Subject:= FchardJ.ng of copies of the Crders .passed. by—the -
Centrsl adrx Inistrative Tribunal »Bangalore, .

Please find enclesad herewith a .copy nf the ‘WRDER/

. mentioned appllca+1on(s) on  09-06-1994, -

; - STAY URDER/JNTERIM ORDER/, .passed by this T,ubunal. in 'the” above»-f*

i I : j(';/DE:UW REGISTRAR '. Z"h‘f |

JUDICIAL BRANGHES,

-? - 7~ T Te——— - T e - T e e e -~
* 3 _ 3 ’_-».— - . o ~ -f —v*-\ .5
:'_;/7'\}__‘_ o - ; ‘-’*:—:..?__m:;:‘::;—;:ﬁttj;‘:ﬁ‘: *‘ﬂ’,cmc t-;‘, [ MG‘«: Mx-ﬁ-“' .
o RN camw_ ADMII\IS'IRATIVE TRIBLNAL LA
'. = LT LA .. Secend Flbor, T - f
P L LT e f "Commercial. Complex, :
LT e - - Indirsnagar, = - - . :
o S | Bangalore~560 038.
P | _ ‘Reveiw Applicatikn No.l10 of 1994 N Da‘ted. 13 JU‘N 1904
APPLICATION NUMBFR; 158 of 199%4.
* APPLIGANTS: " RESPINDENTS: - .
Sri.B. K.Raman_]anappa v/s. ~Registrar. L.eneral d}f Indla,NDelhl 8. Others.
I.o ' . L
"l Sri.Ravivar,makumar,Advocﬂate,l\ic}:j.l,_ . - .
Jeevan Buiddings,K.P.East, Bangalore‘-‘l."
B .2. © Sri.Mm. Vasudeva Rao,Add1.C.G.s.C. L e }
High Court qug,Bangalo_I‘erl‘ S o e g



o .

s
R

e NdN!g?éZiy\ Review Application seeking to review cur order dated 17.01.1994 in
l'f'" o /‘,f*r‘“—\*\ /L . . .

- .%cENTﬁALanmihxéréATivé iéiéb@ni}:5lf
‘,v. - jxéaﬁchnREIaENqH'ff?: ) :;  ;';ZfJ;1;fw
. REVIEW APPLICATION &o;1u/sa,i~;ﬂ.,-‘ -
ORIGINAL APPLICATION ﬁo.1sa/94. -

| THURSDAY,, THIS THE STH DAY OF JUNE, 1994,
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SHRI vV, RAMAKRISHNAN .,  FEMBER (A)

SHRI A.N. VUIJANARADHYAR .. MEMBER (A)

B.K. Raman janappa,

S/o0. Kare Bhemmaizh,

Aged 35 years,

Office of the Director of .

Census Operations in Karnateka, .

Mission Road, Bangalore=-560027; .oo Revieuw Applicant

(By Advocate Shri Ravivarma Kumar }
Vs,

1. The Registrer Generel of India,
No.2/R, Mansingh Road,
New Delhi - 110 001,

2. The Director of Census Operations
'in Karnataka, No.21/1, Mission Ru- -,
Bengalore - 560 027,

3. The Deputy Director, '
Dffice of the Registrzr Generel o’ India, A
No.2/A, Mansingh Road, New Delhi~1i3 001+ +e. Respondents

(By Advocate Shri M, Vasudzva Rao)
Central Govt. Addl. Std. Counsel

ORDER

$ hri V. Ramakrishnan, Member (A)s

-

We have heard Shri Ravivarmz Kumar, the learned counsel

for the Review Applicant Shri Ramanjsneppa who has‘filed the

+AN0.158/94, - where the applicant was seeking‘a prayer that he

fould continue as Investigator in the Census Orgenisation instead

' gbeing reverted as Statistical Assistant,
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2. ~ On 17.’i1'.1994, after (‘heaﬂritg Shri :Ra\;i:varma;=l-(hmax; ’ "tﬁe.‘
learnéd counssel, we ﬁad.iséggd ;4dir§ctioﬁ théflth;-gégfﬁée;taféﬁn:
dated 29.12.1993 which was énnexed'to 0.A.No,158/94 a8 Annexure-A6

should be disposed off by the respondenﬁs and till then fhe status-
quo should continue so far as the epplicant is concerned. fromAthe
subhissions'of Shfi MeVe Rao, the learned standing counsel as alsb

from the reply statement dsted 6.6.1994 filed by thé dapértment, it

is clear that the department hzd complied with such d;rections.

3. Shri Raviverma Kumar': :ontention is that the order dated
17.1.19%4 under review is contrery to law, opposed to the principles
of natural justice'and error sosarent on the face of the record. He
also cites the decision of the Tribunal in the case of Lekhi Ram Va.
Union of India reported in (15¢3} 25 ATC 815 whers the Tribunal had
held that disposal of the epplicetion without giving'an opportunity

of hearing to the respondent vicistes ‘the principles of natural

justice and such ordar needed io - veviewed.

4, We are, 'unable to agree - ith the submissions of Shri Ravngrmaj:
Kumar. All thet we hzd dons we: © direct the department to dispose

off the representztion which wes dmittedly pending before the depart-

ment., These orders of 17.1+155¢ :-ure dictated in the open court in

tte bresence of Shri Révivarma Kivar.  We élso find that the respondents
had -no hesitation in complying with thggdifactioné of thejTribunal and
they hadAdiSPOSEd of f the representztion by their order dsted 11.2.1994
by means of a speaking order. This is produced as Annexure-R1 to the
reply statement filed by the re:ocndents. The case quoted by Shri
Raviverma Kumar is of ﬁo essistznce tc him as the position herein is

that the respondents had carriec out the directions of the Tribunal

Vand they had not raiced any question that they were not heard before

the Tribunal passed the orders cn i7.1.1994. In thf- case quoted by

n'.300
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i Shr11Rav1varma Kumar, the respondent dapartment had not complled
{ . | : mlthlthe dlrectlons of the Trlbuna 1 and they made a grxevance of

Lhe}*have not having been heard when they were sought to be pulled :

up for contampt for not complying w1th the directlons. Such is not

N '
} the case here.
5. ;- In the light of the foregoing, we find no merit in the
Rev1eu Rppllcatlon which accordingly stands dismissed. If the
‘ applicant is aggrleve& by the manner. in which the departmant had B

dispbsed of f his representation by their memorandum dated 14.2.1994,

it is open o him to taks annropriate steps as per lau.
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