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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH

APPLICATION NO __

Vi.Pe NG

Commerci~1 Goi plex(BDA),
Indiranagar, ,
Bangalore - 560 038

\&. 57

/86(F )

Dated
1990

N e/

Applicant
Shri Syed Gulam Jilani

V/s
To

1. Shri Syed Gulam Jilani
28/1,

Mail Oversesr Post Officas(Retd)

Kushtagi - 584 121
Raichur District

2., Shri J.M. Riazuddin
Advocate
No. 181, Vth Cross
Malleswaram
Bangalore - 560 003

3. Shri M.V, Devarajan
Supsrintendsnt of Post Offices
Raichur Division, Raichur

Subject: SENDING

The Supdt of Post Offices, Raichur Divn,

40 Shri H.S. padﬂarajaiah
Cantral Govt. Stng Counsel
High Court Buildings
Bangalors - 560 001

COPIES OF CRDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER/S&RxY

WDRKRR Db RIBEK passed by this Tribunal in the above said

application on 14-9-87
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BEFCRE TH- CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALCRE

JATED THIS THE FOUPTEENTH DAY CF SEMTE™BER 1987

Present ¢ Hon'blz Shri Ch, Ramakrichna Rao Tels Membzr (J)

Hon'ble Shri P, Srinivasan . oo Member (A)

APPLICATION NO. 1990/86(F)

Syad Gulam Jil:ni,
Mail Overseer Post Officas (Retd),
Fecidinc at Kushtaci,
District: Raichur GO0 Applicant
(fhri J.M. Riazuddin ... -Arvocate)
W
M,V .Dever jan,
Supdt. of Post Cffices,
. Reichur Divisicn,

Raichur. oo Fespondent

(Shri M.S. Padnarajaiah ... Advocate)

This @pplication came up for hesring before this Tribunal today.

Hon'tle Shri P.Srinivasan, Member (A) made the following:
CFDEZR

Thie ie an application under Section 1S of the Administrative

Tribumale Act, 1985,

Zie When th: matter was called out, neith-r the applicant nor his
counsel were present. After waiting for some tims, we decided to
proceed with the eppliceticn with the assistance of Shri M.S.,Padnrarajaish

learned counsesl for the respondente.

Y
73%\ The applicant’ was working as lMail Ov=rseer at Hanumagarh und:or
3\

tHg controcl cof the Post Master General, Bancalore (PMG)., He was dus
_t? supsrannuate in the normazl courss on 30,6,1986. Howevzr, by an
"?;rder passed by the Superintendent of Post Offices, Raichur, under
Fundemental Rula 56(j) (FR) on 4.8.1984, the applicant was retired
fro: service after the notice period of thres months. Since thie
order was served on the applicant on 20,8,1¢84, his retirement tcok

effect from 21.,11,1%84, 1In this applicstion, the applicant challences

the said order dated 4.,8,1984,
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4. Shri Padmarajaiah points out that the application is well
beycnd time. The order retiring the applicant was passed on
4.8,1%84 &and the retirem:nt actually togk effect from 21.11.1¢84,
but ths application has besen filed as late. as on 28411.1986,
Further, Shri Padmarejaiah also points ocut that no grounds havs

been urged in the application acsinst the impucned order. It is

the absolute richt of the €ompestent authority teo retire a Government
servant, aftor ha has completed 33 ysars of szrvice or has attained
55 years of ace, if it considsre it in the public intcrest tc do so.
The exercise of this richt cen b=z challencged in a court by the
officiel concerned only on the cround that the authority had not
actually teken a decision that it was in the public intezrest to
retire hin or that the decision to retire him was arbitr-ry or was
based on no meatsrial or wae motivatad by melice and uwas, therzfore,
mele fide. No allecatinn has been mede in this application in
raspact cf any of thece matters. Shri Padnarajeieh urces that this
aoplication should be dis issed as unsupported by any eround

whatsoavar.,

5. We have perused the applicstion carsfully and find that ;pdeed

nNo grounds have been urced acainst ths impucned order of prenature
W

retirement, Nowhere in tha a plic-tion jk isLurged that it was not

in thz public interest to retire the aoplic nt or that the decicicn

was =mala fide, was based on no meteriel or was motivated by malice.

% In visu of this, we find no merit in this application.

6. J= have also perused ths records and find that the Hich Pouwer
Committee reviedy%he cases cof &1l officials like the applicant end
while clearing others, had rzconmended the epplicant and another
person to be retired in the public interest. Thus, the necesszry
requirements ars alse fulfilled., Jithout coinc into the question
of limitation, which has also been raised by Shri Padmarajaish, we

feel that this a-plication should bz dismissed on merits.
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‘ : REGISTERED

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWNAL
BANGALORE BENCH

LN 2

Commercial Complex(BDA),
Indiranagar,
Bangalore~ 560 038.

Dateds 3L\\~\\'§;'7 /i

REVIEW APPLICATION NO 115 /87 ()
IN APPLEEAEIDN NO. 199079E(F)

oeFelNOoe

APPLICANT \Us RES PONDENTS

Shri Syed Gulam Jileni The Supdt of Post Offices, Raichur Division,
To Raichur

1. Shri Syed Gulesm Jilani
.msil Overseer Post offices(Retd)
H.No. 28/1, Kushtagi - 584 121
Raichur District

2. Shri B. B. Handappa
advocate
115/3, Balappe Bldg,
seshadripuram Circle
Bangalore - 560 020

3. The Superintendent of Post Offices
Raichur Division
Raichur
{
4, Shri M.S. Padmarajeiah
Central Govt. Stng Counsel
High Court Buildings
Bangalors - 560 001

Subjects SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed herewith the cooy of URDER/SGGN(
BUBORINKOROER pailssed by this Tribunal in the abave said éggfi"ggtion
on 18-11-87 : ’

« . . ‘,) & \
5<\' Ao s ‘(L

EPUTY REGISTRAR -——-JY—~7

Encl: as_above, (JUDICIAL)



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALCRE
DATED THIS THE 18TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1987
Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman

Prasent:‘ and
Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A)

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 115/1987

shri Syed Gulam Jilani,
Mail Overseer Post Offices (Retd)
Residing at Kushtagi,
District: Raichur. ceee Applicant
(shri B.B. Mandappa, Advocate)
Ve

The Superintendent of Postoffices,
Raichur Division, Raichur. «see Respondents

(Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, SCGSC)

This application having come up for hearing to-day,

Vice-Chairman made the following:

ORDODER

In this application made under Section 22(3)(f) of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant has sought
for a review of the order made by a Division Bench of this

Tribunal dismissing his application No.1990/86.

2, In A.N0.1990/86 the applicant had challensed an order
of retirement made against him by the competent authority

\ under Fundamental Rules 56(3j) (F.R. 563)

m 3. On the day the case was called the applicant and his

| learned counsel were absent. But still the Division Bench

on a detailed examination of the grounds urged by the
applicant and records found that the retirement was justified

and, therefore, dismissed his application.



“ ~
4, Shri B.B. Mandappa, learned counsel, for the
applicant contends that the absence of the learned counssl
for the applicant was for reasons beyond his control and
the same constitutes a patent error and justifies a review

of the order made by this Tribunal on 14.9.1387.

5% Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, learned counssl, for the
respondents, contends that the jround urged even if true
and correct does not constitute a patent error to justify

a revieud.

6. We will assume that thers were justifiable reasons

for the absenée of the learnad counsel for the applicant as
. also the applicant on the day the case wuas called and decided
by this Tribunal. But those grounds by themselves will not
constitute a patent error to justify a resvieu under Section
22(3)(f) of the Act. uWe see no merit in this contention of

Shri Mandappa and we reject the sams.

7. Even otherwise we find that the order made by this
Tribunal on a full and detailed consideration of all the
questions does not disclose any patent error to justify a

review of the order made by this Tribunal.

8, In the light of the above discussion we hold that

this Review Application is liable to be rejected. ue,
Y€ Copy - » .
therafore, reject the same. But in the circumstancas of

the Case, we direct the parties to bear their ouwn costs.
} \ \\ &“\\ \‘d) [
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‘ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL L
BANGALORE BENCH ’
* K K K K *
Commercial Complex (BDA)
Indiranagar
Bangalore - 560 038
Dated 3 TRESSORY-
4 AUG198R
‘CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1 /88
IN APPLICATION NO, 1990/86(F)
W.P. NO. | /
Applicant(s) Respondent (s)
Shri Syed Gulam Jilani ' V/s The Supdt. of Post Offices, Raichur

To

1. Shri Sysd Gulam Jilani
House No. 28/1, Kushtagi - 584 121
Raichur District

Subject ¢ SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER/3kX/ SNRER XXX BRBEX
passed by this Tribunmal in the above said application(s) on 29-7-88

/\/ \XBZJVuLJ,/O—zf/ \;f{ )

PUTY REGISTRAR
Encl : As above - . (JUDICIAL) V/



i CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 29TH DAY OF JuLY, 1988

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman

Present: and
Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A)-

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1/88

Shri Syed Gulam Jilani,

S/o Syed Abdul Quader,

Rtd. Mail Overseer Post

0f“ices, Hanumasagar, .

R/o KUSHTAGI - 534 121. S Applicant .
V.

Superintendent of Postoffices, _
Raichur« esses Resiondent.

This aoplication having coms up for hearing to-day,
Vice-Chairman made the follouwing:

OR D ER

This is an application made by the applicant under
Article 136 (1) of tne Constitution of India praying for
a certificate of fitness to appeal against the decision

of this Tribunal in A.No<1930/86.

2. In A.No. 1990/356, filed under Section 19 of the
\ \ &
\ﬁﬁﬁinistrative Triosunals Act, 1985, the applicant had

“ﬁéﬁ@llenged his cempulscry retirement from service under

]

 ; IUl9 56 (j) of the Fundamental Rules (FR). On an exami-

7

nation of the same, a Divisicn Bench of this Tribunal,
consisting one of us (Shri P. Srinivasan, Member), dis-
missed the same on 14.9.1987 for tne reasons stated in

the order of thnat date.

3. In this application sent by post, the applicant
] . i
has sougnt for a certificate of fitness to anneal to

the Supreme Court.'
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4, ARs this application is clearly not maintainable,
we ccnsider it unnecessary to notify the applicant. ue,

thnerefore, propose to deal with the same on merits.

5. Article 132, 133 and 134(A) of the Constitution,
which deal with tne gyrant of certificates to appeal to
the Suoreme Court, or Article 136 (1) invoked by the
apnlicant do not empowsr this Tribunal to grant a certi-
ficate to appeal to the Supreme Court. From this, it
is clear that this applicaticn made before us, is not
maintainable. If that is so, then the qusstion of this
Triounal examining tne merits does not arise. Je, there-

fore, declinz to examine tne merits of this application.

6. On the foregoing discussion, we nold that this
apolication is not maintainavle, 4We therefore .dismiss

the same wWwith no order as tc costs.

= G
Sal - ‘ sd/'_v_
VICE-CHAIR;'\M/P_A\{(W‘ MEMBER (A)
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