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ORDE1 

Per Dr. A.R. Basu,A.M. 

This contempt petition has been filed by the applicant for non- 

compliance of the order of this Tribunal dated 07.03.2005 passed in 

O.A.No.1475/1996 which reads as follows:- 

"The upshot of the aforesaid discussion leads us to an inescapable 
conclusion that there is ample substance in this Original Application 
and the same stands allowed accordingly. The complete disciplinary 
proceedings including the impugned penalty order dated 
30.10.96(A17) is hereby quashed and the applicant shall be entitled to 
all consequential benefits including reinstatement as if no such orders 
were in existence. This order shall be complied with within a period 
of three months from today. No costs. However, the competent 
authority is given liberty to take appropriate action in the same matter 
but fmalise the same within a period of not later than four months 

from today." 

2. 	Contention of the applicant is that the respondents/contemners 

deliberately and willfully disobeyed the order of the Tribunal and instead the 

alleged contemner No.3 in the meanwhile initiated action for further 
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enquiry against the applicant and communicated the applicant about this on 

29.6.05. The applicant has stated in the contempt petition that the alleged 

contemfler NO.3 has violated a specific order of his 
reinstatement in service 

by 7.6.05 i.e. 3 months 
 from the date of issue of the order and be cannOt 

now take undue a
dvantage to resort to initiate action for further enquiry by 

having deliberately disobeyed the order of this Tribunal. 

3. 	The alleged contemners have filed detailed reply and tendered 

unqualified apology. In the reply they have stated that in 
compliance of the 

order of the Tribunal the respondent concerned issued an order vide Memo 

F-2/25-96 dated 29.06.05 to give consequential benefits to the petitioner and 

issued an order on 1.7.2005 for taking disciplinarY action 
at the same time  

against him. The responde
nts/contemners have submitted that they have 

duly implemented the order of the Tribunal and they have reeed'for the 

delay. They have stated that the matter was delayed on technical ground and 

nothing has been done deliberatelY for nonimpleflentatb0n of the order of 

the Tribunal. They further stated that the put off duty allowance w.e.f. 

13.1.1997 was paid to the applicant on 19.8.2005. Th
e  petitioner has been 

reinstated in seryice on 18.8.2005 as GDS Branch Postmaster, Jyangra, 

4. 	
After bearing the id. Counsel for both sides and on going through the 

a! has been substantially 
record, we are satisfied that the order of the Tribun 


