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f 	 BAGALcRE BENCH  

Second Floor, 
- 	 Commercial Complex, - . - 	Indiranagar,.- 

. JBangalore-560 038. 

Pated:- 	
1994 

in 	 -•'- 
APPLJtATIcN NUMBFR: 	158o94. 	. . 	. . 

APPLIc...ANTS: 	 FLESPINDENTS-: • . 

Sri. B.K-Rnthjanappa 	v/s. Reistrar- General6f -India,NDelhi .Others. 
I.-. 	- - 	 .• 	. 	- ... 

1.1 	Sri Ravivarmakumar,Advocate,I o 11., 
Jeevan Bui&dings,K.P.East,Eanga1ore-l. 

2. 	Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao,Addl.0 G S C 
- 	 High Court Bldg,Bangalorie-14 	.. - 	. 

Subject:- Forwarding ,f copies ci 
Central adriuiiistrativ Triun al, Bangalore. 

Please £in&enc1osd terewith a copy ,f thw1DER/ 
STAY DER/JNTERIM -ORDER/-,- pas.sød by th±s Tib Ljnt}jeabove-.; 
mentioned application(s) on 	_09-06-1994. 	. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

OANGALORE BENCH 

REVIEW VAPPLICATION No.10/94 .  IN  

	

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No.158/94. 	 V . 

THLSDAV., THIS V-THE 9TH DAY -01 JUNE, 1994. 	•-. 

SHRI V. RAMAKRISHNAN 	.• 	P1EP1BER (A) 

SHRI A.N. VUJJANARADHYA .. MEMBER (A) 

B.K. Ramañjariappa, 
S/o. Kare E3hemmaiah, 
Aged 35 years, 
Office of the Director of 
Census Operations in Karnataka, 
?Ussion Road, 8angalore-550027; 	.., Review Applicant 

(By Advocate Shri Ravivarma KuTar) 

Vs. 

1 • The Registrar General of India, 
No.2/A, Mansingh Road, 
New Delhi — 110 001. 

The Director of Census Operations 
in Karnataka, No.21/1, Mission R 
Bangalore — 560 027. 

The Deputy Director, 
Office of the Registrar General o ildia, 
No.2/A, Nansingh Road, New Delhi-'L 001. 	... Respondents 

(By Advocate Shri M. Vesuda Rae) 
Central Govt. Addi. Std. Cuunsel 

ORDER 

Shri V. Ramakrishnan. member (A)A 

We have heard Shri Ravivarroa Kurnar, the learned counsel 

for the Review Applicant Shri Renanjaneppi who has filed the 

/ 	 Review Application seeking to review cur order dated. 17 .01.1994 in 

	

f 	 V  

'.A.No.158/94,:where the applicant was seeking a prayer that he 
-\ 	 V  

	

2 	 s\uld continue as Investigator in the Census Organisation instead 

	

0 	 V4 

),h! being reverted as Statistical Assistant. 
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On 17.1.1994, after hearing Shri RavivarmaKumar, the 	 T.. 

learned counsel, we had issued a direction that the representation 

dated 29.12.1993 which was annexed to O.A.No.158/94 as Annexure46 

should be disposed off by the respondents and till then the status-

quo should continue so far as the applicant is coflcerned. From the 

submissions of Shri J1,V. Rao, the learned standing counsel as also 

from the reply statement dated 5.6.1994 filed by the department, it 

is clear that the department had complied with such directions. 

Shri Ravivarrna Kumar. Ontention is that the order dated 

17.1.1994 under review is contrary to law, opposed to the principles 

of natural justice and error ap:arent on the face of the record. He 

also cites the decision of the ribunal in the case of Lekhi Ram Va. 

Union of India reported in (i93) 25 ATC 815 where the Tribunal had 

held that disposal of the epplictirjn without giving an opportunity 

of hearing to the respondent viciates the principles of natural 

justice and such order needed L• 	reviewed. 

We are1 unable to agr€: :th the subnission of Shri Ravivarrna 

Kumar. AU that we had done 	direct the department to dispose 

off the representation which we 	i'nittedly pending before the depart- 

ment. These orders of 17.1.199 	re dictated in the open court in 

the presence of Shri Ravivarma KL;r. We also find that the respondents 

had no hesitation in complyingwith thedirections of the Tribunal and 

they had disposed off the representation by their order dated 11.2.1994 

by means of a speaking order. This is produced as Annexure-R1 to the 

reply statement fiJed by the r 	crLdents. The case quoted by Shri 

Ravivarnia Kurnar is of no assistance to him as the position herein is 

that the respondents had carried out the directions of the Tribunal 

and they had not raised any question that they were not heard before 

the Tribunal passed the orders c '7,1.1994. in thcase quoted by 



ShriRavivarmaKUmar, the respondent department had not complied 

withthe directions of the Tribuna 1 and they made a grievaflce of 

the'4have not having been heard when they were sought to be pulled 

up fr contempt for not complying with the directions. Such is not 

th9 case here. 

5. 	In the light of' the foregoing, we find no merit in the 

Review Application which accordingly stands dismissed. If the 

applicant is aQQrieVe by Ithe manner, in which the department had 

disp9sed off his representation by their memorandum dated 11.2.1994, 

it is open to him to take appropriate steps as per law. 

Y ç 	 - -_ 
(A.N.\JUiJANARADHY: 	 (V,RAI1fU(RI5HNA1') 

MEfIBER (J) 	 MEMBER '(A) 
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