
CS~TRAL ADML ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
Bg"GALME BEINCH 

Scconr Floor, 
Commercial Cnmplcx, 
Indiranagar, 

GALORE - 56 

Dat:24 APR 
APPL1CATIcN NO. 	1051 of 1994. 

APPL]tANTS: Sri.Subhodya Kudlu, 

v/s. 

RESPQNDEI'4TS: Sri.Ft.S.Nanda, IRS. ,Collector of Central Excise, 
Bangalore and another. 

To 

Ms.Kousalya Rani for Sri.B.P.Jayakar,Advocates, 
No.203, 'B'Wirig,Second Floor,Mittal Towers, 
Mahathma Gandhi Raod,Bangalore-5€0 001. 

Sr±.M.S.P adrnarajaiah,Senior Central Govt. 
Stng.Counsel,High Court Building, 

Barigalore-560v001. 

n 

Subject - Forwarding copies of the Orders passcd by the 
Central Administi±lTribunal,EangAlore-38. 	 - - 

Please find enclosdher*with a copy of the Ordr/ 
St 	r/Intcrim Order, passed bythls Tribunal intheapve. 
mentioned application(s) n Tenth pri,I995* 

jLUø 

c JUD IC 	RH. 



CENTRAL. ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBLINAL 
BANGALORE BENCH: :BANGALORE 

CONTEMP1 PETiTION NO. 14/199.5 
I N 

ORiGINAL APPLICATION NO.1051/94 

MONDAY, THE TENTH DAY OF APRIL, 1995 

SHR1 VRAMAKRISHNAN, MEMBER (A) 

Subhodya Kudlu, 
Sijpreintendent of 
Central Excise, 

Davanagere.. 

Advocate by Shri B P. Jayakar 

Versus 

Complainant 

1.. Shri R..S..Nanda, 	 . 
Collector of Central Excise, 
Queen's Road, 
Bangalore-560 001_ 	- 

2. Shri VK..Asthana, I,RS, 
Collector of Central Excise, 
Takked Building, 
Club Road, 
Belgaum-590 001, 	 .Rsporidents 

By Shri M.3.Padmarajaiah, 

ORDER 
Shri V,Ramakrishnan, Member - (A) 

- 	 1 	I have heard Ms 	KouaW Rm  

complainant 	and 	Shri 	M 3 Padmara'jaiah 	for 	the 

responden,s and perused the repiy.statemefl:t filed. by 

Collector of Central Ecice Bargalore and Cllectc 

"tCentral Excise, Belgaum; 	 . f. 	 . 	. 

The complainant hern is aggrieved by the stand 



of the department. in not t:rarisferring him back to 

Mangalore or to any nearby areas and al lecies that the 

department had flouted the directions of this Tribunal 

in OA 974/93 disposed of on 1.7394 and 1,05/94 disposed 

of on 12794 	In OA 974/93, the applicant had moved 

this Tribunal rayirig for a di recti on that he should be 

posted in Mangalore. It, appeas that; on his promotion. 

he was transferred from Marialore to Gulharga 	The 

Tribunal had directed that his request for retransfer 

may 	be consi de red by the departriient and approp nat(,­ 

order may be issued rerding his retransfer to 

Mangalore or 	nearby 	pIaces 	The appi i.carit again 

approached this Tribunal in OA 1051/94 w h i c h 	w a s 

disposed 	of 	by this Tribunal on 12.7.94 I with . 

direction to the department.' to dispqse of the 

representation of the applicant' dated 24..94 (where the 

applicant had set out his problem )and requested for a 

transfer to Mangalore or any nearby place and for being 

shifted from Guiharga) by an appropnite order 

3 	I, now find that the department had issued ArOy  

order transferring the complainant from Gulobar gct to 

Dnagcre whioft according to Shri Padmrajaiah s half 

way , 	the or'r datc  be 	rga 	d Mangalore as perr  

h 	dig , 	iel further a aw03 94  	rfly 

a Lten t ion tr 	the oi dr 	i I th ddr tni n 	d 

a 	at. n n e u r 03 and r n t n 	' t at 	e'' CT 	n 

po; it on the-  departmei L ha orni dared t; he 



representation of the complair-tarit and passed order and 

' 

	

	as such had complied with the directionE. of this 

Tribunal and there is no contempt. Ms. Kousalya Rani, 

however, does not, agree and argues that the di recti.on of 

this Tribunal was that the complainant shoulod be posted 

either at Mangalore or some nearby place. 	She further 

submits that some others, on their promotion have been 

posted either to Mangalore or to Udupi arid the 

complainant could have been considered for such posting 

instead of being sent to Dava'nagere. 

4. 	The direction of this Tribunal was that the 

department should consider the request for re-transfer 

and issue appropriate order regardi/tng re-transfer to 

Mangalore or any nearby place. The department had since 

considered the representation and issued orders, which 

according to them is appropriate in the circumstances of 

the case. As s u c. h I 	not find that the department had 

committed any contempt or flouted the directions of this 

Tribunal. If the complainant, is still aggrieved with 

the orders of the department on his representation, the 

same cannot be agitated by means of a contempt petition 

	

In the circumstances, I find no merit in the 	' 

contempt petition andt-hesame 

	

a4vd-_ the 	-- 

alleged conitemners are deischarged,. 	 - - 

1.0 :ff 	. 

UX  

J. 

tOnV al Admgri tratrvo TrIbunal  
Bmng&ore Benth 

Bangeiore 


