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BEFORE THE CENTRAL AD1INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

' 	 8ANGALOE BENCH BANGALDRE 

DATED THIS THE 13TH N atJb1BER 1987 

Present 	Honble Shri TP.5rthivcaen Nember(A) 

Hon' ble Shri 	h,Ramakriahfla Rao .\ Mnber(3) 

'PLICATION NO, 913/66 	/ 

ShrI M.V,riathJ 
Civilian 	tor<eper, GradTh- 
No.1365922, Head\QuarterB9  
madras Engineer Group & Cantre, 
6A'JGALORE560042, 	 ... Applicant 

(Shri K.T,Panikar, 	Advocate) 

V3 

Union of India, 	by its Secretary, 
maniatry of Defmce, 
Rakeha Shavan, NEW DELHI-10 

The EngineeriflChie, 
Army Headquarters, 
DHQ Post, New Delhi—li. 

The Commandant, 
Head Quarters, 
r1draa Engineering Group & Ctre, 
Post Bag No.4200, 
BANGALORE560042. 

(Shri M.Vasudeva RaoAJvocate)... Respondants 

This application came up t'or hsaring this 

Tribunal on 28-94987 and HonbleShri P. Srinivasan, 

rernber (A), 	today made the Vo1lng 

ORDER 

The applicant, who was working so a Civilian 

Store Keeper Grade II, Training Battalion II, fadraS 

Engineering Group and Centre (MEG&C), Bangalore, was I 

rood rrom earvice arter a depart2ntal inquiry by 

. order passed on 15-5-1985 by the DiacpliflaI'Y Authority 
I? 

/1 -  (DA), 	,a, 	the Comrnandant 	iiG&C, 	Banga..or3 (Respondent 3). 

.'---'-- 
An appeal againt this ordor filed by the applicant was 

rejected by the Engineer—in—Chi 	(Appellate Authority) 

(AA)9  Army HaadUartOrO 	Not Delhi (R 	pcndont 2)0 by 

order dated 211-1986 	in thio appllc6ticniv the 



11 

ue to quash the orJr dated 155—iS5 

(xurai) of the DA as well as t -  order dated 

212..1985 (Annaxurs—il) of the AA. 

The reepondants.have filed their reply to 

Na epplLczt;ton. Shri KTPerukcr, learned counsel 

ior the ppplicant v  and Shri M,Vasudeva Reo lamed 

cnssi rr the k7espandents have also bern hearth. The 

hring of this application was spread over seven days 

and voluninouC paper books have bei filed by both 

Rpondsnt 3 issued a memorandum on 22-9-1961 

(Annsure 15) to the applicant proosing to hold an 

inquiry under Rule 14 of the Central Civil Services 

(Classification v  Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965 

(the Rules for short). Articles of charge enclosed with 

the said aecnorandum as Annexure I 1,,sad as Vol1owa 

Artic1e of Charge I: Tha 	the said Shri 
M,V.Mathew (P/SK Ii No.L385922) while 
functioning as Storskeepr in Training 
Battalion III, Madras Enijneer Group and 
Centre, forged the medical certificate 
of fitfl55, 

Artic1e of Charge Ii s That the said Shri 
M,V,Ilathew (P/5K No.1385922) while 
functioning as Storskeepr in Training 

( Battalion III, Madras Eninear Group and 
Centre, produced the forged medical Certi— 

) ficate of fitness as genuine one knowing 
fuiy well that it has been forged by. hie 

4q to cover up h.a period o 	absence.'2  

The staternent of imputation of nu.sconduct relating to 

these two ertc1es of charge were also annexed to the 

said memorandura as Annexure H. 	The statmt is 

brif and is, therefore, roproduc& 	be1ow 

'Artic1e of Charge I g That the said Shri 
M.I.Mathew (QP/SK II No.1385922) forged 
o Medical Certificate o?fitheae, issued 
by Doctor B.Venkata Raoi L.M.P. Shanti 
Clinic, Ulsoor, Bangalcre-8, en 16 Sep 74 
by osnd1ng the dates un.uvder to suit 
his period of abeence 



Orlinal dato Amrndiad date 

25 Aug 74 	25 Aug 74 
to 	 to 

16 Sap 74 	11 Oct 74 

7 Oct 74 

(c) Date of,  issue ä 
edicai certificate 	 15 Sap 74 	11. Oct 74 

Article of Charge II g That the said Shri P1OVO P1athaw 
(QP/SK IX No013B5922) has producdt the forged Medical 
certificate of fitness das genuine one and thus mis— 
repreeented his period of absence cnowing fully well 
that tho tiodical Certificate tbr fithess has been 
intentionally amanded to cover up his period of 
absence," 

Only to docurnents were listed in Annexurs III by which the 

articles ot charge were proposed to be ustained viz0 (a) 

aec2jcal .fithosa certificate dated 16-9-1974 issued by 

Or. 	Inkat Rac and (b) statement dated 14-10-1974 from 

Shri M.U. Mathew. 	No witnesses were proposed to' be suamonad 

to prove the articles of charge. 

40 	 It appears that in respect of the same charges 

discp1inary proceedings were initiated earlier on 2-11-1974 

and by an order dated 4-2-1975 (said to have bean communicated 

to the applicant on 25-1975) 	the DR directed that the 

applicant "will be roved from service" and an appeal against 

that order was rejected by the AR as belated by,  an crdr.  dated 

13-7-1975. 	The applicant then tiled a writ petition (WP No. 

6209/75) before the High Court of Kanataka. 	This writ 

petit.cmn was dismisised by the High Court bY judgment dated 

10-1-1978 on the ground that the applicant was pursuing an 

aternativo reeeth of review oetore the  Prssidit of India. 

The 	pp1icston for review tiled by te applicant was decided 

I 

by the President or 	Lndia an 14-6-1931 	The President 	in 

effac 	oct saida the orders of the DiaciliflarY and 

Appellate authorities by issuing the rollowing dicciGne 

Date Of t attiant as 
per riadical certificate 
of ritness 

Date tit to rasUmG 
cjty 1?Sep 74 



ee ic remittad,  to ta ccpett 
dcip1inary authority for 	,itiat1n 
frrcih diacipliflary prcesdinge from  
cha90 sheet etage and for paoeig 
pppi3t5 

It wes in purcJnce of thi s  crdcar that. tha Mordua 

dated 229981 referred to In the earlIer pragraph 

was iseusd by the DA 

An Inquiry Officer (10) tas appointGd to conduct 

the iflqUirYQ 	The 10 aubmitted hia1report. 	The 10 rscord?d 

a rinding that the chargee IaVQiIed againat the applicant 

had been proved. 	Thereupon the DAPi  egreeifl9 with the 

finding of the 10 imposed tha penalty of reuoial from  

seriice by order dated 15-61955. 	.e already stated the 

appeal riled against the ordor of. 
 the DA was dismissed by 

the AA by order dated 21-1-1936. 

The first ground of objection raised by Shri 

Panikar, learned counsel for the applicantp was that on 

22-24985 when the rnatter wee tixad before the Inquiry Off'icer 

the applicanta defce assistant was there on times  but the 

Inquiry Officer prceedd with th 	inquiry ax parte and 

closed the proceedinga that day iLlf0 	The Inquiry officer  

ecerdod that the applicant did not report till 0925 hours 

on that day, though the inqui:y wa1b to Co 	enca at 0900 hra. 
X. 

in facts  he also recorded that the presenting officer was 

e10 net present till 0925 hrs. 	The appliCafltI3 defence 

assistant was there before the Inquiry africerg ,  but still 

the Inquiry Officer decided to go ahead with the inquiry 

ox parts0 	Pcording to Shri Panikarg the applicant reached 

the place at 0925 hours but the Inquiry 0f?cer akd hio 

to get out. 	The applicant had to wait outside while the 

4 nquiry pr ceedse ox parts. 	This amounted to dial of 

lr opportunity to the applicant to pesant hia case. 	The 

oppliant was pt enaerlier days as the record of the 

inquIry wou.d ohc. 	ins appLiCant a 6 a d d z 000e 	a 



to thz 7nq1_14 :y Oficar GA 25-1953 in tthich ha had aekad 

ror puctcn by the presenting ocsr of the letter 

oddreeeed by the authorities to Dr. Venkata Rca in reply 
1 

to which the letter ha clarified that he had not made 

the changes in the date4n the fith sscertirLcata issued 

by him. The applicant had also objected to the Inquiry 

Orricar takinq cn record the alleged conreesion eade by 

H 	the applicant in his letter dated 1410-1974 cited as 

one ef the documents in support of the charge mseo. He 

had contond9d that if the letter addressed to the doctor 

could not be produced, the doctors $ letter denying that 

he had made the changes in the dates should have been proved 

by the prsentirig ofriceL' by summoning the doctor. The 

appiicant' a contention was that the so-called letter of 

confession dated 14-10-1974 had been obtained from him 

by coercion by Capt. Pillel and that, thererore, the truth; 

of the cnfsjQn should be proved by summoning Capt0 Pillai 

to the inquiry. The Inquiry Otfic* had declined to summon 

the doctor an the ground that the letter denying that he 

made any correction was duly siied by him. He had also 

declined to summon Capt. Pilisi taking the view that the 

letter dated 14-10-1974 sied by the applicant cannct be 

treated as having been obtained under coercion. The doctor 

and Capt. Pi1li were necessary witnesses whom the appli-

cant cauld havb cross-examined to establish that he had not 

rorqed the correction of dates in the fithees certiticate 

and that he had written the so-called letter of ccnfesiOn 

on 14-10-1974 under coercion prom Capt0 Pilisi. The 

ort'ence With which the appiicnt wbs charged was that he 

had forged the ithQ crtificstJafld this charge was 

sought to be oustaned with ret'er1ce to his so-called 

000ssicn. 

 

By not summoning the cactar and Capt. PIllei 



U) 
the applcsnt was d -iied the oppornity at refuting G4* 

the ohrç3 by oz'oer 	oso— 	intion0 The rpcndents, 

in their reply contended that because the inquiry use 

ax psrta the Lins of prcIing the docutita tar 

oustaLning the charge could not btolloued. The Inquiry 

I 	Otticer was not right in proceeding with the inquiry ax 

parte on 22-21935 and he was also not justitied in not 

ecningthe doctor and Capt. Pillei to prove the docu—

ents cited by the presenting ottice to sustain the charge 

against the applicant. 	Thcre was thus blatant dtai of 

natural justice. 

Shri Jssudeva Ra0 9  learnd counsel tar the 

• respandentsp eubittad that prjnci11es of natural justice 

require that Aoties shauld be iaaued to the applicant 

• and he should be givsn an opportunity of presenting his 

case. 	Adequate notice was given to the applicant 8nd 

oppertunitiec were also given to him at being heard. 	On 

2221985 	the applicant did not come to the place of 

inquiry in time and oven earlierp the applicant had been 

late to attend the inquiry thd had given evasive replies 

to questions eakad of hica. 	It was clear that the appli— 

cent.was only trying to delay the,  proceedings and so the 

Inquiry Of1ce: Was right in proceeding t.th the inquiry 

ex porte. 	The inquiry Oricar relt that  it tas not necessary 

to summon the doctor and Capt. Pil Jai and he was within his 

right to come to that decision. 

Atter careful 6onsideration, we are of the view 

that the inquiry Cffcar was not right in declining to 

the doctor end Capt. P±lla. 	The praent1ng ofticer 

had 	ttd that the letter addraosad to the doctor. which 

elicIted the doctora reply danyig that he had rada crectisn 

- 
Ifl ''itnsoo certiticeta was not svdilablo. 	The applicant then 

required that the doctor be eumoi1sd and eacaIned as to why 

• he wrote  the reply. 	The purpose else was to enable the 
' 	1 	•' 
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applicant to cros uaeine the doctor to bring out the true 

state of efteire in regard to the correction in detec in the 

tlthesa certiticata. The confessional stetetsent said to 

have been made by the applicant on 14-10-1974 which has 

played a big part in coming to the concluaion that he use 

guilty of the charge was explainod away by the applicant as 

having been made under coercion brought on hits by Capt. Pillai. 

When the applicant wanted CaptoPillai be cuemmoned at the 

inquiry, the request could not have been brushed aside by 

merely saying that the ccnfeesional letter could not have 

been given under coercion bocase that amounted to begging 

the  question. The applicant was thus denied an opportunity 

tO establish, if pomeible, by roms-exeeinin9 Capt.Pillai 

that the eoalled con femsional etatemit was obtained under 

coercion. The respondents havC in their reply referred to 

a letter dated 31-1-1975 (AnnexUra R-lQ to the reply of 

the respondents) said to have been written by the applicant 

admitting that he had coeeittd the aistake. Shri Panikar 

rightly ob3ectsd to this on the ground that it was not a 

document cited at the inquiry and as such he had no oppor- 

tunity to explain why this letter was written. We suet 

agree that a document not toreinc pert of the inquiry 

proceedings cannot be relied upon at this stage. We are 

,also not satieried that the Inquiry Officer was right in 

proceeding with the inquiry ax parta on 22-2-1985. The 

recorde show that the app1icart was present on all earlier 

occasions. The inquiry Ofticar. has hiosmif recorded the 

presence of the datence áasiatsnt on 22-2-1985 at the 

appointed time. The record aede by him that the applicant 

did not turn till 0925 hrs augestm that the applicant 

did costa at 0925 hours i.e. 2J minutes late as contended 

on behalf of the applicant. The applicant himself wrote 

on 23-2-1985 to say that he was prceant on the earlier day 

and yet the Inquiry Officer had proceeded ax parts. We 

are, therefore, of the view that by going ahead with the 



cur/ e )' 	an 22 / 965 and 	i t an C.;xCusrz,  

?o 	not povinr4  th doauments T e1jod upon by the prntng 

c.ounod to sioiatLon of principles of ncturl 

ustica. 

9. 	in the view taken by us in the previous paragraph, 

it Is not necedsary to go into the other argument.s put 

roward by Shri Panikar. Since they inquiry Q?ficr did not 

follow the principles of natural just.ica, as noticed by us 

in the previous paragraph, the finding in the Inquiry has 

to be struck dow4l and therefore the orders of the 

discIplinary and appellate authorities irnposing the  

punishnent on the applicant art also liable to be struck 

down. 

/ o. 	we therefore strike doan the order dated 

15-6-'1985 of the dIsciplinary authotity (Annexure—! 

page 26 to the application) and order dated 21-1-1986 

psesed by the appellatE authority (Annexure—Il page 27 

to the applieti0). 	The disciplinary authorIty will 

be at libarty to conduct fresh inq'.iiry in accordance with 

iew. 	The applicant 8hould be rsintatod in the post 

he was holdIng before he was removâd from service unless 

he diecplinary &utharity decides to hold a rurther 

inquiry and the ptovisione of rule 10(4) of the Central ( 

Civil Services (Classification q  Control and Appeal) Rules, 

1965v  corne into opr3tion. 	If the applicant is so 

roinatatad, he should be paid salary and allowencea from 

the date tron which he was ramoved'from sotvide till the — 
date of reinstteent. 

11, 	in the result, the application is allowed. 

Part1ae to bear their own costs. 
ifli 

-- 	 tL 	 Fi.L! 	TUdAL\1 t 	, 
j4pP'CAL tjUCU 

GALORE iE1B1R() 	'r 	 E1BER(A) 

Oh 





REGISTERED 

, 	,.. 	 CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBLrAL 
V 	

BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex (BOA) 
md iranagar 
Bangalore - 560 036 

Dated : 9 AUG1988 
I 

CONTEMPT OF COIRT APPLICTIDNNQ. 

IN APPLICATION NO. 

Apliôant (sJ, 

Shri M.V. Mathw 

To 

60 - 
J88 

Respondent(s) 

V/a 	The Commandant, MEG & Centre, Bangalore 

Shrj. M.V. Mathew 
12/1 9  lot Street 
3ai Bharath Nagar 
Bangalore - 560 042 

Shri K.T. Panikar 
Advocate 
67/2, Osborne Road 
Bangalore - 560 042 

The Commandant 
Madras Engineering Group & Centre 
Poet Box No. 4200 
Bangalore - 560 042 

Shri M. Vasudava Rao 
Central Govt. Stng Counsel 
High Court Building 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Subject 	SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BYTHE 'BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 
Contempt of Cou t 
	

3-8-88 
" 

assed by this Tribunal' in the above said/application(s) on  

End. : As above 
fE9PUTY  

4 c.. 	 (JuDIcIAL 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE 

DATED THIS TFIE 3RD DAY OF AUGUST,1988. 

PRESENT: 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice K.S.Puttaswamy, 	 .. Vice-Chairman. 

And: 

Hon'ble Mr.P.Srinivasan, 	 .. Member(A). 

CONTEMPT OF COURT APPLICATION NO.60 OF 1988 

M.V,Mathew, 
Aged about 38 years, 
S/a M.N.Verghese, 
Store Keeper, Gr.II (C.I.F) 
Madras Engineer Group& Centre, 
BANGALORE 560 042. 

(By Sri K.T.Panikar,Advocate.) 

V. 

Brigadier S.N.Endley, 
Commandant, 
Madras Engineer Group & Centre, 
Post Box No.4200, 
BANCALORE 560 042. 

(By Sri M.Vasudeva Rao,Standing Counsel) 

Petitioner. 

Respondent. 

/ 	

hai 

tvG 

This application having corie up £ or hearing, Hon'ble Vice 

man made the following: 

ORDER 

Litioner and his counsel Sri K.T.Panikar present. Respondent 

i N.Vasudeva Rao, Additional Central Government Senior Standing 

1. 

2. In this application. made under Section 17 of the Administra-

tive Tribunals Act,1985 ('the Act') and the Contempt of Courts Act, 

1971 (CC Act), the petitioner has moved this Tribunal to punish the 

respondent for non-implementation of the order made in his favour 

on 13-11-1937 in A.No.913 of 1986. 

. In A.No.913 of 1986 the petitioner had challenged the orders 

made in a disciplinary proceeding imposing on him, the punishment 
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unishmerit of removal from service. On an examination of the saine 

Division Bench of this Tribunal consisting of one of us (Sri P. 

rinivasan, Member(A)) made an order in these terms: 

.10. We, therefore, strike down the order dated 15-6-1985 

of the disciplinary authority (Anneuxre-I page 26 of the 
application) and order dated 21-1-1986 passed by the appel-
late authority (Annexure-II page 27 to the ap.lication). 
The disciplinary authority will be at liberty to conduct 
fresh inquiry in accordance with law. The appli ant shbuld 
be reinstated in the post he was holding bef re he was 
removed from service, unless the disciplinary authority 
decides to hold a further inquiry and the provisions of 
Rule 10(4) of the CCS (CCA) Rules,1965, come into operation. 
If the applicant is so reinstated, he should be aid salary 
and allowances from the date from which he was removed 
from service till the date of reinstatement". 

the petitioner claims that this order has not bee implemented by 

the respondent in letter and spirit. 

4. In his reply, the respondent has asserted t iat in pursuance 

of the order of this Tribunal the petitioner has been reinstated 

to service. SriPanikar does not dispute this asserti n of the respon-

dent. From this it follows that the first part of the order made 

by this Tribunal had been complied by the respondent in letter and 

rit. 
( 

. In the second part of its order, this Tribunal had directed 

) • 

I
tQe.. yment of arrears of salary and allowances due to the petitioner 

c 
i'm' the date from which he was removed from ser ice till he was 

nstated to service. In compliance with this direction, the respon- 

' 
dent is tendering a cheque for Rs.45,655/- drawn in favour of the 

petitioner and the receit of the same is reported by Sri Panikar. 

But, notwithstanding this, Sri Panikar contends that the order had 

not been complied in all its particulars. We are of the view that 

this is factually incorrect. We are satisfied th t the respondent 

had complied with the order of this Tribunal in letter and spirit. 

But, even assuming that the petitioner has any grievance arising 



out of his reinstatement or on the amounts actually due to him, then 

the proper remedy for him is to agitate them ma separate proceeding. 

On any view, these contempt of Court proceedings are liable. 

to be dropped. 	 - 

In the light of our above discussion, we hold that these 

contempt of Court proceedings are liable to be dropped. We, therefore, 

drop these contempt of court proceedings. But, in the circumstances 

of the case, we direct the parties to bear their own costs. 

- 

- 
- 	 IRFIAN 	 MEMBER(A) ' 

TRUE COPy 

Lzr].J 

'&77P1 ry~ 

8 	
TRJ9IJNAL 

ANGALO  



'REGISTERED 

1' 

CENTRAL ADfIINISTRATI1JE TRIBLJgAL. 
BANGALORE BENCH 

r] 

Commercial Complex (BOA) 
Indiranegar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated * 9 AUG 1988 

CONTEMPT OF coii APPLICATION NO. 
IN APPLICATION NO. 

60 
j8B 

-_ 	 - 

PPcant (sJ 	
Respondent (s) 

Shri M.V. Mathew 	 V/a 
	

The Commandant, MEG & Centre, Bangalore 
To 

Shri M.V. Mathew 
12/I, 'D' Street 
ai Rharath Nagar .  
Bangalore - 560 042 

2. Shri. K.T. Panikar 
Advocate 
67/2, Osborne Road 
Bangalore - 560 042 

3, The Commandant 
Madras engineering Group & Centre 
Post Box No. 4200 
Bangalore - 560 042 

4, Shri N. Vasudeva Rao 
Central Govt. Stag Counsel 
High Cáurt Building 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSLO BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 
Contempt of Court 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said/application(s) on 	3-3-09 

tP1JTY REGISTRAR 
Encl 	As above 	 (JuDICIAL) 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 3RD DAY OF AUGUST,1988. 

PRESENT: 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice K.S.Puttaswamy, 	 .. Vice-Chairman 

And: 

lion' ble Mr. P. Srinivasàn, 	 Member(A). 

CONTEMPT OF COURT APPLICATION NO.60 OF 1988 

N.V,Mathew, 
Aged about 38 years, 
S/o M.M.Verghese, 
Store Keeper, Cr.II (C.I.F) 
Madras Engineer Group& Centre, 
BANGALORE 560 042. 	 .. Petitioner. 

(By Sri K.T.Panikar,Advocate.) 

V. 
Brigadier S.N.Endley, 
Commandant, 
Madras Engineer Group & Centre, 
Post Box No.4200, 
BANCALORE 560 042. 	 .. Respondent. 

(By Sri M.Vasudeva Rao,Standing Counsel) 

This application having come up for hearing, HoiYble Vice 

Chairman made the following: 

ORDER 

Petitioner and his counsel Sri K.T.Panikar present. Respondent 

ri M.Vasudeva Rao, Additional Central Government Senior Standing 

1. 

In this application.rnade under Section 17 of the Administra-

tive Tribunals Act,1985 ('the Act') and the Contempt of Courts Act, 

1971 (CC Act) , the petitioner has moved this Tribunal to punish the 

respondent for non-implementation of the order made in his favour 

on 13-11-1987 in A.No.913 of 1986. 

In A.No.913 of 1986 the petitioner had challenged the orders 

made in a disciplinary proceeding imposing on him, the punishment 
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-iiirnishment of removal from service 	On an examinati 

Division Bench of this Tribunal consisting of one 

Srinivasan, Member(A)) made an order in these terms: 

10. We, therefore, strike down the order dated 15-6-1985 
of the disciplinary authority (Anneuxre-I page 26 of • the 

application) and order dated 21-1-1986 passed by the appel-
late authority (Annexure-Il page 27 to the ap lication). 
The disciplinary authority will be at liberty to conduct 
fresh inquiry in accordance with law. The appli ant should 
be reinstated in the post he was holding bef re he was 
removed from service unless the disciplinary authority 
decides to hold a further inquiry and the pr visions of 
Rule 10(4) of the CCS (CCA) Rules,1965, come into operation. 
If the applicant is so reinstated, he should bepaid salary 
and allowances from the date from which he as removed 
from service till the date of reinstatement t. 

The petitioner claims that this order has not beerf implemented by 

the respondent in letter and spirit. 

4. In his reply, the respondent has asserted trnt in pursuance 

of the order of this Tribunal the petitioner has been reinstated 

to service. SriPanikar does not dispute this assertin -of the respon-

dent. From this it follows that the first part o the order made 

this Tribunal had been complied by the respondeit in letter and 

9t. 

\ )5. In the second part of its order, this Tribunal had directed 

)tiVpaYment of arrears of salary and allowances due to the petitioner 

/./~o m the date from which he was removed, from service till he was 

reinstated to service. In compliance with this diretion, the respon-

dent is tendering a cheque for Rs.45,655/- drawn in favour of the 

petitioner and the receipt of ,the same is reporte1 by Sri Panikar. 

But, notwithstanding this, Sri Panikar contends tlat the order had 

not been complied in all its particulars. We are of the view that 

this is factually incorrect. We are satisfied tht the respondent 

had complied with the order of this Tribunal in 1etter and spirit. 

But, even assuming that the petitioner has any grievance arising 



P out of his reinstatement or on the amounts actually due to him, then 

the proper remedy for him is to agitate them ma separate proceeding. 

On any view, these contempt of Court proceedings are liable 

to be dropped. 	 - 

In the light of our above discussion, we hold that these 

contempt of Court proceedings are liable to be dropped. We, therefore, 

drop these contempt of court proceedings. But, in the circumstances 

of the case, we direct the parties to bear their own costs. 

- 
VICT  - 	 , 	MEMBER(A) ' 

TRUE COPY • 	 • 	 • 

Zo 

10—UTY me 	 Jr)L) 

CENTRAL ADMISTRATIVE TRUNA9 
BANGALORE 	• 
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