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from the court of Huns “,‘;',;i'__._
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2. The applicant is a per u civilian employe
[ in the Crdnance Clothing Factory of D
$ituated at Shahjshanpur. (Factory) ﬂ'i’ﬁé*ﬁ'; iji:: U{r on duty

s Yot

on 35.1,1983 in the Factory there was an in **-'fj,,
him and other cowemployees. On that incid.&n‘twf@._,__ eneral
“emager of the Factory (GM) ini‘t.:tihally kept the
under suspension from 7.1.1983 -nd/ commenced d:i.pc LT
proceedings against him and certain others under the 1 }:F
(C.C.& A.) Rules, 1965 (Rules). On 22.6,1983 the G'%*
4 by his order No.VIG/162-C/IE/04/83(14)/I, inflicted on

r
.*

the applicent the penalty of withholding of increment ;i:‘é

his pay for a period of one year with cumulative e.ffg};"»;ﬁ_;} '
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B - iim it ad
or for such

the rul esg 5}}?-1 response tc

proposed toiﬁfiwn
of law. . _ _
4 Cn 9.2, lg 'h * “f: ap ant Instituteu OUriginal
Suit No. 102 of 1984 in the M

challenging the validity of tﬁ order dated 22,6,1983 and

show-cause notice dated 21, lfLQBﬁ"a7 fﬁ“ﬂnﬁﬁ grounds, w

L.

on transfer has been registered as Rng -ictvann:qxn
I~

1278 of 1986, The applicant has urged tha
Smposing him penalty of withholding of increment was in
contravention of the rules and the principlak v-‘wﬁuwvh

justice and illegsle On this basis, the appli -1>T_F;41’

wu
i

urged thdt the show=-c.use notice was illegal anﬂ %”4”=

Se In their written statement the respdna*f'QEV“*T




ed and compEBHxJalp&uw
) with the rules a fﬁt%ﬂ*i?

do not suffer frm any infirmity

8. We Davele " .

proceedings institutec cau;#;““n..-‘

f by the G.Me. on 22,6,1983, .

9. We find that the applie nt

{ all reasonable opportunity to defend h

e

charges. e also find that the findings d

—

T

are buesed on evidence placed before the In'”ﬂjwi%fﬁﬂmtwr
Wwe, find no , infirmity in the disciplinary prﬂc edings
instituted and completed or the final order mede by* ﬁﬂh.f?ﬂh- ﬁF'
on 22,6,1903 against the applicant. From this it fﬁﬁ%f@f~:
that this challenge of the applicunt has no merit andﬂiﬁf' 3
liable to be rejec.ec.

}ﬂ 10. In the show=ccuse notice issued by him the
General Manager had proposed to treat period of suspension 4
of the applicant as such or zs such leave to which he was
entitled to under the rules., Before us the applicant has i
filed a memo stating that he is agreeable to treat the
period of his suspension as leave to which he was entitlecd

to under the rules., The memo filed by the applicant thereto |
reads thus &= {
:
i

" My suspension period may kindly be
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treated as leave due, There will be no

i i)

| Dbjectiﬂn fDr me.‘ " T

Un the very terms of the show cause notice,this option of the
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papment, if not m€ﬁﬁﬁ£ﬁgf*
the Geue is bound to extend sdk other

applicant, if not already san

so fare we are of the view that “Eﬁﬁagﬁ@&ﬂﬂf;ﬁﬂgﬁﬁ;ma
incontragertible should also be gran ;{ﬂﬁﬂwy.ﬂﬁﬂ%ﬁ;ﬁﬂﬁhhh

the fact that a specfic relief had noﬁ-h&gﬁ_gzﬁgﬁﬁ.&m the
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application,
14, In the light of our above discussions we m

.

the following orders and dire€tions -
(1) Ne dismiss this applicatlon ir s L
so far as it Challenge the order dated 22.6.,1983 of b e~*f
General Manager and upheld the punishment imposed in that
order .
(499) We direct the General manager to trelf?
the period of suspension as such aS legve to which the appli-;:f

=cant is entitleu to under the rules of the show cause-

(1ii), We direct the General ™anager to grant
b which the applicant has Er
all other increments to/become due in accordance to law.

(Iv) We direct the General idanager to &ﬁtﬁnd‘L

to with all such expentiture as is possible in the ciBCﬁﬁﬁiaifﬂi

nces and in any cost within a period of four months from

-

the date of receipt of this order.
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Dated: November




