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The petitioner a temporary Superintendent in

the Directorate of Field Publicity (Headquarters) was

appointed by order No.A-12020/2/80—Admn. dated 20th
January,1983 "to officiaté purely on an ad-hoc besis

to the post of Seﬁior Superintendent in the Directorate
of Field Publicity with immediate effect...". In this
pefition under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals
Act,1985, he calls in question his reversion from the

post of Senior Superintendent to the post of Superinteadent
with immediate effect vide order No.C-13012/12/83-Admn.
dated 4.12,1984., f

2. It is not disputed thaet while revertiég the
petitioner, none junior to him was appointed to the

post of Sr. Superintendent. His grievance is that although
there was nothing adverse against him on record, he was

reverted. He presumes that his reversion "has been

orderad because of the disciplinary proceedings intiated

Office Memorandum No.C-13012/4(ii)/80-Vig dated 14.6.84

by the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting vide its
relating to certain acts and omissions regarding the

date of birth_of the applicant as recorded at the time
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of his appointment in the Directorate of Field Publicity.
The applicant was suspended from service on 26.3.82
pending the disciplinary proceedings but those proceedings
were dropped on 1.12,1982%,

3. It is his case that subsequently disciplinary

proceedings were reopened and the applicant was chargesheeted

vide Ministry of Information and Broadcasting's O.M.
No.C-13013/4/(ii)/80-Vig. dated 14. 6.84 and the applicant
was ordered to be reverted at the instance of Vigilance
authority. He alleges that the reversion is not on the
ground of the unsuitability or any administrative ground
but is made as @ measure of punishment. This reversion

of the app llcant amounts to imhosiqg a major penalty and

is violative of Art.311{(2) of the Constitution forjit

has been ordered without following the procedure laid

down by Art.311(2) and the Rules governing the disciplinary
proceedings. We are unable to agree with this contention.
The petitioner had no right to the post. He was promoted
fo officiate purély on an ad-hoc basis. The order revertiag
him is wholly innocuéus. It is not a case of dismissal,
removal or reduction in rank within the meaning of Artm3ll
of the COnstitution. This revérsion is not ordered by way
of any disciplinary actign; it is mede 1in the interest of
administration. In the circumstances of the case, we do not
think that the petit;onerilegitimatelyhcéﬁlcomplain of any
violation of Art.3ll or aﬁy Rule governing the disciplinary
proceedings. When on his own showing, no junior to him

has been promoﬁed after reverting him, no question of
vioiation of even Art.l4 and 16 of the Constitution arises,

This petition, therefore, fails and is accordingly dismissed.,:
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