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Mrd S.R.AdigayVc(A):
Applicant impugns Annexure A=1 order dated
189105199 and seeks continuity of service as Technician

wdedFN 5310599 uith all consequential benefits?d

2, Adnittedly respondents held selection for

the post of Technician in 1993 and prepared a panél
containing 3 names vide order dated 6:23793 (Annexure-R 1)
in which applicant who was working substantively as

Peoﬁ was placed at Sl¥o’¥3, The first tuwo persons

in the panel were absorbed as Technician in 1993 itselfd
Consequent to ome Shri Onkar Singh vacating the post

of Technician on/about 14310499, applicant was offered
the said post on that date (Annexure-'—AZ")'.‘* Applicant
accepted the offer on 157105199 (Annexure=A 3) and

joined immediatel yl

i Latery respondents oy impugnhed oroer dated

18510599 reverted 2applicant to the post of peon

with retrospective effect from 15310%995

44 Mrsét Chhibber has challenged the impugned
order firstly on the ground that it was issued
without putting applicant o notice,and secondly
because it bas reverted applicant retoospectively
wledrd 157 0‘;‘799/uhich she contends is impemissible

El
in lauw¥d

55 Respondsnts state that applicant was sppoin ted
against a post of Technician vacated by one Shri Onkar
Singh in 1999 on the basis of a panel prepared in

1993 whose 1ife had long expireds It is further stated
that applicant uas offered appointment on 141103199 which
he accep ted on 1510999 16510499 and 171099 uers

holigdays§ As socon as the error of applicant's 2ppointmnent

-




-impugr.ieo‘ oraer was issuea on 18910799 but realising
that he vas likely to bereverteay it is allegea that
applicant aisappeareds 19710399 was again a holigaysi

It is alleged that on 20710799 applicant put in a

brief appearance in office and then disappeared withou
giving any intimation to the office and further
proceeded on leave from 21,10%99 c)nt.121rcx's'r.;=l_,i It is

stateg that he resumea his outies on his prev‘io;;xs

group 10 post on T311599 which applicant doaes

-not deny in his rejoinders

63 Meanuhile applicant filed the present OA
on 2751051993

7 It is not respondents! case that applican‘c;s

appointnent as Technician in the vacancy created by

Shri Onkar Singh vacating the posty was a stop g3p

or adhoc arrangementd What-sver the reasons which
irﬁpelled respondents to revert applicant from the
post of Technician‘,'l the impugned order entailed civil
consequsnces and 8pplicant should have been put
no ti 7 Furthemore:’;"’"‘! even if the period of
retrospectivs application of the impugned order uas
vary short ang was coverea by holidaysi",;: the fact
still remains that the order of rever'sion' Was
retrospectiv in characterd In this connection’,‘,g

the fatio of Punjab & Haryana High Court ruling in
‘\Jchewla V3 Chandigarh AdmnS1984(1) SLR 452 and

in NJBshera Vs State of Orissa & Orsyd 155 Suamyts C.L.
Digest 1993 and Anil Kumar Vs UOT 156 Suamy's C.L.]

Digest, 1993 ars fully applicable‘?f

8% In the result the impugned order dated
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1851 0399 is quashed and set aside®f Appliban

~should be reinstated as Technician forthuiths!

He shall however not be entitled to backwages as
Technician for the intervening period as he

has not worked as suchfl If respondents seek to

~revert applicant from the post of Technician

for any reason whatsoever,they shall do so only

/7
and
after putting applicant to noti®/in accordans

with lawd Ne cesls,
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