CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAT BENCH

Dated this Tuesday the 12th day of Novembet,
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Coram: Hon'ble Mr_ B.N.Bahadur -~  Meamber {(A)
Hon’ble Mr.S.L.Jain ;//’ - Member (J)
LN

O.As.787 & 827 of 200t

Chunairam Yadav

5/0 Nanakuram Yadav,

aged 5% vyears, Wireman,

Telephone Exchange, VYersova,

Andheri, Mumbai.

R/o K.D.Compound,

aandhinagar, Kandivili (West},

Mumbai .

(ry Advocate Shri 5.P.Kulkarni) - Applicant

Versus

1. Unicn of India

through Assistant General Manager
Mahanagar Telephons Nigam bLimited,
Q/o0 Chief General Manager,
Telaphone house, 13th Floor,

V.5 .Marg, Dadar (West),

PO Mumbsai.
General Manage We
Santacruz (West) MTN
PO Mumbai.

A

(7N

O/o0 CGM (Unicon Cell)
Talephone House, 3th Floor,
V.5 .Marg, PO Mumbai.

Secretary,

Department of Telecommunications,

(Bombay Telaphons Cell),

sanchar Bhawan, 20-Asoka Recad,

PO New Delhi.

{By Advocate Shri V.S.Masurkar) - Respondents

+>.

COMMON ORAL ORDER
By Hon'ble Mr.B_N_Bahadur, Member {(AY -

we have heard together QAs 787/
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gue at has heen argued bhefore us by lsarned
both sides first, is the issue of Jur1=d1P+|nn. T We

counsel on both sides viz Shri 3 DJKu1knrn1
Applicant and Shri V.S.Masurkar for the Respo.;inte The
relates MTNL and hence bagic reliance was;p;aced Y
counse] forlthe Respondents on the judgment of ghe Delhi
atter of Ram Geopal VYerma Vs Union jof India,

Lab.IC 2781 The learned counsel Shri

main thrust of arguments re1atimg to Para

nt itself, ths releva
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_.Therefcre, even when he held a: lien on
set of TES Officer, his grievance directed
order suspending him from the post of SDE

in MTNL. was not entertaipable by
for lack of Jjurisdiction. It is alsoc
cass  that impugned order | of his

ion was a composite order passed'wwth the
of DOT which could perhaps provide soms
Tribunal’s Jiurisdicti

i a

It is also not the case that impugned
his suspension was a composite order

with +the approval of DOT which could
provide some basis for (Tribunal’s
ion. " ‘
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be difficult for Us to accept that this is g
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bservation as Quoted above can  aga against the ver
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= Learned coynse] Shri  Kulkarni had tried to argue some

points on merits but once we hold that we have ngo Jurisdiction,
& w2 will not go inte the merits of the case.‘

8. In view of the above discussion.'we hold that we have ne

Jurisdiction in respect of either of the OAs. Both 0As 787 of

€801 and 827 of 2001 are disposed of for want of Jurisdiction.

7. No orders as to costs,
(S.L.2aim) (B.N.Bahadur)
. Member (J)

Member (A)
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