
BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISIRATI\JE TRIBUNAL 

BANGAL 01 E BENCH BANIJAL ORE 

DATED THIS THE 21ST N0E:IEER  1986 

Present: Hon'ble Shri Ch. amakrishna Ro, 	Member (J) 

Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, 	Member (Ps) 

A1LICATION No. 631/85 

Smt. R. Gangamma, 
Aged about 28 years, 
Dauc.hter of sri.D. 
Rama Murthy, 
No. 212/a, R.T. street, 
Bancjalore - 560 053 	 Applicant 

(Shri M.S. 4agaraj, A:ivocate) 

The Director of Census of 
Operations in Karnataka, 
No. 21/1, 'ii Sian Road, 
Banualoi e-560 027. 

The Registrar k3nral of India, 
2/A, Mansingh Road, 
NE.J DELHI - 110 01. 	 Respondents 

(Shri 9.\J. Rca, tivocate) 

The application has coma up for hearinc before this 

Tribunal, today, Member (A) made the following: 

OR D E R 

by this application, the a: plicant chailanqes the order 

dated 24.3.186 (Annexure ) by which an earlier order'dated 

25.1.1985 reculrising her appointment as a Lower Division 

Clerk (LDC) stood cancelled. 

2. 	The applicant was appointed as an ad hoc LX on 

15.10.1980 in the office of The Director of Census WF 

Operations, Bancaiwe. By order dated 25.1.1985, she 

was regularised in that post. However, as stated earlier, 

by a subsequeat order dated 24.3.1936 (Annexure E), the 
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It 	

oL jer dated 25.1.1033 e 	cancetlad. kince she had koran 

regularisad she did not take the staff Selection Comnissiofl 

(ssc) examination. As a result of her reversion to the cid 

ad hoc status, persons reruitad as ad hoc LOCs after her 

and who he'd taken the EPC examination became seniol to her. 

The açeplicaht challenç'3s the said order at Annexure E in 

this application on the ground that she was not Qivai an 

opportunity of Lainy heard befors It was passed. 

3, 	dhen the matter came up for haL'iflg today, both Shri 

11.5. Nacaraj, learned counsl for the ajilicant and Shri 

ii. Jasudava kao, learned counsel for the responlantS infutifi 

- 	 us that the facts of this case and the issues raised in the 

pIsnt application are identical with those of Applications 

No. 599 & 600/1980 which were decided by this Tribunal by an 

order dated 29.10.1986. Outh of them agree that since this 

application 16 covered by that order, a similar order may be 

pasd here also. In those aplication6, this Tribunal, 

following the decision of the Supreme Cout ii' State of 

Orisea vs Uinapa 	AlL 1967 C 1269 held that the cancellation 

of an earlici or:'isr of reciularisatioi of apoton ot oit:u 

\ oivn, the official concerned an opportunity m binc 

contravened the rules Of natural luotice and oasad the 

odiowin oi a :r 

'i 1 • jr) the iii ft of' an: cLove jiorussion, we PolO 
that the impugned ci tars are liable to be quashad. 
We, therefoic, quash the iinpuned orders. But tnt 
does not ni eve it tne Director or any other competent 
authoiitv tin i:Lrm nh'n:L tor in 	o: 
with law. 

12. 	Applications die disposed of ii too above taimo. 
but in the circumstances of the cases, we dii act the 
parties to beer their own costa" 
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At this point, Shri M. Jasudeva Rao, counsel for the 

respondents, states that the services of the applicant as an 

employee were terminated with effected from 17.11.1986 

and that tner3fore the directions civan in the order dated 

29.10.1986 in applications No. 599 & 600 of 1986 cannot be 

cariiad out in the present case. As we have said earlier, 

tha applicant was rocularised as LX by ai order dated 

25,1.1935 and her orievance is that this recularisatjon 

was cancelled by an order dated 23.1986 without çiving her 

an opportunity of beinQ heard, thereby violatin9 the 	rules 

of natural justica.ince a similar order passed by the 

- 	authorities was quashed by this Tribunal by its order dated 

29.10,1985 extracted above, the impucned order in this case 

has also becscsarjlythe applicant's appointment 	—s-t4-d 

0.7 revived, Jhat happened after the cider of 25.3.86 was passed 

will not affect this position. The applicant will be treated as a 

reoular LX from 25.1.35 till the date her services were 

terminated. It is therefore not necessary to pass a dirferent 

order here from the one passed in Applications No. 599 & 600 

of 1986. 

In the result we pass the fo11owin order; The impuoned 

ordedated 24,3.1986 is quashed as violatinç the rule of 

natural justice with ..34ke±fr to the Director or other competent 

authority to deal with the matter afresh in accordance with law. 

, 	The application is allowed as indicated above. 

(cH.Fi,KRIsHJA

(P.SRINIJiSAN) 
iiEiiER (i 	 i.,1ENGER (A) 
21.31.86 	 21,11.85 


