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Hon'ble Justice Shri C.Ramanujam, Vice Chairman,

Hon'ble Shri Ajay Johri, Member(A),

7 (Delivered by Hon. G.Ramanujam, V.C.)

This application for contempt proceadines—

under the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971, was originally
: : m O-S e G\ Gg
filed as Misc, Case No, 30 of 198ﬁ¢0n the file of
,¥E court of Munsif IX, Jhansi. After the constitution
of Central Administrative Tribunals the main case
(0.S.No, 417 of 1982) as also this contempt petition
(Misc.Case No. 30 of 1984) stood transferred to the

file of this Tribunal by virtue of Section 29 of

i | | the Administraetive Tribunals Act,

0.S.No, 417 of 1982, which stcod trans-

ferred to this Tribunal, has been disposed of on

MO
merlits and there is no controversyﬁas regards

th at subject-matter,

This application relates to the Gﬁn:ﬁ,ﬁfafgf
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for giving evidence and depésing as a witﬁééﬁ“&ﬁf;;
the said suit. Consequent upon Gulab Chand's.' :
having given evidence as a witness in that suit,
the respondents by an order dated 18,6.1984
ordered the retention of settlement dues amounting
to Rs. 2,000/~ of the sesid Gulab Chand. The
applicant filed this application for taking

action against the respondents under the Contempt
of Courts Act on the ground that the action taken
by the respondents in passing the order dated

18.6.1984 amounted to contempt of court.

According to the applicant, no action
could be taken against a person for giving evidence
in a court of law, and, if such actions are
permitted, it will clearly amount to interference
with the administretion of justice and with the
course—ef—taw; and, therefore, the order dated
18,6.1984 passed by the respondents directing

retention of Rs., 2000/- from the settlement dues i
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due to the said Gulab Chand on the sole ground that ;Afl;

he gave evidence in a court of law, cannot lagally
be sustained &n%_it also amounts to interfexaaﬁ§+;ﬁi

with the course of justicerhich clearly amQWﬁi; 3

to CDntempt of court.
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| dated 18.6.1984 on the faée of 1t clesnly |
-}i;ff%ﬁéﬂwétentian of Rs. 2,000/~ from the ﬁgttgg*
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for his conduct in giving evidence in a court case,

s s )

dues due to the said Gulab Chand was ﬂrﬂared-ﬁwiﬁig_"

It is by now well established that any penel action

taken dagainst a witness for deposing in a court of
law will clearly amount to interference with the
course of justice and such a penal action cannot be
toleratec by courts as that will not only lead to
miscarriage of justice but will also become a deterrent
for persons who will be willing to come as a witness
before a court of law and speak the truth. Thus, the
respondents in this case are not legally justified

to initiate the penal action to retain a sum of

Rs. 2,000/- from the settlement dues due to the said
Qulab Chand, who was examined as a witness in O.S.

Noe, 417 of 1982, and their conduct in issuing the order
dated 18,6,1984 clearly amounts to contempt., Whether

the said Gulab Chand was examined on the side of the

applicant or on the side of the Department, the position ¥
remains the same and nu action could be taken against ﬁfﬁﬁ

him for appearing as a witness in a court of law except i

when he is proceeded ageinst for giving false evidence,

which is not the case here.

However, though we hold that the cos

cation dated 18.6.1984 directing the retention
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18,6.1984,to the said Gulab Chand with simple

interest at the rate of 9% from the date of
retention, i.e. 18.6.1984, till the date of payment.
We further direct the respondents to comply with

this order within a period of three months from

this date.
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This application (Misc. Case No., 30 of 1984)

is disposed of accordingly.
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Vice Chairman. Member(A).
February 17, 1987,

H.Pr,/

[ i .
- i
i



