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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
: JAIPUR BENCH ~

Jaipur, tms the 06“‘ day of November 2009 -

' ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 488[2009
With

M SC APPLICATION N 3 2009

-HON'BLE MR. M.L. CHAUHAN JUDICIAL MEMBER -
HON’BLE MR. B.L. KHATRI, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

- Sudhir Bhandari son of Subhraj Bhandari, aged about 47 years,

- resident of 22-2D, DIZ Area, BSNL Colony, Kali Bari Marg, New
Delhi. At present employed as DGM(A), Office of CGM- Northern
- Telecom Region- New Delhi, Room No. 257, Office of CGM NTR
_Kidwai Bhawan, New Delhi.

...APPLICANT

(By Advocate: Mr. C.B. Sharma)

VERSUS-

1. Union of Invdia through Secretary to the Government bf
India, Ministry of Communication & Info Technology,
Department of Telecom, Room No. 915, Sanchar Bhawan,
20 Ashoka Road, New Delhi.

....... RESPONDENT

(By Advocate : -----+---)

' ORDER (ORAL
The -applicant ‘has filed this OA thereby praying for

quaehi_n'g the charge sheet dated 03.11.2004 (Annexure A/1),

'penélfy order dated 11.06.2007 (Annexure A/2) and order of

Revuew dated 21. 02 2008 (Annexure A/3). All these orders

have ‘been passed by the Ministry of Communication &
Information Technology, De.part’me‘nt of Telecommunications,,

New Delhi, hence not within the territorial jurisdicti_oh of this

 Tribunal,



- 2. The applicant has a,lso irnpleaded Union of Indi'a‘ th'rongh
: Secretary to Government of India, Mlnistry of Communicatton &
fInfo Technology, Department: of Telecom, New Delhi as
sthee o 1, (MJA o
»respondent in this OA. Admittetui\fy,Lrespondent no. 1 Is Lutside
. the jurisdiction of ~this‘Tribunal. The applicant has pleaded that
rhis Tri~bunal has fgot terricorlal jurisdiction to entertain the OA
. as copy- of the inqulry report with dis-agreement Vnote and
pe‘nalty order dat"ed- 11..06;;2007 was served upon the _ap"pllca—nt
A»when he was posfted -at Jaipur as General manager In Jalﬁur |
Telecom Distrlct “According to us, this fact will not confer
'territorlal Junsdlction o’f:thls Tribunal to entertaln the ma&\er
As can be seen from Sectlon-19 of the Admimstratlve Tribunal’ s
-"Act 1985 person aggrieved by a.nyorder pertalnl‘ng to any

matter within the jurisdlctlon of this Trlbunal may make an

‘ appllcatlon for redressal of his grievances - ‘ —

3. In view of this specific provision cOntaine_d in éectlon 19
.of the Administrati've Tribunal’s Act,-a person aggrleved by an
order can file application wltnin the territorial jurisdiction of
the Tri.bunal “where imp,ugned order has oeen 'passed. As
:‘alread'y stated, 'the' impugned order has been'. passed outSide .
tne terriforial jurrsdiction _’o}f thr‘s T_r_ildun,al at Delhi. Thus in view
of this specific p}rovision dnder Section 19 of the Administrative
Tribunal’s Act, the pr'ese'ntVO'A cannot be entertained. The
‘matter has also been considered |n the llght of Rule 6 of CAT

wmbialic i
: (Procedure) Rules 1987, intee=ala; whlchLProvIdes place of



B

“ flling. applicatlons and stlpulates that an application shall

- A"ordinarlly be filed by an applicant wrth the Reglstrar of the
'?Bench wrthin whose ]urisdiction (l) the appllcant is: posted for

: f’_the time bemg, or (n) the cause of action wholly or in part has .
'f_jarisen When the OA was presented by the applicant the' -
: lappllcant was posted at Delhi i.e. outside the jurisdiction of this

B ‘l‘rib‘unal. Thus in view of this spec_lflc provision as contained in ,

. R the" Adm-'inistrative‘”Tribu‘nal-’s' Act and the Procedure' Rules, the
present OA cannot be entertained The matter on thlS pomt Is
f/no longer res-integra The same has been cons:dered by thls

'Trlbunal in the case oftJltendra Kumar Mlttl VS. Umon of Indla,-

2006(1) CAT All India SLJ 393 whereby lt was stipulated that

'~-serVice of the order at a particular place wrll not confer

| Jurisdiction.

4. The submission made by‘fth_e' »l,ear_ned ‘couns.el for the

o applicant tha't the applica'nt "-Wés‘ posted at'Jaipur.'Iwhen the

penalty order was passed and as such the matter can be

entertained under prows:ons contained in Rule 6(1) (|) of the

| CAT (Procedure) Rules 1987 cannot be accepted in as much as
: the relevant date for the purpose of determining the postlng of
_the applicant for the purpose of conferment of ]urisdictlon is
‘; the date when th‘e_ applic_ation is presented' befor.e the_
‘l‘leglstra‘r "Had 'the applicant presented: the OA before the
- Reglstrar of this Bench at the relevant time when penalty order 7
f_was served while posted at Jalpur in that eventuality, such an,;

- :application could have been entertained |n vrew of provlswns
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a

order as to costs.

(B.L. M%‘RX) S | - (M.L. CHAUHAN)

_44_4

6(1) (i) of the CAT. (P'ro'ce_dur‘e) Rulés,- 1987. Admittedly, as

already stated above, the a_'pplica-tion has been presented fby

»the applicant on 30.1_0._2009 _wheh the épplicént. was posted at

A

. Delhi, as such as??pirisions_of Rule 6(1) (i) of CAT (Procedure)

Rules, 1987, The OA cannot be entertained by this Tribunal.

5. -T'h‘u's, in view of what-has been si:atedabové, we are of the

view that this Tribunal has got no territorial Jjurisdiction to

'entertal.h the matter. Aécordingly the Registrar is directed to

. return Paper book to the learnéd counsel for the applicant for 'A

presenting the same befére the appropriate forum by retaining

" one copy of the same.

6. With these observations, the OA is disposed of with no

MEMBER (A) - MEMBER(J)

AH’Q-



