CENTRalL ADVINISTRATI VE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL HENCH

22/ 98,
| 1)¢ 0. AeNo, 1622/ - .
New Delhi: this the I- day of ey, 1959,

"HON'SLE MR, S.R.ADIGE, VICE CHAIRI AN (a).
HON'SLE MRS, LAKSHII SusINaTHaN,M3ER(I).

Shri Gulab Singh,

/o sh.Bhima Rem,

R/o 2620, Jayahar Oblony,
Faridabad,

2) _0p No,1922/98 -

shri K,C.Pauchori,
%o shri Govind Ram,
R/lo 129/28, Jawshar Olany,

Faridabad&’ . eevesesce mplicmt&

(By adwcate: shri 0. R5upta)s
Yersus

1. The Niractor of Printing,
Ministry of Urban Development &
fployment affairs,
Niman Shauan,
Newy Del hi

2, Manajer, Govt, of India, Photolith& Prass,
NIT Faridabad, eessassss Respondents
(None app eared)
_OROER

HON '3LE MR, 5. R ANIG Es VICE CHAIRIAM (4).,

8s these two DOAs involve ecommon questionsof
lay and fact, they are being disposed of by this

common ordere

2. In 04 No,1922/98 applicant Shri P srcho of

impungs respondents' orpder dated 1.4.98 reverting hin

from the post of Section Hol der (3dy) to the post of
Binder we.f. 1.4,98,

3 Adnittedly gpplicant was premo ted as Section
Hol der(3dy) on regular basis vide ordar dated 15,2.96
(qnnexurs-AII). Raspondents however state in their
reply that oapplicant had to be reverted from thg
cost of Section Holder(8dy) to his erstuhile no st

of Bindsr to accommodate one Shri Jairam Upon hj
‘ s

/j

et e




retum from deputation, pgrlicant being theSuniomost

was therefors reverted .

4, Similarly in 04 No,1622/98 eplicant shri

f

Gul ab Singh impugns respondents! order dated
1.4,398 reverting him f rom the post of Binder o §
asstt. Binder wee.f. 1.4.98 onsequent to Shri Pauchori's

reversion to the post of Bindsr,

5. Here also we find that spplicant shri Kspoor
Chend was promoted as 8inder on regular basis yith

ef fect from order dated 15,2,96 (mnexuree I1),

6, Resaondmté contand that as ihare Wwas no

vacaht post of Binder against which gpplicant shri Gul o
Singh ould bs retained consequent to  Shri Pauchofi'.‘j's ‘
reversion, he (Sulab Singh) had also to be reverted to

the srstwhile post of asstt, 3inder,

7¢ . The question uhether in cases such as this_.-:-‘
a shouw cause notice was sssential before revesrsion wasg
exaninad and answered by a oo rdinate Division Bench
of the Tribunal in Qg No, 1404/ 98 Mangal Singh 1II vys,
UCT & Ors. That Baench hel d that wyhere the state had

no cwice and the reversion orders became ingvitable

becausg of non-avail ability of vacancgy, the granting
of opportunity becams an gpty fomeality and served
N0 pumose other than to raise fal sg hOpeéon the ong hang, |
and dslay on the other, In the light of the abovg,
rescondents cannot be faul ted for failurs to i»ssue

show causs notice befors issuing the impugned orders,

H

8. Ouring hearing applicant'’s counsel shri O, RGupta |
however assertad that Shri Jai Ram p roceeded on
deputation agein barely a month after his retum

and thersfore the Vacancies again became avail abl g

aJainst yhich thg Mplicants in these two 0as could have

q



a

been adjusted, and the period of 1 month or o during

i
i
i
|
1
!
?
i
|
i

which shri Jai Ram had retumed to the department ouwld
have been adjusted in %—% applicants by asking

them to procesd on leave,uhich .ould then have b
given them the benefit of continuity on the higher

po Stol

o, We dispose of these O0As with a direction to
respondents that if gplicants make self-contained

. rep resontations to then in this regard) they will

' exanine the same in accordance with rules and a
instructions on the subject within 2 months of its i
raceipt,and digose of those representations by a

- detailed speaking and reasoned order under intimation

o to applicants, . : ’

10. These tw 0Aas are disposed of in tems of :

para 9 above, No cnsfs.

11. Let a copy of this ordar be kept on the case

file of each Op,

K

(M35, LaKSHII SumINATHAN ) ( Se Re ADIGE/) ’ |
MEMBER(D) VICE CHAIR AN (a) . hand,

{
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