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Sri K.V.Shivanna, Fhysical Eduvcstion TtGChCI,KﬁnﬁIlYa'“;dfalﬂ¥a'
Liglleswaram, Bangalore=3. ... Arplicent

Versus |

1. The Union of India IQ{IESEHtEd wy its Secretary,

Ministry of pducation, New Delhi. | .
2. The De; uty Com:issionerind i.,),&enor%ya ilcggliloooﬁ
Sanghatan, 4 Bahzdurshah Zafar marg,‘Aew Delhi-. 2
3. The Asstl . Comuissioner, hepcqua_~1cya]aya Sanghatan,

A=16, Vilkramy uri, btcrnderauaﬁ—gOOQOB | .

4, The lrincipal,ﬁendriya Jidvalaya, ila)leswarail, Ban alore=29
T Resy ondents

subjects SENDING COPIES OF D SED BY THE BENCH
IN APPLICATION NO. %9E§5€%%

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the Drder/lntanim_ﬂzﬂgn
passed by this Tribunal in the abpve said Application oR 30-93-1986- .
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Copy toi- ' .
1. Shri Rangathna Jois,, _ %dvogate for
No .150/3¢6, N H .S .Road,V.V.Furam, Apylicant
Bangalore=4.
\ 5. Sri I, Vasudeva Rao; All, Central ~ Advocate for
\ Govt. Standing Counsel, Lespondents.,

High Court of Karntaka Buildijg,
Bangalore=1,
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During the course of arguments, Sh.
M. Vasudeva Rao, counsel for the res-
pondents, submitted that the case of
the applicant was receiving the atten-
tion of the respondents iin the matter
of treating him at par with Sh, O.P.
Luthra, but it may take [sometime to
arrive at a decision, and it is per-
haps on this account that the offi-
cers from Delhi have not appeared
today as directed in oux order dated
6.8.1986. ; §

Counsel has also raised the objec-

" +ion that respondents 2 to 4 being

officers working in Kendriya Vidya-
laya Sanghatan, which is outside the
purview of this Tribunal U/s 14(2)
of the Administrative Tfibunals Act,
1985, this Tribunal has no jurisdic=
tion to hear the applicption, which
was initially filed as B writ peti-
tion in the High Court bf Karnataka.
There is substance in this submissior
of the counsel.

In view of the aboveL we direct
the Registrar of this Bench to take
steps for retransferring this case
to the High ?ourt of Karnataka.

Application 1s dispqsed of ccordingn
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(L.H.A Y (CH. AKRISHNA RAO)
MEMBER (AM) MEMBER (JM)

30,9.1986. 30.?.1986.



