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THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH-ALLAHABAD,

(1) T.As NU. 1003/26,
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Unien of India & ﬂthﬂrﬂiititiiqti:#tu.tto-;l.in: Respondents,
(2) T.A.Ne, 1004/86
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Unien af Indii.& Bthers,.. SndoesovesescsnssessseliBarandents,
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Versys

ThE Unilﬁ If Indiﬂ & .thcr5.4';tggggiiiii.-iitll HﬂﬂpﬁndEﬂtﬂ.

Hen'ble Mr, Justice U.C,Srivastava-=V,C,.
Hen'ble Mr, K, Obayya — A,M, *'
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(By Hen'ble fr, Justice U,C,Srivastava-iy,C,) .
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By thess Transfer Applicatiendthe fplicants thres in | e
have S8
number have raised the cemmen questien of law and fact & they /

been tagged tegether opd being xx disposed of with a csmman
wha parashute
judgment, All these applicants/uere empleyese of the Ordinance/
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Factury, Kanpur are said ts have left the place ef wark on

19,12.80 @and inatigated the sther werkers se make vunlawful

assembly and hurled/abuses en leyal werkers, The applicants maribf:;;
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suspe ded and they filed @ suit challenging the suspepsien ahﬁugﬁfﬁé_'
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as well as awarding kX penalty of reductien eof pay by twe stegesh *
fer a perisd ef three years with cumulative effect having the 9

affect ef pestpening future increment, is illsgal ultravires = pfes

i
: {
* i

ineperative, Tha respendents appesrd the praysr and filed

wrl tten statement and peinted eut that all these persens made 'g y

Y

ami gns ~18uful assenbly and net hurled abuses, but 2lso bacausesil.
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their act, the werk came te g stand still and the departpent
has ne sptien in the circumstances, but te take disclplinary
proéeedings and the disgiplinary praceedipgs were candugted

in zccerdance with law, On bohalf of the applicanisa cantentiag
&,
was ralsedthet Officer=in-charge - Nineral Manajer Parachute

Fagctery has ne powsr tedniti-t» the disciplinary preceedings

¢nd na pewers w b vested in him/ and as suchithe '“t%?ﬂ
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precesdinys were illegal, Thﬂigﬁ%pﬁnﬂﬁntﬁ hquﬁggiﬂtyd -q
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powers were delegated vide erder dated 12.12.1958 finistry ef

Defence letter Me, 11 (14) 65/(1)/90 dntéde.E.ﬁ? and the Diractﬁ::f
Ganeral Ordinance Fuctary letter Hated 2,3,72 and the Additisnal |
Directer General Ordinance Factery/Ordinance Equipment Factery
Kanpur latter gated 13,11.79 the pewers were delenated te the

Officer-in-charge, We had sccasisn te dealwith the delegatien

af pawura in anether case Ne, 19/86 filed by anotper similarly
plauud enplayass af same daphrtmvnt whesa case was n.t cennacted
with this gase, but wéra dealtwith<X ssparately, ki have held
that the powers ceuld have been delegated and (fficer~in-charge

has full diaciplinary POWED o Lcarnnd counsel confended that
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epportunity of hearing was net given te him and the d;sniplinag.c:;
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preceedings are pot in accerdance with law. We hava loaked inte
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the recerd and did net find any flau in the preceedings er tyne

procedure which hae® peen adepted in the cass as all thase pﬁrﬁrﬁ$:
have formed a group RRRXEREAXBIXKEKRXBRXRUIHKRRRR  AN° e are
snLiaFiud that there was ne illepality in the precedure and
acéardingly tha applicatien deauruasjtu be dismis;ud. L:a;n d
counsel fer the applicant peinted eut that in the previsua ca
mé have sbserved that as it yas a case of miner pﬂnalty, tﬁu;f &
applicent will be entitled te full selary during the Eariﬁi :JT*‘
tnder suspension, which shauld be paid te him-mithin a peﬁﬂl
uf three menths frem the date af c-mmunlcatlln of thls trdﬁr
Sri Ashek Mehiley learnsd ceunsal fer tha respendents 'g;&ﬁFmﬂv
that certain in-cepsistepciles hawcrept in the Juigmant ani
earlier part of the judgment the Tpibunal its By nbanruad 155; i\
the penalty ef peductien ef pay with cumulative a»fa b,
which ia majer panalty.and nat @ miner penalty qnd app
accerdingly is net entitled te any thing « The unntﬁnﬁiéﬁ {';-“.
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to be correct and accordingly we ebsarved that sfceu
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S 1 fMehley infermed us that he has already mnutd eV fﬁ#&#? 4

fer the suepensien peried may bg n1gfn't! ?; J#:#
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