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Aggrieved by the order dated 7.5/2001 prem aturely



retiring me applicant unasr Kuie oo ui oi tne Hunaamentai
AVÛV̂ «̂ UL̂W C4.»̂ĵ ĴLV'£4aJl 4. V¥ CJU2 ^̂ J.V-tAJlg C4r WJU.J'W*

spproaciied. tiiis inbiiiiai. incitieiitally, tins is tiie second 

ro u i id  o f lj.tig3-tion. Esxli6r^ in  vi6w o i tli© o r d s r  d.S.t6d. 

18.4.20Q 0 retinnj? h im  eom tju lsorisv from  th e  se rv ice  on theC? i fr'

expii3  ̂of the 3 moiiths notice, lie liad approached tlie Tribunal 
moving O.A. 455 of 2000 and the Tribunal vide order dated 

3̂ *̂ October 2000 allowed the O.A. and quashed  the impugned 

order dated 18.4.2000. The Trrbiinal had  however given 

liberty to the respondents to re-assess the perform ance of the 

S.ppllCalit Oli tijB dSi0 it Wo.S dliSj bSS^d Qli reCOrds aVcSilsble 

on the said date as per the rules and to ignore the integrity

corujiiii. P u rsu siit to tills opportuiilt}' giveiij the respondeiits 

have reassessed  the performaiice oi the applicant and a^ain 

passed  tlie im pugned order dated 7.5.2001 retiring the 

applicant u n d er Rule 56 Ij) of the  Fundam entaJ Rules, The 

spplicant has again challenged this order contending in ter alia 

tiis t tlie  ordsr is 3Tl>itr3.ry c»iig and issiisd  on sccoiiiit of tn©V

piejudiee against iiirii. According to him. one Mr. H. R. 

Slieshaii, WorR-s M anager of the respondent no. 3 had 

dem anded bribe from him and he na.d reported this ma.tter to 

C5L The CBI had  laid a  trap  and had  caught Mr, Sheshan  red



handed while accepting the bribe from him. The utsf has also 

lodged a  criminal case against Shri. Shesnan m a  s>peciaf 

Court and he being the m ain w itness in th a t case the 

departm snt wss pressurizing and  threaten ing  him. VVhen iie 

h ad  not sLicciiinbed to the p ressu re  he has been delibemtely

issu ed  o rd er o f  com pu lsory  re tirem en t in sp ite  o f  his w ork

being satisfactoiy and  no case of voiuntary retlfem ent having 

been m ade oi i t  against him. The order <iated io.4.L^00u 

coinpulsoiily retiring him  was quashed  by the Tribunal after

cts of the  case and fm dm s th a t the colum n

» 4 -

e? It

regai’̂ diiig integrity in the ACR for the years 1996-97 and

1997-98 were lllled in ofter m inor penslt^’ ws.s im posed on liim

in th e  discixslinarv nroceed in ffs . T h e  T ribu n a l had ob served  i. 1

tliat siicli a  belated action was punitive and preiudieial to liis 

m tsrest. The respondents have however aoain on the  b^sis of 

the  sam e ACRs etc., passed  the sam e orders clearly suggesting 

the act of the prejudicisl m ind. He has prayed for quashing 

and setting  aside the order of compulsorv retirem ent and for
* 4*  ̂ * *'r e in s is « e i i ie n t  iii  s e i  vice.

2. The lespondeiits in tlieii reply statem ent have s ta ted  tlia t 

on exam ning the ser\ric© record of the applicant by the  

appropriate reviewing committee the following sho rt comings
were found in his case



b.

ci.=

e.

T ne oerfo n iia iice  o f  m e  ind iv id iia i w as  ra te d  poor, fa ir 
/  average, in tiie.yeai's 74, 75, 79, 80, 8 i ,  82,
9 7  a n d  9 8 . Bveii iu  m e  yeai' 1999- 2G€*0 a n d  2 0 0 0 ” 

2 0 0 1  w a s  given a n  over ail grsditig of average m  aC .R .

T h e  appiicaiit w a s  reverted from  the post o f  UDi-; to 

LDC a s  lie cou.M n o t s iicvessiiilly  com plete  ^tlie
iJfOuHtioiiBTv period du.C to u.ii-saiisiat,;i0rji 

£>“.rfori3iSiiC-C.

Ill all these years the shortcoim iigs ncticecL v*ere iazy, 

p o o r ofgaiiiSiiig p o o r w n tiiig  abilitj',
rcliafoic, disobedient, un-iatcrestcd in  -/7ork, m issing

li-om tiie  p lace  o f  d u ty  w ith o u t iiitim atio ii. iin-
resoXiXcel'uJ..

He h as been a  hab itual late comei%

R v e n  as a t tn ie -k e ^ ,p e r  h e  i s  i n c o t t i p e te n t .

3. His overail grading for th e  yeax 1997-98 was average, for 

the  year 4999-2000 was also average aiid for the year 2uuu- 

2001 was also average. It is fu rther co n ten d ed  bj' the 

respondents tlia t tiie applicant had  no t sliuwii cu.±y 

iir ip rovsm en t d esp ite  opportusr.ities g iven  fo r  iTTiproveiriBrit on «  

liuniber of occasions. He lia-d not shown siiy uiipioveiiissiu. iii 

h is work and efficiency despite wamiiig given to him, which 

m eans he has reached a  sa tu ration  level and cannot be 

improved upon. Relying on the ^jtipreme *v--OLirt aecisions in 

the  case of R . L . B&is.taial ¥ s .  a f  i

r» S “ S. S's»e'#‘jek



c? -

fep o rted  i a  199B {4) i t ' is contended that the

reviewing committee was of the opmion th a t it was m  the 

Dublic in terest to retire the aijplicsiit es iie had not remsirLed 

oompetent and  efficient. They have denied that the  decision to

GOTTiTDulsarilv re t ire  th e app lican t w as tak en  in  view  o f  the j. ft./ - -*

applicaiit being associated in erimiiial case against Mr. 

Sheshan aiid sta ted  th a t the  decision is tak.en purely on the
I

basis of reviewing the entire service record oi m e appiicani

and in public interest.

4, They have prayed th a t the  be djsinissed witji costs.

5. V/e have heard  the leaiiied counsel for both  the parties a t 

lenoth and have carefully perused  the ilie pertaining to the 

vo lun tar/ retirem ent case of the applicant m ade available by 

the  learned counsel for the respondents a t our direction. As 

observed sb 0¥s, this is the second order of compulsorv 

retirem ent issued agaiiist th e  applicant and  th e  applJCfun 
challenged tiie ganie on practically tlie saine grounds. He was 

appointed on 4.3.68 and h ad  completed 30 years of service on 

3 3 Q8= His case for fu rther retention in service wa.s reviewea

as p er the schem e laid down between jin y  to Deptemoer ^ / .
/



iii6 review committee however could not assess ms integ.iiw

as he was u n d er the cloud for lack of integrity in his ACR lor

the years 1996-97 aiid 1997-98. The integiitSr column was not
1 ■ ,  ̂

fill6d Up because he was under tfie cloud. In a  dascipiinary

case  rssndinff aaai^Tst h im  tn s  ap p lican t vva;s irriposea w itn  a
1 €mi> <-3

' penalty of i eduetion in pay by one stage for a  period of one 

vear w ithout cum ulative effect on dated 30 .3 .99 . F ursuan t to 

the  orders passed  on the disciplinai^^ proceedings the column 

regarding intsgrit;/ in  his ACR for th e  years 1996-97 and 199 / - 

98 was filled with following endorsem ent ’ousTjicion on 

hitegrit)’ st^.nds confiriiiBd due to impoKition of penaJly vicie 

G .M .’s. o rd e r  no. 1 g/77/Q 7/V O  dated  30/3/99 .'

6. it appears th a t the  rev iew  com m ittee  had assessed  the 

suitabilir/ of the applicant for retention in ser/ice  on 27.7.98 

b u t did not subm it h is assessm ent as the  disciplinary case 

against the  applicant was pending. On completion of the 

disciplinaij' prov-eedings the reviewing comm ittee assessed his 

perfom iaiice and ketjt in view his integrity as 'well as p a s t 

seryiee record and  concluded th a t the  applicant was not fit 

enough for retention in service^ His case was forwarcied to 

OFB H eadquarter, Caicutta and high level committee
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reexam ined the decision and concurred with the findings of 

the review committee. Ho-Tvever when the order of compulscr;/ 

retirem ent were issued, they were challenged before the
' I
Tribiinal in O.A. 455 of 2000= The Tribiinal while Quashing

that o rder observed  as u n d er . v

'The 'm abi reason for preiaature retliem ciit of tlie
aTjijlicaiit appeal'^ io be susTjicioii ou tlie iiiuiuiity as a  resu lt 
t>r iniTifsr p(:Ti3liV ixiiposc.d ■:>»■ Ou" app1k:HTi{ otj Riilc. 16

' charge slieet. The uiscitilitiHiy aijthotity ' who was also the 
appc.iiitiiig tiiitiiGriiy cciild v rij' well issiicd ciiaxgr. siicct 
linder K*ule 14 if  the charges were considered so gi’ave so as 
to have siispicion on the iiitcgiity o f the appiica.tit and if after 
the iaquiiy  it v/as proved th a t the applicant failed to 
taaiiitain absolute integrit^^ he could have been cojnpulsoiil}’̂ 
retii'ed o r i^inoved or dism issed froia service. T lie , 
authorities waited for abou t t^¥o years for conciusion of tlie 
disciplinali'^ p ro c^ d in g s ferougii wMcii oiii}” m inor penait^^ 
could be inaposed and it imposed only a  KmaJler minor 
pciiaity. Furtaer^ tiie oM er im der 50 [!} w as p its lm m M j
b a sed  on  penalty order dated ^^0 .3 .Q 0  aa  the adverse 

rem arks c>n mtegriy? in  tlie report of 1996-97, 1997-98 were 
m cltidcd b a se d  o u , Uiis TJeiiaity cjiiier. In  s u c h

U'i- hic :- o f ilu: vi(v.v lliol IIh :. ortlcj- of 

preiriaiiire n'^urerjient has piinitive elenient."

7. The Tribunal therefore quashed the order impiigned

before it maiiily on tlie ground th a t the  review eommittee had 
/

relied on the  integrity column in the  ACRs of 1996-97 and 

1997-98 vvhich were filled up after the m inor penait;/ was 
im posed in the disciplinaiy proceedin.gs against the  applicant.



ih e  iribunai however had given opportun ir/ to the

rsspG i^dCiits vG jTOEiSiScss t iic  p s r io i i i i s n c s  o l wItiG s-t3pliGSLrit on  

tiie date it was basGci on recordg available on tlie jsaid. ciatG, as 

per riiles^ b u t ignoring the  integrity coliimn*

S. It appeals th a t subsequen t to the direetioriS of the 

Tribuns.1 "tlis cs,s© ot tii0 s,pplicsnt wss ss^siii pls.csd bsforc the 

reviewing comniittee and the reviexviiig committee considered 

his case for further retention in the  service on 11,11.2000. 

Tlie review committee considering the perform ance report of 

th© sppliCsnt Sroin 19&S to 1998 observecl tiis t h is  

tjerfoTTnance w as  rated  t300r. fa ir / averasr© m  the vears 1974,
A 1 '  /  S J?  ■ b-' ■'

75, 79, 80, 81 , 82, 83, 96 , 97 , 98. It also noted that th e  

applicatit was rsYsrted frorn UDC to LDC in tli© ysar IQ83, as 

he could >not complete the prob*ationary period due to 

unsatisfactory^ perform ance, ' The comniittee has also noted 

th a t th e  performance report showing the  following

shoi’tGOniiJigS W3.S COinJIiliniCcStBci to the SppliGSJlt Mill h s  hs.d

no t shown any iinprovement. He was found to bis laisy. having 

poor orgaiilsiiig auilitj', poor wntiiig ability', un-reliable, 

disobedient, un-in terested  in work, m issing iroTn pla.ce of work 

w ithout intim ation, un-satisiactor%' perforniaiice, un-
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resourceful etc. The Committee further observed in its

SiSSCSSlildiv J"wpOTt vliSlt th e  S.ppllC3nt \vlj.SllSVC!r pOSfc-Sd 1-tj 3.

sectiuii which was having im portant work aiid 'which required 

SOrii© skiliSj il6 Lltt6rlv f3.iled. to rsspCfiid to til© VVOrkiiig 

rsauiT’em snts of the section and the  sam e ^ot rnanifested in1 C? .

his perfoiTiiaiiCe reports. This cleaiiy sliows tlia t his 

iiiefficisiit, unrsliable in work snd  alon^ with his poor writing 

abilitv% is not even of little use to this organisation. It has 
fu rther observed th a t the  performarice of the n'ldr/iduai 

'whenever adjudged good was based  on his work done mostly

1X1 S6»_-ti»--*TiS Yvhr-'j© iiMt iJtilSv.-h W vFK W5.S thBj.r: SilCi h iS  cJ.v-lllcii

sh ortcom in gs , d e fic ien c ies  and utility cou ld  n o t b e  correctly

brought out. The review coniniittee has further obseryed th a t 

the  ■ applicant in stead  of becorfiin.^ more experienced, 

knoivledgeable, efficient and effective as is normally the case 

with others., becam e more ineffective, in-efficient and in 

capable of giving an;v irreaningfui contribution to organisation.

9. These recornmendations of the review? comiiiittee were 

sen t for final decision to the  OFB who agreed with the  

committ00s' recom mendation^ and directed issuajice of 3 

m onth 's notice to the applicant. The applicant p u rsu an t to
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the receipt of the notice subm itted his representation on dated

20.c?.2OOl s lic g iiig  Wtis bcin^« v ic tiin iscd  bccsm sc

of ins iodgiiig coinpiaiiit agaiiist tiie  s iip en o r uiticBr. ilie  

r0pr0S6nteitiOIi of tii6 £lppliCSIit VVSS pls.C6Cl bofoF© tll0 rcVlOVV 

committee, vvriien reieeted tris same. Toe m atter was sen t

agaiii to OFB, which after lu rth ef examiiiation directed the 

Qt" t-lis ordsr for compiilsor^/ rstirsinsrit. It is ciuits 

obvious from the  above discussion th a t tlie ca^e of the
4-U£.-V.̂ V</ !w4.̂ J-XX V Ji.W \.-)L JL L.

m m m itteeg  an d  all have agxeed th a t lie h as  becom e iii effective 

Slid  a  des-d  yvood S lid  h© S iio iild  lio t b s  r e ts j i ip d  fiJT ther ill tu e

service. The main argum ent of the appsicant was th a t his 

entire service record has not been considered aiid even though 

h© had  Dsen proiiioted irom LDC to UDC snid h ad  been putting 

up  satisfactoi;/ Vv̂ ork between the period of i9S8  to '96, the
o/s1/3.1x? i-Hja A{ ’I5<s o-ft-o.f

Jl ^ S V • XJl V 'V X X X X X X X  %• V'»»'Vr' X r  XX^^E. S J W X ^ J ir  V X A  W»V'XAXV' V^X V'XX>«' J Jk'br^XVS^ V-VJ. W X

1996 has recommended his compLiisor3/  retirem ent from 

service. He h as  agai II raised tiie sam e mieg,5tiMii of bc;iiig 
victimised for beiiig a  compiaiiiatit in the  case against the 

Manager, Mr. Sheshan  and haviiig no t agreed to oblige the 

departm ent in tha.t ca.se.



-
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10. We have carefully gone m rough the ser/ice  record of the 

sppiicsn’t ms-dc EiVcXil&tfclc- to US by the Icorncd cOviTiscl lor tliC 

respondents. It cleai'ly appeal's th a t the initial service period 

of the a.pplicaiit was not sa.tisfactory sjid  he  was even reverted 

as LD C  from  UDC post, as h e  cou ld  n o t sa tis fa ctorily  com p lete

the  pi obatioiiai3/ period of UDC, Kowevei, he was agaui 

prom oted as <UDC in the year 1Q86 aiid thereafter was 

assessed  as average. It appears from the service record of the 

applicant theit between 1988 to 1996 hi^ perfcrtnai-ice v. âs 

adjudged as Good bu t then  this perform ance was in the  forge 

sh o p ! Ait.©F ’v^^hcn il© W’SiS shljtcC-* ijlf'

p erfo rm an ce  had gon e  dow n  and hs had been  assessed

average for the  years 1996-97, 1997-98 mid subsequently  

also, it is also to be noted th a t he ha.d also been  imposed with 

a  m inor penalty in a  disciplinai7/  proceedings pending against 

him . He had  also been G o m n iiiiiica ted  with the  assessm ent ot 

average for the  years 1996-97, 1997-98. In the ACR of 1996- 

97 it is observed th a t he has to improYe his cleiicai ability in 

drafting and  noting and abinty to express. The reviewing 

officer has coniniented th a t Mr. FathaR iias been penalised 

and w arned on a  num ber of occasions for un-a.uthoriz-©d 

absence. For th e  year i997"96 also, the  grading is average
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and the reviewing officer also relates to his coming late ana  

beiiig found incom petent even as time keeper. The applicant

hafs not m ade any representations against the
/

ccjmmunica.tioiis of h is short oonnngs and gradings. 1*. is

n ertin en t to n o te  th a t th e  rev iew in g  com m ittee  has ob served  
1

Hiat tiie peiformaiice of tlie applicant was good w hen lie was 

Dosted in. section where no difficult work was there  and his 

actual shoitcom ings, deficiencies and u tilir/ could not be 

correctly brovight out, bu t wherxevsr he v/as posted  in section 

which was having im portant work, and required some skiiis, 

he had  litterly failed to respond to the Wvjrk in reqwirement 

and th e  sa m e go t m an ifes ted  in h is p e r fo rm a n ce  rep o rt w h ich

showed th a t he  was in efficient, u n  reliable in work etc.

1 i . The m ain question before us is th a t Vv^hether there ,was 

sufficient m aterial before the  reviewing committee to believe 

th a t th e  applicant had become a dead wood. Considering the 

revievy conim ittee's report s s  well as s iib5ecJiic:iii me:
reviewing committee, we are of the cleai' opmion Lhat die 

review comniittee as well ,as the  representation coruniitLet; xiau 

before them  sufficient m aterial as they  have considered the 

entire service perform ance of the app lic^ it whue assessing his
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case. We do not find much substance in the aUegation oi tne
applicant t h a t  h -  i s  b e i n g  victimised bccause o f  h i s  part piay ea 
in t i i e  lodging of t h e  criminal case a g a i n s t  Mr. S h e s h a n .  It lis 
to be noted that the against Mr. She.shaji came to be
l o d g e d  in  N o v e m b e r  '9 9  w h i l e  t h e  r e v i e w i n g  c o m m i t t e e  h a d

relied upon tlie ACRs for «ie yeais 1996-97 arid 1997-98. 

There was no question of any victimisation in the  years 1996- 

97 or 1997-98 and  the  average entries report in tnis a u k s  

cannot be said to be outcome of the complaint lodged by him 

agamst Mr. Sheshan. it is also to be borne in m m d that the 

r e v i e w i n g  committee members on both the occasions were 
d i f f e r e n t  a n d  t h e r e  w a i .  n o  reasL on  f o r  t h e m  t o  s u b m i t  a  f a l s e

report holding the applicant to be no more efficient and 
competent to continue in the post of UDC. In, the ca.se of 
S t a t e  O f  O u i a s a t  Vs. Uaaeafeaai M .  Pstei r e f s s t e a  s a  w « w i !  

3 s e c  314 the Supreme Court has sujnmarized the principal 
which would lead to the compuisoty retirement on a

government servant. It has laid down as under >
(ii WhfitievCT tllft services of a  pllblK servant
useful to fee grarrri rdmii^tratloa, t^r c--
compulsc-iily rctii'cd for tiic saicc of public iiitciccsu

(iij O r iia a r i ly , tlie o rd e r  o f  com pu lsor,- retirem ent not f  s e  
ir^ated  a s  a  p u n is ljm en t com ing  u n d e r  Article 3 1 1  o i die

Constimtion.
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r '

(iii) For better adisiaistixitioQ, it is aecessaiy  to caop o s  deaa
w o o d , hixt the order o f c o m p u lso iy  retiremerLt c o n  b e  p a ssed  

after haviiig due regard to the entire sendee record of nie
offic€Tt

i'wi A n y  adveTse etitt-iea m a d e  in tne Cotifinetitial i-ecord sshail 

be taken note of and  he given the due weiglitagc in  passing 
s u c h  oixier,

(v) Evnii iin-cuTrirsiiHjicfifted eiitiies iri t!m coriuderitia] record
Ĉ Sil also be t«3vCXi ilivO

(vi) The orclcr of compiilsoiT rctii'csncnt shall n o t be passed 
as a  sho rt cu t to avoid depailm entsi iiiqiuiT wiien sucJi
COIXTSC- in m oix; dcsirafclc.

(vii) IP  the oliicer w a s  ^ v e ii  a  2prom otion despite adverse 

entries m ade in tiie conSdenriai recoixi, ta a t  is a  fact is  
favour of llie officer.

iViii) C o t i ip i i l s o ty  i^ .t i re .m e n t  s h a l l  n o t  be. i tn p o a e n  a s  a

Jjlijlitiyc iilca51iic=

12. The im pugned order in the in stan t case cannot be said to 

iia.ve been passed, as s. piAnisiirfieiit t,o tire a,ppiicant. 

Admittsdi}^ no depaitm entai proceedings were pending against 

the  applicant or contem plated against the  applicant. As 

Qhserved earlier the entire service record of the applicant is 

considered by the revievying committee and tnough the record 

does not reveal any adverae entries recorded it m shown thax 

his perform ance in the entire service cannot oe saia to oe 

above average. h istead  of showing any im provem ent during 

the later years of his ser/ice , he has shown deterioration. He



/  - 1 6  -

has no t rem ained efuoient or p u t up  satisfactory/ work 

whenever the circumstarxces dem anded aiid the record reveals 

th a t h© h?^d been warned for late coming* tor being Izzy or 

disobedient and  u n  reliahle. Such em pW ees in the  iJetence 

B epartm entj where 'work '  of high caliber and  complete

ss±isfa.ction is requ ired  can easily  b e  con s id ered  to b e  dead

wood aiid as saeh  their fu rther retentioii ill the  service caiinot 

be said to be in public interest. We, thereiore, do no t see anj^ 

m erit in this O.A= We are satisfied th a t the im pugned order is 

issued by the competent authority after fully assessing the 

entire service record o f tlie applicant and consid.eiiiig isj.i 

relevaiit aspects reqiiiriDg fijFther retentiOii q i tiie appucaiii m  

that service. The order as such, therefore cannot oe said to oe

arbitrary'', or illegal or pen^erse.

13. For the  reasons discussed above, ana  in m e lacts ana, 

circum stances of the  case,, we are of the opinion th a t the  0,A. 

deserves to be rejected and in the  concjusion the sam e is 

rejected Vvith lio order as to costs.

/ V - — —

[A .  S .  S a s i g W *
M e s i b s r  f J l  V i c e  a h M i s m m n

MBT
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BEgQRE THE CENmAl. ADMINISTRATIVS TRIBUmL AT JABALPUR.

©•A, /2 0 0 1 .

AFPLICAOT s

m s F o w E m s z

P* K» mTHAK

VS

UMION OF IMDIA AI® OTHERS.

I N D E X

sr*No<’ D e sc r ip t io Q  A nnexures page No.

1 , o r ig in a l  A p p l ic a t io n  u /S  19 o f  
th e  A d m in is tr a t iv e  T r ib u n a l's  
A c t, 1 9 8 5 .

1 t o  15

2* cop y  o£ th e  ii^ u g n e d  o rd er  d a te d  
7 -5 -2 0 0 1 , t

3 , Copy o f  th e  sujaiuon o f  S p e c ia l  
C ourt (CBI) M l c a ^ o j 3

Copy o f  th e  o r d e r  d t .  1 8 -4 -2 0 0 0 # y i t o ^ ^

5* Copy o f  th e  a d v e r se  ACR d a te d  
8 -2 -9 9  o f  th e  a p p lic a n t*

u a ^ t o j - )

6 . cop y  o f  th e  ACR o f  th e  a p p l ic a n t  
9 6 -9 7  & 9 7 -9 8 .

^ t o ^
i

7 . Copy o f  th e  ACR f o r  th e  y e a r  9 8 -9 9  
o f  th e  a p p l ic a n t .

A /6 ^ o i s

8* Copy o f  th e  ad in te r im  o rd er  d a te d  
2 4 -5 -2 0 0 0 ,

A /7

9« cop y  o f  th e  judgm ent p a s se d  i n  OA 
NO. 4 5 5 /2 0 0 0 .

A /8

10* cop y  O f th e  ACR d a ted  1 1 -7 -2 0 0 0  
fo r  th e  yea r  99 .2000*

A /8

1 1 . Copy O f th e  c e r t i f i c a t e  d a te d  
2 6 -1 -9 9  Of th e  a p p l ic a n t .

A /10 • 3 2 t o 2 7

1 2 . Copy o f  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t io n  o f  
th e  a p p lic a n t*

A / l l

Jabalp ur*
D ated  s ^ 9  /^ /2 0 0 1 *

i SUJOY PAUL ) 
COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICAHT.

ftescuredon../. i x J o ; >

l> > S lr v -a X l../« ..6 y ...............
PaiilK.i,e,iiAuvi.ca-t„i,£S|)ocdcm 
lime.......... . /p ' /f?

/2^
Recepuoniii

Ifv
'
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B E im B T H E  CEOTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT JABALPUR

0«A« N0« £ ^ _ / 2 0 0 1 .

APPLICANT J P* Km P a th a k .

RESPONDENTS t Union o f  I n d ia  and o th e r s*

J -
APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 19  OF THE 
ADMINISTRATIVB TRIBUNAL*S ACT 1985*

PARTICULARS OF THE APPLICANT s

P* K» P a th a k , S /o  
l a t e  S 43# Pathak*
D ate  o f  B ir t h  S -5 -1 9 4 6 ,  
Upper D iv i s io n  caerk*
P« NO# 701627 ,
Gun C a r r ia g e  F a c to r y ,
J  A B A L P U

PARTICULARS OF THE RESPONDEHTS t

1» U nion o f  I n d ia ,  th rou gh  
i t s  s e c r e t a r y .
M in is tr y  o f  D e fe n c e ,  
NEW DELHI♦

2* Chairman,
ordnance F a c to r y  B oard, 
10«iA S«K« B o se  Marg* 
KOLIgVTA(W#B,)#

3* G en era l M ai^ ger,
Gun c a r r ia g e  F a c to r y , 
JABALPUR(H#P#),

(1 ) P a r t ic u la r s  o f  t h e  o r d e r /s  a g a in s t  
w h ich  t h i s  a p p l i c a t io n  i s  iaade t  -




