
Respondent(s) 

Adv. for the 
Res--oondent(sl.  

2L3. 

IN 7- -IE CENTRJL ADMINISTRATIVETRIBUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH, .Z1Ii4EIjABAD. 

Applicant(s) 

Adv. for the 

Versus 	
Petitioner(s). 



O.A./209/89 	 (:iiIi:) 
Shri Vijayarx Pillai 
C/o.Jiterldra K. Ved 
Railway Colony, 
G.L.Yard, Q.406/B 
Godhra. 	 : Applicant 

Versus 

1, Union of India 
Represented by the 
Add .General Manager, 
Near Old Loco Shed, 
RE: Allahabad (u.k.) 

The Chief Project 
Manager, Rly .Electri-
fication, Pratapnagar, 
Baroda. 

District Electrification 
Engineer, Western Raijway(OHE) 
Gr. 42-Railway Electrification 
Rly. Yard, Pratapnagar, 
Vadodara. 

District Electrical Engineer, 
ke 	 Railway Electrification (o) 

Gr.No.64,Ujjajn (4.2.) 	 : Respondents 

Coram : Hon'ble Mr. P.H. Trivedj 	: Vice Chairman 

Hon'ble Mr. P.M. Joshi 	: Judicial Member 

ORAL ORDER 

25J7/1989 

Per: Hon'ble Mr. P.M. Trivedi 	: Vice Chairman 

Heard Mrs.K.V.Sampat and Mr.N.3.Shevde, the learned 

advocates for the applicant and the respondents. Learned 

p advocate for the petitioner has failed to satisfy us that 

this Bench has jurisdiction in the case. The impugned 

order dated 20.8.1988 at Annexure A-3 purporting the 

termination of the service of the petitioner has been issued 

by the authority is at ujjain. Learned advocate for the 

petitioner has 	iwn uattei Jn xxtx to Annexure- 11 

without date which is issued from Pratapraagar. This is 

Only a minuteq recorded on staff matters and has no direct 

nexus with the termination order and therefore thiz Tribunal 
C-e 

has no jurisdiction to tntertain irt. Accordingly the case 
is summarily rejected for want of jurisdiction. 

\, - •', -r' 
(P. H.Triyedj) 
Vice Chairman 

Judicial 



OT2AL AiJ IINISTRATIVE TRIEJNAi 
DAAn filhCi, ARDA3:,AD. 

Submitted; 	 C .h. T. Judlcicl fecttoe 

Original Ptit±on ho, 	 of 

: Lil tO 	- 	
- 	

of 	1 

Shri 	 c1 	 .-.-----. 

Versus. 

tA_ .escocts) 

This aes]lcatjon Las been submittocl to tiiG Tribuuial b 

ShrJ. uncie Section 19 of 

The Administrative Nribuaal Act, 1935. It hau tsar scrutinised 

V5Lth ref orrce to the nOints mentioned 111 te cLack liSt in the 

liciht of tiJ - . rOVLSiojn COntajoed in the Administrative Triounsis 

Act, 1935 and Ceetrei AnrnlnistratLve Tribune -s (Procedure) Ruie, 

1985. 

Liso a 	ic Lor ns ccc 1 fo1 	ordr sd ' r be o wan to 

concerned ffixatic of data. 

Jho asdiloation 15 not boon 	in ordar for the same 

reasons lnthcatccL in the cmeck 1st The 	'1 Lcar 	T be 

advised to rectify the same withy. 21 daTs, 'Draft letter is 

olaced below for sicinature. 

A 	 C 	 d \— 	j  I- 	 I •t & b' 

jfl A1r\t 	
-- 

n 	/ 

If 

2 



I 

Li 



( 	L4 . iR. ULLT Ot ) 

0~- 
R.A./93/89 

in 
O.A./209/89 

Coran : Hon'ble Mr,P.H.Trjvedj 

Hon'ble Mr.P.M.Joshi 

c9 

Per : 	Hon'ble Mr.P.H.Trjvedj 

: Vice Chairman 

Judicial Member 

: Vice Chairman 

The applicant has sought a review of our judgment 

dated 25.7.99 in OA/209/99, in which it was held that this 

Tribunal has no jurisdiction as the cause has arisen at 

TJjjain out of the territorial jurisdiction of this Bench. 

In the Misc. Petition seeking review the petitioner has 

dwelt the question of jurisdiction on the ground on which 

he has urged in the case in— the -'eese in which the orders 

referred to have been passed. The review petition is 

therefore, asking for an appeal against o.r decision which 

is not permissible in review proceedings. Accordingly the 

review petition has no merit and is rejected. 

P.H.Trjvedj 
Vice Chairman 

P.M.,77sh' ."L 

AlT 


