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IN THE CE NTRP.L P..Df'1li\ ISTRAT IVE TR I BU t~AL S)t 
~ODHPUR BEI~CH 

Date of Order: 21.9.1995. 

1. O.A.No.297/95. 
i 

Sumer Singh' 

Vs. · 

i Union of India & Drs. 

••• Applicant. 

• •• Respondents. 

Mr. Vijay Mehta, Counsel for the applicant. 
Mr. Jagdishj Uyas, Brief holdsr for, 
Mr. V.D~Vya~, Counsel fer the respondents. 

. I 

••• 

• •• Applicant. 

Vs. 

~ •• Respondents • 

••• 

• A. No. 32Bl95 • 
j 

! 
A nil Puroh1t 

I 
.••• Applicant. 

Vs. 

Union of India & Drs. ••• Respondents. 

Mr. P.K~Lohra,_Counsel fer the applicant. 
Mr. Jagdish Vyas, Brief holder for, · 
Mr. v.o.uyas, Counsel for the respondents • 

••• 

CORAM: . 

I 

Hon'ble Ms Ueha Sen, Administrative Member. 

,. 
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BY THE COURT: 

As these -three O.As involve a common question · 

of law and the issue in dispute is also the same they 

are baing decided by a common judgement. 

/ 

2. The applicants of these three O.As were 

working as Clark Grade-l .from different dates under 

the respond~nts. They were promoted as Accounts 

Assistants in the pay scale of Rs.1400-2600 in the 
' 

years 1987 and 1988. They were given the benefit of 

/,77;,~~~., stepping up of pay with reference to certain persons 

/! /. -·.~;:·<\considered to be their juniors. The pay was stepped 

[' f -~~~p vide the order dated 25.8.92 mentioned in the 

\)>, .·· .c;)order of 20,7,1995 at Annexure A/1 of the O.As. Tha 

~<;,~~ stepping up of pay was made ef~ective from 1.8 .as in 

the case of the applicants, Shri Ani! Purohit and 

Shri Sumer Singh, and from 28~1.1991 in the case of 

the applicant, Shri Shiv Karan. This stepping up at 

pay has been cancelled now vide the impugn&d order 

dated 20.7.95 at Annexure A/1. This order states 

that the pay of the applicants shall be refixed in 

accordance with the rules and the excess payment 

-··-------~. 

made on account of the stepping up of the pay ordered 

earlier shall be recovered. 

3. In the. reply filed by the respondents,. it 

has been stated that the stepping up of pay of the 

applicants had been done erroneously and hence the 

•• 3. 
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same hes baJn cancelled vide Annexure A/1. The 

respondents have however, ·not. denied the allegatiO\; ___ _ 

made in the o~As that no show c~~se notice vas given 

to the ap~ltc~~ts beford the impugned order dated 
~~ I , . 

20th July ,/J::J~s· was passed. 

- -4. The applicants have shown the judgment 

dated 4.11.93 of this Bench ( Annexure A/5 in D.A. 
' 

No. 297 /95) which was delivered under similar c ir-

cumstances as the present casesend in that judgment 

it was held that the principles of natural justice 

had not been followed in so far as no show causa· 

notice was given to the applicants before cancelling 

th d I t · th · b f · t f t i r a or era gran 1ng e ene 1 o s epp ng up o pay. 

Therefore, the judgment had set aside the impugned 

order by which •••••il•m the benefit of stepping up 

of pay was "Cancelled. 

s. It is settled lew that when an employee is 
~t... 

visited ~ adverse civil consequences he should 

first be g~ven a shoY cause notice and a decision I . 
taken only after getting his reply to the notice. 

ln view of 
1

the said position ·or la~, the imp9.gned 
I 

order dated 20.7.95 which is at Annexure A/1 of the 
! 

three o.As is set aside so far as it relates to the 

epplicants;of the three o.As. However, the respondents 

would be aJ liberty to pass a~ order a~ they deem fit 
i . 

in accorda~ce with the rules after giving a notice 
1 ' 
I 

to the applicants to show cause why the proposed 
I 

decision should not be taken. The respondents are 
I 
I 

i 
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~~~acted. that 

hearing to the ~{cants 

they may give a personal 

before taking their deeiaion. 

In case the applicants ask ·~r inspection of certain 

documents to enable 

klaa~ and the respondents reruse such in· ''"1Ction 

' they should give the reasons for the refusal to tha 
/~~-<~. 

/;'./. :'>~ :- ~-.. :.:.:~·-.:~~~~~-~-~~\ applicants. The decision taken by the respondents after 

( , t/ < \·\ \~ getting a reply to the ehoa.r cause notice and the :f· 
·I r: \\ \ • . 

/ "i\~\ 8;~ 
1
/f )} par sonal hs ilr ing should ba conveyed to the applicants 

~J>~'X:-. .c:><:· by a speaking order 111eeting all the objections that 
-~'~/~-

1J:t"trro s;\'J. "!. might be raised in the reply of the applicants to the 

notice as Yell as during the hearing. 

6. With this direction all the three O.As are 

disposed of with no order as to costs. 
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Pa:rrt 11 and Ill d~~tt?Yf_d ! 
es"'"'CiS on J-tJ .. '2&0 in mypr .,., - . 

d tb "' superV\illCJI1 ('l)t un er "" · 
. . "fJc""r . l as per sect1on o~ "'- -.. · 

order dated. .. l-[y1/ ~--· 
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