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CfN!}{Al. A:>tv'J.NlS lRAT lVE TRIBUNAl. 

AJ,. 1./Ji ;.BN:J B ~H 

Original .-ppli.cation No. 282 of 1992 

Ram Nh.as ••••• APPlicant 

Vorsu s 

Union of lnd h and urs ••••• Re sponoents 

Connected with 

o . A. J.l00 of 199 2 

Anup am Kumur •• ••. APPlic ant 

Versus 

Union of India and Or s • • • • • Re sponoe nts 

and 

.~. No , 1106 of 19-92 

Ar un KurD.lr ••••• 

Versus 

Union of Ind ia and vrs ••••• 

CurtM'•t 

HUN ' Bl.E /,f.\ . !IIIHMAJ OlN MB.'BER {J) 

HON • el£ tJ,lS!) I usHA SEN I r.E ~·aEH A) 

( By Hon . ttr. Mohoraj Din , J .M. ) 

NJplicct~t 

Respon~nt s 

• 

Tho applicant has filed this application 

Unde r section 19 of the H}ministrative Tribunals M;t 

seeking the relief f or setting aside the impugned order of 

c ancellation of af'r-ointment. 

\ 
I 

I 
2 . Ttw a~p li.c ant along with five oth.:rs was 

a j.poin~ed as E . D .D.A,S vide o zder dated 5. 2.92(JIIlMXureA-4) I 
The ~updt . nallway H.ail Service S.H. Divlsl.on Saharanpur 

di rec ted t hl' he act record offlcer to cancel the ord~r of 
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appointment of the •PPlic~t vide letter dated 11.2.92 

(~nexure ~l). Tho applicant being agQrieved by the impugned 

order has approached this "D:lbunal seeking the relief mention­

ed 35 •bove. The respoooonts filed countor reply and res~sted 

the claim of the applic~t ~teralia on the ground that 

certain irregular1 ties woro done ih r.lakin~ seloction for the 

pos t of EODAS and the correct morks were not calculated while 

IT al.ing the final se 1-"ction. 
• 

J . \',e hc:v'l hoard the learned counsel for the 

pprt ie s and g-.ne through the record of the case . 

4. The order of cancellation of appointment 
J"'o 

~Annexure J.r.l) have been assailed on the ground that itl!as 

be ,m passed without affording any opportW'lity to the applicCf'lt 

bein;j ha ard, as such according to the applicant the impugned 

oro er is arbitrary and has been passed against the s-rinciple 

of natur al just1ce. The ar;>li cant in support of his arguzrena 

referred 1 Shrav3n Kum3r and v the rs Vs. Stato of Bihar , Supreme 

Court(Supp(l ) S:C) cases 1991 page 33:>, wherein it l.s laid 

down that the holders of appointment order are entitled to 

an opportunity of hearing befo~ cance ll.lng their appointment 

and that the cancellation order without complying w1th the 
• 

Tl.d e s o f natura l jus tice is liable to be -t as~. 

!> . TD1 respondents do not challenge that the 

impugned orde r of cancellatit>n \'las passed without hearing, 

th e a pphcant. So conslaPrl.ng the la~1 profouOC:ed in the 

case referred to above , "'e are of the view that the inYsAned 

order is liable to be ~t aside. 
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The application o f the ap~l1c61t is 

according ly alle>,ried C!f'ld the impugned orde r dated 11.2. 92 

(Annexure Ao- 1) is hereby !>et aside, The responcen'ts are 

howe ver , at liborty to pass a fresh order about the validity 

of the appointment of t he applicant as E. .o.o.A.S after 

affo.rding an opportunity to the applicant of bO ing hoard . 

7 o There snall, however, te no o.rder as to costn . 

l...:• \. 0 co py of the judgment may be pl aced in th9 connoct'ld 

u , A. lk! s . 110'./92 and 1106/92. ~ 
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.. - -- ' "' N.ember (J) 

Qated ; l. :;rc h lOti- . 1994 
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