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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
DATED THIS THE BTH DAY OF OCTOCBER, 1587

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman
Present: and

Hon'bls Shri L.H.A. Reyo, Member (A)

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 114/1987

The General Manager,
Telecom,
Bangalore-9, - Applicant

(shri M. Vasudeva Rao, CGASC)

vV,
Shri H.V. Narayanasuwamy,
Jr. Engineer, Teleohone Exchange,
Kengeri. TT. Respondent

(shri Chandrakanth Goulay, Advocate)

This application having come up for hearing to-day,

Yice-Chairman made the follouwing:

R DER

In tnis apnlication made under Section 22 (3) (f)
of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 the applicant
herein who was the respondent in A.N0.315/87 seeks for
a review of an order made on 9=7-1987 allowing that
netition made by the respondent uho was the applicant

in that case.

Ba In A.No. 315/87, the respondent had challenged the
order dated 14.11.1986 of the Divisional Engineer,
Telephones ('DET') (Annexure-ﬁ).ghile quashing that order
we have also quashed another order of the DG P&T ('DG')
that had not even been challenged by the respondent in

thie application,

~




3. Shri M, Vasudeva Rac, learned Counsel for the
anplicant, contends that in quashing the order of the
DG, which had not been challenged by the respondent,
this Tribunal has committed manifest error apparent on

the face of the record.

4, Shri Chandrakanth Goulay, lesarned counsel for

the respondent, in our opinion, very rightly, does not
_ buwt,

dispute thatlresaondent had nct challenged the order

of the DG.

S5 Jhen the resoondent had not even challenged the
order of the DG, it was nct open to us to examine its
validity and quash the same. But we, have, houwever,

done that. In doiny so we have committed a manifest error
apparent on the face of the record and therefore the same

calls for a reivew under the Act.

6. In the lignt of ocur above discussion, ws allou
this aoplication for review, recall our order dated
9,7.1987 in A.N0o.315/87 and restore that application to

its original file.
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REGISTERED
"“ AP W a———
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWNAL
BANGALORE BENCH
Commercial Complex(BDA),
Indirananar,
Bangalore- 560 038,
Dateds =L 1-\O® 557
REVIEW APPLICATION NC 114 /8 7( )
wappNO. -
APPLICANT Vs RESPONDENTS.
GM, Telecommunication Shri H.V. Naraysnasuemy
To Karnatake Circle
1. The General Manager
Telecommunication
Karnataka Circle
Bangalore - 560 009
2. Shri m, Vasudeva Reo
Central Govt. Stng Counsel
High Court Buildings
Bangalore -~ 560 001
3. Shri H.V. Narayanswamy
Junior Engineer :
0ffice of the Assistant Engineer(Rurel)
South Bangalore Telephone Exchange
Kengeri
4, Shri Chandrakanth Goulay
Advocate _
90/1, 2nd Block
Thyagarajenagar
Bangalore — S60 028
é;
foe/\ AR

IR IRXRRAKR passed by this Tribunal in the abdve saidlépplication Review

on

Subjocts SENDING_COPIES_OF ORDER_PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find encloced hercwith the cooy of ORDER/SER¥X

8-10-87
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
DATED THIS THE 8TH DAY OF OCTCBER, 1987

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S, Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman
Present: and

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

REVIEJ APPLICATION NO. 114/1987

The General Manager,
Telecom,
Bangalore-9, ‘ v Applicant

(shri M. Vasudswa Rao, CGASC)
Ve
Shri H.V. Narayanasuamy,
Jr. Engineer, Telenhons Exchange,
Kenyeri, T Respondent

(shri Chandrakanth Goulay, Advocate)

This application having come un for hearing to-day,

Vice-Chairman made the following:

CRDER

In tnis annlicztion made under Section 22 (3) (f)
of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 the applicant
herein uho was the resoondent in A.N0.315/87 seeks for
a revieu of an order made on 9-7-1987 allowing that
netition made by the respondent who was the applicant

%W in that case.

N A

\yﬂz. In A.No. 315/B7, the respondent had challenged the
$

order dated 14.,11.1986 of the Divisional Engineer,

Telephones ('DET') (Rnnexure-C).ghile quashiny that order
we have also quashed another order of the DG P&T ('DG')

that had not even been challengyed by the respondent in

thias aoplication.
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K Shri M, Vasudeva Rao, learned Counsel for the
aonlicant, contends that in quashing the order of the
DG, which had not been challenyed by the resoondent,
this Tribunal has committed manifest error apparent on

the face of the record,.

4, Shri Chandrakanth Goulay, learned counsel for

the respondent, in our opinion, very riyhtly, does not
. bl b, :

dispute thatlrssnondent had nct challenged the order

of the DG.

84 Jhen tne resoondent had not even challenged the
order of the DG, it was not open to us tc examine its
validity and quash the same. But we, have, housver,

done that. In doiny so we have committed a manifest error
apparaent on the face of the record and therefore the same

calls for a reivew under the Act.

6.4 In the lignt of our above discussion, uws allou

this an~lication for revieu, recall our order dated

9,7.1987 in A.N0.315/37 and restore thnat application to

its original file.
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