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REG 151 ERED 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALEE BENCI-i 

Comrnercl C~oA plex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated : 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO - 79 	 J87( ) 
IN APPLICATION NO. 15/87 

W.P. NO  

Applicant 

Shri T.K. Jenakiramulu 	V/s 	The DC, P&T and 2 Ors 

To 

1, Shri T.K. Janekiremulu 
Section Supervisor (0) 
Central Telegraph Office 
Bengalere - 560 001 

Subject: SENDINGCOP1ESOFCRDER_PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER/c~ 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said ReView 

application on 	19-6-87 	- 

SECT].OPFIC. 
(JIcIAL) 

End 	as above 

C)C 
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EFOE TH OENT Rl L 	)rINIT TI/E TIflUNL53, BNCf\LORE 

TE!) THIS Hi: 19th DAY OF 3UNE, 1987 

Prrsent : Hon'blc Jutico Sri .S.Outtasuarny 11icr-0hairrnon 

Uonb10 5r L.i.i.c3rio 

r - Jo.ticn ['10.79/07. 

T.}.J1fl3kir.mu1u, 
ScLicn Supervisor (n), I - 

Oontril To1or;ph flfi, 
R:lrlc]olore - 1. 	 •.. 	 pp1iCJnt 

Director Goner.1 or Pos 	Teioqrophs, 
lop rfmont of Oor,in'rnio;tion, 
No u  

Director of To1:conmuni't[ on, 
0onq.Jcro ro:, 	I 

Noor \ninc1 Fo 	role, I  
Songolaro — 9. 

Th 	hiof Sup:-  r nton - nt, 
Centr:d To1ogr:ph OPfic, 
0no1oro - 1 . 	 . .. 

Th! 	pp1ic.:ticn 	corn': p hof'oo. tho court 

todoy. 	1-1on 'blo 2 ustico r5ri '.S.Outt:ouamy, Vic-0horm-n 

modo the ro1iouin : 

in this 	pp1.ctcn in o uts 22(3) (f) of th 

19C('.ct'), th 	•r1ic?nt uho vos the er  pliont in 

:.No.i 5/07, h:.s sought. fr 	revicu or the order by 	Division 

flench cone.sting C f nfl:: 	r us, ion 'hi 	Sri  

and Sri Oh. 	mokeishna Deo (nfl) or 2.4.1 907. 

2. 	In ;..No.1 /87 	:.rjo u/s 19 of the ct, the eppli— 

cent hod cholienqrd th 	niti. tion of disciplinory proc -.,  d-- 

ins ogeinot him by rospndont ['!o.3 in :_:,mor!.,ndL.TM No.V-2/ 

TK/S (o) doted 1 G.1 .1985 (nnexiro—, th 	epplicati.on) on 

divero grounds. On 	dntei1od ox.:m1ntiofl of 1i grounds 



urjod, this tribunal roacted all of them and held that the 

initiation of discinlinary procondinns, did not stiffer from 

any infirmity. That appliction was presented and :r9uod by 

Sri 	.A.intony Cruzc an dvocrLte practicing before this Tri- 

bunal. But in this app ic:tion nade in person, the :ppii 

cant hs urod tht evnr'ono of' the views expressed by the 

Division ench war errnoous. Sri T.V.Janakiramulu, 

applic.nt appaard in peson and reiterated his case at con—

sidcr:1-1a length before s. 

3. s noticd b us orliar, the applicant is relly 

askinq us to ro—oxamino th order made by th 	Tribunal on 

2.4.1967 as if' we are a ourt of' •ppaal and come to a 

different conclusion. It is wollbtt1ed that in a review, 

such a power cannot ho exrcised. On this view, we hold 

that this application, uk. ch  is also stated to he barred by 

time, by the Registry is iab1e to he rejected. U, there-

fore, reject this applicaion at. thc dmission stac, with-

out notice to the rospondnts. 

JJj4 

V IC DIJR\ J 	ti flEI1flR 
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REFORE THE CENTRAL i\DiINIST1TI'JE TRIflUNLS, BANCALORE 

DATED THIS THE 19th DAY CF ur:, 1987 

Present : Hon'blE Justice Sri K.S.Puttasuary Jicp—Chajrman 

Hon'ble Sri L.H.A.Rego 	 MemLer 

Review Arplictjon No.79/87, 

T.}.Janakir:mulu, 
Section Supervior(0), 
Central Tolonraph Office, 
Barigcilore —1. 	 ••. 	 'pplicint 

vs. 

Director Genorl of Poet :nd Telojraphs, 
0 op'irtrnent of Connjri cati on, 
Now DelhS, 

Director of Telecormunicaticn, 
Bangaicro \raa, 
Near -\nand R:o Circle, 
Eangalorn - 9. 

The Ohi•f Sup:rintendcnt, 
Central Telegraph Office, 
Bangalore - 1. 	 •.. 

This application has come up before the court 

today. Hon'ble Justice Sri V.S.Putasunrry, Vice—Chairman 

rnadc the following 

C R) ER 

In this :rplic:tion ir ;o u/ 22(3) (F) of th 

...T.Act, 1YB5('ct T),  the Lipplicant who ua 	th 	uplic:nt in 

.o.1 /87, has sought for a rcvicu of the orcr by a Division 

flench coneisting of on: of un, Hon'bl Sri 

and Sri h.amakrirhna Rao (Ji) or 2.4.1987. 

In i.'L;E7, made u/s 19 of the ct, the appli- 

cant h 	' 	the. init tj en o disciplinary proce d— 

mac a: 	 ' 	e. in f'emorandun No.V-2/ 

TKJ/SS(o 	1./.10 	( nn:x'irc—A, the application) on 

diverse 	e, Er 	1H 'x:nin:tion of all grounds 
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urgod, this tribunal rejected all of them and held that th 

initiation of disciplinary proceedin's, did not 5uf'fer From 

any inrirmity. That applic:tion was presented and argued by 

Sri G.A.Antony Iruze an Advocate practicing before this Tri-

bunal. But in this application nadc in parson, the ac-ph—

cant has irgod that everyone of the viewe expressed by the 

Djvjjn Bench ucra erroneous. Sri T.V,1JnaJiramul11, 

applicant appeared in person and reit:r.:ted his case at con-

siderable length het'ore U, 

3, 	/s noticad by us earlier, the applicTnt is really 

asking us to re—examine the order made by this Tribunal on 

2.4,1987 2s if we are a Court of Appl ind come to a 

dirrcrent conclusion. It is well'-ettlEd that in a review, 

such a power cannot he exercised. On this view, we hold 

that this aprlic:tion, which ic also sttd to be barred by 

time, by the Registry is liable to be rejected. We. there—

f'ore, reject this application at the admission stage, with—

ut notice to the respondents, 

>\i 	 I 

COPY— 
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