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OPt:N COURT 

C C::NT .-1 AL ADM INI3THAT IVE TR I BU NAL 

ALLA HA BAD BC:NCH : ALLA HA BAD 

ORIGINAL Arl PLICAT ION NUMB2R :878/99 

TUt:5DAY THIS THC: 22nd DAY Of APRIL, 2003 

HON. MR . JUST ICC:: R.R.K.TRIVt:DI, VICE CH&IRMAi~ 

Vl;jer Pal, 
s /o Sri Radh•y Shyam Yadav, 
a/a 25 years , 
r/• Sanjay Nagar 
ndar R.K.Convdnt School, 

La bour 
Aahok Viha r Barailly, 
Prasantly ~orking as Casual 
under s.D.U··~Phonea) 
Ca ntt. Bar• i l ly Cantt. • • APP lie ant • 

versus 

1. Union or India through the 
secretary Ta lacommunication 
Ministry er Talacommunicat ion 
Govt. or India, Sane har Bha~an, 
New D•lhi. 

2. The Telecom District Man•g•r(Trxwt) 
The Office er th• T•l•com District 
Manager, C.T.O, Compound, 
Barailly Cantt. (U.P). 

3. Th• Sub- Divisional orricar (Phones) 
Th• orric• or th• s.o.o. {Phonas) 
C.T.0 Com pound Cantt, 
Barailly, u.p. ••••• Respondents. 

By Advocata:-Shri Amit Sthalekar 

ORDE:R - - - - -
By this O. A applicant has prayed for a .direction 

to r =sponaent no. J not to terminate Casual S•rvic• 

•f th• applicant and ta withdra~ th• verbal order 

giv~n en 3-8-1999. H• has also praye9 for grant or 
ror 

temporary status and furth~r/regularisatian er 

Casual sarvic•s as Group-D employee. It Js nat 

disputed that talacammunication dapartmtJnt has baen 

converted into Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 

sarvices er Group •c • and • D' •playees hava bden 

absorbed in t hd corporation. Counaal for the 

raapondanta aubnitted that this O•A• is not legally 

ntaintaina ble and is liable ta ba rejected. In raapect 
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of this newly creatad corporation, central Govornment 

has not isauad any notification unudr section 14(2) 

of A0ninistrativa Tribunals Act, 1965, conferring the 

jurisdiction on this Tribunal to hear tha dis,Jutas 

against Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limitad. 

2. Considering the aforesaid aspect though the counsel 

for the applicant has sdnt illness slip, as the O.A is not 

maintainabla , it is liable to be disposed of finally as 

not maintaina bla • 

3. Tha legal position in this ragard has t>aan wall 

settled by Judgm3nts of Division Bench of Delhi High Court 

in tha case of Shri Ram Gopal ver1Aa vs. u.0.1. and Anothars 

raported in 2002 (1) SLJ 352 and Bombay High Court in tha 

case of a.s.N.L. vs. A.R.Patil and others re~orted in 

2002 (3) AT J 1. 

4. The 0.A is accordingly rejt:1cted as not maintainable. 

The atJplicant may maka his grievanca ba fora a ,J propriate 

forum. No ordar as to costs. 

Vice Chairman 
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