
central ADrtlNISTRATlVE TRIBUNAL. 3ABALPUR BENCH. 3ABAIPUR

o/tQlri«l Application No> 185 of 2006

3abalpur, this the 14th day of October, 2003.

Hon*bIe nr. O.K. Keushik, Oudicial nember
Hon*ble nr. Anand Kumar Bhatt, Administrative nember

Hemant Shrivastava

aged about 43 years,
son of late Shri K.R. Shrivastava,
Sanior Accountant,
Accountant General n.P,(lI),
Gualior n.P. Resident of Type-n,126
Shastri Nagar, Gualior, n.P. APPLICANT

(By Advocate - ifone)

l/ERSUS

1. Union of India,
through the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India,
10 Bahadur Shah Oafar narg,
Nau Delhi.

Accountant General (a&E),II
nadhye Pradesh, Gualior n.P.

Estate Officer/
Deputy Accountant General (Audit),
Office of Accountant General(AAE),
11 nadhya Pradesh, Bhapal n.P,

Accounts Officer (Administration),

2 n "•P.n.P. Gualior

(By Advocate - Shri S.A. Dharraadhitei)

2.

3.

4.

RESPONDENTS

ORDER (Oral)

By J.K. teushlk.| Judicial Member -

airi Heraant Shriyastaya has filed this Original

Applix:ation under Seption 19 of the Administrative Tribunals

Act for quashing and setting aside the order dated 15.02.1996

(Annexure A-4),; or da: dated 28.09.1999 (Annexure A-14) and
order dated 03.01.2000 (sic) (Annexure A-I6),j with further

prayer that the action of the respondents in declaring the

applicant in unauthorised occupation of quarter in question
from retrospective effect is illegal and arbitrary.

2. Ipcidently, we find that none has appeared for the



* 7 It

,.V'

3p':;:V

applicant since 2000 . Ohe case was listed at nuafc.ar of
ocassions and it seoma that the applicant is «t intatestad
in proaecutiag this case, H«avar we find that the copplate
^tion in the matter has been taken under Public Prctises
eviction of Unaatl.orised Occupants) Act, 1971,; by the
ffitate Offfcer and the netter^^'p^taining to the said act,
this Tribunal aoes not have anv iuri ̂-n-,a-•

ve an/ juixsdiction and this

proposition of the law has been well serM-.d ir twr cs
v-Aj. in tne case of

Union Of India versus Rasila Ram and others reported in
20 0 2 SGC (LdS) 1016 In t-v-,-iotins vi^.' of tlie matter we are riot
ihcUned to examine the merits of this case.

3. in the premises the Original implication =a,r.ot be
ontertaxned and the same is hereby dismissed for wa„t of
jurxsdlction. If an appUcatlon is r«de on behalf of the
a-pplicant the Original implication raav Ho r-td-

j._m.ai,j.on may oe returned to the

applicant. However it shall be scarcely n,seessary to men.-i-„
that the applicant would be at liberty to agitate i^s
grievances before the annronri;^4-tne appropriate ror>ara as may be available
to him. No costs ,

(Anand Hi mar Bhatt) ph
A dminis tra ti ve Meirto er (J • K, i^us hi n) - ̂

Juidiciai i-ierrber
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