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SUBJECT:- Foruardinc of copies of the Orders passed by 

the Central Admini6trative Tribunal,Bangalore. 
-xxx- 

Please find encio4 hereujith a copy of the 
ORDER/S 	QRDR-/11T J_-rJ1DER/, Passed by.  this Tribunal 
in the above mentioned application(s) ci 	 (4 

Dr a, 
JUDICIAL 

REGI5TRR 
BR?NC4-ES r 

gm* 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANCALORE BENCH 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NUMBER 488 OF 1993 - 

WEDNESDAY THIS THE 5TH DAY OF JANUARY,1994. 

Mr .Justice P.K.Shyamsundar, 	... Vice-Chairman. 

Mr.V.Ramakrishnan, 	 ... Member(A) 

B.R. Panduranga, 
Aged about 40 years, 
S/o late B.P. Rangaswamy, 
11-35, 2nd Cross, Magadi Road, 
Bangalore-560 023. 	 .. Applicant. 

(By Advocate Dr.M.S.Nagaraja) 

V. 

The Chief Superintendent, 
Central Telegraph Office, 
Bangalore-560 001. 

The Director, 
Telecommunication, 
Bangalore Telecommunication District, 
Bangalore-560 009. 

Union of India, 
represented by Secretary to 
Government, Ministry of Communication, 
New Delhi. 	 .. Respondents. 

(By Standing Counsel Shri M.S.Padmarajaiah) 

ORDER 

Mr. Justice P. K. Shyamsundar, Vice-Chairman: - 

Having heard both sides, we think it appropriate to direct 

the applicant, herei,n to prefer a revision petition, a remedy 

that is open to him under Rule 21 of the Central Civil Services 

(Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules,1955. We may in 

passing point out that the revision petition under Rule 29(3) 

/ 	 has to be disposed off as it were an appeal, with the result 

koever decides or disposes off the revision petition will have 
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to consider and deal with all the points raised in the memorandum 

of revision and r€lcord thereafter an objective conclusion. 

Under the circumstaies we t:tink it appropriate to direct thc 

applicant to prefer a revision petition as aforesaid and to 

state further that if such a revision petition is preferred 

within one monthf from the date of receipt of a copy of this 

order by the applicant, the revisional authority will dispose 

off the same within 3 months thereafter by means of an appro-

priate order which siould be vucal or speaking. 

We make it clear 	that tMs order 	is 	strictly 	confined 	to 

the facts and circumstances of the case. 

Pending 	disposal 	of the 	anticipatary 	revision 	petitions, 

the 	recovery 	ordere 	by the 	department 	which has 	been 	stayed 

by 	this 	Tribunal 	sll continue. 	If 	no 	revision petition 	is 

filed 	as 	directed 	sçpra,  the 	benefit of 	stay 	order shall cease 

to be operative in st4ch a situation. 

V. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNPL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Second Floor, 
Commercial Complex, 

Indiranagar, 
Bangalore-38, 

Dated:21 

PPLICATION NO(s) 1003 6f 

PPLICANTS: 
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SIJBJECT:— ForwardinQ of copies of the Orders passed by 
the Central Adminitrative Tribunal,Bangalore. 

—xxx— 

Please find enclosed herejjth a copy of the 

ORDER/STAY ORDER/INTER Ill ORDER/, Passed by this Tribunal 

in the above mentioned application(s) on  

OJEPUTY REtI5TRR 2 
JUD IC IAL BR?NCHES. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRThUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION_NO.1003/1993 

TUESDAY THIS THE FIFTEENTH DAY OF MARCH 1994 

PR. )USTICE P.K. SHYA!'6UNDAR 
	

VICE CHAIRMAN 

PR, T.V. RAMANAN 
	

NE P8ER (A ) 

Shrj A.B. Vijayakanth, 
Aged about 43 years, 
N0.31/7 9  4th Cross, 
Gouthamapuram, 
Ulsoor, 
Bangalore 	560 008 Applicant 

( Dr.M.S. Nagaraja - Advocate ) 

V. 

1. The Director(TelecommuniCatiOfls), 
Bangalore Area, 
Bangalore 	560 009 

2, The Chief Superintendent, 
Centr8l Telegraph Office, 
Bangalore - 560 001 

3. Union of India, 
represented by Secretary to Govt., 
Ministry of Communications, 

New Delhi 

( Shri P'LS. Padmrajaiah ) 
learned Sr.Standino Counsel 

Respondents 

ORDER 

Mr, Justice P.K. Shyamsundar, Vice Chairman 

Having heard both sides, we think it 

appropriate to direct the applicant herein to 

prefer a  revision, a remedy that is open to him 

under Rule 29 of the Central Civil Services 

(Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965, 

We may in passing point out that the revision 

' petiticn under Rule 29(3) has to be disposed of 

as it were an appeal, with the result whoever 
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decides or djsçses of the revision petition 

will have to ccisider cnd deal with all the 

points raised J, the mcrnorandum of revision 

and record theIEafter En objective conclusion. 

Under the circi*stance(, we think it approprite 

to direct the sPplicant to prefer a revision 

petition as aforesaid r.nd to state further 

that if such a tevisior petition is preferred 

within one mont from the date of receipt of a 

copy of this oiter by the applicant, the 

revisional aut)ority will, dispose of the same 

uithin three mc:nths th(:reafter by means of an 

appropriate order whici-: should be vocal or speaking. 

We malke It clear that this order is 

strictly confirad to the Tacts and circumstflCes 

of the case. 

Pending disposa, of the anticipatory 

revision petitons, tho recovery ordered by the 

department whi:h has buen stayed by this Tribunal 

shall continueo  If no revision petition is 

filed as directed supru, the benefit of stay 

order shall ice , se to hu operative in such a 

situation. 

( T.V. I1P1ANAN ) 	( P.K. SHYAf9SUNDAR ) 
METER(A) 	 VICE CHAIRP1AN 
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