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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNJ AT BANGJORE. 

3b 3  
CONTEMPT OF COURT CASE 	/1988. 

I 	I. 

4 

S. 	$ 

R.Cyril,. 	 OENTRL ADnTaATVE 
Telephone Supervisor, 	 TR 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 

Rosy Chander Barnadas, rr 	 P 	- i 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore* 

Theresa Manoharan, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 

R.Sulochana, - 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 	 ... COMPLAINANTS. 

AND 	 - 
V 

I. The General Nanger 
(Telephones), K.G.Road, 
Bangalore-9. 

2. 5ri R.R.Rao, 
Asst.General Manager(Staff), 
Bangalore Telecom District, 
Bangalore-560 009. 	,.. 	ACCUSED 

CONTEMPT OF COURT PETITION UNDER SECTION 
17 OF THE K?RNATAKAADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALS ACT 

- - 1985, 

The applicants state that the applicants and 

the respondents 3 to 8 in Application No.962 to 965 

of 1986 joined the service of the first respondent 

establishment. 	Earlier the department was follow- 

ing the seniority on the basis of the date of con-

firmation and not the date of appointment. 
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2. The Supreme Court of India in the case of 

Ganapati Kini Vs. Union of India, held that for 

preparing the seniority list, the dateof entry 

into service has to be taken into consideration 

and not the date of confirmation,of such persons, 

who are appointed between 1946 and 1959. Even 

though the respondent prepared andpublished the 

seniority list in higher cadre, the respondent,  

has not reviewed the seniority of the 

complainants. 

3. Aggrieved by the said order, the applicants 

approached this i-Ion'ble Tribunal. 	This Honb1e 

Tribunal has disposed of the saidapplication on 

1-5-1987. In para 6 of the said order, it is clear-

ly stated that the complainants were also promoted 

prior to 1972 and as respondents 3 to 8 in the said 

application were placed above them, their case 

should be reviewed and the seniority of the appli-

cants should be determined on the basis of such 

review. Inspite of the said order, no steps have 

been taken by the respondent, but an application 

for extention of time has 1en made. Unfortunate-

ly on 5-2-1988, they have informed to tI applicants 

that kamm they have complied with the orders of the 

HonbIe Tribunal. A  copy of the said letter is 

produced herewith and marked as Annexure-B. 

4. It is surprised to note that again they 

have maintained the same status-quo. Hence, itis a 

clear case of violation of the directions issued by 

this Hon'ble Tribunal.'. 

* 
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- 

The entire intention of the accused is 

to float and disobey the orders, fnich is i1lea1 

and amounts to contempt of court. 

WHEREFORE, the complainants pray that 

this Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to take action 

against the accused for disobedience of the order 

dated 1-5-1987 and punish the accused. 

VERIFICATION 

t, 
c7

L 	CT 
I, R--G4l, s-e 

major, Telephone Supervisor, Bangalore Telephones, 

Bangalore, the first complainant in the above case, 

do hereby verify that the contents from 1 to 6 are 

true to my personal knowledge and belief and that.  

I have not suppressed any material facts. 

Bangalore, 	 KA 

Dated: L -..f.1988. 	SIbNATURE OF THE O'PLAINANT. 

The Registrar, 
Ce ntral Adrninistrati.,e Tribunal, 
Bangalore. 	 - 



BEFORE THE 	C C NT fl 	L A DM1 NJ S T U/k ii U L 	1 Ri UI I NA L 

/ BANOALI]RE eCNCH, 	BANGALURE 

DATED 11-115 THE FIRST DAY OF MAY 198 

Present 	: 	Hon'ble Shri Ch, Rmakrishru 	Rao 	.., tiamber 	(J) 

Hon'ble Shri 	L.H.A. Rago 	 ... fiember 	(A) 

APPLICATION NO.962 TO 965/8() 

R. 	Cyril, 

Telephone Supervisor, 
angalore Telephones, 

Bangalore 

I )  Rosy Chander BarrIaba5, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore 	Telephones, 
Bangalore. 

H, Theresa Manoharen, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
8FI fl 1lore Tm1aphors, 
Bangalore. 

R. Sulochane, 
Telephohe Supervisor, 
8analore Telphone, 
Bangalore. 	 ... Applicants 

(Shri M.Raghavendrachar . Advocate) 

V. 

Union of India by its Secretary 
and Commiseionor, 
Department of Communication, 
Parliamentary Road, New Delhi. 

General Manager (Telephones), 
K.G. Road, Bangalore-9. 

firs. T.Kriehna 	fkjr thy, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telmphone, 
Bangalore 

1' Komethagam Rarnalingarn, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
angalor. 

Smt. Swarriadevi, 
Telephone Operator, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 

Sri S. flurthy, 
telephone Operator, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 

- 
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M.J. Balakrishna, 

Telephonh Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 

K. Janaki, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 	 ... Respondents 

(Shri. D.V.Shajlendra Kumar, Advocate) 

This application came up for hearing before this 

Tribunal on 25.9.1986, Hon'ble Shri Ch.Ramakrishna Rao, 

Member (J) made the following 

ORDER 

This compoite app.l iction W01. ml tially Iil.d by four 

applicants as a composite Writ Petition in the High Court of 

Karnatak. and Subsequently trnsferrod to this Tribunal. 

The facts giving rise to the application are briefly as follows: 

In the seniority list as on 25.7.1976, a true copy of which 

is marked as Annexure - A to the application the ranking of the 

applicants in the gradation list of Telephone Operators as on 

14.7.1978 was shown at S.  tJo.13 9  16 0  24 0  29 and that of respon—

dents at S. Nos.33 to 36. By reading the said list, It is clear 

that the General Managnr (Telaphones)(Rasponderit 2) has imple—

mented the judgment and decree of the Supremen Court in Civil 

Appeal Nos.1845/68 and 1846/58 and 90/79 decided on 4.1.1972 

and prepared the list of Operators on the basis of the principles 

'N 	laid down by the Supreme Court to the effect that the dateof 

appointment shouldbe taken into account and not the ate of 

confirmation. Respondents 5 and 6 were also juniors to the 

applicants. They have further been promoted. 

Aggrieved by the aforesaid action of Respondent 2 the 

applicants have filed this composite application. 



above 	arties to bear their awn coste. 
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Shri M.Raghavendrachar,learned counsel for the applicants 

submits that Respondent 2 after revising the gradation liet of 

telephone operators on 14.71978 in the light of the Supreme 

Court judgment should have reviewed the promotions already offucted 

to the poet of TJ ephnn 5uporvspre and in tho 11 iht or such 

rpview appropriae gradinv should have been aseignd to his 

clients without placing theni below Respondents 3 to B. Sjnc 

this has not been done the revised gradation list of telephone 

Supervisors (Annexure 8) is legally unsustainable.  

Shri D.V. Shailendra Kumar, learned counsel for the Re8pon—

donts subjnitF that the judgment of the Supreme Court dated 4.1.1972 

does o-t cell for reviewing promotions effected prior to 1972 

4'the prayer of the applicants is misconceived. 

We have examined the rival contentions. From column 6 of 

gradation list of Telephone Supervisors (Annexure s) it is apparent 

that the four applicants were also promoted prior to 1972 and 

Respondent 2 was therefore, bound to review the applicants' case 

vis—a—vis Respondents 3 to 8 placed above them. In other words 

since the applicants and Respondents 3 to 8 were all, promoted 

prior to 1972 their cases should be reviewed afr.sh  and the 

eniority of the applicants determined on the basis of such review. 

>7 	We direct Respondent 2 to undertake and complete the review 

of the applicants' cases within a period of two months from the 

date of receipt of this order. 

B. 	The application is allowed subject to the directions given 
I e, 	 -- 
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DEPARTMN T OF T1LEC0jI4UN ICATIONS / Office of the aeneral Manager, Bangalore Telecom Dietrict, 	I , 	 Banga1or-560 009, 
No.$PB_1 1 /8/II/46 	Drttecl 	at 	Bangalore9, the 5-2-1958 

To. 
8mt.R.Cyril 	 Smt.Swarna Devi 

Smt-Komethagam Rsmalinge 
8nt. Theresa Manojiaran L, L 	Shri.8.14urthy 

Smt.T.X(riabnwrthy 
Smt.IC.Jaj 

$UBz Rofixatjoof Ceniority and 
grant of benefits following 
ouch refivttjon, 

REFI Central Adsninje trative Tribunj 
Order Dated 1 4.5,87 and application 
No. 962-965/86(T), 

With reference to the above cited C.A.T order , 
the compotent authority undertook a complete review of the 
seniority of the applicants and also the officials shown as 
respondents. The relative interao seniority of all the 

6f ¶relOphono 8nperrjeore fireti after 
In as undori 

4 	SL 
Nao of the officj1 

L Relative seniority 
8mt.Swarna D;vj - - - - 	- - 	- - - I 	- -- 

I 	2. 8hri.S.Mrthy 50 2 
 8mt.P.ICriehrlajnurthy t3C 
 SmtJomethagam Ramalingnrn 

CS 

3 

15. $ri.M.J.Balalcrjshna 50) 5 
6. Siut.R.Oyril 	 T 00 6 
7. Smt.R.C.Barnabajj 00 7 

(8. Smt.K.Janakj 30 8 
9. Snt.Therena Manoharan 00 9 

10. Sm - t.R..13,ulochana 00 10 
I 

-' Anat.0enerj Manager(Staff) 
.Batgalore Telecom Diitriot, 

Bangalore-566 009, . 
Oopy to 	V.0 for infomatjonKthjn t8 \COfltiflUfttiOfl of this office letter of even No. It 04-02..ae. 
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IN THE COURT-OF-

C - 1NO. 
Plaintiff/.._Ptition/s, 

AppØl'i'/s, Complaintjs 
Decrejlei dens, 

JAPt- T - 

of 	198 

Defondant/s, Raspondant/s, 

Vs. 	Opponent/s, Accused, 
Judgement-Debtor/s, 

j' CA —— &-JT--A 
-.  

.: 
Nos ............... in the abo5e matter herby appoin and retain 

Sri -....... J .... 	. 	.. ... 
to appear, act and5­~elu's in the above matter and to conduct/prosec.0 and defend the 

same in all interlocutory or miscellaneous proceedings connected with the samé'or with any decree 

or orders passed therein, appeals and 	 'torn arid aIo in proceedings 

for review of judgement and for lea 	 eno to obin return of any 

documents filed therein, or receive ar 	 me/us 

2 	I/We hereby authorise hi 	 r't 	T.JSkS 	
'Ir1to a compromise in the 

pbove matter, to execute any decrec 	 Mr 1fl y decee(orde therein and 
to appeal to act and to plead in such 	 r 	 from any 
decree/cuder therein.  

4 	3. lIWe further agree that if I/We fail to pay th ee upon o.rto give de instructions 
at all stages he/they is/are at liberty to retire from the caèe and recover all amounts due to him/them 
and retain all my/our monies till such dues are paid. 

Executed by me/us this ......... 	 day of 	 9.. '.... at ..... ..... 
Sianaturels 

Executantls are personally known to me and he/has/they have/signed before me 

Satisfied as to the identity of executant/s signaturejs. 
(where the executant/s ae illiterate, blind or unaquainted with the language of vakalat) 

Certified, that the contents were explained to the executant/s in my presence in 

languge known to him/them who appear/s perfectly to understand the same and ha have signed 
in my presence. 

Accepted 	 Addrest for service 
2 	 3r 

Lç 
- 

Advocate's for 	 - 

Date: 	 4 ' 
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 L.no.7778 of 86 (T) By Sri.N.Y, HanumanthaPPa,! 	T.for appt 

(w.p.12468/85 	) G-ovt.L.dv.for R.1 and 1L.. 
G.Papireddy,AdIT.for R.4. 

/ R.2 & 3 	Shivaraj & Chidambara Murt1r 

j 
are served and unreptd. 

 J.no.7822 of 86 () By Srj.M.NarayoflaSwamy, 	v.for appt. 

(w.p.13125/85) 
/ 

ovt.Idv, for respts. 

 1.no.7836 of 86 /() By Sri.1l.NaraYaflaSWar1Y,dv0r appt. 
(w.p.13326/85) / 

&ovt.Idvfor respts. 

18, 1.no.7853 of 86 / (T) By Sri.U. L.NarayanaraO,I 	v.for appt. 

(w.p.13665/85) 	/ 
Govt.Adv.for R.i and 20. 

/ 
OTHERS 	111DB 	W.L.8.2.88. 

 J.no.7996 of 86/ (T) By Sri.K.S.Desai,LdV.for appt. 

(w.p.359 of 86)/ Govt.Ldv.for respts. 

 L..no.7976 of 8 (T) By Sri.h .NarayanaswamY,dV.f'0r appt. 

(w.p.16077/85) .ovt.Adv.for respts. 

 of 86 .no.8067 (T) By Sri.U. L,Narayaflarao,I 	.f or appt. 

(w.p.17338/fr35) GovtJdvfor R.1 and 2. 

/ 
M.Narayanaswarny,dV.f0r 

 f.no.E3356 	f 86 (T) Sri.H.S.JoiS,IdV.±0r appt 

(w.p.1272//36) Govt.Ldv.for respts. 

 i0no.8923/of 86 (T) By Sri.S.RamaswamY Iyengar,Ldv.fOrapt. 

(w.p.848I/86) G-ovt.L.dv.for respts. 

 J.no.968 	of 86 (T) By $ri.B.C.Seetharama Rao,Idv.fOr apt 

(.s.117//74) Govt.Fld.for respts. 

 L.no.9777 of 86 (T) By 	 appt. 

(0.5. 	4!0 	of 	81) Govt.Ldv.for respts. 

 REVIEW' 	83 of 87 By Sri.H.S.JOiS,1.dV.f0r appt. 

/ 
G-ovt.Adv.for respts. 

I 

* 	S. P / - ( 	.I. 	?. 	DES I 	GOWD.L 	) 
j)EPIJTY REGISTRAR. 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 7TH DAY OF APRIL,1988. 

PRESENT: 

Honb1e Mr.Justice K.S.Puttaswamy, 	.. Vice-Chairman. 

And: 

Hon'ble I"Ir.P.Srinivasan. 	 .. Member(A). 

CONTEMPT OF COURT APPLICATIONS 30 TO 33 OF 1988 

R.Cyril, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 

Rosy Chander Barnadas, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangaloré Telephones,. 
Bangalore. 

Theresa Manoharan, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones 	 - 
Bangalore. 

R.Sulochana, 
Telephone Supervisor, 
Bangalore Telephones, 
Bangalore. 	 .. Petitioners. 

(By Sri M.Raghavendra.Achar,Avocate) 

V. 
ShriG.S.S.Murthy, 
General Manager (Telephones), 
K. G. Road 
Bangalore-9. 

Sri P,R.Rao, 
Assistant General Manager (Staff), 
Bangalore Telecom District, 
Bangalore-9. 	 .. Respondents. 

These applications having come up for hearing this dy 

Vice-Chairman made the folowing: 

/ 	
ORDER 

In these applications made under Section 17 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 and the Contempt of Courts 

Act,1971 (Central Act No.70 of 1971) ('the Acts') the petitioners 



have moved us to punish the contemnors for non-imDlementation 

of an order made in their favour on 1-5-1987 by this Tribunal 

in Applications Nos.962 to 965 of 1986 (T). 

2. In Application No.962 to 965 of 1986 (T) which were 

transferred applications received from the High Court of 

Karnataka, the applicants/petitioners had sought for a direction 

to the contemnors/respondents to undertake a review of the 

earlier promotions. On an examination of the claims made by 

the petitioners and the justification pleaded by the conternnors, 

this Tribunal on 1-5-1987 directed thus: 

6.We have examined the rival contentions. From 

column 6 of gradation list of Telephone Supervisors 

(Annexure-B) it is apparent that the four applicants 

were also promoted prior to 1972 and Respondent-2 

was therefore, bound to review the applicants!  case 

vis-a-vis Respondents 3 to 8 placed above them. In 

other words since the applicants and Respondents 3 

to 8 were all promoted prior to 1972 their cases should 

be reviewed afresh and the seniority of the applicants 

determined on the basis of such review. 

We direct Respondent-2 to undertake and 

complete the review of the applicants' cases within 

a period of two months from the date of receipt of 

this order. 

The application is allowed subject to the 

directions given above. Parties to bear their own 

costs. 

In pursuance of this order, contemnor No.2, who is the competent 

officer had passed an order on 5-2-1988 which reads thus: 

DEPARTMENT OF TELECO1NIJNICATIONS 
Office of the General Manager, Bangalore Telecom 

District, Bangalore 560 009. 

No.STB--1l/8/II/46 Dated at Bangalore-9 the 5-2-1988 
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To 

Smt. R.Cyril, 	 Smt.Swarna Devi 

Smt. R.C.Barnabas 	 Smt. 	Komethagam Ràma- 
lingam 

Smt. Theresa Manoharan 	Shri S.Murthy, 

Smt. R.Sulochana 	 Smt. T.Krishnamurthy, 

Smt. Janaki 	 Sri M.J.Balakrishna. 

Sub: Refixation of seniority and grant of 
benefits following such refixation. 

Ref: Central Administrative Tribunal 'order 
dated 14-5-1987 and A.No.962-965/86(T). 

With reference to the above cited C.A.T.order, 

the competent authority undertook a complete review 

of the seniority of the applicants and also the 

officials shown as respondents. The relative inter-

se seniority of all the 10 officials in the cadre 

of Telephone Supervisors fixed after the review 

is as under: 

Sl.No. Name of the Official 	Relative'senioy. 

Smt. Swarna Devi 	 SC 	1 
Shri S.Murthy 	 SC 	2 
Smt. T.Krishmurthy, 	 SC 	3 
Smt.Komethagam Ramalingam 	SC 	4 
Sri M.J.Balakrishna 	 SC 	4 
Smt. R.Cyril 	 OC 	6 
Sint. R.C.Barnabas 	 OC 	7 
Smt. K.Janaki. 	 SC 	8 
Smt. Theresa 1-4anoharan 	OC 	9 

10 Smt. R.Sulochana 	 OC 	10 

Sd/- R.R,Rao, 
Asst.General Manager(Staff), 
Bangalore Telecom District, 

Bangalore-560 009 
Copy to:V.0.f or information. This is in continuation 

of this office letter of even number dated 
4-2-1988. 

But, notwithstanding this order, the petitioners claim that 

the contemnors had not implemented the order made in their favour 

by this Tribunal. 

3. Sri M.Raghavendra Achar, learned, counsel for the 

petitioners contends that the contemnors had deliberately flouted 

- 	the order made by this Tribunal and had not implemented the 

same in letter and spirit and, therefore, they are liable to 
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be punished for contempt of this Tribunal. 

4. We have earlier reproduced the directions issued by 

this Tribunal and the order made by cotemnor No. 2 in compliance 

of those directions. 

An order had been made in comoliance of the directions 

of this Tribunal is beyond all doubt. Whether that order itself 

is a legal order or not is a separate matter. Even other'.,ise 

the validity of that order itself cannot be examined in contempt 

proceedings and can only be examined and decided in a separate 

proceeding only. On these grounds themselves these applications 

are liable to be rejected. 

We are also of the view that the authority had not, 

deliberately flouted our order and had not made his order on 

5-2-1988 a§ an eye wash only. 

On any view, we find no justification to proceed against 

the contemnors for contempt of this Tribunal. We, therefore, 

reject these contempt of court applications. But, this does 

not prevent the petitioners from challenging the order made 

on 5-2-1988 by contemnor No.2 in separate applications under 

Section 19 of the Act on all such grounds as are available to 

L11tl,i. 	 - 

ALt
K-CHAIRv 	 MEMBER ( A) 

np/ 


