IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0. A. No, . ' .
ixxxﬂm . 538 . 1991

'DATE OF DECISION___3¢5.1991

KeRavindran Pillai
.

Applicant (s)

- Mr.M.R.Ra jendran Nair Advocate for the Applicant (s)
- | Versus

Jhe Collector of Central
Excise, Cochin & Another

‘Respondent (s) |

Mr K Prabhakaran, ACGSC

Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM:
The Hon'tle Mr. S .P.Muker ji - - Vice Chairman
and
The Hon'ble Mr. A, V,Haridasan - ‘Judicial Member
1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?ym
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? o
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? \o
4. To be cnculated to all Benches of the Tnbunal? N

JUDGEMENT

(Mr.S.P.Muker ji, Vice Chairman)

We have heard the learned counsel for the parties.

2. In this.application dt.4.4,.91 the applicant has
p:ayed  far ahother posting to the Air Customs Pool

at Trivandrum'lntarnatignal Airport for a period of six
months as has been directed by this Tribunal.iﬁ other 
simiiar casas. The applicant had éarlier been pbstad

to the aforssaid International Airport for 332 days
baﬁueen 1984 and‘1987,lof which only lsss than fuo months’
sarvice.uas put in when the resward had been enhancsed to
20% of the 'geizure. In similar cases, we have been takihg

G-

the view that, uhere the posting was given for one yearelss
, o |
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during the period when the reuardApErcentageIWQSZG%,

Shadde

the applicantakhave been allowed reposting to the
_ o o

International Airport fo#a period of six months mowre
: lod 2

In-line with the decisions so given in qther'cases,
and as agreed to by the learned counssl for the res-
pondents, we allow this application to the extent

of directing ths respondents to consider the applicant
for a posting at the Intsrnational Airport, Trivandrum

N

for a period of six months on the basis of his sadiority

and suitability against&the next arising vacanckb
™~
(A.V.HARIDASAN) v . (S .P.MUKERII)

JUDICIAL MEMBER VICE CHRIRMAN

3.5.1991



‘ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL |
r ‘ ) ERNAKULAM BENCH

BN

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

DATE OF DECISION _28-5-1892

Mr K Ravindran Pillai Applicant (s)
Mr MR Rajendran Nair Advocate for the Applicant (s)
Versds |

The Collector of Central

i - Respondent (s).
Excise, Kochi & another

fir K Erabhakaran, ACGSC Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM :

The Hon'ble Mr. Sp MUKERJI, VICE CHAIRMAN
&

The Hon'ble Mr. AV HARIDASAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?Y<»
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? W

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?M

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? o -

:b(A)I\J—-\

JUDGEMENT
~(Mr SP Mukerji, Vice Chairman)

We have heard the learned counsel for the parties on

‘this applicatioh in which the appiicant uh; has been working

-as a D;ivervof Central Excise, Divisional D??iée, Trivandrum
Zhas prayed that he should be aeclared'to be en£itled to be

considered fof a p;sting §t the Air Cugtoms Pool; Trivandrum

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

months., The brief facts of the case are as follouws:
‘

2. - The applicant-uhile.uorking‘as a motor Oriver in the
Central Excise happened to be posted at the Trivandrum Airport

betwsen 1984 and 1987, The posting at the Trivandrum Airport

0.2.¢
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is coveted by the staff because the staff posted there, are

J

: : bamd.
allowed some percentage as reward of the value of contraégaéng
, . o

goods seized there. Thié percentags was snhanced Pron11tho
i

20% as Prom 1.1.1985. This Tribunal in some cases decided that

the sﬁaff who happenaﬁ.tu be posfed before 1.1.1985 uwhen the

percentage of reqérd'uas 10% should_be given anather oppor tu-

Sor 6 Moo
nity of a postingﬁafter 1.1.1985., The applicant claims &&=
[

6
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-

" rum Airport after 1.1.1985, the applicant's case is that

after 1.1.1985 he was being posted intermittently in the

leave vacanciss and his total period of actual working in

‘the Air Customs Pool at Trivandrum never exceeded six months.

. During the course of ﬂgf argument§ the learned counsel for
G

the parties agreed that if the applicant makes a representa-

tion to the Collector of Customs and Central Excise, the

applicant's case will be considered sympabhabéea&iy for a
posting at the Trivandrum Airport after verifying the total

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

rum Airpcrta@& 1.i.85,
m‘

2. In the conspectus of Fécts and circumstances, we
close this application with the direction to the applicant
that he should submit éidetailed representation giving the
various Pécts and figures to tha 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

003009
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& Central Excise shall dispose of the representation within
a period of one month from the date of receipt ;P such a
representation after verifying the varioué facts and keeping
in view our judgements in similar cases regarding six month's

posting after 1.1.1985 and their ouwn precedents.

. i ')‘g‘s‘.qv
( AV HARIDASAN ) ( 5P MUKER3I )
JUDICIAL MEMBER ' VICE CHAIRMAN

28-5-1992

trs



ﬁ'-!. .

R.A. No..?%f?(...z;.

CENTRAL ABMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

Placed below is a Review . Petltlon filed by C&(L&&[ﬁ& C?f\

v’:‘,

(-‘&LKLQ—JP p“(r’afc_\: e : R ( - /

.i,%bspondeﬂts in UA/$A No.."557§i§h?ﬁ") séeking a review of

e order dated __3-&- R passed by this Tribunal in the

¢

above noted case.,"

As per Rule 17(ii) and (iii), a revieu petition shall
ordinai"i"l’y“ be heard by the same Bench which passed the Order

and unless ordered otherwise by the.Bench concermed, a revieu

_ petition ‘shall be disposed of by circulation uhere the Bench

may elther dle‘ﬂlSS the petltlon or dlI‘BCt notlce to the issued

R (,(to ’che opp051te party. .

R R

The Review petition is therefore, submitted for orders

of the Bench..consisting of * 'iff&’r\%fe She 54"?"5{%4,5*, V£ _

tn e Bov. idadiolasan  cobe. J-<_

r v N

Ll

which pronounced the Order sought to be reviewed.

S | |
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PS to Hon'l{L’ KA m/
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e 5% J}an&'chwnbvf
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19—6—91 SpM & AVH
(22) - 4
Mr Sidharthan for review applicant
Ms Bindu for respondenta a_
J§@ At the raquest of the laarned counsal for the respon-
%;} dents in the revieu application, list for fPurther dinections
i
b on 19.7.91. Ths respondsnts may file reply to the RA’ u1th a
ﬁgvrfﬁay’ copy to the review applicant well before that date. :
YR ‘
N s
1 » ’ ' B . 19=6-91
24,7.91 | ~ SPM & AVH

P _ Mr.Prabhakaran through Proxy counsel.
_ ' Mr.Rajendran Nair

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 learned@ coupsel for the Review
Petitioner. :

. List for further directions on 30.8.91. ;'%KE"

24,7,91
2-8-91 o SPM & AUH -

Mr Rajsndran Nair for petitioner
Mr K Prabhakaran for respondents

MP-909/91 S
Heard the learned counsel Por the parties on the f.P.
filed by the original applicant in reply to RA-30/91. The .
| learned counsel far the respondents is directed to produée
i the documents mentioned in the M.P. on 29.8.91, on uwhich date
the RA will also be heard.
Do 4 : <§§IZ
i r ' ﬁl///
f¥AE*{£; o
1ﬁ§ % ' 5PM.& AVH
ﬁb? ,Qk'

““Veﬁﬁ” Mr Santhoshkumar for revisuw applicant
\ Mr Rajendran Nair for respondents

At the request of the learned counsel for the reviesu
applicants, list for final hearing on 13.,9.91. He should
produce the necsssary documents on that dats.

29-8-91

P
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20-9-

G

3.91 f
: ) SPM&AV H
. Mr.K,Prabhakaran-ACGSC
Mr .Rajendran Nair
At the request of the learned counsel £ dr: .
the respondents, list for further directions on
the RA on 0th séptember.w%.
\
ol
91 SAM & AVH
6) ]

Mr K Prabhakaran for review applicant
Mr Rajendran Nair for respondents

We have heagd the learnsd counsel for the

parties on tha R. A in OA-538/91. It has been
argued by the learned cuunsel for the revieu appli
cant that the stapement in the application that

the applicant hadiuﬁrked at the Trivandrum Airport

for less than two ‘months after the new reward
scheme was introduced is Pactually not correct.
He has also argue& that no earlier decisiom of
this Tribunal is available uherein 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
applicafion, regall our order dated 3.5.1991 in
0A-538/91 and direct that the case should be

*z*+-heard denovo. ;The learned counsel for the

griginal respondéﬁts states that the review appli-|

cation and the statement Piled on MPi2¢Dy.No.
7665/91 dated 20.9.91 by the original respondents
on the RA should be taken to be their reply to

the original applimtion in OA-538/91. The learned'

counsel for the aﬁplicant is directed to fike
r3301nder, if any, within 3 weeks with a copy to
the respondents. '

~List the U.&. fof final hearing befuo
Bench on 7.11.91 |

20-9-91
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