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IN THE CENI'RAL ?DMISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUrTXI( BEIEH 

Original Application NO.449 of 1991. 

Date of decision 3 August 251993 

Baman Charan Mishra and others ... 	Applicants. 

Versus 

Union of India and others 	 Respondents. 

FOR ITRUCTIOE) 

Whether it be referred to te Reporters or not ? A 

Whether it be circulated to b1l the BenChes of the 
Central Nministratjve Tribunals or not ? 

H. RMERASJ) 	 ( K. P. ?cwyA) 
MEMBER( 	) 
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CEN1RAI3 ?OMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTK BE1CH: CU1VACK. 

Original Application No.449 of 1991. 

Date of decision $ Augut 25,1993 

Baman Charan Mishra and others ... 	Applicants, 

Versus 

Uni onof Idi a and othe rs •.. 	 Respondents. 

For the applicants 	 M/s.Devanand Mis ra, 
Deepak Mis ra, 
R. N.aik, A.DeO, 
B.S.TEipathy, kvOcates. 

For the respondents ••• 	Mr.ASWi.jKumar Misra, 
Sr.Standing Counse1(Sntra1) 

Mr.P.N.Mohapatra, 
Mdl. Standing Cxinsel (Central) 

C OR AM: 

THE HO3URABIE MR. K. P. ?CHARYA, VICE -CHAI RMAN 

AND 

THE HOIUJABLE MR. H. RAJE 1DRA PRASIg), MEMBER ( ADMN.) 

JUDGMENT 

K.P.?CHJRYA,V.C., 	in this application under secjon 19 of the 

MminiEtrative Tribunals ct, 1985, the applicants 

( three in number) pray that appropriate direction be 

issued to the respondents to regularise/absorli the 

applicants inte posts of Telegraphmen in the Office of the 

Departmental Tlegrapk Office at Pareep and to quash the 

se lection/appointientta.. the said three posts. 

2. 	Shortly stated, the case of the applicants 

is that they were initially working in be posts & 
of a Departmental Telegraph •ffice 

Telegraphs Departm.ent. After the opening,they have been 

given theposts of Extra-Departmental Delivery Agents 

including Extra-Departmental packer in the Postal 

Department relating to which tte applicants have a 
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grievance, Their case is that after the opening of a 
Departmental Teleqraph •ffice, 
av1ng been posted in the TelecCiiinunication Department, 

such posts should continue in the Teleccelmunjcatjon 

Department, 

Counter has been filed on behalf of the postal. 

Department and Telecmnunication Department, In both 

the counters, it is maintained that the applicants 

are under the employment of Postal Department and they 

we re temporarily deputed to the TeLec ainunL. ation 

Department because posts were to be lCated for these 

three applicants and those who are similarly circumstan. 

ced. After posts hve bn located, the applicantshave 

been given tie posts of Extra-Departmental. Delivery 

Agents and Extra..t)ertmental Packer. Hence, the case 

being devoid of merit is liable to be dismissed. 

We have heard Mr,Deepak Misra, learned counsel 

for the applicants and Mr.Aswirii KUmar Misra, learned 

Senior Standing Counsel (Central) for the respondents and 

Mr. P. N,Mohapatra, learned *5d 1. Sand1ng Counsel (Central). 

Iindisputedly the applicants have been posted as Extra-

Departmental Delivery Agents/Extra-Departmental Packers 

under the Postal Department, Mr.Deepak Misra .subcüittéd 

that the applicants being regular employees under the 

Posts & Telegraphs Departne nt, their services should be 

placed in beTeleCOminunication Department instead of 

Petal Department, we do not find any rhyme or reason 

for accepting this submission made at the Bar. The 

1 applicants have not been deprived of their employment, 

e 
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At the cost of reptition it may be stated that the 

applicants ha' been originalappointed in the Posts and 

Telegraphs Department and after bifurcation they have 

been emplojed uncle r the POstal Department. There fore, the 

grievance of the applicants is baseless. We find no 

merit in this applisatiom which stands dismissed. No costs, 

The applicants shild be al1a'ed to continue in 

the Postal Department and we hope they have J oined their 

present posts. 
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