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Order Sheet (contd) 

Date 	 Oftibe Notes 	
I 	

Orders of Tribunal 

K5PU/LHAR1  

Orders on IA No.1 - application for re—

callino our order dated 31.10.1988. 

In this IA the applicnt has sought 

for recalling me our order mad.e on merits 

on 31.10.1988 on the ground that the 

absence of the petitioner and his counsel 

were for bone fide reasons. We will 

assume that every one of the facts 

by the applicant and his learned counsel 

in IA No.1 are correct. But even then 

there is no justification for us to recall 

our order. Even otherwise we are of the 

view that the order made by us would not 

have been in any way .different even ii 

we had heard the applicant and his counsel 

on the date the case was fixed. In the 

circumstances IA Nc.l is liable to bc 

rejectec. Ue, there'ore, ñeject IA 

/'vc 	. 	. 	) 	7;,_r 
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Shri Basavsraj V. Sabered 
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4. The Inspecting Assistant Cammiesienar 
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THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALOFE BETCH: BANGALORE 

TED THIS THE 31ST DAY OF OCTOBER, 1988 

PRESENT: HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE K.S. PUTTASWAMY... VICE-CHAIRMAN 

HON'BLE SHRI L.H.A. REGO 	 ... 1MBER (A) 

Sri C.K. Anqadi, 
Majoi, RIO Thippaiahkoppa 
Masur Post 
Hiregerur Taluk, 
Dharad District 

Vs. 

It  The Commissioner of Income Tax 
çarnataka II, 
Bangalore. 

2. the InspectThg Asst.Cornmissioner of 
Income - Tax, 
-1ubli Range, Vidya Nagar, 
Hubli, 

(Shr. M.S. Padmarajaiah ...... Advocate) 

Petitioner 

Contemptnor 

This application having come up for hearing 

before this Tribunal today, Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. 

Puttaswamy, made the follving : 

0 RD E R 

Case called on more than one occasion in 

prelunch session and again in the post-lunch 

lssion. On every occasion, the petitione.r and his 

arned courselere absent. On the last date of 
I1 	 if 
\ 	8'ANGhearing also, the petitioner and his counsel were 

C - - 



absent. We see no justification to adj 
	

this case 

any further. We hate therefore perused 
	

records 

and heard Sri M.S. Padmarajaiah, Senior 
	anding 

Counsel for Central Governnient, appearing for respondents. 

2 	 In this application made under Sec0 17 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985(Act) and 

the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971, the pettioner has 

complained that the order made by a Divison Bench 

of this Bench in his favour in Applicatio 1714/86 

(Ann.A) on 2nd December 1987, has not bee implemented 

in 1etter and spirit. 

3. 	In their reply, the responde 

asserted that the order of this Tribunal 

implemented in letter and spirit. In el 

of thee same, the respondents have pointe 

deducting the inadmissible periods,, the 

was not entitled for pension and therefo 

to that effect had been made and comrnunic 

s have 

ad been 

oration 

out that 

titioner 

an order 

to 

the petitioner and the admissible amount.f gratuity 

had been paid to him. We have no reason to disbelieve 

these statements. Even othenise, the reords 

produced before us establish these subrrisions 

of the respondents. From this it follows that 

the respondents have complied with the or er made 

by us. On this view, these proceedings a e liable 

to be drbpped reseing liberty to the peitioner 

to challenge the consequential orders in eparate 

legal proceedings. 
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4\ 	In the light of above discussion, we hold 

that these Contempt of Court Proceedings are liable 

to be. dropped. We therefore drop the Contempt of 

Court Proceedings. But, this order does not prevent 

petitioner frorr: challenging the later orders made 

.( 	by t 	respondents in appropriate legal proceedings. 

- 	 . 	•S 	. 
. 	MEMBER) 
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