CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH :

Between :

A No,76 of 1997
In

0.ANo,1327 of| 1994,

Date of Order- A -11-1997%

R, Gopala Rao .o .s Applicant

Angd

1. The Telecoem District Ivianager,

Guntur- 522 050,

2. m Chléf

Telecom. A,P,, Hyderabad, ) | } .

3  fhepTéseatrmg~onton’ or—inuiaj
New Delhi-ll(Q 001,

4f The Presiding Officer,
Labour Court-l,

Hyderabad.

- Counsel for the applicant - [IMr., C. Suryanarayana
Counsgel for the respondents- Mr. K. Ramulu

Coram :

The Honourable Mr. R. Rangarajan, Member(Ad:m') 7

The Honourable Mr, B.,S.Jai Parameshwar,Member(Judl )

~ ( Per Hon. Mr, B,S,Jai Parameshwar, -Me:ﬁber(d'.)‘_) -

1, Heard Mr. C. Suryanarayana, learned counsel for the
applicant and Kumari Shyama for Mr., K,Ramulu, ;eamed counﬁel_-

I
0. A, has filed tllns appl:.cati.on.

for the respondents. ‘ 1, ‘
2. The applicant in the
to review the order dated 10,9.97 passed in the 0J.A
3y This Tribunal relying upon the princ:.ples anunciated

by the Hon'ble Supreme Court clif India in the cas

Das Gupta v,
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e of Krlshnan

Collector of Printing & Stationery (AIR 1966 .
js/ sC 408) formed an opinion that: this Tribunal has no juri.sdiction
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+o caasider the validity of otherwise of the award passed
_By the respondent No.4 in the Industrial Dispute No,138 of 198§
datéd 2,11,93, Accordingly, a pirection was lssued to the
reglstry to retum the 0.A, to the applicant for being
presented before the competent‘judicial forum,
4, The applicant has filed this application praying for
review of the said order on the ground that the industrial
dispute before the respondent No.4 was not maintainable;
that the respondent No.4 though held that the removal of the

applicant from service was proper, had formed an opinimm

that the dispute was not maintainable; that the view taken

LAY WIS Lk WAL SR e s e e WA e e —_——— —_————— ———— — - -

on merits ignoring the award passed by the respondent No.4,
5. The leamed counsel for the applicant during course .

of his arguments relied upon the ‘décision in the case of

+
- - - .. - PR T T £MAATAIT Am~ T

and the decision of the Supreme Court of India in the case

of Suleman Noormohamed v, Umarbhai Janubhai, reported in
AIR lY7/8 SG YdL, FULITNEL O (ldd QLS50 SUWAALLSU G Wid e

arguments, Perused the same,

6. - The citations which ﬂeld'that this T:ibunallhad
juriSdiction or authority to‘consider the validity of the
awards passed by the Labour or Industrial Courts under the
provisions of the Industrial ﬁisputes act, the Payment'of
Wages Act, Minimum Wages Act etc, were earlier to the
decision relied upon by us while disposing of the O.A,

" Mo ~ontention of thé learned cownsel for the
applicant that we can decide the 0.,A, on merits ignoring

the award passed by the respondent No.4 cannot be accepted;
If such a vielw is taken, then the que:stion of limitation
requires to be considered, In|that, the applicant was
dismissed from service on 10L8.84. He submitted a

‘yrevision petition against his dismissal, There was no
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response from the respondentsil to 37

}

8. Then the applicant on 21,12,88 filedla petition
| 1
| 1

before the respondent No,4 under Section z.A(%) of the

Industrial Disputes Act which was treated as I,D,Case

No.138/89. .i :

9, The respondents 1 to 3 participated before the
{
. {
respendent No,4 in the said‘prOCeeding. AfteF hearing the
parties, the respondent No,4 passed the award on 2,11,93

which is impugned in this 0.A. ,

10. Unless and until the award passed byi the
' |
respoandent No,.4 is annulled ﬂy a competent court, it

C ek Lim madA ok Fhha qair‘]iaward is Bm—es‘tio The

respondent No,4 when formed an opinion that the dispute was

held that the removal of thel applicant from service was
|

proper, as disclosed in parak7 of the award (Annexure-6 to

the -0A ), ?

llf‘ - In that view of the‘matter, we feel{that there is
S e e e lvaserantina

review, _

12, The order dated 10.9,97 passed in 1:.heii 0.A, is proper

and does not call for revieﬁ. i

13, Hence the R,A, is dismissed, Wo or%er as to costs.

- i
ﬁQ%§;;4$f~4¢27’\f““/ﬁu/ﬁ\—d/’ : - |
_ oS, Jai eshwar) ( R. Rangarajan )

er{Judicial) Méember (Admﬁnistrative)

Dated the C;(q 'November, 1997,
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