
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BA NG A LORE 

DATED THIS THEH3RD DAY OF AUGUST, 1987 

Han' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice—Chairman 
Present: 	 and 

Hon' ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, 1ernber (A) 

APPLICATION NO. 2051 /1 986 

Shri T.H. Vittalarnurthy, 
B/R, Grade—I, 
Military Engineering Services, 
Garrison Engineer, 
No.455, I Stage, 
Industrial Suburb, 
MYSORE. 	 .... 	Applicant 

(Shri S.M. Babu, Advocate) 

v. 

Union of India throuh 
Engineer—in—Chief, Army H, 
DHJ, New Delhi. 

Chief Engineer, 
Southern Command, 
Pune. 

Chief Engineer, 
Rajasthan & Uujarat Zone, 
Jaipur, Rajasthan. 

Garrison Engineer, 
ADGES, Mount Abu, 
Rajasthan. 	 .... 	Respondents. 

(Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, CGSSC) 

This application having come up for hearing to—day, 

Vice—Chairman made the following 

OR D E R 

This is an application made by the applicant under 
r 

'(- 	ection 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 

the Act' ) 
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Prior to June, 1979, the applicant was working as 

a civilian Superintendent in the Office of the Commander, 

Works Engineer, Bangalore (I CUE' ). In June, 1979, he was 

transferred to the office of the Garisson Engineer, mount 

Abu, Rajasthan ('GE') at which office, he reported for 

duty on 25.6.1979, and was working from that day. 

On 13.12.1981 1, the Chief Engineer, Southern Command 

('CESC') transferred the applicant from mount Abu to 

ançjalore (Annexure—B) and that order to the extent it 

relates to the applicant, uith which we are concerned 

reads thus: 

POSTINGS/TRANSFERS TO TENURE 
STATIONS SUPDT B/R GDE I 

I. 	The follouin postings are hereby 

ordered in the interest of the State: 

51.No, 	MES/r'iO & DE SGN. 	POSTED TO 	REMARKS 
FROM 	- TO 

xxxx 
XXXX 

127179 Shri T.H. 	CER&G ZONE CE(P) R&D 	To 

VITTALAMURTHY 	- GE MOUNT 	GE(P) (r)R&o movc  
SUPDT B/R GDE I 	A8U 	BANGALORE 	

by 

1 5.6.8 

2. The moves should be completed as specified above 

11. 	in direct ccrresoondence between the formations concerned. 

Sd/— 
M. Balakrishnan, Lt.Col. 
SO 1(R) - For Chief Engineer. 

,' 	44 



/ 
/ 	 While this order required that the arnlicant be relieved 

/ 
/1 	

from the Post he held in the office of the UE on or / 
before 15.6.1982 he was not actually relieved on or 

before that date in that office. But not withstanding 

the same and without obtaining actual relief thereto, 

the applicant left Mount Abu and lid not also report 

for duty at the Bangalore Office. 

4. 	Evidert1y, before leavin Mount Abu, the 

applicant wrote to the CESC on 16.6.1982 (Annexure—D) , 

stating that his transf.?r from Mount Abu to Banalore 

was complete from 16.6.1932. But the UE, without 

acce'3ting the sane and taking the view that the 

aoljcant had violated the discioline and conduct 

rules, initiated iisciolinary proceedings against him 

under the Central CivilServjces (Classification 

Control and Appeal) Rules ('Rules') on 19.6.1982 on 

the following charge: 

"Garrison Eng Lneer(NJ) 
Mount Abu Rajasthan 

212/2/E1C 	19 June 1982 

Shri T.H.Vittalarnurthy, 
Supdt 8/1RUde I 
445 I Stage Industrial Suburb 
1'lysore-570 008. 

Disc:ipline :Subordinates 

Reference your aoplication dated 
1 6-6-1932. 

You have arbitrarily/unauthorisedly 
left the station on 16.-6-82(FN) 	and 
and not AN as 	stated in your aDoli- -- 
cation) 	without getting relieving 
orders from this office which is 
considered as breach of discioline. 
You were 	advised to oroceed on '1 short leave or wait for some time 

1 till movement order for a replacement 

\. 
Ls received. 	In the meantime you 

.. 
were also told that necessary clan— 
fication 	from higher authorities 
with regard to implementation of tenure 

policy was also being sought for. 
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Despite all this advice rendered, 
you left the place. Please state 
why disciolinary action should 
not be taken against you for un-
authorised absence to reach this 
o'fice by 5 June, 1932. 

Sd!- 
E. Vijayan 
11ajor 
Garrison Engineer " 

On receit of this charge memo, the apnlicant filed his 

written statement denying the same, for which reason the 

GE apDointed one Sri S.N. uupta as inquiry officer (ID) to 

hold a regular inquiry under the Rules, and submit his 

reoort. 

5. 	8ut jefore the 10, the apolicant did not eopear and 

articipate in the inquiry held against him. On an exami-

nation of the evidence on record, the ID in his report dated 

24.11.1983 (Annexure-R2) found that the applicant was j uilty 

of the charge levelled a.ainst him, and submitted the same 

to the disciplinary authority ('D'). 

6, 	On an examination of bne remort of the ID and the 

evidence on record, te DA made an crier on 30.1.1984 

(Annexure-A) inflicting the penalty of dismissal from service 

against the apalicant. Agrieved by this order, the amlicant 

filed an aopeal before the Engineer-in-Chief New Delhi (AA) 

who on 7,10.1935 (Annexure-D) dismissed the same. 

7,. 	On 13.10,1986 the apnlicant aproacheJ this Bench of 

ribunal in .No.1742/36 challening them on diverse 

rowds. On 20.10.1936, this Bench by an order made on that 
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day held that the said application was not maintainable 
( 	 I  

before this Bench and directed .'the return of the papers 

to the arnlicant for representation before the appro-

priate Bench. In Pursuance of this order the aplicant 

reoresented the ea3ers before the Principal Bench of 

this Tribunal , with a prayer that the same be trans—

ferred to this Bench for iis'osal. On 23.11 .1936, the 

Hon' ble Chairman allowed the said request of the applicant 

and had transferred the application to this Bench for 

disposal. In comeliance with the said order of the 

Han' ble Chairman this aplicaticn has bean ta:<en on the 

file of tiis Bench admitted and then notices issued to 

the respondents. 

3. 	The applicant has challenged the orders of the A 

and the DA on more than one ground 	and 	We will notice 

and deal with them in due course. 

9. 	In their reely, the respondents while justifying 

the orders of the AA & DA on merits, have ,ured that this 

application eresented before the Principal Bench should 

have been transferred only to the Jodhpur Bench of the 

Tribunal and not to this, Bench. and therefore this Bench 

cannot entertain and dispose of the same on merits. 

Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, learned Senior Central Lovernhnent 

Standing Counsea-iDearjflg for the respondents, sought to 

support this preliminary' objection and urJ for rejection 
- 	 I  

of  the aplicat ion itself and in any event for its re—

transfer to the Principal Bench for its transfer to the 

Jodhpur Bench of this Tribunal. 
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Shri S.M. Babu, learned counsel for tne applicant, 

contends that onco the Principal Bench had entertained 

the application which it was competent to do, and had 

transferred the same to this Bench, this Bench cannot 

examine the validity of the order made by the Hont  ble 

Chairman, and was bound to dispose of the same only on 

merits. 

Je have earlier noticed that the applicant had 

ariroached this very Bench and this Bench by its order 

da;ed 20.10.1935 dircted the return of the papars to the 

applicant for the.r re-oresentation before the approoriate 

Bench of the Tribunal and in pursuance of the same, 

the apoli:ant rJresentad the apljcatjon befor.: the 

Principal Bench with an application under Section 25 of the 

Act, for transfer to this Bench. On that application, the 

Hon'ble Chairman made an order on 23.11.1935 in these terms: 

"Petitioner through counsel Ms. Madhu 

Moolcharidanj. 

Petitioner has since been trans-

ferred to Banalore and requests for 

transfer of this case to Bana1ore 

Bench of the Central Administrative 

Tribunal for heariny and disposal 

under Section 25 of this Act. Peti-

tion for transfer is allowed. Peti-

tioner to aopear before the Banalore 

Bench of the Tribunal on 12.1 .1937." 

In obedience tc this order, the Principal Bench had trans-

mitted the application to this Bench, uhicn, on an exami-

nation of the sane1  had admitted it and had directed 

notices to the respondents. 
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12. 	The Act contemolates and creates only one 

Tribunal for the whole of rndia, with different Benches 

working at different Skates. 

	

13, 	On the jurisdiction and powers of the different 

Benches to entertain applications made under the Act, 

rule 6 of tne Central Administrative Tribunal (rocedure) 

Rules, 1967 (CAT Rules) regulates the same. 

As one of the resDondents in this application 

was ordinarily residing at Delhi, it was open to the 

Principal Bench to entertain this application. On 

such entertainment, it was also oen to the Hen' ble - 

Chairman in exercise of the powers conferred on him 
Sec. 

byL25 of the Act, to transfer the application to such 

Bench as he deemed fit and prc9er in the circumstances. 

The power conferred by Sec.25 of the Act, is not 

restricted and controlled by Rule 6 of the CAT Rules, 

which only regulates the forum for filing an application 

under the Act. Rule 6 of the CAT Rules, does not control 

and restrict the power of the Chairman under Sec.25 of 

the Act. 

When we find that the Principal Bench had. 

jurisdiction to entertain the application and the 

Hon' ble Chairman exercising the sDecial and exclusive 

power conferred on him by Sec.25 of the Act, had 

transferred the apoljcatjon to this Bench, we are bound 

to entertain the same and deal with the same only on merits. 

We are also of the view that we cannot sit in judgment 

on 



on the order made by the Hon' ble Chairman and direct 
be 

the proceedingstransferred to the Principal Bench 

for transfer to the Jodhpur Bench as contended by 

Shri Padrnarajaiah. We see no merit in this preliminary 

ob - ection of the resondents and we reject the same. 

As we have rejected the oreliminary objection 

of the respondents, we now proceed to examine the merits. 

Shri Babu contends that the DA had not furnished 

a copy of the report of the ID along with his order as 

was mandatorily required by Rule 17 of the Rules, and 

that failure cornletely vitiates the order of the AA and 

DA. 

Shri Padmarajaiah contends that the applicant 

had been served with a copy of the report of the ID 

and that even otherwise he had not raised the same before 

the AA and on the ratio of the ruling of this Tribunal 

in H.NARASHIMAPPA v. THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR OF POSTAL 

SERJICES & Ors.(ATR 1987(2) C.A.T. 29), the contention 

of Shri Babu cannot be sustained. 

In his letter No.1025/TH\J/7/E10 dated 13-2-1985 

(Annexure—Ri), the DA had stated that a copy of the 

reort of the ID had been served on the aoplicant. We 

have no reason to disbelieve the responsible statement 

made in the letter dated 13-2-1965. If that is so,then 

this contention is liable to be rejected. 

We find that the applicant had not urged this 

olea in his appeal memo presented before the AA. We 

have no dout that the applicant did not urge this as 

a 
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a jround in his apeal for the reason that he had 

received a copy of the report of the ID. On this 

view also, this contention of the applicant is 

without any merit. 

We will also assume that the applicant had 

not received a copy of the report of the 10 as stated 

by him and examine the contention on that basis. 

As pointed out by us in NARSIIIHAPPA'5 case, 

the falure, if any, to supply a copy of the report 

of the ID does not vitiate the orders made by the 

AP & DA. For the very reasons stated in NARASI1IHApA' s 

case, this contention in any event, is liable to be 

rejected. 

On the foregoing discussion, we see nc merit in 

the contention of Shri aabu and we reject the same. 

Shri eabu next contends that the DA by refusing 

to make Jayment of subsistence allowance or TA and DA 

had really denied a reasonable opportunity guarante0d 

to a Civil servant by, Article 311 of the Constitution. 

Shri Padmarajaiah contends that the applicant 

who had not been kept under susoension, was not entitled 

for subsistence allowance, much less, any TA and DA, to 

attend the inquiry. 

/i 

At no stage of 'the inquiry or tnereafter the 

applicant had 	been keot under suspension. If that 

was so, then the applicant cannot legitimately claim 
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subsistence allowance under the rules or otnerwise 

also. If he cannot claim subsistence allowance 

then the question of non-payment and denial of 

reasonable oopertunity if any guaranteed to a 

civil servant in Article 311 of the Constitution 

will not arise. 

Shrj Babu has not relied on any provision 

of law or order of [overnment that entitled the 

applicant to claim TA & DA to attend the inquiry 

in the circumstances at Mount Abu. If that is so, 

then we cannot uphold the same solely on the ground 

that it was held at a distant olace. 

Je have earlier noticed that the applicant 

had not also been relieved at Mount Abu. Jhen the 

applicant had not been relieved, the question of the 

aolicant claiming TA & DA as if he had been legally 

relieved and had legally been posted to duty at 

Oangalore, does not arise. In these circumstances 

rule 133-A of the TA Rules has no application at all. 

On the foreyoiny discussion we see no merit 

in this contention of Shri Babu, and we reject the 

same. 

Shrj Babu contends that the authorjtis had 

assured the 	aDDlicant that he would atleast 	be relieved 

on or before 30.6.1982 and that on their 	fcilure 	it 
47 

was not open to the AA & DA to hold that he was guilty 

of the charge levelled ayainst him. 



31 . 	Shri Padrnarajaiah contends that when the applicant 

had not actually been reltved from his post it 

was not open to him to rely on any assurance. 

/n examination of the records show that the 

authorities were making earnest efforts to relieve the 

applicant at flount Abu and thus enable him to join duty at 

Bangalore. But the fact remains that they did not actually 

relieve him at !lount Abu as the,,/ were finding it extremely 

difficult to do so for reasonB 	virtually beyond their 

control. In this view, the applicant cannot rely on any 

assurance at all. When the applicant was working at a 

sensitive post and niace, it was not open to him to leave 

that post and place and proceed as if he had been relieved 

from that post and place. We also find that the authorities 

had 'ven ta<en a sympathetib view and advised the applicant 

to proceed on leave if his personal conditions compelled 

him to go to Banalore. But without heedinu to that advise 

and without waiting for proper relief the applicant had, at 

his own peril, left the sensitive post and the place. We 

cannot countenance the conduct of the applicant. 

On an examination of the evidence on record, the 10 

had found that the apolicant was guilty of the charge 

levelled against him, with which the AA & DA had concurred. 

We see no error of jurisdicion or illegality in the 

inquiry held, or in the orders made by the authorities to the 

extent they hold that the atplicant was guilty of the charge 

13velled against him. 



pension from 30.11.1994 to 31.7.1987. Shri Babu vehemently 

poses this request of Shri Padmarajaiah. 
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34. 	Shri Babu lastly contends that having regard to 

the long and meritorious service of 18 years rendered 

by the amplicant at various olaces without blemish, 

this is a fit case in which we should modify the punish—

ment of dismissal from service to a minor penalty under 

the Rules. 

	

33. 	Shri Padrnarajatah contends that there is no 

justification whatsoever for this Tribunal to modify the 

punishment. 

The charge levelled against the applicant was one 
,did 

of dereliction of duty and J not involve any moral 

turpitude. Jhen the applicant was oroceeded for dereliction 

of duty, he had completed 18 years of service. His orevious 

record was good. On these and all other relevant factors 

we are of the view that the penalty of dismissal from 

service imposed on the applicant is too severe and clis— 

r000rtionate to the gravity of the charge. We are of 

the view that having regard to all the facts and circum-

stances of tne case, it will be just and proper to 

impose the penalty of compulsory retirement from service, 

instead of dismissal from service. 

At this stage, Shri Padrnarajaiah contends that 

even then it is orooer for us to deny the arrears of 
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8. 	We have earlier held that the punishment of 

dismissal from service from 30.11.1934 should be modified 

to comulsory retirement f'om that day. The applicant 

challenej the orders of the AA & DA only on 13.10.1986. 

We are of the view that haiing regard to this and all other 

factors it is reasonable to deny the actual ension only 

due to the applicant from 30.11.134 to 31.7.1987 and not 

other terminal benefits like gratuity to which he is 

entitled to under the rules. 

	

39. 	In the light of our above discussion, we make the 

following orders and direcions: 

(i) We dismiss this application in so 

far as it challenges the orders 

of the AA & DA to the extent that 

they hold that the applicant was 

guilty of the charge levelled 

against him. 

(2) We allow this application in part 

and modify the oenalty of dis-

missal from service imposed on the 

applicant to one of compulsory 

retirement froi service from 

30.11.184. We further direct the 

respondents to compute the pension 

and other terminal benefits due to 

the applicant on this basis and 

extend him all such be9f'its to 

which he is entitledwever 

denying him only the actual arrears 

of pension from 30.11,1984 to 

31,7,1987 withall such expedition 
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as is possible in the circumstances 

of the case and in any event, with-

in a oeriod of four months from the 

date of receipt of this order. 

40. 	ApplicatLon is disposed of in the above terms. But 

in the circumstances of the case, we direct the Darties to 

bear their own costs. 

jice—Chairma 	 Member (A) T 

-. 

dms/rlrv. 

Pun' REGISTRAR 
TRAL 	'TIVE 

AOdITIjL EfNCN 
BANGALORE 
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F-rom: 

The Assi 

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 
NEW DELHI-i 

Dated: jcji- 	?2 

C11IL 

Supreme Court of India, 	 -u-i--t 
Nw Delhi  

To 
J The Registrar, 	 ,9  

V 	 /L1fx t; 
at 

_In- Court 

.'.I/ 	 ...,ApPellcnt( 
Versus ,J 

fl 	' 	'cç• 	. .. .Respondent(' 

Sir, 
In pursuance of Order 13, Rule 6, ,.C.R.1966, 

I am directed by their Lordships of the Supreme Court 
to transmit herewith a Certified copy of the Judgment/ 

Order dated the }7 in the Appeal 

ehove-rnentjoned The Certified copy of the Decree 

made the said appeal will be sent later on. 

Please acknowledge receipt. 

Yours faithfully, 

ASSISTANT REGIS 

flS/172/88/j* 
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Corry 

IN THE SUFRENE COURT OF INDL 	7 

CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTE 	Assita 
	

(J11d1 

CIVL L AP}E.AL NO. 'flOF 1988 Se e*ie Court r 	ia 

(Arising out of Special Leave Petition(Civil)No.14349 of 1987) 

T ,H ,Vittalanurthy 	 ••., Appellant 

-Versus.. 

Union of India & Ors. 	 Respondentzi  

ORDER 

Special leave granted 
We have heard learned counsel for the parties on the 

appeal. On going through the record, we feel that the Central 

Adin.istrative Tribunal, Bangalore was in error in denying the 

pension to the appellant for the period between 30.11.1984 and 

31.7.1987. We, therefore, modify the order passed by the Tribun1 

directing the Respondents to pay pension to the appellant 

w,ef. 3001.1984 onwards. Tha arrears of pension shall be 

disbursed within two months. The appeal is aflowed to the abovc 

extent. No costs, 

. . . ... • • . • • • • • • • . . . . .3 . 
( E.s. VI KTaAi1IH ) 

4••• 

C N.D. OJIk. ) 
New Delhi, 
November 81  1988. 



/1 	AU commu.cationsshod\ 
he addressed to the Resistrar. 

I P D. No. 5946/8715ec1V A 

Sup. C.-75 

Suprcme Court, by ei.tin \ 	/ 	 SUPREME COURT 
NOT by narn. 	 / 
Telegraphic address 	 / 	I.INLJi 

"SUPREMECO" 
I -- 	----- 

FROM 

To 

\ 	

l\ 

The Registrar(judjci), 	 - 	- 
Supreme Court of India, 	 / 	-- 
New Delhi. 	 1 

- The Re gi strar, 	 - 	- - 
--- Central Administrative Tribunal, 	 - 

Bangalore.  
Dared 	,.•hi, 	 ..... 198 8. 

CIVIL APPAL NO. 393 OF 1988. 

T.H. Vittalmurthy 	 .. .Appellant 

Virsus 
- 	Union of India & Ors. 	 ...Respondentg 

Sir, 

In continuation of this Court's letter of even 
number dated the 18th November, 1988, 1 am J= directed to 
transmit herewith for neCessaryactjon a certified copy 
of the decree dated the 8th November, 1988,.of the 
Supreme Court in the said, appeal. 

Please acknowledge receipt. 

Yours faithfully, 

L 
FOR REGI STRAR(JUDICIAL) 

10/S uprsme Court(32 	
- 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 
CIVIL/CRIMINAL/APPELLATE JURISDICTION 

I 	ertjflj be a true Copy 

A 	
c' L 

s&istaflt Registr 	(JdI. 

Supreme Court of/ flia 

CIVIL 	L. 3973 j;  1989 
(Appeal by 	Lv 	 by tJisourt by Its order 
thted the 8th Novewer, 19 , in etit1 for Special Lev* 
to a ei1(Civi1) io.14349 of 1987 from the Juãgrnent and 
)rder trd the 3rd August, 1987 of the Cntra3. Administret lye 

Tribunal at Bangalore in AriiC5tiOfl No.2051 of 1986). 

.}i. Vittlaurthy 
N0.455, 1st 'tae 
Industrial uburb 
Mysore 570 008. 	 ...Appellartt 

Versus 

Union of Indis 
through I'iilitary krineeririg erv1ces, 
Engineer in Chief Army ec1quarters, 
BHQ, Nw Delhi 110 001. 

CiX Eniner, 
outhern 0omtand 

Pune. 

Chief giner 
ftjasthan & Gujarat Lone, 
Jaipur, 
JJaJ1stLan. 

49 Garrison 4ngifver 
Pount Abu, 

Baja stban. . . .espozidents 

4h November. 1988. 

M. JUIC 	.. 	A. H..MIAII 
.. JLZL:. ..D. OJFLA 

For t. Appellants Ms. Msdhu Moolchan.:ai, Adcete. 

For the iespondentss Mr. Kuldeep ingb Aiditional olicitr 
Gcn.-.r.l of India. 
(Mr. i•.k. i:1&)b flJ MrS. Sushma uti, 

4vocates, wit him). 

*. .2/, 



-- Ma • Madhu PooIbEdni jo  A a voca te-on- Kecordf'or 
the 

4 

SUPREME COURT 
CIVIL/CRIMINAL/APPELLATE JURISDICTION 

CIVIL JJL NQ. Thr0 198$. 

T.H. Yitt1murthy 	 Appellant 
It t Ofl CT 

Versus 
Union of India and Ora. 	Responden 

10 

CNTRiL A I1ITTIV TRIBUthL., 

AFi'LIX, "clu-, ' itrrab 
) 

DCR/AUIN £HJ A?rAL IIB 
O QRDt 	TO C(iT$. 

Engrossed by 
Examined by 
Compared with 
No. of folios 

e11 ant 
A dvocaVejm- RMEdfq#ao, 

the 
SH t8  
Advocate-on- Record for 
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The Appeal above- entined being Called on for hax'in 
before this Court on te 8th day of Novemberl, 19880  LWON 
perusing the record and hearing counsel for the parties 
herein, THIS COUR1 i)C1H I allowing the appe*l in part ORDERZ 

I • 	ThAT the JudgmeAt and order dited 3rd August, 1987, of 

the Central Adnzinistrative Tribunal., I3angalore in AppLtcstion 
No.2051 of 1986 be and is hereby nodified by dir€cting the 
Respondents herein to pay pension to the apellant herein with 

I. 

effect from 3oth Novetber, 1984 onwsrthi and to disburse the 
arrears of pension to the appeJ. ant herein within two nonths 
from this the 8th day of 4ovember, 1988; 

2. 	ThAT there shall be no order as to costs of the said 

appeal in this Court; 

AND ThX3 COUhT DOTH FURTHER QRD::t that this ORDER be 

punctually observed and carried into txecution by all concerned. 

IPS the Mon'ble Shri Raghunandari waru Pathak 
Qaief Justice of India at the Supreme Court, New Delhi, dated 
this the 8th day of Noveaber, 1988. 

(?.N. LIEYhN1) 
JOIST 	rRi 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTATjVE TRI3UNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex (BDA) 
Indira Nagar 8ANGALORE-560 038. 

Ot. 20.12.88 

Ugr 

A.N.2051/8((F) 

To 
The Registrar (Judicial), 
Supreme Court of India, 
New Delhi 

Sub Civil Rppaal No.3973 of8— 
T.H.0 ittalamurthy 
'Is. 
Union of India & Ors 

Sir, 
The receipt of certified copy of the-iY, 

docre2 dated 8.11.88 in the above appeal sent to this 
office gid9 your 1etterD.No.5946/87/Sec IIA dated 

g/ 22,11.8€3 is hereby acknowledged. 

Yours faith fL;lly, k 
Farnamwthy), 

Section CfficerJII 



'7 	
Sup. 

'All communications should 	4 	.No. 5946/87/C/SecIVA 
be addressed to the Registrar. 	'5<" 
Supr Court, by designation, 	 / 	SUPREME COURT 
Telegraphic address:- 
	

- 	

\ L 	
INDIA 

FRJM 	:hri i-i.S.Kaickar,B.2.. ,LLI,B, 	4' 
Assistant 1'egistrar. 

To 7 
v/The Registrar 	Datcd New Delhi, the...... ..!l9 90 

Central Administrative Tribunal 
Bangalore Bench, Bangalore. 

CONTbP1 PJIiION 1,10.201 OF 1989 
(Apltcation for initiating proceec.ings for contempt of Court 
against respondent No.1 for Non-compliance of the Orders of 
this Hon'ble Court datcd the 8th November, 1958.) 

IN 

CIV'IL 	hL 1;'1'0.73 OF 188 
No.20517G) 

T.H.Vittalamurthy 	.• 	 Appellant. 

-Versus- 

Union of India and Others. 	.. 	Respondents. 

In continuation of this' Registry's letter dated the 22nd 

November, 1988, I am diccted to forward herewith for your inforriation 

and ncessary action a certified. copy of the Record of troceedings of 

this Court dated the 20th February, 1990 in the application 

above-mentioned. 

Yors ftfully, 

RGITR. 
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2 	 Court No. 	7 	 Section IVA 

SUPREME COUPT OF INDIA 
RECORD OF PI4OCEEDINGS 

Contempt 
WRXPETITION (S) (Civil/Cit.) No. (S) 	201 / rCl 	OF 199 

(In (.A.0.3973/8) 	 / 

	

Vitt al aiiuthy 
	 ... PETITIONER(S) 

VERSUS 
Union of India &Ors. ...RESPON DENT(S) 

Date 	20 • 2. 90 	This/These petition (s) was/were, catted on for hearlig tcday 

utitied to h rne 
CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice 	i.i.Venkatachith An  
Hon'ble Mr. Justice 	jba 	 A \ 
Hon'ble Mr. Justice 	J.'.Vema 	 i,me 'toiirt 

For the Petitioner (s) 	?4s. Madhu Moo ichandani, Adv. 

N/s Ashok K. Srivatava,and Ms. Sushma 
For the Respondent (s) 	Su.it,Adv. 

UPON hearing couheI the Court Made the following 
ORDER 

Learned counsel for the respondent states before us that 
the order of this Court dated 8.11.1988 has been complied with 
and appropriate instructions to the bank to release the 
pension have been issued vide letter dated 6th September, 

1989. This submission is placed on record and the Contempt 

Petition N.201 of 1999 is disposed of. Further proceedings 

in this Contempt Petitin are dropped. Liberty to mention. 

çs E) 
COURT MASTER 

- 	Item No. 



CEPL ADMI N1S TR \'f 1 \E ThI BUL 
BANG,',LGIZ BENCH 

I, The Q/TA/cCp No. of the Case appealed: 

2. Name of Parties: 

Applicant(s)/petitioner(s) 

Respondent(s) 
I 

39 Nature of case in brief 

c. 20,I/6 Ce') 

1-- . VLtft>/ 

IL . 	t3t 	)t1az2& 
C L 	A'ri, 	HU 

-k MIS 

1) 	 c1 
. 

SM 

	

jk 	c 
?j 	 - 

- 	 k- 

4. Name of the Bench which 
passed the impugned orders 

5. Whether the case was:— 

Allowed or disa11ojed 
Date of Order 

Bench comprising of 

6. SLP/Civjl Appeal No, 

7, Pies name before the 
HOn'hle Supreme Court:. 

Applicant(e-)/ 
Petitioner(s) 

Respondents 

Date of In~ Order 

Nature of Order in brief 
(may contain the order 
if not too long) 

Whether operation of the 
order of the Tribunal 
stayed/restricted or 
modified. 

	

BAM'0R 6 	1CefCti 

(I 

H-c. 	 Sk 
Vi Ckcyvvi. 

	

LM A 	M (A ) 

SLPM 	tLj3l  

CA. 	t); 

C..urnpL Pehh,.- ) r 

C,,Cj t f 	C A 

2v 2 	Gy(J2A " C(mfl t1 
• 

'L 
C/T 

rv2L 

- tk 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRA'fl  \?E TRIBUNAL 
BAtKj'LLQ BLNCH 

1, The 	/TA/ccp No. of the Case appealed: 

2. Name of Parties: 
Applicant(s)/petjtjer(s) 

Respondent(s) 
I 

3, Nature of case in brief 	: 

OA 2051 /86(F) 

TH Vittalamurthy 

UOI through Engr.-in-Chisf, 
Army HOrs. N.Delhi & ore. 

Disciplinary proceedings 
arising out of Trafl8f$r-
Dismissal-Pension-C hallenqad, 

4. Name of the Bench which 

passed the impugned orders 
5. Whether the case ras 

Allowed or disallowed 
Date of Order 
Bench comprising of 

6. $LP/Cjj1 Appeal No, 

7. Pajes name before the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court:- 

Applicant(s)/ 
Petitioner(s) 

Respondents 

Date of 	Order 
Nature of Order in brief 
(may contain the order 
if not too long) 

Bangalore Bench 

: 	Partly Allw.d. 

: 	3-8-87 

Hon.Justice Sh.KS Puttaswamy,; 
V C. 

Hon. MR. L.H.A. Rego, M(A) 

: 	SLP No.14349 of 87 & 
CA No.3973 of 889  
CP No.201 /89. 

: 	TH Vittalamurthy 

UDI & ore. 

Order 

: 	8-11_88La3t In'CA. 
204-90 ardo in CP 

SLP granted.tlrd.r of CAT 
modifi.d.Pension made payable 
from 30-11-84 onwards.CP dropp 
(Copy of ord.iencloeed) ed. 

(e) Whether operation of the 
order of the Tribunal 	: 	Modified*  
stayed/restricted or 
modified, 


