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Subject: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 
IN APPLICATION NO. 	71 	77' 679 7611(7) 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the OrderAi r-- 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on 	3Sept I'?8. 
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Orders of Tribunal 

23,9,1986: 

The charge levelled against 
the applicant by the 3rd res-
pondent (R3) is that the claim 
preferred by b him in respect 
of advance drawn by him for 
Leave Travel Concession for 
himself and his fad1y members 
was fraulent. The applicant 
practiály admitted the charge 
in his explanation and requestec 
for leniency. After considirin€ 
the explanation, R3 passed an 
order imposing on the applicant 
the penalty of reduction to the 
post of peon from the post of 
Clerk which he was holding. 
This order was set aside by the 
I-Ugh Court of Karnataka in W.P. 
No.10262 /78 giving liberty to 
the R3 to pass fresh orders 
imposing any other penalty. 
Thereupon, an order was passed 
by R3 reducing the pay of 
applicant from ls.314to k. 284 
in the timescale of pay of 
Is. 260-400 for 

p0 4- cf 
years w.ef. 17.11.t. i977 

appeal, the 2nd respondent 
(R2) modified the above order 
by reducing the pay of the 
applicant for a period of 2 

20,2.1980. 

Shri Anandaramu, counsel 
for the applicant, sub its,that 
his client is not aggrieved by 
the order passed by R2ç but his 
grievance is that the High Court 
having permitted R2 to pass a 
fresh order, it could be done 
only once, but not repeatedly. 

We find consider,le force 
in the submission made by Shri 
Anandarainu. In fact, Shri N. 
Basavaraju, counsel for the 
respondents, could not satis-
factorily explain how the 
annexures to the W.P., viz., 
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T_ 	Orders of Tribunal 

I, N, 0, 0.1, and Q. could pe passed 
by the respondents, when the order 
of the High Court iv.rr categori-
cal and clear as to Its scope and 
content. 

We, therefore, set aside all 
orders passed by the respondents, 
except the one passed by the 2nd 
respondent in appeal against the 
order passed by P3-,?L 3w 	cLJ. 

In the result, the application 
is allowed, to the extent indicated 
above. 

(L .H .A. REGd)' (CH. RAMAKRISHNA kAu) 
23.9.1986 	23.9.1986. 
MMBER(AM) 	MEMBER (Ju) 

this. 

6 

ricH 

 


