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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,JAIPUR BENCH,JAIPUR. 

* * * 
D::1te of Decision: 10.4.2001 

OA .219/2000 

M.P.Meena, Chief Technical Supervisor 0/o SDO Phones, Dausa . 

••• Applicant 

1. 

2. 

Versus 

Union of India through Secretary, Department of 

Tele~om, Sanch~r Bhawan, New Delhi. 

Chief General Manager, Telecom Rajasthan Circle, 

Jaipur. 

3.. Principal Gen~ral Manager, Telecom Distt.,Jaipur. 

. • • Respondents 

CORAM: 

HON 1 BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HCtN I BLE MR. N. p. NAWANI I ADrvliNISTRATIVE MEMBER 

For the Applicant 

For the Re2pondents 

Mr.P.N.Jati 

Mr.Hemant Gupta, proxy counsel 

for Mr.Manu Bhargava 

0 R D E R 

PER HON 1 BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICrAL MEMBER 

In 

Trihunale 

this OA filed u/s 19 -'­,_, J_ the Administrative 

praver to qua~h and 
- - I --

set as1de the impugned order dated .25.4.2000 (Ann.A/1). 

2. In brief~ case of the 9pplicant is that he was 

d~ted :5.~.2000 (Ann.~·l) the applicant W33 reverted without 

giving any zh~w-~ause notice'opportunity of heariny .._ 1 • • _o 111m. 

Theref.:.re, i'c is stated that ·the imr_:nJ<:In·~d ord·3r is b::1d in 

law and liatl~ to be qusahed and set aside. 

3. Reply was filed. It is adrrii t tr=:d in the r·=ply that 

the =tpplL::.:tnt was =\pprvV•'=:d ])y ·tr-11~ DPC f.:·r pronKll:ic·n and 

thereafter the applicant was promot~d to Grade-IV in the pay 

s.::::=:l•'=: .:.£ F~s.2000-3.200 but in 1:he r.=:ply it is 2-t=tted tha:i: 

promotion of the 3pplicant lat~r on was found not accordiny 

to law in view of the order p3ssad by the Central 

~ 
Administrafive Tribunal, Ahmedabad Bench, which wae u0held 

~ by tb·=: f-I.:.n I ble ,:;ujara i: Hiojh c.:,urt. Th·'=:r·'=:f>:·r.:; I th.2 impu'.:,nGd 

l"-"Y·=ler of rev·~rsivn wos isou&d. 
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4. Heard the learned C<Jtmsel f.:.r th·~ parties ::md alzo 

p~rueed the whole record. 

5. The learned counsel for the applicant hae uryed th~t, 

this Tribun::1l in •:•A 93,'.::000, H..K. Verma V ... :3 Uni.:,n ·:•f India, 

d·~ci_ded ·=·n 30. t5. ~(l(tO, sei:tled . the simil::~r .::.:.ntr.:•versy and 

held t~at re~ersion of the applicant without followiny the 

princi~les of natural justice is arbitrary, ille~al ~nd 

unjustified. Therefore, the same was qu=tshed. The r:ttio-

disendi in the instant case also 3ppe~rs the same. 

6. Admittedly, the applicant in tlii:= .. case r,v-as pr.:<rtK•t·~.:1 

bv the DPC constituted f0r this purpose but he was reverted 

( without affording an opportunity of heaiing.'show-c~use. 

Therefore, there wae a gross violation of the principles.•of 

natural justice in reverting the ::tppli.~.::mt and in vi.=:w .:·f 

the violation of the principles of natural justice in this 

case, we are of the considered view that the impugned orjer 

of reversion d~ted .::5.~.~000 (Ann.A:l) is liable to be 

qu32hed and set aside. 

7. We, therefore, 

the irnpugn·=:d 
.... . 

res~onden~ department 

\ .. " appr.:.priat·~ orcl·:::r 
1 hearing'~~ow-cause to 

~·· 
( N. P. NMvANI) 
~. 

MEMBER (A) 

I 

allow this 0A and qu~zh and 2et 

d.::.t~d 2: .• 4.:2000 (Ann .l\. '1). The 

v1ill be at 

after giving 

the applicant. 

liberty to p~2s ~n 

an cppcrtunit~ of 

No order as to costs. 
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~. K .?>.GAR~JAL) 

MEf'lBER ( J )· 
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