CENT. ADMINIYTRATI T
MUMBA) BENC

patea on this the [9# day of Eﬂ%uug 2002 -
W L .

coram: Hon‘bie Mr.Justice Birendra Diksnit - vice Chalrman

Hon'bie Mr.8.N.Banaaur - - Memper (A)
(1) : 0.A,.885 of 2001

s

B.K.Katkar,

Junior ‘reiecom viricer,

U/0 L1lv.ENngineer yerawadaa,

rune, N
{BY Advocate snri v.v.gangal with
snr1 s.v.Mmarne)

VERSUD

1. union Or indla
through the secretary,
~- M1nistTtry ot communications,
sanchar Bnawan, New veini.
4. " ‘the (hiler General Manager,
Manarastra ‘lelecom Circle,
Mmumpal - 41i vui.,
3. rrincipal Generait nanager (haSt), 
rune ‘relecom, —~—_ '
Telepnone bnawan,.
rune - &1l wuz. .
(BY Aavocate 3l

x//\\\‘\ -
t2) / TW.A.886 o1 2000

D.S. uar}éangam,

Junior ‘¥Yeiecom vrricer,

U/0 Genmeral Manager (kast),
snankeérsnetn Koad,

ajlrao Koaaq,

V.3 .Masurkar) - Kesponaents

rune
~ {BY ‘Advocate snri D V.@angali with
' b9r1 s.v.Marne) - Appilcant
, .
/ VERSUS .
1. /Cnlon 0 L1nala

/ tnrougn the secretary,
Min1STry OI LOMMUN1CAatlons,
sanchar shawan, New beini.
¢, Tne Chier teneral Manager,
Manarastra ‘relecom Circie,
‘Mumpal 411 UUL.
3. Tne General Manager,
., Pune ‘reitecom,
Kumar kstate suliding,
sankertsnetn Koad,
rune. ,
(BY AQvocate SNrl V.5.Masurkar) - Nesponaents .

N

~



't (3)

{4)

(9)

N7 e e

-

| U.A.887
D.s.dain, | |
JUN10T TELeCOm UIIlCer (Pnonej, .

U/0 plvisional kngineer (TIURKS);‘”

rune ‘reiecom; Pune. \
{BY Aavocate snrl D.v. bangal witn.
SAr1 8.v. Marne) s

SRR Lo VENBUY |

vunion ot 1na;a
througn the Hecretary,
MI1ni1stry ot pommunlcatlog,
sanchar pnawan, New veint.
The Cniet beneral nanagar,
Manarastra 1elecom blrdle,
mumpal.

‘'ne senerait nanager,
rune 1elecom u1scr1cn :
vept.or Lelecommunlca 10ons ( BENL) ,
‘relepnone pnawan, ‘Bajirao /Koaa,
rYune 411 UUZ.

(BY Aavocate snri

.Magurgar)

8 or 2001

M.B.sagar,
Junior relegom 1 er,

V/0 senera nana er/ (xast),.
snankersnetn Koad,

YERSUY

throtign tne s@cretary,
Ministry or yommunications,
sajicnar Bnawan,New Lelni.

he Chiler Ggnerai Manager, . ...
Manarastra /reiecom Clrcie,
Mumpal.
Tne wenerAl Manager {Kastj),

rune ‘e com,”

Kumar kftate puildaing,
snankersnetn Koad,rune.

(BY AQvocate Snri V.s.Masurkar) .

!
! 88 o Q0

K.p, ratii,

Junior trelecom vUrricer (rnone),

U/0 Generai Manager (‘relecom),

Jaigaon - 440 VUL,

{BY Aavocate shnri1 b.v. Gangal with
SAri. s.v.Marne) ‘ o

. - VERBUB

~ Appiicant

- Kesponaents

- Appliicant



union Or Lndla

througn the yecretary,
M1n1stry Ot Communications,
sanchar Bhawan, New veini,.

4 'ne cnier General Manager,
Maharastra ‘tetecom (1rcie, .
mumpal. :

3. he general nanager,;.

Jalgaon ‘reiecom D18TricCT,.: .

pepartment 01 Telecommunications. { BSNL),. .

reiepnone Bnawan,Jaigaon. .

{BY Aaavocate sSnhri v.s. nasurxar;_,ﬁ.. - xesponaents

{o) ' : OA 890 or 2001

Gunwant Motiram Nagie,
Junior ‘reiecom vtricer, - o
pharat sanchar Nigam Lta., P

AKoOla. // - Applicant

(By Advocate Shri K. R, Yelwe)

1. union Or i1ndaia
- tnrough the secretary to rne .
Government oOr indala,
Mlnistry o1 cCommun rrons,
{bepartment Ot 1eieco unlcatlonS)
sanchar snawan,
New velini.

/
_ /. :
4. rhe ¢hietr wenerait ager ,reiecom),
Maharastra Clrcle/i

7

Bnarat sancnar N gém\:ta.,
C
/

Mumpai.
3. rne Generai Manager, /
Telecom Listrice,
x01a. : .. . .- Kesponaents
By Advocate’ Shri ¥. S. Nbsurkar)
(1) O.A.891 o1 2001

rvraKxasn Kanu MnasKe, .

- =..Appilcant

1. union or inqia
tarougn the/ yecretary to tne
government or inala,
({ bepartment or 1elecommunlcat1onsy
sancnar bBnawan,
New beinl.
4. ‘the Cnler yenerai Manager,
relecom Maharastra Clrcie,
Bnarat yancnar nNigam uLta.,
Mumpal.
3. ‘ne enerai Manager,.
Telecom p1s8trice,
AKolia,
(BY Aavocate snri v.g.masurgar) = . <. = .Kesponaents

3
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U.A.908 or 2001

PraKasn Hanmantrao Ladnekar,
JUn1o0r ‘reiecom vrricer, '
Bnarat sanchar Nigam Ltda.,
AKola. :
{BY Aavocate ».V.sangal with .. :
5Nr1 S.v.Marne) : . el - . Applicant

1. union or inaia
Tnrougn the secretary
sovernment ot inaia,
M1NniStry or communicayions, |
(Uepartment or ‘Telecommunications)
sanchar Bnawan,

NeW Delini. /

4. Tne (niet General Managet (Telecom),

Manarastra Circle, /

/

Bnarat sancnar Ni Lta.,

MUmDal.

|BY AQVOCAate Sar, .7rnasurxar) : - Kesponaents
() {// UA 912 or 2001

A.K.patis, /
e

Sup D1V.ENngl e;é //
(survey/rraQEM1§‘;on 11)

pepartment ¢r ‘reiscommuication,

Jaigaon.
(BY AQvocate Sshr G.¥.Walila) o = Applicant
/ VEKSUS
1. union ot/ indala

through /tne Crier yenerai Manager,
Manarastra ‘tepecom Circie, .
Fountayn ‘teigcom pulilidaing,
¥yort, pmumbal/4U0 UUL.
4. ‘ne veneral Manager,
Jalgagn teigcom bL18Trict,. . .
Jaigaon 44d/uul.
{BY Advocate shri v.g.Mmasurkar) . : ~. .Responaents -

(10)  U.A.916 or 2001 .

Mmanesn vijay singn sujar,
Junior ‘reiecom viricer,
U/0 yenerai Manager ‘teiecom,
vasal.
{BY AQvocate Shri L.v.gangai with
snri s8.v.marne) -
: - YEKSUY
1. union Or inaia
tnrougn the secretary,
M1n1STtry oOr communications,
sanchar pnawan,
New veini.

- Appiicant



(11)

-Aurangabpad. , .
{BY Aavocate snril v.:é?}ngal T’

".S"

The (hler (eneérai Manager,
Manarastra ‘teiecom Clrcile,
Mumpal - 411 UULlL, '

‘he Asslstant generai Manager,. . )
Kailyan trejecom, Kaiyan 441 Jui. .. = ,
-.. kKegponaents

{BY AQvocate shri v,.y.Masurkar). . .-

) 0.A. 10
sarjerao shagajl More, ///
Junior rTeiecom vrticer, . . . ////
U/0 General Manager, yd ) e

Aurangapaa ‘rteiecom Dlstr}Qt,ﬁ

shri1 s.v.mMarne) -Appiicant

union or 1na1a/”

througn the secretary,
M1nlstry or Jr'elecommunications,
sancnar Bnawan, New. veini.

tne Cniet @enerali Manager,
nanarast;d‘relecpm circie,
rountain/reiecom Builaing,
rort, Mdmpal 7/400 uul,

Tne ueneral Manager,

Aurangapad ;'elecom D1BTricet,
¢.1.4., Byiiaing,Banaaurpura,
AurangapaQ. ,

{BY Advgcate snri v.s.Masurkar) . - Kesponaents ..
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. |
postings are oraerea.

common  grounds, the

B
i

: UKD ER

Birenara Diksnit, vhce—una1rman.

inese eleven uriginal Appiications movea unasr section 1y

or Aom1n1strat1ve ;lr]Dunals ACT, 1985 nave peen T1l1eq Dy Junior

lelecom urrticers postea at airterent aivisions or mMaharasntra

I
Lirclie ot Bharat sancnar Nigam Limited 1N 8hOort, BSNL) wno nave
|
been tranqrerreo DV[& common transter ora r. |ne transrer or

eacn or tne app|1cant 18 Trom thelir r, SDGCB1V6 letecom Livision

|
To Goa telecom wivision. Ine

| ansrer oraer has peen

|
communicatea to appi1cants by Asgistant ‘énerai Manager (51) at

: : |
the oTTiCce OT (hier General Mana er, leigcom, Maharastra Circle,
r / '

Mumpal by |etter adated 6,
i
wherein 1t 1S stated! that

z er / approval or chier Generail
Manager Manarashtra oir y

pal the sala transters anag

Ot Transrer vy T1|1n9 QTe/ VA, in these UAs., Deside taking

j nay raiseg pieas on merit appiicabnie to

mnayviaual cases,

2. Tne fac rise to tnese OVUAS are that the

appilicants are Junior Telecom Officers (for snort JT0) GCS Graae

"8° cadare peipnging to manarasntra Circle of 8SNL. The caare of

4

|
J.7.0°s 1s a®ircie fcadre. A circie 1s Qivigea 1nto DI1visions

|
ana appiicants arne postea 1n different Divisions of Manarashtra
. | .

circle. Tnougn eveb J.T.0.°8 nave approached tnis “ribunal

chattenging  the 1hpugnec orager, 20 J.T,.0U.’S Dpeionging to
‘

different aivisions nave peen transferrea from their respective

Divisions to Goa U1V%s1on. Tne 1nitiat transrter oraer was or 21

‘ !
persons of different divisions put as transrer oraer of one

¥UUU /on a letter neaa ot BSNL




. ”' .
officer has peen cancellea for whicn the reason pointed out
during argument 18 that ne was wrongly shown as ne was S.0.B.

o]

égﬂ n1s appointing authority 18 higher in rank than person who

passea oraer, AS all the appiicants are dissatistied by that
transter, they nave filed these U.AS.

3. Tnhe common grouna of cnhailienge 1n atil OU.AS. o218 That

appiicants have either neen charge-sneetea ana are facing

discipiinary proceeaing or are facing crimipmal prosecution.

Accoraing to case set up DY appiicants appiticant nas

supmittea representation against nis tra on after, but as

nothing has been aone by responaent 4 transrer, tnerefore

4, Tfne case of each app! id be examinea separately
ane Geumg olocided Gogelfar

on merit, butlas ptieas rais 1icants 1n ait cases are
[

mef/ Arguments advanced Dy learned

/ .
18 )Jtner appiicant couid not pe

more aQr fess common a

counse | for apptiicant

couia not pe transyerrea d,r1ng DGHOGHCY of criminail cases. A8
d >

oraer, /

7’
5. commog//argument py learned counsei on the pasis of
stana takeh 1n Tnese cases 1S tThat all The applicants as well as

non-applacants except one, are facing either a4iscipiinary

proceeatngs &gr criminal prosecution and thererore they navé peen
singied it ana transterread 1n mass to woa Telecom vivision Trom
different Divisions. On that pasi1s the common argument which has
peen advanced 18 that the transfer oraer 18 1n the nature of
punishment ana 1§ nOt 1n tThe exigencies ot service, Tne
appiicants claim 1§ also that tThe order nas been 18sued 1n
cotouranle exercise OoT power and 18 abuse of the power Dy
authority. fThe argument 1S tnat the orager 1S vitiatea aue 1O

mailice 1n law pbesige peing 1n vioiation of Ruies 66, 67 ana 68 or



-§-

S W

departmental 1nStructions as pupiisnea in voiume - III or mManuail

or Departmeht 01 Posts ana Telegrapn at pages 28 - 29, £acn
appiicants nas a180 - higntighted personai difficuity ana maae

grievance against the transrer oraer as being l13s8ued in

|
mia-academlc 8ession when thelr chiyaren are studying or because
- /

appiicant himselir 1s or some or ni

ramllz/pemner 18 11},
6. The stana of appiicants nas peen /1sputaa Dy Responaents,

/
Accoraing to : tne Responaent Thls Tripunail lacks 1nherent

4

jurisaiction to entertain and try\originat appiications fiiea by

applicants. The grouna ror/cflaifenging the jurisaiction 18 thnat
BSNL 18 a government Comp whicn fas not peen notiriea unaer ™=

section 14 ({2) or T Adminigtrative Tripunalis ACT, 1985 (1n

o

snort AcCt) ana, theye 18 ' Tribunat lacks inherent

jurisdaiction TO e€ntertaln Tthese Ccases wnich are agalinst HSNL,

- The Kesponaentg nave aiso digputea the claim Or appiicants on
merits. Tnelf gtanda 18 that the appiicant peing JTu or GCB or.
- B caare,'wnlcn nappens vo pe a Clrcie cadre, the appilcantsg are
llapie TO be Ttransierred/ln accoraance witnh COndiTions Or S8ervice
anywnere 1n thé Manarasfitra ‘TeLecom Clrcie, WniCh COns1sts oOr
state or Maparasntra /and $tate Or Goa. As ail the 0.As. have
-
been arguea SimMultaneously, as tney raisead more Or 1ess common
grounas, tney are Heing aisposea Or DYy a common 0oraer.
7. The learnea counsel for Responaents hnas arguea‘tnat~£§:
appiicant 18 WOrK1ng With BSNL and as the Oraer ot transter nas
peen passea DY BSNL, WniCh nas not peen notifiea unaer section 14
{4) ©OI <tThe ACT, <tThererore, tnls 7Tripunai aoes noOt. have
jurisaiction TO entertaln the UA ana grant relief prayea tor by

tne appilcants., He polnted out rrom adocuments filea tnat aii tne

omm—
FRe %



-9-
»
oraers and correspondences unaer cnatlenge are from BsNL ana they
are not 1n eXercise OI power as an Oorricer oOr uvnion Ot Inaia.
rne argument 18 TNAat as BSNL 18 not notified unaer Section 14 (4)

of tne act, matter aoes not fall witnin tne jurisdiction

conrerrea on this Tripunai. Sari v.v.sangal, Aavo € appearing

on penalr oOf <tThe applicants opposed the Op) Tion,raisea. His
contention 18 tnat aamittedly appilicants pejdéng ro GC8 ur. B
caqre ana as the orricers or Gls G B/cadre nhave not peen
apsorpea py BSNL T1il tThis aate, they gontinue to be unaer
emplOyment oOr lentral overnment ang as/tne transferring officer
18 an officer ot Central over 'é ,/ he nas passea order 1in
exercise OI power as an ot‘p’g; of /tentral yovernment ana not as
an officer or BSNL. ‘

&. vnaisputeaiy, e «‘gggﬁs o1 ur. 'C* ana p°, wno é§$§
working witn the Telecommynlcation Department, opted Ior being
apsorped Dy BSNL, wrHicn nas/1ts own 1laentity as a uovernment
Company, ana the/empiLoyees Ol the 8ald TWO Groups stana ansornped
ana are now employees ot BSNL. A8 eppllcants ciaimed themseives
to bpe empioyees or union or Inaia beionging to Telecommunication
uepartwent An Gr. /B, wno are posted on IOr managing the Work oOr
BSNL. rhe stand taken DY applilcants 18 that they are workKking as
employees oI Ggvernment or Indaia ana are directiy getting oraers
rrom OIriceYs or the government Of inala and as transier oraer
nas peen pédssed DYy an orricer Or central yovernment, the U.AB.
are maintainanie. ACCOrding tO argument or Mr. Gangal uniess
applicants are absorbed Dpy BsNu, arter due rormalities, tney
continue to bDe employees or union ot Inaia. He nas pointea out

tnat tne appllcants nave neitner been absorpea py 8sNuL nor tney

have peen askea to give option for apsorption Dy B¥NL.




-10-
9. Tne argument or Learnea Counseir ror Respondents
Mr.v.5.Masurkar nas Dpeen tTnat appllcants are empLOYees Or KYNL
ana Kesponaents reliea upon the aecision or Prapir Kanti Choudhry
V8. union Or inala & Oothers passed 1N UA NO.Z/ZUUL dqecldaed on
3.1.4uu1  py galcdtta Bencn oOr the C(entral AGAmM1N1STrative
iripunai, that appiicant 4ald DECOMe §MPLOYeesS O BBNL. Various
OTNer autnorities were also c1tga by coynsel ror appiicants to

SUpport n1s contention. Arter

aring cgunselr 10r the parties

tne juagement was reserveda py us..

RV Wé Cannot undaerstana/asg TO wiAy BSNL 18 not coming up with

SpecCliiC plea setting out exa r?d&thﬂShlp with Group ‘A’ ana

re w thg anda managing 1ts arrairs, in

; Cosnl !
resgrvea oy us put egeizge tobe neara

A T
I 1eérnea counsetL ror responaents.ggﬂwas

/
airrecteda to ne,llst?STEE‘lgarnea counsel wanteda. tTthat a recent

GTOUp 'B°' OIIlCers wno
tnese UAS the judagment

again oOon the reques

/ .
juagment oOr bvelinl /Hign gpurt 1n the case Oor Ram Gopal verma vs,

!

union or indaia, (ZYul haDAlU 3/81) pe ailso considered. He cited
' /

i

tnat juagment to Show tnat the veinl Hign COourt nas neta that the

central Adminigtrative Tribunai has no jurisdiction to entertain
petition 1n apgence oY notification unaer section 14 (2) of tne
AQM1n1strative Tripupals ACT. EXCept pLaclng the cases Or Prapir
xanti cCnouahury ($upra) wnlch pProceeaed on the assumption that
“S1nce tne /Department or Telecommunicatlion Nas become BSNL w.e.I.
1.10.20017/, we arg not possessea of any materiai on recora on tne

pasis of wnich

can conciuae tnat ati officers ana empioyees ot
Department or Tel6COMMUN1CATION OI UN1OD Or LINA13a WOTKING WEA
inpifferent Circies or BSNL have pecome BSNL empioyees ana cease
to be witn the concernea aepartment or union or Inaia. _ We are

unabie to unaerstana tnat wnen BSNL was contesting i1nherent fack
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oI jurisaiction 1n TNis Iiripunat on the sald ground then why tney
nave not stated 1n thelr written gtatement tnat applicants stana
apsorbea witn BSNL Or tney nave tne gtatus or aeputationist to
Support tnis ractual position. Kesponaents have not statea that
ract 1n wraitten snétemenf ana merely relying on taicutta gencn
juagment Of (entral AaminlsStrative Tribunal conte§29¢”tnat Group
‘A* ana Group ‘'B' vfricers Of Telecommunlcat1on/uepartment nave

nav¥e even - fiiea

pecome UITLlcers or BSNL. Responaents cggx
affiaavit in support or 1it. gxamining t case,/we fina tnat tne

case relates TO empioyees wno were

purpose OI suspension, ; - LY unaer aaminigrrative

control Or MINL. Tne a18tingy g feature or present case 18

tnat responaents orm us 1n tnis case as TO in
wnat capacity the respong 1Th BSNL 1.8, are they now
emplLoyees Or Department or UQm nications or BsNL ana 1f tnere 1s
any notification oraer to /tnat errect. AS The oraer was DY

orricers or the pepartmen ot ‘reliecommunications, government O

indla, we askeg counsel ror responaents to 1nIrorm us even

exercise or /power /DY orricer oraering transier. we have askeda
speciricalyy tnag 1t they exercisgea poweq?%mployees Or BSNL Or as
{1 sovernment. 1ne counsei Ior responaents coutd
- not telf as TO 1in wnat CaPaCItf they passea oraer. He coutd
not answer query as to wnetner thne rélatlonsnlp petween BsNL ana
applicant, oOr master anda servant hnhas come 1nto existence ana
applicants cease tO pe 1n empioyﬁent of union or inaia. Thus, in
tne case Oor Kam Gopal verma (supra), 1t was an agmittea case oL
U wa

owd Rerefore
parties TtThat aempioyees involivea were on aeputation helad that
oy

centrail Aaministrative 1ripunal nhaa no Jurlsalcpldh. - Here we
/
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fina tnat fact 18 1n aispute. ‘rne responaents are withhoiding

tne fact tnat wnhetner officer transferr1ng appilcants was an
officer on qeputatlon with BSNL or ne ordered in aiscnarge of
funCtlons as an officer or yovernment or India as weil as 1f

absordecl. ‘
appllcant scanas lﬂ¥9&¥eﬂ'fn€ case 18

15t1ngu1sne@$;.
11. Learned Counsel ror xesponaents nas PLacea perore us tne
aec1S10n  OI Hukam C(nanara bOY&l V8. union or India, (UA

NO.5b/ 4001 QGCIQSQ DY tne Mumpa bencn on/iv.4.2001), wnich was
taken up to bomnay Hlgn bour 1n wr T petition No.2256/2001,
wnerein the ngn court nas 1 tne oraer oOr ‘ripunai py

leaving open tne questivn/ for tgf&lnatlon of jurisaiction. In

tnis case, tne opjectio ich- nas Deen taken before us nas not
peen tne sun:edt matter consia ratlon. h
1Z. 'ne otner decyéﬁbn.\\\ or Action committee Quatifiea

Telecom ‘recnnical AJ;:;EEhts tor rromotion Posts of Junior
rTelecom urrlceré & otners vs./ union oOr lnaia & oOthers, (UA
NOS.240, 27%, 205 /ana 282/2001 aeciaeda on 23.7.Z001).S0 rar tnis
case 1s concernea//;t 15 a pivision Bench oraer toO which one -or

us was partvy.

Tne case/related tO empioyees Or G~roup ‘C*, who

were rormeriy empioyees Or union or 1Inaia ana tnerein 1t was

aamittea case/ .of parties tnat thne concerned empLoyees stood
apsornea py b'NL wnicn /18 not the case here. 1t 18 '1or the
reason that/ v1V1is1ion Bench arter Know1ng That the emplLOYyees or
That case be1Nng apsoybed DY BSNL ana  BSNL  being not notiriea
unaer section 14(Z) Or tne Act, that 1t heta no 0A was
maintainapie perore tThe Tribunal. |

13. AS The responaents ald not aisSclose The retationsnip
aesplte query belng raisea DY us, the 1earnea counsei ror

responaents triea to sSnirt the IGSPOHSIDilltY on appiticants to
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prove that the ‘ripunal has jurisadiction Dy arguing tnat tne
that .
puraen or proof TO sSnow.Tripunal has jurisaiction4on appiicants.
| W

14, 1n1s Takes uUs TO the question as TO wnether appiicants

were required TO ShOwW Oouster Or Jurisaiction Or tne tripunait or.

The responaents. rne normal ruie 18 ThAt tne person wWno alleges
that a court or Tripunai does %;rhave JUr1saiction has tosnow
tnat tne Court or ‘tripunalt hearing a cage Aoes not have
Jurisalctrion. ‘the Learnea counsel xor”xespogggﬁts 18 not rignt 1in
contending tThat 1T was ror applicant to aséaollss,tnat the Court
nas jurisdiction. Ine contention canno;/gé accepfea. The reason
1S that wnen tne Responaents stana yé that Egigfirlnunal aoes not
nave Jjurisqaiction ToO entertain’ anaj tr y Tthis UA, 1T was I10r
nesponaénts to estaptisn{ t J§§> o& jurisdiction oOr <this

rripunal. For examining af to cn/party wasgs regqulrea to prove

loch.
G%?ﬁ O JurisaicCction we }QKLIKG tO point out that nere the
BSNL 18 supposea T SGSS/ aocuments wnhicn could snow the

ieiatlonsnlp 01 appiicants /with BSNL ana the status or

retationsnip or Jofficer aQering tne sald transier. the ract 1s

witnln speclal Knowiedge /0r BSNL as to wnetnér sroup ‘A° Officer
ot the Uvepaftment oy Telecommunication, wno oraerea transfer,was
exercising power as/an orricer OoOr HBsNL or as an officer ot
relecommuflcation/bepartment of union Or Lnhala. AS tne fact 1s 1n
tne spefial /kfowiedge or responaents ana as no affidavit or

aocument nas/ been 1r1i8a TO SNOW US exXact reiationsnip Ot
applicants or officer . ordering transter wltn BSNL, the
preliminary objection or Kesponaents 1is liable to be rejected.

19, we would l1Ke To poilnt out nere that in one of tne case,
‘wnicn 1S not before us, Wwe consiaered 1t necessary to nave

speclric stand Or responaents on arridavit 1t applicants ot tnat

H
!
i
i
+



case wno are of uroup 'B° continue to Ppe in tne empioyment of

union of Indaia or tney are empioyees or -BSNL. In tnat case

counsei ror 'bﬁﬂh Orally askKea ror time to optailn 1nstructions.

Wé asked tne Learnea counsel IOr Kespohdaents, wng happens to pe

being filea, <the Learnea Counséi ‘Sratea DAt BSNL was that not
g0olng TO rile any arriqavit in/tn e8pecCt. I'ne stand now taken
Up Dperore us by Kesponaents/i
Iripunai nas jurisaiction Try tng case 18 on applicant.
16. B8 1T as 1t 1is, s’hs\g 8/0I The View that 1T was ror the
résponasnts to pring/ reieva material for ousting tne
jurisaiction ot tnys Tripyhai ana as they nave not aone 1t, 1in
apsence of any materiai 0O establish that the employer or
appiicants ceas TO be ALne union Or india, the opjection oOr the
Responaents thar tnis 1¥ibunal aoes not nave.Jur13a1Ct1on faiis.
Tn1s takKes us d‘cons ger the ciaim Or appllcants on merits.

17. The fac all the cases are more or le8s similar

glving Trige Tto

ommon question or law ana tnerefore, berore
consiaering tne gase on merits, we would like to narrate . the
facts of each case., A8 tne Learnea counsel for appiicants first
arguea UA No.887/2001, we wili pe considering it as leading case

for considering arguments.

- -
€ Onus Or proving that the

.



enquiry against appiicant unaer Rule 14
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UA_NO. 887/2001.
The appiicant's case 18 tnat he was appointea as

lecnnician on 1V.,v.1Y2% ana was promotea as Junior Telecom

vfficer, wnich 18 a uyroup B-* post on 13.0.1964. By a Memo at.

28.10.1997/5.11.1997 tne D.E. rnones, Rurai-l1 proposea to noid an

the centra:i Civii

services (ciassification, control & Appeads) Ruies, 1965 (1in

- snort, CUS  Kules). me charges, 1n'SUDStanCG,/ﬂGrB that the

S

- appliicant, Hut 1t has not

appilcant rallea TO 10l11i0OW the rormaiyties WDILQ//;rOV1Gln9 81x
new telepnone connections, A reply/'was(gupmittéd py appliicant on
28.11.1997 ana an enquiry was/conauctga ana ENquUlry keporect W&B

v nQ§Ef§ /?éport 18 agalnst tne

Ilnallgﬁa Tlili tTne passing Of the

supmitrea on 9.6.1998.  Ine

1mpugneda oraer wnen app.l .Ogetan/WICH Z0 otner Jrus - nave

peen tTransierrea Irom/the ornice .5, (Trunks) rune reiecom to

G0a ‘telepnone vistrigr, ¥ opjection Or the appiicant 18 that

unaer - LpsStruction/ oo og’ PYOST & ‘Telegrapns Manuai, voi. 111 ne

/

1ng enquiry. ne Learnea - Counsel

couil not pe tra SIGIIG@/PG
. )

IOr appllcant /nas alsSo/ontencea tnat tne oraer 18 punitive in

nature as ali/tne Zz1 Qé 80n8 wno were transierreda  (except A.J.
7

Jawale's (w 18 at ﬁ/.NO.Z) transrer order nas peen canceliea as

i)

ne was n unae:/ ciout ' with elther Qisclplinary Or Criminai

proceeaings pendail 11Kke otners)., It 13 furtner‘ afguea pYy the
Learnea counsel for tne applicant that nis daugnter 18 stuaying
in CcColilege, tne transrer oraer 1S 1h the mMld-academlc s8e8810n 18
11169&1 ana pada in taw,

U.A. NO.885/2001.

Tne appiicant's case 18 that he Wwas appointea. as
felepnone 0vUperator on 22.3.1983 ana was promotea as Junior

lTelecom VUrricer, wnicn 1s a group 'B° post on 8.7.1994, on

~
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8.9,2001 a memo was issued to the applicant as to why

disciplinary proceedings shouid not be initiated against him in

respect of mis-conduct of certifying bi)is of contractors with

higher measurements. He has submitted hAs- reply on 20.9.2001
denying the alleged mis-conduct. is en that the General
Manager (East) Pune issued a charge § est 1ézzr Rule 16 of CCS
(CCA) Rules, 1965 alleging that the/app)icant certified the bills
of contractors with higher measyfeme ts with mala fide intention
and causing loss to the Departwént. The applicant submittéd his
reply on 25,10,2001. The /l;ui y Officer fixed the enquiry for

20.11.2001 on which date g/; infinary hearing took place when

applicant denied all (ﬁ§7 harges. The said Disciplinary

Proceedings are pendiﬁéﬁand during the pendency of the said

proceedings on 26.11L2QD1, the applicant has been transferred

from the office of tﬁ§~ General Manager (East) Pune Telecom

Digtrict to Goa T.0. He represented on 6.12.2001 which

representation is/pending. The {earned Counsel for the applicant

disciplinafy prbceedings or criminal prosecution who have been
singled ot foy the purpose of transfer, On the basis of
in/ paragraph 4.10 that the applicant’s daughter is
studying i School and yet the transfer has been ordered in the
mid-academic session, which is bad in Taw.

0.A. No. 886/2001.

The applicant was appointed as Telephone Operator on

other persons who were either facing |
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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 shouid not

he conducted against him for mis-conduct of certifying t bhilis

of higher measurements. The applicant asked for suppty of about

50 documents to enable him to explain his positjsn, which is not
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3.10,2001 to the office of the nager (East) Shankar

Seth Road, Pune. After said tra harge sheet‘under Ruie
16 of CCS8 (CCA) Rules was 1és o applicant for certifying the
Asurements, with mala fide
intention and for causdry ss/to the department to which also
appiicant repiied,. “ an Enquiry Officer was
appointed by the kA& anager (East) Pune Telecom District.

Now the enquiry h to take place and the Enquiry Officer has to

transferred vyde impdgned order dt. 26.11,2001 to Goa T.D. The
applicant’s tion on merit is that under Instruction 66 of
vo1,III he could neither be transferred
during /the pendency of disciplinary proceedings nor the exercise
of power is/bona Tide. According to the arguments of the counsel
for the applicant, the transfer order is punitive . in nature as
the persons who are under C1“'outgga1one have been transferred and

not a single person who was not under c10%§ have been ordered to

he transferred to Goa T7.D. by impugned order to the same Goa T.D,
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He has further claimed that he has four years old school going
son, the transfer order in the mid-academic session is therefore,

pad in law., Further, it is argued that his mother who 1is sick

had two heart attacks,

O.A. No.888/2001,

The _appiicant was appointed as TOA (Cierk) on 22.3.1977

and promoted as J.T7.0. on 20,12,7996, On 6.,9.2001, the

applicant was asked to show cause ag¢ to why an enquiry should not

be conducted against him for mi ‘conducl of certifying the bilils

7

R , /
0T higher measurements which chdrges nave been denied 1in his

reply dt. 20,9,2001. The//ap Ticant was issued charge-sheet
under Rule CCS (CCA) Ru]es,_/é'h on/%he,a]]egations mentioned in
the Memo. The Discipii  'y<;;Zhorityw1thout waiting for reply
of the applicant on the quige sheet decided to hold an enguiry
and appointed Enquiry Cfiigzr,/as well as, Presenting Officer on

5.10.2001. Applicant subitted his reply

Lo the reply tao the charge/sheet and has stated that he has not
/

been given inspectipn of dqﬁument, as well as, the Enquiry and

Presenging Officers cogﬂd not have bpeen appointed without

considering his fepiy. / Th Discipiinary Authority appointed

/
Yficer /to conduct the enguiry on 31.10.2001. On

|
preTimilary hearing was fixed for 20.11.2001 by

fresh Enquiry

9,11.2001, th

Enquiry cer and /during the pendency of enquiry applicant has

been transferred frgm office of General Manager (East) Pune to
Goa T.D. The appliicant has represented 6.,12.2001 and has
approached this Tribunal immediately thereafter on 10.12,2001.
The main grievance of applicant is that the transfer order is

punitive in nature as he together with 19 persons under cloqg
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alone have been transferred bhy the single order. It is argued

that as per Instruction 66 of Posts and Telegraph Manual Vol,

111 during the pendency of discipiinary proceedings he could not‘

he transferred. Further, it is argued that his daughters are
studying 1in.College and therefore, transfer could not De ordered
during mid-aéademic session. He has also cliaimed that he is 1in
difficulty because his wife 1is working/at Pune and under the
guideiines, hé should be posted at a pldce where his wife 1is

working. a//

0.A. No,889/2001. ' -,

The applicant was appointed a a Technician on 18.4.1984

and promoted as J.T.0. on/1 ;é/& " Applicant was transferred
from Jamner to Bhusawal ;4(65; month of July, 20071, The

appiicant was 1issued w'E? a/éharge sheet on 15.10.2001 alleging
AN

that he had certified ,he bills of contractors at higher

r..|

measurement., The pp1vcant replied to the charge sheet on

9,11,2001%. on .1}/2001 the Respondents appointed Enquiry

Officer and Pregepting Officer for conduct of enquiry against

applicant. In meantime, on 19.11.2001, applicant has been

/
/
g

transferred al with _19 cher persons on the same day. The

[4s)

engquiry offic xed 29.11.2001 for preliminary hearing. on

~—h
-

6,12,2001 ppiicant submitted his reply against the order of

transfer. The present OA is filed on 10.12.2001. Applicant has
stated in para 4.9 that he is being singied out amongst others
for transfer though he is facing disciplinary action. Learned
counsel for the applicant has contended that the app]icant’s

transfer pending enguiry 1is punitive 1in nature in terms  of
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Instruction 66 of Posts and Telegraph Manual Voi.IIl

a he has been transferred a]ong with 19 other persons who are

[47]

either facing disciplinary proceedings or criminal prosecution.

0.A, No.890/2001,

The -‘applicant was appointed /as Wireiess Operator on

7.5.1875 and promoted as J.T.0, from October, 1997,

Subsequently, he was transferred fyom Mumbai ¥o Akola in the vyear

1998, It is submitted that the/ applican was issued - with a

charge sheet onh 16.7.1997 by/th&Anti Lorruption Branch and the

criminal proceedings is in he Respondents have issued

a transfer order on ransferring him from Telecom

~ry

District Akola to Goa T and that the appiicant 'has made a

zggl to

ule 66

representation on 4,12 e effect that the transfer order

is in violation o nt Post & Telegraphs Manual Vol.III

[f1]

which stipulates tiat if disdiplinary case is pending against the

official, then thle offioiz} should not be transferred out of the

jurisdiction o/ the distiplinary authority. Therefore, it is

argued that the order of transfer is punitive in nature and is
issued with/mala fide/intention to punish the applicant.

Q.A, No.8B1/2001,

ant was appointed as Phone Inspector .on

2

The appli

974 and supsequently promoted as J.T7.0. (Group ' B ’ post)
on #5.4.1989 and posted at Nanded. He was further transferred to
Akola in the/year 1892, It is submitted that he was issued with
a charge shéet by the Anti Corruption Branch and a criminai
proceedings is in progress. The Respondents have issued an order

on 26,11.2001 transferring the applicant from Akola T.D. to Goa
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T.0n, 1t is argued the transfer arder is in violation of Rule 66
of P & T Manua] vol. 1IITI which stipulates,that if disciplinary
case»is pending against an official, then the official should not
pe trapsferred out of the jurisdiction of the Disciplinary
Authority. Further, 1t 1is submitted that he is having two

daughters to be married off and an ailing olg-mother. Finally it

is argued that the transfer order 18 pupitive in nature and 1is

issued with mala fide intention to pynish the appligant.

0.A. N0.908/2001.

The applicant was ab inted) as J.TALO. (Grbup ‘B’ post)

ﬁ;e.f. 8,7.1991 and was posted at Audangabgd. He was transterred

.0 Latur on 12.6.,2001 i tic 1 rest/ - It is submitted that

the authorities of AntzLCorruption ranch have issued a charge

sheet on 24.4,1998 and ariminal proceedings ‘are 1in progress.

The Respondents have /18 n orfier dt. 26,11.2001 transferring

the applicant from lLatur T.D. Goa T.D. It is submitted that

the transfer or is iotlation of Rule 86 of Post and

Telegraphs Manual vol.III /which clearly stipulates that if
disciplinary ¢ase is pending against an official, then the
afficial shoulid not pe +fansferred outside the jurisdiction of
“the Discipjyinary Authérity and ciaims that the transfer order 1is

punitive if nature a d 1is dissued with malafide intention to

punish The applicdnt, Further, it is alileged that the applicant
is having school going children and the transfer order ig 1issued
in the mid-acagemic session.

O.A. No. 912/2001.

The applicant was appointed as J.T.0. on 27.4,1998 and

¥

. 'r—’.”A-*\
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promotea as Sup vivisional Engineer on orTicl1ating pasis w.e.T.
Marcn, 20u0l. - Tne appiicant was 1ssueq W¥EhA a charge-sheet at.
21.4.1995 ana ENQUIry OTTicer was appointea on 17.5.,1995. Since

there was no progress in the conauct or enquiry, the appticant

L]

approacnea tne Triounal vide U.A.NO. b643/99 ang The UA was.

aisposea or ‘w1tn a dairection to complete the aisciptinary
proceeaings wﬁtn1n a periog or six months tr 14.48., 2000, fnougn
the enquiry. 1s comptiete, ho f1na{ araer,/ 1s passeaq, It 15,
therertore, arguea that the appticant yas Sub-UiIvisional Engineer

ana not J.1.uU, anag thererore the authority n;po Transrerrea nim
18

Was Nnot competent as welil as 1t amounts to
/

/ ;
been arguea that nis case was imilar to A.J, Jawaie, whose

reversion. It nas

red

transter nas peen canceiied ,onJ/the’ grouna that he was
Sub-Livisional Engineer. 1t a

' .-
Terms or Instruction Q§ 0/ OST ana lelegrapns Manuat VOol.111 1T
The aiscipiinary case 1é geﬂq1qgg then the ortriclial couig not ne
transreaerreaq out  or

= ’
Ahe JUC}%O1CE1OH or the aiscipiinary

/
authority. Tne traﬁérer orger 1s, theretrore, punitive 1in nature

ana 1s 1ssuea with/mailaride ntention 1n oraer to punisn the

appticant, Furet er, 1Tt 18 submitted that the app|1cant 18 having

8Chooi-going liaren /ana the transrter oraer 1s 188uUed 1nh the

mia-academic ﬁess1on.

U.A. NU,: 346/2001. ' , .

T appiicgnt was appointeda as fécnn1c1an on  1U.12.19%0

ana was/ promotea/ as J. 1.0, ONn 23.12.1Y98. 1t 18 submittea that

connections. Though the enquiry 1s compiete, no tinal oraer 1is
passea ana tneretore tﬁe aiscipiinary proceeaings 18 STl
penaing. “ihe applicant 1s transterrea altongwith 2u otner J.7.us.
are transterrea To Goa |.U., trom Kalyan 1.0. 1t 18 arguea that
N terms or Instruction 66 or Fost ang letegrapn mManual voli,1I1

wnich stipulates that 1f aisciplinary case 1s penaing against an

official, tnen the official shoula not pe transterrea out oT the

O U,

i
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jurisdiction of the disciplinary authority. Further, 1t is
submitted that applicant’s brother is studying in college, wiTe
is under medical treatment anﬁ he has also submitted disability
certificéte of applicant’s sister to prove that his stay at the
present station is very much essential.

0.A. No, 10/2002.
The applicant was appointed as Traiipgésion Assistant on

i3

7 i2.1975 and promoted as J,T.0. on 21.6,1999. It is submitted

/

.S
that the applicant inspite of not Tacing with any departmental or

criminal  proceedings, he has been.-‘transferred to Goa T.D. from
o /

Aurangabad T.D. along with~other§/@hn\are ﬁaéing departmental or

y . y | _
criminal proceedings except pﬁe icant., He assaills the order

Ve
d ¥n the transfer order with
7/

the persons who under cig

AL

and’the transfer order 1is issued

. / . . . - .
he cases, the objection of counsel for appiicant

is that thg/ applicants could not be transferred  pending

/
/
discipiin procgéedings/criminal proceedings in view of
Instrucfion 66 of/ the Post and Telegraph Manual Vol.III. It s

waell settled that an empioyee who is appointed on a transferabie

post is 1iab to be transferred from one place to another and he
cannot raise a grievance against it. Transfér is an ardinary
incident of service and in respect of government sarvants it is a
normal feature. No one has any right to remain at one piace

where an employee is in a cadre which he joins with an open eye

that he can be transferred. Instructions under 66 of the Post
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a e
na I'eilegrapn Manuai voi, 111 1s oniy an aaministrative
1 .
DSEIUCCIOD, whichn may pe of agsistance wnlie orasring transrer,

puc tnat.cannot pbe enrorcea in tourt of uaw and thererore, we are

not 1mpressea witn the argument that 1in V1iew Or 1nstructions the

abpticant couta not pe transterrea auring tne penaency o tne

a1501p11narg proceeaings. same Princip apply 1in respect or

trial or criminait cases ana i1r somepo 18 pe1ln prosecutea, tnen

ne can very well 586K leave, wHich wiii

Sanctioning Or leave ror the empi I O tnAt tnhe person attGDGS‘
TO cCourt rroceeaings, put ever on hat grouna 1t cannot pe saia
that the autnorities Ao not n the pgwer tO0 transter mereiy

because criminal proceea S 18 pending at the sStation where ne

18 posteaq.

|aarn counsel that Zu persons inciuaing

—

applicants wno nave pgen transgrerreda rrom dirrerent +rTeiecom

19. Tne argument or
bistricts, ail or vynom nave Dpeen transrerrea tO Goa T.D,
simultaneously, creat@s a doun€7tnat a buncn of officers naye’neen
S1ngiea Out except /one (appngant 1n VA NO.10/ZUUZ) against wnom
a1scipliinary or /criminal/proceeaings 18 not pendaing and sent to
one piace. ‘Tnefe 18 nOd explanation Irom tThe. S81deé Or TNE

Kesponaents

1t Dpeen a case 0Or one Or Two or tnhree
orricers, 0 woula ave peen transrierrea simuitaneousiy, tnen we
could nave taken 1it/as a co-incidaence Or cnance that sSome persons
sranas transrerred. But, here we rinda tnatZ&ﬁno have peen
transierreaq, buncnea togetner,ggunaef Cloug. NOTni1ng has peen

snown to tne contrary despite such a piea peing railsed Dy
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appiicants except reillance 1s peing piacea on,power of officers
i [
to transfer as weil as transfer 1s an incigence or service, Wwnen

atiegations of mailice was peing made against respondents, then 1t

was i1ncumpent for respondents to nave assigned the reasons as tToO
now thnis happened. Becaﬁse or  this transfer of simirariy
situatea officers ana the apsence of reason from tne si0e of
respdnoencs‘1n transferring off1ce§90uncneo togetner, against wnom
discipiinary proceeaings are pending or criminal proceeaings are
going on indicates that the action of the transrerk1ng authority

1s not a bona fiae one ana ne has singlea out those who are unaer

clouﬁ; Had this opeen not there, jggﬁ’there were bound to Dbe
! officers wno are not unaer CIOUgu Dipeéct eviaence of mailice 1s

difficuit bput It 18 from c1rcumstaﬁé;s that ohe has To arrive to

s

ya
concilusion. Here, we fina tnat officers wno were unaer cuoud,
29

4

- gisciplinary proceeaings or /cri

ail - prossecution penaing 1in

.

different aistricts ana in- different - Divisions of mManharashtra

circie, stana B t -~ same division 1n Goa then
fficers transferrea, 1t 18 reasonaple

to conciuge tnhat the

being sent to Goa Teigcom District. However, as we are of the
opinion that ‘ansferring officer i1nsvead ot exercising the
power for wrnicn has been conferrea to transrer appears tLoO have

gent the unger ciloud to Goa ’%SIGCOm D'ISEFTCEJ 18 Aa

[}

punitive 1n ature, 1t 1S colourable exercise of power wnich 1s

pad in iaw. hus, we woula 11ke to quash the order and airect
the responaents that wnile exercising the power of transrer, 1f
there 1s necessity of certain Ji10s to pbe sent to Goa 1.D. Then
f2§7 hage to see that not oniy those persons wno are under c¢ioud. *
shou g De_bunéneo togetnefzggﬁ wnile transferring 1t 1s hot only
that wnat 1s beilng dqone 1S bonaf1de;y dbne put 1t shouia aiso
appear tnat ne 18 exercising power bonariasiy, 1t 1s tnese
responsipiiity, eqgually to see that none points finger i1n respect

, of manner 1n whnich power 18 exercisea.
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U, Besi1ae, wnhat nas peen saia above, even 1t the responaents

wsantea Tto transter appiicants then 1in respect ot appiicants 1n

the eleven VAS Dpertore us they were supposed ToO TO! IOw the ilaw

enunciatea by the supreme Court 1n the case Or DIrector General

OT kQucation vs. U, Karuppathevan [(1Y9Y4) 28 AIC YY) wherein Apex

Lourt nas heid that

AiThough tThere 18 nO such rule, we'qpé/or the view that
N errecting transter, the tact that the chiiaren of an
empiloyee are studying should pe givén due weignt, 1t the
exigencies or the service are not drgent .
we tTina that despite speciTic stand oelmg taken Dy the applicants
: /
1N These eleven UAS except U.A. NOS.  88Y/20U1 and 590/&8/j That

thelr children are studying, no yeason has been aQQfénea in | |

1cating as/p6/:;at was so v/
. y

ex1gen94%s Oof service.

S
written statements ot tTthe Y O,As. 1
/

urgent tnat transrter was negﬁésary
/

even on This grouna _the Tr

1

fer or Jappiicants 1n U.A. ™

-
s

L b / -
NOSs, 88/ /2001, 88h/zZUUT, 5 b 0017, 665/ZU9X, yuyg/ 2001, Yilz/ 2001,
/

Y16/ 2001 and 1U/dUUd/ avwng 0889/ mage In tThe mig-acaaemic

g?\gﬂ\\errec ana tney//couno nave  been

d?ﬁ/tne acagemic session. Tnhey couuoefﬁ5
/
S

transrterread with/immeglate %fTeCt.

sassi1on  cannot pe

transrerrea at U

21, jnere /1s aqgaitighal ground TtOor wnich Transrer ot

£
JHfatit, a96l1cant oT  U.A.NO, Y12/2U001 18 paa 1n

rati! wag/ WOrKking as 3subtuivisional Enginear 1In
;

/ on the date transter was ordasered, 1T has

Appiicant A.
iaw. ALK,
orricirating capac1gy

R

Y, .
peen argued that pne orricer transterring him i1.e. C(hiletr ueneral

Manager, (é!eco Maharashtra Lircie was not competent To transrver
nim, anag thergrore, n1s.transrer 18 badg 1n law. 4here appears
supstance this argument also, The respondents justirtication
TOr cancelling transter ot A.J. Jawaie, one or tTne £1 persons

initiatlly transterred, 1s that he was Sub-Livisional kEngineer at

WY s — -

relevant Timeé and theretore he could not pe transrerrea. If A.J,.
Jawale could not De Transrerred then hNow TNis applicant has been
transrerred by ﬁne same authority. There could not be aavanced
explanation trom respondents’ sidge, specially transferring an
otticl1ating Sup-bivisionatl Ekngineer as J.f.u. Thus, so tar
Lranster or this orricer, namely - A.R., PFatei 18 concerned, 1t

18 also pag tor that reason.
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21.. Here, we are requlred to aeal witn the case ot appiicant

in OA NosS. 10/2002 separately. we fina that in his case nelitner
any criminal prosecution nor .any discipiinary proceeaings nas
peen 1nitliated. He 1s oniy buncheda togetner witn tnose facing

criminal prosecution or disciplinary proceedings ana taus casting

stigma on hnhim. we are not 1nciined TO upi tne oraer of

transfer in otner v.As. ana tnererore so far Appiicant or tnis

case 1s concernea there 18 nothing wrong

tnat nis cniidren are stuaying ana

transfer can pe effectea after the

M 0f power, we would i1ke to
L B

against mﬁm aiso,

22. Altnougn we are

tea t tnat some officers stana

arguments 1t has been /poxi

ents tnat officers wno stands reliieved

Telecom Division, they wiil grant

appropriate eave due /to sucn officer ana 1n case ieave 18 not

aue to any ohe then ) ) cial i1eave 18 to be given witnhout breax in

" service.
2% For aforesgia reasons, thne O.A. NOS. 885/2001, 886/2001,
887/2001,~ 888/2001, 889/2001, 890/2001, 891/2001, 908/2001,

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

ana the oraer or transrer dt. 26.11.2001 18 set a81ae§pﬂﬁq¢u”c
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