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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 31ST DAY OF AUGUST,1987. 

PRESENT: 

Hon'ble I\Ir.Justice K.S.Puttaswarny, 	 .. Vice-Chairman. 
And: 

Hon'ble Mr.P.Srinivasari, 	 ..Member(A). 

APPLICATIONS NOS. 1628 OF 1986 AND 47 OF 1987. 

D.P.Arya, 
S/o late Sri Jawaharlal, 
Aged about 54 years, 
No.12, Jakkasandra Lay-out, 
Korananga1a, 
Bangalore-560 034. 	 ..Applicant in. A. No.1628/86. 

(By Sri G. Chander Kum ar,Advocate). 

1.T.eshava Iyenar, 
?Abhirnan!, No.1238/1, 
4th West Cross, Krishnam urthypurani, 
Mysore-570 004. 

Vs. 

The Government of India, 
by its Secretary, 
Ministry of Finance, 
(Department of Revenue) 
New Delhi. 

Applicant in A.No.47/87. 

Respondent No.1 in 
A.No.1628/86 and the 

Respondent in A.No.47/87. 
Central Board of Customs •. Excise 
by its Chairman, 
New Delhi-hO 002. 	 Respondent No.2 in A.No.1628/86. 

(By Sriyuths H.B.Datar and M.V.Rao,Advocates). 

These applications having come up for orders, Vice- Chairman 

made the following: 

C% r TN T T'. 

Whether the Bangalore Bench of the Central Administrative 

Tribunal ('Tribunal') constituted and functioning under the Administra- 

tive Tribunals Act,1985 (Central Act No.13 of 1985)('the Act') has 
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jurisdiction to entertain 	these applications 	made under SectIon 	19 

of the Act is the preliminary common question that arises for deter- 

mination in these cases. In order to appreciate and decide the same, 

it is necessary to notice the facts which are not also in dispute 

in the first instance. 

A.No.1628 of 1986: Sri Dharm Pal Arya ('Arya') applicant 

in A.No.1628 of 1986 who initially joined service on 1-5-1956 as an 

Assistant in the Central Secretariat was selected and appointed on 

1-6-1961 to Indian Customs and Central Excise Service (Class-I). 

On the satisfactory completion of his probation and confirmation, 

the applicant secured more than one promotion in some cases, super-

seding many of his seniors. In June,1983, he was promoted to Level-I 

Collector of Central Excise ('Collector') and was posted to Bangalore 

till 26-6-1985. On 27-6-1985 Government transferred the applicant 

as 'Officer on Special Duty' ('OSD'), Directorate of Inspection, Cus-

toms and Central Excise, TiruciirapaIly situated in Tamilnadu State. 

In pursuance of the said order, the applicant reported for duty at 

Tiruchirapally in July 1985, from which time he was working at that 

place. 

While working at Tiruchirapally, Government, in exercise 

of the powers conferred on it by clause (j) of Rule 56 of the Funda-

mental Rules (FR-56(j)) by its order F.No.A.3801212/85-Ad.II dated 

10-2-1986 (nnexure-E) compulsorily retired the applicant from service 

with immediate effect with 3 months pay in lieu of notice. But, 

as he was on leave on that day and the following days and was stay-

ing at Bangalore city, the said order was served on him on 12-2-1986 

at that place. 

On 24-3-1985 the applicant submitted a representation to 

Government to revoke the order of retirement. But, Government 
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on 11-9-1986 	(Annexure-R4) rejected 	and communicated the same to 

his residential 	address 	at Bangalore. But, 	even 	before that. the 

applicant approached this Bench on 30-7-1986 cha11en6in the order 

made by Government on 10-2-1986 on a large number of grounds. 

A.No.47 OF 1987: Sri M.T.Keshava Iyengar ('Iyengar') appli-

cant in A.No.47 of 1987 joined service in 1951 as Inspector of Central 

Excise in the Central Excise and Customs Department of Government. 

In due course, the applicant secured more than one promotion sonic 

times superseding many of his seniors. 	Prior to 29-1-1986, the appli- 

cant was working as Assistant Collector of Central Excise in the 

Hyderabad Central Excise Collectorate at Hyderabad of Andhra 

Pradesh State. 

In exercise of the powers conferred on it by F-56(j) Govern-

ment by its order No.A-38012/30/85-Ad.11 dated 29-1-1986 (Anneuxre-A) 

had compulsorily retired the applicant from service with immediate 

effect with three months pay in lieu of three months notice. On 

15-2-1986 the applicant made a representation to Government to revoke 

tie same. nut, Government on 24-12-1983 (Annexure-N) had rejected 

and communicated the same to his residential address at t'.ysore, 

where he is residing after retirement. On 27-1-1967 the applicant 

has approached this 7ench under Section 19 of the Act, challenging 

them on diverse grounds. 

In their separate but identical replies filed on the preliminary 

objection, the respondents have urged that the applications made 

before this Bench were not maintainable for the reason that the 

retirement orders had been made when they were working in the 

Tamilnadu and Andhra Pradesh States respectively and that the cause 

of action had not arisen within the territorial jurisdiction of this 
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9ench. 

8 Sri G Chandra Rumar, learned Advocate had appeared foIF  
the applicant in .A.No.l28 of 1986. Sri .,i.T.Keshava lyengar, applicant 

in A.No.47 of 1987, who is now practising as an Advocate had appear-

ed in person and arued his case. Sri J1..Datar,learned senior Advo- 

cate assisted by Sri M.Vasudeva Rao, learned Additional Standing 

Counsel had appeared for the respondents. Toth sides have relied 

on a Iar6e nuraber of rulings in support of their respective cases 

and we will refer to then at the appropriate stages. 

Sri Datar has urged that this 13ench of the Tribunal had 

no jurisdiction to entertain and adjudicate these applications made 

under Section 19 of the Act as none of the requirements of Rule 

6 of the Central Adiainistrative Tribunal (Drocedure) Rules,195 ('old 

Rules') in the case of Arya and Rule 6 of the Central Administrative 

Tribunal (procedure) Cules,1Y7 ('Flew Rules') in the case of Iyengar 

existed to confer jurisdiction on this Rench. 

Sriyuths Kuiiar and Iyengar refuting the contention of Sri 

Datar have ur6ed that on a true construction of the Act and Rule 

6 of the Old and New Rules, this flench had jurisdiction to entertain 

and adjudicate the applications made under Section 19 of the Act. 

II. When Government made its orders on 10-2-1986 and 29-1-1986 

aainst the applicants, they were working at Tiruchirapally and 

Hyderabad, which are situated in the States of Tainilnadu and Aiidhra 

2radesh respectively. In the case of Arya, the order was served at 

Bangalore. 	'ut, in the case of Iyengar the order was served at 

Hyderahad. The representations were made by them from angalore 

and 	ysore respectively and the• orders rejecting them had been 

communicated to their residential addresses of those places. The 



offices or the ordinary residence of the respondents was at Delhi, 

which is situated within the Union Territory of Delhi. 

12. On the jurisdiction, against Column No.4 of the application, 

Arya had stated that the subject matter of the order against which 

he was seeking rederessal was within the jurisdiction of this Bench. 

Unfortunately, this bald assertion was not verified by the Registry 

and was posted before the Bench which admitted the same evidently 

on that assumition. On the jurisdiction against column No.4 Iyengar 

had stated that after retireneiit, he was permanently staying at 

i\iysore and, therefore, this Bench had jurisdiction to decide his case. 

On this the Registrar opined that the Eangalore Bench had no jurisdic-

tion. But, the Bench without noticing and deciding the same, had 

admitted the application. But, these defects by themselves cannot 

confer jurisdiction on this Bench. We must, therefore, decide the 

same without reference to them which we now proceed to do. 

13. While the case of Arya is governed by Rule 6 of the Old 

Rules, the case of Iyeiigar is governed by Rule 6 of the New Rules 

that replaced the Old Rules from 15-1-1937. We must examine their 

cases accordingly. But, before doing so, it is useful to hear in mind 

atleast two important rules of construction of statutes. 

14. The progressive rule of construction of statutes has been 

felicitously explained by Bagwati,J. (as His Lordship then was) in 

v. I.T.O.RNATJ'.JA(AIR 1931 Si- 1922) in these 
words: 

The task of interpretation of i41tatutory enactment is not 

a mechanical task. It is more than a mere reading of mathe-

matical formulae  because few words possess the precision of 

mathematical symbols. It is an attempt to discover the intent 

of the legislature from the language used by it and it must 
always be remembered that language is at best an imperfect 
instrument for the expression of human thought and as pointed Out 
by Lord enning, it would be idle to expeOt every statutory 
provision to be "drafted with divine prescience and perfect 
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clarity". We can do no better than repeat the famous w 
of Jud6e Learned Hand when he said: ".... it is true i 
the words used, even in their literal sense, are the prin 
and ordinarily the most reliable, source of interpreting 
the meaning of any writing; be it a statute, a contract 
or anything else. But, it is one of the surest indexes of 
a mature and developed jurisprudence not to make a fortress 
out of the dictionary; but to remember that statutes aLways 
have some purpose or object to accomplish, whose sympathe-
tic and imaginative discovery is the surest guide to their 
meaning". We must not adopt a strictly literal interpretation 
to Section 52 sub-section (2) but we must construe its 
language having regard to the object and purpose which 
the legislature had in view in enacting that provision and 
in the context of the setting in which it occurs. \Ye cannot 
ignore the context and the collocation of the provisions 
in which Section 52 sub-section (2) appears, because, as 
1iointed out by Jude Learned - aLd in mOst felicitous Ian-
guage: ".......the meaning of a sentence may be more than 
that of the separate words, as a melody is more than the 
notes, and no degree of parttlarity can ever obviate re 
course to the setting in which all ape ar, and which all 
collectively create"....... ff 

Another rule 	is 	that 	the 	heading of 	a 	Section or 	a 	Rule 	gives 	a 

clue 	for a 	proper understaiidir 	of 	the 	provision, though 	the 	same 

cannot 	control 	the plain 	language of 	the 	section or 	the 	Rule 	itself. 

'earing  these 	and all 	other 	'veil settled 	rules of 	construction 	of 

statutes, we 	must ascertain 	the true 	scope 	and ainbit 	of 	Rule 	IS 

of the Old and New Rules. 

The Act no doubt establishes only one Tribunal for the whole 

or the Country and separate Benches for the territorial areas referred 

to in the Act and the Notifications issued thereunder. While the 

principal Tench v.'ith its sittirIs at New Delhi has jurisdiction over 

the whole country, the 3enches at other places have jurisdiction 

only over the territorii areas for which they are established. V,rith 

this object in view, Rule 6 has been framed. 

16. Rule 6 of the Old and the Nev Rules reads thus: 

H 	 6. Blace of filing applications:- The application shall 
be filed by the applicant either vith the Re6istrar of 
the additional Bench within whose jurisdiction the applicant 
is posted for the time being or with the Registrar of the 

(I 
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principal Bench. 
(Old Rule) 

6. Place of filing of applications:- The application 
shall ordinarily be filed by the applicant with the Registrar 
of the 73ench within whose jurisdiction: 

(I) the applicant is posted for the time bein6, or 
the cause of action has arisen, or 
the respondent or any of the respondents against 

whon relief is sou0ht, ordinarily resides: 
Provided that the application uiay be filed with the 

egistrar of the 'rincipal ench and, subject to Section 
25 of the Act, such application may be transmitted to 
be heard and disposed of by the ench which has jurisdiction 
over the matter. 

(New rule) 
This is the one and the only provision which exclusively regulates 

tie 1,lace of filing uyiicatioiiS or the foruH for filing applications 

nude under the Act. 	This provision is somiewhat analogous to Sec- 

tions 1F to 2i of  the Code of Clvi rocedure. This rule is also exhaus-

tive on the place or forum for filing applications under the Act. 

17. Under Rule q of the 'Jid Rules an application is required 

to ba filed before the "eoch within whjse jurisdiction 'the applicant 

is posted for the tie being' or before the principal !ench of the 

Tribunal. 	ndor this rule, there are two choices open to an applicant. 

The applicant is free to umake his own choice. The tvo choices or 

alternatives which are mutually exclusive, are also exhaustive. There 

is no third choice or alternative for filing an application under the 

Act. 

18. Rule 6 of the New Rules which enumerates the foruu for 

filing applications is also exhaustive. This Rule expands the foruius 

for filing applications under the Act. Clauses (i) to (iii) of this 

Rule provide for filing (i) where the applicant is posted for the timie 

/ 	(ii) the cause of action has arisen, and (iii) the respondent 

H ( , any of the res,undents against whom reliefs is sought ordinarily 

4 	r 

resides. The proviso to this Rule, however permits the applicant 
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to file before the principal Bench. But, that filing is made subje 

to the power conferred on the Chairman under Section 25 of t 

Act. On the scope of this power conferred on the Chairman in the 

proviso, Sri flatar iade certain suhuissions. Fut, we are not concern-

ed with the salle. We, therefore, decline to express our opinion 

on the same. 

Ve have earlier noticed that Arya had been posted at Tiru- 

chirapally and the order itself was 	ade aainst hi..i when he was 

so 	posted at 	that 	place. 	On the 	plain 	lanuae 	of 	Rule 	6 of 	the 

Old Rules, Arya 	ust present his application before the 	edras ench 

or 	before the 	9rincipal 	Pench and 	not 	before 	theandalore Oench 

at all. The anaIore ench has no jurisdiction to entertain his 

application and adjudicate the sale. 

Wu have also noticed that lyenar had been posted at 

yderahad and the order was ade and served on him when he was 

workin at flyderabad. The sole respondent in his application is 

the Union of India or Government of India with its office situated 

at 	Delhi. The cause of action for 	this applicant also arose at Delhi. 

On these facts 	and the plain Ianuae of 	new 	Rule, Iyenar should 

have filed his application either before the Flyderabad bench or before 

the 	'rincipal 	Oench and 	not before the 	Rauialore ench at 	all. 

From this it 	follows that Fanalore bench has no jurisdiction to enter- 

tain and adjudicate the application of Iyenar also. 

Ve are of the view that our above concusions are fortified 

by 	the 	two rulin,s of 	this 	Oench 	in 	(i) 	T.!-LVITTAL :YJRTTY 	V. 

UICN 	OF IN'IA AND 	OTRS 	(A.No.1742 	of 	1986 decided 	on 

20-l9-l8);(ii) P.A.(I-l-\DER v. 	D!R2CTOR,CNTRAL AD OF 

WORTRS AND ANGTYR (A.No.106 	of 	1937 	decided on 	7-4-1937); 



and the rulings of Jabbalpur and Calcutta Benches in RAi\i ADl1AR 

v. UNION OF INDIA (1936 (4) SLP, 110) and PhILLIPS ;AANDI 

v. UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS (ATR 19370) CAT 181). On the 

ratio of these rulings, we should normally uphold the prelilniFlary 

objection of the respondents and direct the return of these applica- 

tiuiis to thc 	i1icauits for their re-presentatjoii before th appropriate 

enches without any further discussion. rut, out of deference to 

the counsel who have 'dc very elaborate and pains takiag suh.'iis-

sions, we consider it prosier to notice all of thc:' and express our 

views on all of theti also. 

Sriyuths Ku'.ar and Iycngair have urged that those who 

retired fro. service cannot be said to he 'posted for the tic 

us observed by one of us (Justice Puttaswany,vC) in Khader's case. 

The fact that the applicants were cou1pulsori1y retired by 

the ipunec[ orders and their status as civil servants of the Union 

stood snapped from the date of the orders or their service on thee, 

in our considered vie', hardly makes any difference in holding that 

as on the date of the orders they stood posted at Tiruchirapally 

or yderabud for the thee being within the states of Tuni1iadu 

and Andra Pradesh or within the territorial jurisdictions of 1adras 

and Hyderabod Penches. On any vie;,, the teral 'posted for the 

time being' should only be interpreted as comprebendiji cases of 

disissals, e:ovals and retire:nents ade against a Ooverivaent 

servant, when posted for the time being at that particular place 

and cannot be construed in any other way. This construction far 

fron defeating the right or remedy conferred on a civil servant 

advances and hels in effectuati 	the se.g 	m  

In Khader's case the Dench speaking through one of us 
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(Justice 	K.S.Puttaswamy,VC) had 	expressed that 	in the 	case 	of 

Government 	servant 	who 	had retired 	fron service sub-clause 	(1) 

- 	Rule (3 of the New Rules analogous to the first part of Rule 6 of 

the Old Rules, had no application. But, this stateuent uade by 

rae, I have no hesitation to state, is sonewhat wide and is not very 

accurate and ,-,,as not i,iade with full reflection. On the other hand 

what has been stated by miie earlier is rriore correct. I have, there-

fore, no hesitation in holding to the contrary. 

In any event, the observation nade in hader's case should 

only be read asade on the eculinr facts of that case only and 

not as laying down a firni principle binding in all cases. On this 

vic,v also no rauiae can be placed on the observations nude in 

i(hader's case. 

Sri Iyenar has urged that in the case of a retired official 

the terj '1juStd for the tine beiu' raust be interpreted as the 

place of his stayi,16  after such retirenent. 

27.\Ve are of the view that this construction suggested by Sri 

Iyen0ar in the context is totally unsound and will do violence to 

the lanuage of the Rule itself. We have, therefore, no hesitation 
N 

in rejecting this contention of Sri lyengar. 

2.3. Sri (unar has urged that Rule 6 of the Old Rules ras 

not exhaustive and had no application to a retired person and, there-

fore, it was open to Arya to present his application before this 

Bench. 

29. 	We are ofthe 	view 	that 	this contention 	of 	Sri 	Ku:nar 	is 

ejually 	devoid of .erit. 	Article 	323A of 	the 	7oiistitutiuli, 	Sections 

4,5,14 	and 	13 of the 	Act on 	which 	Sri Kuinar 	placed 	reliaice 	have 
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no relevance to decide the question. We are of the view that Rule 

G of the Old and New Rules were not enuaieratjve but are exhaustive 

on the subject. We see no lilerit in this contention of Sri 	urnar 
and we reject the saiie. 

The service of the first order on Sri Arya or the later 

orders of reju-_tin8  the represelitation hiacie by Sri Arya and Iyenar 

and their co;amunjcatjon to their residential address at r3-angralore 

and hysore as ruled by the Supre;ne Court in STATC "F 
AN OTirRS v. d/s.SV;AJ'A PO°RTJ 	Afl ANOT1-11 R (Art 

1935 SC 123!) has hardly any relevance on any of the pleas of the 

applicants. 

Sri Kuar has urged that the detailed provisions aade in 

the Civil Procedure Code on the place of suing and the principles 

enunciated by Courts with reference to the,-.-, are inappliable and 

the 4uestion had to be decided on the provisions found in th 	ct 
and the Rules only. 

Sri Kumar is undoubtedly right in contending that we should 

decide the question solely on the Ianuae of the Act and the ules 

and not with reference to the provisions found in the Code of Civil 

rocedure. Cut, that does not necessarily meanthat ve cannot and 

should not apply the principles enunciated by Courts examining siilar 

or analogous provisions found in the Code of Civil roceduro. Ce 

are of the view that the principles enunciated by Courts On similar 

or ana1oous provisions of the Code of Civil procedure are relevant 

and applicable. 

Ve are of the view that the principles enunciated by the 

Supreme Court in C!CTl 	CC ..IESlfl,FJflL V. SAK "CCTA 

SUCCA RAO,UNION OT IN711A (1953 (4) SCR 1144), K.S.RASHIP Ahfl 
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SON v. THE INCOME-TAX INVESTIGATION COM\.11SSION, E 

(l4(5) cot 73$), ,Ar)AN GC)PAL 	TNT v. SEC:TAY TO 

TI-IE GOVENMENT QT? OPJSSA (1962 (3) SOR 906), and the Swaika 

Properties case, the Allahabad I1ih Court in THE 	J TAPPOrE 

CO.LIMITED v. CANE CO MIS3,I0NER,T3I1 IAR(AIR 1969 All.105), the 

Gujarat iih Court in :/s ASIATIC LABOUR CPOATIO4 v. 

UNION O INDIA AND OTHERS (AIR 1983 Guj.86)and the Calcutta 

ih Court In the :Iatter of: P ARAT SJGR .ILLS LI. JTED AN 

ANOTiIE 	(AIR 1934 Cal.102) to the extent they are applicable also 

support our earlier conclusions. 

34. On the foreoinb discussion, we uphold the preliminary ohjec-

tiofl of the resoudents, which necessarily ieans that we should 

return the applications for re-presentation. 

3. 7e have upheld the prelhninary objection of the respondents 

vith a very heavy heart fur 	the 	reason 	t'iat 	ull 	yroress so 	fur 	acicu 

results in a total waste to one and all 	and ilkore so 	to the applicants. 

• are 	even 	ai1ied 	at -  the 	saaie. e 	need 	hardly 	say 	thdt 	for 	this 

the applicants 	and 	the Rench 	are responsible. 	Put, 	that 	unfortu- 

nate result 	cannot 	be 	avoided 	by 	us if 	syC should 	respect 	and 	uihaId 

the law as we are bound to. 

33. In the liht of our above discussion, 5ve hold that the PaIlal-

ore PenCIl has no jurisdiction to entertain and decide these ap1)licu-

tions. Vie, therefore, direct the Registrar of this Pench to return 

the ori0iiial appIicatins to the respective aplicents for their repre-

sentatiori before the appropriate enches of the Central Adinistrative 

Triunal. 	ut ii t 	circu. StdL1CCS of the cases, eu direct the parties 

to bear their own costs. 

--- 

LZ~? )1~ 

Ilk 
IVE 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH ••.. 

To 

1. Shri.Sanjeev Maihotra, 
All India Services Law Journal, 
Hakikat Nager, flal Road, 
Now Delhi— 110 00-9.  

Commercial Compie(9DA), 
II Floor, Indirar-iagar, 
Bangalore.... 560 038. 

Dated: 	7 

5.11/s. All India Reporter, 
Congressnagr, 
Nagpur. 

Shri.R.Venkath Prabhu, Member, 	6. Services Law Reporter, 
Editorial Committee, 	108 9  Sector 27—A, 
Administrative Tribunal Reporter, 	Chandjgarn.... 160 019. 
67— Lower Palace Prchards, 
Bangaloro... 560 003. 

The Editor, 
Administrative Tribunal Cases 9  
C/a. Eastern Book Co., 
349  Lal Bagh 
Luckrujw— 226 001. 

Delhi Law Times Office, 
5335, Jawahar Nagar, 
(Kolhapur Road), 

lhi— 110 007. (Rep, by Mss.Aika Kulkarni, Reporter, Rana1ora) 

Sir, 

I am directed to forwrd herewith a copy of the under mentioned 

order passed by a Bench of this Tribunal comprising of Hon 'ble 

Mr. - 	
, Vice—Chairman/ 

( 	( 
Member (j) and Hon'bje Mr. 	-. 	

11pmbo (A) 

with a request for publication of the order in the Journals. 	- 

Order dated - 	
passed in A.Nos, 

 

Yours faithfully, 

C I 
(8.V.VENKATA REDDY) ----
DEPUTY REGISTRAR(J). 



Copy with enclosure forwarded for information to: 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Principal Bench, 
Faridkot House, Copernicus Marg, New Dlhi-. 110 001. 

The Registrar, Gahttal Administrative Tribunal, Tamil Ndu Text Book 
Society Building, D.P.I.Conipcunds, Nungambakkam, Iladras— 600 006 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, C.G.0.Coniplex, 
234/4, AJC Bose Road, Nizam Palace, Calcutt-. 700 020. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, CG0 Complex(CBD), 
First Flàor, Near Kankon Bhavan, New Bombay— 400 514. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, 23—A, Post Bag No.013, 
Thorn Hill Road, Allahabad— 211 001. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, S.C.0.102/103, 
Sector 34—A, Chandigarh. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Rajgarh Road, 
Off Shilong Road, Ruwahati— 781 005. 

S. The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Kandamkulathjl Towers, 
5th & 6th Floor, 0PP.Maharaja College, ,fl cad, Ernakulom, Cochmn— 682001. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, CARA'IJS Complex, 
15 Civil Lines, Jabalpur(MP). 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, 88—A B.P1.Enterprisos, 
Shri Krishna Nagar, Patna— 1. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, C/o.Rajasthan High Court, 
3odhpur (Rajasthan). 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, New Insurance Building 
Complex, 6th Floor, Tilak Road, Hyderabad. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Navrangpura, Near 
Sardar Pate]. Colony, Usmanpura, Ahmedabad. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Dolamundai, Cuttak-753001. 

Copy with enclosures a1s° to: 	-. 

1. Court Ufficer(Court) 

2, Court Officer (Court II) 

(8.V.VENKATA REDDY) 
DEP{JTY RECISTRAR(J). 
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OA-1374/87 

C-ENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI8UNAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH,NE4 DELHI 

Faridkot House, 
Copernicus Marg, 
New Delhi-110001 

Dated 23rd Dec.,1987 

To 
The Deputy Registrar, 
Central Administrative Tribunal 
Bangalore Bench, 
Commercial Complex (BDA), 
Indira Nagar, B4NGALORE-560 038. 

Sub:- Transfer of records of Jriginal Application 
No01626/Bb to Principal Bench. 

1r, 

I;r ci: -:tF( t 	't in ternis of 3ectian 

25 oP the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the 

Hon'ble chairman has ordered the transfer of the 

case mentioned above from Bangalore Bench to Principal 

Bench for hearing and disposal according to law. 

Therefore the records of this case may be transmitted 

to Principal Bench for necessary action. The case 

to be listed on 10.2.1388. 

"ours faithfully, 

( Anil Srivastava ) 

%- 	Section Officer (ud-I) 

9 





CENTR, L ADILNISTRATIVE TFI13ujrL 
BANL0RE BENCH 

Comrriercial CompleI(BDA), 
Indiranagar 
¶3F'fl:jore_560 038, 

F,' . /87.jrj• 	
Onto: 

The Deputy PeQistrar(i), 
Centrj AnminlstrBtive Tribunal, 
7 c1pl Aench, 
F'aridkot House, 
70puonlcuy M3rq, 
Now 	lhj-110 001, 

Subject: Tr3nsfor of rocords of Oriinl Applicj0  
No.1528/36 to Princip€,j Bench, 

I im directail to rufor to your letter 0.A.N0.1374/0 d.23187 an tL obve subject and to inform that out of the case rec3rd5 
Pertaining ou thR Appljcatj1 00.1628/86(r), the original applicntions hive bn ruturned to the icl.tcarit in compliance with the Ordere of this 'Iriuna t.31-887• Auhentjated copy of 

the Order is enclosed. Copy c' irljca?g 1.ettnr for return of documents and his recejt for the r.o rs 	o enclosed h'irewjth for your refr nr:&, 

In ce the reply statement of Ro;pcnmt; cd cth,,c, • 'cmi-ients filed by the Respondents, which eve available on the fjl o this Fribunal are 
required by the Principal Bench, the same cny please be intimated to this office. 

Avoildble pipers will be sup 'lied to you on receirit of 	reply rj  YOU. 

Yours faitiful1y, 

I 
REGJSTRAR(3). 	- - 

.r0.1E2e/5(r) \_ 

11 
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TRU3IKqAL 
LORE flE: 

1- 	I C 	7-Judl. 

Tij 

LDTIrC1.1 Compl.ex(BQA) 
Indiranagar,  

flgalor5...50 038. 

Dates 

The Deputy 
Contl Adr1njstratie Tr1bu, 
Prinjr, Bench, 
Fridkct House, 
Coej0 	arg, 

0eJ.hi...1i I)fl1 

Subject: Trrf0 	f 	 -1 	tion NC. 1 623186(r) to Principj Efench. 
0! 

Sir, 

I ew directed to refer to yourletter 
f.'.1374/37t,231?7 

this offic0 lett 
	and er Of even No, dto 	on the 9bo5 suhjt. 

It is requested that this office may Please be in 	wetz.. r-cords available in A.No.1529 /86(r) are required to be sent to Prmnc 
It is 

however addød that A.NO.1528/95() was 
dispo 	of 

nqaore Bench on 31-87, Application in 
crjqj 	wa, 

rli n 	per rr'ors 	tho 7rjbu1 dt. 

Yours f•-4thrul 

/ 

	

6PUT Y REGISTRR() 
- 

I 	I 

1 ' 	 fl Us!,   PIT r 1 



4 Cf#TRL ADMINISTRATIVE IRBUt1AL 
BAIIGLORE BI1Ct1 

g2.10.9/1187-3iM. 

VrtO lATE 
llnd Floor, 
Commercial Complex (BDA), 
Indira Nagar, 
Bangalore 560 038, 

27th 3tiis, 1988. 

er Shri Anil Brivasteva, 

kindly refer to your letter Io.OA.-1374/87 dt.23rd 010.187, 
our letters of even number dated 12th 3an. '88 (Copy .nclos.d), ,-
25th 3an. '88 (jopy enclosed), and your letter N.OA-1374/87/334? 
dt.23rd Ray9889  regarding transfer of records of the Application 
No.18/86(F) of this Bench to the Principal Bench. 

As intimated earlier, A.80.1628/86(F) is a case disposed 
of on 31-8-87 and the Application in original and copies were tsturnsd 
to the Applicant as per orders of this Bench of the Tribunal. Only 
rder sheets#  reply statesents filed stc* are available with this 
Registry. An index sheet of the records vailable in this case is 
enclosed. 

I have discussed the matter with our Registrar. I desire to 
point out that A.Ro.1628/86(F) is not a pending case, so far as 
Bangalore Bench is concerned. If the r.cora vaveLlabls in the case 
are still required by the Principal Bench for reference etc., we 
shall send the records an hearing from you. 

I shall be grateful for an early reply in the matter. 

With regards, 
Yours sincerely, 

nt ( .RAMANLJTHY) 
OFFICER. 

rivastavi, 

Fk 
icer()-I)
inistrative 
Bench, 
uee 

:nicus Merg, 

Tribunal, 
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14. 	 Copy or 3attu uu.V'l/S7 
dt.12.1uee sent to Prthsip4 
awahe P.O. 

	

15, 	 Copy of letter Is.9/1/17 
dt.25..1.8 sent to Pr*icipsl 

noh, P.O. 

2nd copy each of Peply Wad on behalf of P-I 4 2 
to the epplLcatLan catlfg for recorde and affidavit 
filod by the Psapondanta. 

6 cknowlsd9sment card recoivod from $eay/Dialrmen, 
C*, Now ftIhLj a/c of Potici dt.17-10-.84 4 copy of 
a note dt. 9-10-67 ?Dt Leaia of order In A.No,1525/85 
e 47/67 to AthL.t,atti, Tribunal Lew Tisee. 
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