
IN THE CENTaAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

Date of order: 19.12.2000 

OA No.123/2000 

Rarr Pratap Meena s/o Shri Harnanda. Ram Meena presently wcrkj ng a::o 

Chief Telephone Supervisor in the office of the Principal General 

Manager, Jaipur 

•• Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the Secretary to the Govt. of India, 

Department of Telecom, Sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. The Chief General Manager, Telecom Rajasthan Circle, Jaipur-8 

3. Principal General Manager, Opp. Jaipur General Post Office, 

M.I.Road, Jaipur 

•• Respondents 

OA No.125/2000 

K.S.Joshi s/o Shri Radha Mohan Joshi presently working as Chief 

Teler:flone Supervisor in the office of ·the S.D.O.T., Bandikui, 

Distt. Dausa 

•• Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the Secretary to the Govt. of India, 

Department of Telecom, Sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. The Chief General Manager, Telecom Rajasthan Circle, Jaipur-8 

3. Principal General Manager, Telecom District, Jaipur 

4. Sub Divisional Officer Telephone, Bandikui 

Respondents 

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

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

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.A.K.Mishra, Judicial Member 

Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Nawani, Administrative Member 

Order 
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Per Hon'ble Mr. A.K.Mjshra, Judjcial Mewber 

The app1icc>nt j.n OP Nc.123/2000 hai: filea thjE" Odgin2l 

Appl icat kns v:ith the prayer that the jyppugn€d orcer cc>tea 7 /8th 

March, 2000 (Ann.Al) paesed by the Sui::' Div~eionaJ Engineer (Staff) 

be auaE"hed wher€'ry the apr·J fr2nt wcE" ordered t c be revt"rt E=d. The 

above crcer wee f'tayt"o 'by interirr craer aatea 23.3.2000. 

2. It ie alleged l::y the appJicant that while he wee working in 

Grnde-JV he wc>e 0rcered tc be reverted tc· Grade-III by the irr.r-u<;mec 

order. He wee rrowoted tc Graoe-IV w.e.f. 30.1.1995 2nd eince then 

he has bee:n wcrki ng en that rest. in the grade. However, euadenl y 

wHhcut affc-rofog any cpixrtunHy cf hearing the iwpugned crcer wc..F 

raeeec which ie 2g2inE"t the law. No cprcrtunHy cf her.dng wee. 

prcvideo tc the arrlicant .snc he WCE' not callEd Up tc explain C.f!? to 

why he be not reverted. 

3. ArpJicant fo O'A Ne. 125/2000 bas t:rayed that the iwpugnep 

order aatea 7 /8th March, 2000 passed by Sub DivisfonaJ Enginee-r 

(Staff) revertjng the 2prlicant ana few otheri: fr0rr Grc>ce-IV to 

prcrr.oted tc the hjgher rost way reek in February, 1995 2nd since 

then he hce been working C'J'1 thcit pest. The i:rr.pugnea crcer haE" ~en 

reffed withcut 2ny rec>E'cn and without affcrcfog any cprortunity to 

the aprlicant. Cc·PseguentJy the oran reverUng the applic2nt ie 

bad in law. 

4 • Net icE'E cf beth the c2Eer:: were given. t 0 the reeponaent e who 

have filed their reply. 

5. It ie allegec by the responaente tha~ the aprlicants were 

wrongly :rrorrctea ana ccnsequently after dfrecticns were receivec 

frcw the higher authoritjee, the action was taken as rer law and 

the reversion of the applic2nts to the original post ii: justifjed. 
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'Ihe OAs are a€vcia of any IPerit ano aeFerve to be diswissea. 

6. Heara the learnea counsel fer the parties ana have gone. 

thrcugh the case files. Previcuely, in many other cases arie-en in 

sfodlar circuwstances, H was. held by the Tribunal that oraering 

the applicant to be revertea tc the lower pest withcut affcrojng 

them an opportunity of hearjng ie bad in law ana it js.oiffjcu]t to 

sustain. 

7. In the inetant caee, it is 1:-crne out frcrr the recera that no 

op:portunity of hearing was affcroea to the applicants in the OAs. 

'Ihus, princjples of natural justice have not been fellowed. In cur 

crinfon, a reaf'cnable opportunity of hearing shoula have been 

prcviaea to the arpl icants before the Departroent concluded that 

their promotions were wrong. Applicants were working on the 

premotfom~l pests since 1995 and alIPost 5 years the DepartIPent 

thought that promotion was not in accordance with rules, therefore, 

all the more neceesary fer the Departroent was to have hear·a the 

cirplicants befcre passing any euch order. Since the iIPpugned order 

reverting the applic2nts to the lowE"r post has been passea without 

affcrafog them an oppc-rtunity of hearing, - therefore, the oroers 

deserve to be quashed. However, the Departwent can be given liberty 

tc pass aprrcprfate> oraers after affcraing the applicants an 

opportunity of hearing. Beth the OAs, therefore, deserve tc be 

accepted ana the impugneo craere aeserve to be guae-hea. 

8. 'Ihe OAs are, therefore, accepted ana the hrpugnec crcer aatea 

7/8 March, 2000 MEIPO Ne.ST-4/36/KW/99-2000/32 (Ann.Al jn OA 

No.123/2000) and iirpugnea order dated 7 /8 March, 2000 Memc No.ST-

4/36/KW/99-2000/33 (Ariri.Al ]n OA No.125/2000) are hereey au2S'hed 

and set-asiae. However, the responaents are given liberty tc paeE 

approprjate orders as · per rulee ano lciw after g]vjng them an 
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cpr::-ortunity of headna to the 2:rrlicante by fellowing the 

prindplee cf natural juetice. 

9. Partiee ere left to bear their own ccete. 

ti 

{Jz_, 
(N.P.NA.WANI) (A.K.MISHRA) 

Aarr • Meireer . JuoJ .Mell1tlf'r 

.J 


