.REGISTERED
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA L
. BANGALORE BENCH :
REVIEW APPLICATION No, 44/87
IN: APPLICATION NO, 106/87 ?gg’?ggﬁggkRCDMPLEX, (BDA )
WP, N, BANGALORE-560 038,
DATED: 1S-§ -G 7
APPLICANT Vs - RESPONDENTS
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CENTRAL ADMINISTHATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
DATED THIS THE B8TH DAY OF JUNE, 1937

Hon'ole Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-chairman
Present: and
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A).

REVIEW APPLICATICN NO. 44/1987

Shri P.A. Khader,

K= ional Director (Retd.)

Central Board of Workers tducation,

Kulkady House, Baikampady,

Mangyalcore-11. cooo NEELEERTEE o

(Shri K.R.D. Karanth, Advocate)
Ve
o bitrector,
Central Board of Workers
cducation, 1400 West High
Court Board, Gokulpet,
Nagpur-10,
2, Lovernmant of India,
Ministry of Labour,
renresented by its Secretary,
New Delhi, «e+es Respondents.
This application having come up for hearing

to-day, Vice-chairman made tihe follouwiny.
0R DER

In this application made under Section 22(3)(f)
v/ of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935 (Act) tne
applicant, who was also the applicant in A.No-106/87
has soujht for a review of the order made by us on

7.4.1987,



2 On aa examination of th-= fact—situationﬁzas
pleaded and presented before us, ue have directed

the return.of the paperghto the anplicant for
represantation beforeﬁggaiopriate Bench of the Tribunal.
But Ln this application for review, the applicant

hes now produced an order bearing No.108 dated 5th
July, 1383 made by the Director, Central Board of
Jorkers Education (Director) Respcndent-1, placing

him under suspension, when he was working at Mangalcre.
He has also asserted that the disciolinary procesdings
had beesn initiated against him when he was uworking at
Manyalore. On these facts whicn had nct been pleaded
in his application, the applicant now claims that the
cause of action in part7had arisen at the city of
/Mangalore of DBakshina Kannada District of Karnataka
State within the jurisdiction of this Bench, and
therefore the drder made by us, hclding that this

Bench had no jurisdiction,calls fcr a review for

KeReDe Karanth learned counsel for the applicant urgyes
for a review of our order, on the very gounds pleaded

in this application.

Ble Shri Karanth does not dispute that in the

original application the applicant had neith=zr pleaded *
- had
/

ncr/oroduced the documentary evidence which is now
oroduced in the redieu apnlication. We dealt with the
case as pleaded and prescnted in the apolication

before us then. We cannct “horzafore heold that there 4=«<




an apoarent error in our order to justify et revieuw

on that ground.

S Je will even assume)that the new case pleaded
py the appolicant possibl?y attracts the first ground
of Order 47 Rule 1 of the Code of Civil Procedure,
But esven then it cannot be said that the aoplicant
was nct aware of the proceedings andfiie evidence
sroduced before us for th= first time te =antitlesf

a
him to sezk ﬁa:ﬁgeuiau on the first ground.

&f
L Even otherwise, on the very terms the order

made by us as also on the grounds urged-in Lmis

application, it is ojen to the applicant to represent
. the pa;;%s pefore the Principal Bench of the Tribunal

and rejuest tne Hon'ble Chairman under Secticn 25 of

the Act, to transfer the proceedings to this Bench.

Jhen that is done)all the difficultiss faced by the

'f?}¢A§$\ applicant will disappear and this Bench will be in a
;eiposition to deal with the criyinal application. On
*#his view also, we do not see any justifiable

-//reasons to review our order.

5'e In the rasult)ue hold that this application 1is
liable to be rejected. Je, therefore, reject this
Cb?ﬂyr application at the admission stage,uithout notice to
" the respondents. d4e however direct the Registrar
tc return the paoers in A.No.106/87 to the applicant

for their representation before the appropriate

8ench of the Tribunal,
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