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(By advocate Mr.C.Rajendran, SCGSC)

The application having been heard on 24th September, 2003,
the Tribunal on the same day delivered the following:

ORDER

HON’BLE MR.A.V.HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

The applicants, 3 in number, while working as Group~C
officers 1in the Department of Telecom and later absorbed in
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, initially approached the Hon’ble
High Court of Kerala in Writ Petition No.16185/2003 challenging
Annexure A-4 order dated 26th March, 2003, which was marked as '
Exhibit P.4 1n the Writ Petition, to the extent of clause 2 of
that order on the ground that by the said clause they were
allegedly denied certain benefits. The High Court of Kerala
closed the Writ Petition with the following observations:

“"The petitioners submit, they are Group-B officers of the

B.S.N.L. A1l11 the Group-B officers who are transferred

from the Department of Telecommunication.are treated as

deputationists. They are challenging Ext.P4. Clause 2 of

Ex.P4 denies certain benefits to the petitioners on the

ground that they are Group-C officers. Since the

petitioners’ case is that they are .Group-B Officers and
therefore entitled +to get higher scales of pay, they may
move the C.A.T. for appropriate reliefs.

Without prejudice to the said right, the Original Petition ..
is closed.”

2. Thereafter the applicants have filed this application
before this Tribunal under Section 21 of the Administrative
Tribunal Act, 1985, seeking to set aside Annexure A-4 order and

for directing the respondents to continue to give the benefit of

"A-3 order to the applicants.

3. It is alleged in the application that the’applicants were
givenh a sum of Rs.2000/- each per month in terms of A-3 order and
the decision contained in the 1impugned order making them

ineligible to get the amount is irrational and unjustified.
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4. The kespondents 1n their reply statement contend that the

app]icéntswho weré absorbed as Non-ExeéutiVes jn BSNL with effgct,
from 1.10.20?0 and drew pay in 1IDA . scale . of Rs.7100f200410100 ?
cdrrespondingl té. the CDA scale of Rs.5000—150—$000 are'ndté_
entjtTeq to,recé1ve Rs.2000 per month and the decision containéd'
in  A-4 is perfectly in order —and in  consonance with-'the
recruitment rules. anée the applicants are absorbed in BSNL,
the Tribunal has novjurfsdiction to entertain the'app1ication,§ 

contend the respohdehts.

5. The 1earned counsel of the applicants, with considerab1e-

vehemence, argued that the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala having’
_ ;
held that the applicants being‘Group—B officers working on deemed§
deputation in BSNL, they‘cdu1d move the C.A.T. for redressal of§
the%r grievance and the Tribunal has to adm{t.thé application and?
consider their grievance. | | |
6. The learned counsel for -the ' respondents, 'On the 'otheé'
hand, argued that even going bylthe statement by the apijcant€ 
they have been absorbed in BSNL wiﬁh effgct from -1.10.2000, ’aél
also this fact is borne out from‘R—z, the Tribunal does not hav%
any jurisdictioh and further the applicants have 'no. 1egit1maté'
‘grievance, because the paymént "of Rs.2000 per mqnth was beiné
made to those employees who wére on deeméd deputat{on. ' _ ;
7. . -On a scrutiny of the materia]s available on record and o¢
heafing theblearned‘éounse1 on/either side, we find_tﬁét there ié
considerable substance in the *afgumentsf of the counsel fo%

respondents. However, since the app1icants are undoubtedly th% -

employees of the BSNL having been absorbed with éffect' frop
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1.10.2000 and since the BSNL is a company which - has not been
notified under Section 14 (2) of the Adminiétrative.Tribuna1s

Act, 1985, the Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the i
application which re1afes to the employees of the BSNL. Further

no legitimate grievance of the applicants 1is disclosed because -
Annexure A-3 order dated 27th February, 2003 directed payheht of
an adhoc amount of Rs.2000/- per month with effect from 1.10.2000
to Group-B officers of ﬁhe DoT and erstwhile DTS/DTO working: 1h
BSNL on deemed depdtation basis, and all the app]icanis weré, as
is seen from A-2 order dated 5.2.2002 befofe‘ issue of A-=3,
absorbed in BSNL and placed 1in the IDA pay sca]e; It is also
evident from R-2(2) to R-2(4) dated 8.7.2002 that- all the
appTicantS were absorbed in BSNL w.e.f. 1.10.2000. "Hence in any
case the benefit under A-3 not being dhe to the applicants, there

is no legitimate grievance'.of the applicants which calls for ‘

redressal.

8. In the light of what is stated above, the application is
rejected under Section 18 (3) of the Administrative Tribunals

Act, 1985.

Dated 24th September, 2003.
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