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IN _.THE CEN'IRAL ADMINIS'ffiATIVE 'TRIBUNAL 1 JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

Date of oroer: 2.0.11.2000 

OA No.126/2000 with MA No.399/2000 

1. B.S.Sharrna e/o Shri Dhanna Lal Shanre pre~ently working ae 

Chief Telephone Supervisor at Mandawar Mahuwa Road, Distt. 

Dauea. 

2~ B.S.Rajput S/o Shr:i Bahadur Sinah work:ina ae Chief Te-lephone 

Supervisor at Mandawar Mahua Roao, Distt. Da~sa. 

3. R.P.Sharma E/o Shri Biehan Lal Sharma presently working as 

Chief Telephone Surervisor at Mandawar Mahua Roao, Di:::tt. 

Dausa. 

4. N.L.Shama S/o Shri B:ishan La] Sharma presently working a::: 

Chief Telephone Supervisor at Mandawar Mahua Roao, Dj stt. 

Dausa. 

Applicants 

Versus 

l. Union of India through. the Secre-ta:ry to the Gove-rnirent d 

India, Department of Telecom, Sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi. 

Q. 'Ihe Chief General Manager, Telecom Rajasthan Chcle, Jaipur. 

3. The Principal General Mana.ger, Telecom District, Jaipur. 

• • Re-spondents 

Mr.P.N.Jati, counsel for the applicantE 

Mr. N.C.Gcyal, counsel for the respondents 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice B.S.Raikote, Vice Chairman 

Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Nawan:i, Administrative Merober 

Order 

Pe-r Hon'ble Mr. Juet:ice B.S.Raikote, Vice ~hairman 

This application is fj]ed challenging the order of reven::ion 

passed against the applicants viae Ann.Al. The main ground is that 

the impugned oroer :is contrary to the principles of natural 

justice. The main contention of the learned counsel fer thE 

app]icants is that before is.su:ing the.impugned order, no show-cau:::e 
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noticE' weE give>h to therr. Thie conte>ntion of thE' Je>c:rnE>Cl coune;e>J 

for the arplicants iE net dicruteo. Having regard to this fact H 
' 

iE clear that the irrpugnec order iE contrary to the> accepte>d canons 

. ' 
be sEt-ae.ide. In fact, in similar circumstances in OA No.l31/2000, 

a simHc.r C·rder was also auaE:hed by this Be:nch on this very ground. 

The ehriJar orders are also re.=::seo by the Pdnci-pol Rf'nch of this 

Tribuna] in a batch of car::ee, invc·lving EjmiJar queeticn that hae-

be>en brcuaht to our nc.tice •. The Eaid c·rder is in OA No.425/2000 

datEd 2nd JunE', 2000. For the above re>ason::, we pae.s the crder ae 

undEr:-

"Application iE" allowed r.nd the> irrpugnec order vide- Ann.Al iE 

hereby set-asidE'. It ie· rrc:d€ de2r thc.t it iE oren to the 

resrbncknt s to :ress free-h oroE>rE' afte>r fol J cwina the due 

prcce>f:f" of law and thE' pri ndpl e~: of n?tun~l ju::ti cE. Nc 

CCE't E' •. 

In view of the final order passed in the OA, the MA, 

No.399/2000, does net eurvivE 2nd ecccrcHngly it js also 

dismissed." 

(N.P.NAWANI) 

Adrr • .Merrbe>r 
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ffL---·· 
(B.S.RAIKOTE) 

Vice Chairman. 
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