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DATE OF DECISION__ 13-4-1993,

Raja Bhutta & Kanjibhai J.Solanki, Petitioners

Advocate for the Petitioner(s)

Mr.M.M. Xavier & Mr.K.Ka Shah,

Versus

UniSmaof India & Ors. _Respondent S

1§ Kothari Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM

The Hon’ble Mr. R.C.Bhatt, Judicial Member,

The Hon’ble Mr. M.R. Kolhatkar, Admn. Member.
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| 0.A.No. 172/1993.

"Raja Butta,

Chargeman Grace 'B'
© Junagadh Workshop,
.residing ‘at;

Sardar Para, Sreet No. 3
““House of 'Vithal Thunder,:

Junagadh. cssee

(Advocate:Mr . M.M. Xavier)
& Mr.K.K. Shah)

Versus.,

1. The Union of India, owning &
repres :nting Western Railway
Through its General Manager,
Western Rallway, Churchgate,
BOombay -20(Notice to be served
tc CiiinZ Mechanical Engineer,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Bombay - .2C).

2. Chief Works Manager,
Workshops, Western Railway,

Ajmer.
ﬁﬂTgma, The Works Manager,
\f, ) ™ :
e AT Mestern Railway,

QBd§vnagar Para Workshop,
Bhaymagar Fara 364 C03.

Y~

AW

. 4. ShEd Mohanlal E,
. 2 F r 58S (W) Bhavnacar Fara
“ Wopkshop, Shavnagar.

i A
© 5% 8hri Bhims Amba
. under Shop Superintendent
Junagadh Workshop,
Junacadh. sevee

(Agvocate: Mr, Anil Kothari)

O.A.No, 173/1993.

Kanjibhai Jinabhal Solanki,

Chargeman Grade 'B'

Fariyadka Village,

Post Office, Vertej,

Dist: Bhavnagar. ceeas

(AdvocatesMr .M.M.Xavier &
Mr. K.K. &hah)

Versus

1. The Union of Incdia, Owning &
Representing Western Railway,
Through its General Manager,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Bombay-2C (Notice to be served
to Chief Mechanical Engineer,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Bombay - 2C).

bAppliéénf.:

Respondents.



hri Mohanlal B :

- under S5S(W), Bhavnagar
Para Workshop, -
Bhaynagar.

5, Shri Dolatsinh N

; under S5(W) ]
‘Bhavnagar Para Workshop,
Bhavnagar Para. ‘ ey

Respondents.

(Advocate: Mr. Anil Kothari)

ORAL ORDLER

O.ANo. 172/1993
AND
Oeh-No. 173/1993

Date: 13.4.1993.

e Mr. R.C.Bhatt, Judicial Member.

o Aflra vr, Vop.Xavier and Mr. K.K. Shah,

e

F i
Jeartéc acvocates for the anplicant and Mr. Anil |

Vcthari, learned afvocCate for the respcndents.

pik By consent of the learned advocates of the

parties both the applications are peing heard
togéther and@ are being disposed of by a common

judgment. The applicant in O.A. 172/93 is one

Raja Bhutta while the applicant in U.A. 173/93 is

one Kanjibhai Jinabhai Solanki. It is the case of
2 the applicant in each case that he was appointed as
Khalasi and then gradually promoted as HSK/I JND.

It is further alleged by each applicant that he

belongjto ST & SC community respectively and is

entitled for all the benefits available tc the
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‘ pgéerbéd ébhmdhity,' It_iévfurthér alieged.by'tﬁef

apnliﬁént iﬁ each case'thét each'applicéﬁt Qésyl;
promoted to the post of HSK/I and then ultimately
by order dated 6th February, 1902 vide Annexure A_!
which is filed in C.A. 172/93, the applicantswere V
provisionally promoted as “hargeman 'B' Machine

and both of £hem vwere posted with immediate effect

as per that order.

3. It is alleged by the.applicants in their
application that thcreafter the respcndents initiated
actions and condufted another selection for filling

up the vacancies of Chargeman Grade 'B' Machine and

A,‘ﬁﬁbﬂwﬁfipns named in para 4.5 in O.A. 172/93 were

N a

i -‘\'e.‘ gy e
ConSloegé{ eligicle and were called for selection
¥ '

vlceﬁihy}f ~ateé 15th September, 1992. It is

‘.,-'&t

V}%gg?ﬁfé; the applicants that the respondent No.3
.;.e., the Works ﬂanager, Western Railway, Bhavnagar
issued a letter dated 31st March, 1993 advising that
the competent authority in terms of GM(E) CCG's
Confidential letter dated 4th March, 1993 had
deciced to cancel the selection of Chargeman Gr.'B'
Machine. The rgspwndent No,.3 also issued another
order, Annexure A-3, dated 31st March, 1993 and
sought to revert the applicgnts as HSK/I in scale
Rs. 1320-2040(RP) promoting the persons who were
disqualified ana considered unsuitable atvthe

selection. The main grievance of the applicants in

both these application is that no reasons




whatsoever were shown nor any opportunity had been
granted to the applicants before reverting them. : '
It is alleged by the applicants that the acgion of
the respondents is in viclation of the policy decisio
circulateé by the Rallway Board vide their letter
dated 16th June, 1992 vide Annexure A-8. It is
alleged that the candicates of the reserved

community have been denied promotions on the ground
of base grade seniority and the action of the
respondents is therefore, in violation of rules
213,214,215,216 etc. of I.R.E.M. Vol.I (1989 Edition)
and it is in violation of principles of natural

_Jjustice and is arbitrary. The applicants have
LA TR A& "w

105 2

#1017 get outf%ﬁe grounds for relief with legal provisions
o e o ;
in thelriFQ5p¢ctive applications and they have
A
sought £hé relief to quash and set aside the:
impi&ned order dated 31st March, 1993, Annexure A-1
followed by the letter of even dated vide Ann. n-2

qua the applicants.

4. The respondents had filed Caveat Application
No. 3/93 in 0.A.172/93 and Caveat Application No.4/93
in U.A.-173/93 on 6th April, 1993 anc¢ had prayed

that no ex-parte ad interim injunction or any order
maintaining status quo be passed against the Railway

Acministration without hearing them.

Bis This matter came up for admissicn on 8th

April, 1993 and at that time the Caveat was not
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traced out by the Registry and not placed before us.
The learned acdvocate Mr, Kothari for the resnoncents
had appeared on that day and he submitted on that day
that the matter ISe taken on 13th April, 1993 and the
resp-ndents would not enforce the impugned order
against the applicants and hence the matter was

adjourned to 13th April, 1993 i.e., today.

6. The respondents have in their Caveat Applica-
tion contended that after the selection of the
applicants were made and after ﬁhey were posted, the
persors aggrieved made application dated 15th February,

1992 and made fepresentation and keeping in view

the representation the whole case was referred to

selection and promction of the employees involvedwas

treated as erroneous. It is contended in the Caveat

_Application that in view of the General Manager,

Churchgate's decision conveyed rnecessary orders were
issued by the fespvndents which are the same as
Annexure A-1 and Ann.A-2 produced by the appiicant

in O:A. 172/93. We admit both the applications andg
we. dispose of them with suitable directions.

i We have heard the learned acdvocates and we

hold that the action of the :espondenté in passing

the orders Annexure A-1 and A-2 dated 31st March, 1993

qua thayapplicants'deserve to be quatched on the

i el L T W AT T A B
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ground that ‘principle of natural justice is violated
inasmuch as the applicants wc}c no-t given any
opportunity to be heard before reverting them and
giving promotion to othersf It is important to note
thét the selection board which was convened on 2lst
December, 1991 to draw a panel of the employees
suitable for promotion to the post of Ghargeman 'B'
(Machine/Mheel/Tool room) scale Rs, 1400-2300(RP) vide
office order No. 1/92 dated 2nd Jenuary, 1992 placed
the present two applicants of these two 0.As on the
provisional panel. The applicant, Raja Bhutta belongs
to S.T community while Kanjibhzi &blanki belongs to

S.C community. Then on 6th February,1392 by office
Jataer Ko. vide Annexure A-5 in O.A.172/93 the
Yo 17 . :
Iy

o

{ B¥n |

applicant Raj%éBhutta was provisionally promoted as
)=

N i

B <
0 L

(T ,;}/
Q;hargemanj{ﬁ‘/ achine) While applicant Kanjibhai
Ny b |
Wy

Loy i a T g )
Sol'ahki was regularised as Chargeman '3' Machine.

St

Having perused these two documents Annexure A-4 & A-S5,
we hold that the respondents without giving any
opportunity to the applicant to be heard could not have
passed the orders Annexure A-1 & A-~2. In case the
respondents found that the selections by which the
applicants were promoted were erroneous and if they
wanted to cancel the same and wanted to revert the
arplicants, they ought to ha’e given an ocpportunity to
the applicants for hearing on that point. But the
responcéents have ignored principl:=s of natural justice

in both these cases and nct only they have vassed the
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order :treating the promotion of these applicants
cancelled but have appointed another percons in their

place and we are told today that though this Caveat

Apnlication in both the cases was filed by the
respondents cn 6th April 1993, the respondents had
sent even letters to the new promotees prior to 6th

1993 to take charge in place of the applicants.

April,
In our opinion, this conduct on the part of the

On 6th April, 1993

respondents is objectionable.
when the Caveat Application was presented to this

Tribunal, the respondents have in it except the last
eveﬁtof the issuance of the order dated 31st March,

1993 have not made any mention about any such letter
Mo evdt ke . e fyve e teen br\.m'\ g
3.

o hav1nda een
€1 ﬁ—‘ n L\ & ke . C k’t»&y im l)\"u C44- bl q.\t
e to the @aveat Application of the ~_

i
f It was
\l\_‘(‘" :
B g espOnAi%is that, when the applicants circulated
* -’ i o
»these matterr for urgent ex-parte orders and when

the office put these matters before us on 8th April,

we did not go into merits, becamuse the learned

1993,
advocate Mr. Kothari was not feeling well on that

datef the Caveats were also not placed before us by
the Registry, and it was submitted by the léarned

advocate Mr. Kothari to take these matters on 13th

I foblens
1993 and haé stated that the respondents

aril,
would not enforce the impugnéd order against the

applicants. If this was the factual position it is
too much for the respondents to have written the

letters to the new promotees to take charge of the
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applirants who héve been reverted by tho orcers
Annegure A-2, However, reading the Ann.A-2, we find that

the promotions are gilven to the persons namcd therein

L 1A ¥ U
on purely temﬁorafyky on adhoc basis meanine thereby
R =

that the posts are still vacant and are to be filled
according to rules. This order Ann.A-2 also pentions
that it will nct confer any claim on the acting
incumbeﬁtﬂnar will it mean that they are on vancl

of the post to which they héve been promoted to
officiate. We do not want to go into details about

this order except that this order sh.uld not to have been

passed without giving an opportunity to the arplicants

Sty

ST R g
S TR

and the respondents ought not to have made

1y cormanication to the xpromotees to take

.‘ “

3 s
%\\”qh§:ge
» )

“my LRt “ ) :
wexdeo”not find any averments in the Caveat Apilicetion

Ny 5
xnfﬁursuance of such order. As observzd above,

o

filed on 6th Arril, 1993 before us that there wes any
communication made tc the new promotees by respondents

subsequent to 3lst March, 1993,

8. Havinglhaard the learned advocates and having
perused the documents on record we hcla that the
respondents' action in paésing impagned orders is
against the principles of natural justice and is
arbitrary and hence the impugned orders of reversion
Ann.A-1 & A2 both dated 3lst‘Ma:Ch,l993 shall have to
be guashed anc¢ set asice.However, this will not prevent

the respondcrts from giving an o»sportunity to the a-pliat
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order according to

M
to be heard and to pass fresh
E?
: law. Hence we pass the followindg orcer.
ORDER _
O.A. 172/1993.
3 The impugned

The application is alloved.
31st March, 1993

der Annexure A-1 & A-2 datec
This order

reverting the applicant is quashed.
allowing the application and quashing the orcer cf
the respondents is only qua the applicant . The

espondents are directed to continue the applicant

However, this order will

as Chargeman Grade 'B'.
not come in the way of the respondents making fresh

er if they so desire after issuing notice to the

1]'!’:'})‘\
of belng heard and then after passing a

an; 11*§n

yid
;.i '
h:%
ke w . :
R ¢ nzakin I rder according to the rules. In ceas
An e g :
\ ; g \‘ (l any
y;“,-:the ;g%génoents ultimately pass’/speaking order
W T e ) 3 i
cxacvéfae to the applicant,then the same may not be

executed for 10 days after receiving the same by the

applicant. The application is allowed to the akove
The

oanly.

extent / There will be nc order as to costs.

i

applicaticn is disposed of

QeAsNce,. 173/1993.

The impugned

The application is allowed.
1993

order Aannexure A-1 & A-2 dated 31st March,
This order

reverting the applicants is quashed.

allowing thc-apolication ané quashing the orcer of
The

the respondents 1s only qua the applicant.

respondents are directed¢ to continue the applicant

Sl i gl R R L e
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as Chargeman Grade 'B'.. However, this order will not
come in the way of the responcents making fresh order
if they so desire after issuing notice to the applicant
of being héard and then after passing a speaking order

according to the rules. In case the respondents

i

any .
f:;_’iu_‘]{,ﬁ;ﬂgt.ely pass{speaking crder adverse to the

applicdak then the same may not be executed for

R 4
>
10 Says) '‘Jfter receiving the same by the applicant.
ST,
Th‘é_-_af}; ication is allowed to the above extent only.

L

There will be no order as to costs. The application is

Gisposeé of.

Sl e 7w

(M.R.Kolhatkar) . (R.C.Bhatt)
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O.A.No. 172/93 & 173/93.
ToBe DRy

DATE OF DECISION__ 13.4.1993,

Raja Bhutta & Kanjibhai J,Solanki, Petitioners

Mr.M.M. Xavier & Mr.K.K. Shah, __ Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus

Union of India & Ors. Respondent s

Mr, Anil Kothari Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM :

The Hon’ble Mr. R.C.Bhatt, Judicial Member,

The Hon’ble Mr. M.R. Kolhatkar, Admn. Member.

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement § L~

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ! F

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ¢ '7:

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? *x
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0.A.No, 172/1993.

Raja Butta,

Chargeman Grade 'B’

Junagadh Workshop,

residing at:

Sardar Para, Jxreet No. 3

House of Vithal Thunder,

Junagadh. p—

(AdvocatesMr.M.M. Xavier)
& Mr .K.Ke. Shah)

Versus.

1. The Union of India, owning &
repres=nting Western Railway
Through its General Manager,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Bombay -20(Notice to be served
to Chief Mechanical Engineer,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Bombay - 20).

2. Chief Works Manager,
Workshops, Western Railway, -

Afjmer.

3. The Works Manager,
Western Railway,
Bhavnagar Para Workshop,
Bhavnagar Para 364 003.

4. Shri Mohanlal B.
under 5SS (W) Bhavnagar Para
Workshop, Bhavnagar.

5. Shri Bhima Amba
under Shop Superintendent

Junagadh Workshop,
Junagadh. ovialne

(Advocates Mr, Anil Kothari)

(OQA.NO. 173/19930

Kanjibhai Jinabhai Solanki,

Chargeman Grade 'B'

Fariyadka Village,

Post Office, Vertej,

Dist: Bhavnagar. coses

(AdvocatesMr .M.M.Xavier &
Mr. K.K. &hah)

Versus

1. The Union of India, Owning &
Representing Western Railway,
Through its General Manager,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Bombay-20 (Notice to be served
to Chief Mechanical Engineer,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Bombay - 20) .

TR e e R R

Applicant.

Respondents.

Applicant.




- 3 -

2. Chief Works Manager,
Workshops Western Railway,
Ajmer.

3. @R%es Works Manager,
Workshops, Western Railway
Bhavnagar Para Workshops,
Bhavnagar Para.

4, Shri Mohanlal B
under SS(W), Bhavnagar
Para Workshop,

Bhavnagar.

5. Shri Dolatsinh N

under SS(W)
Bhavnagar Para Workshop,
Bhavnagar Para. eesess Respondents,

(Advocate:s Mr. Anil Kothari)

O.A.No. 172/1993
AND
O.A.No. 173/1993

Date: 13.4.1993.

Per: Hon'ble Mr. R.C.Bhatt, Judicial Member.

Heard Mr. M.M.Xavier and Mr. K.K. Shah,
learned advocates for the appdicant and Mr. Anil

Kothari, learned advocate for the respondents.

2. By consent of the learned advocates of the
parties both the applications are being heard
together and are being disposed of by a common
judgment. The applicant in O.A. 172/93 is one
Raja Bhutta while the applicant in O.A. 173/93 is
one Kanjibhai Jinabhai Solanki. It is the case of
the applicant in each case that he was appointed as
Khalasi and then gradually promoted as HSK/I JND,
It is further alleged by each applicant that he

belongjto ST & SC community respectively and is

entitled for all the benefits available tc the
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reserved community. It is further alleged by the
applicant in each case that each applicant was
prémoted to the post of HSK/I and then ultimately
by order dated 6th February, 1992 vide Annexure A-8
which is filed in O.A. 172/93, the applicantswere
provisionally promoted as Chargeman 'B' Machine
and both of them were posted with immediate effect

as per that order.

3. It is alleged by the applicants in their
application that thereafter the respondents initiated
actions and condufted another selection for filling
up the vacancies of Chargeman Grade 'B' Machine and
the persons named in para 4.5 in O.A. 172/93 were
considered eligible and were called for selection
vide letter dated 15th September, 1992. It is
alleged by the applicants that the réSpondent No.3
i.e., the Works Manager, Western Railway, Bhavnagar
issued a letter dated 31st March, 1993 advising that
the cOmpetent authority in terms of GM(E) CCG's
Confidential letter dated 4th March, 1993 had
decided to cancel the selection of Chargeman Gr.'B’
Machine. The respondent No.3 also issued another
Aorder, Annexure A-3, dated 31st March, 1993 and
sought to revert the applicants as HSK/I in scale
Rs., 1320-2040(RP) promoting the persons who were
disqualified and considered unsuitable at the

selection. The main grievance of the applicants in

both these application is that no reasons



%

e
whatsoever were shown nor any opportunity had been
granted toO the applicants before reverting them.
It is alleged by the applicants that the action of
the respondents is in viclation of the policy decisio
circulated by the Railway Board vide their letter
dated 1l6th June, 1992 vide Annexure A-8. It is
alleged that the candidates of the reserved
community have been denied promotions on the ground
of base grade seniority and the action of the
respondents is therefore, in violation of rules
213,214,215,216 etc. of I.R.E.M. Vol.I (1989 E:d'ition)
and it is in violation of principles of natural
justice and is arbitrary. The applicants have
set out the grounds for relief with legal provisions
in thgir respective applications and they have
séught the relief to quash and set aside the
impugned order dated 31st March, 1993, Annexure A~1
followed by the letter of even dated vide Ann. A-2

qua the applicants.

4. The respondents had filed Caveat Application
No. 3/93 in 0.A.172/93 and Caveat Application No.4/93
in O.A. 173/93 on 6th April, 1993 and had prayed

that no ex-parte ad interim injunction or any order
maintaining status quo be passed against the Railway

Administration without hearing them.

5. This matter came up for admissicn on 8th

April, 1993 and at that time the Caveat was not
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traced out by the Registry and not placed before us.
The learned advocate Mr. Kothari for the respondents
had appeared on that day and he submitted on that day
that the matter be taken on 13th April, 1993 and the
respondents would not enforce the impugned order
against the applicants and hence the matter was

adjourned to 13th April, 1993 i.e., tcday.

6. The respondents have in their Caveat Applica-
tion contended that after the selection of the
applicants were made and after they were posted, the
personsaggrieved made application dated 15th February,
1992 and made representation gng keeping in view
the representation the whole case was referred to
General Manager/E/CCG vide office letter dated 6th
May, 1992 and office letter dated 30th November, 1992
vide Annexure A-7 and after considering the facts .
the competent authority decided to cancel the
selection and promotion of the employees involvedwas
treated as erroneous. It is contended in the Caveat
Application that in view of the General Manager,
Churchgate's decision conveyed s necessary orders were
issued by the respondents which are the same as
Annexure A-1 and Ann.A-2 producedvby the applicant

in O.A. 172/93. We admit both the applications and
we dispose of them with suitable directions.

7. We have heard the learned advocates and we
hold that the action of the respondents in passing

‘fhe orders Annexure A-1 and A-2 dated 31st March, 1993

qua the applicants deserve to be quashed on the



ground that principle of natural justice is violated
inasmuch as the applicants were not given any
opportunity to be heard before reverting them and
giving promotion to others. It is important to note
that the selection board which was convened on 21st
December, 1991 to draw a panel of the employees
suitable for promotion to the post of Ghargeman 'R’
(Machine/Wheel/Tool room) scale Rs. 1400-2300(RP) vide
office order No. 1/92 dated 2nd January, 1992 placed
the present two applicants of these two 0.As on the
provisional panel. The applicant, Raja Bhutta belongs
to S.T community while Kanjibhai ®blanki belongs to
S.C community. Then on 6th february,1992 by office
order No. 20/92 vide Annexure A;S in 0.A.172/93 the
applicant Raja Bhutta was provisionally promoted as
Chargeman 'B' Machine) While applicant Kanjibhai
Solanki was regularised as Chargeman 'B*' Machine.
Having perused these two documents Annexure A-4 & A-5,
we hold that the respondents without giving any
opportunity to the applicant to be heard could not have
passed the orders Annexure A-1 & A~2. In case the
respondents found that the selections by which the
applicants were promoted were erroneous and if they
wanted to cancel the same and wanted to revert the
applicants, they ought to have given.an opportunity to
the applicants for hearing on that point. But the
reépondents have ignored principless of natural justice

in both these cases and not only they have passed the
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order treating the promotion of these applicants
cancelled but have appointed another persons in their
place and we are told today that though this Caveat
Application in both the cases was filed by the
respondents on 6th April, 1993, the respondehts had
sent even letters to the new promotees prior to 6th
Aprilf 1993 to take charge in place of the applicants.
In our opinion, this conduct on the part of the
' respondents is objectionable. On 6th April, 1993
when the Caveat Application was presented tq this
Tribunal, the respondents have in it except the last
evedtof the issuance of the order dated 31st March,

1993 have not made any mention about any such letter
Moot & O nee pyewstees o

having been 3.
EMNP V3 & Trke - Chasge  impblac e -afplicarts -
It was due to the @aveat Application of the ~

respondents that, when the applicants circulated
these matters for urgent ex-parte orders and when
the office put these matters before us on 8th April,

1993, we did not go into merits, because the learned

advocate Mr. Kothari was not feeling well on that
datef the Caveats were also not placed.before us by
the Registry, and it was submitted by the learned
advocate Mr. Kothari to take these matters on 13th
M —/wv‘ﬂz/\/

Axril, 1993 and had stated that the respondents
would not enforce the impugned order against the
applicants. If this was the factual position it is

too much for the respondents to have written the

letters to the new promotees to take charge of the
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applicants who have been reverted by the orders

Annegure A-2., However, reading the Ann.A-2, we find that

the promotions are given to the persons named therein
M apdl

on purely temporagﬁhi_?n adhoc basis meaning thereby

that the posts are still vacant and are to be filled

according to rules. This order Ann.A-2 also mentions

that it will not confer any claim on the acting

incumbéntgnor will it mean that they are on panel

of the post to which they have been promoted #o

officiate. We do not want to go into details about

this order except that this order should not to have beern

passed without giving an opportunity to the applicants

to be heard and the respondents ought not to have made

any further communication to the xpromotees to take

charge in pursuance of such order. As observed above,

we do not find any averments in the Caveat Application

filed on 6th April, 1993 before us that there was any

communication made to the new promotees by respondents

subsequent to 31st March, 1993,

8 Having heard the learned advocates and having

perused the documents on record we hold that the
respondents’' action in passing impugned orders is
against the principles of natural justice and is
L/A arbitrary and hence the impugned orders of reversion
(\
Ann.A-1 & A-2 both dated 31st March, 1993 shall have to
be guashed and set aside.However, this will not prevent

the respondents from giving an opportunity to the applicat
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to be heard and to pass fresh order according to

law. Hence we pass the following order.

O.A. 172/1993.

The application is allowed. The impugned
order Annexure A-l & A-2 dated 31st March, 1993
reverting the applicant is quashed. This order
allowing the application and quashing the order of
the respondents is only qua the applicant . The
respondents are directed to continue the applicant
as Chargeman Grade 'B'. However, this order will
not come in the way of the respondents making fresh
order if they so desire after issuing notice to the
applicant of being heard and then after passing a
speaking order according to the rules. In case

any

the respondents ultimately pas§{Speaking order
adverse to the apélicant,then the same may not be
executed for 10 days after receiving the same by the
applicant. The application is allowed to the above

only.
extent / There will he nc order as to costs. The

application is disposed of.;ﬁr
1)

QeA.No. 173/1993,

The application is allowed. The impugned
order annexure A-1 & A-2 dated 31st March, 1993
reverting the applicants is quashed. This order
allowing the application and guashing the ordér of

the respondents 1s only qua the applicant. The

respondents are directed to continue the applicant



as Chargeman Grade 'B'. HOwever, this order will not
come in the way of the respondents making fresh order
if they so desire after issuing notice to the applicant]
of being ﬁeard and then after passing a speaking order
according to the rules. In case the respondents

any
ultimately pass/speaking order adverse to the
applicant then the same may not be executed for
10 days after receiving the same by the applicant.

The application is allowed to the above extent only.

There will be no order as to costs. The application is

disposed of.

.,_..\.;_"_'ffiff’fé / e ,ﬁ//‘ sl " Reend (b
(M.R.Kolhatkar) (R.C.Bhatt)
Member (A) Member (J)

vtc.




