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IN- THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN~j' JAIPlJR BEN:H, jAIPuR. 

Date of Order:_ 2 3 .ll:_ .2. ooo 

OA 215/2 000 

~ ' 

R.s. Pam~ar son of· Shri Ram ·Lal by caste .:[hingar--aged about 
56 ·years r~sidertt ·of 4.:.a-9, behirii RIICO Company. Va~shali · 
Nagar, Ajmer .- Presently working as Chief Section Supervisor 
Grade. -IX Office of Gene-ral Manager, Telecom, District_ Aj~f· 

-

••••. APPlicant_. 

3. 

Ve-rsus 

Union of Ind-ia ~-through the Secretary to the 
Government of Irfl ia, D.ePartme nt -of Telecom, - . -
·sanchar Bhawati., New Delhi •. 

' ' 

The' Chief General· Manager,- Telecom, ·Raja_s_than 
Circle, .Jaipur. · -

C¥neFal Manager, Telecom, District ~mer. 

•••• Respon~ents 
) 

Mr·. P .N. Jiati,- <::ounsel for the aPPlicant. 
Mr. Hemant Gupta, Proxy _counsel for 
Mr. M. Ra_f iq, --Courisel' for _the respon:ients ~ 

I - -.., • ~ ' 'l. • : 

j:: ' ' 
:~· CORAM: 

Hon' ble Mr'! ~;K. AgarWal, Memoor. (Judicial),. - . 
H0 n'ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Member- (~dministrative) •. 

OROER 

I • - & 

(PER HON' BLE· MR. S.K. AGARWAL !-1EMBER (JUDICIAL) 
-----------~-----------------L------------~----~ 

--~ 

The applicant . in this_ OA ·has challenged- the order 4a~ed 

by Which aPPl'icant ~wa~ reverted from TOA(G) Grade IV . . . . . 

- ' 
to To'~;G) Grade III yide ·_im};lugned order dat-ed 11.5 .20.00 • 

• . • 2/-
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2 • · On the perusal of the averments ~nq_de py the. parties, it 

appears that in_purst.lance of the order by Ahmeda.bad ·Bench i_n · · 

OA no. 623/96' dated 11.4.97, the impugned order might-have 

~en passed after giving ne~essary directio~ b¥ th~ Department 

to this effect. 

3. Admittedly no opportur:ifty of hearing was given iri tht; 

matter before passing the 'impugned orderdated 1.1.5.2000. It. is 
. ' A 

settled principle of law that before issuing .any order Which 

entains civi 1 consequence, principle of natural justice shotlld 

J!lave been aPPl~ed. In Laxmi Chani vs.- Onion of In1.ia 1998(1)SLR 
. 

599, it was hel_d 'that if the order involves civil co_~equence 

and it has been· issued withput.effecting opportunity of hearing 
< • • - • ,/ • • 

to the a~pl icant, · such. an· order cannot be ·passed without aPplying 

w·ith the pr-inciples of AUai Alteram Partem i.e. parties sho41d . 

be given .an opportunitY- to meet his case· before an adverse deci-, 

s·ion is_ taken. The learned ·counsei f9r. the ·resPOndents ha~ refer-
. . . 

red the decision given in OA 131/'2000 dated31.10.2000, Ra~ Raksh 

·Pal Singh' vs. Union of In:iia & o_thers,. stat~ng that if at all · 

. -~this 'Tribunal comes to the conclusion that principles of natural 

'ja~tice h·ave not been followed before issuance of ·tl';tE:. impugned __ 

order; the Department should be given a_ l_iberty to .Pass appro-: 

priate order after giving- opportunity of show cau~e to the 

aPPlicant• 

. 
' 4. _ - We have heard the learf!ed ·counsel for the parties and 

~ al-so gave anxioUS JOOnside):'atioil to the rival qontent;i.ons of bo< 

~-the parties arid perus~d the whole record. 

• •• 31,-
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5. In our considered ·v;ie't"l the impugned order was issued , · / 
. - - \ - - - ' ' 

without following the principles of Audi Alteram Partem._There-
~ . ' . 

f_ore, the same is -1 iable to be quashed.- on this grot,tn:l ·alone. 

-I 

6. _ · We,- therefore, allow this O.A and-. quash and set aside the 
. . 

impugned order dated 11..5 .2 ooo. · Ho"t-JeVer, respondents are given 
) . . i-

liberty to.pass an_aPPropriate·order.after following the princi-

ples of natural justice and due process ~f -latv •.- No order as to 

costs • 

• - < ( • - - • -
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( GOP~L _;IN") - . · 
MEMBER (A) 

' ( 

• I 
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__::::.---
(S .K. AGARWAL) 

. MEMBER - (J) 


