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IN THE

0:8.N0.782 of 1987
RERERELX

V.Ramakrishna Sastry & 2 others

Shri KSR Anjaneyulu .

Yersus

nj:gg;g;-ngeral, Telecommunications,

New Delhi & 3 others.

shri E.Madan ‘Mohan Rao, Addl, CGsC,

CORAM: :

THE HON'BLE MR. B.N.JAYASIMHA, VICE-CHAIRMAN,

THE HON'BLE MR, D.SURYA RAQ, MEMBER(JUDICIAL).
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BEN
AT : HYDERABAD

je A.N§.782 of 1987 ' Date of Order: 26-2-1990

Between:

1, V.Ramakrishna Sastry

2. M.5.Murthy

3. M.V.,R,J.5.Sarma oo Applicants
and

1. The Director-=General, Telecommuni-
cations, New Delhi. :

2. The General Manager, Telecommuni.
catiéns, A.P., Hyderabad. :

3. V.Médhusudhana Rao

4, S.V,Subbarayan o _ Respondents
gppeafance
For the Applicants :+  Shri KSR Anjaneyulu, Advocate.
For the Respondents 1&2: A Shri E,Madan Mohan Rao, Addl,

Central Govt.Standing Counsel

For Respondents 3&4 Neither of them in person nor

represented by their counsel
is present,

CORAM

THE HONOURABLE SHRI B.N.JAYASIMHA, VICE~-CHAIRMAN,
THE HONOURABLE SHRI D.SURYA RAQ, MEMBER (JUDICIAL}.

(JUDGMENT OF THE BENCH DELIVERED BY HON'BLE SHRI D.SURYA RAO,
MEMBER (JUDICIAL).)

1. The applicants ﬁerein, who are originally appointed as
Steno-Typists in the combined Péstal/Telecommunications
Department (prior to bifurcation), are aggrieved by a common
order issued by the 2nd respondent vide his Memo No.TA/STB/
49-21/80, dated 7-12~-1987, enclosed as Annexure-I to the appli-

wd—ﬂ\.”\'ﬂ’\ .
cation. It is contended that the geadedof 1ist of Steno-

graphers for 1985 was issued by the 2nd respondent in his

&— contd. .page 2/-
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letter dated 22-1-1986, wherein the applicants were shown

.
%)
.

at serial Nos.9, 10 and 12 respectively. Thereafter, the
2nd respondent issued revised orders revising the saidyg

prevt i
seniority list, showing respondents 3 and 4, who wereLat

G

serial Nos., 16 and 17 oziginally, at serial Nos.4(a) and

4(b) respectively. It is contended that the applicants

have been contihuously working -as Stemocgraphers and are in

the Stenographers Gradation list since 1980, Tt is also

while iewmdp R D 2t ET 7.2 £7 R

alleged that ../ thEFéaﬁﬁhxmaf-the impugned orderlrevising

the seniority of respondents 3 and 4, no notice was given

to the applicants before issuing the said order. It is

therefore contended that the alteration of seniority list

Unreiforss A
is exfacie illegal. Eéggéﬂthey seek a direction to quash

-

the impugned order,

2. On behalf of the respondents i & 2 a counter has been
filed stating that the revision was done in accordance with

the rules. On behalf of respondents 3 & 4 representations

‘'were received,

3. We have heard the learned Counsel for the applicants,

Shri KSR Anjaneyulu, and the learned Addl.Central G;vt.Standing
Counsel, Shri E.,Madan Mohan ﬁao, for respondents 1 & 2,

The respondents 3 é&, though served notices, are not present

nor are they represented by their counsel,

4. Shri KSR Anjaﬁeyulu limited his argument to the question
that the-notices should have been given to the applicants
before respondents 3 and 4 were broughtlabove them in the
seniority list. It is well settled that an order adversely
affecting the seniority of an employee could not have been

ﬁ...._
issued w1thout affording trim an opportunity to the affected

o
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bersons against the proposed revision of seniority." The
facts disclose that such an opportunity was not given to

the applicants in this case.

5. In the circumstances, we set aside the impugned order
No.TA/STB/49-21/80, dated 7-12-1987 issued by the 2nd
respondent, and direct éhe respondents to ‘issue a show-cause
notice to £he applicants setting out the grounds on which

it is proposed to revise the seniority and éffordlthem an
opportunity to represent against-fhe propesed action and
decide the matter thereafter on merits, With this direction
the application is disposed of. No ¢grder as to costs.

L]

(Dictated in the Open Court)

B Gt

~ G S (200,
(B.N.JAYASIMHA) . {D.SURYA RAQ)
VICE~CHAIRMAN : MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

| - Date: 26-2-1990 %:{b\g@lﬂ _
m«i&@g@‘”‘\'ﬁ*”" | _ v DEPUTY REGISTRAF’RBL@

TO:

1. The Dirsctor-Gensral, Telecommunicaticns, Naw Delhi,
2. The General Manager, Telecommunications, A,.P.Hydsrabad.
Nsr3. Cne copy to Mr.K,.S.R.Anjaneyulu,Advocate, 1=1-365/A,
Jawvaharnagar, Bakaram,Hyderabad. '
4, Dne copy to Mr.E.Madan Mohan Rao,Addl.CGSC,CAT,Myderabad.
5. One spare copy. .
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