
CENTRAL. ADMINISTRAtIVE TRIUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

1.. 

REGISTERED 

Commercial Cornplex(BDA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore 	560 038 

Dated * 

APPLICATION NOS. - 	19 & 20 	 /88(F) 

W.P.Nb.  

Applicant 	. 	 Respondent 

All India Employees'Provident Fund 	V/s 	The central Provident Fund Commissioner, 

i
taff Fbderation, New Delhi 	 New Delhi & another 
0 

1 6 	Shri B. .Rama Ktarvy.. 
Upper Division Clerk & Vice President 
All India Employees' Provident Fund 
Staff Federation 	. 
Office of the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 

• B. Raje Rem Ilohan Roy Road 
. Bangalore - 560 025 

2, 	Shri HarikriehhaS, Holla 
Advocate 
34/3, 5th Main, Gandhinagar 
Bangalore -. 560 009 

Subject : SENDING. COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please findenclosed herewith the copy of QRDER/l(/) 00Z 

passed by this Tribuial in the above said application on 	14188 

c 	cc 	-- 

VPUTY REGISTRAR 

Encl s As above 

FAAH 	 .,.... 



CENTRAL .ADINISTRATIJE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 14TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1998 

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

Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A) 

RPPLICATION NOS. 19 & 20/1988 

All India Employees' Provident Fund 
Staff' Federation (Recognised), 
New Delhi. 	 ... Common Applicarit. 

(Shri H.S. Holla, Advocate) 

V. 

Office of the Central Provident Fund 
Comriissioner and another, 	 Common 
New Delhi. 	 ... Respondents. 

These applicatiens having come up for hearing to—day, 

Vice—Chairman made the following: 

ORDER 

As the question that arise for determination in these 

cases are common, we propose to dispose of them by a common 

order. 

TheAll India Employees Provident Fund Staff Fade— 

Q( '  r 	•' 	- 	 . 	 . 	 . 
rtin, New Delhi. ('Federation') which is the common 

in these cases, has challenged two separate and 

\1>,Aistnct order, one made by Government of India, New Delhi, 

and the other made by the Central Provident Fund Commissioner, 

New Delhi, on diverse grounds. On an examination of the 

papeks the office has raised an objection on the jurisdi—. 

ction of this Bench to entertain these applications. We 

have perused the office objections and heard Shri H.S. 

Holla, learned Counsel for the applicant. 

HH 	H• . 	..... 	 . 	 . 	-. 
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3. 	The authorities whose orders are bhallenged by 

the applicant, are ordinarily residents, f New Delhi, 

which area is within the jurisdiction of the Principal 

Bench of this Tribunal. Apart from this, the cause of 

action in these cases had also arisen within the june—

diction of the PrincipalBench of this I ibunal only. 

Sub—Rule (1) of Rule 6 of the Central Administrative 

(Procedural) Rules, 1987 ('Rules'), has nb application 

to the case of the applicant. If that is so, then these 

applications, with due regard to Sub—Rules (2) and (3) 

of Rule 6 of the Rules, have necessarily to be presented 

before the Principal Bench of this Tribunal and not 

before this Bench and the objections raiLed by the 

office on the jurisdiction of this Bench, is well—founded. 

We therefore, uphold the office objections and direct 

the Registrar to return these applicatios to the 

applicant for their re—presentation before the appropriate 

Bench. 
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