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The prihcipal challenge in this case is tc Annexure A=1
on the assumption-t;at the same has brought ab0uf the fetrc-
gpactive reversicn of tﬁs petitiorers from the post of Ubservation
Supervisors to the post of Taleéhqne Gpetato¥s. If we garefully
read the impugned Annexure A-1, it becomss clear thét it is not
at él; an order by which the petitionars are souqht to be
reverted as apprehanded, It is a letter‘addresseé by the
Assistant General Manager(A) of the Mahahagaf Telephone Nigam
Ltd, to the Assistant Director General (MM Sect%on), Ministry
of Communication, Department of Telecommunicetion, Naﬁ Delhi,
Nahaﬁagar Telephone Nigam‘Ltd. came to be in existence on
i.4;1986. The personnel of the Delhi Telephones stcod transferred

to the Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Ltd, w,e.f., 1,4.1986. The

(V/patitionars are two among those who stood transferred, The
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 Rssistent General Mznager of the Mahanagar Telephoﬁe Nigam Ltd,

was of the opinion that certain ordars were passed reverting

the petit@oners as Telephéne Gpe:ators on 14,3,1985 before they
stood transferred as Ubserﬁation 5upe;visors to the Mahanagar
Telephons Nigam Lté, It is‘in this background that. he had
addressed the latter to the Director General, Ministry of
Communication asking him as-to whether in;pursuance of the order
of reversion dated 14,3,1985, the peéitioners ware reverted to
the post of Telephone Operztor or not, Hé further asked in case
they were still uorking as Ub;ervation Supervisors, they may be
reverted back to Telephone Operators Frcm‘the retrospective dats
v.e,fe 14,3,1985, the date of issue of thé reéerginn order, It
is, fherafpre, clear that it is only a request.made'by'the

Nigam authorities to thé Rssistant Director General, Ministry of
Communication, to take certain steps to revart the petitiomers
in pursuance of the orders said to have been made in this behalf
on 14,3,1985, This is, therefore, a case of a 1ettef of reguest

of reversion made by one authority to ancothern having beentreateﬂ

to be an order of réuersipn itself, It is on that basis that

. thisApeiition hae been filed and it is on that-basis the interim
orde;‘has)bcen granted by the fribunal. If Anﬁexure . Qas
carefully read and understood, i£~”ucu1d " have obviated
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the passing of the interim order. Be that as it may, there is

nc order of reversion so far,which has bsen brought to our

ﬂ//notica and - what has been impugned is only a letter from one
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authority #o another, Hence the questién of our intsrfering
uith the said letter does not arise. As the letter does not
affect the rights of the petitionsers, no reliefﬂcan bé granted,
In the cigcumstances, it has become unnecessary to examine

for us as to whether we have jurisdiction to entertain the
grievance in regérd to any action taken by the authorities

of Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Ltd,

2. For the reasons stated above, this petition is dismissed
without prejudice to the rights of the petitioners to'uork out
their rights in’accordance with law if and when they are

jeopardised, No costs,
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