CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' ~ MUMBAI BENCH o

C.P. No.: 85/2001 IN O.A. No. 1059/96.

pated this Friday, the 4th day of January, 2002.

. CORAM  :  Homlble Shei-Br—N—Bahadur—Member—tAis
Hon’ble Shri Justice B. Dikshit, Vice-Chairman.
wﬂi"“& Sk B N- Bahadur, Maowmbber (AY -

-Smt. S.C. Ghad:gaonkar 7 IR . ~ Petitioner.

"(By Advocate Shr1 8 P Ku7karn7)
VERSUS

1.  shri T. V. Rao,
Genaral Manager (H.Q.),
Dept. of Telecom, :
0/o0. CGM, Fountain-II Bldg.,
Fort, Hutatme Chowk,

Mumbai: - 400 001.

(On deemed deputat7on to Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Limited).

2, Shri Nzrma? ‘Swaroop, -
the then CGM Telecom,
(Now) Chief General . Manager, :

' . BSNL, Fountain-II Bldg., '

‘ !’ Fort, Hutatma Chowk, . o _ ' o '
- _ Mumbai ~ 400 001, ; : o ...  Contemners.

(By Advocate Shri S{ S. Karkera) .

TRIBUNAL’S ORDER - :

CFTTIEEN E S o o ‘ ' .
','i'<f;>\A000rdfng‘to the arguments advanced .by Learned Counsel’

-

——t,

ror App%icant there is Wijuf‘dieobediehce of,f?ne7 ofder‘passed
in 0.A. No.. 1058/96, 1059/96 and 1060/96 on 10.03.1996
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2. we have perused the order Itvappears_from thedorder
that there was some interim order ' However, 'the App7fcant Was.
promoted as Jun7or Accounts Ofr,cer on -ad hoc basis for a per7od_
not exceed1ng 80 days vide order dated 19. 12 1986. On promotion
re' was Du ted on a pure?y temporary and local off7c7at7ng basis -
tw;th spe”7a7 allowahce of Rs 50/~ per month ~and 1t was made 
‘5 ' clear that the promot7on W777 not bestow ahy c7a7m for further
promot7on or sen7or7ty 7n the cadre of Jr Accounts Off1cer The
~promot7on order a?so stated that 7t was subJect to f7na? outcome
of the 0. A pend7ng in C A, T ' Mumba1 ‘Bench. It appears from_
'.f7na7 order that the order dated 19. 72 1996 was passed for g7vzng'
effect to 7nter1m order, as the App?vcant 1n_ the O A. prayed 
that shel may be a7lowed to off7c7ate as Jun7or Accounts Off7cer |

till the regu?ar cand?date is. made ava77ab7e o This Tr7bunafh
| d7rected accord7ng?y v7de order dated 19 12 1996 ~The officia7s:.
hdmp?eaded as Respondents in the 0.A. comp77ed with the d1rect7ons

®  or the Tribunal and, therefore, this Tribunal held that the O.A.
| rhas become 1n:ructuous and d7sm7ssed 1t accord1ngiy Now Athe B

:tﬁa, ed Counse7 for App77cant contehds that after the O A. beCame
T '& ]
f.- 1nfr& tuous, the - offrc7a7 respondents reverted the app77cant

R E 7

x§§¥§3933!. “Once.Athei 0 4. was dismissed as infructuous jn view;of
a'ReSpondentsf orderidated 19.%2.?995-promotfng app]fcant,- we are
of *opinionm.that it ~cannot be said that there: is wilful’
__dfsobedfence‘of final order as‘no direction - was given by the

N
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frfbuna? : However,l’in ‘casé the apprvcant is aggr1eved by the:,
'reversvon by some order passed: subsequent to dTSmissa: of 0.A.,
_then. she} may seek appropr7ate ‘remedy,, if. under_ Taw -it,}eﬂ-
avafieble,teeher butuneeacfioh of wfjfuI- dfsebedience of order
eoeetitutjng cohtemptref order arise:. |

4.: We make'ftféleer thatIWe are'nbt'expreeeing eny:opjnfon'
.‘g- . to the argument of the Learned CounseTl . fer app?icant that "the
| ' erder was passed s0 thab the 0. A may become 7nfructuous before :
C;t could be heard on. mer7ts, ;ﬂﬁ Ee dO“NOt conSTder.7t »Qecessary

to go"7nuo thvs“ questzon to deﬁermine' the grievance of the

«'f:eppIicant that the order. has been wilfully disobeyed.

'5, ‘. "For the aforesaid’reeson,';he,C.P. ie,diémissed.
«ra"w. BAHADUR} , o .+ (BIRENDRA DIKSHIT)

MEMBER (A). . . e VICE-CHAIRMAN.

'vil! osk



