
OPEN COURT 

CENTRAL AD M IMISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL Al..1A9ABAD 
ALLAHAF,  D. 	. 

H 

DATE') 

0 •  A. _  

ALIAHABW THIS THE 16th DAY OF AMTTS ? 1995. 

. 804 of 1q931. 

F. K. • hukla son of Sri Luxmi Nara in Shukla, 

15/00 (OA ) 0.F .0 . Kanpur. 

R ¢side t of House No- .119/226, 

Orn Mac! 	Oarshanpurw 

• (By Ad ocate Sri M. A 

, "Kanpur 	aPP 1  ic 

Siddirue.) 

Versus 

1 Uni•n of India, 

thr uah the Secretary, 

Ministry of Defence 

(De artrnent of Defence Production, 

Sou h Block, New Delhi. 

2', The Cha irrnan, 

Ordnance Factories Board, 

10..A, Auckland Road, Calcutta-1. 

3. The General Manaoer, 
Ordnance Factory, Kanpur. 

....respondent 
(r Advocate Sri. Amit Sthalker) 

CORAM ; Hon 'h le Mr. T . L. Ve.rma, 	rnber—J. 
Hon 'b le Mr  S . rnh er —A . 

ORDER  
(By ...Hon 1.y_ r 	Llyerma,tsri) 

!--TEriard Sri M. A, Siddicui forthe applicant 

and Shri Amit Sthalker for the respondents- 



3. 
	This applic 

-Jape mental appea 

impu ned order of 

to 
	ay all the wa 

w ith effect from 1 

the rder imposing 

been set aside by 

application, in s 

concerned, has be 

authority  (Anne 1 la 

some. order under 

dur ng Which the 

and the per iod of 

Thi not havinn h 

dir ction to the 

allowances to the 

2- 

2. 	
A department I proceeding was drawn up 

aaa inst 

the ap licert, an em loyee of the Ordnance • actory, 

Ka Tur Theldisc ip I in ry authority after acre- inn with 

the f i d inn recorded by the InquiryOff ker 

imposed penalty of reduction in pay to Its. 12r0/- in 

12-180C for a period of four 

e effect from the date lof order. In 

order passed by the dis 

et-aside. The appellate 

ssed any order as to h 

the applicant was unde 

the t e scale of Rs 

years with cumnliti 

appea 	the penalty 

autho ity has been 

howey r, has not p 

per io 	ur ino wh ich 

e period of his punishment should be and t 

lor 	4 

ip 1 Ina ry 

A ut h or ity 

the 

suspens ion 

treated. 

at ion was filed in 1 993 while the 

was pending, for nuashinn the 

nalty and for issuing a direction 

es and allowances to the applicant 

.9.1  981. In view of the{ fact that 

penalty of reduction in pay has - 

he AppellateAuthority, this 

far as the first relief is 

oie infructuous. The competent 

Authority) ()unlit to have passed 

.R. 54-9 as to how the Period 

plicant was under sus erasion 

unishment, should be treated. 

en done, the prayer for issuing a 

espondents to pay the wanes and 

Applicant remains to be 

udicated. adj 
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4. 	In views of t 

 

3- 

e above, we consider that 

nr3ents be issued to pass an 

  

direction to the resp 

 

   

approp 

as to 

under 

recitals 

applic 

iate order under the provisions of F. .54—B 

ow the period during which the applic nt was 

uspe.nsion and the period of punishme 	he 
ct714-43.A- 

ised. . nth th # direction- we dispose Hof this 

t ion. This di ection shall he complied with 

a period of t ree months from the dat e of xxxvic 

service of the certi  led copy of the order. 


