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PER RON I BLE MR. s. K ~AGARWAL I JUDICIAL I\1El\1BER 

! 
! 

In this OA filed u/s .19 of the Administra~ive 
I. 

Tribunals Act, 1985, ~pplicant makes a prayer to quash and 

set aside the impugnecl order dated 15.2.2000 (Anrt.A/1) . 
. I 

I 

2. In brief, cask of the applicant is that he was 
.</ d h I d · · f/ promote on · t e recommen at1on of the DPC but v1de order 

~ dated 15.2.2000 (Ann.~/1) the applicant was reverted without 

giving any s~OW7Causeinotice/opportunity of heariny to him. 

Therefore, it is statied that the impug·ned order is bad in 

law and liable to be quashed and set aside. 

3. · · Reply was filel. It is admitted· in the reply that 

h · 1· . I d b h f · t e · app 1cant was approve · y . t e DPC or promot1on and 

thereafter the applicdnt was promot~d to Grade-IV in the pay 
I 

scale ·of Rs.2000-3200j but in the reply it is stated that 
. I 

promotion of the applicant later on was found not accordin~ 
- . I 

to law in view ofl the order passed. ~y the Central 

Administrative Tribunkl, Ahmedabad Bench, which was upheld 
I 

by 

k--
the Hon 1 ble Gujara~ High Court. Therefore, the impu~n~d 
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order of reversioq was issued. 

fo?= the parties and also 4. Heard the 

perused the whble 

~"?-

~ learned , counsel 
recorld. ·. 

5. The iearned coun:sel for the,. applicant has ur<:Jed that 

thi!:i Tribunal' in OA 93A2000, R.K. Verma V/s, Union of India, 

decided on 30.6. 2000, set~led- the similar- controversy arid 

~eld that reversi~n of the applicant ~ithout followin<:J .ihe 

principles -of natural justice is arb-itrary, .. illeyal and 

unjustified. ·Therefor.~, the ·same was quashe~. The ratiq 

disendi · in the. 1nstant case-· also appears· the same. 

6. Admitted1y, the ~pplicant in t~is case was .promoted 

-by . the: ... DPC constituted l[or this pur~os~ btit he wa's- ~everted 
·without .af~ording an opportutiity· of ~earing/show-cause •. 

Therefore~. there was ·a ross viqlation of ~he principles of 

natu:r-al just~ce /in· rev~r~ing the applicant _and- in view' of 

:the vi6latio~ o~ the p~i~ciples -~~ n~tural justice in this 

case,- we are . of_ the cons1dered v1ew tha·t the impuyned order 
I 

of reversion dated 15 2. 2000 (Ann.A/~) is liable to· be 

quashed·aqd~~t ~side. 

7. W~, therefOre, a iow this OA and quash and set aside 
I ·the impugned. order .dated 15.2.2000 .(Ann.A/1). The 

' respondent department will _q.e at _ liberty to · pass an 

f ~ppropriate order a4ter /g-iving .an opportunity of 

f, hea;u_w-cause to t1e ·appl}canL · No order as to costs. 
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