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The General Manager, e

Ordnance Eguipment ' 9
Factory, Kanpur, and others... 'RESPO BEH@@?
| (Defendant f% ,,g
2L , : ._," ‘y-g
Hon. Justice S.Zaheer Hasan, Vice Chairman V¥ ﬁv_i
Hon. A, Johri, Member(A). ' W

(Delivered by Hon. S.Zaheer Hasan, V.C.)

Civil Appeal No, 390 of 1984
arising out of original suit no. 1505 of 1981
has been transferred to this Tribunal under
section 29, Administrative'Tribunals Act, 1985,
by the District Judge, Kanpur. |

3 It is said that on 24.1.1979
the plaintiff and his co-worker Ambika Prasad
Fitter had some quarrel, during which both

Ambika Prasad and the plaintiff sustained some

injuries and both the persons were suspended—

Later on the order of suspension was revoked on

30,3.1979. On 20.7.1979 the Department gppamntgd

a court of enquiry. On 9. l.l?&ﬂ +the Qlaintiff
was ordered to bs-reterteﬁ fram tha pagﬁ }_éﬁn
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was awarded the punishment of break in service
of only one year. 1Ihe plaintiff's appeal agalnst

was dismissed.
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that order

After giving the required notice

+to the Department the present suit was filed

e order dated

for declaration challenging th
reduction to

LN : :
9,1.1980 whereby the punishment of

the post of .
Defendant NO. 2, S.Harjeet Singh,
3 Chargeman, Ordnance Equipment Factory, Kanpur,
+ he had

filed a written statement contending tha

been unnecessarily named as a defendant.

The plaintiff‘s sulit was dismissed.
He filed the appeal which has been rransferred

+to this Tribunal.

1aintiff had pleaded guilty

The p
¢ usual he wished Ambika

and had stated that as n

sad jokingly at which he b
me family trouble, and that he was sOITY

was in sO
nt and poth of +them hav

e compromised.

for the incide
According to him both of them weIe€ at fault and

jstake. The finding of the

they realised their m
fect that he wasS guilty

e g e ..

enquiey officer to the ef

nary Authority, and

was accepted by the Discipli
ugned order Was passed by which he was

the imp
m the .post of Fitter Cra

reverted fro

post of labourer.

The only point argued before us was

ission of the quilt by the
1d have been +taken and

It was also

plaintiff

that after adm
the

a lenient view shou

punishment awarded is 10O severe.
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We agre€ that undeT the

e the puniéhment is ,
~ 1
rsion the \

for twoO

s of the Cas

So, instead ©of reve
e wlthheld

ment will P
e the effect of postpnnlng

circumﬁtance

£ 00 seVvere.

plaintiff‘s incre
years, which will not hav

his future increments.

d of accordingly

The appeal ;5 dispOse€
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with costs on parties.
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