
I 

In The Central Aminietratjve TriNunaj. 
Cal. au t ta Bench 

QA 7 of 1997 

Present : 	Hon'tle Mr. ). Purkayastha, Judicial f1emer 

11 	r. M.P. £inqh, Adrniniatfatjve (nker 

Sineli ),vj F3almjkj & Org. 

- VS - 
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For the Ap1icert : Mr. B. PUkherjee, Ceunsel 
Dr-r. K.S. 0ev, CiunsI. 

For the Rem,rients 	Mr. MeS. Banerjee, Ceunsel 

Heard on : 18-01..2001 	 Oate a r Ur€Iar 	18-01-2ai 
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The question Pefure us is whethar the emlQyee of Cant.nrnent B.ar1, Barrk.. 

more can e ai t, . central Govt. errl.yee. Ld. ciunsel 	. Bansrje, acearing 

on lehaif of the reseondents, has drawn aurattintiwn to the jugement reported in 

1988 (2) S C 351 (General Officer C.rnrnnJjngirChief and An.ther - 	reus - ir. 

Stjhash Chendre falov and Frther) whera the H.ri'ble Amex Curt has ha1 that the 

Cant.nrnrit is an autori6mous Ndy. TheroPre, the rleyee of the Cant.nrrent Blard 

cannot ci. aim to seek the jun s4j otle n of :his fri lunal unless tha t ••we r is ye ted 

ucen the Tribunal. Ascurdingly, asauication is disposeJ of holding that the Tribunal 

has no jurisicticn to entertain the ees. Hiwever, liberty is given to the ejiuli.. 

a ant to acerpach the asrsrjate autharity for seeking relief1  
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