
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
E R NA KU LAM 

	

O.A. No. 545 	of 	1991 

DATE OF DECISION_12-4-1.991  

PK. Mathew Panirker 	 AppIcant$' 

Mr MR Rajendran Nair 	Advocate for the Applicant/ 
- . 	 . 	

Versus 

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

Mr. V Ajh Narayanan, ACG5C _Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CO RAM: 

The Honble Mr.SP Mukerji, Vice Chairman 

& 

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

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? /4 
To be referred to the Reporter or not? 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fir copy of the Judgement? /\._7 
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? 

JUDGEMENT 

AtJ Haridasan, Judicial Member 

The applicant who is working as Indpector, Central 

Excise presently in the Air Customs Pool, Trivandrumhas filed 

this application praying that it may be declared that he is 

Bntitled to be considered for a posting at the Air Customs 

Pool, Trivandrum for a full turn of 2 years on the basis of 

his seniority-cum-fitness, notwithstanding that he has worked 

at the Airport for sometime in 1979-80 and also for a direction 

to the respondents to consider the representations at Annexure 
LI 

I and $iIV submitod by him in this behalf to the.first res-

pondent. AVur direction 5:hrj Ajit Narayanan, Addl. Central 

Governm1t Standing 1 Counsel took notice of the application. 
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The learned ACGSC.ópposed the admission of the application 

on the ground that no right of the applicant has been 

in?rincheand that the applicant has no valid cause of 

action to move this Tribunal for an order as prayed for. 

The applicant had served in the Air Customs Pool, Trivandrum 

for about 1 year 8 months during 1978-1980. In some cases 

where Inspectors and such other supervisory staff who had 

served at the Air Customs Pool for a period less than two 

years, we had in applications riled by them directed the 

authorittes to consider them for a posting there for another 

term of 6 months because ther8 has been a Change in the 

percentage of reward after 1985. In this case, even without 

any such direction the applicant had been given a posting 

back to the.Air Customs Pool. fora limited period of 6 months. 

The applicant accepted that posting and has now come up with 

this application prior to the expiry of the, six months 

praying that a direction may be given to the respondents 

to consider him for a posting for a complete tenure of two 

years. We are not convinced that the applicant has got any 

such right to claim a posting for two years. It is for the 

administration to decide on materials available with them 

on an assessment of the activities of the officials and the 

requirement of administrative exigencies to decide which 

officer is to be posted where. Only in cases where malafides 

or colourable ex 1cise of power is writ large judicial 

interventioVI's required. That being the case, we are 
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of the view that we have no reason to entertain this 

application. The learned counsel for the applicant 

submitted that the representationsat Annexure—I and 

IV made by the applicant remain to be disposed of by 

the first respondent and that the disposal of this 

application may not stand in the ty of the first res- 

pondent considering the above representatiOns on merits. 

We make it clear, that though we do not admit this appli-

cation for the reasons above stated, our order does not 

preclude the first respondent from t3king any decision 

on the representation submitted by the applicant in 

accordance with law. 

2. 	In view of what is stated above, we find that 

the application does not deserve to be admitted and 

hence we reject the same under Section 19(3) of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act. There is no order as 

4... 	 to costs. 

(A.HARIOASAN) 
JUDICIAL MEIIBER 

(s.P.r1uKERJI) 
VICE CHAIRP1AN 

12.4. 1991 


