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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI
O.A. No.296 of 1998 decided on 12.2.1889.
Name of Applicant : Sh. R.K.Mishra
By Advocate : Shri J4.K.Bali
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Name of respondent/s Union of India
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1. To be referred to the repo r - Yes
2. Whether to be circulated to th -No
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(N. Sahu) .
Member (Admnv)
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Hon’ble Mr. N. Sahu, Member(Admnv)

Sh. R.K.Mishra, S/¢ late Sh.
A.M.Mishra, C-4H/52, Jahakpuri, New
Delhi. - APPLICANT
{(By Advocate Shri J.K.Bali)
Versus
Union of India through "
1, Ths Secretary, Ministry ot
D mmaratl 1im 3 ot e et e =N o~ Lo -~
LOmMimuit rca o100, Dc:pal tment O
Telecom, Sanchar Bhawan, 20, AshoKa
Road, New Delhi-11000+1
2. The Member {(Services), Telecom
Commission, Department of Tslecom,
Sanchar Bhawan, 20 Ashoka Road, HNew
Delhi-110001. - RESPONDENTS

{By Advocate Shri Rajeev Bansal)

CRDERI(MOCral)

By Mr. N. Sahu, Member(Admnv)
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Sh,.D.P.Srivastava Vs. Union of India and another,
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3. The learned counsel for the resbondents on
the other hand ' submits, that the respondents were
advised oy Vigilance Monitoring Cell that as two
minor psnalty proceedinés are still pending against
the applicant, the Union Public Service Commission
whose advice is mandatory before the conclusion of
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