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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' FRINCIPAL BENCH

0A 1608/2000
with
A 1610/2000

Mew Delhi this the lst day of FebrugrthZQOl

Hon’ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan,Vice Chairman(J)
Hon’ble shri Govindan S.Tampi, Member(ﬁ)

0A 1408/2000

1.8h.vVaibhav Bhatnagar,
F-8,/7 Model Town=11,
Delhi-11000%
2.8h.Kumar Sheel,
2-C,Bharat Apartmentu, P s
%L, I.P.Extn,Delhi~92 T
Z.8mt.Kirti Gupta,
C-537,%araswati vihar,
Delhi~110034 o .
- «ux Applicants
e (By Advocate Sh.V.K.Rad, learned A .
counsel through proxy counsel
Miss anuradha Privadarshini)

VERSUS

l.Union of India through the
Chief Commissioner,Customs House,
Rajaji Ssalai, Chennai- -600001 o .

2.The Commissioner of Customs,
Customs House,No.33,Rajaji Salal,
Chennai- 600001. . _ e

1 ‘rf";‘.‘.ri M ‘r:w'

. The Commissioner of Customs(eeneral),gﬁ
Delhi New Custom House,IGI Alrport,

IT.G.I.Airport,New Delhl 37 H_,.;?‘,I'@!<=;_,=s}';_?onclz—:‘n’cs
\.. (By Advocate Sh.R.R.Bharti ) é}ﬁuz
0Al610/2000

1.8h.Anil Kumar Sapra,
B-123,Amar Colony,
Lajpat Nagar IV,
Maw Delhi.

Z.3hri Kharak Chans

C-4a/a42~C,Janakpuri, ,

Mew Delhi. : --.Applicants
(By Advocate Sh. -K.Rail,learned '
counssl through o roxy Pounsel
Miss Anuradha Privadarshini)

VERSUS

L.Union of India through
the Chief Commissioner
Customs House, Rajaji Salai ,
Thannal-s$00001



(2]
v % The Commissioner of Customs,
/ ‘ customs HMouse No.33,
Rajail Salai,Chennai.
= The Commissioner of Customs

Geneal Delhi New Customs House,
[.6.1.airport,M/Delhi-110037

e

.iRgspondents
(By pAdvocate Shri R.R.Bharti ) o

ORDER (ORAL) -

ugn19L§,§m;*gg5§hmimﬁugmiaétngna!igg-gnéi£m§nLQL:

Learned counsel for theaibgfties have
submitted that +the relevant f;éﬁéﬂ%and issues
raised in thé aforesaid two applicéEféhé, namely,
Op 1608/2000 and OA 1610/2ooo’aF§‘€ﬁ;‘ééme. In
both these applicationé, the Eé;ﬁf%éénté have
mhal lenged order No.311/2000J> 55;&éa by the
respondents dated 18.8.2000 (Annexure A 5 in  0A
1610/2000 and Annexure A=6 inr'ba“’lsos)zooo,
rospectively). Learned counsal™" 'for  the
applicants has referred to thé”dfacts in  0A
1610/2000 and for the sake of ctheniéﬁce these
have\ been referred  to.ln ﬁhe. lfacts and
circumsﬁances of the case, botthhé‘épplicationﬂ

are being disposed of by a common ‘order.

Sed et

~

2. The brief relevant facts of the case
arz that the appiicants in tﬁéqféfbresaid two
applications Were initially'”rvpromoted g
appraisers on ad hoc basisﬁhoh? short term
vacancies in the péy scale of’ héi%o@0~3500 'by
arder dated 28.6.1996. This athHgéﬁéHt had been
continued for a number of yeafé%ﬂiyéubSequentlyb
by another order passed by'the‘?bsbbgdénts dated
2%.6.2000, the applicants were regularised in the

agrade  of appraisers  from diferent dates as
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meintioned therein. Soon thereafter, in about two
months,the respondents further passed_the order
clated 18, .8.2000 cancelling the régular
promotions of the applicants as ﬁbpraisers, whibh

s been impugned in the present two

S
i

applications.

b 2
The impmioy
z. In the impugned order dated

‘to the

18.8.2000, the respondents have Eefq:red
Ministry’s direction wvide their iéﬁte} dated
3.8.2000.  Apparently, no show cause notiﬁes have
bean given to the applicants, let alone a copy of
the directions contained 1in _the letter dated
L.8.2000  before the respondeﬁts proceedsed to
cancel the regular appointments of the applicants
a%  Appralsers.  One of the main grounds taken by
the learned counsel for the applicants is  that
ttha cancellation order has affected che civil
.righta of the applicants which hag been done
without even giving them an opporfunity of
hearing. She has, therefore, submitted that thé
action of the respondents is in clear violation
of  the privciples of natural justice,contrary to
the principles upheld by the Suprement bourt in a
catena  of  judgements. We find force in this
sUbmission  that the respondents ought to have
givan  ths applicants a réasonable opporfﬁnity ta
put FTorward their cases before cancelling their
regular  promotions which has clearly not been

done  in the present two cases. The Tribunal ad

interim  order dated 25.8.2000 had stayed the

~/37




4)
reversion of the applicants from the pogts e f
fopralisers  which order has been continue@ till
date . o
@i

i

4. In  the facts and circumstances  of
the cases the applications (04 1408/2000 and
L&10/2000) succeed and are allowed. The impugned

orders  dated 18.8.2000 passed by the respondents

~

are quasheq %Ed'set aside, leaving it open to
) { -

the%LLo proceed in accordance with law. No order

a5 to ocosts.

1,

5. Let a copy of this order be also

placged in oa lé10/2000.
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Vice Chairman(J)

| Court Ogficer ST
‘ -‘entraf Administragjye Tribunaj
Froe spq b’:n{ch, New Dejpi
Furidg oy Hoyee
Copernjeys Marg:
’ ‘ihiy 1100y
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(Smt.Lakshmi-§§EYﬁht any vl





