CENT-R AL  AOMI NL2TRATIVE  TRI BUNAL
FHRI NCIL PAL BENCH: NE# DELH

0. AWNC. 1780/9 4 /A’

New elhi, this the 3rd February,l1995

Hontble 3hri J.¥F. 3harma, Member( J)

Hon'ble 3hri 3.K. 3ingh, Member (AJ

anri e Ne Mishra{
s/o late Shri 3.". Mishra,

r/o 16, Gayatri Nagar,

Near Hartman College,

Izatnager ,Bareilly.

working as UGC in

Income Tax Uffice,

Bareilly, U.F. oo Applicant

By Advocate: Shri 3.9, Tiwari .

Vs.

1. Union of India
thoough
Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,
Qecartment of Hevenue,
North Block,New Lielhi.

2. The Jeputy Commissioner of lncometax
and Enquiry Authority(MNorth Zone),
Mayur 3havan,

New welhi.

3. The Commiss ioner of lnconetax,
Ashok Marg,Lucknow.

4. The leputy Commissionerof Incometax,
Sareilly-ﬁan%e, :

G
e

AMvocatesshri V.#&. Uppal

JUL SEM ENT

Hon'ble 3hri J.P. Sharma, Member({ J)

The applicant is working #4s UsDuCe in the office of
Ueputy Commissioner, Income-tax Bareilly Range Bareilly, The
first memo dated 31st August, 1987 uss served on the applicant
on 7th Zsptember, 1967, He was served with the Article of
Charges. The Upputy Commissioner, Income.tex Bareilly Aangs

Bzreilly is the disciplirary suthority, Beputy Commissionsr,

Income=tax Lnguiry authority, i‘igrth Zone, Neu %}e}_hé glugn ltg; o
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findings zgainst the applicant in the report dated
12,3.1991, The article 3, 4 & 5 of the charges Uars rot
proved, Apticle 1 was proved as committed in a bansfide
manner and Article 2 of the charge giving intervisu to Chairman,
Press #mar Ujala Newspsper. The disciplinary sutharity i.e.
Ug :uty Commissioner of Income-tax by the order dated 30th
saptembsr, 1592 imposéd the minor penalty of withholding of
increments of pay for the period from 1993-94 to 1894.35,
The Commissioner of Income-tax, Lucknow by the arder deted
9.501994 rejected the appeal of the applicent, 1n this
npplicetion filed by the ap licsnt an 5th September, 1394,
ha has prayed for quashing the encuiry conducted by the
cnguiry Officer and the order of the diseiplinary =uthority
be also set agide,

: N
2, # notice was issued to the respondsnts te filedthe ir

reply stating that the Principal Bench has no jurisdiction

to entertain this present application under rule 6(i} of tha
EaT Procedure, 1987,

3. | Wwe heard Shri 3.4.Tiuargscaunsei for the ap licant snd
shri  VePeUppal counsel for the respondents, The contention

of the applicsnt's counsel is that the enquiry proceedirgs were
conducted at Uglhi and the enquiry report has originated from

Uelhi, in view of this the Principal Bench, Central Administrative

Tribunal, New Oelhi h:s jurisdictian, Houwevar, meresly because

)

it offizer locsted at Uelni has conducted tha enquiry or that
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the applicant has been invsstigatsd in enguiry at Oelhi, would
weir glve 4 cause of action to the applicant at Delhi. Ths
épplicent is posted at Bareilly and the final order passed by

tha disciplinary autyority es well as by the appellate authaority

Beputy

i.e./Comnissioner of Income-tax Bareilly and Commis
has

Incame Tax, Lucknow, The casus of action/arisen either at

&0

igner of

B:reilly or Lucknow from where the eppeal Wwas rejected. The

territoriesl jurisdiction of Principal Bench doezg not extend to

gither Bareilly or Lucknow which lie within the Lerritorial




jur isdiction of Central Administr:tive Tribunsl, &llahabad

Ba nch.

4, We also suggested the applicant that he may, if so
desired, movs an appiicatian under section 25 of the CAT
for rstention of his application in the Principzl Bench
‘but'the learned counsel for the epplicant straessed his

arguments that the cause of asction has arisen at Usglni,

because ﬂhe notices were issued to the respondents for 31st
detober, 1994 =s such the Principal Bench hes jurisdiction,
Mersly issuing of @ notice to the respondents will not
ccnfef that this Principal Bench of Cei,Ts has jurisdiction,
The cause of action hss arisen to the zpplicant on the
servica of the charge-shset &t Bareilly, @n ordsr passad by
the disciplinary suthority at Bareilly and the fajection af
tha appeal at Lucknouw, If the encuiry has held in other
place, that will not give the cause of action to the

aoplicante

Se in view of these facts and circumstances, this
application is not maintsinable in the Principsl Benche
The Rygistry may return this application to the applicant

for pressntaztion to the competent bench of C.iel e for

disposal according to laue
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