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CENTRAL administrative  TRIBUNAL 
JABALPUR BENCH

OA No.656/02 
J a b a lp u r ,  t h i s  th e  ^  A ugust, 2004.

C 0 R A M

H on 'b le  Mr.Sarweshwar Jh a ,  A d m in is t ra t iv e  Member 
Hon»ble Mr.Madan Mohan, j u d i c i a l  Member

A .K .Shaida
s / o  L ate  S h r i  M.H.Shaida 
Chargeman I I
(S ince  c o m p u lso r i ly  r e t i r e d )  
r/ o Type 4 2 6 /4 , Khamaria 
Ja b a lp u r . .  .A p p lic an t

(By advoca te  S h r i  S .P a u l)

. . .Respondents

Versus

1 . Union o f  I n d ia  th rough  
i t s  S e c re ta ry  
M in is t ry  o f  Defence 
New D e lh i .

2 .  Chairman, o rdnance F ac to ry  
Board, 10-A shahd i Khurdiram 
Bose Marg, K o lk a ta .

3. S en io r  General Manager 
ordnance F a c to ry ,  Khamaria 
J a b a lp u r .

(By advocate  S h r i  S .A .iS iarraadhikari)

o r d e r

By Madan Mohan, j u d i c i a l  Member

By f i l i n g  t h i s  OA, th e  a p p l ic a n t  seeks  t h e  fo l lo w in g  

r e l i e f s :

( i )  C a l l  f o r  th e  e n t i r e  r e c o rd s  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  d e p a r t ­
m ental e n q u iry  p ro ceed in g s  from th e  p o s s e s s io n
of th e  resp o n d en ts  fo r  i t s  k in d  p e r u s a l ;

( i i )  I s s u e  a w r i t  i n  t h e  n a tu re  o f  c e r t i o r a r i  s e t t i n g
a s id e /q u a s h in g  th e  e n t i r e  en q u iry  in c lu d in g  charges 
and th e  impugned o rd e r  d a te d  16 .11 .2001  (Annexure a8 ) ;

( i i i )  I s s u e  a w r i t  i n  th e  n a tu re  of mandamus commanding 
th e  re sponden ts  to  r e i n s t a t e  th e  a p p l ic a n t  w ith  
f u l l  backwages and o th e r  c o n s e q u e n t ia l  b e n e f i t s ,

( iv )  I s s u e  a w r i t  i n  t h e  n a tu re  o f  mandamus d i r e c t i n g
th e  resp o n d en ts  t o  p ro v id e  a l l  th e  a n c i l l a r y  b e n e f i t s  
t o  th e  a p p l i c a n t s ,  i f  th e  impugned o rd e r  and 
d i s c i p l i n a r y  p ro ceed in g s  a re  never i n i t i a t e d  a g a in s t  
him

(v) S e t a s id e  th e  o rd e r  d a te d  12 .12 .03  communicated v id e  
co v e rin g  l e t t e r  d a te d  30 .12 .03  (Annex^lre a9) .



2 . The b r i e f  f a c t s  o f  th e  c a se  a re  t h a t  t h e  a p p l ic a n t  

who was working as Chargeman I I  under th e  d i r e c t  c o n t r o l  

o f  re sp o n d e n t N o.3 was se rv e d  w ith  a charge  s h e e t  d a ted

2 2 .5 .9 9  under Rule 14 o f  th e  CCA Rules (Annexure A l ) . He 

f i l e d  r e p ly  to  t h e  charge s h e e t  and den ied  th e  ch a rg es  in  

t o t o  (Annexure a2 ) .  The ch a rg es  l e v e l l e d  a g a in s t  th e  

a p p l ic a n t  were f a l s e .  In  th e  year 1992, th e  m a tte r  was 

w ell w ith in  t h e  knowledge o f  t h e C e ^ ^ n ^  o f f i c e r  as w e ll  

as o th e r  a u t h o r i t i e s  co n cern ed . But i n s p i t e  of th e  knowledge, 

th e  a p p l ic a n t  was n o t in t im a te d  about th e  a l le g e d  s h o r t ­

comings o f  su p p ly  o f  m a te r ia l  im m edia te ly  and t h e  p ro ceed in g s  

o f  e n q u iry  were d e layed  f o r  more th an  seven  y e a r s .  The 

charge s h e e t  was is s u e d  on 2 2 .5 .9 9 .  ^ ^ i l e  t h e  a l l e g a t io n s  

m entioned i n  t h e  ch a rg e  p e r t a i n  t o  t h e  p e r io d  between
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21 .4 .8 7  and 5 . 5 . 8 7 , cannot  be ex p ec ted  to  

remember t h e  f a c t u a l  in c id e n t  a f t e r  s e v e r a l  y e a r s .  The 

a p p l ic a n t  was promoted on 27 .12 .1995  as chargeman Grade I I .  

s in c e  th e  a l le g e d  i n c i d e n t ,  which became s u b je c t  m a t te r  of 

t h e  c h a rg e sh e e t  (Annexure a15 was w e ll  w i th in  t h e  knowledge 

of th e  departm ent and y e t  th e  departm ent had chosen t o  

promote th e  a p p l i c a n t ,  th e  m isconduct, i f  any, deemed 

t o  have been condoned/waived a g a in s t  t h e  a p p l i c a n t .  He 

was promoted as chargeman Grade I I  w . e . f .2 7 .1 2 .9 5  under 

p ro b a t io n  f o r  two y e a r s ,  'on s u c c e s s f u l  com ple tion  o f  

p r o b a t io n ,  he viras confirm ed w . e . f .  2 6 .1 2 .9 7  by F a c to ry  o rd e r  

P a r t  I I  d a ted  1 9 .8 .9 8 .  A cco rd ing ly , no a c t io n  cou ld  have 

been ta k e n  a g a in s t  th e  a p p l ic a n t  a f t e r  h i s  prom otion  and 

c o n f irm a t io n  as chargeman grade I I .  The d ep a rtm en ta l  

en q u iry  was n o t  conducted  i n  accordance w ith  CCA Rules 

b u t  th e  e n q u iry  o f f i c e r  su b m itte d  h i s  r e p o r t  and th e  a p p l ic a n t  

p r e f e r r e d  a r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  a g a in s t  i t .  The re sp o n d e n ts  

w ith o u t a p p l i c a t io n  o f  mind and w ith o u t c o n s id e r in g  th e  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  th e  applicant! i n f l i c t e d  m ajor punishm ent 

o f  Compulsory r e t i r e m e n t  w ith  f u r t h e r  re c o v e ry  o f  Rs.72436 

v id e  o rd e r  d a ted  16 .11 .2001  (Annexure a6 ) .  The a p p l ic a n t
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t,

p r e f e r r e d  an appeal a g a in s t  t h i s  o rd e r ,w h ic h  was 

r e j e c t e d  by o rd e r  d a ted  1 2 ,1 2 ,0 3 .  T h is  o rd e r  was 

a lso  non sp eak in g  o r d e r .  Hence t h i s  OA i s  f i l e d ,

3, Heard th e  le a rn e d  counse l f o r  bo th  p a r t i e s .

I t  i s  argued on b e h a l f  o f  th e  a p p l ic a n t  t h a t  th e  a l le g e d  

charges a g a in s t  th e  a p p l ic a n t  r e l a t e  to  th e  p e r io d  

between 2 1 ,4 .8 7  and 5 ,5 ,8 7  w hile  th e  cha rge  s h e e t  was 

i s s u e d  on 2 2 ,5 .9 9  i . e .  a f t e r  about 12 y e a r s .  While, 

a cco rd in g  t o  th e  r e s p o n d e n ts ' v e r s io n ,  th e y  came to  

know about th e  I n c id e n t  i n  th e  y ea r  1992 b u t  even th en  

th e y  d id  n o th in g  f o r  a p e r io d  of 7 y e a r s ,  upto*99 when 

th e  charge s h e e t  was i s s u e d  a g a in s t  t h e  a p p l i c a n t .

No s a t i s f a c t o r y  e x p la n a t io n  was g iven  by th e  resp o n d en ts  

f o r  t h e  in o r d in a t e  d e la y  o f  12 y ea rs  i n  i s s u i n g  th e  

cha rge  memo* o u r  a t t e n t i o n  i s  drawn tow ards 1991 (16)

ATC 514 SC S ta t e  of Madhya P rad esh  V s. Bani Singh 

dec ided  on 5 th  A p ri l  1990 in  vrtiich th e  H o n 'b le  supreme 

C ourt has h e ld  t h a t  i t  would be u n f a i r  t o  p e rm it  d e p a r t ­

m ental e n q u iry  t o  p ro ceed  a t  a l a t e r  s t a g e ,  ou r  a t t e n t i o n  

i s  a lso  drawn towards 2004 (1) 79 Sadashiv  shivram

Garud and o th e r s  Vs.Pood C o rp o ra t io n  o f  I n d ia  and o th e r s  

d ec id ed  on 2 5 th  A p r i l  2003 on th e  same i s s u e .  The co u n se l 

f u r t h e r  argued t h a t  th e  a p p l ic a n t  was promoted e>n 2 7 ,1 2 ,9 5  

as charge man G r , I I  w h ile  th e  f a c t  o f  th e  a l le g e d  in c id e n t  

was w e ll  w i th in  t h e  knowledge o f  th e  re sp o n d e n ts  and y e t 

th e  departm en t had chosen t o  promote th e  a p p l i c a n t ,  m isconduct, 

i f  any, deemed t o  have been condoned/waived a g a in s t  th e  

a p p l ic a n t  and on s u c c e s s f u l  com pletion  of p ro b a t io n  p e r io d  

of 2 y e a r s ,  th e  a p p l i c a n t  was confirm ed w , e . f ,  2 6 ,1 2 ,9 7  

by F a c to ry  o rd e r  P a r t  I I  d a te d  1 9 ,8 .9 8  (Annexxire a3 ) .

Hence no a c t io n  could  have been ta k en  a g a in s t  t h e  

a p p l ic a n t  a f t e r  h i s  prom otion  and c o n f irm a t io n  as ch a rg e -  

man G r . I I .  Learned counsel f o r  th e  a p p l ic a n t  has drawn
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our a t t e n t i o n  tow ards 1968 SLR p . 88 L ai Audhraj Singh

V s .S ta te  of Madhya P ra d e sh ,  dec id ed  on 6 .5 .1 9 6 7 .  I t  i s

h e ld  by th e  H o n 'b le  High Court t h a t :

" C o n s t i tu t io n  o f  I n d ia ,  A r t i c l e s  310 and 311- 
Condonation o f  m isconduct -  whether la p s e  o f  
tim e  Condones n eg l ig en c e  -  A g o v t ,  s e r v a n t  
pun ished  9 y ea rs  a f t e r  s e rv in g  a charge s h e e t  
d u r in g  which he a lso  ea rned  a prom otion  -  
Held by n o t ta k in g  any a c t io n  f o r  9 y e a rs ,  
t h e  a u t h o r i t y  had condoned th e  n e g l ig e n c e -  
P u r th e r  h e ld ,  a m aste r  canno t impose any 
punishm ent f o r  m isconduct which he has condoned.'*

and a l s o  drawn o u r a t t e n t ^ n  tow ards 2004 (2) 265

High C ourt o f  D elh i R .L .R athore  V s .D elh i Power Supply

Co .L td . dec ided  on 3 .9 ,2 0 0 3  i n  which th e  D elhi High C ourt

h e ld  t h a t  " p e t i t i o n e r  had been promoted d u r in g  p ro ceed in g s

w ith o u t  any c o n d i t io n  which shows e f f e c t  o f  p ro cee d in g s

was ignored '* , and a l s o  argued t h a t  th e  re sp o n d e n ts  have

awarded m u l t ip le  punishm ents by one o rd e r  which i s  no t

l e g a l l y  p e r m is s ib le .

4 .  in  r e p ly ,  t h e  le a rn e d  counse l f o r  t h e  re sp o n d en ts  

argued t h a t  th e  re sp o n d e n ts  came to  know about th e  

a l l e g a t i o n  f i r s t  i n  t h e  y ea r  1992. The resp o n d e n ts  had 

to  v e r i f y  and e n q u ire  i n  t h i s  m a t te r  from v a r io u s  departm ents  

numbering about 4 t o  5 and so  many o th e r  d ep a rtm en ta l  

f o r m a l i t i e s  had to  be complied w ith  by th e  r e s p o n d e n ts .

There was no d e la y  i n  i s s u in g  th e  charge  s h e e t  by th e  

r e s p o n d e n ts .  I t  i s  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  a p p l ic a n t  v/as promoted 

to  chargeman G r . I I  w . e . f .2 7 .1 2 .9 5  and s u c c e s s f u l l y  completed 

h is  p ro b a t io n  p e r io d  on 2 6 .1 2 .9 7 .  In  t h i s  c o n te x t ,  i t  i s  

argued t h a t  d u r in g  t h a t  p e r io d ,  th e  a p p l ic a n t  was n o t under 

c lo u d  and was promoted to  chargeman G r . I I  and a l s o  su c c e s s ­

f u l l y  com pleted h i s  p ro b a t io n  p e r io d .  He was charge  sh e e te d  

under  Rule 14 of th e  CCS (CCA) ^^ules 1965 v id e  memo d a ted

2 2 .5 .9 9  even a f t e r  com ple tion  o f  one man board  o f  en q u iry
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w herein  th e  a p p l ic a n t  was found r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  no t 

c o l l e c t i n g  th e  e n t i r e  m a te r i a l  and f u r t h e r  argued t h a t  

m u l t ip le  punishm ents a re  not awarded a g a in s t  th e  a p p l ic a n t  

by t h e  impugned o rd e rs  d a ted  16.11 .2001 p assed  by th e  

d i s c i p l i n a r y  a u t h o r i t y  and by th e  a p p e l l a t e  a u t h o r i t y  

d a ted  12 .12 .0  3 . The a p p l ic a n t  i s  pun ished  by th e  p e n a l ty  

o f  co n ^u lso ry  r e t i r e m e n t  from s e r v ic e  and f u r t h e r  o rd e red  

t h a t  th e  lo s s  in c u r r e d  to  t h e  departm en t amounting to  

Rs .7 2 4 3 6 /-  w i l l  be re c o v e re d  from th e  g r a t u i t y  and le a v e  

encashment pay ab le  to  th e  a p p l i c a n t . Hence t h i s  o rd e r  

canno t be s a i d  to  be m u l t ip le  punishm ent o r d e r .  The r e s ­

pondents have no t committed any i r r e g u l a r i t y  o r  i l l e g a l i t y  

in  co nduc ting  d e p a r tm e n ta l  en q u iry  and in  p a s s in g  th e  

impugned o r d e r s .

5 . A f te r  h e a r in g  th e  le a rn e d  counse l f o r  b o th  p a r t i e s  

and c a r e f u l  p e r u s a l  o f  th e  r e c o rd s ,  we f in d  t h a t  th e  

a l l e g a t i o n s  a g a in s t  t h e  a p p l ic a n t  r e l a t e  to  th e  p e r io d  

between 2 1 .4 .8 7  and 5«5.87 when he was de t a i l ed t o  c o l l e c t  

17 item s o f  sp a re  p a r t s  f o r  motor t r a n s p o r t  sec tionffrcsm  

th e  s u p p l i e r s  and he c o l l e c t e d  th e  i tem s i n  l e s s  q u a n t i t y  

by 5 Nos I n s te a d  o f  17 item s  and he made f u l l  payment f o r  

th e  whole l o t  w hile  he c o l l e c t e d  12 i te m s .  I t  i s  v e ry  

s t r a n g e  and s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  about th e  overpayment made 

d u r in g  th e  afo rem en tioned  p e r io d ,  th e  re sp o n d e n ts  cou ld  know

fo r  th e  f i r ^ t i m e  i n  1992 w hile  so many*^gegperRdegte^emp 1 oyees 

worked i n  t h e  departm ent o f  t h e  re sponden ts  and i f  th e  

a p p l ic a n t  had committed such ty p e  o f  a c t ,  t h e r e  were so  

many employees i n  th e  departm ent to  d e t e c t  and f i n d  out 

th e  f i n a n c i a l  i r r e g u l a r i t y  amounting to  R s .72436/- abou t 

th e  payment made by th e  a p p l ic a n t  f o r  th e  5 item s which 
---- ^

he had no t ^ c o l le c te d .  This ty p e  o f  a c t io n  o f  th e  ^ l i c a n t
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Gould not have been u n d e te c te d  f o r  y ea rs  t o g e th e r  and 

f u r t h e r  i t  i s  argued on b e h a l f  o f  th e  resp o n d en ts  t h a t  

th ey  came t o  know about th e  in c id e n t  f o r  th e  f i r s t  tim e 

i n  th e  yea r  1992 and th e y  had to  e n q u ire  and v e r i f y  about 

t h i s  m a tte r  from v a r io u s  departm en ts  and when th e y  confirm ed 

th e  a l l e g a t i o n  a g a in s t  th e  a p p l i c a n t ,  th e n  th e y  i s s u e d  th e  

s a id  cha rge  s h e e t  on 2 2 .5 .9 9 .  T h is  p e r io d  o f  7 y e a rs  i n  

making e n q u i r i e s  and v e r i f i c a t i o n  from v a r io u s  departm en ts  

by th e  re sp o n d en ts  seems t o  be no t s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  e x p la in e d  

by them , such ty p e  o f  f i n a n c i a l  i r r e g u l a r i t y  cou ld  have 

been d e te c te d  on p r i o r i t y  b a s i s  and w ith in  no t im e .

6 .  So f a r  as th e  prom otion  o f  th e  a p p l ic a n t  i s  concerned ,

he was promoted on 2 7 .1 2 .9 5  as chargeman G r . I I  and a f t e r

p ro b a t io n  p e r io d  o f  2 yeaffs’nhewwas confirm ed w . e . f .  2 6 .12 .97

v id e  o rd e r  d a ted  1 9 .8 .9 8  (A -3 | .  The s u b je c t  m a t te r  o f  th e

charge s h e e t  was w ell  w i th in  th e  knowledge o f  t h e  re sp o n d en ts

as acco rd in g  t o  th e  re sp o n d e n ts ,  th e y  came t o  know about

th e  s a i d  a l l e g a t i o n  a g a in s t  th e  a p p l ic a n t  o n ly  i n  t h e  year

1992 w hile  th e  a p p l ic a n t  was promoted t h e r e a f t e r  i n  th e

year 1995 and sxibsequently  on com pletion  o f  t h e  p ro b a t io n

p e r io d  o f  2 y e a r s ,  he was confirm ed on 2 6 .1 2 .9 7 .  i t  shows

th a t  th e  re sp o n d e n ts  have ig n o red  th e  a l l e g a t io n s  l e v e l l e d

a g a in s t  th e  a p p l ic a n t  as th e y  promoted th e  a p p l i c a n t  in  the

yea r  1995. we have gone th rough  th e  r u l i n g  1968 SLR p . 88

H o n 'b le  Madhya P rad esh  High Court i n  Lai Audhraj S ingh

v s .  S t a t e  o f  Madhya P ra d e sh ,  dec ided  on 6 .5 .1 9 6 7 ,  I n  which

i t  i s  h e ld  by t h e  H o n 'b le  High Court t h a t ;

" C o n s t i tu t io n  of I n d ia ,  A r t i c l e s  310 and 311- 
Condonation o f  m isconduct ~ w hether la p s e  o f  
tim e condones n eg l ig en c e  -  A g o v t ,  s e rv a n t  
pun ished  9 y ea rs  a f t e r  s e rv in g  a charge  s h e e t  
du r in g  which he a lso  ea rned  a p rom otion  -  
Held by not ta k in g  any a c t io n  f o r  9 y e a r s ,  
th e  a u t h o r i t y  had condoned t h e  n e g l ig e n c e -  
P u r th e r  h e ld ,  a m aste r  cannot in ^ o se  any 
punishm ent f o r  m isconduct which he has condoned."

and a l s o  p e ru se d  th e  r u l i n g  o f  2004 (2) SLJ p .2 6 5  H on 'b le

r ^ l h i  High Court i n  R .L .R athore  V s.D elh i Power Supply

Co. L t d . ,  d ec ided  on 3 .9 .2003  i n  which it is held by  th e

- 6 -
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Hon*ble D elh i High C ourt t h a t  " P e t i t i o n e r  had been 

promoted d u r in g  p ro ceed in g s  w ith o u t any c o n d i t io n  

which shows e f f e c t  o f  p ro ceed in g s  was ig n o r e d " .

I t  su p p o r ts  th e  arguments advanced on b e h a l f  o f  th e  

a p p l ic a n t  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  th e  knowledge o f  t h e  a l l e g e d  

a l l e g a t i o n s  a g a in s t  th e  a p p l ic a n t  i n  t h e  y ea r  1992.

The re sp o n d e n ts  promoted th e  a p p l ic a n t  i n  th e  year 

1995 and confirm ed a f t e r  com ple tion  o f  p ro b a t io n  p e r io d  

o f 2 y e a rs  i n  1997 and we have a l s o  gone th ro u g h  th e  

r u l i n g  c i t e d  by th e  a p p l ic a n t  1991 (16^ ATC SC and 

2004 (1) ULJ &1P 79 (DB) re g a rd in g  d e la y  i n  su b m iss io n  o f  

th e  charge  s h e e t  and i n i t i a t i o n  o f  d ep a r tm en ta l  e n q u i ry .  

The D iv is io n  Bench of th e  Hon*ble High Court o f  Madhya 

P ra d esh  i n  t h e  a f o r e s a id  r u l i n g  has h e ld  t h a t  i n i t i a t i o n  

o f  d e p a r tm e n ta l  en q u iry  14 y e a rs  a f t e r  th e  a l le g e d  

m isconduct caused g r e a t  d e la y  and had t o  be q u ashed .

The Hon*ble Supreme C ourt has  a l s o  su p p o r ted  t h i s  v iew .

So f a r  as th e  arguments on b e h a l f  o f  th e  a p p l ic a n t  t h a t  

th e  impugned o rd e r s  c o n ta in  m u l t ip le  pun ishm en ts , i t  seems 

t o  be no t l e g a l l y  t e n a b le  as th e  impugned punishm ent i s  

awarded f o r  compulsory r e t i r e m e n t  and th e  o rd e r  o f  

r e c o v e ry  o f  th e  a l le g e d  amount i s  a c o n s e q u e n t ia l  o rd e r  

w ith  re g a rd  to  t h e  impugned punishm ent o r d e r .

7 . A f te r  c o n s id e r in g  a l l  th e  f a c t s  and c irc u m sta n c e s  of 

t h e  c a s e ,  we a re  o f  th e  o p in io n  t h a t  t h e  re sp o n d e n ts  have 

n o t g iven  any s a t i s f a c t o r y  e x p la n a t io n  fo r  th e  in o r d in a t e  

d e la y  in  i s s u in g  th e  charge  memo and th e  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  th e  

impugned en q u iry  was a lso  g r o s s ly  b e la te d  and no t i n  

cons,onance w ith  f a i r  p la y  and th e  re sp o n d e n ts  have a lso  

promoted th e  a p p l ic a n t  i n  th e  year  1995 and confirm ed him 

i n  th e  yea r  1997 i . e .  a f t e r  th e  s a id  a l l e g a t i o n  o f  1987
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w hile  t h i s  f a c t  was w ell  w i th in  th e  knowledge o f  th e  

r e s p o n d e n ts ,  a cco rd in g  to  t h e i r  own v e r s io n ,  i n  1992. 

Hence t h i s  OA i s • l i o b jre to  be a llow ed .

8 .  The oA i s  a llow ed and th e  impugned o rd e r s  d a te d  

16 ,11.2001 (Annexure A6̂ ) and th e  a p p e l l a t e  o rd e r  d a ted  

1 2 .1 2 .0 3  (Annexure A9') a re  quashed and s e t  a s id e .  The 

re sp o n d e n ts  a re  d i r e c t e d  to  r e i n s t a t e  th e  a p p l ic a n t  w i th in  

a p e r io d  o f  t h r e e  months fromnthe d a te  o f  r e c e i p t  o f  th e  

copy o f  t h i s  o r d e r .  Respondents a re  a l s o  d i r e c t e d  to  

re fu n d  th e  amount o f  R s.72 4 3 6 /-  to  th e  a p p l i c a n t .  However, 

i t  i s  made c l e a r  t h a t  th e  a p p l ic a n t  w i l l  no t be e n t i t l e d  

f o r  i n t e r e s t  on th e  a f o r e s a id  amount and fo r  back wages.

9 . The OA i s  d isp o se d  o f  as above.

(Madan M ^ a n |  (Sarweshwar Jha)
j u d i c i a l  Member A d m in is t ra t iv e  Member

a a .

{'4 ......^  ' V *
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