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22i 	. 2oa 
This matter has been taken up to-Jay 

on being mentioned by the learned counsel for the 

petitioner in the morning. Defects pointed out by 

the Reqistry are igiored. Let the O.A. be registered 

Seen the petition. Heard the learned 

counsel for the petitioner. As we entertained some 

doubts about naintainability of this C.A., we have 

also heard Shri iJ.N.Mishra, learned Standing Counsel 

appearing fcr the respondents on the question of 

teritorial jurisdiction of this Bench. The admitted 

position is that petitioner is working at Visakh-

patnam in Andhra Pradesh. However, it is submitted 

orally by the learned counsel that the applicant 

atsent is working at Jagdalour in M.P., which 

is outside the territorial jurisdiction of this 

ench. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits 

that Rule-6 of C .A.T . (Procedure) Ru1s, 1937, 
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an aoulication can be filed before the Bench 

within whose jurisdiction - 

the applicant is posted for the 
time being.; or 

the cause of action whollyi4i 
part has arisen 

It is submitted by the learned counsel 

for the aetitiofler that in this case applicant is 

facing possible reversion pursuant to a 	lether 

dated 26.5.2030 which has been enclosed by him 

at Ariniexure-6. This letter has been issued by the 

Chief Mrniriistrative Offjcer(ConStrUCtiOfl), 

Bhubanear to one Mr.Balkrishna, whose desiqni.on 

does not appear in this letter. Prima facie it 

appears that this letter which has been attested 

by the learned counsel for the oetiti3rYr to be 

attested true copy is only a portion of the orig.inc 

letter. Because of this we directed the learned 

counsel for the petitioner to produce the original 

of this D.C.  letter on the basis of which Annexure 

has been attested by him to be true copy. It is 

submitted by 5hri Kanungo that ± 	original of 

this letter is not with him. It is further submitt 

by him that he cannot say on the basis of what 

document this Anniexure-6 has been attested by his 

junior to be true ooy. It is always expected that 

before such certification to be attested true copy 

is given, he should compare the copy with the 

original document. But app ar e nitty this has not, 

been done in the instant case. In view of the 

above and also in view of the fact that this a 

D cmi Official letter  from one off ic er to a noth er 

because of third reason that only a portion of 

the letter has been enclosed as nnexure-6, ix 

it is not possible to rely on this letter and 

therefore, this cannot be taken into account. 

This Annexure-6 is the only basis on which learne-

counsel for the petitioner urges that this Bench 

has jurisdiction over the matter. Sire we do not 

rely on Annex u e- 6, we have no other opt Ion but 

to hold that this Bench has no 	territorial 

jurisdiction to entertain this O.A.The O.A. is 

therefore rej ected at the admission stage on the 

ground of lack of territorial jurisdiction. 
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