CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
DATED THIS THEL3RD DAY OF AUGUST, 1987

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman
Present: and
= | Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)

APPLICATION NO. 2051/1986

Shri T.H. Ulttalaﬁurthy,

B/R, Grade-I,

Mllltary Englnaerlng Services,
Garrison Engineer, ‘
No.455, I Stage,

Industrial Suburb, i
MYSORE. oy n Applicant

(Shri S.M. Babu, Advocate)

Ve

|

1. Union of India throuyh |
Engineer-in-Chief, Army HQ, f
DH2, New Delhi. }

|

2. Chief Engineer,
Southern Command,
Puns.

3, Chief Engineer,
Rajasthan & Gujarat Zone,
Jaipur, Rajasthan.,

4, Garrison Engineer,
ADGES, Mount Abu,
Rajasthan. o % e Respondents.

(Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, CGSSC)

This application having come up for hearing to-day,

Vice-=Chairman made the fgllouwing

0 RDER

This is an application made by the applicant under
ection 19 of the Admini?trative Tribunals Act, 1985

(" the Act').

K




2. Prior to June, 1979, the applicant was working as
a civilian Superintendent in the Office of the Commander,
Works Engineer, Bangalore ('CuE'). In June, 1979, he was
trénsfarred 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.

|

I On 13.,12.1981, the Chief Engineer, Southern Command
(YCESC') transferred the applicant from Mount Abu to
jangalore (Annexure-8) and that order to the extent it
relates to the applicant, with which we are concerned

reads thus:

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

I. The following postings are hereby

ordered in the interest of the State:

5T.No. MES/NO & DE SGN. POSTED 10 I —
FROM T0
s X XXX
2. XX XX
7. 127179  Shri TeHe. CE R&G ZONE CEEP R&D  1°
VITTALAMURTHY GE MOUNT  GE(P) (I)R&D E°“e
SUPDT B/R GDE I ABU BANGALORE Y

15.6.82

2, The moves should be completed as specified above

in direct correspondence betwean the formations concerned.

Sd/-
M. Balakrishnan, Lt.Col. i
50 I(R) = For Chief Engineer. "




While this order reduirad that the aonolicant be relieved
from the post he heid in the office of the LE on of
before 15,6.1982 he;uas not actually relieved on or
before that date in;that office. But not withstanding
the same and uithoui obtaining actual relief thereto,

the applicant left;Nount Abu and did not also report

for duty at the Banyalore Office. [

4, Evidently before leavingy Mount Abu, the
applicant wrote tofthe CESC on 16.6.1982 (Annexure=D),
stating that his t%ansF?r from Mount Abu to Bangalore
was complete From}i6.6.1982. But the ULE, without
accenting the samé and taking the view that.the H
anolicant had uio#ated the discinline and conduct
rules, initiated ﬂisciulinary pProceedings ayainst him
under the Centralftiuil'Seruices (Classification

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

AT § e s

the following cha&ge:

"Garrison Engineer(N)
Mount Abu Rajasthan

212 /2 /E1C | 19 June 1982

Shri T.H.Vittalamurthy,

Supdt B/R/Gde I

445 I Stage Industrial Suburb
Nysore-ST‘ oo8.

Discipline: Subordinates

1. Refer?nCE your aoplication dated
16-6-1382,

2. You have arbitrarily/unauthorisedly
left the station on 16-6-82(FN) and
and not AN as stated in your a-pli-

-cation) without getting relieving
orders from this office which is
considered as breach of discioline.
You were advised to proceed on
short leave or wait for some time

RN till movement order for a replacement

A i/ is received. In the meantime you

Jhs o AN were also told that necessary clari-

Nyloxal Ben Bl ' fication from higher authorities
) with regard to imolementation of tenure

pol#cy was also being sought for,

L G
f i




Despite all this advice rendsred,
you left the place. Pleass state
why disciplinary action should
not be taken ayainst you for un-
authorised absence to reach this
office by 5 June, 18982,

Sd/-
E. Vijayan
Major
Garrison Engineer "
On receipt of this charge m=mo, the applicant filed his
written statement denying the same, for which reason the .
GE apoointed one Sri S.N. Lupta as inquiry officer (I0) to

hold a regular inquiry under the Rules, and submit his

recort.

S, But zefcre the I0, the applicant did not appear and-
narticipate in the ingquiry held against him. On an exami=
nation of the evidence on record, the IO in his report dated
24.11.1983‘(Annexur9-R2) found that the applicant was guilty
of the charge levelled against him, and submitted the same

to the disciplinary authority ('DA').

6. | On an examination of tns renort of the I0 and the
evidence on record, tiie DA made an order on 30.11.1984
(Annexure-A) inflicting the penalty of dismissal from service
ajainst the apnlicant. Ag,rieved by this order, the apnlicant
filed an anpeal befere the Engineer—in—Chieereu Delhi (AA)

who cn 7.10.1935 (Annexure=D) dismissed the same.

On 13.10.1986 the appolicant asproached this Bench of

ribunal in A.No.1742/36 challengying them on diverse

groumds. On 20.iG.1936, this Bsnch by an order made on that
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 £§?nsfer to the Principal Bench for its transfer to the ;

/o

3 |
*q{ the apolication itself and in any event for its re-

day held that the said application was not maintainable

before this Bench and dirEcted-the reaturn of the papers
|

to the annlicant for representation before the appro-

|
priate Bench. In Dursuaqca of this order the applicant

rgbresented the napers belfore the Principal Bench of
this Tribunal , uith a pﬂayer that the same be trans-
ferred to this Bench for disnosal. On 28.11.1936, the
Hon'ble Chairman alloued:the said request of the applicant
and nhad transferred the application to this Bench for

‘
disposal. In comaliance |with the said order of the
Hon'ble Chairman this applicaticn has bezn taken on the
file of this Bench admitéed and then notices issued to

the respondents. |

s The applicant has challenged the orders of the AA

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

and deal with them in due course.
|

|
9. In their reoly, the respondents while justifying

the orders of the AA & D% on merits, have wurged that this i
application presented before the Principal Bench should
have been transferred on%y to the Jodhpur Bench of the
Tribunal and not to this Bench, and therefore this Bench
cannot entertain and diséose of the same on marits.

Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, learnsd Senior Central Government
Standing Cuunse%’anaeari%g for the respondents, sought to

support tnis preliminary objection and urgyed for rejectian

I |
Jodhpur Bench of this Tribunal.
>/
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miﬁted the application to this Bench,

10. Shri S.M. Babu, learned counsel for tne applicant,
contends that once the Principal Bench had entertained

the application which it was comoetent to do, and had
transferred the same to this Bench, this Bench cannot
examine the validity of the order made by the Hon'ble
Chairman, and was bound to dispose of the same only on

merits.,

1. Je have earlier noticed that the applicant had
anproached this very Bench and this Bench by its order
dated 20.,10.,1936 directed the refurn of the papers to the
applicant for their re-presentation before the appropriate
Bench of the Tribunal and in pursuance of the same,

the apolizant rapresented thz apalication befors 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 23.11.1986 in thess terms:

"Petitioner througyh counsel Ms. Madhu

Moolchandani.

Petitioner has since been trans-
ferred to Banyalore and requests for

transfer of this casz to Bangyalore

Bench of the Central Administrative

ey @

Tribunal for hearing and disposal
under Section 25 of this Act. Peti-
tion for transfer is allouwed, Peti-
tioner tc appear before the Banyalocre
Bench of the Tribunal on 12.1,1987."

;n obedience tc this order, the Principal Bench had trans=-

whicn, on an exami-
nation of the same, had admitted it and had directed

notices to the respondents.,
1




12, The Act contemplates and creates only one
Tribunal for the whole of India, witn different Benches

working at different SLates.

13. On the jurisdi?tion and pouwers of the different
Benches to entertain applications made under the Act, |
rule 6 of tne Central Administrative Tribunal (procedurs)

Rules, 1987 (CAT Rulesg regulates the same.

14, As one of the ?essondents in this application
was ordinarily residing at Delhi, it was open to the
Principal Bench to entertain this application. O0On

such entertainment, it was also onen to the Hen'ble -
Chairman in exercise of the pouers conferred on him
byzgg.of the act, to tJanSFer the application to such
Bench as he de=med fit and prooer in the circumstances.
The pouer conferred by‘Sec.ZS of the Act, is not
restricted and controlled by Rule 6 of the CAT Rules,
which only reyulates tWe forum for filing an application
under the Act. Rule 6 of the CAT Rules, does not control
and restrict the pouer of the Chairman under Sec.25 of

the Act. |

18, | When we find that the Principal Bench had
jurisdiction to enterta&n the application and the

Hon'ble Chairman exercising the snecial and exclusive

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

transferred the application 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
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on the order made by the Hon'ble Chairman and direct
the proceedingsjggiransferrad to the Principal Bench
for transfer to the Jodhpur Bench as contended by

Shri Padmarajaiah. We see no merit in this preliminary

objection of the resnondents and we reject the same,

16. As ue have rejected the oreliminary objection

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

17. Shri Babu contends that the DA had not furnished
a copy of the report of the ID along with his order as
was mandatorily reguired by Rule 17 of the Rules, and
that failure comnletely vitiates the order of the AA and

DA.

18, Shri Padmarajaiah contends that ths appnlicant
had been served with a copy of the report of the I0

and that even otheruise he had not raised the same before
the AA and on the ratio of the ruling of this Tribunal
in H.NARASHIMAPPA v, THE REGICNAL DIRECTCR OF POSTAL
SERVICES & Ors.(ATR 1987(2) C.A.T. 29), the contention

of Shri Babu cannot be sustained.

19. In his letter No.1026/THV/7/E10 dated 13-2-1985
(Annexure-R1), the DA had stated that a copy of the
rendort of the I0 had bezn served on the applicant. UWe
have no reason to disbelieve the resnonsible statement

made in the letter dated 13-2-1985., 1If that is so,then

1. this contention is liable to be rejected.

3\
20, We find that the applicant had not urged this

nolea in his appeal memo presented before the AA. Uue

have no douot that the applicant did not urge this as

a



a ground in his anpeal ror the reason that he had
received a copy of the faport of the I0., On this
view also, this contention of the applicant is

\
without any merit.

21. We will also assume that the applicant had
not received a copy of the report of the I0 as stated
by him and examine the contention on that basis.

|
22, As pointed out‘by us in NARSIMHAPPA's case,
the fa'lure, if any, to|supply a2 copy of the report
of the I0 does not UitiFte the orders made by the
AR & DA, For the very reasons stated in NARASIMHAPIA's
case, this contention in any event, is liable to be

\
rejected.

|
23, On the foregoing discussion, we see nc merit in

the contention of Shri habu and we reject the same.

24 . Shri Babu next contends that the DA by refusing
to make payment of subsistence allowance or TA and DA
had really denied a reasonable opportunity guaranteed

to a Civil servant by Article 311 of the Constitution.

25, Shri Padmarajaiah contends that the applicant

who had not been kept Jnder susoension, was not entitled

for subsistence alloua&ce, much less, any TA and DA, to
e attend the inquiry. |

At no stage of the inquiry or thereafter the

applicant had Emﬂ% been keot under suspension. If that
74 7

: ¥/
*Qfg%%uas so, then the applicant cannot legitimately claim
S
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3"*‘._.?uas not open to the AA & DA to hold that he was guilty

,jof the charge levellzd against him,

- 10 =

subsistence allowance under the rules or otheruwise
also. If he cannct claim subsistence allowance
then the question of non-payment and denial of
reasonable ooportunity if any yuaranteed to a
civil servant in Article 311 of the Constitution

Wwill not arise.

27. Shri Babu has not relied on any provision
of law or order of Government that entitled the
applicant to claim TA & DA to attend the inquiry

in the circumstances at Mount Abu. If that is so,
then ue cannot uphold the same solely on the ground

that it was held at a distant olace.

28, Je have earlier noticed that the applicant
had not alsc been relieved at Mount Abu. Jhen the
anplicant had not been relieved, the question of the
apolicant claiming TA & DA as if he had been legyally
relieved and had legally been posted to duty at
Bangalore, does not arise., In these circumstances

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

29, On the foreyoinyg discussion ue see no merit

in this contention of Shri Babu, and we reject the

Y~

sSame .

30, Shri Babu contends that the authoritiss had
assured the apolicant that he would atleast be relieved

on or before 30.6.1982 and that on their failure it
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31, Shri Padmarajaiah contends that when the applicant
had not actually been reliéued from his post it

was not open to him to rely on any assurance.

32, An examination of the records show that the
authorities were makiny eaﬂnest efforts to relieve the
applicant at Mount Abu and thus enable him to join duty at
Banjalore. But the fact erains that they did not actually
relieve him at Mcount Abu as they were finding it extremely
difficult to do so for reasLns virtually beyond their
control. In this view, the applicant cannot rely on any
assurance at all. uhen the‘applicant was working at a
sensitive post and olace, it was not open to him to leave
that post and place and proceed as if he had been relieved
from that post and nlacs. We also find that the authorities
had =ven taken a sympathetiL view and advised the applicant
to proceed on leave if his personal conditions compelled
him to go to Ban,alore. But without heeding to that advise
and without waiting for prnTer relief the applicant had, at

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

cannot Ttountenance the condluct of the applicant.

33 . On an examination of the evidence on record, the IO
had found that the apolicani was guilty of the charge
levelled against him, with which the AA & DA had concurred.
Je see no error of jurisdicéion or illegality in the
Mjnquiry held, or in the orders made by the authorities to the
:E;tgnt they hold that the aJDlicant was guilty of the charge

1avelled against him,
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34 Shri Babu lastly contends that having regard to
the long and meritorious service of 18 years rendered

by the anplicant aé various places 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.

35, Shri Padmarajaiah contends that there is no
justification whatsoever for this Tribunal to modify the

punishment.

36, The charge levelled 332inst the applicant was one

of dereliction of duty an L_lnoé involve any moral
turpitude. Jhen the applicant was proceeded for dereliction
of duty, he had comoleted 18 years of service. His bprevious
record was good. On these and all other relevant factors

we are of the view that the penalty of dismissal from
service impesed on the anplicant is too ssvere and dis-
nrooortionate to the gravity of tne charge., UWe 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 s=srvice.

37. At this stage, Shri Padmarajaiah contends that
even then it is oroper for us to deny the arrzars of
pension from 30.11.1984 to 31.7.1987. Shri Babu vehemently

nposes this request of Shri Padmarajaiah.



38, ! We have earlier he}d that the punishment of
dismissai from service from 30.11.19%4 should be modified
to comoulsory retirement FEom that day. The applicant
chailenﬁed the orders of the AA & DA only on 13.10.1986.

We are of the visu that haLing regard to this and all other

factors it is reasonable to deny the actual oension only

\
due to the applicant from 30.11.1994 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 direckions:

(1) Je dismiss this application in so
far as it challenges the orders
of the AA & DA| to the extent that
they hold that the applicant uwas
guilty of the Fharge levelled
against him.

(2) We allou this Lpplication in part
and modify the oenalty of dis-
missal from seEuice imposed on the
applicant to one of compulsory
retiremant froP service from
30.11.13984, UWe further direct the
respondents to‘compute the opension
and other terminal benefits due to
the applicant on this basis and
extend him all‘such beggFits to
which he is entitled[ﬁgueuer
denying him only the actual arrsars
of pension from 30.11.1984 to
31.7.1987 uith|all such expedition
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‘ as is possible in the circumstances
of tne case and in any event, with-
in a period of four months from the

date of receipt of this order.

40. Application is disposed of in the above terms.
in the circumstances of the case, we direct the narties

bear their own costs.

Sg-== - Sd---.
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; D.No, \‘Ji/fi// /%\/_ iv/a
‘ SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

NEW DEIHI-1

‘ Dated: /‘Sﬁ\N("‘ / })(5‘3

Froms:
\hYL !'\)"‘JS/U..N %1, l\ ,
The Assistant Re 1strar, & 0.
Supbreme Court ofgIndla, . ugl;u'wn -in C f—’
New Delhi 2) Mr (e ?'—*"‘ff}”'?ﬂ’ﬂ"‘fjf
g’l..‘_ r'\"c—{ 4 ¥ ﬂ}“!g F’;{L‘*ﬁf Ur,’ |}l:}g;'
e | . t

The Registrar 2 1 AL . ~ Lo, o " Tavhi wcp
Hieh_Court of (% -{f%‘/f?“(fﬁi"""*"‘/”“{’“ L
at f»’mq]n o

/ DHA,New Pell,

CIVIL APPEAL -No, | 3973 OF 10 53 %
(HHoh-court .f; el A Y ‘:)U otV x /]7-})(,(:- ho~
Ny, NVeS/ }y(j(,.

f}‘-}'/ !/f /7’(,(_/&-]4(./,5 /"'[\L "'9Appellant($’)/
Versus |
[J N o “"{I' ‘:".fxé-'tfc?f /{ ags- sei v R spondent(fs}"
Sir,

In pursuance of Order 13; Rule 6, +C4R. 1966,
I am directed by their Lordships of the Supreme Court
to transmit herewith a Caertified Copy of the Judgment/

Crder dated the CS7L Ir'\[~ i be , /}.Sj in the Appeal

above-mantioned. The Certified copy of the Decree
made the said appeal will be sent later one

. Pleasc acknowledge receipt.

Yours faithfully,

| v (zh'b % e
ASSISTANT REGIS

@‘&\\\%&\“

ns/17.2/88/iva*

>
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» 7a&uéihmtvmmeanw
IN THE SUFREME COURT OF INDLA zg Jhos o
CIVIL APPELLA‘I.‘E mxsnxcnm Assiscan: R““ )/ U“““
CIWL APPEAL NO. 39730F 1988 ‘;;;ene Jé?m of Frdia
(Arising out of Special Leave Petition(civil)No.1h349 of 1987)

T, H.Vittalamurthy ' eoo Appellant
-Versus«-

Union of India & Ors. «eses Respondents
0 R.I)L R :
‘ {

Special leave granted,

We have heard learned counsel for the parties on the
appaal. On going through the record, we feel that the Central
Administrative Tribunal Bangalore was in error in denying the
-pension to the appellant for the period between 30, 11 1984 and
131.7.1987. We, therefore, modiry the order passed by the Tribunal
azd directing the Respondents to pay pension to the appellant
w.;jz:ﬂ30.11.198h onwardse The arrears of pension shall be
disbursed within tﬁb months. The appeal is allowed to the above

/
7 ’-1_“—_—_-

.-. .I..I..‘...ttlluule.

( EoS. VENKATARAMIAH )

\.,I

( N, D. OJHA )

extent, No costs.

New Delhi,
November 8, 1988,



Sup. C.—T15

D. No. 5946/87/SecIV A
SUPREME COURT

\ _~ INDIA
AR . L,

All communications should)|
be addressed to the Registrar, )

| Supreme Court, by designation,
| NOT by name.

|
Telegraphic address :— "
l “SUPREMECO” J

From The Registrar(Judibiél), $VEJ°
Supreme Court of India, &4

g_f.{_ﬂ;‘é;,(@f LR, N
New Delhi. ¢ - 4051#@3331

To

_The Registrar, ‘ﬁ
(.~ Central Administrative Tribunal,

Bangalore. ‘ e
Dated New Delhi, the :’§Q‘“‘I| November,..... 198 8.

CIVIL APPEAL NO. 3933 OF 1988.

T.H. Vittalmurthy | ««.Appellant

Versus
Union of India & Ors., +«.Bespondents
sir,

In continuation of (this Court's letter of even
number dated the 18th NO#ember, 1988, I ' am Xx directed to
transmit herewith for neéesaaryw{btion a certified copy
of the decree dated the éth'November, 1988, .0f the
Supreme Court in the saii appeal.

FPlease acknowledge receipt.

Yours faithfullw,

| /;iﬁ-\\l«“¢?\“~~

' FOR REGISTRAR(JUDICIAL)

10/Supreme Court/32 [
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

CIVIL/CRIMINAL/APPELLATE JURISDICTION

, Gertiﬁe)djto be a true copy

sgistant Reg:strar (Judl)

SERRTERP S I N 198
5 8
SUpreme Court of i,

(Appeal by bpec al Leave oy this Court by its order
dated the B8th November, 19?18, 1n Petition for Special Leave
to arpeal (Civil) No.14349 of 1987 from the Judgment end

Order dated the 3rd August, 1987 of the Central Administrat ive
Tribunal at Bengalore in Applicetion K0.2051 of 1986).

THe Vittal hy

No .k55. Ist. ﬂg&

Industrial Suburb

Mysore « 570 008. eseAppellant

Versus

1« Union of India
through Military hnginem'ing services,
Engineer in Chlef Army 'eadquarters,
DHQ, New Delhi 110 001.

2. Chi=f Engineer, M.E.5,
Southern Command
Pune.

5 Chief Engineer
Rajesthan & Gujarat Zone,

Jaipur,
8k e

4, Garrison éngineer
ADGES, Mount Abu, '
* Rajasthan. | seoiiespondents

8th Hovember, 1088,

HON'BLE MR. JUui Ci. BeSe VENKAT ARAMIAH
HON'BLE MRe JUSTICE He.De OJHA

For th: Appellants Ms, Hadhlu Moclchandeni, Advwocate.

For the Hespondentss Mr. Kuldeep ~ingh Additional Solicitr
General of India.
(Mr. P.P, Singh end Mrs. Sushma Suri,
Advocages, wit: him).

e 02/“



Engrossed by
Examined by
Compared with
No. of folios

SUPREME COURT -

CIVIL/CRIMINAL/APPELLATE JURISDICTION

(4
Taiie thtaluurthy _ Appellant
Egtitioner
| Versus
Union of India and Ora. Respondenig
V'
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
3 1 A RO
| PARTLY
DECREE/ALLOWING THE APPEAL WITH
NQ CRDER .3 TO CUSTS.
|
Dated the day o 198 a.
atn”” Y novemver, & *

. D e
@%4\)*

s T
Am.:l’%§5n%cord%~° c‘l'.h. » - ~OENCE

$Ppellant

Advocateelin- Rizbickf @ag '
: the
sukEspondents.

Advocate-on-Record for
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i
The Appeal above-mentioned being éalled on for h?ar-.ln‘
vefore this Court oa the 8th day of November, 1988, UPON
perusing the record and hearing counsel for the pnmis

herein, THIS COURT DOI'H IN allowing the appeal in part CRDERS

4. THAT the Judgment and order dsted 3rd August, 1987, of
the Central Administrative Tribunal, Bangalore in Application
N0.2051 of 1986 be and is hereby modified by direeting the
Respondents herein to pay pension to the appellent herein with
effect from 3oth November, 1984 onwerds and to asburé-e the
arrears of peasion to the appel ant herein within two wonths
from this the 8th day of Vﬂoveuber. 19883

2. THAT there shall be no opder as to costs of the said
eppeal in this Courtp

AND THIS COURT DOTH FURTHER ORDLR that this ORDER Dbe
punctually observed and carried into @xecution by all concerned.
WITHESS the Hon'ble Shri Raghunandan sSwarur Pathaky
Chief Justice of India at the Supreme Court, New mm, dated
this the Bth day of November, 1983.

Sl

(Poi. LIKHYANI)
a JOINT REGISTRAR

e
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] CENTRAL ADMIN[S?TRATIVE TRIBUNAL
% BANGALORE BENCH

. Commercial Complex (BDA)

Indira Nagar BANGALORE-560 038.

AoNp,.2051/86(F) Dt. 20.12.88
To

The Registrar (Judicial),
- Sypreme Court of India,

' New Delhi
Sub Civil Appsal Np.3973 of88-
TeHoV ittalamurthy
Vse
Union of India & Ors
Sir,

The receipt of certifisd copy of the -oals
decrec dated B,11.88 in the above appsal sent to this
_ office Vide your letterZD.No.5946/87/Sec IVA dated
(5118 22411488 is hereby acknoulecdgsd.

Yours faithfully,

LS

{(NeRamamurthy),
' Section OfficerlII
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\ Sup. C<75

D.No. 5946/87/5C/Sec-IVA

SUPREME COURT

*All ' communications should
be addressed to the Registrar,
' Supnm Court, by designation,
NOT by name.
Telegraphic address:-
""SUPREMECO™

ad
5\

@ INDIA
FROM  :Shri H.S.Kaickar,B.A.,LL.B, "&@§$
cssistant Regigpra;._ e

N 1

To
\, The Registrar ' Dated New Delhi, me2bthFeoruary,19 90
Central Administrative Tribunal
Bangalore Bench, Bangalore,
|
CONTEMPT PETITION NO.201 OF 1989
(Application for initiating proceedings for contempt of Court
agalinet respondent No.1 for Non-compliance of the Orders of
this Hon'ble Court dated the 8th November, 1988.)
IN
CIVIL APPEAL NO.3973 OF 1988
(C.A.T. No.2051/80) ]
T.H.Vittalamurthy ! B Appellant.
-Versus-
Union of India and Others. - Respondents.
Sir,

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

November, 1988, I am directed tlo forward herewith for your information
|

and necessary action a certified copy of the Record of Proceedings of
this Court dated the 20th February, 1990 in the application

above-mentioned. '

= . . ‘
z-*ta-f;'”(j', Cn R e T
| ASSTASTANT REGISTRAR.



VA

L - ERTES
Rl

| | 1234280
ltem No. 2 Court No. 7 g Section IVa
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA '
RECORD OF PHOCEEDINGS " :
Contempt ' . y/L
WRI PETITION (S) (Civil/Crl) No. (S) 201 Q’OL OF 199¢
(In C.4.H0.3973/88) ' ’
Vittalamurthy .--PETITIONER(S)
VERSUS
Union of Indig & Urse
...RESPONDENT(S)

This/These petition (s) was/were, called on for hearing tcday

Gertitied to

Date : 20-2.90 '

prue ompy
Y 0
a'_;_cq&}%

CORAM :

Hon'ble Mr. Justice

lhelsaVenkatachslic ;
Hon’ble Mr. Justice Lel}oO jh e > - e
! . . -1‘ . » J ;‘l . Eadl o L l-- )-""b\ "}S ’
Hon‘ble Mr. Justice Je3.Verma Sevreme Courr 1 i

For the Petitioner (s) Ms. Madhu Moolchandani, Adv.

For the Réspondent (s):

M{j. Ashok K. Srivagtava,and Ms. Sushma

UPON hearing coul':sel 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 No.201 of 198Q is disposed of . Further proceedings
in this Contempt Petition are dropped. Liberty to mention.

K D
(sé?éééZ;L’/

COURT MASTER
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI BUNAL
BANG/\LGLE BENCH

The QA/TA/CCP No. of the Case appealed: AN :wsi/ea D

Name of Parties:

(a) Applicant(s)/Petitioner(s)

(b) Réspondent(s)
, r

Nature of case in brief

Name of the Bench which
passed the impugned orders

Whether the case Was :em

(a) Allowed or disailOWed
(b) Date of Order
(c) Bench comprising of

SLP/Civil Appeal No,

Parties name before the
Hon'ble Supreme Court :-

(a) Applicant(s)/
Petitioner(s)

(b) Respondents

(c) Date of Interif Order

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

(e) Whether operation of the
‘ order of the Tribunal
stayed/restricted or

modified,
;1

Y

T-W. Vitkala mwxﬂly

oo T M Engmeec,
C ‘A ymy  Avmy HBW.

D mc.\,’fl\mocr pro Cead wa
Boreiing . . Gk e Tranwfoy-

=.»L« —L w"v.
._.b . rt‘,nl:\a‘,nwagi%-ﬁ E'W‘

RANCALO RE: ™ EnCHl

ﬁ{’:gf% lowe <L

: B-8- 8/

L3

JM}')‘C.Q. Sh - k-g.Aphl’h‘u‘/qum}r
Wiew Cheirniana

M (ﬂj“

Hetta

L“-"-(Ttl 4 i L,HA.M?«O

SLP w1434 ¢ &7 as
CA. w0 3973 68
Contempl Pekitian - ~ 2oy /€9

!fH.Vi&hbqnwp%y

n.o-1 = o8

M 8 -1 - 8% ey v Cf\:‘l\i :
: ol 90 e Peh‘hmn

Sl Yrombed

Order  op CAT  modifad .

Porpiim  Weide Py« lste i

Dol S Miuan Ao C Cop

—_— C;_"uﬂ'ﬂ/fvl{)l’ cbu.};'ué _-n]'_ el vy
2 cdinel )

.
.

M (AA.E\.QA_ -

{;i



4.

(a) Applicant(s)/

CENTRAL ADMINISTEATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANG/\LG:\i BENCH

The QA/TA/CCP No, of the Case appealed: OA 2051/86(F)

Name of Parties:

(a) Applicant(s )/Petitioner(s) : TH Vittalamurthy

(b) Réspondent(s) UOI through Engr.-in-Chisf,
. Army HQrs, N.Delhi & ors,

e

Nature of case in brief

‘e

Disciplinary proceedings
. arising out of Transfar-
Dismissel=Peneion-C hallenged,

Name of the Bench which

passed the impugned orders Bangalore Bench

Whether the case was:e

(a) Allowed or disallowed
(b) Date of Order
(c) Bench comprising of 3

Partly Allowed,
3-8-87

Hone Just ice Sh,KS PUttasuamy;
VC,

Hone MR, LoH.A. H.QU' H(k)

SLP No.14349 of B7 &
CA No,3973 of 88,
CP Ne.201/89,

SLP/Civil Appeal No,

FParties name before the
Hon'ble Supreme Court:-

TH Vittalemurthy

Petitioner(s)

U0l & ore,

Order
B—11-88[g: In «CA,
20-2-90 orddm in CP

(b) Respondents

.

(c) Date of Tadexim Order

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

(33

SLP granted,Order of CAT
modifisd.Pension made peyable
from 30-11-B4 onwards,CP droppi
(Copy of orderbenclosed) ed.

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

Modified.

.

‘A



