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IN THE 1 ENTRA.L ADMINISTR~TIVE TRIBUNAL 1 JAIPUR BE.NCH 1 . JAIPUR 

O.A.No.:289/2<)00 · ·. . I · .• . Date of .order: j "/7/~ 
RamJeevan Meena, S/o Sh.S.R.Meena, working as Chief 

I ' -

_
1 

Section Supervisor, O/oAOTR, Bajaj Nagar, Jaipur. 

· ••• Applicant 

Vs. 
\ 

l~ Unibri of India through Secretary to the Govt, Deptt. 

of Telecom, sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. Chief General· Manager Telecom, Ra1~sthan Circle, 

Jaipur. I 

3. Principal General Manager Telecom Distt. Jaipur. 
I 

,. 

Mr.P~N~Jati. Counsel for applicant 

M~.s~njay Pareek) ~.fpr 
. ! . 

Mr .• P/.C ··pharma ) · 
i . 

CORA!M: ,. 
I 

r~spondents. 

••• Respondents. 
'/ 

Hori'ble·Mr.siK~Agarwal, Judicial.Member. 
I· 

Ho~'bLe Mr.A~P~Nagrath, Admiriistr~tive Member. 

PER HON'BLE MR S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER •. 
'I 

The applica~t in this O.A has cnallenged the order 
I 

dated 15~3.2000 by· which the appli_cant has been reve~ted / 

trom the post of! Chief Sec~ion ·supervisor to ·$ectiqn ' 
I 

Supervisor· and pay,. scale of" the applicant has· .also been 

reduced from 2000~3200 to Rs.1600-2660. 

2~ Ori a p~rus~l of the ~verrnents ~ade by the parties, 

'i ti appears th~ t the impu~ned .order of reversion was issued 

in pursuance.of DOT letter dated 8~9~.99 and 3,0.12.99, as the 
I ' ·,' ' 

·applicant was inel;igible yet _he was ,promoted. 

3i. Vide orde.r .dated 7. 7 .2000,. this' Tribu·nal passed an 
. ! . . . . .. 

.. orde.r _ st4yi~g the. operation of 'the_. ~mpugned order 
I -

interim 
i 
I I -
dated 15.3~2000 apd this.interim order is still~continuintj~ 
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-4. In the :reply fJle~ by· tne respondents, it i~ .stated 
' . 

that the appli6anf was erroneously pr6moted vide orde~ dated 

6.3.98, herice hls errorieous p~omotion was withdrawn vide tn• 

impugned ordei; dated 15~3.2000. 

5. Heard t~e lear.ned counsel for the parties and also 

perus~d the whole record. 

5. ,· Admitt.edly, no opportunity of hearing was given to 

the lpplic.ant in. this. matter before passing the impugned 

order dated l_S.3.2000 •.. 

6. It is settled prin.ciple of law that before. issuing 
: 

any order which entails civil consequences, the principles 
I ' ' • 

of natural justice must have been· applied • 
I 
I 

7. 
I 

In .Menaka Gandhi-_ Vs. UOI ( 1978) l SC~ ·248, it was 

held.that before any punitive action.is .taken which deprives 
; I . . . ' 

. I . . . 
the ~~ployee of the·benefits he is enjoying,_an opportunity 

has to· be given., 
. - I: 

· 8.~ r.n Olga :Tellis ·vs ... Bombay Municipal Corpn, · (J.985) .3 

sec 545_, it was held: that the app·licant has ~een depri-ved of 

his livelihood, without even bei'.ng heard - in the matter and 
. . 

without any notice merely on ~he,basis of an .oogoing police 
. . 

investigation·. Rl.gh,t to life . includes, right to livelihood 
-

and; thus . the order is violative of Article 21 of. the 

Conrtitutio~ of India.'. ' 

9.' r In H.L.Trenan & Ors' Vs. uor· & Ors, (1989) SCC(L&S} 

24J, it was held that i~s-::w-=l~ se.ttled principle of 

. laJ that there can' be no deprivation or curtailment of a-ny 
I 

existing ri.gh t, advantage or beriefi t enjoyed by a gov·t 

servant without co~ply'ing1 witn the rules of natural justi'ce 
' ' . 

byi giving him an o~portunity of being heard~ 
1 ·• 

J,.O. In Delhi Ttansport Corpn. vs. DTC · Mazdoo+ Congress-, 

199J supp(!) sec 
. I 
600,.it was heldtnat the r.ules of natural 

~· .· 

:_;-----
I 

" I 

'· 

I I 
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~ I . 
j·ustice_ ~ls.o requif"es ·that· the applicant snould be ,given an 

• ! 

o~portunity to be· heard before subjecting him to any 

p~·rii,tive action. 

if. -In Laxmf Chaild Vs. uor ~Ors, 1:998 ~ 599.-·if order 

involves civil consequences and has been issued without 

affording an opportunity to. the applicant, such .an order 
J. 

,dannot be passed without 'complying witn audi alteram par.tern, 

1
/arty sho':'ld be given an opportun~ty to meet, his· case' before· 

n adverse decision is taken. , , 

2. • In view of the· settled legal position and facts and 

tircumstances of. thi: case, we are, ·Of the consider~d opinion 

hhat pr.inc~ple~ .o.f nat-ural justice hav·e riot been follo,we.d 

. b"efc;:>re issuance of the impugned order dated 15.3.2000. 

13. The. le.arn.ed . counsel ' · for t"ne . respondents has 

/su~mitted 
I 

that·! if ' at all thi.s Tribunal to the· comes. 
; . 

' I 

'conclusion that it he impugned order is liable to be quashed 

: in view of riot _follqwing ·the ·principles of natural justice, 

, the resp<?ndents' department shquld be given ari opportunity 
. ··' . 

to pass appropricite qrder, after giving an opportunity to 
i 

snow cause to ttje-applicant.; 

14 •. We hav~:. given anxious considera~l.<5n to the rival 

bontentions ·of ~oth the parties and also perus~d th~ wh6le 

·record~· 

15. In our considered view, the impugned or.der was 

issued without following the 
I . 

principles ·Of audi alteran 

~arte~r therefore, the same i~ liable to be quashed~ 

~6.. We, th~r~fore, allow ·the·o.A and quash and set asid1 
I . 

· •• \ ·_ ' ·-- ' : . • ,,,. .... J-·J· •. ·' . 

: the impugned order dated __ ~.!:> .3 .2000. However, the respondent: 

are 'at -liberty; to pass an_appropriate orde,r after followini 

t.t)e principles:.of natural justi·d·e-- an~d due process of law. 
,i • 

17. No ordrr 

l I' 

. r. '-iJ) ! 
(A.P~Nagrath) 
Member ("A) • 

i 
I 

i 

as to costs~ 

I . 

Member 


