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CENTRALA~INlSTMTIVE Tl\Ia.JNAL
. ALLAHAMD '~H, ALl.AHAIAD.

All"habad, this the \ ~ day of ~ 2005.

QJOlllM : H~. MR. JUSTICE P. SHANMJGAM,V.C.
HON. MA. S. C. CHAlliS. A.M.

O.A. No. 456 of 1'9'
Anil Kumar, Son of Sri Manna Lal, a/o 130/ 12. ~g.hi, T.P.

Nagar, Kanpu~23 •••••••• • •••• Appl icant.

Counsel for "pplicant : Sri I.N. Singh.

Versus

1. Union of India through theSecretary, Ministry of Defence,

Production, Government of India, NewDelhi •

. 2. Additional Director General, Ordnance Equlpment Factories

Group Headquarter, G.T. ~d, Kanpur.

3. General Manager, Ordnance Equipment Factozy. Kanpur•

• •• • • • •• •••••• ftespondents.

Counsel for respondents : ~. S. Srivastava.

OllDE~

IV HON• .MAe JUS rrCE P. SHANMJc:AM,V.C.

The applicant Was working as railor in the Ordnance

Factory and bas challenged the order of penalty of remov.l

from seLVice.

.~

2. The applicant was appOinted in the year l.980 and

was serving as Tailor befoN the initiation of the discip-

linary proceedings. Tbe cha.rgesheet da ted 6.2.'6 was

(fV issued against the applicant alleging that he had admitted
~fl--*ILQHtY'

to ~l canvas bag and that he was in unautborised posse-A-
ss Ion of Government materal. The chargesheet contain the

list of dOcUDentsand list of witnesses to substantiate the

Charges and the applicant has submitted his written state-

ment of defence and an inquirt was constituted and was

completed as per the procedure. The lnqui.r:y Officer found

that the c~rges were established. The applicant wasgiven

full opportunity for cross-examining the witnesses as well

as inspection of documents. On the basis of the report,

the Disciplinary Authority had ta ken a serious view to the



be- ~lla-vv

effect that the applic.int had admitted to staai the Govt.
,.A-

property and was in possession of the said property and it

: 2 ;

shows that the .pplicant was dishonest and ~s not suitable
~/ ~~~~
V for the service. The respondents took. view to curb the

l~~ A
tendency of property on one pretext or other and considering

A-
the gravity of the offence, the penalty of removal from

service was imposed. The applicant had filed an appeal,

which was time barred but was rejected on merits and his

petition for review also Was rejected by the Competent

Authority as pel' Annexure CA-3. HaNever, without referring

to these. appellate orders and order of .t'eview, the O.A.

has been pNferred.

3. It is seen f ran the records tha t the applicant had

given a st.tement on 2.11.1995 tbat he was taking out the

bilg by mistake. The sa id statement wa s given before the

Orderly Officer. I·t is further seen fran the evidence that ,

."
wben the Security staff on duty was asked to show the

a utho.ri ty for going out early on 2.11. J.995, the appl icant

had failed to shOWthe authority and on his search, it was

found that be was holding a bundle of clothes wrapped in

his news~per and it was further found that a bag of canvas

O.G. measuring 22 of inch ilnd 23 inch was found therein.«.
~Coupled with the fact of recoveEy and ~ oral evidence to

substantiate the same, we find tha t the applicant bad

sufficient opportunity to defend his case. We also find

that the inquiry was properly conducted and he was given

sufficient opportunity to put up his defence statement as

~ll as representation before the Disci~linary Authority.v..~ ~ ~He bad further appealed and reviewe,4 aed ~ were dismissed_

eonsidering the serious nature of charge and the proof there-

of and stand taken by the ftespondents, we do not find any

infomity in the proceedings and findings on merits. Hence

no ground is made out to interfere with the punishment and

the O.A. is accordingly dismissed.
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