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SUBJECT: - Eorvarding oE copies of ths Order passed by
the Central dministrative Tribugal,stngalore Sench
Bangalore, _ -
Please find enclosed hereuith a copy of the ORDER/
-passed -by.this Tribunel in the shove said
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL AD/INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH : BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE TWELFTH DAY OF JULY 1993
Present:
Hoa'ble Mr. Justice P.X. Shyaawsundar ... Vice Chair.an
fioa'ble Mr. V. Rawakrishaan ... Meaber [A]

APPLICATION NO.9/93

R. Santhanaa,

Major,

Senior Accountant #.0.III p
Section, Office of the
Depaty Director of
Accounts [Postal],
Bangalore-1.

vV.K. Rao, A

Aged aboat 56 years,

S/o A.K. Rao,

Working as Senior

Accountant, Office

of the Depaty Director of Accounts '

[Postal], Baagalore. .+« Applicaats

[Snri 8. Ranganath Jois ... Advocate ]
Ve

The Union of India
represeated by its
Secretary,

dinistry of Couaunication,
Departuent of Posts,

New Delhi.

Tne Deputy Director of Accouats
[Postal) Karnataka,
Circle, Bangalore.

Sri C. Narayaaa,

Accounts Officer [Adan],

Office of the Deputy

Director of Accounts,

Bangalore-1, .. «Respoadents

[Shri G. Shanthappa . Advocate ]

‘nub;mal today, Hoa'ble Mr. V. Raaakrisnnan, Meaber [A], .ade

t followiny:
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Tne controversy in tnis case relates to the position of
tne applicants in tne seaiority list in the caire of Senior
Accountant as at Aanexure A-9. we find that whea the applicaats
had approached this Tribuanal earlier they yot the relief that
tneir pay as Seaior Accountant should be fixed keeping in view
tne fact that it is a prasotion post. wWe find suabseyueatly tne
departuent had pablisned a seaiority list in 1989 showiing tne
position of Santnasaa as No.9 and V.X. Rao as No.61. The appli-
caats nadobjected to this list as according to thea it does not
take note of tne fact that they have been coatianuoasly officiating
as Seaior Accountaats for loay aad they nave beea pushed Jowa
below tneir juniors. de find tnat the departeeat nal rejectel

the objectioas of tne applicaats m; o1 tne groaxd tnat

tne Tribanal had aot givea any directioa oa the point of seiio-

rity  Duriny the course of hearing learaed counszl for the res-
pondeats inforued tnat thne representation of tne applicaats for
refixation of tneir seaiority will be further exaained by tae
departaeat aad not turael dowa serely because tnere was ao spaci-

fic direction fraa. tne Tribuial tnat tneir seniority shouald be

’

41,,;{“:'5"?*1?!-'2&‘ proparly fixed. We direct tne departieat shoald reexaaine the
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T 'L\iaestio‘l of seaiority kesping ia view all tae relevaat «Jaterials

Miclading the period of coatinaous officiation at the level of
‘Seaior Accountants aad couse to a proper findingy and aot rejectas-
the coateation of tne applicants solely on the ground tnat tnere

was 0o specific direction to tnat effect‘x Reconsideration of

the issue on tne basis of the represeatation of the applicaats
shouald caglied with withia tnree Qoaths.  No cbsts. A
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. CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH: ¢BANGALORE

CONTEMPT PETITION NO. 44/1993 i~ (A 01/553 L—""

i . — 7

TUESDAY THE TWENTY FIFTH DAY OF JANUARY, 1994

Present: Shri V.Ramakrishnan, . Member (A)

Shri A.N.Vujjanaradhya, Member (3) |

Sri R.Sahthanam, Major,
Senior Accountant M.0.I1I,

Section, Office of the
Deputy Director ot Accounts,
(Postal), Bangalore-560 001,

‘Sri V.K.,Rao, Major,

S/o Sri M.K,.Rao,

Senior Accountant,

Oftice of the Deputy Director

of Accounts, (Postal),

Bangalore. sssComplainants

By Advocate Shri 5.Ranganatha Jois.
Versus

: 1. Sri R,Rajagopal,

i o Accounts Ofricer (Admn),
| ’ 0/o the Dy, Director of
Rccounts (Postal)

G.P?.0. Complex,
Bangalore-560 001,

; 2. Sri K,S.Venugopal,
{ The Deputy Director of Accounts,

(Postal), Karnataka Circle, | ,
Bangalore~560 001, «..Respondents

By Advocate Shri M.Vasudeva Rao, C.G.S.C,

\ﬂ/‘ B | ceri2/-




Shri V,Ramakrishnan, | Member (A)
‘ \

\
The Contempt Petition, which is before us,

alleges that the department nas not implemented the

directions of this Tribunal in DA 9/93 disposed off on

12th July, 1993, We have he?rd Shri S.Ranganatha Jois

for the cpmplainants after Shri M,V.Rao has taken notice
\

tor the responients,
' |

2. | The direction inl OAR 9/93 to the department

‘ \
was that they should re-examine the seniority keeping

|
in view all the relevant materials including the period

of continuous officiation aﬁ the level of Senior Accountants

|
and come to a proper finding and not reject the contention

\
specific direction from the‘Tribunal to the eftect earlier

ot the applicanfs solely on 'the groundyf that there was no

on the point of!seniority. |

| ‘ )
3. We tind that the department has issued a
' \

detajled order dated 20,10,93 as at Annekdre R?2 uwhere,

after re-examining the matter, they had come to a certain

' |
finding. Shri Ranganatha %ois tor the & complainants

contends that this order i? not in the nature of comp-

liance with the direction of this Tribunal on the ground

that it has not given the benefit of continuous ofticiation
- |

at the level of non-functi?nal.Senior Accountants., 4Ye are

atraid, we cannot agree with this contention. There




was no direction by this Tribunal that the ppplicants

should automatically be given the benefit of continuous
ofticiation in the non-fuﬁctional éélection grads for

the ﬁurpose of seniority. All that the Tribunal had
directed was that the department should take int§ account
all the relevant materials including the period of conti-
nuous officiation and coms to a proper decision. Thse
department has taken a decision as reflected in the

order dated 20,10,93 as at Annexure A2, It the applicants
are not satistied with the decision of the départment, it

is not open to them to challange it on the ground that

the department had committed contempt and not complied
with the directions of this Tribunal, when they had clearly
carriad out the order dated 12th July, 93, Ue, therefore,

hold that there is no merit in the Contempt Petition.

4, With this observation, the contempt petition

is dismissed and the alleged contemners are discharged,

No costs.
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