
REG ISTERED 

CET"TfPLAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercj-'1 C10 plex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated : 

APPLICATION NO 	1990 	J86(r ) 

W.P. NO 

Applicant 

Shri Syed Gularn Jilani 	V/s 
	

The Supdt of Poet Offices, Rajchur Djn. 

To 

Shri Syed Gulam Jjlani. 
Mail Overseer PoBt Offjces(Retd) 

H. No, 28/1, Kughtagi - 584 121 
Rajchur District 

Shri J.M. Rjazuddjn 
Advocate 
No. 181, Vth Cross 
Malls swa ra 
Bangalore - 560 303 

4. Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah 
Central Govt. Stng Coun55l 
High Court Buildings 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Shri M.V. Devarajan 
Superintendent of POSt Offices 
Raichur Division, Reichur 

Subje ct: SENDING COPIES OFGRDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of (DER/9A*' 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said 

application on 	14-9-87 

End 	as above 

\, 
eputy Registrar 	C 

(JUDIcIAL) 

Viry 7   
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9EflRE TH CENTRAL AJr1INISTRTIvE TPI3UNAL 
BANGALOr.E tRENCH, BANCLLORE 

DATED THIE THE FOUPTEENTH JAY CF SEPTE1BER 187 

Present : Hcri'bl. Shri Ch. Ra'iakrishna Rao 	•.• 	(ember (J) 

Hcn'ble Shri P. Srinivasan 	•.. 	(ember (A) 

APPLICiTI[N NC. 190/86(F) 

Eyed Gularn Ji1n1, 
(cii Overseer Post flifices (Petd), 
Fesidinç at Kushte(i, 
District: Raichur 	 ... 	Applicant 

hri J.M. Rjazuddjn •.. -Ar(vocate) 

i"./.Devr jan, 
Supdt. of Post Lffic, 
rReichur Djvjsj0n, 
Raichur. 	 ... 	f-espondent 

(Shri M.T. Pad-narajaich ... Advocate) 

This application cane ur for herino before this Tribunal today. 
Hon'le, Shri P.Srinivasan, (ember (A) made the followinc: 

C F 0E R 

This is an application under Section l of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985. 

2. 	When th: matter was called out, neithr the applicnt nor his 

counsel were present. After uaitin for some time, we decided to 

proceed with the application with the assistance of Shri 1l.E.Pad'iarajaiah, 

learned counsel for the responder-its. 

f 
The applicant was working as Vail flvrsecr at Hanumagarh undr 

th 	control of the Poet (laster 	General, Banalore (PMG). 	He was due 

to superannuate in the norm!l course on 30,6.186. However, by an 

order pasd by the Superintendent of Post Offices, Raichur, under 

Fundamental Rule 	56(j) (FR) on 	.8.1984, the applicant was retired 

fro 	service after the notice period 	of three months. Since this 

order was served on the applicant on 22.8.1L84, his retirement tcok 

effect from 21.11.1984.0 	In this application, the applicant challences 

the said order dated 4..lP84. 



IME 

Shri Padmarajaiah points out that the application is well 

beyond time. The order retirina the applicant was passed on 

.8.158 and the retire-nant actually took effect from 21.11.184, 

but the application has been filed as late, as on 2E.11.1985. 

Further, Shri Padmaraja!ah also points cut that no qrounis have 

been urged in the eaplication aoainst the irnpucned order. It is 

the absolute rirht of the ifompetent authority to retire a Government 

servant, aftar he has completed 3] years of service or has attained 

55 years of are, if it considers it in the public interest to do so. 

The exercise nf this right can be challenped in a court by the 

official concerned ony on the eroun-i that the authority had not 

actually taken a decision that it was in the public interest to 

retire hia or that the decision to retire him was arbitr.-.ry or was 

based on no material or WEE motivated by malice and was, therefore, 

m=le fide. No allecatinn has been made in this application in 

respect o r any o ' these matters • 	Shri Pa±iarajeieh urçes that this 

aoplication should be dis.issed as unsupported by any cround 

whets. Q2 V a r. 

We have perused the application carefully and find that indeed 

no prounds have been urçed er'ainst the impuLned order of premature 

retirement. £'Jowhr:re in the apliction 	ie,ured that it UCS not 

in the public interest to rtire the aoplic nt or that the decision 

/. 	 . .. 
	was eala fide, was based on no material or was motivated by malice. 

. In view of this, we find no merit in this application. 

.... 

'Lv 	6. 	Jr have also perused the records and find that the Hoh Power 

Committee reviewe7the cases of all officials like the applicant end 

while cleerinq others, had recommended the applicant and anothar 

person to be retired in the public interest. Thus, the necessary 

requirements ace also fulfilled. .Jithout coinc into the question 

of limitation, whic" has also been reisrd by Shri Padmara,aiah, we 

feel that this amplication should be dismissed on merits. 
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7. 	In the result thp application is dismissed. Parties to 

bear their own costs 

'p 

46 
	 V 

MEMBER (3) 	MEMBER 

_j\ke C 40 )sj, 

D PU RE(flsT Ci 
(TiAL AMIJJTTIVE Ti13u.Ai 

NX BENCjj  



REGISTERED 

CENTRAL ADcIINISTRATflJE TRIBWAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

S..... 

Conrn0rc)al Complex(BDA), 

Indirananiar, 
8ngaloro— 560 038. 

Dateth 	
4 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO 	115 	I7 ( ) 
IN APPLICATION NO. 199U7b(F) 

W. P.No.  

PPPLICPNT 	 Vs 	 RESP0DENTS 

Shri Syed Guise Jileni 	
The Supdt of Post Offices, Raichur Division, 

Re ichur 
To 

Shri Syed Guise Jilani 
P'$il Overseer Post Officee(RStd) 
H.No. 28/1, Kusht8gi - 584 121 
Raichur District 

Shri B.B. Randappa 
v ocete 

115/3, Balapp8 Bldg, 
Seshadripuram Circle 
Bangalore - 560 020 

The Superintendent of Poet Offices 
Raichur Division 
Raichur 

Shri M.S. paamarajeiah 
Centrol Govt. Strig Counsel 
High Court BuildingS 
BanaioVe - 560 001 

Subjoct: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE 8EH 

Please find enclosed herewith the cosy of 0RDER/ç/ 

O(OO pas9d by this Tribunal in the above 
saidf?aWtiofl 

on 	18-11-87 

EPUTT REGISTRAR ----1---
(JuDIcIAL) 
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CENTRAL ADmINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 18TH DAY OF NOV EF'1BER, 1987 

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

Present:I 	 and 
Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, member (A) 

REVIEtJ APPLICATION NO. 115/198? 

Shri Syed Gulam Jilani, 
mail Overseer Post Offices (Retd) 
Residing at Kushtagi, 
District: Raichur. 

(Shri B.B. Mandappa, Advocate) 

V. 

The Superintendent of Postofficee, 
Raichur Division, Raichur. 

(Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, SCGSC) 

Applicant 

.... Respondents 

This application having come up for hearing to-day, 

Vice-Chairman made the following. 

ORDEF 

In this application made under Section 22(3)(f) of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant has souht 

for a review of the order made by a Division Bench of this 

Tribunal dismissing his application No.1990/96. 

2, 	In A..No.1990/86 the applicant had challened an order 

of retirement made against him by the competent authority 

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

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. 
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4, 	Shri B.B. mandappa, learned counsel, for the 

applicant contends that the absence of the learned counsel 

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 14.9.1937. 

Shri M.S. Padrnarajaiah, learned counsel, for the 

respondents, contends that the jround urged even if true 

and correct does not constitute a patent error to justify 

a review. 

We will assume that there were justifiable reasons 

for the absence of the learned counsel for the applicant as 

also the applicant on the day the case was called and decided 

by this Tribunal. But those yrounds by themselves will not 

constitute a patent error to justify a review under Section 

22(3)(f) of the Act. We see no merit in this contention of 

Shri Ilandappa and we reject the same. 

Even otherwise we find that the order made by this 

Tribunal on a full and detailed consideration of all the 

cuestions does not disclose any patent error to justify a 

review of the order made by this Tribunal. 

In the light of the above discussion we hold that 

this Review Application is liable to be rejected. We, 

therefore, reject the same. But in the circumstances of 

the case, we direct the parties to bear their own costs. 

	

1E"TYREG ISTP- All 	

s\ 1 
1ice—C"hairma%'\\1 

\7) 	Member (A)t' 



REGISTERE 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex (BOA) 
Ind iranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated : 

4 
CIVIL 	APPLICATION NO. 	1 	/88 
IN APPLICATION NO. 1990/85(r) 	-- 

W. P. NO.  

AppliOant(s 	 Respondent (!) 

Shri Syed Culam Jilani 	V/s 
	The Supdt. of Post Offices, Raichur 

To 

I • 	Shri Syed Culam Jilani 
House No. 28/1, Kushtagi - 584 121 
Raichur District 

F 

Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE_BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said application(s) on 	29-7-88 

En 
End : As above 	 (JUDICIAL) 



t a 	 CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 29TH DAY OF JULY, 1988 

Hon' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Vice-Chairman 
Present: 	 and 

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

CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1/93 

Shri Syed bulam Jilani, 
5/0 Syed Abdul Quader, 
Rtd. Mati L'\Jerseer Post 
Of ices, Hanumasagar, 
R/o KU5HTLI - 534 121. 

'I. 

Superintendent of Postof'ices, 
R a ichur 

..•. Applicant. 

.... Resondent. 

This aoplication having come up for hearing to-day, 

Vice-Chairman made the following: 

ORDER 

This is an aplication made by the apolicant under 

Article 136 (i) of tne Constitution of India praying for 

a certificate of fitness to aopeal against the decision 

of tnis Tribunal in A.No.190/86. 

, 
In 	A.No. 1990/36, 	filed 	under Section 19 of the 

-ninistrative TriDunals 	Act, 	1935, tne applicant had 

cnallenged his compulsory retirement f'rorn 	service 	under 

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

nation of the same, 	a 	Division 	Bench' of this Tribunal, 

consisting one of us (Shri P. Srinivasan, Member), dis-

missed the same on 14.9.1937 for tne reasons stated in 

the order of tnat date. 

In this application sent by post, the applicant 

has soucit for a certificate of fitness to aooeal to 

the Suoreme Court. 
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As this application is clearly not maintainable, 

we consider it unnecessary to notify, the applicant. We, 

trerefore, propose to deal with the same on merits. 

Article 132, 133 and 134(A) of the Constitution, 

which deal with tne jrant of certi ficates to appeal to 

the Sunreme Court, or Article 136 (1) invoked by the 

aDoilCant do not empower this Tribunal to grant a certi-

ficate to appeal to the Supreme Court. From this, it 

is clear that this anplicntion made before us, is not 

maintainable. If that is so, then the question of this 

Triunal examining trie merits does not arise. Je, there-

fore, decline to examine tue merits of this application. 

On the foregoing discussion, we mold that this 

aoltcation is not maintainawle, Je therefore dismiss 

the same with no order as to costs. 

- 	' Oar 

UICE_CHAiR ll 

L

)Mr 
/Mrv. 	TRUE COPY 

1'1EMBER (A) 

\c) 	 - 
tIEPUTY Ri'TR (Jnr 

CMTRAL ADMIMSTPATIVE TRaUNAL 
BANG A LDIiE 
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