respondents to confer on him

temporary status in accordance with the scheme framed by

uepartment ot Telecommunication alongwith oonsequential
I t 1



nesijui iQaPitS Ifi uhSlr PSply hSV'S CODtSStSu "LnS CaSS

ai iu nav© Suatsd uhal. Dy GOV u. Of IPtCiia OM datsd

ou. 3a i.uuvj, DiididL. ocii i\_ahsp NiQarri Limitsd CBSNL) was ssli. up

and all tne business of -p>povid1ng telecom sepvices 1n the

countpy cuppently pun and entpusted with Deptt. of

Telecom Sepvices was tpansfepped to BSNL. As such BSNL

IS (jiuv iui i iij telecom sepvice to lelepnone Exchanges whepe

ui ie appiicaPru claims t.o be wopkmg. -He ha^ fupthep

staced thac Respondents No.2 to 7 ape not at all

leapuiisiuio i OP elecLPical 1 nsca 11 at 1 on op its

maintenance op ensuping the electpical supply of the

exi^iiangsQ and the said job pelating to the pelevant

exchanges is zo be penfopmed by BSNL. Applicant was

eiiaayed oy the ppivate contpactop M/s.Sonia ElectPical

undep an agpsement but he was nevep engaged by the

Liepaptment or ie iecommiunication. In view of this

posiuion, the ppesent OA is not maintainable due to lack

i-ii jui leuiv^Li ivji i cinvj may oe dismissed.

3. Vt'e have heapd the leapned counsel fop the papties and

pepused the pecopds.

4. The applicant has not been able to ppoduce any opdep

to the etTect that he "was engaged by the Depaptment of

Telecommunication. That apapt, the job which the

appileant claims to have been doing is being contpolled

by BSNL and this Tpibunal has no jupisdiction ovep BSNL

in view of the judgement of the Hon'ble Delhi Count datsd

i^4.o.£.u\j1 1 1 1 No.2702/2001 in Shpi Ram Gopala Venma

Vs. UOI [2000(1) AISLJ 352], whspein it has been

categopical1y held as undep:
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entertain petitioner's OA challenging his suspension

and which was not endorsed to have been approved by
DOT. The answer in our view was in negative uecause

■der which was passed by General Manager of MTNL
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Of f i ce r,
notiTication under Section
when he held a lien on the post of TES
grievance directed against order suspending him from
the post of SDE (Cables) in MTNL was
entertainable by Tribunal for lack of jurisdiction
It is also not the case that impugned oroer of
suspension was a compwoi l.b doi pasoBui vv i l»i i
approval of DOT which could perhaps provide
basis Tor Tribunal o. jui lodi ^w^tion. Timo ui vjbi
passed by the Chief General Manager on his own
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In view OT the above posiuionj we are Oi
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considered view that the present OA is not maintainable

and is accordingly dismissed. CP 268/2002 also stands

disposed of. However, the applicant is at liberty to

approach the app r op riate forum, i i su auViseu, lui

redressal ot grievance. No costs.
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