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Telecom , AP, Hyderabad -1
' A

The Director General a

Telecom rep. by

Union of India

New Delhi - 110 001,

S

- Counsel for the applicant Mr. C;Sur?anarayana

Counsel for the respondents Mr.N.V.Ramana, &adi Cave

(Order pronounced by the Hon'ble Shri S Santhana
Krishnan, Judicial Member)

In this application uWAdé#: Section
22,3(f) of the Administrative Tribunals Act
read with 17 of the C.A.T.(Prbcedure)'ﬁuies,

1987, the applicant requires this Tribunal to
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review its order dated 14.10.1991.
The applicant cannot be
heard to say in this review appliCa—
tion that the limitation imposed in

Rule 17 of the CAT(Procedurg) Rule

1987, and the provisions in Rule 17.3)

giving powers to the Tribunal to dis-
pose of‘the applipation by circulation
as illegal and aginst the principles
of nafural justice., If the applicant
feels that thése rules are Qiolatives of
any p;inciéles of natural justice or any
mrovisions of the constitution, his
rémedf is nbt by ﬁgy of review appliéation.
Hence these objectibns canﬁbt be heard
1n‘¥ﬁis application,

The applicant in para 2 of
of the order have specifically stéted

that he is questioning only the order dated
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prayer portion he questioned the ter-
mination of his services which accor-
ding to him is verxbal. Hence the

order questionédlin para 2 dfifers

from the Grdér questioned ,in the relief
, b .
portion. Hence | itliis not correct to

say that there is no contradiction.

The applicat. questioned the

" termination in his application only on

the ground that thermiriion viclates

the principles of the Section 25(f) .

., et ‘
- of the Industrial Disputes Act,Hnless

|
the applicant establishﬁg that there is

some‘error apparant on the face of the
record), the applicant cannot quéstione& |
the judgement of this Tribunal in this
review application. In fact the applicant
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is quesﬁioning.the judgement of this

Tribunal under the gui@i of the review

application. If the applicant really
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Qants to-qﬁestion the jgdgement of
this Tribunal, his remedy is elsewhere
and not before this Tribunal..

It is seen from the judgement
that the abplicant ques tioned his ter-.
mination only as per the provisions of
of the Industrial Disputes Act. Hence
the Tribunal rightly considered the-
mainelhability of the application in

view df the judgement pronounced in

‘Padmavalli's case. The Tribunal extracted

also the relevant portions of the judge-
ment and also pointedlout that the
applicant nowhere questioned the Fer@iw
nation as violative of any 5;§g§§§ggsg

of the §onstitution. Even in the review
application, the applicant again questioned
his termination only on the ground ;‘;;;Igat

it violates Section 25(f) of the Indus-
trial Disputes Act as yell as 25 B qf the

Industrial Disputes Act. Hence :
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the allegations made in.the appli-

cation s@huarély falls under the .

judgment referred as above aﬁd as such

the appiication is not maintainable.
It is also pbinted out

in the judgment that there is dispute

regarding the period in which the

'applicant was .absent from duty. In

fact the épplicant claf%zin the appli=-
cation that he was on medical leave.
The contention of the applicant is

now that the casual Mazdoor of Telecom

‘“‘Department were not goverened by any

rules is against his:own contentions,
Further whether the applicant is entitled
to claim aﬁmﬁmedicai leave and whether
the applicanééabsené;from duty isrto

bg treated as leave or on duty q}whether
the applicant worked under thejrespondents
for over 240 days as claimed by him: are

all‘questioﬁf%f fact which c¢an be decided
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only by a Labour Court as per the

provisions of the Industrial Disputes

Act. The decision of the Madras

Bench relied upon by the applicant

is not of any help gs the termination
in that case was questioned on fhe
ground'that it violat&%{articlesl14

&f the_Constifution. There are no such
allegations in the application filed by
the aéplicant. Hence the applicant
miserably fails to establish that there
is any error apparant on the face of the
record:>, The scope of the reviéw appli-
cation is very limited and the applicant
under the guﬁﬁiﬁof a review épplication
is really challenging the judgment of
the Tribunal as if;in an appeal which
he is not entitled to do so. Hence the
applicant is not entitle@ for any remedy

under the review application and the review

U
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T
application is liable to be dismissed
and accordingly the review application

is dismissed with nolj order as to costs.
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1, The S.D.C. Telecom, Dharmavaram - 515672,

2, The Telecom District Manager, Anantapur = 515 050

3+ The Chief General Mahager, Telecom, A.,F.Hyderabad-1.

4. The Director General,Telecom,Union of India, New Delhi-1,
5. One copy to Mr.C,Suryanarf&yana, Advocate, CAT,Hyd, '
6. One copy to_MI.N.V.ﬁamana, Addl. CHSC. CAT,Hyd,

7. One spare copye. \
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