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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR
Date of order: 19.12.2000

OA No.123/2000

Ram Pratap Meena s/o Shri Harnanda Rem Meene presently werking as
Chief Telephone Supervisor in the office of the Principal General
Managef, Jaipur
.. Applicant
Versus

1. Uhion»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.Rcad, Jaipur

.. Respondents

OA No.125/2000

K.S.Joshi &/o Shri Radha Mchan Joshi presently working as Chief
Telephéne Supervisor in the office of the S.D.O0.T., Bandikui,
Distt. Dausa |
..Applicent
Versus
1. Union of India through’the Secretary to thg Govt. of India,
Deportment 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
.. Respcondents
Mr. P.N.Jati, counsel for the applicants
Mr.N.C.Goyal, cocunsel for the respondents
CCRAM:
Hon'ble Mr.A.K.Mishra, Judicial Member
Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Newani, Administrative Member

Order
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Per Hon'kle Mr. A;K.Mjshra, Judicial Member
The applicent j‘_n OP Nc.123/2000 has filed th-J's Originel
Aprliceticns with the prayer that the fmpugned créer Cdeted 7/8th
March, 200C (Ann.Al) passed by the Suk Divésiona] Engineer (Steff)
be cuashed wheréby the eprlicent wes crdered tc be reverted. The

ahove crder wes stayed by interim crder dated 23.3.2000.

2. It ie alleged by the applicant that while he wes working in
Grade-TV he wes ordered tc be reverted tc Grade-IIT by the impuoned
crder. He wes promoted tco Grade-IV w.e.f. 36.].1995 ard since then
he has bkeen werkinog on thet pest in tﬁe grade. However, suddenly

withcut afforéding any cppertunity cf hearing the impugned crder wes

passed which is egeinst the law. Nc oppertunity cf hearing wes

previded te the epplicant ené be wes not celled up tc explain as tc

why he ke not reverted.

3. Applicant in OR Nc. 125/2000 bhes pfayed thet the impugned
order dated 7/8th March, 2000 passed ky Suk Divisionel Engineer
(Sfaff) reverting the epplicant znd@ few cothers from Grade-IV to
Grede—III ke aveghed. It is alleged by fhe appljrant-tbat he was
preweted tc the higher pest wey beck in February, 1995 end since
then he hes been werking or that pest. The impuared créer hes been
ressed without eny reeson and withcut affcrding anv cppertunity te

the applicent. Ccnseguently the corder reverting the applicent ie

- bad in law.

4. Nctices cf keth the cases were given te the respondents who

have fileé their reply.

5. It ie alleged by the respcndents that the applicants were
wrengly prometed and ceonsecuently after directicns were received
frem the higher autherities, the acticn was teken as per law and

the reversion cof the spplicents to the criginal post is ‘ustified.
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The OAs are Cevcid of any merit and deserve to be dismissed.

6. Hesrd the learned counsel for the perties end have goné:
through the case files. Previcuely, in meny cther ceses arisen in
similar circumstances, it wee held by the Tribtunsl that crdering

the spplicant to be reverted tc the lower pest withcut afferding

_ them an opportunity of hearing is bad in law and it is difficult to

susteain.

7. In the instent case, it is kcrme out frem the recerd that no
cppertunity of hearing wes affcrded to the aﬁplicants in the OAs.
Thus, principles of natural justice have not been fcllowed. In cur
cpinion, a reascnable opportunity of hearing sheould ha§e been
pro&ided te the applicants befére the Department concluded thet
their promotions were wrend. Applicants were working cn the
premet icnal pcs{s since 1995 and almest 5 years the Department
thought that promoticn was not in accordance with rules, therefere,
all the more necessery fer the Department wes to have heard the
arplicants befcre passing any such order. Since the impugned order
reverting the applicents te the lower post has been passed witﬁcut
afferding them an oppertunity of hearing,‘theféfore, the orders
deserve tc be queshed. Howevetr, the Department can be given liberty
tc pess appreopriate corders efter eaffcrding the applicants an
opportunity of heérjng. Beth the OAs, therefore, deserve tc be

accepted ané the impugned crders deserve to be guashed.

8. The OAs ere, therefore, accepted and the iméugned créer dated
7/8 Msrch, 2000 Memo Nc.ST-4/36/KW/99-2000/32 (Ann.Al in OA
Nc.123/2000) end impugned crder Jdeted 7/8 March, 2000 Memc No.ST-
4/36/KW/99-2000/33 (Ann.Al1 in OA Nc.125/2000) are hereky queshed
and set—éside. However, the respondents are given liberty tc pass

appropriate crders aes - per rules and law after civing them an
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cprportunity of hearing to the epplicanté by fcllewing the

principles cf natural juetice.

. Par‘rlec are left to bear the:r own ccete
(N.P. NAWANT (A.RK.MISHRA)
Admr. Memwber .

Jud] .Memker
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