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SUBJECT: — 

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of the ORVJER/ 

Tribunal in ta above said 
applicatj.n(s) on 

REGISTRARAR 
JL7" 	JUDICIAL BRANCHES. 



BEFJRE THE CrRj. ADALUMATWE TRJNAL 
aNc101 B&i-1 : BANc3AJj 

DATED THIS LiE TIELF'pa DAy OF JULY 1993 

Present: 

Hoa'ble Mr. Justice .x. Shyaasu-iJ ... Vice Chairian 
Hon'ble 1'4r. V. Ra.iakrjshan ... Lber [A) 

APPLICATION NO.9/93 

R. Santhanaa, 
i4aj or, 
Senior Accountant 4.3.Ifl, 
Section, Office of the 
Deputy Director of 
Accounts [Postal), 
Ban4alore-1. 

T.K. Rao,' 	 S  
Aged abDut 56 years, 
S/O A.K. Rao, 
Workiag as Senior 
Accountant, Office 
of the Deputy Director of Accounts 
[Postal), Banalore. 	

... Applicants 

[Snrj. S. Rananath Jois ... Mocate] 
V. 

The Union of Irdia 
representj by its 
Secretary, 
Ministry of Ca1.auaication, 
Dert.ient of Posts, 
New Delhi. 

The Deputy Director of Accounts 
[Postal] Karnataka, 
Circle, Banjalore. 

Sri C. Narayana, 
Accounts Officer [Ai.an, 
Office of the Deputy 
Director of Accots, 
Banya lore-i. 	

.. .Responients 

i 	4f5 \•Z 

Ai4w . 

\$Z 

[Snri G. Snanthap . AJ..rocate] 

Tnis application haiaL 	up for hearia 	fore this 

toiay, iion'ble Ar. V. Raukris1iian, Maabr [A], aade 
followiny: 



ORDER 

Tne controrersy in this case relates to the position of 

the applicants in the seniority list in the cadre of Senior 

Accountant as at Annacure A-9. Ae find that when the applicants 

had approacned this Tribunal earlier they got the relief that 

their pay as Senior Accountant snould be fLced keadii-ij in Iiew 

the fact that it is a protion post. be fiii subsequently the 

departtnt had publisried a seniority list in 1989 showing the 

position of Sntha&a as No.9 and 	Rao as b.61. The appli- 

cants haJobjected to this list as accordi to thaa it does not 

take note of the fact that they have been continjsly off iciatiny 

as Senior Accountants for lonj and they na.re been pushed down 

below their juniors. Je find that the depirt.eit nad rejected 

the objections of the applicants 	 on the round that 

the Tribunal had iot yiren any direction on the point of senio- 

ritl/ Dariij the course of hearin leard counsel for the res- 

ponients iafore.d that the representation of the applicants for 

ref i?cation of their seniority will be further exanined by tne 

depart - t and not turned down uarely because there was no speci-

fic direction fraa the Tribunal that t- ir seniority snouLi be 
ir 

properly fixed. .e direct the departrit snoild reacaaine the - 

L 	uestion of seniority keepin in qiew all tierelerarit aterials 
-211 

 

I 
cli 	the P--riOd of co tjs offictioi at 	lee L of 

Senior Accountants and coie to a proper find.inp and not reject .'..- 

the contention of tne applicants solely on the yround that there N'.  
was no specific direction to that effect Reconsideration of 

IWtJE coPy the issue on tne basis of the representation of the applicants 

should 	cciplied with within three uonths. b costs. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH: 	:BANGALORE 

CONTEMPT PETITION NO. 

TUESDAY THE TWENTY FIFTH DAY 01 JANUARY, 1994 

Present: Shri V,Ramakrjshnan, Member (A) 

Shri A.N.Vujjanaradhya, Member (J) 

Sri R.Santhanam, Major, 
Senior Accountant rl.O.III, 

Section, Office of the 
Deputy Director of Accounts, 
(Postal), Bangalore560 001. 

Sri V.K.Rao, Major, 
5/0 Sri PLK.Rao, 
Senior Accountant, 
Office of the Deputy Director 
of Accounts, (Postal), 
Banqalore. 	

,,,Complainantg 

By Advocate Shri S.Ranqanatha Jols. 

Versus 

Sri R,Rajagopal, 
Accounts Of'ticer (Admn), 
0/0 the Dy. Director of 
Accounts (Postal) 
C.D.O. Complex, 
Bangalore-560 001. 

Sri K.S.Venugopal, 
The Deputy Director of Accounts, 
(Postal), Karnataka Circle, 
Bangalore-560 001. 	 . . .Respondents 

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

. . . .2/.- 



-2- 	 1 
ORD ER 

Shri V.Ramakrishnan, 	Ilember (A) 

The Contempt Petition, which is before us, 

alleges that the department has not implemented the 

directions of this Tribunal in OA 9/93 dIBposed off on 

12th July, 1993. 1  We have heard Shri S.Ranganatha Jois 

for the cm*1ainants after Shri m.J.Rao has taken notice 

for the responients. 

The direction in OA 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 at the level of' Senior Accountants 

and come to a proper finding and not reject the contention 

or the applicants solely on the ground/ that there was no 

specific direction from the Tribunal to the effect earlier 

on the point of seniority. 

Ue rind that the department has issued a 

detailed order dated 20,lfl.93 as at Annaxure A2 where, 

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

finding. Shri Ranganatha Jois for the Ii complainants 

contends that this order is 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 officiation 

at the level of non-functional Senior Accountants, We are 

afraid, we cannot agree with this contention. There 
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was no direction by this Tribunal that the pppljcantg 

should automatically be given the benefit of continuous 

officiation in the non—functional se1ectjn grade for 

the purpose of seniority. All that the Tribunal had 

directed was that the department should take into account 

all the relevant materials including the period of conti—

flUOUs officiation and come to a proper decision. The 

department has taken a decision as reflected in the 

order dated 20.10,93 as at Annexure A2 	If the applicants 

are not satjsrjed with the decision of the department, it 

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

the department had committed contempt and not complied 

with the directions of this Tribunal, when they had clearly 

carried out the order dated 12th July, 93. We, therefore, 

hold that there is no merit in the Contempt Petition, 

4. 	 Uith this observation,,  the contempt petition 

is dismissed and the alleged contemners are discharged. 

No costs. 


