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JUDGEMENT

- (Hon'ble Shri S P.Mukerjl, Vice Chalrman)
In this application dated 3rd August, 1989 filed under

Saction 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, the applicants who

“are working as E.D.Agents under the Postal Division, Trichur have

challenged the Circular dated 10.7.89 at Annexure-I by which Casual

Labourers working in the Postal Stores Depot. Trichur ha§e been
invited to appear in the literacy test for recruiﬁmant:to the
Group ‘D' post in the ?6stél Stores Debot. Trichur,” The contention
of the applicants is that in accordanée with the DG P&T's letter
dated 6.6.88 (Annéxure-ll) they as é.D. employees are entitled

to priority consideration over the casual,laboqrers for recruitment

to €E§ Group 'D' posts. The application has been opposed not only
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by phe Department but'also by the céntgsting reépondents
3.and'4h§ho are'wprking as fullftime,casual‘Mgquoquaﬁd

‘ ' ‘ ‘ [
aS~pa§tstime contingent Sweepersa}n the Postal Stores
Depot. Trichur. Theif contention is that Stores Depot.

is a seperate recruiting unit and s}ﬁce there are no E.D.
Agents in that unit; the ﬁuestioﬁ of applying.the DG P&T's
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. (},"}.;m
instructions g%veg priority to E.D.Agents in the Stores

Depot’recruitment'does not arise.,
: Ry
2. - We have heard the arjuments of the learned

coungel forjall thé‘parties andg gone‘thrbugh tﬁe documen;s
cafefu}ly. In accordaﬁce withlthe D.G P&T's letter dated
19.7.65 (Exbt.R.3{(a) "in regard to Clasé v Sﬁficials
the Stéres Depot will be é'séparate unit...;..". A fufther
: A _ 0 . . _

claFificaﬁiog hés been given.in D.G P&T's‘letter dated.
7.1.84 v(Exbt;.R.3(c) that if thé Postal Stores bepoé as
a reqruiting unit, eiiéible casual labourers should first
be considefed for GroﬁpT’D' post before throwing open the
'vacéncies to the other éostal Divisions.  Annexure-I1 itself
indicatés that thélPostal Sto:es‘Depot is a separate unit.

_ . “ »
In the Cohnter Affidavi€ filed byaRespohdents 1 and 2 it
has been.specifically indicated that the Postal Stores Depot
Trichur ié a recruiting unit’for Group 'L°', fﬁe learned
counsel for the applicant has not been able to prodﬁce

.any order or instruction which would show that the Stores

Depot is not a separate recruiting unit. It is admitted
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that in the Postal Stores Unit as, separate unit, there

h
is no E.D}émployee$ working.
; ;. o
A 3. ‘ - 'In Ehe conspectus of facts and circumstances

therefore;'we hold that the Postal Storeé Depot having
no E.D, employees working, the applicants who are E.D.

s

Agents in a separate Postal Division cannot claim priority
& : : . ,

for appointment to the Group D post in the Postal Stores

Depot over the casual labourers working in the Postal

Stores Depot. We see no force in the application and

dismiss the same withdlt' any order as to costs.
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| The Hon’ble Mr. A\ Haridasan, Judicial Member

PN~

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?‘[m
To be referred to the Reporter or not? R '
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? A~

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? YV .

JUDGEMENT '
(Mr 5P mugerji, Vice Chairman)

e have heard the ar;gurnents of the learned counsel
for the ‘revieu applicant and in the intersst of justice,
condone ‘th'e delay as the learnad cdunsel ‘for the oppositse
party doanot have any objection. The learned counsel for
the review applicant has not pointed out any error apparent

on the face of records but drew our attention to Annexure-11I1

e , , |
to the 0.A. doges not have any bearing on the finding given by
w > -
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us as rermgffés the Postal Stores Depct being a separateAUnit is
o ' __

.

concerned. In the circumstances, we do not find any merit in

the review application and dismiss the same.
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