
EENTRAL AD2UNI3TRATIJE TRI8iJJAL 

8ANGALOR E 

DATED THIS THE 8TH DAY OF OGIOBER, 1987 
Hontbla Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice—Ohairinan 

Present: 	 and 
Hon' biR .Shri L.H.A. Rejo, Member (A) 

REV tEJ APPLICATION NO. 114/1987 

The General Ilanayer, 
Tel acorn, 
Bangalore-9. 	 ... 	Applicant 

(Shri M. Jasjdea Rao, CGASC) 

'I. 

Shri H.V. Narayanasuamy, 
Jr. Engineer, Telehone Exchange, 
Kenyeri. 	 ir. 	Respondent 

(Shri Chandrakanth Goulay, Advocate) 

This application having conic up for hearing to—day, 

Vice-Chairman made the following: 

fl P fl R P 

In triis a'nlic.etion made under Section 22 (3) (t) 

of the Adrninistratve Tribunals Act, 1985 the applicant 

herein who was the resoondent in A.No.315/87 seeks for 

a rev.eu  of an order made on 9-7-1987 allowing that 

2etition made by the respondent who was the applicant 

in that case. 

2. 	In A.No. 315/87, the respondent had challenged the 

order dated 14.11.1986 of the Divisional Engineer, 

Telephones ('DET') (Annexure—C) hile quashing that order 

we have also quashed another order of the DO P&T ('DU') 

that had not even been chal.Lened by the resoondnt in 

thxt aoplication. 
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Shri M. Jasudeva Rao, learned Counsel for the 

aoolicant, 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. 

Shri Chanirakanth toulay, learned counsel for 

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

dispute thatresondent had not challenged the order 

of the DG. 

S. 	Uhen the resoondent had not even challen.ed tne 

order of the DG, it was not open to us to examine its 

validity and quash the same. But we, have, however, 

done that. In doing 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 ligit of our above discussion, we allow 

his aiication for review, recall our order dated 

9.7.1987 in A.No.315/37 and restore that application to 

its original file. 

V iCe_hairmar;\tc\) 

dms/1rv. 



REGISTERED 

CENTRAL ADcIINISTRATIVE TRIBWAL 
BANAL0RE BENCH 

S..... 

CornrnorciaJ. Complex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
8na1o:o— 560 038. 

Datod 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO 	114 - 	/o 7( ) 

hJ, P.No.  

APPLICANT 
	

Vs 	RESPONDENTS 

GM, Telecommunication 	 Shri H.V.. Naraywaswamy 

To Karnataka Circle 

1, The General Manager 
T lecoimnunication 
Karnataka Circle 
Bangalore - 560 009 

Shri M. Vasudeva Rao 
Central Govt. Stng Counsel 
High Court Buildings 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Shri H.V. Narayansamy 
Junior Engineer 
Office of the Assistant Engineer(Rural) 
South Bangalore Telephone Exchange 
Kangeri 

Shri Chandrakanth GouJ,ay 
Advocate 
90/1, 2nd Block 
Thyagersi anagar 
Bangalore - 560 028 

Subjoct: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Pleaso find encl000d horoajith the cooy of 0RDER/k 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said/application Review 

on 	A-10-87 

:* CS71 

Diar?,  
>{ DE*EGISTRAR 

End: as above. 	 -< 	(JUDICIAL) 
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CENTRAL ADINISTRATIE TRIBUNAL 

BANG A LORE 

DATED THIS THE 8TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1987 

Hon' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Vice—Chairman 
Present: 	 and 

Hon'bl' Shri L.N.A. Redo, Member (A) 

REVIEJ APPLICATION NO. 114/1987 

The General Manayer, 
Telecom, 
Bangalore-9. 	 ... 	Applicant 

(Shri M. Vasudea Rao, CGASC) 

V. 

Shri H.V. Narayanasuamy, 
Jr. Engineer, Telehone Exchange, 
Kengeri. 	 TV 	Respondent 

(Shri Chandrakanth Doulay, Advocate) 

This application having come uo for hearing to—day, 

\iice—Cnairman made the [ollowing: 

np n_ 

in trils aDolication made under Section 22 (3) (t) 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 the applicant 

herein who was the resoondent in A.No.315/87 seeks for 

a review of an order made on 9-7-1987 allowing that 

oetition made by the resoondent who was the applicant 
/p kY 	

\ in that case. 

/J2. 	In A.No. 315/87, the respondent had challenyed the 

order dated 14.11.1986 of tre Divisional Engineer, 

Teleohones ('DET') (Annexure—C).hile quashing that order 

we have also quashed another order of the DO P&T ('DO') 

that had not even been chalLenyed by the resDoncInt in 

thi* aoplication. 
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Shri M. Jasudeva Rae, learned Counsel for the 

aoolicant, contenis that in quashing the order of the 

DG, which had not been challened by the resoondent, 

this Tribunal has committed manifest error apparent on 

the face of the record. 

Shri Ghanirakanth Loulay, learned counsel for 

the resoondent, in our ooinion, very rightly, does not 

disoute that resoondent had nct challenged the order 

of the 0G. 

Jhen tue resoondent had not even challeri.ed tne 

order of the DL, it was not ooen to us to examine its 

validity and quash tne same. But we, have, however, 

done that. In doing so we have committed a manifest error 

apparent on the face of tne record and therefore the same 

calls for a reivew under the \ct. 

In the lint of our above discussion, we allow 

:his an':lication for review, recall our order dated 

9.7.1987 in P.No.315/37 and restore tnat application to 

its oriyinal file. 

V ice_hairmarj 1) 
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