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ORDER (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Mr. Justice V. 8. Malimath, Chairman)

The complaint in this case is that the direction issued
by the Tribunal in QA 878/89 dated 12.2.19?0 has bheen
Qiolated. The direction required the respondents to finalise
as eariy‘ as possible buot not later than four months the
charge-sheets pending against the petitionerl,-The, complaint.

is that the charge—sheets have not been disposed of. In the

reply, it is stated that all the charge-sheets which were

A

adverted to by the petitioner in his original application have

been disposed. of . Particulars of the same have also been
furnished. In the rejoinder filed by the petitioner it is
stated that the decisions have not been taken within the
specified time and that the same have not been amnwunicatea.
There is no good reason for us to reject the statement of the
respondents that all the charge-shests have been disposed of,

QN&/particulars of which have also keen given in the reply.



-

2. Az far as the charge at §1. No. 3 is cnncerned the

stand taken is that there 'is no-such charge levelled acalnbt

the petitioner. If that is'so, the question of disposing the

‘same of does not arise. However, thev say that there is

anothef*_chargefsheet‘ though not-referred to in the original
application which relateg to the unauthorised rétentién of the
Railway CQuarter by ”thé petitioner. The fespcndents have
stated that an inquiryl is pendiﬁg and the same will be
finalisgd very shortly. . They have aléb stated that an_énnunt

of Rs.800/- 1is being deducted from the petitioner in respect

" of the unauthorised occupation of the Railway Quarter. They

havefalso ‘relied upon “a statemeﬁt given by the petitioner
agreeing to the deduction of Rs.800/- in this behalf. Though
thé learﬁed counsel for:the-petitidner sﬁbmits that the said
statement could not -héve been given woluntarily by the
petitioner, ‘it is difficult to accept this  contention.
Besides, it was also complained by the learned counsel for the
petitioner that dedqction at the rate of Rs.800/- per month
from his meagre salary willx cause great hardship £o the
petitioner and that the said deduction also has the effect of
violating the order of'tbe'Tribunal. We fina that there is no
directiop in regard to this aspect of the matﬁer in the
judgmeﬁt of the Tribunal. Hence, the quéstion of carrectneés'
or otherwise of the déduction in respect gf the . alleged

unauthorised oceupation does not arise.

3. No examination in the present DIOCP@dlngS under the

Contempt of Courts Act is possible. We leave the parties to

/w/ wLLP—out their rlghts in appropriate proceedings in this
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behalf. ks we find that there is compliance with the

direction of the Tribunal, we do not consider it necessary to
AN

pursue with these proceedings and the same are accordingly

dronped. - 7{)
: 7. . /‘/_ k
R
i/ ,/7\)‘ -
// '//
Q.-at,"’*" ) . )
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