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0 0 A . IJ •:0 • 11 7 3 I 9 ~ Date of order: 19.1~.1997 

I-Jukum Singh Applicant 

Vs. 

1. Union of India through Secr~tar7, Department of Post ~ 

Telegraphs, 2.anchar Bh~wan, N~w Delhi. 

2. The 2.uperintendent of Post Offic~, Jaipur. 

Department, Bharatpur. 

• •• Res r: .. :.nd.;nt s. 
t 

Mr.Sanjay Sh3rm~ Advocate, Eri~fholder of Mr.M.~.Shah 

Couna.;l for applicant. 

Mr.V.S.Gurjar - Counsel for r~spo~dents. 

CORAM: 

I-Jon'ble Mr.Gopal Krishna, Vice Chairman 

Han'ble Mr.O.P.2.h9rm3, Administrative Member. 

PER HON'ELE MP.GOFAL EPISHNA, VICE CHAIRMAN. 

Ar:·pl i .::ant Hul:um E'. ingh has f i 1 ed this appl i .::at i.:.n und·=-r 

order dat.;d 6.11.1991; ~nnx.Al, by which he w~s disch9rg.;d from 
. 

cluty ~~n Unapr:·l:•:ove.:l Candid.:tte ( fc·t· sh•:o!:t UAC) ·~·n the r: .. :.at .:of 

Extra D.;partmental Mail Man (EDMM). 

is that since the Depsrtm~nt of Posta & 

Telegraphs is an industry and the applic3.nt teing a wortman the 

r~apondents were bound to comply with the mandator7 provieions 

from service. The impugned order has therefore been aeaa1le~ aa 
' {rei~-. 
r_ · .. -t' · ·f t!..· , ... 1'r··,·,-1-~ -f r·t.-::t .. t..U''=:tl J·'.l-~1-·_i,-_•,:._ .-::tl"I•·-~ th;:;._ q~~~ 'LVl•=•-tl."lVo::: ,_, -···~ t·'L 1•--t-' -=-=· ,_, L ,__ .I 
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provisiona of th~ Induatrial Di2put~e Act, 19~7 .. 

in.::umt.~nt o:.n th~ .=.aid J;•O:•st. Th~ ,apr:·li.::ant \·la3 dia~ngao:;J·?d \·l.~.f. 
\ 

6.11.19~1 pur3uant to a lett8r from the Director G~neral Po3t, 

dated ~2.8.1990 at Annx.Fl. Th~ r~e~on~~nts hav8 stat~d in 

their additional r~pl7 that the pr~.=ent application ie not 

"'n - ,- j - ,. j - ·t - .:'! " 1 c1 1 ··1 c1 ·1 " n r •• t!'..., I t 1' -= "' l ="' .-, ::( l_- ,;:. ·'-_ .::._ ,.:'! t.·
1

' t~ 1·1 .:._ a •-• ,_ • ':: ,_ • ct '=' •.1 . - • _ • ;: ;: -~. , !:'l 1-· •• ~-:0 • ~ :::. _ ~ _ ~ '- ~• 

reepondente that th~ applicant'e plea ~h3t his retr~nchm~nt was 

in violation of th~ provisions of the Induatrial Disputee Act, 

.industry. 

hav~ gone through the r~corda of the c3se carefull7. 

t:' 
-'.• It i3 borne out tram An~x.P~ that the applicant &longwith 

was decided t~ an order dated ~1.9.199~ at Annx.P3. In terms of 

th~ deci3ion of :t Diviaion Bench of th~ Tritun:tl in the earlier 

0. l\ t·=· th~ of the 3pplicant wa3 

has conce318d th~ fact of filing :tn earl1~r O.A ·alongwith 

C·t here in reo;Jard tc• au bs tan t i ~ ll ~r th·~ sa rn.;. JT•3tt.;r and 

therefc.re, VI~ :tr~ •:0 f tho::- v i•?\.J that the pt·o::-aent O.A ic no:•t 
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ord~r of May 1995, subj8ct to limitation, if h~ i~ eo·advis~d. 
; 

(:. .. Th~ O.A iz, th8r~f.:.r.;:, .Jierttise.~.j 

maintainable. No order 

' .. 
C(K_N~~ 

( G·:·pal Kr i ah na) 
'· 

Administrct·tiv~ M~mt·r - .It:::-,. · Vi.:::e Chairman. 
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