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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW DELHI

O.A. No. 96 9/8 9 198
T.A. No.

DATE OF DECISION 'I B. ^. 1990

Shrx Sc P, Bharduaj Applicant (s)

None
Advocate for the Applicant (s)

Versus

Delhi Administration Respondent (s)

Shri Fl, fl, Sudan
.Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM :

The Hon'ble Mr. P-K, Kartha, Vice-Chairman (Dudl.)

The Hon'ble Mr. ^^akrauorty , Administrative l^ember.

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? ^
2. To bereferred to the Reporter or not? Mo
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?
4. To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? NA#

JUDGEMENT

(deliuerad by Hon'ble Shri P. K, Kartha, Vica-Chair man)

The applicant, uho is a Trained Graduate Teacher

(T, G,T, ) working in the Senior Secondary Schools under the

Delhi Administration, filed this application on 5th i^iay,

1989 under Section 19 of tha Administrative Tribunals

Act, 1985 praying that tha impugned order dated 11,4.1989

passed by the Additional Director of Education, Delhi

(Respondent No. 1) reverting him ' t.o •; the post of T, G.T,

from the post of P, G. T, (Biology) be quashad and that the

impugned order of revarsion be stayed during the pandency

of the application,

2. IMotica uas issued -to the respondents on admission

and interim relief. The respondents haua filed their
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coun ter~ af fid aui t. The case had been listed for hearing

on 18.7. 1989, 16. 11. 1989, 13. 12. 1989 and 9. 1. 1990.

Neither the applicant nor his Counsel uas present on

these occasions. On going through the records of the
\

case and after hearing Shri n. Fl. Sudan, the learned

Counsel for the respondents, wa are of the opinion that

the application could be disposed of at the admission

stage itself.

3. , The facts of the case are not in dispute. The

applicant joined the service of the respondents in 1971

as Trained Graduate Teacher (TGT). Thereafter, he has

uorked in various schools under the Delhi Administration.

His name figured in the tentative eligibility list for

promotion to the post of P. G. T. (Biology) llale in the

academic year 1988-89 at SI. No.A. By Office Order dated

2.3. 1989, the respond ents- promoted the applicant on ad hoc

basis as P.G.T, . Houever, on 11.4, 1989, the respondents

issued another order reverting him to the post of T. G.T.

uith immediate effect. This is under challenge in the

present application.

4,. The case of the applicant is that while reverting

him to the post of T. G. T., tuo other Teachers, namely,

R.0. Shakya and C.S. Rautela, uho LJere placed at Sl.Nos.

5 and 6 of the tentative eligibility list, had been

retained.

5. The respondents have stated in their counter-

affidavit that in the tentative eligibility list, the

name of the applicant uas shoun at Sl.No.S by mistake.
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His corract seniority number is 2898 and not 2874, as

shoun in the tentative eligibility list. This mistake

had crept in the seniority list but the applicant did

not point out the error. The promotion of the applicant

to the, post of P.G.T, uas made at a time uhan the'error

had not come to the notice of the respondents. It uas
I.

a simple admin istratiu e error and uhen the error came

to notice, the respondents corrected the same by reverting

the applicant. His correct position in,the tentative

eligibility list uould be after SI. No.11, uhose seniority

number is 2896.

6, After considering the rival contantipns of both the

parties, ue are of the opinion that there is no prima facie

Case for admitting this application. The reversion of the

applicant uas by uay of correction of an administrative

error. In such a case, the respondents are not required

to give the applicant a shou-causa notice, Uhen promotion

has been ordered under a mistake, subsequent reversion

of the parson concerned cannot be construed as reduction

in rank and the provisions of Ar.ticle 311 of the Consti

tution uould not be attracted (vide Narayanan ^'Others

Vs. Union of India & Others,> A,T,R, 1985 (l) C.A.T. 130;

State of Punjab Ms, Oagdip Singh & 0,thar s, ' A, I, R, 1964

S.C, 521; Balram Gupta Vs. Union of India & Another,

1987 (2) CAT 155 and Gurbax Singh Vs. Union of India & Drs. ,

A.T.R. 1988 (1) C.A.T. 217.

7, In vieu of the foregoing, ue see no merit in the

prasent application and the same is dismissed at the

admission stage itself. The parties uill bear their oun

costs.

(O.K. Chakravorty) (P. K. Kartha)
Administrative I'̂ ember Vice-Chair man (3ud 1, )


