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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE 8ENCH: BANGALORE. 

Present: Hen'tls Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice—Chairman, 
4 

an 

Hen'bli Shri L.H.A. Rugo, Member (A). 

DATED THIS THE TWELTH DAY Of JANUARY, NINETEEN EIGHTY SEVEN. 

Ajjjcatjen Nos, 867 to 870 of 196 (1) 

Between: 

P.N. Najr, 
Skipper, Customs Petrel 
Craft. 

M. Balachanlran, 
Engineer. 

M.R.V. Subramanyam, 
Engineer, 

4, P.V.S. Nair, 
Sanjer Deckhanl. 

Customs Marine, 
Mangalare. .Applicants. 

an 

4 
The Union of India, 
rep. by the Secretary to Govt., 
Ministry of finance, 
New Delhi, .Respónent. 

(SHRI M. VASUDEVA RAO, STANDING COUNSEL) 

This application having ceme up for hearing today before this 

Tribunal, H.n'b].e Shri Justice K.S. Puttaewamy, Vice—Chairman, mala the 

?oll.wing 

ORDER 

Casescalled an more than one .ccasion in the pre—lunch sessiun 

and again at 3.10 P.M. in the post—lunch session. On every eccasion, 



the applicants and their loarneá counsel are absent. W. have perused 

the papers and hearl Shri I'I, VasuUeva Ren, learned counsel for the 

responOnte. 

In these transferred aplications received from the High Court 

of Karnataka unter Section 29 of the Administrative Tribunals Rct, 1985 

('the Act'), the applicants had challenged communication N. 0045 dated 

9.2,1982 (Annexure-A) Issued by the Joint Director (Plarines) of the 

Customs Marines, Bombay 

Evidently, in pursuance of a policy decision taken by Government 

to merge the Customs f'arines Organisation ('cmo') with Ceast Guard, the 

Director has addressed a communication an 9.2.1982 (Annexure.-A) to all. 

the Officers detailed therein requesting them to furnish various parti-

culars detailed at paragraph 3 of the same in the forms appended to the 

same. Even this innocuous communication is chal1nged by the applicants 

as violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India. 

We have examined the grounds urged by the applicants in support 

of their challenge to the impugned communication. We are of the view 

that everyone of them have no merit whatsoever. We fail to see as to how and 
why the communication is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of the Constitution. 

S. 	Even otherwise, the communication only calls upon the ofricars 

to collect certain information and furnish them to take further action 

in the matter. 	Whether the applicants are willing for absorption or not 

is a matter for them to decide. But on that score, they cannot contend 

that the Director cannot colict the required particulars. 

6. 	On any view of the matter, we find no grounds to interfere 

with the communication made by the Director. 

S 
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1. 
7. 	In the liqht of our dscussian, we hell that these applicati.ns 

are liable to be liemissU. We, therefars, herniae those applicetisns. 

But in the circumstances of the case, we hirect the parties to lear 

their awn casts. 	 I 
VICE CHAIRMAN 	 MEMBER (A3 

Urns. 

a 


