
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ERNAKULAM BENCH 

flA No 

	

538 	1991 

DATE OF;DECISION 	3.5.1991 

K.RavindranPillal ___ __Applicant (s) 

Mr.1VLR.Rajndrpn Nair 	Advocate for the Applicant (s) 

Versus 	 - 

The Collector of Central 	Respondent (s) 
Excise, Cochin & Another 

Mr.K Prabhakaran, .ACGSC 
______Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CO RAM 

The Hon'bleMr. S.P.ilukerji 	— 	Vice Chairman 

and 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	A.V.Haridasan 	 Judicial Member 

Whether Repàrters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?7. 
To be referred to the Reporter or not? to 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? t 
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? frQ. 

J U DG EM EN I 

(Mr.5.P.i9ukerji, Vice Chairman) 

We have heard the learned counsel for the parties. 

2. 	In this application dt.4.4.91 the applicant, has 

prayed for another posting to the Air Customs Pool 

at Trjvandrum International Airport for a period of six 

months as has been directed by this Tribunal in other 

similar cases. The applicant had earlier been posted 

to the aforesaid International , Airport for 332 days 

between 1984 and 1987, of which only less than two months' 

service was put in when the reward had been enhanced to 

20 of the seizu.r$. In similar cases, we have been taking 

the view that, where the posting was given for one yearoLss 
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during the period when the reward percentage wa2O%, 

the applicant3 have been allowed reposting to the 

International Airport £oa period of six months 

Inline with the decisions so given in othercases, 

and as agreed•to by the learned counsel for the res-

pondents, we allow this application to the extent 

of directing the respondents to consider the applicant 

for a posting at the International Airport, Trivandrum 

for a period of six months on the basis of his seniority 
oJ .  

and suitability against the next arising vacanc 
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(A. USHARIORSAN) 
JUDICIAL NEIIBER 

3.5.1991 

/ 	
I ~~R_ 
(S .P.tUKERJI) 
VICE CHAIRMAN 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ERNAKULAM BENCH 

/ 
0. A. No. 	538 	of 
T. A. No. 	 1991 

DATE OF DECISION 28-5-1992 

Mr K Ravindran Pillai 	Applicant (s) 

Mr MR  Rajendran Nair 	Advocate for the Applicant (s) 

Versus 

The Collector of Central 	Respondent (s). 
Excise, Kochi & another 

Mr K Prabhakarán, ACCSC 	
Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CORAM: 

The Honble Mr. SP MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN 
& 

The Honbe Mr. AV HARIDASAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? frz 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?M 
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? M 

II IfltAMr 

(Mr SP Mukerji, Vice Chairman) 

We have heard the learned counsel for the parties on 

this application in which the applicant who has been working 

as a Driver of Central Excise, Divisional Office, Trivandrum 

has prayed that he should be declared to be entitled to be 

considered for a posting at the Air Customs Pool, Trivandrum 

on the basis of his seniority at least for a period of six 

months. The brief facts of the case are as follows: 
I 

2. 	The applicant while working as a motor Driver in the 

Central Excise happened to be posted at the Trivandrum Airport 

between 1984 and 1987. The posting at the Trivandrum Airport 

. . 2 . . 
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is coveted by the staff because the staff posted there,are 

basL 
allowed some percentage as reward of the value of contraweq4iat  

goods aeized there. This percentage was enhanced froVi 10 1 to 

20% as from 1.1.1985. This Tribuflal in some cases decided that 

the staff who happened to be posted before 1.1.1985 when the 

percentage of retrd was 10% should be given another opportu- 

6'ra 
nity of a posting after 1.1.1985. The appliöant claims 

ç 

similar benefits. While the respondents' case is that the 

applicant during his entire period of 1984 to 1987 has had 

more than his share of six months of posting at the Trivand-

rUin Airport after 1.1.1985, the applicant's case is that 

after 1.1.1985 he was being posted intermittently in the 

leave vacancies and his total period of actual working in 

the Air Customs Pool at Trivandrum never eceeded six months. 

During the course of ra arguments the learned counsel for 

the parties agreai that if the applicant makes a representa-

tion to the Collector of Customs and Centrai Excise, the 

applicant's case will be considered 	 for a 

posting at the Trivandrum Airport after verifying' the total 

number or days of his actual service rendered at the Trivand-

rum Airportsa 	i.i.S 

2. 	In the conspectus of facts and -circumstances, we 

close this application with the direction to the applicant 

that he should submit a detailed representation giving the 

various facts and figures to the Collector of Customs and 

Central Excise,.within a period of two weeks from the date 

of communication of this order and the Collector of Customs 

/ 
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& Central Excise shall dispose of the representation within 

a period of one month from the date of receipt of such a 

representation after verifying the various facts and keeping 

in view our judgernents in similar cases regarding six month's 

posting after 1.1.1985 and their own precedents. 

( AV HARIOASAN ) 	 ( SP PIUKER3I ) 
JUDICIAL NEPI8ER 	 VICE CHAIRI9AN 

28-5-1992 
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CENTRAL ADMINI5TRATIJE TRIBUNAL 
ftNAKULA11 BENCH 

Placed below is a Review Petition 	by 

(? 	
(pp4-et/ 

FbSpondents in OA/4 No. 
	seeking, a review of 

the order dated 	pad by ti's.Tibunaj in the 

~ boVe ,  noted 

As per Rule 17(u) and (iii), a review petition shall 

ordinafly' be heard by the same Bench which passed the Order 

and unless ordered otherwise 	the. Bench concermed, a rei.ew 

petition shall be disposed of' by circulation where the Bench 

may either dismiss the petition or direct notice to the issued 

to the opposite pary. 

: 	r 	 - 
The Review petition is therefore, submitte'd :f'b.r orders 

of the Bnchconsjsting of 14t  

, I v. 	s't 	ccA'-. 

which pronounced the Order sought to be reviewed. 
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PS to Hon'tj 	''- "C 

4  

A 

	

~ t . 	~ && - j 	ejv,64~ 

	

(set. rnc, 	AO.rC 

	

k (ki 	5kJ 	4'L 
- 1 1 

c 
D' 



-1- 

	

19-6-91 	 3PM & Mill 

(22) 
Mr Sidharthan for review applicant 
Ms Bindu for respondents 

At the request of the 

( 

\çJ\ 	dents in the reviewaPpliCat 

c\ 	 on 19.7.91. The respondents 

copy to the review applicant 

	

24.7.91 	 8PM & AVH 

Mr.Prabhakaran through proxy counsel. 
Mr.Rajendran Najr 

The learned counsel for the Review Applicant wishes 

to file a reply to the R.A.  and undertakes to do so within. 

three weeks with a copy to the iearned couse1 for the aeview 

Petitioner. 

List for futber directions on 30.8.91. 

24.7.91... 

learned counsel for the .rospon-

Lan, list for further diactiofls 

may file reply to the RA with a 

well before that date. 

19-6-91 

2-8-91 
(21) 

LIM 

3PM &A'JH 

Mr Rajsndran Nair for petitioner 
Mr K Prabhakaran for respondents 

NP-909J91 
Heard the learned counsel for the parties on the M.P. 

filed by the original applicant in reply. to RA-30/91. The 

learned counsel for the respondents is directed to produce 

the documents mentioned in the N.P. on 29.8.91, on which data 

the RA will also be heard. 

2-8-91 

r'S 	 5PM.& AVH 
ZV 

ISO 	
Mr Santhoshkumar for review applicant 

1V\ 	 Mr Rajandran Nair for respondents 

At the request of the learned counsel for the review 

applicants, list for final hearing on 13.9.91. He should 

produce the necessary documents on that date. 

29-8-91 



13 

RA 30/91 
9.91 

SPN&dVFL 
Mr.K.Prabhakaran?CGSC 
Mr.Rajendrafl Hair 

At the reiest of the learned counsel f 

the respondents, list forfurther directions On 

the RA on 20th september. 1991. 

. ..: 	 _ 

elAll 

20-9-91 
(16) 

3cM & A\JH 

Mr K Prabhakaran for review applicant 
Mr Rajendran Nair for respondents 

We have heatd the learned counsel for the 

parties on the R.A.  in OA-538/91. It has been 

argued by the learned counsel for the review appli 

cant that the statement in the application that 

the applicant had worked at the Trivandrum Airport 

for less than two months after the new reward 

scheme was introduced is factually not correct. 

He has also argued that no earlier decision of 

this Tribunal is available wherein those who had 

been given the posting after the new scheme was 

introduced for one year or less had been allowed 

a re-posting. 

In the circumstances, we allow the review 

application, recall our order dated 3.5.1991 in 

OA-538/91 and direct that the case should be 

.-heard denovo. The learned counsel for the 

original respondeqts states that the review appli-

cation and the statement filed on MPIc-40y.No. 

7665/91 dated 20.9.91 by the original respondents. 

on the 'RA should be taken to be their reply to 

the original applition in OA-538/91. The learned 

counsel forthe applicant is directed to fie 

rejoinder, if any, within 3 weeks with a copy to 

the respondents. 

List the O.A.  for final hearing befoØ this 
aench on 7.11.91 . 	. 

(vv'. 
20-9-91 
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