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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JATIPUR BENCH : JAIPUR

Date of Order : 15.04.2004

OA No.26/2000,

Hanuman Prasad Sharma &/'o LateShri Ramesh <Chandra
Sharma, aged akout 58 years, r./o Reenqgus Distt.
Sikar at present working as Senior  Zection
Supervisor, Office of T.D.M., Rewari (Haryana).

... Applicant.

v er s us

1. Union of India, through Secretary to Sovernment
nf India, Ministry of Communications, Department of
Telecommunications, Mew Delhi.

2. The Director General, Department
of Telecommunication, Government of India, HNew
Delhi.

2. Chief Genzral Manager, Telecommunicaticn,

Rajasthan Zircle, Jaipur.

4. Principal General Manager, Telecom District,
Jaipur. -

... Respondents.

. Surendra Singh Proxy counsel for

T M.TS. Gupta, counsel f£or the applicant.

. Vijay Singh, preoxy counsel faor

. Phanwar Pagri counsel for the respondents.

OA Mo.110/2000.,

O. P. Agrawal 37¢ 3hri Banwari Lal by cast Agrawal
aged abwoumt 55 years, resident of A-12&, Malviya
Magar, Jaipur-l1l7, presenktly working in the office
of the General Manager, Telecom Distt. Jaipur.

... Applicant.
versus
1. Union of India, through the Zecretary to the

Govt. of India, Department of Telecommunication
Sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi.
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- RajasthanCircle Jaipur-9,- - ~ -

2. Chief General Manager, Telecom,

3. General Manager, Telecom Distt. Jaipur-10.

... Respondents.

Mr. P. N. Jatti counsel for the applicant.

Mr. N.C. Goyal counsel for the reapondent HNO.lto3.
Mr. Surendra Singh Proxy counsel for

Mr. M. 3. Gupta counsel for respondent HO,.4.

QA ND,237/2000.

Sampat Ram Laddha, scn of Shri Ram Fal Laddha,
aged 36 years, vresident of OQuarter NO.17,
Telephone Colony, PRapu MNagar, PBhilwara, ' Senior
Telephone Operating Assistant (P), Bhilwara.

' . . 0

... Applicant.

1. Unicn of India through the Secretary to the
Government of India, Department of Telecom, HNew

.Delhi.

2. Chief General Manager Telezom, PRajasthan
Circle, Jaipur.

2. The Director (Examination), Department of

- Telecom, Dak Bhawan, New Delhi.

OB No.582/2001.

4. Assistant Director (Recruitment), Department of
Telecom, Rajasthan Circle, Jaipur.

Mr. P. N. Jatti counsel for the applicant.
Mr. Vijay Singh proxy counsel for :
Mr. Bhanwar Pagri counsel for the respondents.

Noor Ahamad ES‘¢ Shri HNoor Mcochamad by cast
Mohomadan aged about 55 years, resident of H.
nN0.2, behind Akash wani <Colony, Fota, presently

working as S.D.0.T. Ponli District, Sawaimadhopur.

" ... BApplicant.
vVversus
l. Union of India threugh the Secretary to the

Govt. of India, Secretary ko the Gove. of India,
Department of Telecom,fanchar Bhawan lNew Delhi.
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_Rajasthan Circle, Jaipur.
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2. Chairman Pharat Sanchar lligam Ltd. gZanchar
Bhawan, New Delhi.

2. Chief General vManager, Tele~om, Rajasthan
Circle, Jaipur-8.

4. Telecom District Manager, Sawaimadhopur.

S. G.8. Gupta, ES.D.C. Hindeoli, /o D.E.T. Boondi
(Raj.)

... Respondents.

Mr. P. N. Jatti couansel fror the applicant.
Mr. B. M. BSandu councel for respondent D, 1 to
None for respondent No.5.

LA NALITE/ZO02 .

kéhhaiya Lal PRaghela, S&,/o ¢chri Frishna Lal

Paghela, aged 42 vyears, resident of Pajrajpura,
Philwara, Senior Telephone Operating Assistant
(P), G.M.T.D. Bhilwara.

... Applicant.

1. Unien of India throumgh the Secretary ko the

Government  of India, Department of Telecom,
Ministry of Communiaktion, New DPelhi.

2. rhief General Manager, B.3.1Il,L. PRFajasthan
Circle, Jaipur.

2. The Director (Evaminatioll), B.S.H.L. Dak
Phawan, New Delhi.

4. Ascistant Director (Recruitment), B.3.W.L.,

... Respondents.

nneet Bhatty proxy counsl for
K. Jain counsel for the applicant.

Mr. Tej Prakash CSharma counsel for respondents.

OB No.418/2002.

Mool Chand &/¢ &hri Phorri Lal by cast verma aged
about @1 yeas, resident of 77111, Tikkiwalon Ka

Mohalla Sanganer, Jaipur, presently retired from

the woffice of the Principal General Manager
Telecom District, Jaipur-10.

... Applicant.
versus

1.  Union of India, through the Secretary to the

Government of India, Department of Telecom sanchar
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- Gircle, -Jaipur-8.-.

Bhawan, New Delhi.

2. ¢Chief (General Manager, Telecom, Rajasthan

3. Principal General Manager, Telecom, Jaipur
District,Jaipur-10.

.«.+ Respondents.

Mr. P. N. Jatti counsel for the applicant.
Mr. Tej Prakash Zharma counsel for the
respondents.

OA Wo. 425/2002,

2, P. Zharma s/c¢ chri Atma Ram Ji S3harma, at

present working as Senior Telephone Supervisor

(staff Ho.8T-1/332¢) oOffice of Sub-Divisiondi
Officer, Telephones, Phulera, P/o Aiggi Wala Ki
Gali Sambharka Dist. Jaipur. '

. .~e++ Applicant.
versus
1. Union of India throngh Secretary to Government
of 1India, Ministry of Communicatio, Department

of Telecommunications, New Delhi.

2. Chairman cum Managing Director, PBharat Sanchar
Iligam Ltd., 20, Ashaolka Road, New Delhi.

3. The Principal = General Manager, Telec-om

" District, Jdaipur (Bharat Sanchar Niganm Ltd.) M

Jaipur.

4. The Divisional Engineer, Phones (Admn.) Office
of . Principal GeneralManager, Telezom. District
Jaipur, (Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd,) Jaipur.

... Respondents.

Mr. Surendra 3ingh proxy counsel for

"Mr. M. 8. Gupta counsel for the applicant.
‘Mr.  Tej Prakash Sharma cnnsel for the

respondents.

OA Mo 426 /2002,

3. 1. 3harma S/0 Shri Pal Mukund Ji 3harma saince
retired as Senior Telephone Cuperviser, (Staff
No.3T-1,051a) Office of Sub-Diviaional Engineer,
FRE &G (Ex.) JP r/ovillage Lalchandpura P.O.
Hiwaru via Jhotwara Distt. Jaipnur.

o ... Applicant.



versus

1. Uninon of India through Gecretary to Government
of India, Ministry of Communication, Department of
Telecommunications, New Delhi..

2. Chairman-cum-Managing Direrctor, Bharat Sanchar
Migam Ltd., 20, Ashoka Read, New Delhi.

3. The Principal General Manaqger, Telecom
District, Jaipur (Bhaat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.)
Jaipar.

4. Divisicnal Engineer Phones (admn.) 0/o The
Principal General Manager, Telecom, District
(Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.) Jaipur.

ﬁ‘ G s '-‘"'- e s s o e e ;,... . __Respc.ndnents .
Mr. Surendra Singh proxy counsel for

Mr. Man Singh Gupta counsel for applicant.

Mr. Tej Prakash Sharma counsel for respondents.

9. QOB No.427,°2002,

77, Gokul Chand Gupta 3/o Late Shri Makhan LalGupta,
R/0 Plot Ho.52, Gaupta Garden, Govind MNagar West-
II, Amer Road, Jaipur Since retired as Sr. Section
Supervisor (0) O/0 P.G.T.M.D., Jaipur.

... Applicant.

v ersias

1. Union of India through Secretary to Government

¢ _ "of India, Ministry of Communicatio, Department of

Telecommunications, New Delhi.

2. Chairman-cum-Managing Director, Bharat Sanchar
© Higam Ltd., 20, Ashoka Road, New Pelhi.

C 3. The Frincipal General Manager, Telecom
District, Jaipur( Pharat Zfanchar Nigam Ltd.)
Jaipur.
: ... Respondents.
+ Mr. Burendra 8ingh proxy counsel for
Mr. M. 8. Gupta counsel for applicant.
Mr. Tej Prakash Sharma enters app2arance on hkehalf
" of Mr. B. N. Sandn counsel for respondents.

10. OA No.188/2003.
R. C. Verma S/0 Kanamal Verma aged about &5 years,
resident of B~57, Krishi HWagar, Taron Ki Kut, Tenk
Road, Jaipur and working as Divisional Engineer
(Transmission), -~ Office of Telecon District
~ Manager, Tonk (Raj.).

.-, Applicant.

Vv er s us




1. Union «f India through the Secretary to the
Govt. of India, Department of Telecommunications,
Ministry ofCommunications, Mew Delhi. 110 001.

2. Chief - General Manager, - TElzcommunications,

"RajasthanCircle, Jaipur 202098,

11.

. V. F. Seth Asstt. Directcr (Tech.) 0/0
the Secretary, Department of Teslecommunications,
Sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi. 110 001,

w

... Respondents.

Mr. P. N. Jatti counsel for the applicant.
Mr. Neeraj Batra counsel for the rezpondents.

CA No,201/2003.

1. Girdhari Lal Chouhanlsfo Shri BhuraDas, aged
about 47 years, presgently posted as Sr.T0A (F) at
SDE Jhotwara, O/n PGMTD, Jaipur.

2. Fanhaiva Lal E&’¢ Shri PRamn Dev Aged about 47
years, presently posted as Sr. TOA (P), AOTR (C)
0.0 PGMTD Jaipur. - o - o oo -

2. Teemaram 2/0 Shri Hindu .Ram,aqged about 47
years, present:ly posted as Sr. ToA  (F) O,0
GMTD, Udaipur.

4. Shri B. L.Raigar, &’2 U3dai Lal, aged akout 335
years, presently posted as fvr. T0A (P), 0,0 GMTD,
Jaipur.

. Ram Haayan Fhatik S‘¢ 3hri <chhagan Lal, agedk
about 47 years presently posted as 3r. TOA (P) 0/0
Deputy G. M. (T.P.), Jaipur.

.o Applicants.

versus
l. The Unien of 1India through its Secretary
Department of Teleccommunication, Govt. of India,

Sanchar Phawan, Sansad Marg, llew Delhi.

"éj””éﬁérééw Sanchar HNigam Limited through its

Chairman-cum-Managing Director, Jaipur.

3. Chief General Manager, Rajasthan
Telecommunication Circle, Jaipur.

.. Respondents.

Mr. Vijay Singh counsel for the applicants.
Mr. Neeraj BRatra counsel for the respondents.
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12, QA MO.263,/2003.
wwwm . Hari PRam Gupta s/ c. Zhri-lanak -Ram Gupta,

aged about 29 vyears, R,¢ E-8, Madhuban
Cnlony, Tonk Road, Jaipur.

... Applicant.

versus

1. The Union of  India through its
SecretaryDepartment ofTeleccmmunication, 3ovi. of
India, Sanchar Phaan, Sansad Marg, llew Delhi.

2. Bharat Sanchar NIgam Limited  through its
Chairman-cum-Managing Director, Jaipur. '

3. Chief General Manager, Rajasthan
Telsommunication Circle, Jaipur.

o

... Respondents.

Mr. Vijay Singh cocunsel for the applicant.
e e s e - - - - Mee-NeerajBatracounsel forthe regpondents.

13.0A No. 298/2003,

is.6okul Chand Gupta, £/ Late &h. Makhan LalGupta,
R/n Plo: HD.52, Supta Garden, Govind Nagar, West-
II, Amer PRoad, Jaipurfince, va2tired as Efr. EEction
Supervisor (0) G/0 P.G.T.M.D., Jaipur.

... Applicant.

C) ‘ versus

l. Union of India through Secrtary to Government
of India, Ministry of Communications, Department
of Telecommunications, New Delhi.

2. Chairman-cum-Managingy Director, Bhara: BSanchar
igam Ltd.,20, Ashola Rcad, llew Delhi.

e

i

t.3..——The_._.Principal . General - .Manager, - Telecomm.
[‘District, Jaipur (BPharat Canchar Nigam Ltd.),
! Jaipur.

.+« Respondents.

Mr. Surendra Singh cnunsel for the applicaat.



14, OA No. 47/2004..

Gopinath Ji Maheshwari R‘n 41, Indra Colony,
Qanipark Jaipar 302001,

R D. Maheshwari aged 0 vyears, S/o  Late Sh.

"<.. Aoplicant.

l. Union of India throagh Secretary to the
Fovernment of India, Ministry of
Telecommunication, Deparcmeant of
Telzacommunication, New Delhi.

2. Chairwman cum Managing Dirsector, BR.Z.H.L. New
Delhi. ' '

3. Chief Geaszral manager, Telecom (Raj) Circla,
Sardar Patel Marg, Jaipur. <§

4. P. General manager, Telecom Deptt., M.I. Road,
Jaipur.
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5. Divisiconal Engineer Circle Telecaom
Depot, Baria House, Jaiphur-6.

... Respondents.

-Mr. 3arendra Singh proxy counsel for
Mr. M. 5. Gupta counsel for the respondients.
CORAM

Hon'kle Mr. J. K. EKaushik, Judicial Member.
Hon'ble Mr. M. K. Misra, Administrative Memher. I

Q.

: O R DER (ORAL) :

The applicants named above, have filed their
individual Original Applications under Sec:ian 19 ~f
the Administrative Tribunals Act, 19825, All the.
applicants have heen absorked in PBR.3.N.L. and‘ a

. ) e s s s . .
common questlonpf jurisdiction of the Tribhunal is

involvad, thus they are beinjy decided by this common .

order.

Z. We have heard the learned ccunsel for the
parties in the aforeszaid caszez and have earnestly

coasidered the pleadings and recoirds of cases.

3. The applicants in all those OAs have been

aboorhed in RBR.3.N.L. with eeffoct frem 01l.10.2000.
R.2.N.L. is a Government Company and no naotification
under Zection 14(2) of the A.T. Act 198% has sn far

been issuaed so as to vest this Tribunal with the

7
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“oo-jurisdicticn to entertsin grievances relating to the

service mnat:ters of B.3.N.L. employess. Our attention
was drawn to Para 20 and 22 of the judgement dJdated
24,2.2004 passed by Full Bench of Tribunal at Jaipur

Bench in rcase of Shri BP. N. Charma vs. Union of India

£ Ors., OA Ho.d0Ll 2002, in which one of us (Mr. J.K.
Kaushik,J.M.) was a party :o judgement. It has been
submitted that Controvery skands settled and does not
remain res-integra. The contents of afcresaid paras

are reproduced as aander :-

20, From the aforesaid, it is clear that even
if BSNL is a governmen:k company, necesarily
there has tn be a notification issued under
sab-section (2) to Seckion 11 before this
Trihinal will have ijurisdiction to d2al with
these matters. This is obvious from the plain
reading of- the provisioﬁnf Section 14 of the
Act. Sub-section (2) ta Sactiecn 14 makes it

clear that this Tribunal shall  have
jurisdiction, pow<ers and autheritxin relation
to recruitment and  matters = concerning

recruitment of all emplovees appointed to any
eervice oc¢ posk in connecticn with the affairs
nf the local or other authorities on and from
the date specified in the notificaticn issued
under suab-gecticon (2), which we have reproduced
above. When notification under Zub-section (2)
is issued, such 1local or cther authorities
would b2 amenable to the jurisdickion of this
Tribunal. Admittedly till date, < such

+ notification has heen issaed and in the face of
the afonresaid, it must be held thai this
Tribunal does not have jurisdiction to
entertain the applications pertaining to the
applicante who are absorked oa the permanent
-strength of the BSNL.

22, Peanltantly, we answer thes controvercey, as

=+~ alresdy “refsrred ko abdve, haldiny that in

~ cages in which the employees had b2en abazarbed
p2rmaneatly with the BSNL, the Central
Administrative Tribunal has no Jjurisdiction ito
adjudicate wupon their service matters till a
notification under sub-seckicon (2) Lo fection
14 is issu=d."

4. The mere perusal of aforesald finding of Full
Bénch in B. N. sharma's case supra, leads uns to an
inescapable conclusion that the Tribunal Jdoes not
haveb any Jjurisdicticn in respezt of th2 service
matter of applicants in these OAs, Thus the sane

cannot be entertained on merits.
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5. In the premisea, we held that the Original
Applications ITo. ZEIO00, 11020040, 237,/2000,

8622001, 27572002, 41772002, 425;2002, 426,'2002,

0%, 2R372002 &

¢ - -
)

42772002, S8/2002, 2012003, I

T

r
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20
47 /2004 cannnt be entertained by this Tribunal for
want of dJurisdictiosn and -+the same atand dismissed
aczordingly. It is scarcely necassary to mainkion
that this corder shall not preclude the applicants to
"éééfﬁggﬁ'Eﬂéwépprébriat@ forum for redressal «f theixr

greivancas, as may bz available to them. He costs.

A. In rcase any specific written raguest is made on

: . 1]
hehalf of any applicant(s), the Registry shall retdtin
the original copy of paper bzaok alongwith its

annexuras to them in avc-ordance with rules.
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‘(MiK. MTSRA) - (J.K . KAUSHIK) =~
MEMBER (A) ' MEMBER (J)
e !



