A

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH
0A No,1792/2000%

New Delhi: this the 3 day of ﬂfj&l/f7?2001.
HON *BLE MR.S.R.ADIGE;VICE ©HAIRMAN (AY,
HUN'SLE DR?A?MEDAGALLI MEM BER (39

1. Drs u. N.Ralna*
s/o shri Mohan Lal Ralna
R/o A-41, Indira Enclave,
Neb Saral,
New Delhi =68,

Senior Tims Scale Officers in IB(P)S,
Nem Delhl.

24 K*Subramanlam,
s/o. Late SheKeishna Murthy,

R/o 128/264 u. E.A Karol Baghy
New Del hlo

STS Officer,AlIR,
New Delhl.

3: Sm te DEVlka MOk tan’
R/o E~-216; pragati Viher,

Lodi Roady
New Dalhi.

Junior Time Scale Officer (Regular),
Junior Door Darshan,
New Delhi e oo Applicants,

(Applicants in persom)

Unicn of Indiay
Repd by its Secretary,

~Ministry of Information and
Broadcastlng,

NBU Del hl.

2. Director Generaly
All Indi2-Radio, Parliament Street;

New Delh1-1

3 Director General’,
Door Darshan,
Mandi House'y

New Delhiwl e..Responden tsyl
(By Adwocate: Shri A.K.Bharduaj )
ORDER
S:R:Adige, vc(ays

Applicants impugn respondents® order dated




-

-2 .
25:8.200 0(Annexure =P 1) qua themselves, teminating
their adhoc appointment in Progremme Management
Cadre of AIR in Senior Time Scale of Indian Broadcasting
(Programme) Servioe, and reverting them to their

substantive posts of Programme Execu tives
2 ‘Heard both side s

3 The impugned order dated 25:872000 as yell

as respondentsA' reply clearly state that the same has
4bAeen {-ssued in implementation of the Hon'ble Suprema
Court's judgment dated 30.7499 in SLP No.21747/97 UOT

Use shri Chetan S:;?:Naik and connected casesygl

4 This specific assertion of r espondents in
their reply has not been denied by applicants in any

rejoinder filed by them‘i%

Se' *D'uri'ng haaring applicants who were present

and argued their case in person contended that while
implementing the Hon'ble Supreme Court's judgnent

(Stpra) applicants nesd not have besn r everted, and

sup ernumerary posts could have bszen created to
accommodate them'y but there is no specific direction
contained in the Honthble Supreme Court“'s judgment ( supta
requiring respondents not to revert applicants by the

creation of supernumerary postsy

& It could also be contended that applicants should
have been given a reasonable opportinity o shou

ceuse before they were actually reverted, but they
have not'been able to furnish any material o establish
that even if 2 show cause notice had been given the

ul timate position would have be2n any different,

7e The impugned orders are dated 25.8.2000 and

it is not denied that they came into effect soonafier

Ne’d
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and applicants are presently working on their

substantive posts to uhich they have been reverteds!

)
% 4}

8! In the particula'n facts and ciramstanes of
this case, the OA warrants no interferen®sl It is

dismi ssed;‘fi No oo sts.

A \/&AKVO\/\I\/ W ﬂL s

( DR.A, UEDA\IALLI ) (5.R.ADIGE )
MENBER(:I) VICE '.HAIRMAN(A)

Jug/




