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" The applicants entered the Railyay Oepartment in

3 the year 1959 and 1974 reSpectively and yere promoted tp
the post of Sgection Controller in the monthbf February
1966 and 1978 respectively, Having being fully qualified
for theysame they were eligible for promotiaon to the post
of Dy, Chief Cnntruller,uare promoted as such W o8 o,

2443,1981, It appears thst some.one yho yas entitled for

others yere promoted, Since the date, of promotion the
petitionersstartaed working as a Deputy Chief Controllers
till the date of impugned reversion ordep dated -

17th November, 1981,

2., On behalf of the petitioners it yas cont ended that;
this m order which has been raised by one Z-
particulatﬂﬂrricer, is by way of punishment yithouyt

Following the Procedure prescribed undep Articel 311(2) :
of thed Constitution of India, In the case af applicant
No.1 a written warning was issued to him on - 7th October, ﬁ
1981, which yas Followed by the reversion order dated E

17th Nov,1981, 1In the Case of the other applicants the 3

warning and the reversion order wyere Simultaneous, 1t

appears that one Divisiom] Operating Suptd (0-0-5-)

Passed a stereo typelreversion order in both the gases

4 on 17th Novemb:r,1981,
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3 It has been stated in the counter affidavit that
a4 oral and written warnings were given, No reference of
the oral warning finos place in the counter affidavity
@part from this writtenwarning which was followed by ths
reversion order., The reversion order is thus not purely
on the ground of unsatis factory performance and rather

the language indicates that it was by way of punishment
and in as much as the applicants could not carry out their
duties efféciently,and were rather inefficient gnd

inconrdgible. )

4 Thus the reversion order was by uay of punishment
without holding any enquiry in regard to Article 311(2) of
the Comstitution of India, The plea has also been raised
that it was not by a competant authority, Apparently it
appears, that the officer corcerned in a mechanical way
passed an order of reversion,reverting both/the officers,
maaningdfhereby that an order by way of puniéhmant has
been passed by one particular officer who appears to be

a sub-ordinate authority,uwithout even refering the maiter

&:,.._{adn-—p-
to the &7 . Authority,

S In view of what has been said above, the
application deserves to be allouwsd and the reversion order
dated 17th November,1981 is quashed, No order as to cosis,
e Jpe=C
' Mamber { Vice=Chairman,
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11 Septembear,1991.
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