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Central administrative Tribunal (::
principal Bench: MNew Daelhi B

C.P. Mo. 265&6/2002 In
D.A. No.947/2002

This the 22Znd day of October, 2002

Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi swaminathan, vice-Chairman (J)
Hon>ble Shri V.K. Majotra, Member {(A)

shri Kant
s/0 shri Dharambir Singh
R/io C-252/1, Gali mMo.lZ,
Bhajan Pura,
pDelhi.
~petitioner

(By Advocate: shri Ashish Kalia)
Versus

1. Shri a.X. 8ingh,
- Sacretary,
iﬁ council for Scientific
g ' & Industrial Research,
Rafi Marg, New Delhi-l

2. shri 3S.K. Brahamchari.,
Director
Center for Biochemical Technolody
NFBGR ,

Mall Road, Delhi.
' Contemnors/

(By advocate: shri Kapil Sharma with
shri S.X. Brahmchari,
respondent No.2

ORDER. (Oral)

Hon’ble Smt. La,lg%amwiWiw,awm,iwnwawt,n@a.»Miiqugna,imm...(.J).
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We have heard the learned counsel for
.petitioner, the learned counsel for thé respondents
and perused the relevant documents on record. Dufing
hearing. Shri Ashish Kalia, learned ocounsel has
submitted a letter said to be the resignation letter
of the petitioner dated 30.%.2002 which has been
received and accepted by the concernad contraétor who
had .allowed him to work with the respondént
organisation (copy placed on record). shri ashish

Kalia, learned counsel has submitted that even as late
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as  16.4.2002 {(wrongly tvped as 1902 in the proforma
invéice” page-10 of the paperbook), the petitioner had
worked with the respﬁndents, This has been stoutlwy
denied by Shri Kapil Sharma, learned counsel who has
submitted that as per attendance register maintained
bv the respondents in the office (Annexure R-1) the
applicant had not reported for duty after 1..4.200%.
Me has also submitted that the other documents relied
upon by the petitioner in the Contempt Paetitian
subsequent to 1.4.2002 are not correct documents and
hawve been manipulated and faked by the petitioner. He
has drawn our attention to pages 33 to 38 aAnnexures to
the reply affidavit with reference to enqguiry numbei
9%33. Departmental representative Shri Pankalj Bansal,
Senior Sales and Distribution Officer who is present
in court has also explained thé generation of these
raelevant documents from the office computer as on
27.03,2002 with reference to Enquiry'dated 25.02.2002
which was despatched from the office on 02.04.200%
(PPage-32).  The date of Enquiry i“e, 25.02.2002 was
manipulated and altered to 10.04.2002. The
_maniéulation is established from the date of despatch
i.e. 02,04_2002 (Page-38). Thus, the date in the
computar related to the concernad enquiry was
25.2.2002 and not 10.4.2002 which was manipulated and

not computer generated.

2. The learned counsel of respondents produced a
copy of resignation letter dated 30.03.2002 of the

applicant effective from 01.04.2002 which had been
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accepted on 30.03.2002 itself to establish that “there
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was ho gqguestion of applicant attending office after
21.03.2002. ‘

3. Dﬁring the hearing., the learned counsel for
the petitioner was asked to. show the aforesaid
resignation document to the applicant who is also
present in court. The applicant admits that the
signature in the document is his and was not able to
explain further satisfactorily how he continued to
work with the respondent organisation after 1.4.2002
as submitted by his learned counsel. At this stage,
Shri Ashish Kalia, learned counsel has tendered
profusé apology for the miécondﬁct and improper action
of  the petitioner in misleading the court, which
aﬁparantly was a deliberate action on the part of the
petitionesr. In  this connection, it is relevant to
note that the Tribunal vide order dated 15.4.2002 had
recorded the statement of Shri Ashish Kalia, learned
counsel for applicant that "the learned counsel stated
that applicant isAcontinuing with respondents e?en on
that date". From the submissions made by the learned
counsel for the parties today and after perusal of the
relevant documents on record, we are satisfied that
the petitioner is guilty of contempt of court by his
misconduct and misleading the court for ulterior
motives. -Shri Ashish Kalia, learned counsel has tried
to plead that the applicanﬁ being a young man of 25'
yvears may be let off with a warning or a token fine.
We are not impressed with this argument because the

applicant has deliberately and wilfully misled the
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court. He has also briefed his counsel to make the
aforesaid statement that he is continuing to work with

the respondents even on 15.4.2002 when the status-quo

order was issued on that date. Further, he is

continuing with the misconduct when he has filed C.P.,
which conduct is highly deprécated and has to be dealt

with suitably as it is not in the public interest.

4.: In the present case, in view of the misconduct )
of  the applicant who has admitted the samé .in  open
court today, that after submitting his resignation
from the respondent organisation w.e.f. 1.4.2002, he
hasA atggﬁded the office, which is also borne out by
the relevant Sfficial records, copies of which have
been annexed with the reply filed by them, we see no
reason to show any ;eniency to the petitioner. . For
the reasons stated above, Contempt petition 266/200%2

is dismissed. Notices issued to the alleged

cantemners are discharged.

5. In the facts and circumstances of the case,
the petitioner is directed to pay a fine of Rs.5000/~
(Rupses five thousand only) to the respondents, to be

adjusted against any pavments which is outstanding to

the petitioner, including his Provident furnd dues.

6. In wview of the above, Shri ashish Kalia,
learned ocounsel seeks permission to withdraw from

0A-947 /2002 and that it may be dismissed. In the
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fag%$z and circusmstances of the sdddl%t&d case and the
ﬂ )ﬁ/ \‘\
Aﬁdsconduct of the applicant, 0&8~-947/2002 is also

dismissed. No costs.
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(v.K. Majotra) (smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member (A) Vice-~Chairman (J)
oe.



