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CENIRAL AT ISTRAT IV WET3UMAL
TIDERABAD LENCH '

SETGTUAL APLTICATTION Ne. 8W orisdt:

. ""IM d/‘i\ ' -
Q- Pcpa) Gond  abins

" Res-ondent (s} 7~

Ihe arplicabion has been submitted to the Tribunal by

5h¥i_%;_mhgz_;ﬁézfidtégﬁlwiﬁll /ngcﬁchJJhAdvédatéf'

Party-in-ferscon Uncer section 19 of the Adhinistrative

m

Tribunal Act, 1935 and the same has been scrutinised with

reference to the points mentioned in the check list in the

Light of the provisions in the Administrative Tribunal

-

(Procedure) Rules 1987,
Uhe Application . is in order and may be listed for
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Res;ondept (;)m; [ﬁéub Ce -é;%ﬂ&US%fv”

CENTEAL AdM INISTHAT TVE IRISUKAL FYDERALA 2E4CT ; IYDERABAD,

Daire No,
kebort in the Lcrutiny of A;plication.

Presented by_qlgi_éé%éﬁﬂhmta__fggéééég%fﬁgte of Presentation,
Arplicant (s) Cﬂ»/fﬂ%f«{m@w{@/&m NS TN

: M e :
T “‘“Mmﬁw o

Nature of grievangg_“““ﬁ e _“mjzxigbﬂékmﬁ4ﬁkﬁ_

No. of Applicanté_“_[%__ﬁhw‘wﬁ_ﬁ_“H_hm“;__m_h;m No of Respdndents,
{/ " CLASSTF TCAT ION
Subject¥® f{%‘*dﬁe

1. Is the ap:

2. uhether name, descrintion and aldresse of all the -— ’7ﬂ’“
‘ Fartied becen furnishesd in the cauze title, ‘
3. (@)Has the aprlication been fuly si,ned and verified. . f$P%7 1
(b) .iav the ~eni~g en £ - duly signs-, ‘
(c) Have sufficient.numher CL coties of the . ' -ﬂTLq’i
arplication been filed. /~y¢ﬂ4_
4, whether all the Necessary Farties are im-leaded, <
5. hether zng) isp translation of documents in g
language other than inglish of <iindi been fileq. —
6. Is the avdlication QiR time , (3ece Section 21) i}ﬂ/\
?
7. FHas the Vakalatnama/Memo of dpberance/Authorlsatlon ,
been fileq. '—‘r»r”ﬂ‘
8- ti L ] t i { i1 4 T,
It‘ ne g llsgpzap malntalnabllltd N~
(J's 2, 14, 18, or y/x. 8 ete. )
9. Is the AppPlication dccompained Tpoy sy, for 5. 50,7 \7ﬂ/ﬂ
10, iias the impugne@ orders Originay, dulvr attesteqd
legitable COpY Deen filed. : . 42ﬂ’, -

L P%euie - I
f_’¥art‘.r,'lent - P TRy sy o (NO)
(ﬁhree Con

PROL .
2roper form,
plete set: in raver books —_— T?LA-
form ia tyo comrilations,)

lication in the

£.7,0

S




11, Have legis

oles " the annexure Aaly
Aatte: =d .een Ffiled. - ’

12, Has tine ap-licant exhausted all availabie remidies,
13. Has tne Tndex OFf documents bh=sn filed, anc
" cacinacicon done sronerly,
14, Has the declaration as reoulre Ly itew Ko, 7 of

: orm, I been madgc ‘ ‘

of envelops (llle size)!

r
es of the resqondents been filed.
I

16, (a) Lhether the relier Jou\nt for, arise out, of
gingle cause of acticn,

15. mHave ba=To

uired numbe
Dearing full es

aaar

3P_|

) I — * - I
(b) ¥whether any interim relief ig rrayed for,
1

“L}d/w,

17. - In case an Ma for condonatlon Of delay in filed, ,
is it fupported by an aifidavit of the apnlitant, ‘
. . : o N 3 .
18, ahetner this case- be fleared by sinagle dench, . .. =-—— fo.
. - S
A ' : S |
19, Ahy cther Point, ‘ S ’
20. Result of the qcrutiny with initial of the Scrhtiny _
clerk, : ﬁzf - Z%ILJQ
. o
| .
| .
Section Cfficer.
. |
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o IN'THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
W . asu - -
/«/ﬁ ENCH CASE ** ™ A o 97 %G

Bet ween.
o Ch.Bhapal Goud alias ' mIDEFEth
L Ch. . Bhikusham ...Applicant

AND

The Scientific Advisor to

Ministry of Defence, & DG, DRDO,

Govt of India, New Delhi o

and another, ) . Respondents

CHRONQLOGICAL STATEMENT

OF EVENTS
. Sl.
¥ No. Date Events

1. 2,1,78 The applicant was placed under
suspens lon.

2. 18, 8..79 ‘he applicant was removed from service.

3. 21.9.81 WP No.5028/81 was allowed.

4;  7.10.93 T No.20/91 was finally heard and the
Hon'ble Supreme Court set aside the
removal order.

5. 29.12,93 The applicant was :elnstated mto

: sexvice,

6 2.2.94 The applicant reported for duty. -

7 2.5.7.94 On his application for voluntary
retirement, the applicant was relieved
from duties,

8, 19.2,96 The applicant made representation to
settle his pension and other terminal

, benefits,. ‘
9, 2.322,96 The respondents replied,
. ,.,35‘1@. 28,11,96 The respondents requested the ag?plicant
} to submit pension papers duly signed
O( in the name of Ch,Bhikusham '
591
.;".'r:'}
(_if- V_,
arm {os
Hyderabad {5 =

Dateds 13, SEL FOR THE APPLICANT

4



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
N , HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

0A No. Y8\ of 1997
Between:

Ch.Bhupal Goud alias .
Ch,Bhikusham «+ PPlicant

E " AND

The Scientific Advisor to
. Ministry of Defence & DG, DRDQ,
! ' Govt of India, New Delhi

and another, . «Respndents

1 MATERIAL INDEX

| =1 ‘ Page Ann
' 7 . No. Documents relied upon _ No Bo
! "1, Original Application 1.8
| : o
. _ 2. Representation of the applicant 1o
| ; dated 19.2,96, TA I
. 3, Reply of the respondents
i
\. dated 23.2,96, N&v- 1z
J4; Letter of the responaents _
© - dated 29,11,964 (2 III
‘5, Judgment in OA No.467/87 |
; dated 21,.8.874 futr 6 v
64 Copy of the 4,P.Gazette No.8
, dated 19.2.,87. \'A
;'g'_\
|
Hyderabad
EY =

Dateds 13.3.97 . COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT
il




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ¢
HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

APPLICAT ION FILED. UNDER SECTION 19 OF THE
2D} TINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALS ACT

FOGR USE IN TRIBUNAL'S OFFICE:

Date of filings

Date of receipt

by post: -

Registrations ‘ .
Signature
Registrar

- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

0a Nod G814 of 1997

Betweens

- - -

- _.Ch,Bhupal Soud alias Ch, Bhikushanm,

S/o “yodhya, abed about 48 years,

Photo grapher ‘Grade,II,

Defence Research and Development

Laboratory, Chandrayangutta,

Hyderabad, R/o Hyderabad, . oo iPPlicant

- . - -

AND

1., The Scientific Advisor to
Ministry of Defence &
Director General, Pefence :
Research and Development Organisation,
Directorate of Personnel,
DHQ PO, New Yelhis
2. The Director, Defence Research
and Development Laboratory., : ,
Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad. .+sRespondents

DETAILS OF APPLICATION:

1. Particulars of the applicants
ap Name of the Applicant: “h,Bhupal Goud alias
i i Ch.Bhikusham,
b) Nal;te of the father :. Ayodhﬁ{a
c) | Designation & : " 3 Photographer Grade.Il

office in which employed? Defence Research and
. Development Labor atory,
I’_‘_’.Yder abad.




$12 2 ¢

Of fice Address 3 DRDL, I-Iyderabad'

ek Address for service of s Mr,S,Lakshma Reddy, Advocate,
all notices etc ¢ 102, Premier Plaza Apartments,
) . Bahind water Tank, A

Narayanguda, Hyderabad,

24 Particulars of the respondentss

The particulars and addresses of the respondents

A

for the purpose of service of notices etc are the same
as given in the above cause titled

1
Particulars of the order against which this

3
application is made:

a) Order No: Mt D'RDL\ 1113] C“B,'ﬁl

b)  Date: g O~ .
o) passed by: Ned -P et Lealoudtit

d) Subject in briefs Aggrieved by. t!he action of the

f:espondenté in noét processing *:.heI Pension papers

i submfi;tted by thé applicant and paly the pension and
other teminal benefits on accept!ing his application
for_’voluni:ary retiﬁremént from 25.;7.“1994, onwards
and also not allowing the applic.a}'nt to withdraw
the voluntary retirement appliCation by the
proceedings of the respondents dated 23.2,1996

and 29.11,1996, this OA is flled,

4, Jurisdiction:.

The applicant declares that the subject mattter
of the order against which he seeks redressal is @ithin
the jurisdiction of the Tribunal underf section 14 of

“dministrative Tribunals Act, 1985,

5. Limitation:

L

The applicant further declares that the application
is within the limitation prescribed in section 21 of the

Administrative Tribuné.ls Act, 19852

|
|
|
l
|
l
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
l
|
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6. FACTS OF THE CASEs

6414 The applicant while working as Photographer
Grade,II and acting as Vice-President of the Defence
Research and Develop_ment Laboratory Employees _Union,

wag placed under suspension by order dated 2.'1.1978

on the ground that he has taken an active part in the
illegal strike within the premises of the‘Defénce
Research and Development Laboratory on 30,12.1977 and
31,12,1977 and also instigated other amployees to. g©

on strike etc,. 'Subsequentl’y, the a,pplicant'was removed
from service by the order dated 18.,8.1979. '}"he applicant
has filed a writ petition before the fon'ble High Court
of Andhra Pradesh in WY No.5028/1981. “he fon'ble

High Court was pleased to allow. the writ petition on
21.,9.1981 but however, the “on 'ble fligh Court granted
m@ethr%mMmmt@m&aén@&ato

the 'on‘'ble Supreme Court of India, The Hon'ble Supreme
courf of India directed the respondents fq_ﬁay the
salary and ﬁlOWmces to the applicant, which he

was drawing as on the date of his suspension'with

effect from 15.11,1983, It also gave liberty'to‘the
respondents to avail the ‘services of the applicant,

The “on'ble‘éuprene Court of India has finally allowed
the éppéal and reminded the matter to be disﬁosed
by the Hon'ble Central Administrative Tribunal. %he

writ pe£ition was numbered as TaA No,20/1991, ‘i‘he-'
said transfer application Qas finally heard @d
disposed of by the Hon'ble Central 5§ministra£ive

Tr ibunal by settinglasﬂde the removal order on

741041993 and reminded the matter back to the disciplinary
anthority for fresh consideration in regard to the

punistment, ‘he respondents have reinstated the

- -




the applicant by order dated 29.12.1993 with a
panishment of Censule,. +he LF pliCant has r eported ior
\il.lLy O1f Zeie1994 fThereafter the appl iCant has
submi-}:ted an spplication for VOluntary-xetiranent ,éj
and the samne was accepted by the respondents and
relieved the applicant with effect from 25.,7.1994. /
When the respondents were not processing and lfinal-i-
sing the pension and other terminal benefits 6f the
applicant, the applicant has made a eepresentation
on 19.2.1996 to permit him to withdraw the voluntary
retirement and }:equested the respondents o treat
the period from the date the applicant was relieved
i.e., from 26,7.1994 to 19,2.1996 by 'granting ieéve
due to him followed by Extra-ordinary Leave, if
néces_sary.‘ He has also requested the respondents to
exter;t the same benefa‘.t, which was granted to Qne
Mr, P,V.Rao, “hief Dragghtsman, who was allowed the
benefit .to withdrawn his voluntary retirement after
acceptance, ‘he respondents have promptly replied
through letter dated 23.2. 1996 rejecting the said
_ réquest and stated in the same that the applicant
has submitted his pension papers showing his name as
Ch.Bmupal Goud instead of Ch.Bhikusham and as per the
records, his name is to be shown as Ch.Bhikusham and
not as Ch.Bhupal Goud, ¥hey have further referred

that the orders of the Court in OA No.467/87 dated

29,9.,1987 and the change of name published in the

e i

Andhra Pradesh Gazetted No.8 dated 19,2.,1987 has no

= e
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The respondents vide letter dated 29,11,1996 again
iequested the applicant to submit the pension papers

duly signed in the name of Ch.Bhikusham instead of




Ch.Bhupal Goud alias Bhikusham for processing of

the pension papers.

+

6.2, The éppli'capt further submits that the respon-
dents are acting unfairly and arbitrar ily'. “he
applicant's name was already changed and th;é s ame

was alreaéy brought to the noticeof the respondents
even by the orders of the Hon'ble Central Administrative
Tribunal in OA No,467/87 in which the same objection
was raised and the Hon'ble Tribunal has clarified

the same. The responéieni:.s' raising the same objection
again and directing the applicant to submit a non-
existent name in the place of the name of the applicant
i.e., “h.Bhupal Goud to procCess the pension papers

is higl'ily technical and unfair attitude and action

on the part of the respondents, infringing,upon

the right of the applicant to personal dignity and

-

right to live.

6.3. *he applicant further submits that when the
responéents have not granted the pension and other
terminal benefits promptly, and there was an abnomal
delay the applicant hs a protest against the atfimde

of ‘:‘ghe respondents and also on reconsideration has

_tequested the respondents to allow him to withdraw

the voluntary retirement and take him to serviée as
was done in the case of one Mr,P.V.Rao, But the
respondents have promptly eplied stating that it is

not permissible as per the existing rules. It is

submitted that the respondents could not ha{re acted

in one standard in the case of Mr,P.V.Rso and

another standard in the case of the applicant in acting
as per the existing rules. Hence, the applicant

submits that the respondents are acting arbiﬁrarily

unfairly and unreasonably showing a hostile attitude

towards the applicant, wkikm in granting the benefit




&

".8. Interim relief;

$4 6 332
of withdrawal voluntary rétirement or in granting

the pension and other terminal benefits,

Ceda It is further submitted that the action of the
respondents in insisting upen the applicant to submit
the papers in the name of Ch.Bhilushan instead of
Ch.Bhupal Goud zlias Bhilusham, even after change

of name published in the #,F.Gazette dated 19.2,1987
is totolly arbitrary, illegal, without jurisdiction
.and violative bf articles 14 and 21 of the Constituion

of India,

7. Reliefs Soughts

in view of the foregoing facts and circumstances,

the apprlicant prays for the following relie

52

The ton'ble Tribunal may be pleased o dechare
the action of the respondents in not al;owing the
applicant to withdraw the voluntary retirement, as

was done in the case of one_Mi. P.V.Rao and not
processing the pension and other terminal benefits

as totally ill=gal, arbitrary and without jurisdiction
viclative of articles 14, 16 and 21 of the Constitution
of India and Consequentiy direct the respondents to
Lreat the applicant as in seivice with all consegquential
benefits and pass such other and further order or
orders as may be deemed fit and proper in the

circumstances of the Case,

Pending the above 0A, it is prayed that the
Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to cdirect the
resoondents to take the applicant into service ang
be pleased to pass such other and further order ér
crders as may be deemed fit and Proper in the

circumstances of the case,
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9, Detalls of Remedies Exhausted: The apolicant submils

that he has no other effective or efficacious and alternative

remedy except to approach this ron'ble Tribunal for redressal

£

of his grievances.

Fita

10. Matters not pending with any other Court etc: LThe

applicant furtner declares tnat the matter regarding
which this applic.tion has been made is not pending before
any court of law or any other authority or any other

Pench of the Tribunal.

113, Particulars of the IFC:

a0 Numberzrof 1POs %[)/Q-,")C(OQQI

p) . Dzte of IPO: I TN
odbﬁé&k‘T»JF{
c) Date of issue of IPO: o(,Dri(,A@ D_gb[/”
a) . Post office at which payables u(/’?o {:‘}T’{%&‘S\c\,&/
P .0 [Remeved
| W
12, Details of index: An index in duplicate containing

the details of the documents to be relizd upon is enclosed,

—

13, List of snclosuress The entire list of encClosuies

is filed as material index duly indexing them,

VERIFICATION

I, Ch.Bhupal Gouﬁ alias Ch.Bhikusham, aged
sbout 48 years, Photographer,Grade,iII, DEDL, Hyderabad,
f{/olﬁl,rv:‘iezabad,lé-.o herely verify that the contents
of paras 1 to 13 are triue To my peﬁsonai imowledge and

belisf and state that I have not suppressed any

mabkerial facts.

Hence, verified on this the 21st day of #pril,

1997 at Hyderabad.

P
4 I‘ - Z(
Signature of the

/ Applicant
v

P

COUNSEL FOR THE APFLICANT
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The Diyrector,
DoRoDolie,
Hyderabead. . ’

Sir,

Subi~ Withdrawal of Voluntary Ratixement uue to
non—settlement of Penslounary benefitso

I, would like to submit the following for your kind |
consideration and favourable ordergim : j |

1, I have boen reinstated into gervice by the orders of
CAT, Hyderabad wee.fo /.2-/2-%3 Atter joining duty 1 have ' |
applied for Voluntary Retlrement and the same was accepted |
77 by the Competent Authority and I have been relieved ot my

duties vw.ee.f. 2W=7=1394(A/N), But ecven today wy tefminal

banefits were not pald and pengicn fixed. There is an

incrdinate delay in £ixing my pension, I have been"waiting

for all these Gays that my terminal benefits will be paid

andg wy pengon will be fixed.

2 Mow X would like to submit that I had won tﬁe case in
'Hon'ble Supreme Court and the government hag been directed to
gilve wme all consequential benefits including won wtary beneflic,
In addition to this I would like tc subinit that I have been
goirg on representing that my name may be changed as “éha
Bhupal Geud" instead of "Ch.Bhikusham" in the light of tha
orders of the CAT, Hyderabad in 0,A.N0,467/87 dated 29«9=87.
The office has not uffected the change of name and this also
a cause for the delay in finalisation of @y_gexminallbeﬂafitSe
At the cutset paymént of my pensionary,bgnefité énﬁ\fixation
of pension has been delayed inordinately.

e ‘2/&-

W~
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Jo In view of the fact that my pension papers were
not initiated even today as ascertaired from thefoffice,

and aleo in view of the latest orders of the Hon'ble
Supreme Court of India giving me ail conaequential:benefité.
I would like to withdraw my voluntary retirement from
20=2-1996 and request you to take me on duty W.e.f, the
same dzte, Tre intervening pericd £ron 26=-7-1994 to
19-2w1996'may please be regularlsed by grant of leave due
followed by EOL if necessary. In this connetion I would
like to mention that in-the case of one Shri P.V.Rao,
Chief D'man has been allowed to withdraw his voluntary
retirement after its acceptance und due intimation glven
to the individual. Hence 1 reguest you to kindly allow me
to withdraw my voluntary retirement w.e.f. 20=2~1996 and

-

cbiiges

Thanking you,
Yours f£aithfully,

Staticns HYDERABAD — :
Dates 19~2-1696, (CH.BHUPAL GOUD alias BHIKUSHAM)

At
"-:**T%f#u?m( ﬁad Alees (Blikagion )
—J:(pv{ o so€ - Sexuishnu ﬂ;@mﬁ‘ -
R ol o 6«1’@7  Gagor MoelRood

Do rrf)gi tﬁ’-—uah’\
“*1”%&Az»df S 0602%

@a@m No- €2 gu"[a)‘
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4o Gove. of Tndia,

Mim of Defence,

Research & Bavelopnent

Organisation, EFLNCE RLESEARECH

‘ AR DEVELORMENRT LAEDRATORY ,
PO: MANCHANEABH, !

HYDERALAD 500 058,

drama: MISLAR

Dated: 27 Fab. 199y,
T )"j "

Ehvi OH Lho Lushoam,

Flat Noy, 408, §aj Vishag Apartments, Badam gally,
Gaganmaha) oad, Domalguda,
HYDRERALAL B00 R,

) Yol e W THDRAWAL OF  WOLUNTARY RETIREMENT Dy T MO -
SETTLEMENT OF PENSGTONARY BEMEFITS. :
Ret:i~ Your application dated 1. 0m .9,

on the
OoYour notice:-

With reference to your application dated L2022,
above subject, the following facts are brought

a) Conssquent oan bhe coeceptanice of valuntary reatirement, as L
requaestied for by FOU,  you were relieved  from Government ' \
) Service w.e.f. 25.07.94 angd the Hame was CSommunicated '
: Lo YO vide cur letter of aven Mo. - dt. 21009094, |
: Yo uhe r e also advised * to  come to this office N
f to submit pension papers for processing your | case  for
} ponsounary  benefits. Bublsequently, two more reminders -
i

were sent Lo you on T1.01.9% and 25.0%.99 in addition to
frequent  Lelephone calls (PR.No.6ZGATE ) .

When you came to thiz office in the month octaber 99,

Lhe Blank forms towards YOur  pension claim mare

handad over to you with an advice to submit the papers in

! the name of "CH BHIKUSHAM" i.e. the nams existing az per éﬁ
’ ‘ our records, "EBince the pension papars, duly filled in

a4ll respects, have not Leen received in this nffice sven

after issus .of reminders, your . case far penaionary“
benefits | could not be processed further, Your
indication that inordinate delay i happened in YOUr case,’
cannot  be accepted by us due to the non-submission of )
papers by wou. ' : T

P

P m s e ——————

b} You have mentioned in wour application that VO name

P has  been  changed as “CH BHUPAL GOUD" inztead of "CH

i . BHIKUEHAM" as per the ovders of the CAT Hytlerabad-: in A

' No.467/87 DT, 29.9.87. You have alsd mentiomed Gthat )
. Your  pension cass? wias not finalised at our end by not i
affecting the change of pame and hence the delav. 1In this o
connction, it iz brought to your notice that the  arderg v
of the AT  had given dirsctions only for furnishing a
nan-emplayment certificate to this office  to disburse [
amounts  due  to you and not for change of namne. A o
regards  {he procedure for change of name, YOUu  mera

already advised to complete the reguired fﬂrmalit?es ,
with a copy of rule position wshen you came  to this f
¢ ' ‘office. Even in the latest CAT Judgement  vide TA

i:' Mo 20/ DEL 7000093, at the time of your re—instatemﬁgt

[N into service, your name  was aentionsd  as only  “OH

: EHIFUSHAM"  and nob oas "CH OBHUPAL S0OUD" and accordingly

i your name was being shown as "CH BHIKUSHAM".

i

-
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" YPHONE s 239021/3157 BY REGD.POSD ACK.DUE
GRAIS: MISLAB KO :DxDL/1175/CHB/A

GOVLRNMENT OF INDIA

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

R&D ORGANISRTEEN

DEFENCE RESEARCH & DLVELOPMENT
LABORATORY, POsKANCHANBAGH
HYDERABAD - 500 058

)~
To DATED: ) NOV 1996

Shri CH BHIKUSHAM

Flat No.405, S&i Vishnu Apartments,
Badam gally, Gaganmahal Road
Domalguda, HYDERABAD - 500 029

Subject:~ GRANT OF PENSION

Reference:- Our letter No. .DRDL/1175/CHB/A dated:
23 Feb 1996

Kindly refer
wherin this office

our letter cited under reference,
hag already intimated regarding your

;9 withdrawal of voluntary Retirement from 20-2-96 and also
- requested to gubmit the pension papars duly signed in
the name of CH BHIKUSHAM instead of "CH BHUPAL GOUD alias
BHIKUSHAM" for onward transmission to CCDA (P), Allahabad,

Due to non-submission of pension papers in the name

of "CH BHIKUSHAM",

this office could not k submit your

pension case to CCDA (P), Allahabad. It is therefore,
once again advised to submit the papers without further
delay to enable this office to process your pension

B A JA o 0

. (MVK CHARY )
' Administrative Qfficer
for DIRECTOR

¢

By
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«  The above applications for directions again being Calltd on L, ;

v for hearing JPfOLE this court on 14th November, 1983, Upon
hcuxihg gouuunl for the parties, this court doth pass the

follovwing ordersy |
!

" Wi clééjfy our order dt. 2nd May, 1983 {rpass ed in
application for direction filed in Civil Appeal No, 1206 of 76
entitled Director Defence Research and Developmeafa§mb ratOLy,
WE 7
th cugg@p,\
éa l?yance l&fu 'h
h % uagep lon
subject to the benefit of correspondent scal a oi P3Y€§%
: 2 P
this day. That scale of pay will Legiven to Y

Hyderabad Yersus C.Pandu etc.) by saying tha
ne

a

salary will be taken to mean that salary
were avallable to the respondent on the dat

1§mhﬁ' n\i//
\\.-
This application has been filed before this Yribunal that this

Tribunal has to exscute the decree of the Supreme Court, ?he applicant
states that he changed his name £rom Ch. Bhikusham to Ch, Ehoopal Goud,
that he got the chiange notified in the A.P, Gazette lNo, B of 19~2-87
and that he had intimated the Department about the change of his name,
Consequently, the complaint is that the Department has not\paid the

pay and allowances dus to him as prer the Supreme Court's Orders

from May, 1983 onwards. The Learned Counsel for the Department '
submits that due to an audit objection in regard to his furnishing
of non-employment certificate in his new name, the paymeﬂ.hds not
been made“ In the c1rcumstances, we direct that the applicant will

furhish a noneewmployment ceztificate indjcate his former name and
the present name with 1 his aignatures with both the hames to the T

auLhmmitieJ ronOPrned and Lhe Depaxtment wil] disbux se the amountb

T
due to h*m ag per une %uprome Court's deci iona. 1__

2. As to the jurisdiction of this Tribunal for admitting-thié
case, Srl G.Parameswara Rao appearing on behalf of Lhe Sri., K, Jaganna—
dha Rao, €GsC. (for the Iespondents} contended that this Tribunal

hs not the proper farun for exedution of the orders of thé Supreme
Court Bnd that the applicant has to approach the Supreme Court only

# in the form of Contempt., Admittedly, but for the constjtution

of this Tribunal under the provisions of the Adminils tfative Tribunalg
Act, 1985, the High Court from which the app@al has been Erpferred and
‘the courts subordinate thereto’ would have hag to enforce prders of.
the supremé Court, Vide order 13 Rule & of the Supreme Court Ruleo.
u*nce the High Court and the subordinate courts eemes cease to

have durlsdiction in regard to Civil Pogts under the Union after

the Adininistrative Tribunals Act, 1985 has come ¥ into fqlce,

I

b
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SN CBUTRAL ALIITSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYLERAUAL BENCH AT HYLERABAD,
S MOULAY CHERLY D1EST UAY OF AUGUST
OHE THOUSAM MINE HUCILEED AND EIGHDY SEVLEN,
‘ ¢ PRESENT

THE NOMNTBEE MRL D L,M. JAYASTMUA 3 VICE CHALRMAR,

AN
THE HOL'PLE IR, D.SURYA RAO : MEMBER,

ORIGINAL ARPPLICATION No, 467 of a7
<etwoeens -

. - . ) LN
Ch. Bhupal Goud aliasa Ch, Bhiﬁ?hnm.

SEIRYEN4
L o '

& S
o,
: . x >$~,;.éé.1m1b’*:(. /ﬁ'
and %\M'
The Director, Defence Rescarch & Levelopnent
Laboraktory, P.O, Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad - 258,

«» Respondents,

A}

Application under section 19 of the Administrative Tribun

als
Act, 1985 praying thet

in the citcumstances stated therein the Tribugél
set aslde the order HG. LRDI/322/CHB/A -

the applicant on duty with all consequential he-

will be pleased (i} to
lf%dated 6~7~1987 to take
nefits, and (ii) to pass such othier order or orders of are deemed fit
and proper, '

This appilcation coming on for final hearing upon perusing
the applicaticn and upon hgaring the arguments of Mr,R,Kameswara Rao,

Advocate for the applicant and of Mr,G.Parameswar Rao, Zor K.Jagannadha~
Rao Sr, CGSC on behalf of the Resvondents,

The Tribunal made the £ollowing Order i

The applicaut herein 1s an employee pf the D,R,D.L.Kachan
ssed the
following order én 1114th November, 1983, in Civil Misc. Petitions
Nos. 34355-03 of 1983 in Civil osppeals Nos. 2772/81, 316/81, 2166/82,
@9023/@2, 1693781, 1213-14/80, 1217/80, 1215-16/80, and 1882-83/811

)

Bagh, liyderabad, in whose case, Lhe Supreme Court has pass

Bending the heariny and final disposal of the appeals,
the appellants shall pay malary and allowances to the respon-~
dents which they wére drawing on the date of their suspension ‘
with effect from November 1%, 1983. If the appellants want L
to avail the services of the respondents, they will be at i
liberty to do sco, but in that case the respondents will not

" decline to join the service. If they decline, they will of

course not be entitled to any salary and sllowance. In passing
the order we have taken late account the statement made by the
respoicents that they arne nob gainfiully employed anywhere else,

Phe ordor Aat, e 2, 1982 js eloifled to the extent thol the .

words Tour pent vy wdill be kaken to o wmean the galary and

8 [H]
- . suspenslnn
allownnce which the respondents were drawing on the aibers ey,

Yo
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hority such employees cin 8p

the only aut
We accordingly hold,
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Supreme Court, th
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3 -2 = 1144/12/D New Ndllakunta,

o Mr.XK. Jagannadha Rao, Sr. CGSC.
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CENTRAL AJMINISTRRTIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BmN”H.

3
i

-o-A_.REGD NO \'Z L{g/7 -}'_ , Da;c:ez %9\99_
To. 5. Lq,/cwmm /QQCQ&% C | |

Sir,
L ]

I am to request you to rectify the defects ment ioned

below 1n ¥our appllcatlon within 14 days from the date of

issue of this 1etter, falllng which you appllcatlon will not

be reglstered and action under Rule 5 (4) will follow.

0%% TP fhoek Lesha o&ﬁ&ﬁ/wff X‘a@g/‘
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CENTRAL ADMINTISTRAT TVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD 3@FCH.
0.A.REGD.NO, V3™ 3\ an ] Date: 9QM.T-%7 -
To Cam Q. Lodevline, Pddy Ao

‘8ir,
T am to request you to rectify the defects mentioned
below in your application within 14 days from the date of

issue of this letter, failing which you appl ication will not

be registered andiaction under Rule 5 (4) will follow.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD
G.A.NO, 984 OF 1997
Retween:
Ch Bhupal Goud Alias Ch. Bhikusham. ....Applicant.
A n d

The Scientific Advisor to Ministry
of Defence & Director General, Defence

Research and Development Organisation,
Directorate of Personnel, DHa PO, :
New Delhi and another. .+..Respondents.

REPLY STATEMENT FILED ON BEHALF Qﬁ‘“ﬂg RESPONDENTS
1. N.C.Biswés son of late Shri M.N.Biswas, aged about S4
vears, Occpatioh Government Service, resident of Defence Lab
S

Quarters, Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad do hereb? solemnly affirm‘and
state on oath as follows:

1. T am wbrking as Chief Administrative Officer in . Defence
Research and Development Laboratory, Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad as
such I am well acquainted with the facts of the ocase. I am
filing this Counter affidavit on behalf of respondents as I have
been authorised to do so.
7. In reply to para 6 of the 0.A. it is true that the
applicant has made an application dated 3-5-1994 for Yoluntary
retirement from service w.e.T,, 25-8-1994, The appointing
'authority has accepted the regquest of the applicant and he was
relieved of his duﬁies w.e.f. 25-7-1994 and the same was
communicated to the applicant wvide this Office  letter
No.DRDL/1178/CHB/A dated 21-9-1994 advising  him to come to the

ffice to enable the Znd respondent office to process the

ﬁ' mv m

D. R. JOsHI

s smafien sy |

Senlor Administratjve Ofticor-§,

‘-ai
D.R

fas, gaare-500 258,

O, Hyderabag.500 258



reported to Znd respondents office for submission of Penslon

pension/Gratulty papers to CDA(Pension), Allahabad. This Letter
was address@d to the applicant by registered post with ack, due.

The applicant has not responded to this letter and he has not

papers. The 2Znd respondent has sent one more letter dated 31-1-
1995 raminding the applicant to call on to this of fice
immediatély to anable us to process the Pension/Gratuity papers.
Again the 2nd respondent has issued one more reminder to the
applicant on 75-9-1995 advising him to come and submit the
pension papers for onward transmission to CDA (Pensions])
Allahabad, Inspite of these 3 reminders the applicants has not
responded and not submitted any papers to the 2nd  respondent

office for nrocessing his pension papers to appropriate

authorities. In the month of October, 199% the applicant came

to the 2nd respondent’'s Office and collected blank Pension/

nomination forms.Subsequently he submitted the pension papers with
family photographs without filling the same and by mentioning his
name as Ch Bhupal Goud alias CH RBikshum to the 2nd respondent s
office. Suddenly: on 19-2-1996 the applicant submitted an
application to the Znd respondent stating that he would like to
withdraw his Voluﬁtary Retirement application due to non-

settlement of Pensionary benefits. On 23%-2~1996 the 2ot

respondent Office has intimated the applicant rejeoting the

request made by him and advised him to submit his pens1on papers
in the name of CH BIKSHUM. Oon 29-9-1996 one more reminder was

sent to the applicant for submission of Penslion papers completed

z??ﬂi'c!)' : @NM

CL 1T Sl qm msms
. R.JOSi!
Senior Admini ?m‘f:ﬂ"l aigfuef Admin, Offim&
nistrative OHicers !.ﬂ.ﬁ.ll. -05
warfas, dxaar500 250, L3 e o,

P.8.D,L,, Hyderebad-50Q 25€



in all respects to process the same to CDA (P), Allahabad without
any further delay. inspite of issuing of these 2?2 reminders also

the applicant has not submitted his pension papers.

4. In reply to para 6.2 of the 0.A. it is submitted that it
is not true that the Hon ble CAT, Hyderabad in its order dated
31-8-87 in 0.A.No.467/87 has clarified his change of name. . As
per the statement of the applicant the Hon ble CAT, Hvderabad

directed the applicant to submit his non-employment certificate

by indicating the existing name i.é., the name recorded in the

Service Book and the name which he wishes to change. It is also
not true that respondents have raised objection directing the
petitioner to submit a non-existing name to process the pension

papers. The judgement itself will speak what it contains.

5. In reply to para 6.3 of the 0.A it is submitted that it
is not true that the respondent not granted pension and other
terminal benefits promptly and theré was an abnormal delay. The
delay in finalising. the pension and terminal benefits is
attributable only to the applicant as the stand taken by the
petitioner that his name has been changed and he has not
submitted‘ his pension papers inspite of repeated reminders.
The npetitioner has oquoted the case of one Mr. P.V. Rao of
Znd respondent Organisation. The case of Shri P.V. Rao cannot
be compared with this case, because Shri P.V. Rao has withdrawn
his Voluntary Retirement Letter well in advance i.e., before

his date of voluntary retirement. Reference is invited to the

&t fagaE
[Q=) | T
Y. e, e ' e syratE At
D. R' JOSH[ Ch]ef Admmin, Officey
wfes samwfrs sfmrdr-1 wafas. geaae-038,
8enior Administrative Oiticer-1 D.K.D.L, HYD-053,

warfay, gguaig-500 250,

D.R.D.L,. Hydetabad-500 258




|
R 25 \-
<
3 4
T Judgement'of the Hon ble Suprem Court in State of Harvana Vs Ram
Kumar Mann reported in 1997 (II) LLJ 1039, A photocopy of the
report is annxured in annxure R-I.
6. It may also be relevant to mention that as per the l
orders of the Hon ble CAT, Hyderabad vide its Judgement dated 7-
10-1993 in T.A.No.Z20/91 the petitioner was relnstated into.
service w.e.f,, 12-12-1993, Since then he reinstated into
service he has not attended his duties properly and the
petitioﬁer was reinstated into service w.e.f.,1Z-12-1993 and he
has gone on voluntarily retirement from service li.e., on 2%~
1994, ‘During the 8 months period he was in éervice after
reinstatement. he attended.to office only 3 months, remaining 5
months he was on leave, By seeing this the Hon'ble CAT can
assess the devotion to duty of the petitioner. Moreover the
Disciplinary Authority 1is having his discretion to accept the
withdrawal application or reject the same and not at all
chanllengable as per the existing rules. The peﬁitioner cannot
compare with other employees whose applications for withdrawal of
voluntary retirement was accepted by the competent authority.
7. All averments not expressingly admitted herein above
are“hereby denied for the reasons stated above, the applicant has
u{ not made out any case eihter on facts or on law and there is no
merit 1A the OA. it is therefore prayed that this Ho ble Court
may bhe pleased to dismiss the O.A. with costs and pass such L
Vv -
N ﬂ
/}
a: & P
@9, | N ¢. msizg:m
. are. oo %;ﬂlﬂ. Officer
B. R IOSHI | cafan. tamare—058
uiess rrafie afend-] DR.D.L, HYD-053,
Senior fdminiateative Qttieer-| ) :
e fL, Gavrare-500 250,
0.8/0,L,, Bydsrabad-6¢0 258




“

$olemnly affirmed this

22 day of December
and signed his name

the
1997

before me.

DE R sty e
N ©. PISWAS

serafrs afaerl
B% Bdnig. Officeg

Wi frowr-058,
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, ~* Supreme Court of India" . §t. of Haryana & Ors. v. Ram Kumar Maan ' - 1T i
g I .| ORDER | |

- ' i
This appeal bly special leave arises from the  cases, to some of the employees mentioned ear-
judgment of the Division Bench of the Punjab &  lier, to withdraw their resignations and had ap-
Haryana High Court, made on August 10, 1984  pointed them. The doctrine of discriminationis |
. inCWPNo.1154/84. | founded upon existence of an enforceable right. |
S - I ! s_He_was. discriminated _and_denied_equality_as
2. The admitted facts are that the respon-  some similarly situated persons had been given
~— =~dent, while working as'a Small Pox Su rvisor~ - the same relief.~ Article ‘14-would-apply-only
in the Health Department, had tendered his res-  when invidious discrimination is meted out to
ignation on April 23, 1582 to conwst e cloe-  cquals zad similarly circumstanced without any
_ ..tion as a Member of the_State_Legislative 10 La_tionalﬂbgs_i_s_ggelatiop;lhip_in that behalf, The
Assembly. His! resignation was accepted on  respondent has no right, whatsoever and cannot
- _ May 18,.1982. He contested the election but . be given the relief wrongly given to them, i €., |-
- s defeated -~ Thereafter; he filed an applica-™ benefit of withdrawal of resignation= The High™ ™
= === ion' on May 21,1982 withdrawing his resigna-—_Court was wholly.wrong in reaching thexconcluz==7|
tion. That was dismissed. Consequently, the 15 sion that there was invidious discrimination.—1f-——=| "
T 'résp'ﬁ’ride‘ﬁt"ﬁléd?ﬂlé'j‘afﬁréﬁﬁidfwrit“p‘étitlc')n"in‘"’.‘ we canhot alloW T Wrong to perpetrate, anem-
the High Court. {The High Court observed that  ployee, after committing mis- appropriation of
since three similarly situated persons, viz., —money, is| dismissed from service and \ 1 i
. -~—Gurbajan Singh, Daryao Singh and Smt, Su-_ " subsequently that order is withdrawn-and-he- g =-—— 4= - otk
: mitra Devi were allowed 0 withdraw their res- 20 reinstated into the service.” Can a similar cir- . G
.- ~—jgnations were appointedin the respective posts™* cumstanced person claim- equality-under-Secewmr |
held by them, the failure to extend similar bene- fion 14 for reinstatement? Answer is obviously { , .4 ¢ 0!
fit to the respondent would be viotative of Arti- ‘No'. In a converse case, in the first instance,

. cle 14. Therefore, it directed the appellant to  one may be 'wrong but the wrong order cannot__.__. -
. __ reinstate him into_service with consequential 25 be the foundation for claiming equality foren-__ . 1 . °
T T benefits. s 7 <} - - . forcement of the Same ordér ~ A stated earlier;- I ik
o l ! . ‘. his right must be founded upon enforecabale ! 1& jroalt
1-The fiiestion. therefore,”is:"whether the ™ right to entitle him to"the equality treatment for™ E
view taken by the High Court is correct in law? enforcement thereof. A wrong decision by the |~ i
- —-—1t is seen-that the respondent had voluntarily re- 30 Government does not give arightto-enforce-the-{--
- ~signed from the service and the resignation was  wrong order and claim parity or equality” Two™| =771t =
~ ——accepted by the Government on May 18, 1982.. wrongs can never make a right.—Under.these | — i

- ~—0Qn and from that date, the relationship of em- circumstances,” the High. Court—was-clearly” u,
directing reinstatement of the respon- ‘

|

!

T
1

ployer and the employee between the respon- Wrong in :
dent and the State ceased and thereafter he had 35 dent by a mandamus with all conséquential

no right, whatsoever, either to claim the post or bené‘ﬁts:-— |

aright to withdraw his resi gnation which had al- o _ . _
ready become effective by acceptance on May 4 The appeal is accordingly allowed. Butin-

18, 1982." It may be that the Government for the circumstaces without costs.
their own reasons, given permission in similaray 1 __

e et et B et
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| —~ | INTHESUPREMECOURT OF INDIA i £ | J 24
: (C.A.N0.27/1985 dated February 20, 1997) DA O [ AL E] 1
4 l PRESENT | 24 NO | X
A o MR. JUSTICE K. RAMASWAMY che ‘
1 ' ‘ DEPENCE RESBARCH & DEV} '
\ ﬁ]y MR. JUSTICE S. SAGHIR AHMAD LABORATORY, HYDEGAB i ' )
‘ \ l ! Between I }
7 . J § '.
= TTTTT T T T T State of Haryana and Othiers 0
—_—— — g = e e e e — —_ —l -t
W . ' ; And ¥
' ; , Ram Kumar Mann, | . + ' .
i . ’ p . T T st
~ - Refusal of reinstatement upon withdrawal of resignation tendered by employee and duly accepted -
'| *F="="That other employees' resignations were allowed to be withdrawn could not found a plea of =====}=t==r3==z ‘
|2z .= discrimination and violation of Article 14 of the Constitution: _~ - S TEmTEmT s i T gl mmw o)
. | S I sl i U
“| ~=—-~HELD:-The 'writ petitioner ‘was-an-employee —+—right whatsoever and could not be given the ~ -~ k-
who had teered his resignation in order to “relief wrongly given to three others, ie.bene- !
contest the election as a member of the Leg- fit of withdrawal of resignation. A wrong
. islative Assembly, and the resignation had decision by the Government did not give a ammsmam -
. in" dug-course been-accepted ~—The-em- — right to enforce the wrong order-and claim-{—7 T patad |
-e——ployee, having got defeated in the election, - <— parity - and - cquality . -—~Two .wrongs - could .| — o '
sought reinstatement, through a writ petition never make a right. Under these circum- :
on the ground that three other similarly situ- stances the High Court was clearly wrong in H
ated persons had been allowed to withdraw directing the reinstatement of the respon- - o
their resignations and were reappointed in-~ dent, o T N !
- “=the respective post-held by them On'the™ =5~ == === T (Pafa 3) T e }
wril petition being allowed by the Highe " )
= | —Court; the preseat-appeal was-filed by the -~ Appeal allowed. . e ot
' employer, the State of Iigry;ma. The Su-  For Appellants : == Jashir Malik for —5 7 j—=o— - |
1+ - - preme Count, while alluwing the appg:al Ob- s ST : == Prem Mathotra -~ {——rrerr - |
“ served thut"the doctrine of dlSC[‘m}{ﬂ&[lOIl For Respondent : “TMs. Urmila Sirar. 5 -
-}~ —wus.tounded upun the existence of anen- . 7 I - . .
; = ~forceable ‘right. =~ The respondent had no - - T =
' ' i
: ! 1039 |
| | . ‘
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMI ATIVE TRIAUNAL - bvhe .- o
NISTRATIVE TRiBuqﬁL. HYDERASAD BENCH: HYDERABAD

WRIT PETITION NO. H»i'qO}’LOOD /2001
WoR M RN0l /2001 , |

A Urit Petition vas filed in the High Court of Andhra Pradesh

by sri Ch. Ghupeed (howd alsah Rivctbhomn Ond T Qeiedibie Advisa To
.- Rowcsdhgrarhs i1 0an. PR
! A oThers,

d8gainst the Order/Judgment of this Hon'ble Tribunal dated 11 3

and made in’ D.A;ND.Q%L!’Q'T A ™A, %QH/QS n Oﬁ'ng/ﬁ’]..
' ovder divecdi ﬂ:isrogiiihona»& to

The High Court was pleased to Dismiss i
. ) ed/ Allowed/ Disposed of
de pog k- TR ommounln aworded Sgqains i R omd\iuﬁap,éiakuﬂ thyot—

Yo y S--eperdtian—of—Judgment
| Q#TQ-OL;PO?'-E Zwa, NeE ool (WifRin 2 W TR aftrive Orokea Granid
L9 i Louek Rloying owest g T putifiomd Ahen Racd volelot

The Judgment of the Tribunal in D.A.No.qﬂgulom .S Mﬁ‘%e’l”{qg

and the Order/pNobtdte of the High Court of Andhra Pradesh

enclosed herswith for perusal.

EPUTY REGISTRAR : REGISTRAR:

'BLE MEMBER(ADMN) -T
‘ 1‘5,1.‘& mems ek(A0mn) -T

ir : )
' fhe applicant-in DA.984/97 filed WP,1430/2000 against the

| drders of C.A,T. dt.11-8-99 and Hokble High Court issued notice
L dt.7-2-2000. Subsequently the interim orders of Hon'ble High Court
assad in Batch or cases including WP.1490/2000(placed below)

?r er was also regarding deposit of amounts awarded against them,
iut the petitioper's case in WP.1490/°000 does not link to this Batch.

%;d he Scientific Advisor & Dir.Gen.,DRD0, New Délh;'& Qthars
®ods to be separated from the Batch of WP. Nos.261757/97 & Batch,

B N
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W.P.No. 1490 of 2000

Order:

(Per P. Swaroop Reddy, |.)

The petitioner voluntérily retired from service pursuant to his
application dated:3.5.1994, vide proceedings dated:21.9.1994.
Subsequeﬁtly he was advised to come to office to enable the
respondents to process his pension and gratuity papers to CDA

(Pensibn) Allahabad.

2. It is stated that the petitioner in his voluntary retirement
application signed as "Ch. Bixam". But he cl';anged his name as "Ch.
Bhupal Goud”, and under his signature it has been typed as Ch.
Bhupal Goud, Pi\otographer Grade-II, Instrumentation- DRDL,
Hyderabad. The pension papers were returned on the grou‘nd that he
has not signed the pension papers as "Ch.Bixam: but signed as "Ch.
. Bhupal Goud and the change of name was not entered in the service

record and therefore, unless he submits the pension papers by signing

L
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, ANDHRAPRADESH

AT HYDERABAD
(Special Original Jurisdiction)
— — " -

TUESDAY, THE TWENTY FIRST DAY OF JULY
" TWO THOUSAND AND NINE
PRESENT .~

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE V.ESWARAIAH

and

/ P
THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE P.SWAROOP REDDY
/ ’;,,,-r-""

WRIT PETITION NO : 1490 of 2000

Between: ‘ : /

Ch. Bhupal Goud @ Biksham,

s/o Ayodhya, 50 years, Photographer Gr.II
Defence Research and Development Laboratory,
Kanchan Bagh,Hyderabad.

..... PETITIONER

AND \ —

1. The Scientific Advisor to Rakshamantri and
~.  Director Genral, DRDO, Ministry of Defence, New Delhi.

2. “The Director, Defence Research and Development
Laboratory, Kanchan Bagh,Hyderabad. -
3. The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, -
Hyderabad. ‘
..... RESPONDENT(S)

Petition under Article 226 of the constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein the High Court will be
pleased to issue a writ or order or direction particularly one in the nature of
Writ of Certiorari calling for the records relating to the order passed in
QA.No.984 of 1997 and inMA.No.894 of 1998 dated:11.8.1999 on thefile of the
Central Administrative Tribunal, - o-srsdr—— -

f”/l

Counsel for the Petitioner:SRL.S.LAKSHMA REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent: SRLI KOTI REDDY, S.C. For Central

Governiment.

The Court made the following :Order:

J

P E’m&cr' ar
; 4UrRhve Tribunat
| G ARE Hterahad Begct
-9

25 AUG 2009

M8 /RECEIVED

??Wf/ DESPATCH E
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Y PSP iy W

M@




4

3

as "Ch. Bixam"" his pension papers will not be processed.

3. We are of the opinion that, the OA,, filed by the petitioner before
the Central Administrative Tribunal, to direct the respondents not to
insist him to sign as "Ch. Bixam” and to process the pension papers
with his chaﬁged name as "Ch. Bhupal Goud", was rightly rejected on
the ground that his changed’name was not entered in the service
records and in fact the petitioner has taken voluntary retirement by

signing his name as "Ch. Bixam™.

4 We do not see any infirmity or illegality in the order impugned.

The writ petition is liable to be dismissed and the same is accordingly
d%smissed. No costs. However, it is directed that if the petitioner
submits his pension papers by signing as "Ch. Bixam) the same may be
processed without any delay and the pension benefits may be paid to

him accordingly.

SD/-P.S. SOMAYAJULU

ASSISTANT REGIST
I TRUE COPY /i R RAR

SECTION OFFICER.
To

1. The Scientific Advisor to Rakshamantri i
tif g and Direct
DRDQ, Ministry of Defence, New Delhi. ector General,
2. The Director, Defence Research and Develo
_P;anchanbagh, Hyderabad.
. The Registrar, Central Administrative Trib
\ unal, Hyderabad.
. One CC to M/s. S. Lakshmi Reddy, Advocate (OgUC) ?

. One CC to Sri |. Koti Reddy. Adv
. Two CD Copies. , eeale (OPUG)

pment Laboratory,
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Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances statedt in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased lo issue
a Writ of Certioran, or any other appropriate Writ, !Oldel‘ or direction, calling for the
records pertaining to the order in .12, No. 17 of 1995 in C.D. No. 14 of 1995 dated 22-8-
1995 of the 1% respondent and quash the same, as whally arbitrary, highly illegal, unjust
and constltutlonal and also wnthout jurisdiction.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: GP-FOR-TRANSPORT |.. na . 1 o s, b
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NQ.2: MR L. F’RABHAKAR REDDY! ¢~ dol & Geul=

W.P. No. 29432 of 1995 :

Between:

Motlakunta Anasuya ; Petitioner

AND i

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delh, rep.

by its Secretary
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Proteotlon Act 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001. 1 ; |
3. Sri K. Satyanarayana ¥ Respaondents
|
Petition under Article 226 of the Constltution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the ngh Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arb:trary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constltutlon of India, and conseguently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 14 of 1995 in C.D. No.
10/94 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectlvely as wholly without jurisdiction, nuli

and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. . .
A

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1awd2- MR. L. NARASIMHA REDDY,
‘| 8.C.FORC.G. ‘

COUNSELFOR THIE RESPONDENT NO.3: IVIR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

{

W.P. No. 29433 of 1995 : i

Petitioner

Between: i
' i
Motlakunta Anasuya. , J‘
AND i

1. Thc, Urtion of India, Mlmstry of Home Affalfb Cenhal Secrelandt New Delhi, rep.
by its Secietary

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protectlon Act, 1986) , Medak Disl‘ric:t,
Sangareddy - 502 001,

3. SriP. Adviah }
j Respondents
|

Pelition under Article 226 of the Constitutidn of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Afficlavil filed herein, the High Court will he pleasied to issiwe
an order or dircclion, maore n the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the: Section 2/
of the Consuimer Protection Acl, 1086 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and uncor stlutional,
being violative: of Ails, 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Congtiution of Indlg, amd uquuwnlly
declaring the order |:.|mu| By e 2™ reupondent e Mo 20 of 1005 e by e
114/95 dated 30-10- 1995 and 6-11- 1095 1espec Ilvvly as wholly without prrische li M, nnl?

and viod and norest i e eye of Law,

COUNSEL O THE PETTTIONIR, M2 1.5, NARAYANA
Counbel o 1 e e lents S |
]-\' R 1,," J\:V)‘OJJ- IH “:I 2 A IR {')l‘r-. Lh /\)‘( M .l/
| Ge ot C G

ool e.}‘v - )1"-4‘- Ru )':) o WRON o
I ATRAY ' L eew |
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" - (Y IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH w}fﬂw

¢ AT HYDERABAD
(SPFCIAL A WRICHMAL JUIRISTHOC T )
WETIND SDAY THE TWIENTHTTH DAY OF JURNE . PWO THOUSATD /\r\ll-‘)(')Nl-":
(IR

THE HONBLE MR JUSTICE  BILAE MAZKI
AND g
THE HON'BLE MR JUSTICE - gl OHARMA RAO

/l~>\ W.P.NOS :

PG THAT, 20539/95, 29432/95, DU433/95, 29434/95, 29435/95, 29436/95, 29437/95,
20438/05. 20440/95, 111/96, 8182/96, 8186/96, 8228/06, 8229/96, 14207/96, 26181/97,
&%193!9?, 13785/98 14004/98, 22902/98, 12986/99, 13666/99,.14492/39, 15165/99,
0‘)' 15173199, 19389/99, 19482/99, 20117/99, 1662099, 12183/2000, 8185/46, and
12181/2000.

W.P. No. 26175 of 1997:

Relweean:

|
1. M/s. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Tilak Road, Sadasivpet, Medak District
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizampuram Srinivas,
2. Nizampuram Venkalesham = .
; Petitioners

AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Centrai Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary '

2. The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President

3. Mankali Venkata Shravanthi (MINOR), Rep. by her Natural Father Sri M.V, Surya
Prakash, S/o. M.V. Bharthiah, H.No. 15-5-648, Ashok Bazar, Hyderabad

4. Sri B. Prakasham, Sfo. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Wirit, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts, 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently dectaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.4 of 1987
in O.P.No. 122 of 1996 dated 21-7-1997 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void and
nonest in the eye of Law. E o

-
|

COUNSETT FOR THE PETITIONERS MR .5 NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT!No.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
COUNCEL Tl \IE REAPorT En]e

]\'\ﬁlam;l:_ Y v L.omevanimha H,,;.t.b»f

W.P. No. 20539 _of 1995 : Qe drd Cenkomd Cook

Belween:

M/s. Subhodaya Auto Finance Corpo'ration, Sadasivpet, Medak District
Rep. by Managing Partner, Sri Mutlakunta Narayana Petitioner

AND
1. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,

Sangareddy X
2. Dasa Veeresam Respondents

g
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2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protet‘:tion'Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. | A
3. Smt. N. Gunnamma * '

Respohdents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27"
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegai, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutionat,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Canstitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the’2"" respondent in E.P. No. 11 of "1995 in C.D. No.
141793 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-17-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. ; -

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.8, NARAYANA |

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO:& GP-FORPANCHAYAT RAT&

Co | omd 2 RURAL-DEVELOPMENT

"'UML& N e Q@---"B’}ow&i\' AL TR T AYAPim Ll-;‘Qc-«Q‘Lf
W.P. No. 29437 of 1995 : nNo3 H i
2 2 | Sedy €. Gk .

i

Between: | E

Motlakunta Narayana | |
! * Petitioner

AND ‘% |

|

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs,
by its Secretary |

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. ‘ :

3. G. Prateena (MINOR) ‘ ;
Rep. by her Guardian Sri G. Shanker. ' |

Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India :praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 8 of 1995 in C.D. No.
52/94 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, nuli
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. ‘

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA | :
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NG 2. MR Al _SAIDA-RA®G L rdavaimi-. Q‘é"’é i
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTNO.3: MR, L. PRABHAKAR REDDY -
o | - |
W.P. No. 29438 of 1995 : |

Between: |
|
Motlakunta Narayana Petitioner
i AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary |

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. ;

3. D. Venkateswarlu (MINOR) i ‘
Rep. by his Guardian Sri D. Narasimhulu. !

Respondents

Petition under Articte 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as iliegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts, 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of india, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 10 of 1995 in C.D. No.



-

W.P. No. 29434 of 1995 :

Between:

Mollakunta Anasuya Pelitioner

AND

1. The Union of india, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Deihi, rep.
by s Secretary. ! :

2. The District Forum (Under Cohsumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy ~ 502 001. '

3. Smt. Sankuri Ambamma Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India préying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue

an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27

of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently

declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 12 of 1995 in C.D. No

14233 dated 30-1-1995 and 6-11-1 995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of LLaw : '

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER;é MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NQO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
Coun el e Res Aok o '
Tl s po e avno i, oty
W.P. No. 29435 of 1995 : :
Between:

Motlakunta Anasuya Petitioner

AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary '

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1886) , Medak District,
Sangareddy —~ 502 001, '

3. K. Kaniayakumari (MINOR) Rep. by her Guardian Sri K. Ramulu.
' ; . Respondents

| .
Petition under Article 226 of ithe Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue

an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27

of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,

being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 13 of . 1995 in C.D. No.

9/95 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-1‘I-‘1995'j respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. ] '

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT N(i).‘l‘a,,.h_ MR. L. NARASIMHA REDDY,

S.C.FORCG.

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 29436 of 1995 :

Motlakunta Anasuya

Between:

Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of India, Minist

ry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary
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W.P. No. 8182 of 1996 :
Between:

Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari
Petitioner
AND
1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary ‘
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. | .‘

3. Kum. L. Vandana ' i .
| | Respondents

|

Petition under Article 226 of the ConstitutioLy of India praying that in the
circumstarices stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the Hig'}h Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Manc;jamus, declaring the Sec;tiqn 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of india, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P:No. 32 0f1995 in O.P. No.55 of
1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, nu‘ll and viod and nonest in the eye

’of Law. | ) ; i

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. IP.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. T:a~4 2~ MR. L. NARASIMHA REDDY S.C.

| FOR CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO 3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 8186 of 1996 :
Between: ‘

Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari ‘
J Petitioner
AND ' :
| ) |
1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
' by its Secretary o
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. ‘
3. Master Manaiah (MINOR) - |
(Rep. by Guardian & Materinal Grand Father, Dr. L. Krishnaiah)-
(R2 dismissed for default as per Court Order dated 10-4-2000)
o - S Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution. of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitt‘.ltiona!,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 33 of 1995 in O.P. No.56
of 1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest i the

eye of Law. ‘
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA |

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1en=2~ MR, P. BHASKAR MOHAN, |
' ADDITIONAL S.C. FORC.G.
|

W.P. No. 8228 of 1996 : .

Betweeﬁ:

Smt. Mrfmkal Krishna Kumari
Petitiorier

AND




~ 115/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-

i 5

1 1-1995 respectivel

y as wholly without jurisdiction, nuli
‘ and viod and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTENC 1o 2. MR. L. NARASIMHA REDDY,

S.C.FORCG.
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NQO.3: MR. L PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 29440 of 1995 -

Between:

Motlakunta Anasuya - Petitioner
AND :

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum {Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001, L :
3. Smt. Nakka Mallamma

Respondents

Petition under Articlé 226 bf the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court wilt be pleased to issue

, and unconstitutional,

- 14,18,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2"

respondent in E.P. No. 5of 1995 in C.D. No.
155/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1 995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO 3-

MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
Coewvimef e 1L Re,‘:j)wdﬂ-d; ;ﬁ?x My, L e o ek (& #7

W.P. No. 111 of 1996 : Lc Chwf C . Gyevt |

Between:

Motlakunta Anasuya

Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary '

2. The District Forum (Under Conésurner Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. '
'3. Sii Dundigalia Narasimhuly

(Respondent No. 3 dismissed fbr default as per Court Order dated 22-3-2000)

|
' Respondents

|
Petition under Atticle 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the

circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27 —
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as llegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of | ndia, and consequentiy
declaring the order passed by the 2" respondent in £.p. No. 16 of 1995 in C.D. No.
112/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-19

95 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, nuill
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

oo el ‘},{ Y. Re g,)m-_n-._.l.:u.t; Hea L I ermer S T rde i Q_ (,‘L‘ﬂ_,(
laa2—

Bc O o -
Gevrmel i R ko




‘Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an appropriate writ, order or direction more particularly one in the nature of;

a) Mandamus declaring the Section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act
1986 (Act 68 of 1986) is unconstitutional, arbitrary and violative of
! Article, 14 and 21 of the Constitution of tndia and to struck down the
same; !
D) Certiorari to call for the records relating to the proceedings in C.D.
No.1/92 dated 9-5-1995 and:the orders in E.P. No.1/96 dated 10-6-
1996 of the 1% respondent and to quash the same as the said orders
are without jurisdiction and legal.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: ‘ MR. K.V. SATYANAR’A\"ANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: MR. V.8 RAJU

Coums ol Tui [ Recpondecbim® |y ) oin i imabon ket
t +

S 1oar T Se goCh

W.P. No. 26181 of 1997 "

Between:

1. Mfs. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Tilak Road, Sadasivpet, Medak District
- Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizam;ﬁuram Srinivas. |

2. Nizampuram Venkatesham * ,
' Petitioners
AND

1. The Union of india, Ministry of Home Affairs, Centra! Secretariat, New Dethi, rep.
Dy its Secretary ‘

2. The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak‘District at
' Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President

3. Mankali Venkata Anjamma W/o. M.V. Bharthiah, H.No. 15-5-648, Ashok Bazar,
Hyderabad |

4. Sri B. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Me?ak District

Respondents

Petition under Article’ 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Wit order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being viciative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of india,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.2 of 1997
in O.P.No. 120 of 1996 dated 21-7-1997 as wholly without jurisdiction, nult and void and

nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: . MR, P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO 3- ‘MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY )
Counmel hv N Yo trclenko H;D M~ L. reegaci mka ,Qc,[‘L..’ gc dw &G
Couuel i W2 yufe-lt lomd b ,

W.P. No. 25193 of 1997 : N Y = ‘

Betwéen-z

1. M/s. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Tilak Road, Sadasivpet, Medak District
- Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizampuram Srinivas,
2. Nizampuram Venkatesham ‘
Petitioners
, AND : \
1." The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep,
by its Secretary ‘ '
2. The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President
3. Mankali Venkata Padmavathi W/o, M.V. Surya Prakash, H.No. 15-5-648, Ashok
Bazar, Hyderabad .
4. SriB. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District

i Respondents
l



1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. ’
3. Kum. L Vandana
Respondents

Pelition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 31 of 1995 in O.P. No.54 of
1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, nuli and viod and nonest in the eye
of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: . MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.16+ 2, MR. L. RAVI CHANPRA
0o uwaed & m.‘Qo.std_; o ADDL. §.C. FOR C.G.
nNed. —

W.P. No. 8229 of 1996 .

Between:

Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari
Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary f
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001.
3. L. Swathi
Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 34 of 1995 in O.P. No. 57
of 1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the
eye of Law. |

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: ' MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTNCs1:452-  MR. L. RAVI CHANDRA
Cew @l 4 flu. ReopPondet mz ADDL. S.C. FOR C.G.

| —_

W.P. No. 14207 of 1996 : l

Between: |
1. M/s. Soubhagya Constructions, Engineers & Contractors, Secunderabad
Rep. by Sri M. Ravichandran -
2. M. Ravichandran, Partner, M/s. Soubhagya Constructions, Engineers &
Contractors, Secunderabad
3. Marga Bandhu, Partner, M/s. Soubhagya Constructions, Engineers &
Contractors, Secunderabad -

Petitioners
AND

State Consumer Redressal Commission, Anandnagar, Khairatabad, Hyderabad
Smt. M. Mangala

Union of india, rep. by Secretary, Ministry of Law Justice & Company Affairs,
Department of Company Affairs, New Delhi

Wh =

Respondents

———



10

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: "~ MR. P.S. NARAYANA ;
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY,
Couni Oal A e Yeop m,{;-}g_q-q«i:),o..)tf For L avoiod | . ,L.’
W.P. No. 22902 of 1998: S Moo CGevr

Between:

- 1. K. Jagan Mohan Gupta
2. K. Nirmala Gupta
: Petitioner
AND ) .
| .

1. Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-I, Hyderabad .
2. Dr. Kamal Kumar Kalaskar, S/o. K. Satya Kumar, R/o. 4-6-384, Esamia Bazar,

Hyderabad |
3. Mrs. K. Lakshmi, W/o. Dr. K. Kamal Kumar, R*Io, 4-6-384, Esamia Bazar,

Hyderabad - |
! : Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the

circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to.issue
writ of Ceftiq{ari or any other apprapriate writ and quash the order of the first respondent
in P.P.No. 74 of 98 in O.P. No.1204 of 1997, on the file of the first respondent.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: MR. VEDULA VENKATARAMANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS 2 & 3: MR. NEEL! ASHOK KUMAR

Covrro Téhn/ ir... Respion ded rec ) Hor . L e v ot b, £ Ldy
"W.P. No. 12986 of 1998 : | Se v ¢ Gov.

Between:

|
M/s. Subbaraya Constructions, Visakhapatnam
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Smt. P. Nirmala Devi _
' Petitioner
AND

The Union of India, rep. by its Principal Secreta
The District Consumer Forum, Visakhapatnam
Phitip Dennison Hawes '

Mrs. Beverley Ann Fenwick

ry (LAW), New Deilhi

WM

|

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, (Act 68 of 1986), without contemplating the procedural
Rules thereunder, is violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declare the action of the 2" respondent in issuing warrant of arrest in
P.P. No. & of 1999 in O.P. No.508 of 1995, dated 20-3-1999 to the Managing Partner of
petitioner Construction who is woman, without following the procedure known to law is
highly arbitrary, unjust and is opposed to the principles of natural justice, equity and fair

play. ‘ !

Y

Responde‘nts

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P. RAJA SEKHAR

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDEN’T NQO.3 & 4: . MR. CH. DHANANJAYA

Cobowl v L ﬁ“"‘f"-"‘t‘:‘:‘:‘l’z He L. ad o) mde {)a'-,l.l.(
W.P. No. 13666 of 1999: S vy <Gt
Between:

M/s. Sree Padmalaya Chit Fund Private Limited, Khairatabad, Hyderabad
Rep. by Director, Smt. M. Satyavathi .
Petitioner

AND



a4

Petition under Adicle 226 of the Constitution of india praying that in the
circumnstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Wirit, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection  Act, 1986 as ilfegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of ndia,
and consequently. declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.3 of 1997
in O.P.No. 1210f 1996 dated 21-7-1997 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void and
nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE: PETITIONERS: MR. P.8. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.J, MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

@_t-cu,uioj{’ I ?wa Qesé;on({:: Y ]“"bg\ Miy L., o ©inedu, o dde
i O, L 6a{2 vE 'L
i85 Hiadgsv e - Vel

W.P. No. 137 _ 5S¢ \}w C o Go-
Between:
N. Venkatesham ; Petitioner

AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary |

2. The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President
Diddige Girija Rani W/o. D. Siva Kumar, R/o. Sankarpalli, R.R, District
Sri B. Prakashgm-, Sfo. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District
The Superintendent of Police, Medak District at Sangareddy.

OhAw

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Afiidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 24 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.38 of
1997 in O.P.No. 19 of 1997 vide Dis.No. 17?93/8 dated 22-47998 issued by the 2™
respondent, as wholly without jurisdiction, nulf and void and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: | MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

Conn 0zl o Tor Re5p ardenks 1o Mve b an 0imbo Red by Sady,

W.P. No. 14604 o}ri’ssaczl"VM-»H o iy - Codeed Gt

|

Between: 'l
|

Smt. Motlakunta Anasuya !

i Petitioner
AIYD

1. The Union of India, Ministry of H;ome Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep,
by ils Secretary |
2. The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President
3. Diddige Girija Rani, W/o. D. Siva Kumar, R/o. Sankarpalli, R.R. District
4. The Superintendent of Police, Medak District at Sangareddy.
- Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, deciaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitulional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No'68 of
1996 in O.P.No. 32 of 1996 vide Dis.No. 56/98 dated 15/1 6-4-1998 issued by the 2™
respondent, as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void and nonest in the eye of Law.
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' | :
3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry
of Civil Supplies, Government of india, New Delhi
' Respondents

Petition under Articie 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to*[pass
an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constitution of india, more
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus ; '

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art 14 and 210of the Constitution of
India and struck down the same and !

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedlngs in P.P. 17/98 in O.P.No.976/95
dated 22-6-1998 passed by the first respondent and quash the same as illegai
and without jurisdiction. |

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR C. DAMODAR REDDY
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: MR. B. VISWANATH REDDY E
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.§: e 3, G:P-FOR-CIVILSUPPHES

M b NamOinka Re L0y

e 4 C- Gerk.

i
|

W.P. No. 15173 of 1999:

| !
Between: | j

M/s. Sree Padmataya Chit Fund Private Limited, Khairatabad, Hyderabad
Rep. by Managing Director, Sri K. Suryanarayana :
Petitioner
AND _ ‘r

| o |
The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-I, Hyderabad
Sri V.A. Sukhla, H.No. A-930, HAL Colony, Hyderabad.
The Union of india, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Mlmstry
of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi

WK

. _ Respondents
| _ }
Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court wili be pleased to pass
an order or -direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, more
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Proteotlon Act, 1986 (Act 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art, 14 and 210of the Constitution of
tndia and struck down the same and e -
b) to call-for the records relating to the proceedings in LA.No. 50/97 in. CD No
668/94 dated 10-9-97 passed by the flrst respondent and quash the same as
!Ilegai and without jurisdiction.
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: \ MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO ¥} a2 GPFOR-CHSURRPLIES
Couwz ol oy i p-ﬁp,(rml-—-& ™o oy \Y\-v Lo v esyemivdos (3 Ly e By € Crunt

P il

W.P, No.. 19389 of 1999 :
E&etween:-L

Smt. T. Hyma
Petitioner

AND

1. ThLe District Consumer Forum, Warangal, Warangal District
2. Cholleti Susheela, W/o. Thirupathi Reddy, H.No.3-18, Post, Potireddypet,
Huzurabad Mandal, Karimnagar District
3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry
of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi
. : Respondents
| [
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1. The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-1, Hyderabad

2. Smt. V. Vimala, W/o. Brahmananda Rao, R/o. MIG-1 745, Nellagandla Village,

B.H.E.L., Ramachandrapuram, Hyderabad

3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry

of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass
an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, more

Respondents

particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 and 21of the Constitution of

India and struck down the same and

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings }in LA.NO. 821/96 in
O.P.No0.174/95 dated 10-9-1997 passed by the first respondent and quash the

same as tlegal and without jurisdiction.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:

MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO 3. MR. POSANI VENKATESWARLU
Cownoel hv fre p"”{""‘w?f\o‘\‘sg He L yeedaoimha Rodd

W.P. No. 14492 of 1999 :

Between:

Sri Parmiit Singh

1. Union of India, rep. by Secreta
Delhi

Petitioner

AND

2. The Andhra Pradesh State Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Khairtabad,
Anandnagar, Hyderabad — 500 004.

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to

a)

b)

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1052

issue any appropriaté writ order or directions declaring that the proviso

to 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 is unconstitutiona! and
consequently '

to quashing the order of the second Respondent passed in EP
No.13/96 against OP No.101/94, EP No. 14/96 against O.F° No.102/94,
EP No.15/96" against OP No.103/94, EP No.16/96 against OP No.
104/94, EP No.10/96 against O.P. No.105/94 all dated 2-7-1997 and

U.S.R. No. 679/97, 681/97, 678/97, §77/97, 682/97, 680/97 all dated
31-12-1997. ‘

MR. G. DHARMA RAOQ '

: S dw ¢ Gt

W.P. No. 15165 of 1999 :

Between:

M/s. Sree Padmalaya Chit Fund Private Limited. Khairatabad, Hyderabad
Rep. by Managing Director, Sri K. Suryanarayana

. Petitioner
AND

1. The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District- Hyderabad

2. Smt. R. Bharathi W/o. R.S. Raju, H.No. 9-124/1, Vijayapuri, Near S.B.1. Colony,
Kothapeta, Hyderabad

Se b ¢ Ok

ry, Food and Civil Supplies, Udyog Bhavan, New

|
MR. G—SREEMNIVAS L. nsa~<z0imha F“‘Liln
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lssuing warrant of notice in P.P. No.5/99 in O.P. No.168/97 on the file of the District
Forum, Medak, Sangareddy to the petitioner without following the procedure known to ¢
law is highly arbitrary, unjust and is opposed to the Principles of Natural Justice, equity

and fairplay. | ‘

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. M.S.N. PRASAD
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1632 MRR-RAVHKUMAR: L _ ey cronprbon Re Ly
Cewocl o e Rapodt qo03  ABBS SC FORC.G

W.P.No. 15620 of 1999: ‘ ‘
|
Between:
i
N. Raji Reddy |
| Petitioner
AND !
1. The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyfderabad-l, Hyderabad District
2. Smt. 8. Vasantha '[ ' .
3. Mfs. Mahalaxmi Constructions, rep. by its Managing Director, K. Shiva Shankar,

Sikh Village, Secunderabad |
4. K. Shiv Shankar !
. The Union of India, as presented by its Secret:::]ry, Ministry of Consumer Forum,
Ministry of Civil Supplies, Government of Indiai New Delhi
. ' ! Respondents
Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an appropriate writ, order or direction more particularly one in the nature of Writ of
Mandamus: ' '

a) declaring the Sec.27 ofthe Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act 68
i of 1986) as un-constituional, arbitrary, and violative of Article 24 fo
| the Constitution of India and struck down the same;

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in P.P. No.88/98
| in CD No.1310/93 dated 17-5-1999 passed by the 1* Respondent

and quash the same as illegal and without jurisdiction.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. T. RAMULU
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTNO.2: - G. RAMACHANDRA RAO

%O%M Pty W Q"”é’”""‘l"j roo lann S H e N Breai nho Po-ldy

_cu,vr:?'.f }\,/ 11;( p\p,.ag,_,( g }:&C; N : : <e. C-‘Cc'u-
W.P. No. 12183 of 2000: 7 3 4 — < @ Ged
Between: ;
K. Shiva Raj |
|

Lo | o Petitioner
| AND -

1. Thb District Forum {Under Consumer Protection Act), Ranga Reddy District,
N.T.R. Nagar, L.B. Nagar, Hyderabad o

2. D. Sudershan Reddy |

3. The Union of India, rep. by the Secretary, Ministry of Civil Suppiies, Government
of india, New Delhi | :

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass
an order or direction or writ under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, more
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

i) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act
No.68 of 1986) as un constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Arts. 14
- and 21 of the Constitution of India and struck down the same: and
ii) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in P.P.No.13 of 1999
in CD No0.232 of 1997 dated 8-5-2000 from the file of the First
respondent and set aside the same as illegal and without jurisdiction.
: | .



+ COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: : MR. B. VINOD KUMAR
COL{I\_JSEL FOR THE RE)SPONDENT NO.2. MR. T. RAMULU
ee )hn‘-( W 1_1_\'L Lﬂf.‘,?{l(}l—wb';yj? 1@-’?3 }— . ‘\5'."}’)(" '7‘):7 bﬂ-Lﬁ p—" 'L‘L'/

'COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT& NO.3: MR. PRATARP NARAYAN SANGHI

13

Petition under Aricle 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass
an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, more
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

a) deciaring the section 27 of tHe Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 and 21of the Constitution of

Inclia and struck down the same and

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in P.P. 9/99 in C.D.No.50/98
dated 28-8-1999 passed by the first respondent and quash the same as illegal
and without jurisdiction. -

W.P. No. 19482 of 1999 : - | Ce goy € Coorh-

Between:

V. Nanda Kumar
Fetitioner

jAND

The Union of India, rep. by its Principal Secretary (LAW), New Delhi
The District Consumer Forum, Srikakulam, rep. by President

Sri Sidda Bhairavi Coir Industries, rep. by its Manager Sri L. Diwakar Rao,
Birusuvada, Sompet Mandal,'Srikakulam '

W=

Respondents

Petition under” Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue !
a Writ Order or Direction particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, by declaring ‘
the power of penalties under Section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, without
contemplating the procedural Rules thereunder, is violative of Articles 14 & 19 of the
Constitution of India, and consequentially declare the action of the 2" Respondent in
issuing warrant of arrest in E.P. No.20/97 in O.P. No.168/95 dated 1-7-1999 on the file of
the District Forum, Srikakulam to the petitioner without foliowing the procedure known to
law is highly arbitrary, unjust and is opposed to the Principles of Natural Justice, equity
and fairplay. ? '

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.M. GOPAL RAOC

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1G4 1 M—PABMALATHA YADAY T+ L. W“M’"’E_‘f
COUNSELFORTHERESPONDENTNG.2: © GRFORCIVIL SUPPLIES S< 4y ¢, %;“‘7

W.P. No. 20117 of 1999 ; | [

i
1

Between:

Humnabad Shivachidambaraiah
Petitioner

|
|
AND

1. The Union of India, rep. by its,Principal Secretary (LAW), New Delhi ‘
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) Sangareddy, Medak
District \ ;
3. Smt. Chilvari Janabai, W/o. Narsimulu, lbrahimbad Village, Via Siripuram,
Narsapur Mandal, Medak District
‘ Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue !
a Writ Order or Direction particularly one in the nature of Writ of Maridamus, by declaring ’
the power of penalties under Section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, without
contemplating the procedural Rules thereunder, is violative of Articles 14 & 19 of the
Constitution of india, and consequentially declare the action of the 2" Respondent in
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| |
These batch of writ petitions coming on for hearing; upon perusing the petition
and the affidavit filed in support thereof and the order of the High Court dated 22-3-2001
6-6-2001 and made herein and upon hearing the arguments of above said counsel, the
Court made the following !
Lo i
ORDER: |

- [

1
1 |
| 1

“On 6-6-2001 this Court had granted two weeks’ [tlme to the writ petitioner
to deposit the amounts awarded against them bylthe Consumer Forums. It[
had been made clear in that order that if the deplosds are not made within
two weeks, the interim order granted by this Court staying the arrest of the
writ petitioners shall stand vacated. The Registry shall see in which cases.
the amounts have been deposited and in which! cases the amounts have
not been deposited. In the cases the amounts have not been deposited,
the stay is vacated. The Registry is directed to immediately inform the|
concerned Consumer Forums that the stay had |been vacated so that the
warrants issued against the writ petitioners are executed by the Consumer
Forums. ' .

i i
List nlext_ week for final hearing. 5

W.P.NO., 1&207 OF 1996:

In this case the learned counsel for the petrtioner submits that he has,
deposited the amounts, but they have not been received by the Consumer|
Forum as the orders of this court have not been received by it. The
Registry i is: directed to send copies of the orders dated 22-3-2001 and 6-6-
2001 passed by this court to the concerned Consumer Forums and the
petitioner in this writ petition is allowed to deposit the amounts with the
" Registrar (Judicial) of the High Court within a period of three days. !

W.P.NO. 1490 OF 2001:

it is submitted by the learned counsel for the. petmoner that this writ,
petition!does not helong to this batch of writ petrtlons Therefore, the writ:
petition be deleted from this batch. i

Sd/- HABEEBUNNIFA BEGYM
AiSSISTANT REG/STRAR |

// TRUE COPY /| =i -

for. ASS!STA
To. | |

1. The Secretary, Umon of India, Mmlstry of Home Affalrs Central Secretariat, New | |
Delhi.

The President, District Forum under the Consumer Protectlon Act, 19886,
Sangareddy, Medak District -502 001 ,

The Supermtendent of Police, Sangareddy, Medak Dlstrlct

The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-1, Hyderabad

The Secretary, Union of India, Ministry of Consumer Forums Mlnlstry of Ciwvil !
Supplies, Government of Indla New Delhi

8. The District,Consumer Forum, Warangal, Warangal Dlstrrct

9. The Pnncapal Secretary (LAW) Union of India, New Delhi

10. The President, District Consumer Forum, Srlkakulam ‘Srikakulam District

11. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protect!on Act) Sangareddy, Medak District:
12. The Secretary, Union of India, Food and Civil Supplies, Udyog Bhavan, New

Delhi
- 1§/The AW g@gﬁﬂss&l -Ferum~Khairatabad,
Anandragar, Hyderabad 50 |

14, The State Consumer Redressal Commissmn Anandnagar Khairatabad, !
Hyderabad (ALONG WITH A COPY OF COURT ORDER DATED 22-3-2001 |
AND 6-6-2001)

18. The Secretary, Union of India, Ministry of Law Justice & Company Affairs,

' Department of Company Affarrs New Delhi

Nog N

b
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COUNSEL FOR THE PET!TIONER.{ MR. C. DAMéDAR REDDY \
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: MR. K. RAGHUVEER REDDY

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 342 MRS, E. URMILA S.C. FOR sz b x_\
SERRIAES 1y C . Grov

W.P, No. 8185 of 1996 :

Between:

Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari

Fetitioner
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary ’

- |
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. :
3. Dr. L. Krishnaiah

Respohdents |

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the ‘
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue

an arder or direction, more in the nature of Wiit of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional, ‘
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently I
declaring the order passed by the 2" respondent in £.P. No. 30 of 1995 in O P. No.53 of

1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the eye
of Law. -

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1@l 2 ADDL.S.C. FOR CENTRAL GOVT. |
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. M. RAMA RAC

W.P. No. 12181 of 2000;

Between:

K. Shiva Raj

Petitioner |
AND

. ) i
1. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act), Ranga Reddy District, i
N.T.R. Nagar, L.B. Nagar, Hyderabad
2. M. Praveen ’

3. The Union of India, rep. by the Sfecretary, Ministry of Civil Supplies, Government ‘
of India, New Delhi ;

; _ Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the ‘
circurnstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass .
an order or direction or writ under Atticle 226 of the Constitution of India, more
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

) declaring the section 27 of the Consurmer Protection Act, 1986 (Act No.68 I
of 1986) as un constitutionat, arbitrary and violative of Arts. 14 and 21 of ]
the Constitution of ndia and struck down the same; and

fi) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in P.P.No.14 of 1999 in |
CD No.233 of 1997 dated 8-5-2000 from the file of the First respondent
and set aside the same as illegal and without jurisdiction.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY d
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: MR. K. RAGHUVEER REDDY -

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.42+43 MRS, E. URMILA S-€-FOR-GHHL Dl ?»f—)rﬂ
: SUPPHES  Conbvid Gol—




16. The District Consumer Forum, 'Visak

17. The Registrar (Judicial), High Court of AP, Hyderabad (along with court
order dated 22-3-2001, 6-6-2001 to inform to concerned consumer fourms
in respect of compliance of court order dated 22-3-2201 & 6-6-2001)

18. The Accounts Officer, High Court of AP, Hyderabad (along with court order
dated 22-3-2001, 6-6-2001 to inform to concerned consumer fourms in
respect of compliance of court order dated 22-3-220 & 6-6-2001)

19. The Section Officer, Writ Filing Section, High Court of AP, Hyderabad

20. The Section Officer, Posting Section, High Court of AP, Hyderabad
(ALONG WITH COURT-ORDER DATED 22-3-2001,

6-6-2001 TO INFORM TO CONCERNED_QQNSLLMER_EOURMSJN RESPECT
GECOMPLIANCE OF COURT ORDER DATED 22-3-2204-8-6-6-200%)

21. Two CCs to G.P. for Panchayat Raj & Rural Development, High Court of AP,
Hyderabad (OUT)

22. Two CCs to G.P. for Trans
23. Two CCs to G.P. for Civil
24. Two Spare Copies.

hapatnam, Visakhapatnam District

port, High Court of A.P., Hyderabad QU
Supplies, High Court of A.P., Hyderabad (Oum)

e g et

00 ALY {i {an (&ey ?_j/ |
L) . . q;:! l’g Y <
;'Lg} ¢ {‘bu\, pe (‘p ﬂ, a vy g(,'-,-is!..n I)t\ &ft‘:'\"-' y “,l ‘{J I s':f RGLS ?)}’ ‘7) -

I Cj e Sed C‘u.;'f'l"\';j 12 4\ AN Gy Iy Q:,k._ '§'l.‘. e ”""Lﬂ o—d
™ ve iy G syl PPRo .
QP?) UL Prve D P et Roserich Gl Povelogreis

) e
MSR ‘)/Jfb‘hf !é-jc?’.’/ J Ke el f.?ﬁ.(:-f-'—(zpﬁj \'*""{}4“5‘0 rhd
(” - =

4

4 13 ${l LA ".'*’ Q_th v /’*'i, ;:\-.-'( )1—-«.(,' q__,- 3 'JL»\\L_/] '3;_ ‘\.LLWJJ
g) ;‘3{’ )g c_L_G Qn-t.r. ) I

. - ;]\,y ;,‘ !r'-L'V!J
—

30 e wean MR L Sebge |

AN A ua/\/ul_o\ AﬂU\M’ (ot (\/“/FV &S

t |

N

b

L p




§
2 | ‘

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of india praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ of Certiorari, or any other appropriate Writ, order or direction, calling for the
records pertaining to the order in £.P. No. 17 of 1995 in C.D. No. 14 of 1995 dated 22-8-
1995 of the 1.ﬂ respondent and quash the same, as wholly arbitrary, highly itlegal, unjust
and constitutional, and also without jurisdiction. !

COUNSEL FbR THE PETITIONER: MR! P.S. NARAYANA ‘

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTNO.1: - G.P. FOR TRANSPORT

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: MR!L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 28432 of 1996 : | "

Between:

. | .
Motlakunta Anasuya { Petitioner
AND |

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Cer;LtraI Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary | i

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. !

3. Sri K, Satyanarayana

f Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of india praying that irI1 the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as iNegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 14 of 1995 in C.D. No.
10/94 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. i

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA |
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1: MR. L. NARASIMHA REDDY,
S.C. FORCG.

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

. i
W.P. No. 29433 of 1995 : !
Between: ' _

Motlakunta Anasuya | : Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of India, Minis ry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi,}rep.
by its Secretary ' 1

2. The District Forum {Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. f : .

3. SriP. Adviah

Respondénts

Petition” under Article 226 of the Constitution ;‘of India praying that in the
. circumnstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to ilssue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Sectiqn 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as llegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 22 of 1995 in C.0D. No.
114/35 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. }

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH
AT HYDERABAD

(SPECIAL ORIGINAL JURISDICTION)
WEDNESDAY THE SIXTH DAY OF JUNE, TWO THOUSAND ANEf ONE
. PRESENT: ]

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE: BILAL NAZK!
AND
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE: ELIPE DHARMA RAO

.P. NOS :
26175/97, 20538/95, 29432/95, 29433/95, 29434/95, 29435/95, 29436/95, 29437/35,

29438/95, 29440/95, 111/96, 8182/96, 8185/96, 8186/96, 8228/96, 8229/96, 14207/96,

26181/97, 26193/97, 13785/98, 14004/98, 22902/98, 12986/99, 13666/99, 14492/983,
19165/99, 15173/99, 19389/99, 19482/99, 20117/39 and 1490/2000

e —

W.P. No. 26176 of 1997:

Between:;

1. M/s. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Tilak Road, Sadasivpet, Medak District
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizampuram Snnlvas
2. Nizampuram Venkatesham

Petitioners
AND

1. The Union of india, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President

3. Mankali Venkata Shravanthi (MINOR), Rep. by her Naturai Father Sri M.V. Surya
Prakash, S/o. M.V. Bharthiah, H.No. 15-5-648, Ashok Bazar, Hyderabad

4. Sri B. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Wirit, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, I 1966 as illegal, arbltrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14 19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declaring the order passéd by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.4 of 1997

~in O.P.No. 122 of 1996 dated 21-7-1997 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void and

nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: ! MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT No.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P, No. 20639 of 1995 :.

Between: , '
M/s. Subhodaya Auto Finance Gorrorstior ' gk District
Rep. by Managing Partner, Sri tlaﬁiﬁi’tﬁ Ngﬁavahafumﬂr Petitioner
- Lone ol 8230 st.adva Tilbdnal
ANE’. 1fd AegdYE
Trws= o sy s i
1. The District Forum (Unde} Consymer Pratecti Act 1386) . Medak District,
Sangareddy e{ an} JH 68{
2. Dasa veeresam Respondents
c!tmRF‘C {VED
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COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: rJdR. P.S. NARAYANA )
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: GP FOR PANCHAYAT RAJ &
: , RlURAL DEVELOPMENT
!
W.P. No. 20437 of 1985 : \
Between: |

Motlakunta Narayana

Petitioner
T AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry'of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak Distiict,
Sangareddy - 502 001. : ‘
3. G. Prateena (MINCR) {

Rep. by her Guardian Sri G. Shanker.

Respoﬁldents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the

clrcumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mahdamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and conseé]uently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 8 of 1995 in C.D. No.

52/94 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1 995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, nufl
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. | r

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
- COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1 MR N. SAIDA RAO g
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR! L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
‘ |
W.P. No. 29438 of 1995 : - \ '
-1, NO. 29438 0f 19965 : ‘ |
Between: |

Motlakunta Narayana ; Petitioner
! AND | |
1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Cenitral Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary ! .
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection 'Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. | |
3. D. Venkateswarlu (MINOR)

Rep. by his Guardian Sri D. Narasimhulu.

i Responc'ients
- Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the Higb Court will be pleased to. issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Sectliion 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 10 of 1995 in C.D. No.
115/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod.and nonest in the eye of Law. |
E
|

\ b
]



W.P. No. 29434 of 1996 :

Between:

Motlakunta Anasuya Petitioner

AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Dethi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001.
3. Smt. Sankuri Ambamma Respondents

Petition under Atticle 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as llegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution 6f India, and consequentty
declaring the order passed by the 2" respondent in E.P. No. 12 of 1995 in C.D. No.
142/93 dated 30-1-1995-and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
W.P. No. 28436 of 1995 :

Between:

Motlakunta Anasuya Petitioner

AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001,
3. K. Kaniayakumari (MINOR) Rep. by her Guardian Sri K. Ramulu,

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to Issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 13 of 1995 in C.D. No.
9/85 dated 30-10-1985 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. |

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: . MR, L. NARASIMHA REDDY,
S.C. FORC.G.

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 29436 of 1995 :
Between:

Motiakunta Anasuya Petitioner

AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum {Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. '
3. Smt. N. Gunnamma

Respondents
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1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhli, rep.
by its Secretary i

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001. ‘

3. Kum. L. Vandana '

ReSponcljents
|

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order.or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Méndamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and conseduently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E|P. No. 32 of 1995 in O.P. Np.55 of
1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the eye

of Law. . |

COUNSEL 'FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: MRR. L. NARASIMHA REDDY S.C.
FOR CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
. |

W.P. No. 8185 of 1996 : | !

Between:
: i
Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari

Petition‘%r
AND : |

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delfhi, rep.

by its Secretary

2. The:District Forum (Under Consumer Prote

Sangareddy — 502 001.
3. Dr. L. Krishnaiah

ctidn Act) , Medak District

f Resporlldents
i - !

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying th.at_I in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased fo issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitréry, unjust, and unconstitutional,

being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the

Constitution of India, and conséquently

declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 30 of 1995 in O.P. No.53 of

1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the eye

of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1:
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3:

W.P. Np. 8186 of 1996 :

Between: : .
Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari

AND

MR. P.S. NARAYANA '
ADDL.S.C. FOR CENTRAL GOVT.,
MR.'M. RAMA RAO

I

: |

| |

i |

_ Petitioner

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Cen;tral Secretariat, New D(If.-lhi, rep.

‘by its Secretary

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection hct) , Medak District, |'
|

Sangareddy — 502 001,
3. 'Master Manaiah (MINOR)

-(Rep. by Guardian & Materinal Grand Father, Dr.|L. Krishnaiah)

(R2 dismissed for default as per Court Qrder dated 1 0-4-2000)

Respondents
1,
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COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: MR. L. NARASIMHA REDDY,
S.C. FORC.G.
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
W.P. No. 29440 of 1996 ;
Between:

Moflakunta Anasuya Petitioner
AND :

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Deihi, rep.
by its Secretary
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001.
3. Smt. Nakka Mallamma
Respondents

-Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,1921 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P No. Bof 1995 in C.D. No.
156/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1 995 respectively as wholly without Jurisdiction, nuil
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. - .

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P, No. 111 of 1996 :

Between:

Motlakunta Anasuya

Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. | ,

3. Sri Dundigalla Narasimhulu i

(Respondent No. 3 dismissed for default as per Court Order dated 22-3-2000)
3

| Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit fited herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue

of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as Hlegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being viofative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E’P. No. 16 of 1995 in C.D. No.
112/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. |

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: = = ' MR P.S. NARAYANA

W.P. No. 8182 of 1996 :
~2l- ND. 010« Of 1996
Between:

Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari

Petitioner
AND




{

W.P. No. 14207 of 1996 :

Between:

1. Mfs. Soubhagya Constructions, Engineers & Contractors, Secunderabadi
Rep. by Sri M. Ravichandran |

2. M. Ravichandran, Partner, M/s. Soubhagya Constructions, Engineers &
Contractors, Secunderabad '

| .
3. Marga Bandhu, Partner, M/s. Soubhagya Constructions, Enginéers &
Contractors, Secunderabad i ’ |

Petitioners
AND |
State Consumer Redressal Commission, Anandnagar, Khairatabad, Hydgrabad
Smt. M. Mangala
Union of India, rep. by Secretary, Ministry of Law Justice & Company Affairs,
Department of Company Affairs, New Delhi

W -

; Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an appropriate writ, order or direction more particularly one in the nature of;

o i ]

a) Mandamus declaring the Section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act

! 1986 (Act 68 of 1986) is unconstitutional, arbitrary and violative of

1‘ Article, 14 and 21 of the Constitution of India and to struck down the
‘ same, : -
b) - Certiorari to call for the records relating to the proceedings, in C.D.
3 No.1/92 dated 9-5-1995 and the orders in E.P. No.1/96 dated 10-6-
b . 1996 of the 1* respondent and to quash the same as the said orders
' are without jurisdiction and illegal. - , |

1 ! .

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: MR K.V. SATYANARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: MR. V.S. RAJU :
: !

_ P |
W.P. No. 26181 of 1997 : 5 |

Between: “ f !

1. 'M/s. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Titak Road, Sadasivpet, Medak District
.Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizampuram Srinivas. |
2. Nizampuram Venkatesham o
: ‘ | Petitioners
AND ; |
1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary . : ‘ |
. The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President ‘ ‘
Mankali Venkata Anjamma W/o. M.V. Bharthiah, H.No. 15-5-648, Ashok Bazar,
Hyderabad . i
Sri B. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District

8w oN

: Respbndents

Petition under Aricle 226 of the Constitution of India praying thét in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ, order or direction, mare in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as !illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitutiorg of India,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2" respondent in E.P. No.2 of 1997
in O.P.No. 120 of 1996 dated 21-7-1997 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void and
nonest in the eye of Law. ‘




Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, mora in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,1921 a

nd 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently

declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 33 of 1995 in O.P. No.56
of 1994, dated 26-2-1996 as who!

ly without jurisdiction, null and vied and nonest in the
eye of Law.
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1 MR. P. BHASKAR MOHAN,

ADDITIONAL S.C. FOR C.G.
W.P. No. 8228 of 1996 : ‘

M ’

Between:

. ! !
Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari b .
' ! ' Petitioner
AND 1
| .o
1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary ' : ’

The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) |, Medak bistrict,
Sangareddy — 502 001, ‘ ‘

3. Kum. L. Vandana ‘
: -l Respondents
. !

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,18,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and conseguently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 310f 1995 in O.
1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly with

P. No.54 of
) out jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the eye
of Law. '
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: : MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1- MR. L. RAVI CHANDRA

ADDL. 8.C. FOR C.G.

W.P. No. 8229 of 1996 : : :
Between: |

Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari

Fsetifioner
AND ‘

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep
by its Secretary - ‘ :

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,

Sangareddy — 502 001. } '

3. L. Swathi : ’

|
Petition under Article 226 of the C

circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed here
an order or direction, more in

of the Consumer Frotection
being violative of Arts. 14,19,

declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P.
j of 1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction,
' eye of Law.

Réspondents

onstitution of India praying . that in the
in, the High Court will be pleased to issue
the nature of Writ, of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
Act, 1986 as ilegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
21 and 300-A of the Constitution of india, and consequently
No. 34 of 1995 in O.P, No. 57

null and viod and nonest in the

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: : MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: MR. L RAVI CHANDRA
) ; ADDL. S.C. FOR C.G. \_
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W.P. No. 14004 of 1998 :

Between:

Smt. Motlakunta Anasuya i |
: Petitioner

AND | ' |
1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.

by its Secretary
2. The District Forum under the Consumer Protectlon Act, 1986, Medak Dlstnct at

Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President
3. Diddige Girija Rani, Wio. D. Siva Kumar, R/o. Sankarpalli, R.R. District
4. The Superintendent of Police, Medak District at Sangareddy.

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constrtutloln of India praying that in! the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as ullegal arbltrary, unjust, land
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300~A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the g"“ respondent in £.P. No. 68 of
1996 in O.P.No. 32 of 1996 vide Dis.No. 56/98 dated: 15/16-4-1998 issued by the 2™
respondent, as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void.and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA =!
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY -

W.P. No. 22902 of 1998; ! |

Between: ' '

1. K. Jagan Mohan Gupta
2. K. Nirmala Gupta

: ! Petitioner
AND

1. Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-|, Hyderabad |
2. Dr. Kamal Kumar Kalaskar, S/o. K. Satya Kumar R/o. 4-6-384, Esamia Bazar,
Hyderabad
3. Mrs. K. Lakshmi, W/o. Dr. K. Kamal Kumar, Rlo 4-6-384, Esamia Bazar, |
Hyderabad ;
; Respondents
Petit|on under Article 226 of the Constltutlon of India praying that tr|1 the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
writ of Certiorari or any other appropriate writ and quash the order of the first respondent
in P.P.No. 74 of 98 in O.P. No.1204 of 1997, on the file of the first respondent.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: MR, VEDULA VENKATARAMANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS 2 & 3: MR. NEEL] ASHOK KUMAR '

W.P. No. 12986 of 1999 ; | ]

Between: °

M/s. Subbaraya Constructions, Visakhapatnam
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Smt. P. Nirmala Devi
' Petitioner
AND ‘

1. The Union of India, rep. by its Principal Secretary (LAW), New Delhi |
2. The District Consumer Forum, Visakhapatnam | :
3. Phllip Dennison Hawes '
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" respondent, as wholly without jurisdiction, n

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3:

i

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS:

MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO 3:

MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 26193 of 1997 :

Between:

1. M/s. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Tilak Road, Sadasivpet, Medak District
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizampuram Srinivas. .
2. Nizampuram Venkatesham

Petitioners
AND

1. The Union of India, Minist
by its Secretary

The District Forum under the Consumer Prote
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President

Mankali Venkata Padmavathi W/o. M.V. Surya Prakash, H.No. 15-5-648, Ashok
Bazar, Hyderabad '

Sri B. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District

ry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.

ction Act, 1986, Medak District at

H 0N

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as ilegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2M respondent in E.P. No.3 of 1997

in O.P.No. 121 of 1996 dated 21-7-1997 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void and
nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS:

MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3:

MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
W.P. No. 13785 of 1998 :

Between:

N. Venkatesham

. Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of India, Minist
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum under the Cénsumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by ité President

- Diddige Girija Rani W/o. D. Siva Kumar, R/o. Sankarpalll, R.R. District

3 .
4. Sri B. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah,|Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District
5

. The Superintendent of Poiice, Medak District at Sangareddy.

ry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
t

Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
uncanstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,

and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.38 of
1997 in O,P.No. 19 of 1997 vide Dis No. 172/98 dated 22-4-1998 issued by the 2"

ull and void and nonest in the eye of Law.

.

MR. P.S. NARAYANA
MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
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| |
| ? ;
a) Issue any appropriate writ order or gdirections declaring that the proviso
to 27 of the Consumer Protectiom Act, 1986 is unconstitutionéi and
, consequently i N
b) to quashing the order of the second Respondent passed in EP

% No.13/96 against OP No.101/94, EP No. 14/96 against O. P No.102/94,
: =P N0.15/96 against OP No.103/94, EP No.16/96 against OP No

104/94, EP No.10/96 against O.p.

No.105/94 all dated 2-7-1997 and

U.S.R. No. 679/97, 681/97, 678/97, 677/97, 682/37, 680/97 all dated

31-12-1997.
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: M

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 1 M

W.P. No. 15165 of 1999 :

Between:

M/s. Sree Padmalaya Chit Fund Private Limited, Kha
Rep. by Managing Director, Sri K. Suryanarayana

. AND

|

R. G. DHARMA RAO
R. C. SREENIVAS

ratabad, Hyderabad |

P'etitioner-

1. Thé Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-|, Hyderabad
2. Smt. R. Bharathi W/o. R.S, Raju, H.No. 9-1 2411, Vijayapuri, Near S.B.|. Colony,

Kothapeta, Hyderabad

3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Minisjtry of Consumer Forums, Ministry

of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Defhi

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitutibn of India praying that in: the
gircumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass

an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of

particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

-the Constitution of india, more

@) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protéction Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1 986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and viofative of Art. 14 and 21of the Constitution of

India and struck down the same and

. b) to call for the records relating to the proceedingfs tn P.P. 17/98 in O. P.No.976§195
dated 22-6-1998 passed by the first respondept and quash the same as illegal

- and without jurisdiction.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2:
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT No.qz

W.P. No. 16173 of 1999:

Between:

MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY
MR: B. VISWANATH REDDY
G.P. FOR CIVIL'SUPPLIES

M/s. Sree Padmalaya Chit Fund Private Limited, Khairaitabad, Hyderabad

Rep. by Managing Director, Sri K. Suryanarayana

AND

Petitioner

1. The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hydérabad District-, Hyderabad |

2. Sri V.A. Sukhla, H.No. A-930, HAL Colony, Hyderabad. -

3. The Union of India, rep. by ts Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry
of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi

; Respondents

! .
Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass

an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

the Constitution of India, more
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4. Mrs. Beverley Ann Fenwick
Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
cifcumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, (Act 68 of 1986), without contemplating the procedural
Rules thereunder, is violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of india,
and consequently declare the action of the 2" respondent in issuing warrant of arrest in
P P. No. 5 0f 1999 in O.P. No.508 of 1995, dated 20-3-1999 to the Managing Partner of
petitioner Construction who is woman, without following the procedure known to law is
highly arbitrary, unjust and is opposed to the principles of natural justice, equity and fair

_play.
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P. RAJA SEKHAR

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3 & 4: MR. CH. DHANANJAYA

W.P. No. 13666 of 1999:

Between:

M/s. Sree Padmalaya Chit Fund Private Limited, Khairatabad, Hyderabad

Rep. by Director, Smt. M. Satyavathi
~ Petitioner

AND

1. The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-l, Hyderabad

2. Smt. V. Vimala, W/o. Brahmananda Rao, Rfo. MIG-1745, Nellagandla Viliage, -
8.H.E.L., Ramachandrapuram, Hyderabad

3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry

of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi
: = Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass
an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constitution of [ndia, more

particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 and 21of the Constitution of
India and struck down the same and

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in LANO. 821/86 in

O.P.No.174/95 dated 10-9-1997 passed by the first respondent and quash the

same as illegal and without jurisdiction.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: : MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY

.. COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. POSAN! VENKATESWARLU
W.P.No. 14492 of 1999

‘Em&en:

Sri Parmijit Singh ~ Petitioner

AND

1. Union of India, rep. by Secretary, Food and Civil Supplies, Udyog Bhavan, New
Delhi
2. The Andhra Pradesh State Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Khairtabad,

Anandnagar, Hyderabad — 500 004.
Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to

e e e + — ——— . _

e e — e -
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: !

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.M. GOPAL RAQ |
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: M| PADMA LATHA YADAV
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: GIP. FOR CIVIL SUPPLIES

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTNO.3: . MR. PRATAP NARAYAN SANGHI
W.P. No. 20117 of 1999 : '

Between: | | |

Humnabad Shivachidambaraiah 1
, Petitioner
AND .

1. The Union of India, rep. by its Principal Secretary (LAW), New Delhi

2. The District Forum {Under Consurmer Protection Act) Sangareddy, Medak
District ;

3. Smt. Chilvari Janabai, W/o. Narsimulu, ibrahitbad Village, Via Siripuram,"
Narsapur Mandal, Medak District B

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the II-!igh Court will be pleased to issue
a Wirit Order or Direction particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, by declarlng
the power of penalties under Section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, W|thout
contemplating the procedural Rules thereunder, is violative of Articles 14 & 19 of the
Constitution of India, and consequentially declare the action of the 2™ Respondent in
issuing warrant of notlce in P.P. No.5/99 in O.P. No 168/97 on the file of the District
Forum, Medak, Sangareddy to the petitioner without followmg the procedure known to

law is highly arbitrary, unjust and is opposed to the Principles of Natural Justice, equity

and falrplay ! ‘
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. M.S.N. PRASAD |

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: MR. R. RAVI KUMAR,
: ADDL. S.C. FOR C.G.

W.P. No. 1490_of 2000: o -
= \

| Petitioner
I

Between:
Ch. Bhupal Goud alias Biksham

AND :

1. . The Scientific Advisor to Rakshamantri and Director General, DRDO ,

2. The Director, Defence Research and Development Laboratory, Kanchanbagh,
Hyderabad. i

3. The Regrst@tﬁé/entra! Administrative Tnbunal' Hyderabad
Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that'in the
-circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a writ, order or direction pamcularly one in the nature of writ of certiorari calling, for the
records related the order passed in OA 984/97 and in MA No. 894/98 dated 11- I8 -1999
on the file of the Central Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad and quash the same and
allow the OA with all consequential benefits.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR S. LAKSHMA REDDY
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1 &2 MR. GUMMALLA VIJAYA KUMAR
i

These batch of writ petltlons coming on for heanng, upon perusmg the petition
and the affidavit filed in support thereof and the order of the High Court dated 22-3-2001
made herein and upon hearing the arguments of above said counsel, the Court made
the following r




circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed he
a Wirit Order or Direction particularly one in t
the power of penalties under Section 27
conternplating the procedural Rules thereu
Constitution of India, and consequentially
issuing warrant of arrest in E. P, No.20/97 in
the District Forum, Srikakulam to the petitio

law is highly arbitrary, unjust and is opposed. to the Principles of Natural Justice, equity
and fairplay. , Lo

1
£
[
[
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f L !

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 and 21of the Constitution of
India and struck down the same and

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in .A.No. 50/97 in CD No.

668/94 dated 10-9-97 passed by the first respondent and quash the same as
llegal and without jurisdiction. = :

: |
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: Co MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.§: G.P. FOR CIVIL SUPPLIES

W.P. No. 19389 of 1899 :

e e b A AN &L A" Y

Between:

Smt. T. Hyma : .
i . Petitioner
AND | ;
1. The District Consumer Forum, Warangal, Warangal District :
2. Cholleti Susheela, Wro. Thirupathi Reddy, H.No.3-1 8, Post, Potireddypet,
Huzurabad Mandai, Karimnagar District :
3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry
of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi

- Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass

an order or direction of writ under Article 228 of the Constitution of India, more
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

; ‘i
a} declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1 986)

as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 and 24 of the Constitution of
India and struck down the same and

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in P.P. 9/99 in C.D.No.50/98

dated 28-8-1999 passed by the first respondent and quash the same as illegal
and without jurisdiction. ! ,

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:

: MR. B. VINOD KUMAR
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2.‘

, MR. T. RAMULU
W.P. No. 19482 of 1999 : | ; |
BéMeen: I '
V. Nanda Kumar ’
i Petitioner

|
AND *‘

- The Union of India, rep. by its Princi;;aal Secretary (LAW), New Delhi
The District Consumer Forum, Srikakulam, rep. by President

Sri Sidda Bhairavi Coir Industries, rep. by its Manager Sri L. Diwakar Rao,
Birusuvada, Sompet Mandal, Srikakulam '

i If?espondents

LN

Petition under Article 226 of the bonstitution of India praying that in the

rein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
he nature of Writ of Mandamus, by declaring

of the Consumer Protection Act, without
nder, is violative of Articles 14 & 19 of the
declare the action of the 2" Respondent in
O.P. No.168/95 dated 1-7-1999 on the file of
ner without following the procedure known to

e e e e —ea



liberty to withdraw those amounts. In cases in which amount

been deposited one week’s further time is prayed for. We grant two weaks’

time, but make it clear that if the deposits are not made within tw

LIst after two weeks.” /’

I TRUE Copy y
To

1. The Secretary, Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Centrai Secretariat, New

Dethi.

2. The President, District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986,
Sangareddy, Medak District -502 001

5. The Superintendent of Police, Sangareddy, Medaik District

6. The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum Hyderabad District-| Hyderabad

7. The Secretary, Union of India, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry of Civil
Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi

8.

The District Consumer Forum, Warangal, Warangal District
9. The Principal Secretary (LAW), Union of India, New Delhi

1b. The President, District Consumer Forum, Srikakulam, Srikakulam District
11. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) Sangareddy, Medak District
12. The Secretary, Unior: of India, Food and Civil Supplies, Udyog Bhavan, New

Delhi
13. The Andhra Pradesh State Consumer Di
Anandnagar, Hyderabad — 500 004,

14. The State Consumer Redressal Commission, Anandnagar, Khairatabad,
/ Hyderabad

16. The Secretary, Union of India, Minis?ry of Law Justice & Company Affairs
Depar?mgnt of Company Aftairs, New Delhi

17. The Scientific Advisor to Rakshamantri and Director General, DRDO

18. The Director, Deferce Research andi Development Laboratory, Kanchanbagh,

' |
49 The Register, Central Administrative}Tribunal, Hyderabad,
20. Two CCs to G.P. for Panch

Hyderabad (oum

21. Two CCs to G.P. for Transport, High Court of A.P., Hyderabad (OUT)
22. Two CCs to G.P. for Civil Supplies, Hi

23. Two Spare Copies. »

sputes Redressal Forum, Khairatabad,

ayat Raj & Rural Development, High Court of AP,

1)

e e t——————— = -
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1. M/s. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Tilak Road, Sadasivpet, Medak District
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizampuram Srinivas.
2. Nizarnpuram Venkatesham
Petitioners
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at

Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President _

Mankali Venkata Padmavathi W/o. M.V. Surya Prakash, H.No. 15-5-648, Ashok
Bazar, Hyderabad !

Sri B. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District

LN

‘Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as ilegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutionat, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.3 of 1997
in O.P.No. 121 of 1996 dated 21-7-1997 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void and
nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P: No, 13786 of 1988 :

Between;

N. Venkatesham Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of india, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
. by its Secretary '
2. The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President
3. Diddige Girija Rani W/o. D. Siva Kumar, R/o. Sankarpalli, R.R. District
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‘.'f IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH
' AT HYDERABAD

(SPECIAL ORIGINAL JURISDICTION)
THURSDAY THE TWENTY SECOND DAY OF MARCH, TWO THOUSAND ONE
: PRESENT:

“THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE: BILAL NAZKI
AND
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE: ELIPE DHARMA RAO

W.P. NOS :

26175/97, 26181/97, 26193/97, 13785/98, 14004/98, 22902/98, 13666/99, 151 65/99,
15173/99, 19389/99, 19482/99, 20117/99, 14492/99, 14207/96, 81 85/96, 8186/96,

8182/96, 8228/96, B8229/96, 12986/9, 29437/95, 29435/95, 29438/95, 29433/95,

29436/95, 29440/95, 29434/95, 29432/95; 20539/95, 111/96, 1490/2000

W.P. No. 26176 of 1997:
Between:

1. Mfs. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Tilak Road, Sadasivpet, Medak District
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizampuram Srinivas. i
2. Nizampuram Venkatesham .

Petitioners
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 GO1, rep. by its President

Mankali Venkata Shravanthi (MINOR), Rep. by her Natural Father Sri M.V. Surya
Prakash, S/o. M.V, Bharthiah, H.No. 15-5-648, Ashok Bazar, Hyderabad

Sri B. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District

@ N

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the

circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue

a Wirit, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section

27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.4 of 1997

in O.P.No. 122 of 1996 dated 21-7-1997 as wholly without jurisdiction, nuil and void and
nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT No.3: - MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 26181 of 1997 :

Between:

1. Mis. Arunodaya Finance Corporation, Tilak Road, Sadasiifpet, Medak District
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Sri Nizampuram Srinivas.
2. Nizampuram Venkatesham

s s . Petitioners
L TR O

AND
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1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home #ﬁairs, Central S.,S;é;.f?iariét' Ne Delhi, rep,
by its Secretary R i) _
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COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: MR. VEDULA VENKATARAMANA |

| _ : (NOT APPEARED) !
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS 2 &3:  MR. N. ASHOK KUMAR

‘ I |
W.P, No. 13666 of 1999; :

! . ! |
Between: :

. |
M/s. Sree Padmalaya Chit Fund Prtvat@e Limited, Khairatabad, Hyderabad
Rep. by Director, Smt. M. Satyavathi | i
' - Petitioner
' : AND !

- 1. The Consumer Disputes Redregsal Forum, Hyderabad District-, Hyderabad
2. Smt. V. Vimala, W/o. Brahmangnda Rao, R/o. MIG-1745, Nellagandla Village,
i B.H.E.L., Ramachandrapuram, Hyderabad |
3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry
! of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi l :
J ' ' Respondents
|

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass
an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, more
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus !

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutionai, arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 and 21of the Constitution of
India and struck down the same'arid , |

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in 1L.ANO. 821/96 in
O.P.No.174/95 dated 10-9-1997 passed by the first respondent and quash the
same as illegal and without jurisdiction.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: ! MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY.
| (NOT APPEARED)

-COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. POSANI VENKATESWARLU

W.P. No. 15165 of 1999 : ‘
Between:' . é |.
i

M/s. Sree Padmalaya Chit Fund Private ijmIted, Khairatabad, Hyderabad

Rep. by Managing Director, Sri K, Suryaparayana

, L |Petitioner

AND

1. The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-I, tliyd'erabad

2. Smt. R. Bharathi W/o. R.S. Raju, H.No. 8-124/1, Vijayapuri, Nea{ S.B.1. Colony,

~ Kothapeta, Hyderabad lr ,

3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Florums, Ministry
of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi -

i | Respondents

b
Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India prayilng that in the
circurmnstances stated in the Affidavit filed hevein, the High Court will be pleased to pass
an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constitution Iof India, more

particutarly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and.violative of Art. 14 and 21of the Constitution of
India and struck down the same and '

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in P.P. 17/98 in| 0O.P.No.876/95
dated 22-6-1998 passed by the first respondent and quash the same as illegal
and without jurisdiction. E

\b/ .



s b

4. Sri B. Prakasham, S/o. Anjaiah, Near Prabhu Mandir, Sadasivpet, Medak District
5. The Superintendent of Police, Medak District at Sangareddy.

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ, order or direction, rmore in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.38 of

1997 in O.P.No. 19 of 1997 vide Dis.No. 172/98 dated 22-4-1998 issued by the 2™
respondent, as wholly without jurisdiction, hull and void and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: - MR. P.S. NARAYANA

i

W.P. No. 14004 of 1998 :
Between:

Smt. Motlakunta Anasuya

; " Petitioner
AND -

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

The District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986, Medak District at
Sangareddy-502 001, rep. by its President

Diddige Girija Rani, W/o. D. Siva Kumar, R/o.'Sankarpalli, R.R. District

The Superintendent of Police, Medak District at Sangareddy. .

R N

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ, order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section
27 of the Consumer Protection Act,; 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and
unconstitutional, being violative of Arts. 14,19, 21 and 300-A of the Constitution of india,
and consequently declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No.68 of
1996 in O.P.No. 32 of 1996 vide Dis.No. 56/98 dated 15/16-4-1998 issued by the 2™
respondent, as wholly without jurisdiction, null and void and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

W.P. No. 22902 of 1998:
Between: -

1. K. Jagan Mohan Gupta
2. K. Nirmala Gupta

Petitioner
AND -

1. Consumer Disputes Redressat Forum, Hyderabad District-1, Hyderabad

2. Dr. Kamal Kumar Kalaskar, S/o. K. Satya Kumar, R/o. 4-6-384, Esamia Bazar,
Hyderabad ;

3. Mrs. K. Lakshmi, W/o. Dr. K. Kamal ‘Kumar, R/o. 4-6-384, Esamia Bazar,
Hyderabad '

Réspondents
Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the

circumnstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue -
writ of Certiorari or any other appropriate writ and quash the order of the first respondent
in P.P.No. 74 of 98 in O.P. No.1204 of 1997, on the file of the first respondent.




W.P. No. 19482 of1999:
Betweep

V. Nanda Kumar
1 ‘ Petitioner

| AND

The Union of india, rep. by its Principal Secretary (LAW), New Delhi

The District Consumer Forum, Srikakulam, rep. by President

Sri Sidda Bhairavi Coir Industries rep. by |ts Manager Sri L. Diwakar Rao

Birusuvada, Sompet Mandal, Srikakulam

WA~

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of india praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ Order or Direction particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, by declaring
the power of penalties under Section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act without
contemplating the procedural Rules thereunder, is violative of Articles 14 & 19 of the
Constltutlon of India, and consequentialty declare the action of the 2™ Respondent in
issuing warrant of arrest in E.P. N0.20/97 in O.P. No.168/95 dated 1-7-1999 on the file of
the Distrlot Forum, Srikakutam to the petitioner without following the procedure known to
law is highly arbrtrary, unjust and is opposed to the Principles of Natural Justu,e equity
and falrplay

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.M. GOPAL RAO

‘ (NOT APPEARED)
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: M. PADMA LATHA YADAV,
COUNS.EL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3; MR. PRATAP NARAYAN SANGHI
W.P. No. 20117 of 1999 :
Between;

Humnabad Shivachidambaraiah
" Petitioner
AND .

1. The Union of India, rep. by its Principal Secretary (LAW), New Delhi
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) Sangareddy, Medak
District
3. Smt Chilvari Janabai, W/o. Narsimuiu, Ibrahimbad Village, Via Siripuram,
Narsapur Mandal, Medak District
} Respondents

Petrtlon under Aricle 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ Order or Direction particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, by declaring
the power of penalties under Section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, without
contemplating the procedural Rules thereunder, is violative of Articles 14 & 19 of the
Constitution of India, and consequentially declare the action of the 2™ Respondent in
issuing warrant of notice in P.P. No.5/99 in O.P. No.168/97 c¢n the file of the District
Forum, Medak, Sangareddy to the petitioner without following the procedure known to
law is highly arbitrary, unjust and is opposed to the Principles of Natural Justice, equity
and fairplay.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. M.S.N. PRASAD
} (NOT APPEARED) !
COUI?ISEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: . R. RAVI KUMAR, S.C. ‘

W.P. No. 14492 of 1999 :

Betwéeni:-

Sri Pérmjlt Singh Petitioner

AND




P T Y

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY
- (NOT APPEARED)
| " COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: MR. B. VISWANATH REDDY

W.P. No. 15173 of 1999:

Between:

M/s. Sree Padmalaya Chit Fund Private Limited, Khairatabad, Hyderabad
Rep. by Managing Director, Sri K. Suuyanarayana
Petitioner
AND -

The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-1, Hyderabad

Sri V.A. Sukhla, H.No. A-930, HAL Colony, Hyderabad.

The Union of india, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry
of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi

LN =

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass
an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, more
particularty one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 and 210f the Constitution of
India and struck down the same and

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in 1.A.No. 50/97 in CD No.
668/94 dated 10-9-97 passed by the first respondent and quash the same as
ilegal and without jurisdiction.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. C. DAMODAR REDDY
(NOT APPEARED)

W.P. No. 19389 of 1999 :

Between:

Smt. T. Hyma

Petitioner
AND

1. The District Consumer Forum, Warangal, Warangal District
2. Cholleti Susheela, W/o. Thirupathi Reddy, H.No.3-18, Post, Potireddypet,
Huzurabad Mandal, Karimnagar District
3. The Union of India, rep. by its Secretary, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry
of Civil Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi
Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to pass
an order or direction of writ under Article 226 of the Constrtutlon of India, more
particularly one in the nature of Writ of Mandamus

a) declaring the section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (Act. 68 of 1986)
as un-constitutional, arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 and 21of the Constitution of
india and struck down the same and

b) to call for the records relating to the proceedings in P.P. 9/98 in C.D.No.50/98
dated 28-8-1999 passed by the first respondent and quash the same as illegal
and without jurisdiction.

N

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. B. VINOCD KUMAR
(NOT APPEARED)
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2: MR. T: RAMULU




‘ | | ¥ -
Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumarl o . "
‘ v Petitioner

AN.D !

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Horne Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Dethi, rep.
by its Secretary
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act} , Medak District,
. Sangareddy - 502 001.
3. Dr L. Krishnaiah
‘ Respondents

 Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying' that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue -
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust and unconstitutional, * -,
being viclative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently ‘
declaring the order passed by the 2" respondent in E.P. No. 30 of 1995 in O.P. No.53 of
1994, dated 26-2- 1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the eye
of Law.

‘ : , !
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTNO.3: MR, M. RAMA RAO
W.P. No. 8186 of 1996 ; |
Between: B

}
Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari

: Petitioner
) AND _ I

1. The Unlon of indta, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary I |
* 2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,
-~ Sangareddy — 502 001. [
- 3. Master Manalah (MINOR) ‘ ,
| (Rep. by Guardian & Materinal Grand Father, Or. L. Krishnaiah) !
(R2 dismissed for default as per Court Order dated 10-4-2000)
' Respondents
Ii
Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit ﬂled herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as Hlegal, arbitrary, unjust and undonstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 33 of 1995 in O.P. No.56
of 1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and|nonest in the
eye of Law. ' ‘

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: | MR. ‘F’.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: MR. P. BHASKAR MOHAN,
‘ ADDITIONAL S.C. FORCG.

|

W.P. No. 8182 of 1996 :
Between:

Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari |
o Petitioner

AND .
|
| | |
" 1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak Dlstrict
Sangareddy — 502 001.



r 1. Union of India, rep. by Secretary, Food and Civil Supblies, 3Udyog Bhavan, New
Dethi ‘

2. The Andhra Pradesh State Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Khairtabad,
Anandnagar, Hyderabad — 500 004.

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to

a) issue any appropriate writ order or directions declaring that the proviso
to 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 is unconstitutional and
consequently -

b) to quashing the order of the second Respondent passed in EP

No.13/96 against OP No.101/94, EP No. 14/96 against O.P No.102/94,
EP No.15/96 against OP No.103/94, EP No.16/96 against OF No.
104/94, EP No.10/96 against O.P. No.105/94 all dated 2-7-1987 and
U.S.R. No. 679/97, 681/97, 678/97, 677/97, 682/97, 680/97 all dated

31-12-1997.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. G. DHARMA RAO
(NOT APPEARED)

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: MR. C. SREENIVAS

W.P. No. 14207 of 1996 : '
Between:

1. M/s. Soubhagya Constructions, Engineers & Contractors, Secunderabad
Rep. by Sri M. Ravichandran

2. M. Ravichandran, Partner, M/s. Soubhagya Constructions, Engineers &
Contractors, Secunderabad

3. Marga Bandhu, Partner, M/s. Soubhagya Construct!oné, Engineers &
Contractors, Secunderabad :

Petitioners
AND

State Consumer Redressal Commission, Anandnagar, Khairatabad, Hyderabad
Smt. M. Mangala :

Union of India, rep. by Secretary, Ministry of Law Justice & Company Affairs,
Department of Company Affairs, New Deth!

LN

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India pray'ing that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an appropriate writ, order or direction more particularly one in the nature of:

a) Mandamus declaring the Section 27 of the Consurne'r Protection Act
1986 (Act 68 of 1986) is unconstitutional, arbitrary and viclative of
Article, 14 and 21 of the Constitution of India and to struck down the
same; '

b} Certiorari to call for the records relating to the proceedings in C.D.
No.1/92 dated 9-5-1995 and the orders in E.P. No.1/96 dated 10-6-

1996 of the 1 respondent and to quash the same as the said orders
are without jurisdiction and illegal. '

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONERS: MR. K.V. SATYANARAYANA

(NOT APPEARED)
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTNO.2:  MR. V.S. RAJU

W.P. No. 8185 of 1996 :
Between:

G —c = —YT YT



' 1
0f 1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without
eye of Law. ‘ |

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1:

W.P. No. 12986 of 1999 :
Between:

M/s. Subbaraya Constructions, Visakhapatnam
Rep. by its Managing Partner, Smt. P. Nirmala Devi '

AND !
i

Philip Dennison Hawes :
Mrs. Beverley Ann Fenwick ‘~

BN

Petition under Article 226 of the

0 .
jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the

MR. P.S. NARAYANA '
ADDL. S.C. FORC.G.

Petitioner

The Union of india, rep. by its Principal Secl;etary (LAW), New Delhi .l
The District Consumer Forum, Visakhapatnam

b

Respondents

Constitution of india praying Ithat in the

circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleas',ed to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring thé Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, (Act 68 of 1986), without contempiating the procedural
Rules thereunder, is violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of india,
and conseguently declare the action of the 2™ respondent in issuing warrant of arrest in

P.P. No. 5 of 1999 in O.P. No.508 of 1995,

dated 20-3-1999 to the Managing Partner of

petitioner Construction who is woman, without following the procedure known to law is

highly arbltrary, unjust and is opposed to th
play. :

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:

' CQUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3 & 4:

W.P. No. 29437 of 1996 ;

Between:

Mdﬂakunta Narayana

AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home
_ by its Secretary '

- 2. The District Forum (Under Consumer

. Sangareddy — 502 001.
3: G. Prateena (MINOR)
" | Rep. by her Guardian Sri G. Shanke

. Petition under Article 226 of the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed he

e principles of natural justice, equity and fair

MR. P. RAJA SEKHAR
(NOT APPEARED)
MR. CH. DHANANJAYA

Petitioner

' S
‘Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Dethi rep.

Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,

r. '
7 Respondents

Constitution of India praying that in the
rein, the High Court will be pleased to issue

an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27

of the Consumer Protection Act 1986 as il

egal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,

being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of india, and'consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 8 of 19385 in C.D. No.
52/94 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null

and viod and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER:

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1:

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3:

W.P. No. 29435 of 1995 :

MR. P.S. NARAYANA
S.C. FORC.G. "
MR. .. PRABHAKAR REDDY




being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitufion of India, and conse

3

quently

declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 32 of 1995 in O, P. No.55 of
1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the eye

of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: MR. L. NARASIMHA REDDY S.C.
FOR CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTNO.3: . MR/L. PRABHAKAR REDDY T

W.P. No. 8228 of 1996 :

Between:

Smt. Mankal Krishna Kumari

Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of Indla, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Dethi, rep.
by its Secretary

2. The District Forum {Under Consumer Protectiori Act) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001.
3. Kum. L. Vandana

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as ilegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 31 of 1995 in O.P. No.54 of

1994, dated 26-2-1996 as wholly without jurisdiction, null and viod and nonest in the eye
of Law. ‘

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: - MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: ADDL. S.C. FOR C.G.
W.P. No. 8229 of 1996 :

Between:

Smt. Mankal Krishria Kumari

Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary ‘

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001. ,
3. L. Swathi

- Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of india praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Wit of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as ilegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of Indla, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in £.P. No. 34 of 1995 in O.P. No. 57




; 12 '
- ' Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in\ he
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
. an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declarihg the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as lilegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,1 9,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2" respondent in E.P. No. 22 of 1895 in C.D. No.
114/95 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
, and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. |

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: S.C. FORCG.

. W.P. No. 29436 of 1995 : |

Between:

Mdtiakunta Anasuya Petitioner
i AND |

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
. by its Secretary ' '
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy — 502 001. : |
3. Smt. N. Gunnamma :
- Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
- circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 11 of 1995 in C.D. No.
141/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: S.C. FORCG.

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO. 2 G.P. FOR PANCHAYAT RAJ
W.P. No. 29440 of 1995 :

Between:
; |
Motiakunta Anasuya : + Petitioner
- AND

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
i by its Secretary \
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001. ;
3. Smt. Nakka Mallamma '
Respondents

| Petition under Articie 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
3 circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
i an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,

i being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently

4 declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 50f 1995 in C.D No.
b 155/83 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, nuil
) and viod and nonest in the eye of Law, ‘
Q - COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER;: MR. P.S. NARAYANA

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: S.C.FORCG.

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3; L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

o | ..
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~ 1, Between: '

Motiakunta Anasuya ‘ ; Petitioner
AND ! .

1. The Union of india, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Deihi, rep. ;
by its Secretary ' . : .
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District, l
Sangareddy — 502 001, ‘ ‘ o

3. K. Kaniayakumari (MINOR) Rep. by her Guardian Sri K. Ramulu. ,
Respondents

an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27 |
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional, j r
being violative of Arts. 14,1 9,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 13 of 1995 in C.D. No.
9/95 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-1 1-1985 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, nult
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. |

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: f : MR. P.S. NARAYANA '
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: SC FORCG. \
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKII\R REDDY i
W.P. No. 29438 of 1996 : |
Between:
Motlakunta Narayana ' _ | Petitioner

| AND '

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Centrai Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary ‘

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001. _ ’

3. D. Venkateswarly (MINOR) : : |
Rep. by his Guardian Sri D, Narasimhufu. -

Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the  Constitution of india praying that in the | ‘
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue

an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, deciaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,1 9,21 and 300-A of the ConstitGtion of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 10 of 1995 in C.D. No.

115/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, nult
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. :

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: . MR P.S. NARAYANA |
COUNSEL FORTHE RESPONDENTNO.1:!  S.C. FOR .G -

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: j MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 29433 of 1995 : |
Between:

Motlakunta Anasuya Petitioner | ‘
AND '

1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep. | ‘
by its Secretary ' :

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001.
3. 8ri P. Adviah

Respondents
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. . 2l
records pertaining to the order in E.P. No. 17 of 1995 in C.D. No. 14';01' 1995 dated 222-

. 1995 of thg 1* respondent and quash the same, as wholly arbitrary, highly iflegal, unjust
. and constitutional, and aiso without jurisdiction.

¥ 1
COUNSEL FOR THE PET iTIONER: | MR. P.S. NARAYANA
‘COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.2; MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY
W.P. No. 111_of 1996 : o f,
Between: _ | Iu
Motlakunta Anasuya , "
' | " Petitioner
AND '

+

. 1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary ' . '
- 2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy - 502 001. t '
3. Sri Dundigalia Narasimhuly - : '

(Respondent No. 3 dismissed for defautt as per Court Order dated 22-3-2000)

Respondents

. Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of india praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pléased to issue
an order or direction, more in the nature of Wiit of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as ilegal, arbitrary, unjust, and un'ponstitutional,
being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 16 of 1995 in C.D. No.

112/93 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, nuil
and viod and nonest in the eye of Law. .

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: » MR. P.S. NARAYANA '
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: S.C.FORC.G. -

W.P. No. 1480 of 2000;

Between: ‘ !
Ch. I’Bhupa! Goud alias Biksham : )
v A Petitioner
AND

1. The Scientific Advisor to Rakshamantri and Director General, DRDO

2. The Director, Defence Research and Development Laboratory, Kanchanbagh,
. Hyderabad. : ! ' ‘

3., The Register, Central Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad. I.
C ' Respondents

' Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleasedto issue
a writ, order or direction particularly one in the nature of writ of certiorari calling for the
records related the order passed in OA 984/97 and in MA No. 894/98 dated 11-8-1999
on the file of the Central Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad and quash the same and
allow the OA with all consequential benefits. .
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: | MR. S. LAKSHMA REDDY .

L ! (NOT APPEARED) !
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1 &2  MR. GUMMALLA VIJAYA KUMAR

The Court made the following ORDER:

" Heard Mr. P.S. Narayana, learned counsel appearing for petitioners in 19 cases. The

counsels in other cases are not present. During the course of hearing of these matters
we found that Section 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 has only been

+

'
Al
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W.P. No. 29434 of 1995 :

) | Between:
Motlakunta Anasuya Petitioner
AND

1. The Union of india, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretaiiat, New Delhi, rep.
by its Secretary . .

2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 16886) , Medak Distriot,
Sangareddy — 502 001. ‘

: Respondents

3. Smt. Sankuri Ambamma

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
‘an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27
of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as illegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,

being violative of Arts. 14,18,21 and 300-A of the Constitution of India, and consequently
declaring the order passed by the 2™ respondent in E.P. No. 12 of 1995 in C.D. No.
142/93 dated 30-1-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null

and viod and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: S.C.FOR C.G.
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 29432 of 1996 :

Between:
Motiakunta Anasuya Petitioner
AND
1. The Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, Central Secretariat, New Deihi, rep.
by its Secretary
2. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,
Sangareddy ~ 502 001,
- Respondents

3. Sri K. Satyanarayana

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
of Mandamus, declaring the Section 27

an order or direction, more in the nature of Writ

of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 as ilegal, arbitrary, unjust, and unconstitutional,

being violative of Arts. 14,19,21 and 300-A of theConstitution of india, and consequently
respondent in E.P. No. 14 of 1995 in C.D. No.

deciaring the order passed by the 2
10/94 dated 30-10-1995 and 6-11-1995 respectively as wholly without jurisdiction, null

and viod and nonest in the eye of Law.

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER: MR. P.S. NARAYANA
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.1: S.C. FORC.G.
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT NO.3: MR. L. PRABHAKAR REDDY

W.P. No. 20539 of 1996 :

Between:
M/s. Subhodaya Auto Finance Corporation, Sadasivpet, Medak District
Rep. by Managing Partner, Sri Mutlakunta Narayana Petitioner

AND

1. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act, 1986) , Medak District,

Sangareddy
2. Dasa Veeresam Respondents

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the Affidavit filed herein, the High Court will be pleased to issue
a Writ of Certiorari, or any other appropriate Writ, order or direction, calling for the

.—-‘_
-
-
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?'- chalienged in these Writ Petiti

penalties for those persons
who fail or omit to comply with any order made by the District Forum, State Commission
or the National Commission created under the ConsumerP
contention of Mr. P.S. Naraya

Protection ‘Act; 1986.. The
na is that, Section 27 is ultra vires if the whole scheme of
the Act is seen. He has mad

e a particular reference to Section 25 and the objectives of
the Act. According to him, under section 25 a methodology is provided for execution of
the orders of the District forum, State Commission or the National Commission. This
issue needs a detailed co

nsideration and would be dealt with when the matters are
finally decided, but we have found that even if the contentions of Mr. P.S. Narayana are
accepted and these Writ Petitions are allowed and sectio

n 27 of the Act is struck down,
even then the petitioners in all these matters would

be bound by the award passed
against them by the appropriate forums. For instance, in E.P.No.4/1997, which is under
challenge in W.P. No.26175/97 it appears that the claim of the claimant for Rs. 10,000/-
was allowed on 14-10-1996, five years have passed but the claimant has not been paid
even this amount. The orders of the forums cannot be allowed to be evaded by mere
pendency of these Writ Petitions result of which would have no effect on the claims of
the claimants, which have become final, Therefore, we direct that all the Wiit Petitioners
i mounts awarded against them in this Court Within' a period - of six
weeks so that the amount is disbursed to the respective claimants. The respective
claimants shall also file their claims with regard to interest within six weeks. In some of
the matters while passing interim orders 50% of the awarded amount has been ordered
to be deposited the balance 50% of the awarded amount should be now deposited in
those matters. : : _ ‘

ons. Section 27 deals with

List these Writ Petitions after six weeks. .

‘Sdi- SULTANA BEGLIM
ASSISTART REGISTRAR

I/ TRUE COPY //

for ASSIS
To

1. The Secretary, Union of India, Ministry of Home Affairs:
Dethi.

The President, District Forum under the Consumer Protection Act, 10986,
Sangareddy, Medak District -502 001 1
The Superintendent of Police, Sangareddy, Medak District ‘
The Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hyderabad District-l, Hyderabad
The Secretary, Union of india, Ministry of Consumer Forums, Ministry of Civil
Supplies, Government of India, New Delhi :
The District Consumer Forum, Warangai, Warangal District _
9. The Principal Secretary (LAW), Union of india, New Dethi " '
10. The President, District Consumer Forum, Srikakujam, Srikakulam District
11. The District Forum (Under Consumer Protection Act) Sangareddy, Medak District
12. The Secretary, Union of India, Food and Givil Supplies,-Udyog Bhavan, New
Delht ' KT WAy TR, T I
13. The Andhra Pradesh State Consumer Disputes ‘Re&ressal Forum, Khairatabad,
Anandnagar, Hyderabad — 500 004, .+ .1 e . . S
14. The State Consumer Redressal Commission, Anandnagar, Khairatabad, -
Hyderabad S
13. The Secretary, Union of India, Ministry:of-Law Justice & Company Affairs,
Department of Company Affairs, New Delhi U o :
16. The District Consumer Forum, Visakhapatnam, Visakhapatnam District
17. The Sclentific Advisor to Rakshamantri and Director General, DRDO
18. The Director, Defence Research and Development Laboratory, Kanchanbagh,
Hyderabad. '
19 The Register, Central Admi
20. Two CCs to G.P. for Panch

A EGISTRAR

ntral Secretariat, New
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nistrative Tribunal, Hyderabad.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIPUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH: HYDERHEI

T

; WRIT PETITION NO. |4 9@ /4999 2-000
PR, 4955

A Urit petition was filed in the High Court of Andhra Pradesh
by 57 ¢h- fbhww ot v 83T oy - Qe DRDO

W~ D—blﬁw L ove - \
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RETURN OF THE WRIT OF CERTIORARI ORBBR NiS1 \ »
. : e

[To be Ordered ez Writ to appear) ' .

Yhe process of the writ of bertiorari whers Of mestion is made, was gerved oo res,pcndﬁm this day of
Qric thonsand mine hundred and ninety. !

Yhis should be served on the Respentmt Ho.
ind to the High Coart. -

. ' - o Is4) > -

Writ and Rule Nisi- -

W.E.No. of 199

szﬁod that the requircd comveyamce c‘zurgcs sud the prmcsv- for the ¢efvice of the proacss have boer
soliccted.  If i requestied that the Exgite " sglation of the pﬂ.\‘t& SETVICES rcspccl i is veruaculor, may be
scal along with the Rule Nisi retuurned. . ‘ _ %
— - FORM NO. & ' i

FORM NO. 8

*

o _ }
RETUEN OF THE WERIT OF CERTIORARI UNDER NISI

"o be endoesad on writ to produce.

The process of the writ certiorari were of mention is within mzde with 8l things launching the same i
uw scveral papers beoreto ancexed, 85 with  corsmanded.

'Tc annesure of
- Yhe sespondent kercin , ' . e
Date ~ duy ot

Sd/-
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H.Ct. F. No. B9

WRIT OF COURT mBRS—ORDER LIST (TO PRODUCE AND/OR T® APPBAR)
I{N THE HIGH COURT @FJUDICATURE, A.NDH'RA PRADESH AT HYDERABAD. -

(Spemal Orxgma! Juﬂsdlatlon)

Mot e PO },.._o,ew,
One thousand nine hundrcd ard ninety
.’Mﬁﬂo

W% u{;:{iag?;shm““” .

3

Petitioner

3

| l. f. -,,cimuf.ﬁ-“dw visor ol others,
% W‘W A /.)-élwu@@“ﬁ@
%_’)7‘)\ Qd Rospendent No } :" I:

‘."e.ﬂ,.r}:r. m,cz:iy) _
Upsn mstien this day - made into tl‘us Gaurthy bemg' )

), (PPN SR
«opinion that the redord relating to and touching upex atl he matters and gontoationsraisedin the Memorandum o
«of representation petitien,h ecpy of whichis aﬂnexed kereto, togethcr with the decision therein, should be galled - '] .

or and parsued. :
' |

. do send for our use mri-hgh Gourt of Judicature

7) That you, the aforesaid respendent Neo. .

. of Andhra Pradosh. Hyderabad. ali aad si tho said record aad eihor with all things touching t
thesameasrd}':ndpbﬂ)mﬁcyhawmmaénbymandnm in yegr aastedy or power e
together with this, Rals Nici befare the day of 139 . and.. .. 9/ 3 TP N -

That yeu intend to,epposs the pe.tﬁsn, yor ﬁhc Esspendat No, ... ....... |
Jo appear persenally o7 by AQvooato DO RO ....co.e.eperrmdemEaS corengeree dayof... M SRS [ X N |
not be eomplied Wit agﬁ thal we may ocause -

at 10-30 a.m. beforc the Coust show caase why this Patitis
te be done there on what of rlght and acuording to Law shall see fit to be done.

Noties :— YOU HAVE TO FILE YOUR GOUNTBR AFFEDAVIT WITHIN 6 MONYHS, - UNLESS
OTHRRWISE DIRECTED PY THE HIGH . GW'RT MATERIAL: PAPERS -RELIED UPON
~ BY YOU SHOULD BB EiLBN IN BOOR FORM DUEY . STITCHE® GIVIN® EX[{[BI'I'

NUMBERS TO EACH DCSTHP:TF
d M ‘& L/\/“ \ N/

Chief Justice of ngh Court of

‘WITNESS : The Hon'’ble 1

Andhra Pradesh st Hyderabad, this the - "Mﬁ day of 199'1’\/0 e, the year - |
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3 It is rempemtfuily submitted that I was working ‘as
Photographer Brade.er?IZwaé removed. from gservice byorder dated
18.8.79. Ageinst that I tiled # Writ Petition bafore the Hon'ble
High Court in WP No.S¢28/81. The writ petition was &allowed.
Agaihﬁt the seid orders, the reaponﬁantﬁ have filed an  appeal
before thé Hon 'ble Bupreme Court and the same was finally ailmwed
and remanded to the CAT, Hydérabad.fér disposing the case on
merits %fresh.'The Bame méa re-numbered as TA 2H/91. The Hon'ble
Tribunal set aside the order of removal on ?.16;93 and ﬁemanded
the matter to the disciplinary authority for fresh consideration
in regard to the punishment. The.responﬂents have reinstated me
into service on 29.172.93 with a punishment of censure. I reported
for duty on 2.2.94, Thereafter I submitted an application for
vblqntary refirement in ﬁy name Ch. (Bhikusham) alias Ch.Bhupal
5oud . i have submitted my application in the ﬁaiﬂ mame  becatise
during this périmd 7 I haeve changed my name after due procedure
hf publication iﬁ the Gazettere and other legal formalities from
Ch.Bhikusham to Ch.Bhupal Gmud; The Hon'ble Tribunal in  another

A No.4b67/87 haes also accepted my name as Ch.Bhupal Goud by its

arder dated 29.9.87. The veluntary retirement application was

accepted by the respondents w.e.f., 25.7.94. When I submitted my

pension  papers in the name of Ch.Bhupal Goud, the respondents o

have refused to process them in the mame of Ch.Bhupgl Boud and

tinalise the pension and other terminal benéfita taking an
abiection that-I should submit my application only on the'rame of
Ch.Bhikusham and not in the name mf‘Gh.Bhupal Goud. Whén  they
have raised certain obhjections to process my pension  papers, I
have 'realﬁed tﬁat the respondents acteptiﬁg{ my valuntary
retirement application w.e.f., 253.7.94 cannot be treated es valid

2nd page
corrections: Attestor Depanent

¥
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH
AT HYDERAEAD
WP NO. \{JL_CiﬁsoF pelalsle
BETWEEN: ; J |
Ch.Bhupal Goud aliss Biksham,

S5/0 Ayodhys,
aged about 38 years,

. Photographer grade. I,

Defence Research and
Development Laboratory, .
Kanchan Ragh, Hyderabad. . « PETITIONER

AN D
1.  The Scientific Adviseor to Rakshananbei

and Director General, DRDO,
Ministry of Defence, New Delhi.

i The Director, Defernce Research and
Development Laboratory, '
Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad.

e The Registrar, Central Administrative

Tribunal, Hyderahad. « o « RESFONMDENTS

I, Ch.Bhupal Boud alies Ch.Bhikusham, S/0 Ayodhya,
aged about 5@ vears, R/o Hyderabad, do hereby solemnly and

sincerely affirm and state on oath as under:

1. That 1 am the deponent  herein and therefore, fully

acquainted - with the facts of the case.

2. I beg to file this writ petition against the order passed

b? the Hon'ble Central Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad in the

O0A Neo.984/97 and  in MA No.B894/98 dated 11.6.99. The Hon'khle
r . . .

Tribunal has rejected my claim for treating me as on duty by
aﬁlawing me-tm withdraw my applicationfor voluntary retiremsnt
and m&ly declare that I am entitled for pensionary benefi;s in
accmrdance_with the rules on my vm}uﬁtary retirement.

lst page
corrections: Attestor Deponent
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voluntary retirement on the basié agf my voluntary retiremen!’
application in the naﬁe of Ch.Bhikusbam alias Bhupal Goud can  be
_treated es valid in law so &5 to diserititle me to insist on my
.right %o withdraw thé veluntary retivement applicstion by
treating the earlier aspplication and acceptance letter gilven by
the respmndenté' as of no effect in the eye of law. Instead of
adjudicating the issue raised and arising in the0A, the Hon'ble
Tribunal has ﬁimpiy difecte& me to sign the pens@mn papers as I
signed in the voluntary retirement applicatidn ard thesame should
bhe processed by the reapundedta and pension ﬁhouid be paid to me.
1t ig'ﬁﬁbmitted that the order of the Hon’'ble Tritmnal suffers

from error apparent ot the face of the record resulting in

miscarriage of justice.

4, It is further submitted that since the basic issue
reised and ari&ing in the 0A was not dealth with by the Hon'ble
Tribunél and adiuwdicated. It is submitted that Y have asuffered

irreparable loss and damage.

H .
i I It is further submitted that I have eight vyears of

service to go and the voluntary retirement application which I
: L

have submitted was in haste and without considering the

consequences theeof and further the reﬁpqnﬁents have innrdinately

delayéd the finelisation of my pension papers by addpting double

standards by way of harrassment by accepting the application anly

in  the hame of Gh.Bhikusham and not in the name of Ch.Bhikusham

alias FBhupal Goud with which name I have submitted my voluntary

retirement application.

[
4t page _
corrections: . Attestor Deponent
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as I have not spplied for voluntary retirement in the,_nmme of
Ch.Bhikusham but in the changed name 8 Ch;ﬂhupal Goud only and
5ubmit%ed a representatiﬁn to the respondents either ﬁm proce%é
my pension papers in'my changed name .or in‘the slternative to
permit me fto withdraw the voluntary retirement application
submitted earlier in the name of Ch.(Bhikusham) alias CBhupal
FGoud. The: respondents have rejected the same by their letter
dated 23.2.96 and again insisted that I should submit my pension
papers in the name of Ch.Bhikusham only. Agogrieved by the same 1
filed OA No.984/97 bhefore the CAT, Hyderabad for declaring the
action of the respmﬁdentg in not sllowing me to withdrraw my
voluntary retirement application and not prqmesaing'the pension
papers and other retirement benefits in my ch#nged named  1.e.,
Ch.Bhupal Goud. as totally illegal, arbitrary and sought  for
consequential direction tm'the respondents to treat me as  in
service with all consequential henefits. The Hon'ble Tribunal has
not addressed to  my main grievance and also  the bone of
contention between me and the respondents that the respondents
could not have adopted double standards ome for accepting  the
voluntary retirement application and the other for processing the
penssimna papers. At one stretch they cannot accept my name &%
Ch. (Bhikusham) alias Bhupal Goud for the purpose of voluntary
retirement and pass orders on 25.7.74 in the name of Ch"Ehikuﬁham
and again take a.diffefent.ﬁtanﬁ for the purpose of processing
the pension papers by insisting thatli must submit in the name of
Ch.éhikumham only =g per the service recmrd. It is submitted that
the Hon'ble Tribunal instesd of adindicating the dssue whether
the action of therespondents in adopting the double standa;dﬁ i3
illegal and ,imparmissible and whether the acceplting of the

aSrd page ——
corrections: Attestor : Deponent
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b 1t is further submitted that it is a fit

cang, where

the Hon'ble Court may be pleased to fix an early date for hearing

-

of the case in the interest of justice and eqguity.

b Under these circumstances, the petitioner (s8) herein

is/ are not having any other alternative remedy exﬁept to

the

invohke
jurisdiction/ extrsz—ordinary civil original jurisdiction of

this Hon’'ble Court under article 226 of the Comstitution of

India.

7. The petitioner (s) herein has/have not filed any
writ in this Hon‘ble Court or any suit in any Civil Court or any
other proceedings in any other Tribunal regarding the same cause

of action and for #he said relief as prayed for din this writ

petition.

Far the reasons stated above and those that may be

urged at the time of hearing, it is prayed that the Hon'ble Court

may be pleased to issue & writ, order or direction particularly

ane in the nature of writ of certiorari calling for the

related  the order passed in 0A 984/97 and in MA No.894/98 dated

11.8.99 on the file of the Central Administrative Tribunal,

_Hyderabad and quash the .same and allow  the OA with alld

consequentiazl benefits and be pleased to pass such other  and

further order or orders as may be deemed fit.
Sworn ernd signed on this

the 19th day of January, 2EE0 Deponent
gt Hyderabad. .

VERIFICATION

I, Ch.Bhupal Boud aliass Bhikusham, S/0 Ayadhys, sged 59
verrs, R/o Hyderabad, being the petitioner/person scquainted with
the facts do hereby verify and state that the contents of para {
? { ) etc of the affidevit filed in support  of the wyrit
petition are true to my personl knowledge, those of para )
( y ete are facts to my knowledge based on the information and

those of para () ¢ ) etc are true to my knowledge based
on records and believed to be correct and those of para ( ? {

) etc are based on legal advice believed to be carrent.

verified on this the #lst day of December, 1999 at
Hyderabad.

Advocsete

Deponent

records




hﬁ‘rﬁ. MPMUHQNDUN OF WRIT PETITION
’ CONSTITUTION OF INDIM)

(UNDER ARTICLE 26 OF  THE ,
IN  THE HIGH CDURI oF  JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH

AT HYDERARAD
(SPECIAL URIbINﬁL JURIE DICIIGN)

We ND. OF 2608

BETWEEN:
Ch.Rhupal Goud alias piksham,8/0 Ayodhya,

ged ambout D@ years Photnf apher grade.ll,
Def@nne Fesearch an& Development aboratory,

Kanchan Hagh, Hyderabad. .. .PETITIONER

A ND

i The Scientific Advisor to Rakshamantri

and Director Genmeral, DRDU,
Ministry of Defence, New Delhi,
The Director, Defence Rewparch and

Development Laboratory, Eanchanbagh,
3 The Registrar, Central Administrative
Tribunal, Hyderabad. .. - RESPONDENTS

[

Hyderabad.

The particulars and addresses of the shbove named

=g of service of sumMONS,

petitioner {a) for the pPUrpnse naotices etc

sel Mr.S.Lakshma Reddy, Advocate, ||

are that of his/her/their coun

12, Premier Plaza apartments, Beside MWater  Tank, Narayanguda, |

Hyderabad.
the above namedf‘

The particulars angd addreses OF
: '
summons, notices  eto

respondents for the purpase of service of

are the mame a9 mentioned in the Ccause title.

Far the rPeascons grated in the

‘%Ffzdavit, it is prayed that the Hon ‘ble Court may e plessed

(\
-
ﬂ i %9# a writ, order or direction particularly one in the

ﬂi \
f“ mrmt of certiorari calling for the records related the order

im DA 984797 and in Ma No.894/98 dated 11.9.99 on the fifle

d
& /awe Central Administrative Tribural, Hyderabad and guash

allow the 0A with all consequential henefits and,

Taame  and
pleased to pass guch other and further order or orders as may
deemed fit.

Hyderabad :
Dated: 19.1.2888 COUNSEL FOR PETITIONER (S




OA.984/97 & . dt.11-8-99
MA.894/98 in OA,.984/97 -

Order

Oral order (p=r Hon. Mr. R. Rangarajan, Member (Admn,)

'Hegrd Mr. S. Lakshma Reddy for the applicant and

Mr. V. Vinod kumar for the respondents,

1. The applicant in this OA, Photographer Gr.II, made an
application on 3-5-1994 for voluntary retiremeﬁt from
service with effect from 25-8-1994, That request was -
accepted and he was relejved of tha duties with effect from
‘25~8-1994. The same was communicatsd to the apnlicant by
office letter No.,DRDL/1175/CHB/A dated 21-9-1994. He was
also advised to come to the office to enable Respondent No,2
office to process the pension/gratuity papers to ZDA(Pension)
Allahabad. It 18 stated that the letter though sent by
registered post acknowldgemant due, the applicant has not
responded and he has not reported to Respondent No.2 office
for aubmission of pension papers. Subseguently, also he was

remindad,

-2, This OA is filed praying for a d=claration that the

action of the respondents in not qllowing the applicant to .
withdraw the voluntary retirement as was done in case of one
Mr. P.V. Rao, and not processing the pension an?%ther'
retirement benefits Ls totally 1llegal, arbitrafy. without
jurisdiction and violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the
Constitution and for a conseguential direction to the
respondents to treat the applicant as in service with all
consequential benefits,

3, It 13 an admitted §act that the applicant has submitted
his application for voluntary retirement., That was also
accepted and the applicant waé informed on 21-9-1294, Hence

e s\
)/

a2,
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IN THE CINTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BiINCH

AT HYDERABAD

OA.984/97 &

MA,894/98 1in 0A.984/97 dt.11-8-99

Be tween

ch. Bhupal Soud ?

alias Ch., Bhikshum : Applicant

and :

e ”®

1. Scientific Advisor to g '
Min, of Defence & Director Genl, 1 i
De fence Resegrch & Development Orgn, “1'-
Directorate of personnel | I
DHQ PO, New Delhi ; Tag b

2. Director
Defence Research & Development Labountory
: KRespondents

Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad
: S. Lakshma Reddly

Counse) for the applicant
. Advocate

i
i

: V. V inod Kumar

Counsel for the respondents :
. OGSC
Coram
Hon, Mr, R. Rangarajgn,,Membgrr(hdmn.)li SR
Member(Jﬁdl)

Hon., Mr., B.3. Jail Parameshwar,

3‘\/
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2
the question of taking him back on duty does not arise, The
applicant is entitleq for pensionary benefits in accordance

-t

with rules on his voluntary retirement.

ﬁi The learned counsel for the respond2nts submit that the
applicant had put in his pension papers for payment of pensionaéﬂ
benefits, But in his voluntary retirement letter he has signEdii
as Ch, Bikshum., Upder the signature it has been tyoed as aliaslr
Ch. Bhuval Goud, Photographer Grade ITI, Instrumentation, DRDL,
Hyderabad., Hence, his pension papers should also contain the
same signature even if he has changed his name from Bikshum to
Bhupal Goud. No mention: ‘i had been made i;féervicé register

in regard to change of his name. The applicant also signed his
voluntary retirement papers as RBikshum with certain details
underneath, Heﬁce the applicant cannot sign as Bhupal Gound in
the pension papers and demand payment of retiremental benefits
on that basis of signature, Hence, if 3 proper apvlication for
payment of pensionsry benefits, signing atlesst as he had signed-
in his voluntary retiremen£ the applicant will be given pensionary
benefits in accordance with law.

5. We have perused the voluntary retirement application
submittea by the applicant., We have no doubt in our minds that
the pension pap=rs should also be signed similarly as what he

had signed.in his voluntary retirement letter on 3-5-1994., If

the pension papers are accordingly submitted by the applicant,

the gpplicant should be paid pension and pensionary beanefits

in accordance with rules within a period of two months from the

date of request for payment of pension.

6. The OA is ordered accordingly. No costs. As tha OA is
gt fo g s

disposed of MA.894/98 (DirﬂctiquER?#% dpﬁg&ﬁg@jemﬂf
59 ﬂ(ﬂ'f“@ﬂ’q“{’@% %(7%‘0/‘7@1/‘?9,

CASE AU EX YA

[ TS B ’ ,
ome s .oz Tlﬁ(/ﬁj
afr q2a ;

TOUFY fsE Lo . N %?/77

—
wmr afiwrd
Lo ..« vuurt Officer
BT Y ST P £ 3.
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T aqrs qydts
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BINCH
AT HYDERABAD

Or.984/97 &

MA.894/98 in OA.984/97 dt.11-8-99
Be tween

Ch, Bhupal Soud g

alias Ch, Bhikshum : Applicant

and

1. Scientific Aldvisor to

Min, of Defence & Director Genl,
Defence Resegrch & Development Orgn,
Directorate of Personnel

DHQ PO, New Dealhi

2. Director
Defence Research & Development Labouatory

Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad : Respondents

Counse] for the applicant ' : S. Lakshma Reddy
Advocate

Couns=1 for the respondents : V., V inod Kumar
CGSC

Coram

Hon. Mr. R, Rengarajan, Member (Admn.)

Hon., Mr, B,S. Jai Parameshwar, Member(Judl)

0\




0A.984/97 & . dt,11-8-99
MA.894/98 in 0A.984/97

Order

Oral order (p=r Hon. Mr, R, Rangarajan, Member (Admn.)

Hegrd Mr., S, Lakshma Reddy for the applicant and

Mr. V. Vinod kumar for the respondents.

1. The gpplicant in this 0A, Photographer Gr.TI, made an

application on 3-5-1994 - for voluntary retirement from

service with effect from 25-8-1994. That request was

accepted and he was relsived of the duties with effect from

25-8-1994. The same was communicatsd to the aponlicant by

office lstter No.DRDL/1175/CHB/A dated 21-9-1994. He was

also advised to come to the office to enable Respondent No,2

office to process the pension/gratuity papers to CDA(Pension)

Allahabad. It i3 stated that the letter though sent by

registered post acknowldgemmbt due, the applicant has not
, ; 7 18

responded and he has not reported to Respondent No.2 office
for submission of pension papers. Subsequently, also he was
reminded,

2. This 0A is filed praying for a declaration that the

action of the respondents in not sllowing the applicant to

withdraw the voluntary retirement as was done in case of one

t

Mr. P.V, Rao, and not processing the pension an?%ther
retirement benefits §s totally illegal, arbitrary, without

jurisdiction and violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the
Constitution and for a consegquential direction to the

respondents to treat the applicant a8 in service with all

consequential benefits,

3. It is an admitted fact that the applicant has submitted

his application for voluntary retirement, That was also

accepted and the applicant was informed on 21-9-19294,

N

lence

--2.
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the question of taking him back oa duty does no¥ arise, The
applicant is entitled for pensionary benefits in-accordance
with rules on his voluntary retirement,
4, The learned counsel for the respondents submit that the

applicant had put in his pension papers for payment of pensionary |

benefits, But in his veoluntary retirement letter he has signed
@5 Ch. Bikshum. Upder the signature it has been typed as alias
Ch. Bhupal Goud, Photographer Grade II, Instrumentation, DRDL,
Hyderabad. Hence, his pension papers should also contain the
Same Signature even if he has changed his name from Bikshum to

i

Bhupal Goud. No mention=d had been made in Service register

in regard to chang® of his name. The applicant also signed his
voluntary retirement papers as Eikshum with certain details
underneath. Hence the applicamt cannot sign as Blhupal Gound in
the pension papers and demand payment of retiremental benefits

on that basis of signature. Hence, if a proper application for

payment of pensionary benefits, signing atleast as he had signed
in his voluntary retirement the applicant will be given pensionary
benefits in accordance with law,

5. We have perused the voluntary retirement application

submitted by the applicant. We have no doubt in our minds that

the pension papers should also be signed similarly as what he
had signed in his voluntary retirement letter on 3-5-1994, If
the pension papers are accordingly submitted by the applicant,
the gpplicant should b2 paid pension and pensionary benefits

in accordance with rules within a period of two months from the

date of request for paymmnt of pension.

6. The 0A is ordered accordingly. No costs. As the Or is

disposed of MA.894/98 (Direction petition) is dismissed.

3. ~Parame shwar) . Rangarajan)
Membs&gud 1} Membe r (Admn. )
\1/

Dated : 11 August,1999
Dictated in Open Court ﬁﬁ/L
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TN THE CENTRAL GDMIMISTRATIVE 3

HYDERMAES

(AT

L. ML 984 OF 1997

FEETHEEN
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of censure without any order with référence to the
hreatment‘ﬂf the period from BuﬁpEHSian till the date
of rainatatem;ht igs incomplete through its Jjudgment
dated 2.9.98 and directed the reﬁpaﬁdents to pass
orders with regard to the treatment of the period
from the date of suspension to the datf of reinstate—
merit. The applicant has made repregsentation dated
?.7.98 to implement the said judgmentiof the HMon 'ble
Tribunal. The respondernts thrm@gh their letter dated
6£.16.92 has Tejected the reguest of the applicant for
payment of salaries saying thast he islalready volun-
tarily retired fram ;ervice with effec% from 253.7.94.
Hence, the applicant is constrained kb file this MA
since the applicaﬁt ig neither heing p%id the pension
nor being paid the salary, due to tHg'ﬂnreasmnable

stand tazken by the respondents.

j
5. It is further submitted that the re-
spondents either should not  have arcepted the
voluntary retirement by the applicant ;n the name of
Ch.Bhikusham and ought to have inEisfed; befare ag-
tepting the"uolunﬁary retirement for submitting =
fresh application in the name of Ch.Bhikusham only in
the place pf Bhupal Boud alias Bhikushjamn They could
not bave unilaterally accepted the vmlgntary retire-
ment not ih the mame in which it was épwlied but in
the name of Ch.Bhikusham, who has not applied Afor
voluntary retirement. The unreasonable %tamd taken by

3rd page

corrections; Attestor Deponeht
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given in the order in oa 1381796 in thic OA alsoi

3. The OA is disposed of as above. A S 11T Y T
compliance is 3 months ¢v%m the date of receipt of g Ciler

qf this order. No order-as o costs.
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At HYDLIATAD

@ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAN V) TRVLBURA . YR ERAAD

[ C LA

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1302 of 199G

DATE OF ORDEN: 2nd SEPTENBEG, 1

BETWEEN :

t
Ch.BHUPAL COUD, Alias Ch.BIKSHAM

O T CE B RRRAFER

TS LI i
,_ill:l'\:i‘j}. o J’ulf.:):': | t

o, g

B

and {! . ‘
- 4y N
R, 1
A I
. ;: e .“’ . A .
The Dircctor, befence Resesrch T . E
Development: Laboratory (pRpL}, -f'“h”pg?;ﬁ; . {
Chandrayangutta, S ‘
Hyderabadg. - B R ST LTI I R |

COUNSEL FOR TUE APPLICANT: Mr.S.LANMA ;.Z'f.'.",u-‘_\" ' 1
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDEN'T: M. Y ORATESHAR HAO, ADDY.CCSC

E
CORAM: :

|
HOW'BLE SHRI RORANGARAIAN, HEMNR (ADMN.)

_ &
HON'BLE SHRT B.S.aA1 PARMIESIHENL,  Mowt. sy (.l‘llf.‘.'l-)

JUDGERI N !

(ORAL ORDER PER HON' BILE Sy RCRAMGAIA AL, HEFDER {ADb)

deard fe .S, Lasua Reddy,  Toarnon coun soel ons oo
applicant and Mr.V.Rajeswara Rho, learnced ﬁtandinq Cotge

i
for the respondents. ’ L

2. This oOn 1ig aluo similar Lo the 0O Bo_ 13857049 |1

. |
which was adisposaerd of todny. T'he concention: g 1
i . . 7 '-:l'.‘l\;h\'-—)‘ ] ;
Prayer an this oa are Lhe e foothat o op 1o
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Flat No.302.

The Director
D.R.D.L
P.O.Kanchan Ragh

HYDERABA . -500058.

Sir,
Sub:~ Request to make payment' of Salaries from
20-2-1996 to 31-8-19%8.Reg:- '

I CH.BHIKUSHAM.S/0 Ayodhya. Photo Grapher Gde, Il. :D.R.D.L. The finance

department of D.R.D.L. not giving my salaries since dt.20-2~1996 to this date

't no kindly issue the orders to finance department to make my
due tc Non-

reasons 1 don
salaries immediatly, because I am facing lot of financial problems,

Payment of my salaries.

Thanking you sir,
Yours Faith Fully

==,
rd

Residential Address.
CH. BHIKUSHAM

CH.BHIKUSHAM
Photo Grapher G4,l11 Photo Grapher gde, II.
H.No.1-2-53. D.R.D.L.

(;ﬁ p.0.Kanchan Bagh.
|

Y X 500058

Damal Guda. Hyderabad 500058

Hyderabud-SUOOBﬂ.
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The Lirector
R.R.D.L
P-O.KANCHAN BAGH
Hyderabad-500058

Sir,
Sub:i- Request to pay my salaries Rey:-

witn reference to your Letter No.ORDL/LL7S5/CHB/A dated @G-
23-2-1996 reminder aated 29-11-19968 22-8-97 and 6 oct 1996.8ri, Ch.BHIKUSHAM
S/0 AYODHYA Photo Graher Gde 11 not applied for voluntary retirement , tne
question of retirement of CH.BHIKUSHAM. S/o AYODHYA Photo Grapher Gde II from
Government services W.e.f. 25-7-1994 does not arise. The guestion of submitting
Pension papers by CH.BUIKUSHAM S/o AYODHYA Photo Grapher Gde 1I does not arisc.
ihe re-instatement orders Passed by the CAT Hyderabad Bench in
TA.No.20/91 dated 7-10-1993 not implimented and you have not given me a complete
order indicating the treatment of the period under suspension and otner
eventualities. . ¢
“Hence 1 request vy 4 to kindly complete the CAl' Orders in TA
No.20/91 dated 7-10-1993 with fuyll -details in accordance with the extaat

departmental rules.Ana Kinclly make ay salaries immediatly without further delay,

Thankin sir, . .
Hamting you Yours lFaith fully

S———

- e ._,/’.’:'3% S
House Address CH.DHRIKUSHEAN

Flat No.30z Photo Grapher Gae II.
CREON Enclave D.R.D.L '

Damal guda P.Q. KANCHANUAGH

BBKRRR-208030:

Hyderabad-50005y.
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16 THE G INTRAL ADMIRISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL I’!
RYDERABAD BRNCH AT HuO'B |
Cwam GG oF 2887

0 o

OA SR Fo. 1343 OF 1997 ]

anﬁ ancﬁthe:

| t::h. Bﬁupal ﬁauﬂ muas R : ]
S Gh, Bhikugham ‘ o L e Applicant O |
and . . [’r[
Tha sﬁgiaﬂtifia sduisor to . | |
Einiptry of Rufence, & D.C., 00 L - ' ; |
Govt.of india, bew S ihﬁ, ' s T |
o -+s  Respondents ll | '
'l
J

ar?zna ig

L, m.ﬁafi.':z:mmgsg “figos aa/a-s.‘ :z;m-s;a;ai' m,&.—. agad ||
~about 26 yaars, weﬁiffiig as A veeata, R/r: ﬂg&afx‘:émﬂﬁ &
he.mby'i;aiéﬂ}nlg _&né-s';mczamly' uf:‘f:i.-ﬁa and p};&gm on o%th'_. B

as undéi':' | - o . c
1 am thea d‘,pmmt hméin mﬁt;he wuﬁsal fmc tha
'kt’he sbove Ca was

fiz;'
. appiimﬁm in ﬂaA &R 1&»&.13&3 of . 1'5%?«
" #iled baziam thia ﬁmn' bie . Tgibunal for tﬁ& dirsotions

af to xawendmw tmm ths a;;;rlimnt ia ir a smwﬁce
el 2 eﬂfir*& haz wmods -

iitﬁ* all comb@amtml baz&sﬁm*
BORG cbjewﬁicms »wmm ﬂimg t:ha % am} mtm:raﬁ tha hanﬁ}.aj
intormed ﬁhs *m ma z.,Mmt about

for rnsubmm ahm. m Liavs
Aftar ta&amg mmtmctio"

' ohjec;tiwm miﬁﬁﬂ by tm ¢k £lce,

Lrom &l ient e mau&mim@ﬂ the OA. &m bg mawezma ﬁ!}& '
ﬂs mmh tt‘m ﬁ&iay

| |
all @bjeeu@na ma:ia by the affic -7 {
caused o mpmsantat:im of the ﬁﬁ 4= nuither xwilful net’ _'[/ .
: , '
l

waamm Am such thera is a ﬁe*lﬁ}* of &"Dr- &aya in ge-. |

| pmseming %:ha em g-.-.n zw.mnz of 19%’?;_ S | 1

a mﬂt! * w 'l,i.
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. Mipdstcy of bLefaice & pireveor E
“Genepal, Defence Research apd .
Daveleprent Cigasdsetiea, .
- Bilzectorate of “@xa&ﬂnel, ?ﬁﬁ,. 3 -
‘ ¥O, Kew belhis v
- 2¢ The Direc tex, Defence Rada&xch _
. aand Developme:nt Leborstory, - . - . o
- m@nahﬁ gagh, Hyﬁarabaﬂ. C T pijugﬁﬁﬁﬁnﬁﬁﬂhﬁ

’m&c%nmﬁ;wa @ymc, hc:w Foledis LEDER a{ 33 oF AT FROGERURE
'3Ruanﬁ Pk aa.ﬂgﬂamﬁav CF I La¥ ik Rﬁﬁuﬂﬁl$$&§h CF THL CA BR,

CGf Qf}”&aya in ge~sub mitti&g the 08 BR hﬂa13§3f§? and

) @ aas audh mtb%x &m& iurthar @Em@f& as Pﬂ? bm ﬁéeme fite

Hfﬁﬂfﬂba& _ _ .
ugteds 28-Te87 - SCURGRL FORTHE APRLICANS

o %&a mézwm Anman mmamv& ﬁ*mm a:sm
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: th.&m» '7 2 \ Qp | 199?  :__:.;
. ! ECE :
| Giae BeReNEs1363 Of 1957
Bewweent ".J i a B
Ghe Bhupal Goub alia& Ch, ‘Bhikusam,

S/G Ayodys, eg=d about €& ya&ts. o o
Phovogeapher yrade. 1 : :

: F&: hhéffééacna %taaeﬁ infﬁfﬁﬁﬁdﬁmﬁaﬁyiﬂg mﬁﬁiﬁ&viﬁ;

“the hﬁn’bl@ T:ihunal may -beo ﬂl&&&ﬁﬂ £ ama&vna ﬁha é@iay '
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. Becwesns

"tha Bhupal Goud Alias ﬂha'ﬁhikusam,
- 8/0 Ayolye,aged abouttdB years,

IN THT CNTRAL ADHIL ISTRATIVE *r;'z:ﬁmm
s«mmmam 2ELCH AT HYD -RABAD
AeBe. 7] 2\ -or 19*97
| “dn

Ceds SeReNo.1343 o©f 1957

Friovographer grada, Xl .

Dgfence Research and Davelopment

Laboraroty, Chanfizayangutta, T
Hyderabad, R/¢ hyderabaed. i © es Applicunt

and

1. The Scientsific adviscr to
Mindstry of Dafoice & Lixectoxr
Genexal, Defence Hesegqrch &nd
‘Dgvelopment Czganisation,
Directakare of Qarsuﬂsalf ﬂﬁﬂ,

. PC, hew Halhi, -

. 2; The ~sirec tar, mef@ﬂﬁa ﬂasearch ‘

Cang Developme .t Laboratory, o T S
- hancha hagh, ng&ermbaﬁ. ‘ | os Respondents

 MISCELLANBLUS APPLICATICH Piisd JNDER B(3) OF GAT PRUCEDURS
RULES FOit CO.DCNATICL CF D LaY ifi RESUIEISSICL CF THa CA 3R,

- For the raasoﬂs $tahaﬁ i yha<ne¢mpanying &fﬁi&avit,
ne . Hop' ble Txibunai may he pleas@@ to cmmﬂuae the ﬁ&lay
of [ -days in re=-sub mittiﬂg the QA SR k0.134&/97 ana

P ass such other and Iurther oriers as nay bm_ééema&_f;t._-

 Hydagabsd

Lgte@: 237487 . CCURBEL FORTHE APFLICAKYS




it THo C TRAL ADMLLISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAW BINCR AT HBYD' BAD

tiobe NUs Cr  1%97
in
OM SR Kos 1343 OF 1997

Batweaus

Ch, Dhupal Goud allas ,
Ch. Bhikusham se Hpplicant

andé
The uelentific advigor to
Ministry of Defence, & D.Ge ,DRIC

Govt.0f indla, ~ow . 1hi ‘ :
and another es Rospondenty

AERIDAVLIY

I, EK,P.M.8zinivasa Kge, 3/0 P. Shivail Rao, aged
sbout 26 years, working as A.vogate, R/o Hydersbad, &
hereby solemnly and sincerely affirm and state on oath

as undei;

i i am tha depcnent h&%ﬂiﬁ andthe counsel for the
mpplicants in GA SR 80,1343 of 1997, The above CA was
f£iled before this MHor'ble Tribunal for tha ﬂiractionk
sf wo respondents treat the applicrnt as in a sorvice
with all coanmecucential benefits, The coffice has made
some objections while filing'thg G and returned the bundle
for resubmis sicn. e have informed s to the Client about
objections raised b y the d fice, After taking instructions
from ¢lient we resubmi ‘ : the Qk,ngﬁxxx by answering the
all cpjecticns made bytzzz offic e, As such the delay
caused in representatios of tha OA is neither wilfu) nor

wanton. As such thexe is 2 Salay of L Jdays in te-

présanting the OA SR hoel343 of 1997,

. CONterv e




RED Smm

I TH. CENTAL ADMINLISTRATIVE
PASBULALS HYDERABAD BELCH AT
 HYD.RABAD

HoAsNOw - of 1997 -

M R - A

 OA BR Ko, 1343 of 1997

Betweens .

Che Bhupal Goud alias

* O ahiku%h&h es  Asplicant |

and-
The Sclentific Advisor.
td ;i‘im‘a:‘g of Defence
: ‘af}ﬂ Uth@‘"ﬁ tr;.‘ ﬁjS?ﬁﬂ&ﬁﬂt‘E

MeAs Piled fOPCemlunation of
Delay in representation Undax
B3) of CaaaTs Frocedure Rules,




P Y

-

s 2%
* li
1t is "~ ‘therefore, prayed that the Ho n‘b le
ﬁ‘tihunal may be plaaseﬁ to condone the aelay @f!{é’“

’ &ays ‘tn :a—aubmitting th& Cfﬁ BR txq‘l:MB t:sf ,1‘-'»‘:9‘? whwh
is neither wilfulx nox wvanton but for the_ @imam&tames
enplained fabmve and pass such other and furthey ordars,

' 'chzm gnd signed on this the :
' day of July, 1997 Laogonent
at, Hyﬁéxahaﬁda : ' S
: ‘Before ne
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GEoa W \;&) ) - ‘ .
Sy R ' |
b r .‘.- :. ‘r f‘:";“'\m
“oed L .
Ty




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
 EYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDE ERABAD -
WehoNo. 1R\ oF 1997
in

OC.Ae S+,ReNpe1343 of 1997
Between: .
Ch. Bhupal Goud alias Ch. Bhikusam,
S5/0 Ayodya, aged about 48 years,

Photographer grade.II
Defence Research and Development

'Laboraroty, Chendrayangutta, I

Hyderabad, R/o Hyderabad.

-~

.. | Applicant
énd

l. The Scientific Advisor to
Ministry of Defence & Director o
General, Defencé Research and "
Development Organisatlon, !
Directorate of Perscnnel, DHQ, '
PO, Xew Delhi.

2. The Direc tor, Defence Research
and Development Laboratory, ‘ :
Kancharbagh, Hyderabad ++  Respondents

MISCELLANEQUS APPLICATION FILED UNDER 8(3) OF CAT PRLCEDURE
RULES FCR COJDCNATIOu CF D_LAY IN RESUBNMISSICN OF THE OA 3BR.

- . o - ot Lo - -

- For the reasons stated in the a&comparniying affidavit,
the Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to condone the delay
of {% days in re-sub mitting the OA SR No.1343/97 and

P ass such other and further orders as“may'be:déemed fit.

J
‘|

==

Hyderabad

Dated: 23-7-97 COUNSEL ¥ORTHE APPLICANTS




oy,

™

"and another . T «+ Respondents

4Elligbfections made by the offic’e. As such the delay

- caused in representation of the OA is neither wilful nor

IN THE C ENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYD' BAD
w.a, No. A} oF 1997

in
QA SR No. 1343 OF 1997
Betweens

Ch. Bhupal Goud alias .
Ch. Bhikusham «e Applicant
and

The Scientific Advisor to
Ministry of Defence, & D.G.,DRDC
Govt.of India, New Delhi

AFFIDAVIT

1, &K.P.M.Srinivasa Rzo, S/o P. Shivaji Rao, aged
about 26 years, working as Advodate, R/o Hyderabad, &
hereby solemnly and sincerely affirm and étate on oath
as undér:

P

i. I ém'the_deponent herein andthe counsel for the
applicants in OA SR No0.1343 of 1997. The above OA was
filed before this Hon'ble Tribunal for‘the;directions

mf to respondents treat the applicant as in a service'
with all consequential benefits, The office has made

some objections while f£iling the OA and returmed the bundle
for resubmis sion., We have informed % to the Client about
objections raised b’y the of fice. After takihg instructions

from client we resubmié%T? the OA,nggxﬁx by answéring the

wanton.- As such there is a delay of 4’3’ days in re-

presenting the OA SR No.1343 of 1997.

cont....
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"I ma CENTAL ADMINISTRATIV,
TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH A

| HYDERABAD ~ .
o ~ o ' Ty
MvoNOo + - ‘ Of 1997
in
. . 1 .
. OA SR No. 1343 of 1997

. Between:

_ Ch. Bhupal Goud alias -
" ‘Ch.Bliikusham «+ Applicant

and

The Sc1ent1f1c Advisor
to Mimsry of Defence

and oth‘rs
B ++» ‘Respondents

M,A. Filed for Condonation of
Delay in rep;esentatlon Under
&3) of C. A.T. Procedure Rules.

)
|
Mr. 5. Lakshma Reddy, Agvocate

and P.M.Srinivasa Rao,Advocate

COUNSDLSFOR THE RERIRIKNARR
Eﬁgicants




LY

.

- It is therefore, prayed that the%an'b le
Tfibunal may be pléasea to condone theiaeléy of §73
days in re-submlttlng the OA SR No.lB43“of 1997 which
is neither wilful% nor wanton but for the circumstances

explalned above and pass such other and: furthmr orders.

{

|

A
‘ !
Sworn afd signed on this the ' /”{

day of July, 1997 Deponeﬁf
at Hyderabad. )

: . T Be%ore me
| oo
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- - |
;{:} _ Farm No.9. ' o
) (See Rule 29)

8Y R,P.A.D. ~'
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIABUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD, |
1st Floor, HACA Bhavan, 0pp:Public Garden, Hyderabad- 500004. A.P. \

I
ORIGINAL APPLICATION No.  GRY of 1997 |

[

54, 7.
APPLICANT (5) v/s red Boe T (s)

crBphidudcteusSanias Ch, Ahikusham. The Scisntific Adviser ts

. _Plaistry cf Defente 5 Directer
S.Lekshma Reddy. (°Y/Ce@hBRa 1§@‘£%-.§3§%ﬁ% a%-%%%%”
., To. ? ancther, :

\ o fr,V.Yinod Kumar.ﬂﬁﬁi.EGSC.

|

|

l

i ' '
1. The Scientific Advisor te Ministry of Defence &

Directof Coneral, Dafence Ressarch and Davelepment firganisation,
- Diractorets of Parsennel, OHY PO, Nzu-Dalhi,

2. The Directer, Dafence Ressarch snd Developmant Labaratsry, ||'
Kanchanbagh, Hydersbad,

under Section 19 of, the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 as in the
copy annexed hersunto has been registered and upan preliminary

|
Whersas an application Filed by the abave named applicant |
|
|
hearing the Tribunal has admitted the application.

: application, you may file your reply alpng with the documents in

support thereof and after sarving copy of the same on the applicant

|
Notice is hereby given te you that if you wish to contest the ‘
|

or his Legal Practitioner within 30 days of receipt of the notice |

Presenting O0fficer appointed by you in this behalf. In default,

the said application may be heard and decided in your absence on or

before this Tribunal, either in person or through a Legal Practitionerb
|
after that date without any further Notice. %

Issued under my hand and the seal of the Tribunal.

This the . I .f?0°9>?4?#7 « » . day of , . f*tﬁ%‘éPQT: . ‘1995L\~
Wi | Hoyaty ‘

- |
— - l?—.—‘ ‘| )
| | | l (a\(y\~,,x”¢,\(
_ . i
Date; ' //8Y DRDER OF THE TRIBUNAL// m — '

|
nR RAR. .
Ihﬁu_»!.o i F o
. %é&rwwwﬁhgiﬁmnw
eatraf Administrativg Tribunal

S DESPATER
13 AUG 1997

Frrare s
| HYBERABAD panen ‘

o —

.

e
,



.j f "S_.‘R. i\[o (

District

| AT D R

In the HHigi-Swurtotdu e
R N Y of Andhra ‘Pradesh Hyderabad

o T e L APPELLATE SIDE

9

¥ ‘ .,
\ I “”’I;"";Ei?' e \'ﬁér:;‘"'! oy~ N 4 ' A (‘Eh‘Al N S'T
VN, ok =T " No. ' of 199 9

Y ,‘g P ) . .
- %p - aabjf,;;.' i 1. - o Noo = - of 199 72
) r o ‘.M .

“; ff%ﬁ_ . r,N . o -
e NG x M on the file of the Courtof _C A 7 M)
VAKALAT
" ACCEPTED
T & Y- e
A 4 : ) ";-‘ " p ‘:“\ 'j " ‘ ;li ‘ .;
I AR -

L{

¢

£

B : Appellant

: ' Counse! for Petitioner
Respondent

‘. - .l' i Date ..'.“%‘S&L-...' l 99 g—

. * - S, Lakshma Reddy
. . M.A. (ECO), LL.B.
ADVOCATE

G SR ' Appellant
o : ‘ Advocate/s for Petitioner
Respondent

Address for Service: Ph.: 594413
3-5-155 to 161, Premier Plaza apartments,
" Flat No. 102, Opp. Prince Cafe,

_‘ . Near Water Tank, Narayanaguda,
Hyderabad-29.

v .

-



LA
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| N CENTRAC wADQﬂM?&"TLA";‘\{J@:T&\ Buns A
n Court of Judicature

R - OF.ANDHRA PRADESH AT HYDERABAD

(Lo APPELLATE SiDE/SchiAL ORIGINAL JURISDICTION

I oA N QSW\ " of 199" . | |

AGAINST C o .
*
Cy A No, . of 199 N
o N len - on the file of the court of |
Cf oy Cln ~ Blnabel Tuovd oA, | kpbe“ams |
J PR S Mlak bbbl
' 'Q'C\" %O\W_ Petitioner
VERSUS
X L TP \So\/ ".\D H
Iy - o s CcleveaddeAdui Respondent
[P P A .

HIWisEy ot Dete A DG DD o |

Ktﬁwhb,{kLQ\ P U A L S

Appellant-Petitionar . ) )
In the above Appeal/Petition do hereby appoint and retain

Respondent

S. LAKSHMA REDDY.

M.A, (ECO), LL.B.

ADVOCATE

e CRTRNvAs A LAD
Advocate/s of the High Court to appear for me/us in the above Appeal/Petition and
to conduct and prosecute (or defend) the same and all proceedings that may be taken in
respact of any application connected with the same or any decree or order passed therein
inculding all applications for return of documents or the receipt of any moneys that may be i
payable to me/us in the said Appeal/Petition and also to appear in all application under i
Clause XV of the Letters Patent and in all applications for review and for leave to the

Supreme Court of India and in all application for review of judgement.

. . I Certify that the contents of this Vakalat were read out and explained inf... &= Y%)
in my presence to the executant or executants who appeared perfectly to understand the
same and made his/her/their signature or marks in my presence.

l\.‘.

T ADVOCATE, HYDERABAD.

. C 8 28 Soryanacatsnt)




IN THE CESTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
'YDERABAD BENCH AT HYDIRABAD
WedeNo. ]| OF 1997
| S in
Ouhe BeReNoa1343 OF 1997

Betweeans | | |

Che. Bhupal Goud Alias Ch. Bhikusam, '
S/o0 Ayodya,aged about 48 yeaxs, :
Phctographer grade.li :
Defence Research and Development
Laboraroty, Chandrayangutta, ‘ 7
Hyderabad, R/c Hyderzbad. | o+ Applicent
and
1. The Scientific Advisor to

Ministry of Defence & Director

General, Pefence Reseaxrch and

Development Crganisation,

Directorate of FPersonnel, DHO,
PO, New Delhi.

2. The Lirec tor, Defence Research
. and Development Laboratory, i
l.ancha:bagh, Hyderabad., «» Respondents

-

MISCELLANEGUS APFLICATION FILED UNDER BQB)‘GF CAT PROCEDURS

RULES FCR CC.DONATIGI OF D L&Y IN RESUBMLSSICN GF THE OA 3R,
, RULES, ¥k OG- : J

For the reasons stated in theercompahying affidavit,
the Hop' ble Tribunal maf be pleased to goz*idbne the d=lay
of {7 days in re-sub mitting the 0& SK K0.1343/97 and

P ass such other .and further orders as ﬁay'be ddemed fit.

Hyderabad ;
Dated:  23~-7-97 CCURSEL FOR'THE APPLICANTS
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IN THE C SNTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH. ’T HYD' BAD
Wehe NOs '794 o 1997
in '
OA SR No. 1343 OF 1997
Betweens

€h, Bhupal Goud alias :
Chs Bhikusham «¢ Applicant

ané
The Scientific Advisor to

Ministry of Defence, & D.Gs,DRDO
Govt.of India, sew D.1lhi

“and another _ o +s Respondents

AFFIDAVIT

1, ER.P.M.Srinivasa Rao, S/0 P. Shivaji Rao, aged
about 26 gears, working as Aivocate, R/0 Hyderabad, do
herébé gsolemnly and sincerely affirm and siate on oath
as undexr: ' |
1. 1 am the deponent herein andthe counsel for the
applicants in OA SR No.1343 of 1997, fThe above OA was
filed before this Hon'ble Tribunal for the directiong
af to respondents ‘treat the applicant as in a szrvice
with all consequential benefits. The office has made
some-objecticons while £lling the OA and returned the bundle
for reéubndssion. We have informed Xz to the Client about
objections raised b y the cEfice. After taking instructions
from client we regdbmiéﬁ%ﬁ the OA,nggxﬂx by answéring the
all cbjections made hy the offic e. As'such the delay
caused in representation of the OA is neither wilful nor

wanton. As such there is a delay of &% days in re-

presenting the OA SR No.1342 of 1927,

Contc LA
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IN THE CENTAL ADNMIN ISTRAE?IVE
TRIBUNAL' HYDERABAD BENCH AT

HYD ..RABAD Sy

MoAdo. - of 1997
.. dn

CA SR No. 1343 of 1997

Betvweans:

Ch. Bhupal Goud alias
Ch.Bhikushain ++ Apjplicant

and

" The Scientific Advigor
tc Minsry of Defence

and others .« Raspondents

Iy
h.A. Filed for Condonaticn of
Delay in representation Undgder
&3) of C. A.T. Procedure Rules,

Mr. S. Lakshma Reddy, Agvocate
and P.M.Srinivass Rao.Advocate
COUNSELSFOR THE
Applicants
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It is 'théfefore; prayea thaf the'Hén‘b le
Tiibunal may be pleased to condone tﬁe‘é%léy‘cf 5
days in re-submitting the OA SR No.1243 c% 1927 which
is neither wilfulx nox wanton but fer théicircumstances

explained above and pass such cother and furthsr orders.

Swoexn and signed on this the R
' gay of July, 1997 ‘ Dzponent
at Hyde Iabad.' )
B - " Befoire me
|
AGVOCATE

i I
i




e A DRI T7AC SR el ST
L v "“",/;"_',’."12/.5’7' | v
7T | | c?a%al ENCH CASE |

L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBEER
/ HmEF \EAD BENCH: HYDERABAJT
- ’ ‘/C-:‘-’ - (...... ’

. } N ’ ) | ‘ .
- ... Orve ﬂﬂ‘“'“g&—?, — .
(}A‘T’- B ﬁ N )"‘)4{ =il ‘éu"*"‘ti‘h ”

ur._ S MW@M

COUNSEL FOR THE APPL IC.L;NTS

AND
Mr .

Sr. ADDL., '%TANDING coUNsaL FOR
CeGa Rlys, ' ‘

—
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERARAD BENCH @: AT MHYDERARAD

M. ALMO . égtlk&\ﬂﬁ 1998

M

0.ALNO. 984 OF 1997
HETWEEN 3

Ch.Bhupal Goud alias Ch.oBRikusham,

370 fAvodhye, aged 49 yvears,

Photographer Grade.l1, :

Defence Research and Development

Laboratory, Chandrayangutta,

Hyderabad. e CAPPLICANT

NOD

1. Beientific Advisor o
Ralkshmantri & Director fGenersal,
DRDMO, Ministry of Defence,

New Delhi.

2. Director, Defence Researah
and Developmernt Laboratory,
Chandrayangutta, Hyderabad. v e RESBPOMDENTS

MISCELLANEOUS APPLICATION FILED UNDER
BULE B8 (3) OF CAT (PROC) RULES

-For the reassons stated iﬁ the accompany-
ing affidavit, it is prayed that the Hom'ble Tribuns)
may be pleased to direct the respondents to pay the
salaries to the mpﬁlicant_by treating the applicant

1
as in service as Photographer Grade.ll and be pleased
to pass such other and further order or orders as iy

be deemed fit.

Hyderabad
5 ) /\AT\ L.\._La.\ﬂf{c(d_..(
Dated: 28.18.98. COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIRUNAL

HYDERARAD EENCH ;5 AT HYDER@BAD

M.A.NO. LOM gr 1996
IN ;

0.A.NG. 984 OF 1997

BETWEEN:

Ch.Bhupal Goud Alias Ch.Rhikusham © w e APPLICANT

AND

Scientific Advisor to Raksha Mantri
2 Director General, DRDO, Ministry 1
of Defence and another. " . RESPONDENTS

. | AFFIDAVIT
1

., I, Ch.Bhupal Goud alias Ch.Bhikusham,
S/0 Ayodhya, sged 49 vyesars, Phqtographer Grade.lII,

DRDL, Hyderabad, dp hereby solemnly and sincerely

affirm and state con cath as under:

1. That I am the deponent herein and the
gpplicant in the above OA filed before.this Hon'ble

Tribunal. Therefore, I am fully acquainted with the

facts of the case.

2. It is respectfully submitted that I have
t

filed the above 0A for directing the réspandents to
treat me as in service with a&ll consequential bene-
fits, in view of the respondents not ‘accepting my
valuntary retirement in my own Hame i.e., Ch.Bhupszal

let page

corrections; Attestor Deponent
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Goud alias Ch.Bhikusham and not allowing me pension

and other retirement benefits but :accepting the
voluntary retirement on the non-existing name 1.&.,

Ch.Bhikusham and insisting on me tO submit his pen—

giopn and other retirement benefits in fhe name 0% the
said non—existing mame Ch.Rhikusham. The said 0A was
filed as early as in the month of April, 1997 and the
Hom'ble Tribunal was pleased to admit the 0A pm
4.8.97. Afterladmission and notice to tﬁe respondents
in the said 0A, the respondents have issued a letter
dated 22.8.97 referring to the earlier letters dated
23.2.946 and 29.11.96, which are impugned in 0A 9B4/97

and directed me to submit the pension papers against

the same non—existing mame of Ch.Bhikusham to enable
the office to pass his pension papers. Since, I have

already filed' the 0A, it is submitted that the

respandents would not have issued the letter dated

e

22.8.97 agein insisting on me to submit in the name
that tmv contrary to the Jjudgment of ;this Hon'ble
Tribunal in ©OA 4467/87 dated 29.9.87; Through oy
letter dafed 4.9.98, 1 have reguested the respgndents
to pay the salaries in view of the fact that my

services were not terminated and the said Ch.Bhi-

kusham has not applied for voluntary retirement and

it is only Ch.Bhupazl Goud =alias Bhikusham, who bhas
applied for vuluntary' retirement. Meanwhile, the

Hon'ble Tribumal in O0A 1382/946 has held that the

punishment order dated 29.12.93 imposing the penalty

2Znd page

correctiansy Attestor Deponent




of censure without any order with refere e

.

treatment of the periecd from suspension till the date
of reinstatement is incomplete through its judgment
dated 2.2.98 and direched the re%pmnﬂentﬁ to pases
arders with regard to the treztment ﬁf‘ the period
from the dete of suspension to the date of reinstate—
ment. The applicant has made P@pre%@mtatimn dated
Y.9.98 to implement the maid;judgment af the Hon'hle
Tribunal. The respondents through their letter dated
6,18.98 has rejected the request of the applicant for
payment of salaries saying thast he is already volun-
tarily retired from service with effect from RELT .94,
Hence, the applicant is constrained to file this MA
since the applicant is meither being paid the pension
nor being paid the szlary, due to the unressonshle

stand taken by the respondents.

R It is further submitted thét tbe e
spondents gither shouwld  not  have aceepted the
voluntary Petireﬁent by the applicant in the name of
Ch.Bhikusham  amd ought  to have iﬁﬁiﬁtad pefore ao-
cepting  the vmi&ntary retirement for submitting a
fresh application' in the name oFf Ch.Bhilkusham only in
the place of Bhupal Houd alizs Bhikusham, They could
not have wnilaterslly accepted the voaluntary retire-
ment not in the name in which it was applied but ih
the rame of Ch.oBhikusham, who has ot applied for

voluntary retirement. The unreasconable stand taken bry

a2rd page ! , -
corrections; Attestor Deponent
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the respondents

is .putting the applicant to grave

hardship and the present letter dated $.164.28 is

adding fuel to his already long sufferings. The

applicant is not heing allowed to exercise his free

thoice and put to coercion to submit in the name of
Ch.Bhikushamn.,

Under the circumstances, the spplicant

is constrained to file this MA to direct the respond-

ents to pay the salaries by treating him as in serv-

ice as Photographer Grade.Il.

-~

Therefore, it is prayed that the Hon'ble

Tribunal may be pleased to direct the respondents to

pay the salaries by treating the eapplicant as in
service as Photographer BGrade.Il and be pleased to

pass such other and further order or orders as may be

deemed fit.

Sworn and signed on this

the 26th day of October, 1998
at Hyderabad.

DEPONENT
4th and last page
corrections: Before Me

Advotate/Hyderabad
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DATE OF ORDER
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Ch.BHUPAL GOouDp, Alias Ch.DBIKSHAN

COUNSEL FOR TUE APPLICANT: HE LS. LANMA

COUNSEL FOR 1 RESPONDENT MLV O RADESEHA KR

CORAM:

HON'BILE RN, )

SHRI R.R?‘.NGI\RAJAN,I MEMBER |

HON'BLE SHRT B.SJOAT PARAMESHEA?, Mosmbs oy

JUNGEH ey

(ORARL ORDER .PER HON'BLE SRy

Heara Mr. S, Laxma Reddy,

Fovtbirene

applicant and Mr.V.Rajeswvara oo, loarner

for the respondoents,

2. This on jig also similar Lo

vhich was Aisposed of Loday.

The  con
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Prayer in this 0OA are the ‘meps te rhot 0¥
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