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CENT. MINT ST
"MUMBAL BENCH

patea on this the fﬁﬂ. day of Eu%wuﬂ 2002

Hon'ble Mr.Justice Blrendra piksnit - vice Chalrman

Hon'ble Mr.8.N.Banaaur

0.A.885 of 2001

B.K.KAatTKar,

Junior ‘reiecom viricer,

U/0 D1V, hnglneer Yer waqa,

rune. i

{BY AdQvocate snhri p.visangai with
snrl S.v.mMarne)

union Or in
tnrougn thé secreta
Mlm.‘sl;r dr communications,
sanchak Bpawan, New veinil.
‘rhe Cni beneral anager,

nanaraSt reilecom Circie,
nu pair - &11 vul.

- Memper (A)

E k cipal \¢enerai Manager (kast),
ru ‘

‘TeiecC

‘teleRrhone awan,.ﬁajlrao roada,
rune 411 VU4,

{BY Advocate sSnri V.3 .Masurkar)

U.A.886 or 2001

p.S. HArisangam,

Junior ‘relecom vtricer,

U/0 béneral Manager (kast),
snankershetn Koad,

une/ ,

\ ﬁavocate $nr1 p.v.sangai with
nTL,s.v.uarne)

{

3 VERBUS

union Or ilnaia

through the ¥ecretary,
M1n18Try Or communications,
sanchar Bhawan, New velnl.
tne cnier eneral Manager,
Mmanarastra ‘leiecom Circie,
mumpal 411 UUl.

‘'he (enerai mManager,

rune ‘reiecom,

Kumar kgtate suliliding,
sankertsneth Koaaq,

rune.

{BY AQVOcatG shri v.s.Masurkar)

- Kesponaents

-. Apptlcant.

- NKesponaents -



~

(3)

{9)

;Z*

v.s.Jgain,
Junior relecom vrricer (rnonej), .

U/0 D1visional kngineer (Trunxsy,.w

r¥une ‘reiecom,rune,
(BY Aavocate sSnri v.v. bangal with.
SNrl1 s.v.Mmarne)

- VENBUY

union Or inaia
througn £né\Secretary,

UgpPT.or Yeiecommunlications (BENL),
te epnonq\unawan, Bajirao Koadq,
vd.

Oom vrricer,
s Fenerali Manager (mast),
nxersnetn Koaa,

Y AQVOcatG snri v.v.sangai withn
nr}fs.v.narne)

YERSUY

union Ot 1naia
tnrougn the secretary,. .
M1nl18try Ot communications,
sanchar Bnawan,New belini,

he Chietr General Manager,
Maharastra ‘Telecom Circie,
Mumpal.

‘'ne General Manager (sast},
rune ‘trelecom,

Kumar estate sBuildling,
shangersnetnh KoaQ,rune.

(BY AaQvocate 5nri Vv.s.MasurkKar) .

0.A.888 or 2001

K.P. bPatii,

Junlor ‘reiecom vrricer (rnone),

VU/0 enerai Manager (‘reliecom},

Jaigaon - 445 UUl.

{ BY AQvocCcate Snri p.v.wangai witn
SRr1 S.v.Marne) o -

. MERBUY

..~ AppiLicant

- Kesponaents

- -Appliicant.

W%



union Or indla

througn the secretary,
M1n1stry Ot communications,
sanchar snawan, New beinl,.

4 'ne cnier eneral Manager,

Maharastra ‘tetecom Circile, .

! Mumpal. :
3. ‘he eneral nanager,

Jalgaon teiecom Dlstrlct4~u
pepartment or Telecommunications. (BsSNL), .
Teilepnone pBhawan,Jaligaon...

(BY Aavocate snri V. $\§?surxar;, S Kesponaants
o) OA_890 or 2001

gunwant Motiram-Nagie,
Junior Telecopwagilcer,
pharat sanchar Nigam LUa.,

AKoOla. -

(By Advosate |Shri K. ¥ elwe)
3 Y PO \ VERSUS

1. union Or ;:éya

througnh the iggretary to the
yovernment or \\naia,
'Mlnistry or C unications,
, partment ot lecommunications) .
/ sSanghar snawan,
/ New helni.
4. / tne chier seneral Manager (relecom), .
/  manarasgra circie,
/ pharat Sanchar Ni1gam utad.,
Mumpal, \
‘ne yeneral Manager, -
relecom u18tr1cn, .
Kota. | . . . .= xesponaents.
By Advacate Shri V. S. Nbsurkar)

- Applicant

(7)

4

O » 1
.
Braxaén}nanu Mmnaske,
JUN1Or jeiecom vUrricer
gnarat /‘sanchar Nigam Lta.,
AKoOla. ‘ .. ... .. =-.Applicant

(By Advocate Shri K. R, Yelwe)
VEKBUY

1, union Ot inaia
througn the secretary to the
sovernment or inaia,
{bepartment or ‘reilecommunications)
sanchar Bhawan,
New beini,
4. the Chier General Manager,
Telecom Maharastra Circile,
Bnarat sanchar Nigam Ltd.,
Mumbpai,
3. ‘tne senerai Manager,.
Telecom V18Trict,
AKola, '
{ By Advocate snri.v.s.masurgkar) . ... . . =~ Kespondents




e i

P L

{1iv)

rrakasn Hanmantrao Ladnekar,
Junior ‘reiecom vrricer,
pharat sanchar Nigam Ltd.,

AKola. : :

(BYy Aavocate p.vV.uzangai with .
SNri ¥.v.Marne)

union o1 indla

Througn thne \secretary to the
sovernment{ oY inaila,

M1nistry or (ommunications, .
(bepartment Jreiecommunications)
panc Bnawan,)

New/DelRn1. ///

rne’ Cniex & fali Manager (‘reiecom}), .
Maharastra Ccircle, o

snarat saﬁngar Nigam Lta.,

bai.
(8 \?avocate SNri1 v.s.Masurkar)

pepartment or ‘eiecommulcation,
Jaligaon,
( BY; Agvocate Snrl G.3.walila)

VEKSUS

nion or inala

thnrougn the Cnier Generai Manager,
MaegraStra TerLecom Circie,
Fountain ‘relecom bBuliaing,

Fort, Mumpal 4UU UUL.

ne eneral Manager,

Jaigaon ‘rerecom bD1BTrict, .-

Jaigaon 44> VUl

{BY AQvocate snri v.g.pmasurkar) -

Manesn vijay singn sujar,
Junior ‘Jetscom viricer,

U/0 wenerai Manager ‘reiecom,
vasal.

({BY Advocate snhri  p.v.sangai with

shri S.v.Marne)
YEKSUY
union or inaia
tnrougn the secretary,
M1n1Stry Or Communications,

.sanchar Bnawan,

New peini.

= .Applicant

- Kesponaents

.= Appilicant

-. Kesponaents

- Appiicant.

K
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4. The Chier ueneéral Manager,
Manarastra ‘Teiecom Clrcie,
Mumbal - 411 UuUlL,

3. ‘'ne Assistant general Manager, .
Kailyan ‘teiecom, Kaiyan 441 Juli. . .
{BY Aavocate snhri v.¥.Masurkar) ..

{11)

sarjerao sna
JUunior 7reiec
U/0 Geperal Mmanager,

Aurangapad\relecom U1BTI1CT,.
- AUr g,au:)aa\.\\b

(BY Aqvocate
.. V.Marne )

X

~

umion Oor inaia
thrbugn the secretary,
M1nistry or ‘relecommunications,
sanchar snawan, New beini.
‘the Chi1ef ;eneral Manager,
Maharastra ‘lelecom Circie,
‘ountaln ‘reiecom Buiiaing,

Fort; Mumpal - 4Uu VUL,
3. Tné-general Manager,
Aurangabad ‘relecom D1BTrice,
¢.T.V., Buliaing,Banaaurpura,
Aurangapad.
(BY Aavocate snri V.H.Mmasurkar)

snri1 Y.v.gangair withn

- Responaents

-Appiicant

- Kesponaents ..



URDER

Birenara Liksn1t, vice-chairman.

Inese eteven uriginai Appiications moved unger section 1Y
or Aom1n1stfat1ve Iripunais ACT, 1485 have peen T1ied Dy Junior
letecom OUrricers postea at dairrerent givisions ot Manarasntra.
vircie or Bharat 5aﬁcnar Nigam Limitea (in short, BSNL ) who have
beean transrerrea by a common transter order, l pne transrer or
eacn_ or the appiicant 1s rrom thelr respective ieisecom LIVISiIoOn

TO Goa lelecom wpivision. the transrer oraer nas neen

communicatea tTO appiyjcants by Assistant General Mmanager {51) at

the orrice/orN\unietr Géne I Mahager, {eiecom, Maharastra Gircile,

-
o

Mumbal ny a

20.11.2000 on a letter neaa or BSN&{
wherein NI\ 1s statead that as per approval of c¢hiler Generail
//Manager | Maparasntra Gircie, Mumbal tThe Ssald transters ana

ngs are aerea. As each applicant nas Challengea the oraqer

. OT Trangrer by T11ing separate ULA. 1n these VUAs., Desi1de taKing

Tne  facts Qiviig rise to these OUAS are tTnat the
18 are Junior Telecom Officers (for snort J10) GCS (rade

peionging to manharashtra Circte of B8SNL. 1Tne cadre oir
1S a circie cadre. A circie 1S aivigea 1nto Divisions
anda appiicants are posnea-wn.dwfferent Divisions of Manarasntra
circie. Tnougn eieven J.T.0.°'s have approached this <ripunal
chatlenging the impugnea orger, 20 J.T.0,°'s beionging to
different aivisions nave peen transferrea from tneir respective

Divisions to Goa bivision. 1The initial transter oraer was or 21

persons of drfferent divisions put as transrer orcer of one



T
off1cer has peen cancellea for wnich the reason pointea Out
during argument 18 that ne was wWrongly Snhown as Ne was S.D.g}
é?a n1s appointing authority 1S higner 1n rank than person wnho
passed oraer. AS alil the appiicants are d1ssatistiead py that

transter, tney nave filed these U.As.

3. 1Tne vommon grouna of chaiienge 1n all U.AS.M%#hu?S That

appiicants have §ither Deen charge-sneetea ana are facing
discipiinary proceeaing or are facing criminal prosecution.
Accoraing ta case up by appiicants, eacn appiicant has
suybmitteq representation against nis transrter soon after, but as
notning /;;;\oeen gone by respondent oraering transrer, therefore

they have approached this Tripunal.

e Ca;:\\Of each appiicant couta be examineqg Separate'y

N\, e fesng i Coelir ‘

on mer1t,\p T Las pileas raisea Dy app lticants in att caseaes are
Y\

more or |a§8\ common and same. Arguments aavanceda Dy j@arned

Y
::bnsel for\\gbpl1oants s e1ther appiicant Ccouid not pe

transferrea que TO pendency of aisciplinary proceeaings or he
\ ‘
COUIGinOt pe transterrea during penaency of criminal cases. AS
2

\ . ,
argumgnts are common, att Lne cases can be aisposed of by common

orger.
5. dIne common argument DY learnea counsetl on the basis of
stanag taken 1n these cases 1S that all The applicants as well as

non-appiicants, except one, are facing eitner aiscipiinary
proceeaings or criminal prosecution and thererore they navé peen
singled out ana transterrea in mass to Goa Telecom vivision trom
different Divisions. On that pasis the cCOmmONn argument wnich nhas
peen advanced 1S that the transfer oraer 1s 1in the nature of
punisnment ana 18 not 1n tne exligencies Of service. Tne
appiicants claim 1S also that the order nas bpeen 18suea 1in
colouraple exercise of power ana 1s abuse of the power Dy
authority. fThe argument 1S that the orger 1s vitiated daue TO

malice in law beside peing 1n viotation of Rules 66, 67 ana 68 or
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W

dqpartmentai 1nstructions as pupbilsnea in voiume - III or Manuai
or Department or PoOSTS ana Telegrapn at pages 28 - 29, facn

appllcant: nas- aiso  higniighted personai: difficuity ana maae

1

grievance agalnst 'Tthe transter oraer as peing 138uea in

mid-academic 8esslon/wnen tnelr cniiaren are studying or because

appiicant himselir 1§ jor \some Oor nis ramily memper 18 ill.

6. The stana oi applicants has peen aisputea py fResponaents.

|
Accoraing to/ tne ERG ngents, 1tTnis Tribpunal 1acks 1nherent

sectio : {\) OI the Administrative Tripunals Act, 1985 (in
SNOrt AET) ana thererore,_ TNis ' Tripunal  1acks. - inherent
Jurlsalcprn TO entertain tTnese Cases WNilcn are agalnst HSNL,
\ne xespdnqsnts nave aiso disputea the ciaim or appiicants on
TS, Tnelr stana 18 that the apptiicant peing JTu or GCB Gr.
, wﬁ1cn napbens TO Pe a C1lrcie cadare, the appllcantg are

liapie pe transterrea 1in accoraancs witn conditions oOr service

-@
anywnerejin tne Maharasntra reiecom Clrcle, wnich CoOnsists ot~

state Or Manarasntra’ and State or Goa. A8 ail the 0.AS. have
peen arguea slmultanéously>as.tney raisead more Or 1ess common
grounas, they are negng aisposea Oor by a common oraer,

7. The tearnea cdunsel ror KResponaents nas arguea  tnat E;S
appl1cant 18 WOTrK1ng With BSNL ana as the Oraer Or transiter nas
peen passeda DYy usmy,&nlcn nas not peen notifiea unaer section 14
(4) OI the ACE, thererore, thls 7Tripunal aoes8 noOTt . have

jurisdiction tTO entertaln the UA ana grant relief prayea ror by

the applicants. He pointed out rrom aocuments filea tnat a1t the

-

T
d (X¥.4 <
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oraers ana correspondences unaer cnailenge are from B8NL ana they
are not 1n exXercise Or power as an otricer or union or Inaa.
Tne argument 18 Tnat as BSNL 18 not notified unaer Section 14 (<)
of tne Act, matter aoes not fall witnin tne jurisdiction

conrerred on this Trlpunq*&n snri1 p.v.sangal, Aavocate appearing

on benalr or <tThe appilcants opposed the oplectrion raisea. His

contention 18 tnat aamitteal¥ applicants belong to GCS8 ur, B

cadre ana as tThe OII1Cers Gy Gr. ¥ cadre have not peen
apsorpeda py BSNL T1 trhis “aate, they continue to be unaer
\@mpioyment\ OI tentral, sovernment anda as tne transferring officer
\pr Centréi uovernmént, ne nas passea oraer 1in

\

exercise Or pQwer as an orricer 9; ¢entral government ana not as

18 an offic

: \\ X

/’ag\dfflcer oI BOWL.
f weng,
8. unalsputedaiy, empiLoyees Ot Gr. '¢* ana 'V, wno &Bre
working \witn tThe Teiecommunication Department,opted ror peing
apsorbped BSNL, wnich nas 1ts own 1dentity as a yovernment

Company, aﬂq the empioyees Or The S8ald TWO Groups stana apsorped
i

ang_are now employees or BSNL., A8 éppllcants ciaimeda themseives
to Dbd.empioyees or union or Inaia beionging to Telecommunication
' uepariﬁent in Gr. ¥, who are posted on IOr managing the Work or.
BSNL, Tne stand taken DY applicants 18 that they are working as
employees oOr overnment or Indalia and are directiy getting oraers
rTom OIricers OI <tTnhe tovernment Of lhdla ana as transier oraer
nas peen passeda DY an orricer or Centrai overnment, the U.AS.
are maintainabpie. ACCOraing ©tTO argument Or Mr. Gangal uUniess
applicants are absorbea bpy BSNL, arter due rormaiities, tThey
continue to be employees o# vnion or Inaia. He nas pointeda out
tnat tne applicants nave neither been absorpea py BsNL nor tney

have peen askea to give option for apsorption by BSNL.
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9. Tne argument or Learnea counsei Ior Responaents

Mr.v.b5.Masurkar nas bpeen that applicants are empLoyees Or MHSNL

ana Kesponaents reliea upon the daecision or Prapir Kanrti Choudhry
vVs. UnlOn.OI inaia & others passea in VA NO.4/4001 aeciaea on
J.1.40U01 [0)'s CaLCﬁtta gencn or the cCentrai Aamlinistrative
Iripunai, that appllcant aia become empL0yees Or BBNL. g%rlous
other autnorities ﬁere 4180 Citea DY COUHBGL-IOI appiicants to

SUppPOrt nis contention./ ANG®r hearing counsel 1or the parties

1u. we ﬁ'nnot ungerstand as TO wny BSNL 18 nOT COM1hg Up wWith

lef Setting ‘out exact IGl&thﬂShip wlth group “A° anq,
Da

4
I1Cers wno are workKing anda managing 1ts8 arrairs. 1h

Cabel \
nege VAS tne\ uagment was reservea Dy us put Eﬂﬂiﬁ?ﬁ the neara

;baln on tn;\\\

airrected to pe 118Ted as learnea counsel wanted tnat- a recent

, T
equest Or jiearnea counsei tor responoents.%§ﬂwas

JuagmeFt OI velnhl Hlgh Court in the case or Ram Gopal verma vs,
union |or lbala, {4UU1 Lap.1C 3/81) pe also considered. He . citeda
nat puagment to Show that the veinl Hlgh COurt nas neid that the
Administrative Tripunal nas no jurisdiction to entertain
)N ;1n apsence or notification unaer section 14 (2 of tne
Aaminigfrative Tripunals ACT. EXcCept piacing tne cases o:-Pran1f‘;
rantl cnpouahury (supra)} WwWnicn proceeasa on the aséumptlon‘tnat(
“S1nce the Department or Teiecommunication nas DeCOme HBSNL W.e.I,
1.10.2001", we are not posseséea of any material on recora on tne
pasis of wnich we can conciude tnat atl officers ana embloyees ot
Department Or Tele©COMMUN1CatTion Or UN1on Of 1ndla WOTKINg WwiEA
1nh1fferent Circles or B3NL nave pecome BSNL empioyees ana cease

to be witn the concernea department or union or Inaia.  We are

unable to unaerstana tnat wnen BSNL was contesting i1nherent iack

,
JSR————  cand

e
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or jurisaiction 1n'tnls rripunal on tne saia ground then why tney
pnave not srated 1n thelr written gtatement that appiicants stana
apsorbea witn BSNL Or they nave tne status or aeputationist to
support tnis ractuait position. Kesponaents nave not statea that
ract 1n written Stétement and mereiy reiying on calcutta Bench
juagment or centrai Aaministrative Tribunai contended that Group
‘A* ana group ‘B’ UF 1cers ot ‘relecommunication pepartment nave

pecome UITL1Cers OI BSNL. Responaents coulid nave even - fiiea

affiaavit in support o mXamining tne case, we fina tnat tne
case relates TO emp byees wno were on aeputation witn Mahanagar
\iwelepnone qg;;;\bamltea (1n SNOrt MINL) ana, thererors, tor the
purpos oé suspension, tney were directiy unaer aaministrative

controil Or MINL. The aistinguisning feature or present case 18
y

. k! ' -
tnat responagnts nhave failea to inform us 1in tnis case as TO 1n

i

/’d%at\gizac1ty the responaents are with BSNL 1.8. are tTney now
L employeas Or Department Or communications or BSNL and 1f tnere 18
~Nany notif?cation oraer to tnat errect. A8 The oraer was DY
orricers or the vepartment Ot JTelecommunications, government Of
Lnalﬁx\w agked learneda counsei IOr responaents tO 1nrorm us even
exer01;3‘gx power Dy oOrricer oraering transrer. We have askea
specirically tnat 1r they exercilsed poweq?%mployees Or BSNL Oor as
tnat or central sovernment. 1ne counsel Ior responaents couid
not tTell us |as To 1n wnat capacity they passea orader. He couid
not answer gquery as TO wnetner the reiatlionsnip between EsNL ana
applicant or| master and gervant has come 1nto existence and
applilcants cease TO De 1n employment or union Or lnaia. Thus, 1n
tne case oI Kam uyopal verma (Supraj, 1t was an aamittea case  OI
U we

' omd
parties tnay empioyees invoiveqa were on.aeputatlongnela that
w

central AAministrative Tripunat hada no jurisaiction. Here we
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fina tnat ,faCt 1S 1n aisputse. ‘Tne responaents are withhoiding
the fact tnat wnetner officer ~transferring appiicants was an
officer on aeputation witn BSNL or ne oraerea in aiscnarge of
functions as an officer or sovernment or Inaia as weil as 1f
appllcanf stanas %%%éi#ea‘zne case 18 alstlngulsneéﬂg.

11, Learnea Counsel ror kesponaents nas plLacea perore us tne
aecision  or uuxém thandra coyal vs. .union or Inaia, (UA
NO.5b/ 4001 a901aeazby ne Mumpal sencn on 1V.4.2001), wnich was

Laken up tTO BOMDAY H1gn COUrT 1n Writ retition No.z256/2001,

wnerelin the Higm Co 'has upneid the oraer or Tripunai bpy

leaving open the\question for aetermination of jurisdaiction. IQL

/
tH1s case) ‘the opjection which nas peen taken before us nas not

1S Oor Action Committee Qualifiea

Telaeco lechnical Assistants 10r Fromotion PoOStS of Junior
Teiecom ricers & otners vs,, _union Of Indla & others, (VA

NOS.246), 2

\g, 205 ana 28z/200% aeciaed on 23.7.2Z001).S0 rar this ~
se 1s}concérnea, 1T 18 a v1vision Bench order to wnich one -ot
us was\iparty. The case related to empioyees or Ggroup °‘C', who
were ro meriLy empioyees or union or 1Inaia ana therein it was
aamittea” case of parties tnat tne concernea empioyees snoo;!;
apsorpea by HBSNL Wnich 18 not the case hnhere. 1t 18 'ror the
reason that bivision sencn érter Knowing tnat tne empioyees ot
that case peing apsorped DY BSNL ana BSNL Dbelng not notiriedq
under sSection 14{(Z) Or <the ACT, that 1t heia no OA was
maintainable perore the ‘rripunal.

3. AS Tnhe responaents did not dls8ciose tThe relationsnip

aesplte query bpeing raisea by us, tThe 1earned counsel tor

responaents tried tO Sn1Iit the resSponsiplriity on appliicantg to
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prove <that the ‘Tripunai has jurisaiction py arguing tnhat tne
ot .

buraen or proof to show Tribunait has Jurlsa1Ct10ngon appliicants.
2

14, Th18 Takes us TO the question as TO wnether applicants

were requirea TO SnNOW ouster Or Jurisaiction or the ‘tripunalt or'

the respondaents. ‘the normal rute 18 that tne person wno allieges

wol
That a <court O Tripunalil does E? have jurisaiction nas’tdpnow

tnat the Court or\ Tripbunal hearing a case daoes not have

Jurisaiction. rThe Leg d counsel ror Responaents 18 not right 1in

contenaing T 17 was ror appiicant to esgtapiish that the court

N\ / |

nas Jurils ICEIOHﬁ\QéG éonrention cannot pe acceptreda., ‘The reason

~.,

/"
y=1sstnat\w en the Responaents stand 1s TtNAt this ‘Tripunal does not
nave Juri QlCthn TO entertain ana <tTry this VA, 1T was 10r

|esponaents R{O estaplisn the lack 0r Jurisqiction Or tnls

‘
!
‘

/ rripunat. rof\sexamlnlng as TOo which party was requlrea to prOVB

t‘ 6§§ﬁ OoTr\Jurisaiction we woula likKe to point out that hnhere the
BSNL - 18\ Supposea TO PposSsSess aocuments wnicn couia sS8noOw tne

SR

gelat%onsnlﬁ- 0 appLicants witn BSNL ana the status - or

i
r;l@tl‘nsnlp or officer oraering the sala transter. 1The ract 1s

N\ ‘

w1tn1h\speC1a1 Knowieage Or BYNL as to whether sroup ‘A’ Officer
., 7

ot tThe\“pepartment O Te16COMMUN1CAT10n, wno oraerea transfer,was

v ,
@Xercising power as an otrricer Or BSNL or as an officer or

relecommunication vepartment Or union oOr 1nqia{ As tne fact 1s 1n
‘tne special Knowiedage o1 responaents ana as no éffldav1t or
aocument has bpeen riiea TO sﬁow us exact retlationsnip O1
applicants or officer ordering <t{ranster witn B8NL, tThe
preliminary objection or kesponaents 18 liable to pe rejected.
15, " we woulid 11Ke to point out nere that in one of tne case,
wnicn 18 not before us, we considerea 1t necessary to nave

. speciric standa or respondaents on atridavit 11 appiicants Or that
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case wno are of, | GIOUpP "B continue to De in tne empioyment of

union of Inala or CDBY are empioyees Or - BSNL.

i

IOr BSNL iorally asked tor Time to optain ingtructions.
i

3OV SEARQ. We grantea
2 - . |

0Iricer O©Or BSNL onlit.

In tnat case
counseit

1me ana askeda to flls arriaavit or an

XT date, wnen tnat case was taken up,
we askea tne

rne# tgunses ror Kesponaents, wno happens to be

[ o
game counsel ror B'thln tnese cases, as TO wnetnher arridavit was

X the h arned Counsei stateq that BSNL was that not

/ ba
//é01ng TO 1118

any aIIlQaVlt in that respGCt. The stana now taxen
|
perore us

Kesponaents 18 tThat tnhe onus ot pr0v1ng tnat the

Tripunal nas Jurlsalctlon TO Try the case 18 on applicant.

I
16. B8 1T as 1t 18, a8 we are oOr the v1ew TNAat 1T was ror the
: I

respon%bn f TO Dpring retevant material for oustlng the

4

jurisaiction ot tnis Tripunal ana as they nave not aone it, 1n
apsence of any materiali Tto estapilsh That the empLOYer oOr
appl1C3nLs cease TO De The UNilon Or indla, the Opjection Of thne

ResponAsﬁQS Tnat tnilsg ‘'ribunal @oes not nave jurisqaiction failis.

| ' .
Inls takes us TO CONSlder the cClalm Or applicants on mMerits. >
17. The facts or ail the cases are more oOr iess similar
glving Trise TO COmMMOn question Or iaw ana tnerefore, berore

|
consiaering tne case on merits, we wouid {i1Kke tTO narrate - the
i

facts of each case. ' AS tThe Learnea CounseLr for applicants first

\ .

arguea UA No.887/2001, we willi be considering it as leading case
|

for considering arguments.
|
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UA NO., 887/2001.

Tne applicant's case 18 tnat he . was appointea as

tecnniclan on  1VU.6.1Y9% ana WwWas promotea as Junior ‘retlecom

vfficer, wnich 1s a uroup B’ pOSt-Onvld.b.1984. By a Memo at.

. 28.10.1997/5.11.1997 tne D.E. pnones, Rurai-i proposea to noid an

enquiry against appilicant unasr fRuite 14 of the Centrai Civit
services (01a531f1£§t10n, controir & Appeals) Ruies, 1965 (1n

snort, CUs Kules). ne charges, 1n supstance, were that the

applicant raiied TO /IOll tne rormaiities wnhiie proviaing 81X

new telepnfg;\émnnec 10

28.11.1997\ ana enqulry was conaucted and kEnqulry Keport was

s
. A reply was supmitteda DY appiicant on

N\

suomlc;;;\gn 9.6.1398. Tne enquiry report 18 against the
applicant, \ut 1T nas not been rinallsed Tlil Tne passing Or the
impugned oraer\\nen appi1cant togetner witn z0 other J1us nave
/oée;\\transrerrea ITOM The OIrice Or .k, (Irunks) rune Treiecom to
Goa Té?éggfne pP1STrict. ‘the opjection Or tne applicant 18 tnat
unaer ilnst{?étlon bb Or PFOST & ‘lelegrapns Manuai, voi. IIl1 ne
ouia AOt pe transrerrea pending enquiry. Tne Learnea Counsei
ror\\grplléant nas also contenasa that the oraer 1s punitive 1n

o,

nature'las ali the Z1 persons wno were transierrea (except A.dJ.

(Wno 18 at S1.NO.2) transier oraer nas peen bancellea as
ne was not unaer Clout - With eilther alsclpliinary Or Criminai
proceedaings penaing ilke otners). 1t 1s furtner argueda DY the
vearnea counsel for tne abpilcant that nhils daugnter 18 studylng
in Coilege, thne transrer oraer 1s 1in the mla-acaaemic session 18
11l1egal anda bad in Law.

U.A., NO.885/2001.

The applicant‘'s case 18 tThat ne was appointea as
reiepnone uperator on 22.,3.1Y83 ana was promotea as Junior

Telecom Yrricer, wnhicn i3 a Group ‘8* post on 8.7.1994. on

»
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5.9,2001 a memo was issued fo the applicant as to why
discipliinary proceedings shouid not be initiated against him 1in
respect Qf mis—copduct of certifying bills of contractors with
higher measurements, He has submitted his- reply on 20.9.2001
denying the a11eged mis~-conduct, It is then that the General

Manager (East) Pune issued a charge sheet under Ruie 16 of CCS

(CCA) Rules, 1965 all

ging that the applicant certified the bills

|
of contractors with higher .measurements with mala fide intention

)epartment. The appiicant submitted his
The Enquiry Officer fixed the enquiry fogi
ion which\bate preliminary hearing took place wheé
alil the charges. The said Disciplinary
> pending and during the pendency of the said

proceed\igs on 26,11,2001, the applicant has been transferred

of 'the General Manager (East) Pune Telecom

D, He represented on 6.12.2001 which

pendency f/Discip]iﬁary Proceedings, He further argued that the
order is punitive 1nlnature as the applicant has been transferred\“
together with 19 5ther persons who were either facing
disciplinary proceedings or c¢riminal prosecution who have been
singlied out for the :purpcse of transfer, On the basis of
averment in pakagrdph 4,10 that the applicant’s daughter is
studying in Schooil anh vet the transfer has been ordered in the
mid-academic sesé1on,iwhich is bad in Taw,

0O.A, No. 886/2001.

The applicant was appointed as Telephone Operator on

N
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1.4.1986 and promoted as J.T.0. on 10,2.1992., On 6,9.2001, the

applicant was asked to show cause as to why an enquiry should not

be conducted against him for mis-conduct of certifying the b111s'

of higher measurements. The applicant asked for supply of about

30 documents to ené;\e him to explain his position, which ‘is not

disputed by Respondents The applicant submitted his repiy on

™~
-

alleged mis-conduct. The applicant, who
was working Y : Division, Pune was then transferred on
5,10 & ; ffice of the General Manager (East) Shankar

_ Seth Road, Pune. After said transfer, a charge sheet under Ruile

bi11s\of contractors with higher measursments, with mala fide
intentic and for causing loss to the department to which also
app11cant;rep71ed. Oon 31.10.2001, an Enquiry Officer was
Lppo1nte¢j ?y the General Manager (East) Pune Telecom District.

the énqdiry has to take place and the Enquiry Officer has to

Qf [date for hearing. But, before that applicant has been
transfeifed vide impugned order dt. 26,11.2001 to Goa T.D. The
app71can£’s contention on merit is that under Instruction 66 of
Posts & Telegraph Manual Vol.III he could neither be transferred
during the péndency of disciptinary proceedings nor the exeréise
of power 1s'bona fide. According to the arguments of the counsel
for the applicant, the transfer order is punitive 1in nature as
the persons who are-under C]OLmlaione have been transferred and

not a single peréon who was not under C1oq§ have been ordered to

be transferred to Goa T.D. by impugned order to the same Goa T.D,

~- -
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He has further cilaimed that he has four years old school going

son, thne transfer order in the mid-academic session is therefore,

|

bad 1in 1aw. Furthek, it 1s argued that his mother who is sick

had two heart attacks.

0.A. No.888/2001.

The _applicant '‘was appointed as TOA (Clerk) on 22.3.1977

and promoted as J.T.0. on 20,12,1996.  On 6.9.2001, the

o0

applicant was ask cause as to why an enquiry should not

of higher meégsur & which charges have been denied in hi%;’
rep1y dt. .': The applicant was issued charge-sheet
Wndex Rule CCS (1

xQA)IRu1es, 1965 on the allegations mentioned in

The Disciplinary Authority without waiting for reply

e. to say 15.10.2001. Applicant subitted his reply.
reply to the charge sheet and has stated that he has not
been giwen 1nspectioh of doéument, as well as, the Enquiry and
f@ﬁng Officers could not have been appointed withdut

(

considering his rep1y.' The Discipliinary Authority appointed

Prese

fresh-Eaniry Officér to conduct the enquiry on 31.10.2001. On
9,11,2001, the pre11h1nary hearing was fixed for 20.11.2001 by
Enquiry Officer and;dur1ng the pendency of enquiry applicant has
been transferred from office of General Manager (East) Puhe to
Goa T.D, The appiicant has represented 6.12,2001 and has
approached this Tribgnal immediately thereafter on 10.12.200t,
The main grievance' of applicant is that the transfer order is

punitive in nature aé he together with 19 persons under Clcug
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‘alone have ‘been transferred hy the single order, It is argued

“that as per Inétruction 66 of Posts and' Telegraph Manual vol,

III during the pendency of disciplinary proceedings he could notv

be transferred. Further, it is argusd that his daughters arse

studying 1in College £Hq\:herefore, transfer could not be ordered
58 1.

during mid-academic ses He has aiso claimed that he is in

difficulty because his is working at Pune and under the

guidelines,

uld e posted at a place where his wife 1is

T working.

¢ QA No . 883/2001.

The applicant was appoihted as a Technician on 18.4,1984

. )
ana promoted as\\%&T.D. on 1.2.1999, Applicant was transferred

From Jamner to Bhusawal in  the month of July, 2001, The

fapplicant\ was issued with a charge sheet on 15,110,200 alleging

“The applicant replied to the charge sheet on

on 19.11.2001 the Respondents appointed Enquiry

Presenting Officer for conduct of enquiry against
/ .

In the meantime, on 19,11.2001, applicant has Dbeen

applicant,
transferred along with ‘19 other persons on the same day; The
enquiry officer fixed 29.11.2001‘for preliminary hearing. on
§.12,2001 applicant submitted his reply against the order of
transfer. The present OA is filed on i0.12.2001. Appiicant has
stated ‘1n para 4.9 that he is being singled out amongst others
for transfer though he is facing disciplinary action. Learned

Counsael for the applicant has contended that the applicant’s

transfer pending enquiry is punitive 1in nature 1in terms of

Ae.,__,@;,_;_,;;:;;—,_ﬁ.r
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Instruction 66 . of Posts - and Telegraph Manuail Vol.III
as he has Dbeen ﬁransferred along with 19 other persons who are
|

either facing disciplinary proceedings or criminal prosecution.
|

0.A, No.890/2001.:

The app]i#ant was appointed as Wireless Operator on
e , v Lo - -
7.5.1975 and promoted as J.T.0O. Trom October, 1992,

1996, It is submiﬂt (hat the applicant was issued with a
charge shbe i6.7.1997 by the Anti Corruptioﬁ Branch and the
éroceedi gs is in progress., The Respondents have issugﬂ

Jé : ‘ 26.11,2001 transferring him from Telecom

T.D. and that the appiicant 'has made a

i2.2001 to the effect that the transfer order

/ represgntation on 4:
|
k, violation Qf Rule 66 of Post & Telegraphs Manual Voil,III
| e, . . . '
wn1cF qtu\f1ateq tfat if disciplinary case 1is pend1ng“aga1nst the

Off'(“Tal, then the DTT'IC'!&] should not be transferred out of the

¥
i
l d1ctwon of the d1qrip11nary authority. Therefore, it is

argkeo that the order of transfer is punitive in nature and is

gpvw.th mala T1oe intention to punish the applicant. <

0.A, No0,891/2001,

The applicant was appointed as Phone Inspector .on
24,4,1974 and subseduent]y promoted as J.7.0. (Group " B ’ post)
on 25.4,.1989 and po#ted at Nanded, He was fTurther transferred to
Akola in the year 199 It is submitted that he was issued with

a charge sheet by the Anti Corruption Branch and a c¢riminal
| .
proceedings is in prbgress, The Respondents have issued an order
i

on 26.,11.2001 transferring the applicant from Akola T.D., to Goa

1
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A The ap

t.a

_}_‘_
T.0. It is argued the transfer arder 18 in violation of Rule 66
of P & T Manual vol. 1IIT which stipulates that if disciplinary

case is pending againgt an official, then the official should not

ba transferred out of\ the jurisdiction of the Disciplinary

Authority. Further, it
~c£ %ind an ailing old mother. Finally it

order is punitive in nature and is
i

jssued w;%h\Qég? fidekﬁgtention to punish the appiicant.
& . ,

A. NO.908/2001.

Ncant  was appointed as J.T.0. (Group 'B’ post)

1991 and was posted at Aurangabad. He was transferred

tatur 12.6.2001 in public interest. It is submitted that

. the authoryties of Anti Corruption Branch have issued a charge

sheet on 24}2\{998 and a criminal proceedings are in progress.
Respon%entéahave jssued an order dt, 56,11.2001 transferring

licant from Latur T.D. to Goa T.D. It is submitted that
rthe t er order is in violation of Rule 86 of Post and

Te\egraphs Manual Vol.III which clearly sﬁipulates that 1if

“ﬁﬁscipiinary case is pending against an official, then the

official should not be transferred outside the Jjurisdiction of
the Discipltinary Authority and claims that the transfer order is
punitive in nature and is issued with malafide intention to
punish the applicant. Further, it is alleged that the applicant
is having school-going children and the transfer order is 1issued
in the mid-academic session.

0,A. No, 912/2001.

The applicant Wwas appointed as J.T.0. an 27.4.1995 and

is submitted that he is having two.

;
L
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bromotea as Sup Livisionai Engineer on orriciating pasis w.e.r,

Marcn, zour, Tne appticant was i1ssueaq WA a charge-sheet at
- L]

Z/.4,19495 ana ENQUIry Urricer was appointeq on 12.95,1499), S1nce
there was no progress in the conauct or 8nguiry, the appilicant

approacnea the Tripunai vidge 0,A.No, b43/Y9 anad tTnhe UA was

aisposea or with a airection to compiete the aisciptinary
proceeaings within a Perioa or si1x months rrom 14.8.2000, Tnougn

the enquiry. 1 q‘comptet y NoO f1na| OFOGF 18 passeaq, It s,

therertore, arguea tnat the applicant was bun—u1v1s1ona1 Engineer
and not J.!.U, ana the fore the authority who transterreag 'n1m

was not compete as/welill as 1t amounts to nis reversion. 1t has

§ case was simiiar to A,J. Jawale, WhOé%—

peen arg"eg !/ tha
transrer ee canceliead on the grouna that ne was

Sup- u1v1s1ona| Engir 1eer. it s arguea that even as J.T.U., 1n

s or Insn‘ucu1on Q§ OT FOST anda teilegrapns Manuail vol.111 1t
the \aiscipiingry case 18 pending, then the orricial couid not pe
transharred out OT the Jurisdiction ot the aisciplinary
autnority. The transter oraer 18, theretore, punitive 1in nature
ana 1% 1§sueo With mailaride Intention 1In oraer tO punish the

p|1?antﬁk Furtner, 1t 1s submitted that Tthe app!icant 1s naving

i .
8CriQo1-going chiiaren ana the transrter oraer 18 1s8uUed 1n the

aagemic session,

NU.,: Y16/2001.

ifne applicant was appointed as Technician on 1U.12.1Y90
ana was promoted as J.i.U, On 23.172.1Y948. 1T 1S sSubmitteda that
The appiicant was 1ésuéo With a charge-sheet alleging that he had
fallea to foiilow Tormalities wniie proviaing new telapnhone
connections. Thnougn the enquiry 1s compiete, no tinai oraer 1s
passeg ana theretore tﬁe aiscipiinary proceeaings 1S ST1ili
penaing. “The applicant 1S transterred alongwith 2U other J.7.uUs.
are transrterrea TO Goa i.U. trom Kalyan i.u. It 18 arguea that '
1n terms or Instruction 66 ot FOST ana ielegraph Manual vol.1I1
wnich stiputates that 1f aiscipiinary case 1S pending against an

official, then the official snouia not pe transrerred out ot the

_tn

o e et v
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jurisdiction of the discip]inary authority. Further, 1t is
submitted that applicant’s brother is studying in college, wife
is under medical treatment and he has also submitted disability
certificéte of appliéant’s sister to prove that his stay at the

much essential,

present station is ver)

0,A. No. 19/2002.-

applicant/was . appointed as Transmission Assistant on

oteld ag J.T.0. on 21.6.1999, It is submitted

(@rimina1 pradeedings, he has been transferred to Goa T.D. from

\

. 3
Aurangabad T.0y
: N,

along with others who are facing departmental or

1nAal proceeéﬂ&gs except the appliicant. He assails the order

fon the \ground that has been included in the transfer order with

£
! the persot who under ciloud., It is argued that the applicant is
; kD

_\ having schoo}igoing children and the transfer order is 1issued
N,

in the mid-écadémic session, It is also submitted that applicant
. of Diabetes and hypertension. |

all the cases, the objection of counsel for applicant
is that the applicants could not De transferred pending
disciplinary proceedings/criminal procasdings in view of
Instruction 66 of the Post and Telegraph Manual Vol.III. It is
well settled that éﬂ employee who is appointed on a transferabie
post is liable to be transferred from one place to another and he
cannot raise a grievance against it. Transfer 1is an ordinary
incident of service and in respect of government servants it is a
normal Teature, No one has any rﬁght to remain at one place
where an employee is in a cadre which he joins with an. open eye

that he can be transferred, Instructions under 86 of the Post
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“Z#’“
|
ana Teliegrapn Manuai Vo1, _III 18 oniy an aamlnlstfatlva

lnstruction, wnlcn may pbe of asslstance wniie oraering transrer,

put tnat cannot pe enrorcea in court of paw ana tneretore, we are
not 1mpressea with tne argument that in view or lnstructions the

appiicant couita not Pe Ttransrerrea auring tne penaency o tne

a1sc1p11nary proceeqings. same Principie apply 1in IGBPGCC or

"

trial or craiminai cases ana 1r somepoay 18 being prosecutea, tnen

ne can very well/( seek leave, whicn wWiil pe a gooa grouna Ior

sanctioning or leavé Or tne empioyer 80 tnat the person attenas

To cCourt FIOCGGQlﬂg but even on tnat grouna 1Tt cannot pe Sa%y

that ‘the augnorl 161“89 not nave tne power <TO transter mereLy

pecause cr1m1na1 pIOCSGQngS 18 penaing at tne station where he

nave peen <transterred Irom airrerent ‘reiecom

U1Stricet ali or ;wnom nave peen transrerrea TO Goa T.D,

51mu1tag§o sxy,creat?s a doupt tnat a buncn of officers nave peen
SlngleQ/OUt OXCEeptl ome (appliicant 1n UA NO.10/4UUZ) against wnom
gisclpiinary or crimlnai proceeaings 18 not penalhg ana sent to
there 18 no explanation Irom the 81ae Or tngci
ts as to Tnow ana Wwny, nhames Or OIT1Cers Who are not
unaer c10ugzls not tnere 1in oraer. OIIlCers wno are unaer c10ug.
aione are tnere. |naa 1T peen A case OI One Or TWO Or three
OIT1Cers, WNO would fnave peen Transrerred S1MULTAneousiy, Then we
coula nave taken 1t és a co-1nciaence Or Chance that Some persons
standas transierreda. | sut, nere we rina tnatzfﬁno nave peen
transierreda, buncnea | togetner,w undaer 'c10u3, ‘NOThN1ng nas peen

|
sSnown tTO tne contrary aespite SsSuch a pilea bpelng ralsea Dy
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docrfonce
appiicants except retiance 1s peing piaceda ongpower of officers
to transfer as well as transfer 1s an incigence or service, wnen

ailegations of maiice was being made against respondents, then 1t

was 1ncumpent for respongents to nhave assigned the reasons as to
ﬂ' now this nappened. Because ot <this transfer of similariy
s1tuatea officers ana the apnsence of reason from the sige of

respongents 1n craws erring officers,bunchead togetner, against wnom
w2

d1sc1p|1nary proceeat gs are pending or criminal proceedings are

going on i1ndicates T

1s not a bon

ne.action of the transterring authority
/

ge pne and he has singiea out those who are under

ctouﬁ; Haq_ tni1s \peén not there, then there were pouna to bDe

officers w are nok\unoer CIOugm -Direct evigence of malice 1s

A\

difficuit Dbux 1T 18 from circumstances that one nas TO arrive to

linary DF6C6901HQS or criminai prosecution pendaing in

aistricts and in different 0Oivisions of Manarasntra

circile, stana 0 transferfgto same division 1n Goa then

\

\ ” .
cons1oer1zg the numper of officers transferrea, 1t 18 reasonaple

tR conciuge tnat the transferring authority has pickea up only

tnoéa‘peﬂgons wno are unasr cloud, 1t 1s the penaency of
procegém gs mentionead above which appears the Das1s for picking

’

officiafs ror transter. The power ot transrer conrerrea appears-

.

v

TO De punitive 1n nature where persons under cloud atone are °
peing sent to Goa Telecom Di1strict. However, as we are of the
opinion that the transferring officer instead ot exercising the
power for which 1T has been conferrea TO transrter appears toO have
sent the orticers undger cloud to Goa Telecom District, 1s e
punitive 1n nature, 1t 1S colourable exercise of pOwer wnich 1s
paa 1n ijaw. Thus, we would I1ke tO quash the oraer ana direct
the responaents tThat whiile exercising the power of transter, 1f
There 1§ necessity of certain Ji0s to oe.sent to Goa 1.D. Then
fney haye to see tnat not only those persons wno are unaer ciout °
shouta be bunched togetnefzggi white transferring 1t is hot only
that what 1S Dbpeing aone 1s bonafideiy done put 1t shouia aiso
appear that ne 1S exercising power bonariaeiy. 1t 18 rqgtw

respons1p1!1tn equaliy TO see that none points f1nger in respect

of manner 1in which power 1S exercisea.
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YA UR Beside, what nas peen saiag apove, even 1t the respondents *

wsanteda To transrter applicants then 1in respect or appiicants 1n

The eleven‘ UAS Dpetore us they were sSupposeq to Ttoliow the law

enunciatea by the sSupreme Court 1n the case Ot virector General

. OT ekQucation vs. U. Karuppathevan LUTYY4) £8 AIU YY) wherein Apex

Court has heldg that

AlThough tThere 18 noO such rule, we are or the View that
In errecting transter, the tact that the chilidaran ot an

empioyee are studying shoula be given aue weignt, 1T the
exigencies or the service are not urgent , ;

we Tina that despite SpeciTic stand being taken Dy the appiilcants
£\
N these eleven UAS G&C pt U.,A, NOS, 8HY/2001 ang 8YU/ZU0U1 that

thelr cniidren are Studgying, nNo reason nhas bpeen assighed 1n

written statements ot ne ¥ O.AS, mnaicating as to what was so

\ Re
4 necessary 1n exigenclies OT service.

h \ T T T e

urgent that 3;aﬁqrer
Even an in1s rouna tThe TtTransrter ot appiicants 1n O.A,

NOSs.,88//2001, 884/Z Q?, 886/20U01, 888/2001, YU8/2001, HTZ/ZUU1,

93102007 ang 1u/2002, having pDeen made 1n The mig-academic

£
£
2

be given er1Tect ana TtThey <coula have been

4
271, / ingre 1s aqgitiohal grouna tTor which transter ar

atil, appticant o0O7F U.A.NO. Y12/20017 18 bad Iin

ratil wasS WwWOrking as Sub-bivisionhal EkEngineer 1h<:
7ating capacity oOn tThe 0ate transter was orderea, 1T has
peen arguea that the orticer transrterring Aim 1.e. Ch1eT General
Manager, felecom Maharasnhntra Gircle was not competent TO transter
nim, ana thererore, hi1s transrter 1s bad in iaw, dnere appears
supstance in  this argument also. The respdncents Justirication
TOr cancelling transter or A.J. Jawale, one of tThe ¢1 persons
inittaliy transrerred, i1s that he was Sub-uilvisionhal kngineer at
retevant time ana therefrore he could not pe transrerrea, If A.J,
Jawale could not pe transrerred then how this appilicant has been
transrterred py the same authority. Tnere couia hot pe aavanced
explanation Trom respongents’ side, speclally transferring an
orricilating sub-vivisional tngineer as J.T1.0. Thus, so Tar
transter of tnis orticer, namely - A.K. Fatel! 18 concerned, 1t

18 alsc pad tor that reason.
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21, Here, we are requirea to aeal witn the case or appiicant

in OA NOS. 10/2002 separately. We fina tnat 1in his case neitner
any Ccriminal prosecution nor .any discipilnary proceeaings nas
peen 1nitiated. He 18 only buncnea togetner witn vtnose facing
criminat brosecutlon  r discipiinary proceeaings ana taus casting

stigma on nim. we \are not 1inciinea to upnoid tne oraer of

transfer 1n otner VU.As, \ ana tnererore so far appiicant or tnis

case 1s coné;;h a tner

tnat nis ;\\\dren are stuaying ana tnererore, his orasr of

18 nothing wrong with the oraer except

transfer can\\be effectea after tne ena Or acaaemic session, but

iwwnen We nave r \rded tinaing that whiie ordering ftransfer the
: /
~ \
gxercige of power Dy transferring officer 18 coiourabie eXercise
/
:/ ’
(/ of power,, we wouid 11ke to quasn the 1mpugnea oraer passed

against m%%aiso. \

22. Athougn we are quashing tne transrer oraer, during
\\\\argumentl 1T has been pointea out tnat some officers stana

relleved ana await tne decision on tneir appiication ror interim

jéi;ef. we reserved oraers in these cases ana tnerefore we wouid

11Ke tg airect the respondaents tnat officers wno stands reileved
.

ana nave not joined at Goa Telecom Division, they wiil grant
~. .
-~ appropriate leave due to such officer ana in case leave 18 hot
aue To any one tnen special 1eave 18 to be given without break in

service.

2% ..For aforesaia reasons, the O.A. Nos. 885/2001, 88672001,
887/2001, 888/2001, 889/2001, 890/2001, 891/2001, 908/2001,

91z/2001, 916/2001 ana 10/2002 are allowea witn apove directions

e R

and tne Oraer or transrer dt 26.11.2001 18 set a81uesywqfq¢@w£

\ e I% . DRLLOLIUS )

MEMBEK (A )  VICE-CHA1KMAN

o o)
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