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CENTRAL ADMINISTAATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD • 

\ 

Allahabad this the 19th day of Ma rch, 2004 • 

Review Applica tion No. 117 of 2003 
IN 

Original Application No . 1137 of 1996. 

(open court) 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice s . R. Singh, vice-chairman. 
Hon' ble Mr. D .R. Tiwari, Member- A . 

Ra jat Kumar Sanya l S/o Sri P.K. Sanyal 

J.T.O (Installation ), Telephone Exchange , 
Sanjay Pa lace, Agra • 

•••••••••••• Applica nt 

counsel for the applicant :- Sri Y.K. Saxena 

VE R S U S - - -- - -- --

1. Union of Indi a through the Secretary , 
D/o Telecommunication, Sanchar Bhawan, 

Ashok Road, l'le\'1 Delhi. 

2 . Gene ral t1a nager, Te l ecom , Telecom ')istt . Agra . 

3 . !) . G . M, Telecom, )istt. l\g ra • 

••••••••••• Respondents 

counsel for the respondents :- Sri D.S . Shukla 

0 RD E R - - - - -
By Hon ' b l e '1r. Justice s . R . Singh, vc. 

The O . A No . 1137/1996 \·1as instituted by the a~. lic;int 

challenging there in t he order dated 17 .11.1994 \·1he re by 

he had been visited \•Tith pena lty of reduction in pay 

to a lo\.rer stage i.e. Rs. 1640/- in the time s ca le of pay 

Rs . 1640-2900/- for 

effect . The O. A was 

a pe r iod on one year t·1ith~ut cumula tive 
been wrong ly typed as 07 . 09 . 2003) 

dismissed vide order dated 07.10.2003 (it has/ 

The present revie\'1 petition has bee n filed seeking recall 

of the order afor estated on the ground that tl1e O. A \·ras 

not maintainable in that the services of the applicant had 

been transfe rred to B.S . N.L t·1hc rc he \•zas a bsorbed ,., . e . f 
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01 . 1 0 . 2 000 and H .S . :·~ .L ·uas n o t b roug h t \l ith in the purvie \-1 

o f the Centra l Administrative Tribuna l by means of any 

noti f ication u nder section 14 ( 2 ) o f the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985. 

2 . It is t r ue that the applicant being J.T.O ( Non-

gazzeted Gr o up ' B') has s ince been absorbed in the BSNL 
v 

which ha cl n o t bee n b rought within t he purview of the 
~g..,_.~ ~ (?-) L-

C .A .T by me ans ofkund'er section 14=0£ A.T. Act, 193 5 but the 
L 

fact of the matter i s t hat \'lhat was under challeDJe in the 

o .1' loJas t he order of punishment pa s sed on 17.11.1994 by an 

authority who \-ias very much ~·1ithin the purvi~.-1 of t he CAT . 

Subseq uent abs orption o f the app licant in the BS~ will not 

affect the juris dict ion of the Tribunal \-lhich was r ightly 

exercis ed . 

3 . Sri Y .K. Saxe na , learned counsel for the applicant 

has then t ire d to urg e on me r i t s of the o .A. \·le are of the 

v i e•·: that.. the revie\·: petition i s not an appea l in d i sg uise 

a nd re-he~ ring ~f t he case on me r its is not per.:lissi b le . In 

the fa c ts and c i r c u .lst:.a nee s , the :<evie\·J Pe t i tion is 

d i :....uisce d \·:it h no or:ler as t o c::>sts . 
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