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Hon 'ble D.S. Misra, A.M.

Hon 'ble G.S. Sharma, J.M. . it * -
{Delivered by Hon. D.S. Misra, D) A

Fﬁ;?ﬁﬁﬂ In this application under Section 19 of the
I *¥Eji Administrative Tribunals Act XIII of 1985 (hereinafter
iéﬁif referred to as the Act) the applicant has challenged the
order dated 6.4.,1987 passed by the Cantonment Board,

Kanpur extending the probationary period of the applicant

for three months.

2. The applicant on his own showing 1s an employee
- of Cantonment Board, Kanpur and the Registry has reported f
x l
¢ thet his case does not fall within the jurisdiction of |

this Tribunal without a notification under Section 14 (2)

i aniio il Sl 1 - SR

| -~ of the Administrative Tribunals Act.

é 3. We have heard the learned counsel for the applicant =
;@ : on the question of jurisdiction of this Tribunal. The 5
i

e learned counsel for the applicant contended that the +
B '
Bkt | applicant was a civilian working on a post under the |

= %

Cantonment Board which is connected with defence matters : ]

and, therafore, this Tribunal has jurisdiction under

sub—clause (iii) of clause (b) of sub-section (1) of
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lp@wars aﬂd amfhar,€f ?fH cisable
that day by all courts (except the
in relation to - ;
(a) recruitment, anﬁ maﬁtﬁra]ﬂ;
recruitment, t@ aﬁy All L1

defence services, belng, in a&ﬁhﬁr_
a post filled by a civilianj; .,

(b) all service matters ccncernlag -
(i) a member of any All-India Servlﬂe,ﬁr

(11) a person (not being a member of an
All-Tndia Service or a person
referred to in clause (c) appointed
to any civil service of the Union
or any civil post under the Union;jor

(1ii) a civilian not being a member of

- an All-India Service or a person
Ei referred to in clause (c) appointed
'-& to any defence services or a post

connected with defence,

= and pertaining to the service of such
3 member, person or civilian, in connectlaﬂ
| J with the affairs of the Union or of any i
e State or of any local or other authority |
L within the territory of India or undex
Fﬂj;f;' the control of the Government of India

or of any corporation of society owned
or controlled by the Government ;"

4, It has been contended that a Cantonment Board is
created for defence purposes and under list I of the

VII Schedule to the Constitution the Central Government
alone has the right to make laws regarding the Cantonment
f;;ﬂg_étﬁ; On this ground it was contended that ”:_ &
ak,smﬂld ba takm to be an employee of the




‘9% - We have examlneﬂ ﬁha ﬂﬁtq;jﬁﬂ]5ﬁﬂ

unable to agree with this cantentiﬁn.,fff ;“¢u

According to Section 11 of the said Act ﬁ*fﬁ.
corporate

is a body/having perpetual succession and it 15'&&%

department of the Government of India. Thus a1ﬁgi

clause (b) of sub-section (1) of Section 14 of the Act.
Only such employees of the local or other authorities aré
to be governed by this clause which are on deputation with
t+he Government of India. In the present case the applicaﬂt..
was appointed by the Cantonment Board, Kanpur itself and

not by the Government of India. His case 1s, therefore, not

arA [~

o In view of the above discussquLin the absence of

covered under this Act.

a notification of the Central Government under sub—sectioﬁ

(2) or (B3) of Section 14 of the Act}the Central Administmae_}

tive Tribunal will not be able to exercise its jurisdictien |
in respect of the service matters of the employees of a
local authority like a Cantonment Board. This matter hﬁg*ijL
been examined by this Bench ofthe Tribunal and other '

Benches of the Tribunal a number of times and it h&s
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