
BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALCPE 

DATED THIS THE TWENTY SECOND DAY OF JULY 1987 

Present 	: Hon'bla Shri Ch. Raniakrishna Rao ... 	Member (J) 

Hon'ble Shri P. Srjnjvasan . 	Member (A) 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO.94/87 

K. Rarnachandra, 
Section Supervisor (Accounts) 
Central Telegraph Office, 
Raj Bhaven Road, 
Bangalcre-1. 	 Applicant 

(Shri S.Vasanth Kumar .. Advocate) 

V. 

The General Manager, 
Telecommunications, 
Karnataka Circle, 
Indian Posts & Telegraphs Department, 
Meruthi Complex, Bangalore-9. 

D.L. Subba Rao, 
Senior Section Officer, 
Central Telegraph Office, 
Raj Shaven Road, 
Banqalore-1. 	 Respondents 

This Review Application has come up before the Court today. 

Hon'ble Shri Ch.Ramakrishna Rao, Member (J) made the following:— 

OR D E R 

This eview Applic.tion (PA) has been filed late by 27 days 

and the applicant has prayed in IA Nc.l (IA) for condonation of 

the delay. 	For the reasons stated in the IA, we condone the delay. 

2. 	By  this Pview Application, the applicant in A No.1473/86 

wants us to review the order dated 16.4.1987 rendered in that 

applic:tion. The quastion that arose for decision in A No.1473/86 

was whethr the reservation of 10% of posts in the Higher Selection 

Grade in the Traffic Division of the Telecommunication Branch of 

the Posts and Telegraph Department for promotion from among Lower 

Selection Grade (LSG) Accountants amounted to a fixed quota 	LSG 
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e 
Accountants which could not be exceededJver and above the said 

could also aspire for promotion in 

the general quota of 90% on the basis of their seniority vis—a—vis 

Lower Grade Clerks (LGC). 	This Tribunal held that it was a 

quota allotted to LEG Accountants and so they could not lay claim 

for promotion to any posts in the remaining 90% quota which was 

meant exclusively for LGCs. In the course of the said order, this 

Tribunal observed in pars 5: "In fact, we are told that a separate 

seniority list is maintained for both the categories, which confirms 

the view that the vacancies in the post are filled by rotation, 

that is, first 9 vacancies are filled by LGCs and the 10th by LEG 

Accountants". 

3. 	Shri S.Vasant Kumar, learned counsel for the applicant, 

submits that it was not a proven fact that separate seniority 

lists were maintained for LGCs and for LEG Accountants and that 

enquiries by his client had revealed that a separate seniority 

list for LEG Accountants was brought out only in 1985 i.e., after 

A No.1473/86 had been filed as a writ petition before the High 

Court. Thus there had been a f'ctual error in the ordcr of this 

Tribunal dated 16.4.1987 and this had materially arfected the 

dccision, and called for a review of the said order. 

4 	Having carefully haard the contentions of Shri Vasant Kumar, 

we feel that this is not a fit cCeO for review sjnCa the Tribunal 

interpreted the rules to mean that the reservation of posts to 

LGCs (90%) and LbG Accountants (io%) was by way of quota and not 

by way of incentive to the latter as suggested by the applicant. 

Once it was regarded as a case of quota, LEG Accountants could not 

claim any of the remaining 90% posts fellirli: in the quota of LGCs. 

The reference to separate seniority lists for the two categories 

made in the order was, as mentioned in the order itself, to confirm 

the view already taken. Even if such separate lists were not 

being maintained, the order of this Tribunal would still have been 
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BEFOFE THE CLNTF•L ADMINiSTRTIVE TRI3UN.AL 

C 
	 BAMGALCRE BENCH, 8ANtLCPE 

DATED THIS THE TwENTY SECC3 DAY OF JULY 1987 

Present : Hon'ble Shri Ch. Ramakrishna Pea 	... 	t1errber (J) 

Han'ble Shrj P. Srjnjvaan 	. 	e:her (A) 

f1L 

K. Raachandre, 

Section upervieor (Accounts) 

Central Telenraph Office, 

Raj 3haan Road, 

Eança2oro—l. 	 Applicant 

($i- ri S.V,santh Kunar . Advocate) 

The General ManeQar, 

Tlao nniijnjr- tjnrts, 

Karrat-'ike Circle, 

Indian Poats & Telaorhs 	partn3nt, 

faruthi Cc.mplex, Eance3ccc9. 

D.L. Suhba Fan, 

Snior 5FCtiQfl Officar, 

Cera1 Teleqraph C Tfica, 
Paj Ga jan Poad, 

flqa loLr-l. 	 F sro ndents 

This Review Application has coca up before the Court today. 

Hn'ble Sri Ch.Rararishna Ro, 	her (J) ade the followin:- 

C FOE R 

This aviaw Ap2J 	tion (F) has been filed late by 27 days 

and the applicant has prayd in IA Nc I (i) fcr ccndcntic of 

the delay. 	For t -,a I  cw'cns stated in the IA i  we ocod cc t e delay. 

2. 	By this Rjw Application, the applicant in A o.14'/86 

wants us to review the order dated 1.4.1c87 rendered in that 

app]ication. The question that arose for decision in A No.1473/86 

was whether the reservation of 10 of posts in the Higher Selection 

Grade in the Traffic Division of the Telecommunication Branch of 

the Posts and Telegraph Departnent for promotion from among Lower 

Selection Grade (LSG) Accountants aiounted to a fixed quota OW 'LSG 
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I 
coountants whjCh could riot he cxc: ede±J±VEr at 	ebcve the raid 

rerarvetion w;:te4- 	they could also arpire for prcmotlon in 

the gensral qwcta of 9% on the basis of their seniority 'Jir-a-iS 

Lcar Grade Clsrks (LGC). 	This Tribunal held tht it was a 

qta allotted to LEG 'ocoontants and so they could r'ot lay claim 

for promotion to cny ports in the :a amino q% - ucta which waS 

oant exclusively rr L 	• In the course of the said order, ths 

Trihnel cser ad in pera 5: uIn Fact, we a r e told that a 5:prrete 

niority list is 	intajnad for both the cot eccries, •hd oh ccfir:ns 

the view that the vacncjps in the post are fii3aJ by rctati or, 

that is, first 9 vacancies are fi) led by LPCs and the 11th by LEG 

- 0(0' ui act S 

Stri S fa:ant (urer, lernrd counsel for the 	p3 ioa t, 

SubmItS that it was not a Lrooen fact that sepaote sonority 

3ists woj a mcmi jrad for LqEs and for LEG .ccunf ants nd that 

eurio.s by his ciijnt tdJ rsvaolad that a separate ity 

list for LEG 	sos Nrouobt cot only in )E-5 	aftt 

A 1ole7/S6 had bean filed as a writ petition before tho H gh 

Crirt •  Thus there h•±d boon a f ctjal error in th ord' -  of this 

Tribunal datad16 A ..lE7 and this had 	tor a) ly aEfac:tad the 

derision, and oallad for a rovE or of the oid order. 

4. 	Heoing coc- afi) ly hard the cor-tentions of Thri  

-e frel that tSis is rot a fit caa or ravew since he rr 

interpreted the rules to nO- au that the r5 vatinu of hosts to 

LIICs (j) and LEG Accountants (io%) was by way of quote arid not 

by way of incentive to the latter as suogested by the applicant. 

Once it was regarded as a case of quota, LEG Accountants could not 

claim any of the renaming 90% posts fallinro in the quot\cf LGCs. 

The reference to separate seniority lists for the two categories 

made in the order was, as mentioned in the order itself, to confirm 

the uisw already taken. Even if such separate lists were not 

being maintained, the order of this Tribunal would still have been 
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the sane viz, that the rasarvation of posts for LSC accountants 

was by way of quota and, therefore, the aoplication deserved to 

be dismissed. U)- cannot sit in judssnt over the interprtation 

of the rules in the said order datad 15,.17 as if we -were a 

oourt of appeal. 

	

5. 	In the result this application is reject.ad in 11-min9. 

- 	 - 
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