
IN 'IHE CEN'IRAL ADMINIS'IRATIVE 'IRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

Date of order:20.11.2000 

OA No.l30/2000 with MA No.394/2000 

1. R.A.Manqal e/o Shri C.L.Mangal, presently working as Chief 

Telephone Supervisor, SDOT Office, Dausa 

2. R.K.Chhipra s/o Shri Kalu Ram Chhipra presently working ae 

Chief Telephone Supervieor, SDOT Office, Dausa 

3. K.S.Meena s/o Shri Mahadev Meena, presently working as Chief 

Telephone Supervisor, Telephone Exchange, Dausa 

4. H .S .Meena s/o Shri Narain Meena, presently V.'orking ae Chief 

Telephone Supervisor, Telephone_ Exchange, Dausa 

•• Applicants 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the Secretary to the Government of 

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

2. The Chief General Manager, Telecom, Rajasthan Circle, Jaipur 

3. The Principal General Manager, Telecow District, Jaipur. 

4. Sub Divisional Officer, Phones, Dausa. 

• • ReeponClent s 

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

Mr. N.C.Goyal, counsel for the responClents 
y.· ' '--- CORAM: 

Hon•ble Mr. Justice B.S .• Raikote, Vice Chairwan 

Hon 1 ble Mr. N.P.Nawani, AClministrative Member 

OrCler 

Per Hon 1 ble Mr. Justice B.S.Raikote, Vice Chairwan 

This application is fileCl challenging the orCler of reversion 

paseeCl against the applicants vide Ann.Al. The main ground is that 

the impugned orCler is contrary to the prindples of natural 

justice. The main contention of the learned counsel for the 

applicants is that before issuing the impugned order, no show-cause 

not ice was given to them. This contention of the learned counsel 
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for the applicants is not disputed. Having regard to this fact, it 

is clear that the impugned order :is contrary to the accepted canons 

of law and the principles of natural justice hence it is liable tc 

the set-aside. In fact, in similar circumstance in OA No. 131/2000 

a simHar order was also quashed by this Bench on this very ground. 

The similar orders are. also paseoed by the Principal Bench of this 

Tribunal in a batch of cases, involving similar question that has 

been brought to our notice. The said order is in OA No. 425/2000 

dated 2nd June, 2000. For the abov€- reasons, we rass the orcer as 

under:-

"Application is allowed and the impugned order vide Ann.Al is. 

, hereby set-aside. It :is made clear that it is open tc the 

respondents to pass fresh orden~ after following the due 

process of law and the principles of natural justice. No 

COEtS. 

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

No.394/2000, does not survive and accordingly :it is al'so 

disroissed." 

(N.P.NAWANI) 
~ ... 

(B.S.RAIKOTE) 

Adm. Member Vice Ch2irman 


