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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE

DATED THIS TdE 9T.1 DAY OF OCTOBER,1937.

PRESENT:
FHon'ble hir.Justice K.S.Puttaswauuy, .. Vice-Chairiian.
And:
iHon'ble .ur.L.H.A.keg0, : .. lueiuber(A),
APPLICATION iNUiiBER 453 OF 1987.
D.Nagsetti,

S/o Siddalingappa,
Aged 63 years,
423, Upper Palace Urchards,

Bangalore-560 080. . Applicant.

V.

l. The Union of India
by its Secretary, Iuinistry of Personnel
and Training, Public Grievances and Pension,
Departinent of Personnel and Training,
NEw DCELHL

2. The State of Rarnataka
by its Chief Secretary,
Departmient of Personnel and Aduiinistrative
ieforias, Vidhana Soudha,
Bangalore

3. The Accountant General in Karnataka,
Bangalore. . nespondents.

(Sy ori S.i.eabu,Sovt.advocate for i-2)
(3y Sri hiVasudeva RRao,Standig Counsel)

This application having coiue up for hnearing this day, Vice-
Chairinan, inade tie following:

O R DER
This is an application made by the applicant under Section
19 of the Adiainistrative Tribunals Act,1985 ('the Act').

2. 5ri D.iNagsetti, applicant before us, was a substantive uieniber
of the Karnataka Adininistrative Service (L.{AS') or State Civil Service

{(Executive) . As on 1-1-1955, he was eligible for appointinent by
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7. On this and certain other claiis, with which we are not
now coicerned, the applicant approacned the High Court of larnataka
in - Wwrit Petitiun N0.20756 of 1933 and the san#e was disposed” of
on  4-4-1956 (Anncaure-R1) by Chandrakantaraj Urs,]. with an ooserva-
tion that it was open to Union Governient to re-exauline the same
aid . pass appropriate orders thereon. Aggrieved by tihe sauie, the
applicant filed \rit Appeal N0.780 of 1985 before the Hish Court,
waich on. 30-10-1965 disposed of tane saiie with a direction that tie
said claiw snould be examinéd and decided within the tiuie allowed
in that order. In obedience to these orders, the Unioa Soverndieit
re-cxauiined the claiui of the applicant and by its order dated
13-3-1367 (Anneiure-Al0) rejected tne saunie. lence, tiis appication.
7. In justification of the order wmade by Union Sovernuent,
\

respondents 1 and 3 have filed their separate obut identical replies.

xespondent-2 has adopted the sanie.

[l

6. The applicant appeared in person and arjued his case. Sri
wieVasudeva  Rao, learned Additional Central  Governuient Standiag
Counsel has appeared for respondents 1 and 3. Sri S.w.3abu, learned

cigh Court Soverniient Pleader has appeared for respondent-2.

3. Ori iNagsetti contends that on a true couastruction of ilule
3 of the Cadre Regulativns and :lule 3 of the Geaiority 2ules e
was entitled for assigniuent of 1966 as his YOA instead of 1967,
Ia support of his conteation Sri Nagasetti strougly relies on tie ruling
of the Suprewe Court in UNION OF INDIA v. G.TIWARL AND
OTHERS (AIR 1356 S5C 343) which affirined the Division Bench ruling
of the madhya Pradesh righ Court in K.L.JALN v. UnNION OF LNDIA

AND OT#AERS (1954 SLR 113).

10. Sri Rao while seeking to support the hmpugned order on
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the very reasons set out in that order and other reasons set out
in the reply of respondents 1 and 3, coatends, that the very claiw
of the applicant nad been rejected by the tligh Court and the sauie
Cannut De re-agitated and tiat in any eveut, it was a stale claim

liable for rejection on all of thew. Sri Babu supported Sri Rao.

. In the very nature of things, it is necessary to exadiine
the two prelidnary objections urged by Sri iao first and then exa-

ullne tie Lierits, if that becouies necessary.

I2. In para 7 of his order, Chadrakantaraj Urs,J. while holdiny,
tiat tiae clalui of tie applicant for assiginnent of 1865 as Y JA, was
a very stale claiw, however, eipressed tius:

"But tais observation should not in any way preveint the Union

of India by itself recoasidering the iaatter as 0w 13 weontas'

service nas bDeen added to tie petitioner's service in a cadre

post." |
In the writ Appeal, the Appellate 3ench did not really approve the
carlier oovservations of Cilandrakantaraj Urs,). and concurring  witii
s - observations extracted by us, directed the Union Soverament
to dispose of tie representations made by tie dpplicant within tie
tisie specified in that order. In pursuance of these orders, tihe Union
Soverauent iad iade its order on 16=3-1337, against the applicant,

whicn is now challenged by hii.

3. In these proceedings, the claiii of the applicant had not
%) 52 ] P
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been rejected vy the -iijh Court but had been left to De re-cadiained

and decided by Soveriwaent, within the tiwe specified in the order
of the Appellate Lench. If that is 50, thea we caniout hold that
the claiui is barred vy the priaciples of res judicata, as urged by
Sri id0. wee see a0 awerit in tiois contention of 3ri Rao and we reject

the saiae.
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14, \what we have so far eapressed is also an answer to tue
conteution of the respondents that the claiu wiade by the applicant

vas a stale claii and should not be adjudicated by this Tribunal.

15. In cowpliance of tie order of the lHigh Court, tie Uaion
Soveriieint suade its oruer on 16-3-1987 and tie grievance of tie
applicant has really arisen frow out of the said order ouly. when
tat is s0, we cuanot nold tiat the claiw is a stale clalu.  we see

no iaerit in this coatention also and we reject the sacic.

i
5. As we have rejected the two preliviinary objections urged
for the respondents, we 0w pass 0il to eiauiing the .nerits.
17. In their reply, the respoudents do not dispute that tae appli-
caut had oveeu officiating frow 2-12-1970 to 16-9-1574 ajalast one
or the otier cadre post and there was 10 Dreak or disrugtion 1o
the sauic.
18. In rejecting the claiu of the applicant,Governuent in its
]
order urade on 15-3-1387 had stated tius:
", Althoush Shri Davagsetti officiate in IAS cadre post
(=] o ‘J
with effect frowi st July,ls7l ais cadre officiation uas beeu
approved under Kule 9 of tue IAS cadre rules for the period
upto 30-0-1871 and agein frow 23rd Auuust,lU7Z2 till the daete
of unis appointiuent to IAS w.edf. 17-5-18954.  As Suri Nagsetti's
continuous approved officiation is frua 23rd August1S7z oaly,
he is not entitled to a year of allotuent higner than 1937
in tae 1A3 of .Larnataka, als regreseatation is, therefore,
rejected. .le way be inforined accordingly."
Iu this order, the reason siven is that the appointment of the appli-
N ' . Canl agalust @ cadre  post for the periods iaentioned tperein nad
: .m0t been approved under Rule 9 of we Cadre Rules and that his
: l}c'-/-'-'()fﬁCid[i.lo apooiiitacut nad peen agproved ouly frow 23—&-1})‘3‘27 Ol
‘\‘\“\‘l"ﬁ_ \ > ‘_‘;"/-A '&
Niona] nence «  whici reckoning he was entitled for 1567 as his YUA uncer the Seaio-

rity ules. I other words, tue Jnion Soverncient aolus, taat witiiodt



its approval of the officiating appointiient against the cadre posts,
his cluiin for alloteieat of 1950 as his YOA under the Seniority ules

cannot be accepted by it

15, but, fortunately for us, the gquestion is concluded by the
Supreine Court in Tivari's case aud tierefore, an ladepeadent caais
nation of the sanie by us is a0t necessary. we now pgroceed to ascer-
tal tie falts and tae lawv declared oy tie Supreae Court in Tivari's

Cdsc.

20, Cine KL.Jaiil o suvstantive uwieamber of the w.adiiya Pradesn
Adiddnistrative  service sclected tu s dader  Lue segulations,  was
officiating ajalust cadre posts frow 10th soveoer,1975 to 30-5-1575
o wilicu uay e was regularly appointed to [AS, Sa uis appulitiaeat
to IAS he was assigned 1972 as nis YOA under the Scuiority .\ejula-
tous rejecting als Claba, for assiguing 1971 as ais YuaA on e basis
of his officiatin, service against "cadre posts. Agrieved by tie
Sdusg, Jahil aggroacined tue salga Jourt of aduya Pradesh in oo L.rit

Petition under Article 223 of tiie Zoastitution.

2l On 3-3-1883 a Divisiva 3enca of tne i.adiya Pradesh Hign
Cudrt of spceking  tirvuyh GuPWShigipClealloved  tie saie, rejectiug
ln tne following words tie very coatention urged for the respondents:

"7, A perusal of rule § would show that the State Sovern-
Li€nt Can wakeé a tewporary appointiient of a non-cadre officer
to a cadre post if it is satisficd that the vacaucy is not likely
to last foruiore tian taree iuouths or taat tnere is no suitudle
Cadre officer available for fillin, the vacancy. i tie iastaut
case, the petitioner's appointuicnt as a non-cadre officer to
tiie cadre post lasted for nearly oie year and one wonth.
Such "ail agpointiient could be iaade by the State Governuient
o being - satisfied, there was nu suitable cadre officer available
for fillin, the vacancy. It is not stated in any of tae returns

that this conditioin was not satisfied when tiae petitioner was
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appolated.  we have, therefore, to assuiue that tne coudition
was  satisfied for the presuniption is taat everytuing is done
lna regular nianner,  After a non-cadre officer is appointed
to @ cadre post, rule 9(2) requires tie State Soverinnent to
1make a regort of that fact to the Central Govermiuent together
with the reasons for.naking the appointinent, It appears fro.i
the docuuients produced at the tiwie of hearii, that such a
reyort was aade to tue Zentral Sovermaent oil 20th Juag, 1873,
The Ceatral  Sovernucat by letter dated 19t February,l377
asked for a cousolidated progusal for approval of officiation
of noi-cadre officers on cadre posts for tihe nalf year cading
30tn  Septeuaiver,l975. The State  Sovermuent thereupon seit
the reguired proposal on 23t s.arcn 1377, w0 other docu..eat
relating to tie forualities required uader rule 9 was produced

]

beforeus. It is ueither stated in the retura  aor contended
that  the Ceatral Sovermsent did not consalt the U.2.5.0
as regdired under rule 3(4) or that the J.P.3.2. did uot apyrove

the petitioner's officiation. Tinere is 10 cosniaunication placed

before us snowin, disapproval of the Cetitioner's  agpointiicit

to a cadre post frowm 10th voveuder,l975 to 30th Septeniber
1976.  All taat can be said is that there is no specific apgroval
of the Central SGovernuicat to tie petitioner's officiation for
this  period RQule 9 does not waake it a coudition precedent
for the validity of appointiuent of a non-cadre officer to a
Cadre post Dy the State Jovermuent taat such an appoint:sent
uiust be approved by tie Ceatral Soverni.ent or by the U.P.S.C
in case it eaceeds six .aonths.  All that is requires is that
the State Governuent has to regort tie ai),)ointmént to the
Central Sovermuent and if tie Ceutral Sovermwent directs
that tie appointiuent should be terwiinated, the State Soveri-
et nhas to follow that direction.  Siuilarly, Af the appoiat-
wient is likely to continue for a period eatCeeding sia ionths,
the Ceatral Sovernmient has to report the fact to the U.2.5.C.
to obtain tie Couwuaission's advice and tie Central Sovern.:eut
Can sive suitable directioiis to tiae State Sovernaieat in tae
light of the advice jiven by the Coiniadission. In the instaut
Case, the Ceintral Sovermuent never directed the State Soveru-

went  to terwdnate the petitioners apjointuient. It is  also
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not the case that that the U.P.5.C. tendered any advice to
tie Ceatral Governident that the appointiient be teriiinated.
It is truc that there is no specific approval of the Ceatral
SuveriLient to  tieappointiaent of the petitioner but that is
not & conditivil precedent for a valid appointiaent under lule
J aud the petitioiner's officiation in a seaior cadre post fro..
Rth voveuibern 375 to 30th Septewiben,1d76 cannot be ignored
oit the  grouad  that  tue  appolatuiciit  wdas  aot  specifically
approved by the Central Soverinueat.  Thae  petitioner's  said
officiation caunnot also, be igwored on tae ground that there
Wds 0 vacdncy during  this  period in the proiwsotion  guota
of tuc cadre officers. It is stated ia the return tiat the pro..o-
tion Guoty was 30 prior to st Jctobendd76 and tiat tais was
lucreased to 55 on st Uctooer,l975. It lLas to be noticed
that wileiin & noin-cadre officer whose nanie has coiae in the
Select List is appointed to a senior cadre post, he is aot
appointed to the service.  Qule § dues not regquire tiat appoiat-
meat of a non-cadreofficer to a cadre post can be iiade ouly
wien there is « vacwacy in tie prowotion quota.  All that
the rule says is that the 3tatz Soveri..eat siaould be satisfica
taat there is no suitable cadre officer availuble for filliag
tiae vacancy. Tuae petitioner's agpointuient to the service as
wade Dy the order dated Tta Dece.iber,ld?5 when there was
adiidttedly, a vacancy for niw. in the prowotion quota of cadre
officers.  3ut, as the eaisteunce of a vacaucy is not a coadition
precedent for iauking an appointiieat uader rule 3 of a uon-
Caure officer to a cadre post, tiae petitioner's apgointi.cat
fro.. I0th wovewider 1575 to 30th Jepteaiber, 876 cannot e
held to be invalid or ignored. Ou the sawie reasoning  tie
fact tiat tne State Sovernwicat had over utilised the Deputation
Reserve guota during this period can have no bearing ou the
question of the valicity of the petitioner's appoint.ueiat on
the cadre post. It ..ay be that if the Central Goverinieut
thougt taat tae State Soveriuuent was wrom, in over utilis-
in, tae Dcputation 2eserve,uota whica sadVe rise to a vacaucy
of a cadre post, it could have directeu tie State Soveri.ent
to teriiinate the petitioner's appointiient but sucii a course
was never adopted.  As tae Central Sovernisent did ot issue

aily direction to the State Joveriieit to terwinate tie Jeti-
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petitioner's appointiient, the appointwent has to be held to
be valid and jsiven effect to. The petitioner's continuous offi-
ciation in a senior post frow: 10th Noveiwsber 1975 was in accor-
dance with rule 9 of the Cadre Rules and the saine enures
for his benefit to give hiw seaiority under rule 3(3)(b) of the
Seiiority Rules.  The petitioner ousht to have been assigined
1971 as the ycar of allotuient and given seniority accordingly.”
This eaunciation in Jain's case was followed in sinilar cases of Tiwari

aind others.

22, Ajainst the judgiment of tiae ..adhya Pradesh idign Court

iu Jaiin's aad Tivari's cases, tae Ynivn  Soverac.eat filed agpcals
before tile Supreuie Court, wiich disiiissed thein approving tie reasou-

ing and coaclusions of the ..adnya Pradesih .iigh lourt.

23. On the very guestion, the Supreiie Court in Tiwvari's case
Caglesscyu Lidss

"4, wiere a person otiaer tian a cadre officer is appoiated
to tie oService by prowsotion in accordaiice with sub-r.(l) of
w0 of the ecruitizent Rules, the year of allotuient of the
junior-iawost  antoingst toe officers recruited to tne Service in
accordance with .7 of the Rules who officiated coatinuously
in a senior post froi: a date earlier than tie cowuience.aent
of suci officiation by the foraer, is the deterwinative factor
in allocation of the 'year of allotuieat' uuder ule 3(C)(b)
of tiae OSeniority Rules. Proviso taereto enjoins that the year
of allotuient of an officer appointed to tie Service ia accord-

ance with sub-r.(l) of .0 of the Recraitiient .ules /o started

"-3,;'\-"\\‘; officiating continuously in a sealor post froi. a date earlier
\RETA .
‘ “\ than tae date on walca any of the officers recruited to tae
} ,’ Service in accordance with W7 so started o:fficiatino, shall
t‘ ‘},ﬁ./’"‘ be deteruiined ad hoc by the Ceatral Soverauent in- consul-
& o

Ty WA
P s

tation with the State Sovernuent conceried. Zaplanation |
to .L3(3)b) interdicts that in respect of an officer ayjointed
to tiae Service by prowaotion ia accordance wita sub-r(l) of
KRule 3 of tne Recruitiseat wules, the period of his coatinuous

officiation in a seunior post shall, for purposes of deter.aination
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of his seniority, count only froui the date of inclusion of his
nawie in the Select List, or froin the date of his officiating
appointiient to such senior post, wiichever is later. Caplanation
provides that an officer shall be deenied to have officiated
continuously in a senior post frowr a certain date if during
the period frou. that date to the date of his confiru.ation
in the senior post he continucd to hold without any Dreal
or reversion tne senior post otiierwise than as a purcly tedipo-
rary or local arran,gisent. Iu tiese cases, tie res, 0idents
W0 were appointed to the service by pro.iotion in accordaice
witih sub-r.(l) of %6 of the Recruitiuent Rules were eatitled
under Explanation 1 to have the entire period of conthuuous
officiation in a senior post, for tie purpose of deter.uliativil
of their scaiority, couated fruw: tae date of inclusion of tae ir
nacies il the Select List or frow. tae date of their officiating
agpolut.icat to such senior post, wiichever was later. They
were also eatitled by reason of the legal fictiop contained
in Caplanation 2 to have the entire period of their continuous
officiation witiiout a break in a senlor post froi: the date
of tacir officiating appointiaent - to sucii seulor  post till tie
date of thneir apgointi.eut into the service, counted for purposcs
of deteriiinin, tieir year of allotuweat under L3(3)(b) of tac
Seaiority .lules, It cannot be said taat taeir officiation irs;.
senior post un tie cadre for the periods il yuestion was .erely

fortuituous or stog-gup.

15, e are not iwipressed with tike sududssion that the
power of taue Ceatral Soverniceat under sub-r.(2) to direct
ter.iination of appointicent of a person othier tiail a cadre
officer tu a cadre post for u period eacezding three niontias
or uroc was a larger power and carried witn it the power
to direct curtaili.eat of tie period of officiation of such per-
soi. Jbviously, the power to dircect teruilaation of tie appolit-
ment of a non-cadre officer in a Seaior post is cistinct fro..
tiie power to direct curtailicnt of iis period of officiation,
There is no such provision wade iu the Cadre Rules e.uipowering
the Ceatral Soverunient to direct tie curtailiaent of the period
of officiation of a nou-cadre officer on @ cadre post for pur-

poses of reckonin, his year of allot.ueat under L3(3)L) of
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of the OSeniority Rules. Such a power cannot be spelled o
frou sub-r.(2) of R.9 of the Cadre .ules which confers power
on the Central Sovernuicat to direct terwiination of appointisent
of a uon-cadre officer o o cadre post. In the abscice of
sucilt a provision, the idimpugned order passed by the Central
sovernuient appointing October L1375 as the date frow: which
the period of officiation is to be reckoned for deterniiniag,
the year of allotiucnt under .L3(3)(b) of the Seuiority .iules
was waolly arbitrary and cagricious and therefore rigntly struck
dowin by tie .iigh Court. The failure of the Central Soveri-
weilt to give @ direction under sub-r.(3) of 9 to teruiinate
the appointinent of tihe respondeats iiplics that their coatinuous
officiationn on a cadre post liad tae tacit approval of the Cen-
tral Goverinuent, particularly in view of the fact that tie
Central Goveriuient by letter dated February 13, 1977 reguired
the Otate Sovermuent to subuaiit a consolidated progosal for
approval of officiation of non-cadre officers on cadre posts
for the nalf year einding Septecider 30,1875, This was followead
oy a report of the State Soverncieat dated .aarch 23,1377.
The Celntral Goveracent by order dated Cctover L1873 accorded
its approval to their appointiient ia the Indian Aduiinistrative
oService. Furtheraore, the respoudeats as non-cadre officers
could not be denied the beuefit of coatinuous officiation in
a senior post wuierely because tne State Deputation .Reserve
Juota was over utilised: Harject Singn ve Union of India (1383)
3 SCR 45%: (ALY 1930 3T 1273) and Asarik Singh v. Union
of India,(1360)3 5CR 435:(AL 1930 ST 1447)",
L this enunciation, tie Court had disapgroved the very reason or
Jfound 0 walch  ouverac.eut i its order ccate on 16-3-1u07  had
rejected the claii of tae applicant.  Oua this ratio, the guestion
of approvul by the Jnivii Sovernacat for officiating  aggulatoicuts

against cadre posts does not arise and that sucu service, wiienl it

is coathauods &5 bl Lliie gresent Case, was ovuand to be reckonsd ia
assigning the YOA uider tie Seniority ile,ulations.

]
L

4, In the writ proceedings before the riiga Court, tne respoir

deats haa adwaitted, that if cootinuous officiation of the applicant
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froi. 2-12-1970 to 15-8-1974 was reckoned, tiiea his clai.a for 1969
as s YO dustead of 16T was udncaceptivaavles 1o this application
tiie respouadeats du not  dispute the saine,  In this view, there is
dardly wiay Jround for us o wiiecessarily direct tne Juivn Soveruosent
to re-ciawdne and decide tile watter. e, tnerefore, hold that tie
claii. of applicant for assijac:eut of 1550 as his VoA lustead of
1557 calls for our acceptance..

25. Ui tae Dbasis of his clai... for assiyn.ient of 1353 as his
Ty tie gpplicaut aas also claii.ed for roowotiva to tue Scelection
Jfade aud Super Tiwie Scale of IAS fro.oi tie dates ais loiiediate

juplurs  ere presaoted LY Lause Cadres.  ori ovegsetti arges for tne

orant of tucse reliefs also.

20, Lezurned counsel for taz resgundeints coutend that pro.iotions
to oclectivie Srade and Super Thae Scule adad o De coasidered by
tiie State Soverilacht aind  apgrogriate orders iade in accorduice

with law,

27, The fact that tie epplicant Lets an earlier year as uis
Jod aoes aul wy dtsell entitle aii. to clai, for gru..otivis to oelec-

tion orade aad Suger Tiaie Scale of 1a3.
28, wihetier aay of his lLu.iediate juaiors  were prowioted to

. - sk R ol £ i o Gl = i
Liause Cauleo wilua 1T [SEC PR B 0 VR witdt dutes and Lol waetiael e S

| suitaole for prowsotion or aot, aave all to be edai.ined aind decided

Sy olate Suvelnaeat iu tae first Lustauce, @u cccordaice  Wita lua.
vy taerefore, coasider it proper to issuc wpprogriate directions i
Lilal bdildlfn

3 "

23. Lu tac ligat of our adove discussion, we wwoke the followiig,

orders aind wirectioas:



(a)

(b)

eirsu

e

e guasilt Order  o.14014/33-A15(1) dated 18-3-1967 (Annesure-

=AlD) issued by Sovernwent of Iadia.

vie declare, that tie agglicant was entitled for assijmacnt
of 150 as iis year of alloti.cnt, uader tihe Seuiority .lejula-

tiviis,.

. . 1 ! e -
we direct responceat-2 - Goveriient of Llaraataka, to reckos

tic year of allotinait of tue applicail as 1303 iustead of 1507

under  tiie Seuadority  acgulations  and  regulate  all nis  furtier
SToutias nd  condlbivas of  service wa uiat :.Jui-ii.a, till e
retired fro.. service and eatead to bioe all sacn couscqueittial

veaclits ducludluy c.ouctary ocuefits, Lo waicn de I8 entitled,

including revision of Liat eCuLe viti

all

Seisioi Liddy leCessary
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REGISTERED

P
s @  -CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH
¥* 9 % H ¥ kK
e
il | Commercial Complex (BDA)
Indiranagar
Bangalore - 560 038
Dated 3
30 AUG 1988
J?TEMPT PETITION APPLICATION NO. 61 /88
CIVIL) ‘
V.0, NO. IN APPLICATION NO, 453/87(F) /
Applicant(s) ReSpundent(é}
Shri D, Nagsetti V/s The Secretary, M/o Personnel, Public
To Grievances & Pension, New Delhi & another

1. Shri D, Nagsetti
423, Upper Palace Orcharde
Bangalore - 560 080

2, The Secretary
Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances & Pension
Department of Personmel & Training
New Delhi
3. The Chief Secrstary
Govt., of Karpataka
Vidhana Soudha
Bangalore = 560 001

4, Shri S.V, Narasimhan
State Govt. Advocate
Office of the Advocate General (KAT Unit)
BOA Commercial Complex
Indiranagar
Bangalors - 560 038

5. Shri M, Vasudeva Rao
Central Govt. Stng Counssl
High Court Building
Bangalors = 560 001

Subject ¢ SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed herewith the cgp( nfio§DER/sxax/xnxznnwktmarnx
Ll C. P, (Civil -
passed by this Tribunal in the above said/application(s) on 19-8-88

2~V 0 n O .
&éﬁ' Y- > J\;\,&_/‘d ~— L
DEPUTY REGISTRAR <

Encl : As above ~ (3UDICIAL) _ 2
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH: BANGALORE

Dated, the 19th day of August, 1 9 8 8.

Present

THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE K.S.PUTTASWAMY VICE CHAIRMAN
THE HON'BLE MR. P.SRINIVASAN ol MEMBER(A)

CONTEMPT PETITION NO.61 OF 1988
in
APPLICATION NO. 453 OF ] 9 8 7.

D.Nagsetti S/o Siddlingappa,

64 years, Retd.Govt.Servant

No.423, Upper Palace Orchards,

Bangalore-560 080. .. Petitioner.

(Applicant in person)

—-VS o=

1. The State of Karnataka (since deleted vide order
dated 20-7-1988).

The Union of India by its Substituted
Secretary, Ministry of vide order
Personnel, Public Grievances j dt. 20-7-1988.
and Pensions,

New Delhi.

Sri A.B.Datar, I.A.S.,

Chief Secretary to

State of Karnataka,

Vidhana Soudha, :

Bangalore-560 0OOl. _ .. Bespondents.

_(Sri M.Vasudev Rao, Addl.Standing Counsel for Central

Government, for B-1l; Shri S.V.Narasimhan, Government
Advocate for R-2).

This



This petition coming on for hearing
this day, the HON'BLE VICE CHAIRMAN made the
| : following:

ORDER

Learned Counsel for the réspondents
report that the Order dated 9-10-1987 in
Application No.453 of 1987 made by this Tribunal
had been complied with by them, in letter and
spirit. Shri Nagsetti, who is the petitioner
‘herein, does not rightly dispute this fact.
In this view, trtese contempt proceedings are

liable to be dropped.

2. We, therefore, drop these contempt

proceedings. But, in the circumstances of the

case, we direct the parties to bear their own

o
Sa|- -
(K.Sf;UTTASWAMY) t"(’ !
VICE CHAIRMAN.
Sd)-

(P. SRINIVASAN)
MEMBER(A).
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