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N Bu Delhi: this the of •if,1959»

H0N»3LEniR. S, R. aOIGE, VICE CH aI fTI/^ ( a) .

HON'BLEMRS. LaKSH^I SUAfllN aTHaNjPI EDG ER(3),

Shri Gul gb Singh,
S/o Sh. Bhima Ran,
^o 2 6 20, Oauahar tJjlony,
Fa ri dab ad.

t

2) OA No. 1922/96

Shri K, C.P aucho ri,
5^0 Shri Govind Rdn,

B/o 129/ 28, 3 auahar ODlony,
Faridabad* Applicants.

^  (By Advocate: Shri D. R.Gtjp ta).'

Ve r SB 3

1. The Di Factor of Printing',
ninistiy of Urban Devalopmant &
anployment Affairs,

Nirman Bhauan,
N B\j Dal hi

2. Manager, Go vt. of- India, Pho tol i thC-P ress,
nit Faridabad. Respond^ts

(None appeared)
. 0 RDE.R

HON «BLE f! R. S. R. ADIG F. "VICE CH al fT1 aN ( a) .

As these tuo 0 As involve common questioniof

lau and fact, they are being disposed o f by this

common order.

I.n Oa No, 1922/96 anpllnanh shri P attcho ri

inpungs respondents' order dated 1.4.98 reverting hiia
from the post of Section Holder (3dy) to the post of

Binder u, e. f, 1,4, 98,

3. Adnittedly applicant uas promoted as Section

Holder(9dy) on regular basis vide order dated 15,2.96

(Annsy.ura-All). Respondents however state in their
reply that applicant had to be reverted from the

DOst Of Section Holder(Bdy) to hi s erstwhile po st

or Binder to accanmodete one shri Sairen upon hi^
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rst'jm From deput?ition, /^clic^t baing tlW^nio rao at

u^s thGrsfore rev/erted •

4, Similarly in 0 a No. 1622/98 applicant shri

Gul ab Singh impugns respondents* order dated

1.4,98 reverting him from the post of Binder to

Asstt. Binder u.0,f, 1,4,98 consequent to Shri Pauchori's

reversion to the post of Binder.

5. Here also je find th = t applicant Shri Kapoor

Chand uas promoted as Binder on regular basis with

effect from order dated 15,2,96 (ffinexure. H),

Respondents contend that as there u/as no

vac^t post of Binder against uhi ch qpplic^t Shri Gcilab ■ ,

Singh oDuld be retained consequent to Shri PauchoriL-'s

reversion, he (Gulab Singh) had also to be reverted to

the erstuhil e po st of Asstt, Sinder,

7. -me. question uhother in cases such as this"

a 3hou cause notice uas essential before reversion uas

examined and an sue red by a coordinate Division Bench

of the Tribunal in Oa No, 140 4/ 98 Mangel Singh II v/g.
UOI i Ors. That Bench held that uhere the State had
no choice and the reversion orders bacane inevitable

because of non-a veil abil i ty of vacancy, the granting
of opportunity bec^a an enp ty formality and served
no purpose other than to raise false hope^n the one h^d,
and delay on the other. In the light of the abov^
respond^ts cannot be faulted for failure to issue
shou cause notice before issuing the impugned orders. i :

8. Oiring hearing applicant's counsel Shri aR.GLpta
houever asserted that Shri 3ai proceeded on
deputation again barely a month after his return
and therafore the Vacancies again becfffle available

uhich tha applicants in these tuo 0 As could have
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\
bean adjusted, and the period of 1 montlTor during

which Shri Dai Ram had returned to the departm^t tsuld

have been adjusted in appl i cantS; by asking

than to proceed on leav/e^which would then hawe

giusn than the benefit of continuity on the higher

post.

lite dispose of these 0 As with a direction to

respondents that if sppl i can ts m ak e self-contained

r^ resentations to than in this regard^ they uill
examine the sane in accordance with rules and

instructions on the subject within 2 months of its

receipt^aid dispose of those r^ resentations by a

detailed speaking and reasoned order under intimation

to appl i can ts.

10. These tuo 0 As are disposed of in teuns of

para 9 above. No costs.

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

f il e of each 0 A.

CcniraJ Administrative Tribunal
iTtn. ,if :i Bench, New Delhi

faridkot Hou«c,
Copcrnieus iVfarg,
" Oe/hi I tcuoi

u

( «rs. Lakswi suwinathan ) ( 3'.R.aMGE/) ' ' 1
flEn3E:R(3) \/lCE CHaIFTIaNCa). r>and,!
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