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Cf>EN COURT 

CENTRAL ADM.IN1STrl.AT1VE T lBUNAL 
A.LLAHABAD BENCH ALLAf-L.BAD. 

ORIGll\JAL APPLICATICN N0 .. 1126 of 2002. 

Allahabad this the 26th day of March 2003. 

_l1on 'ble Mr. Justice R.R .•. IS.!'_Trivedi v.c,,!~ 
..,_ Lakhpat Singh · 
s/o Shri Ram veer, 
R/o Village Kamona 
Tehsil Sikarpur 
District Bulandshahr. 

• •••••••• Ppplicant. 

(By Advocate: Sri B.K. Srivastava) 

versus. 

1. 
I 

Union of India 
through Secretary 
Minis try of Horre Affairs, 
North Block, New Delhi- 110001. / 

2. The Secretary 
Ministry of social and Harizan Welfare, 
New Delhi. 

3. Joint Director . 
Directorate of co-ordination (Poli~e Wireless) 
Block No.9, CGO complex, 
Lodhi Road, New De!hi. 

I 

4. District Magistraw Bulandshahr/ 
ldditional-District Magistrate (tdmn.), 
Bulandshahr. · 

•••••• Respondents. 

(By PJ:ivocate: Sri G. Prakash/ Sri K.P. Singh) 

· ORDER ..... ----- 
By ~this O.A. filed under section 19 of Administrative 

Tribunals Act 1985, the applicaHt oas challenged the 

order dated 27,.06.2002 (Anne xuce l) by which applica_nt has 

been placed under suspension,t:~s discipliniry proceeding 

again:itt him are c orrtemp Late d., The orde r has been passed 

under sub-rule (i) of Rule 10 of c.c.s (C.C.A) Ru~es, 1965. ' " 

learned counss 1 for the respondents has raised his 

prelimi~ary objection that this o .. is not legally. 

m~intainable in this Tribunal. Tne order has been passed 
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by Joint Director~ Ministry of Ho.TLe Affairs, Directorate of 

co-ordination Ne:w Delhi and-the applicant at the relevant ·­ 

time was posted at Bhopal as ci.i;:her operator. It is submitted 
• V'- Cw-.'f ~- ~ ~ ~ 

that the cause of ·action d~. not ar Lae at~ withk..the 

state of Ut tar Pradesh 'an d, thus, t.h.l s O.A. is not 

legally maintainable. 

2. Learned counsel for the applicant, on the other 

hand, sub;nitted t.ha t; the impugned order of suspension has 

been passed against the applicant on basis of the report 

submitted by District Magistrate, Bulandshahr. Hence, the 

cause of action has arisen- to the applicant in the state 

of uttar Pradesh also. Reliel!ll.ce has been pldced on the 

show cause notice issued to the applicant on 6.12.2001 

filed as Annexure 6. 

3. I have considered., the submissions of the learned 

counsel for the parties: 

4. I find force in the preliminary objection _raised 

by the learned counsel for the responaents. Theo.A. can 

be filed in this ~ribunai under Rule 6 of Central 

Administrati~e TribW1als (Procedure) Rules 1987 before 

Bench ·within whose jurisdiction the applicant is posted 
v""---.. ~ 

for time being or the .ea~e@ of acti9A at Ea: place where 
~ ~~ e~ o._~ ~-v,.._ \ L~ r ~ 

et has arisen. There is no doubt that at: the time of ~~1\-' 
impugned order ~f suspension, the~captlicant was posted at 

Bhopal_in the state of Madhya Pradesh. The order has been 

passed L~ N~w Delhi. Thus, even part of the cal.be of 

action has n o c arisen within the state of Ut tar Pradesh. 

The fact that some report was submitted by the District 

•Magistrate on enquiry being made by the ~-1inistry of 

Home Affairs Directorate of co-o+.,dination (Police Wireless) 

New Delhi, it cannot be said that the'~cause of action 

arose to the applicant ·within this state. 

The submission of the report by itself cannot give 
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rise to cause of action. Too cause of action for filing 

o. A. has arisen on passing the order of suspensior,.~ 

In any view of the matter against the show cause notice 

dated 6 .• 12.20011 (applicant has also filed a writ petition 

before the Hon 'ble High court as writ petition No.38439 of 

2(X)2 which is pending. ~he report of District ~Bgistrate 

could not be questioned before this Tribunal.· 
vr-6. • s/>: 

5,. In the circumstances, this fs found not maintainable 
in this Tribunal. Too o. A. shall be returned to the applicant ~ 

~ ~- for being fil~ before appropriate Bench of this Tribunal. 
'/ 

No order as to costs. 

Vice-Chairman. 

Manish/- 
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