CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL Registered A /D

) . ) BANGALCRE BENCH
5 Commercial Complex(BDA)
Indiranagar
. Bangalore = 560 038

A. No 473/86(F) _ Dated the /2" August, 1986

G. Keshavan, ¢ Spplicant
| VERSUS

The Senior Superintendent of |

Post Offices, East Division)

Bangalore~l and two others, : Respondents

Sa————

A copy of the Order pronounced on 31-7=-86 by Hon'ble
Shri Ch, Ramakrishna Rao, Member (Judicial) on behalf of the
Bench consisting of himself and Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego,
Member (Administratijet) is forwarded herewith.

Q38 el
TRBT i o
. &/, SECTION ORFICER
[C—~ (Judicial)

1, G. Keshavan,
C/0O Shri M. Raghavendrachar, Advocate,
No 1074 & 1075, Banashankari I Stage,
Sreenivasinagar II Phase,
. Bangalore,

A 2, The Senior Supdt. of Post Offices,
. East Division, Bpgigaloresl’

3: Diréctor of Postal Serviées,
Bangalore Division (HQ)
. Bangalore - 1

4', The Administrative Member,
- P & T Board, New Delhi,

5. Shri M;‘Vasudeva Rao |
£dd] Central Govt, Standing Counsel,
High Court Building,

Baagalore - 560 0O



&~ Shri M.Vasudeva Rao
£ i\ |

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH

CORAM:

Hon' ble Shri Ch.Ramakrishna Rao, Member (Judicial)

Hon'ble Shri L.H.A.Rego, Membar (Administrative)

Application No.473 of 1986/F

Date of Decisicn: 31.07,'86

Shri G,Keshavan . Applicant.,

Versus

Al The Senior Superintendent

of Post Offices,

Last Division, Bangalore.1.
Ze Director of Postal Services, flespondents,
Bangalore Division, (HQ),
Bangalore.1

a8 The Administrative Member,
P&T Board, New Delhi.

Shri M.Raghavendra Achar ¢ Advocate for Applicant.,

.

Advocate for Respondents.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH

CORAM:s

Hon'ble Shri Ch.Ramakrishna Rao, Member (Judicial)

Hon'ble Shri L,H.A.Rego, Member (Administrative)

Application Np.473 of 1986/F

Date of Decision: 31.,07,'86

Shri G,Keshavan $ Applicant.

Versus

14s The Senior Superintendent
of Post Offices,
Cast Division, Bangalore.l.

2% Oirector of Postal Ssrvices, Respondents,
Bangalore Division, (HJ),
Bangalore,1
e The Administrative Member,
P&T Board, Neuw Delhi.
Shri M,Raghavendra Achar * Advocate for Applicant.

Shri M.Vasudeva Rag ¢ Advocate for Respondents.
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