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CENTRaI. APMINISTRATIVB TRIBDNjtf.^ JABAM>TJR BENCH. JaBAIPUR

I

0*A. NO, 720/2002

Oopal Prasad sonakla^ aged
aboat 42 years, s/o. bate shrl
Rarraada prasad SoBakla. Working
as Lower Divlaloa Clerk, ordlnaeee
Factory. Itarsl. Distt. Hoshaagabad. Applicant

Versus

1« Union of India, through
secretary. Ministry of defence.
New Delhi.

2* General Manager.
ordinance Factory. Ztarsi.
Distt. Hoshangabad.

3* Asstt. Labour Welfare eopwLsaion^
(s). ordinance Factory* Itani*
District Hosangabad.

*

Counsel t

Shri s JC. Nayak for the iqpplieant.

Coram t

Hon'ble Shri R.K. Upadhyaya HMriber (AdKiv.).

(Passed on t1
0 R D » W ifflrall

his'tfte 2003)

This original ̂ pplieatioB was earlier diwnissed

for non-prosecution by order dated 18/11/2002. That order

was set-aside by order dated 30/01/2803 in Mise. Applica

tion No. 1626/2002 and this OA was rest^^ to its original

nuiaber.

cs

2. The learned counsel of t^e w^icaat states

that the grievance of the «plieant is genuine and that

this Tribunal should pass suites order to nitigate the

same. His attenUon was invited to the order of this

Tribunal dated 30/10/2002 in idiic^ the fellowiag query
was made t



(S)

* 2 *

"Heard Shrl r«n« Tlwari. for the applicant* He
explain as to how In para 5 of the

synopsis It was alleged that his signature was
wtalned on a blank paper whereas In paragraph
4.3 at page 3, second line It was claimed that
5? was made to sign on p^ers where something InEnglish was written* He was also asked to show
as to how the Issue Involved Is a service mattex**.

Insplte of opportunities given* no reasons have been given

as to how this can be a service matter In which this

^^^^*xnal had Jurisdiction to adjudicate on the grievances

of the ajipllcant* in this view of the matter this Original

.^[}pllcatlon Is dismissed for want of Jurisdiction*

will be at liberty to prosecute this case In an appropriate

forum*

(R*K. UPADHYaYA)
member (a)

•jWlcoot "J7
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CagRMi APMlHiagRjglVETRlBUHMi^JJiBAliPUR BSWCH* JftBALPOR

Ckriolnal ApplioatiiOp No>720 g£ 2002

Jsbalpur# this the 18th day of No^eobeTf 2002.

Hon'ble ̂ *&«K*U^aidhyaya- Meoher Udsdnistratlve)

GcpaL Prasad Scnakia
aged dboat 42 years# late
8 hri Narraada Pra/sad SonaJcia#
tforlciQg as Lover Slvislcii QLerK#
Ordnance Factory Itarsi#^
District Hoshangahad* -APBilOUg,

l^y Advocate- Hone)

Versus

!• Union of India* through Secretary#
Ministry of Defence# Hev D^hi*

2* General Manager#
Ordnance Factory Itarsi#
Distt • Hoshangab ad •

3* Asstt* Labour W^fare Commissioner (s)
Ordnance Factory# Itarsi#
District Hoshahgabad* »R££pCN[>S]gS.

O^D E ̂

This Case was earlier listed on 30*10 *2002 when

learned counsel of the applicant Shri R*HyDiwar4 was heard*

Fdl Owing orders were passed on that date:-

"Heard Siri R*H2fiwari for the applicant. J3e
was asked to escplain as to how in para 5 <£ the
syn<^sis it was alleged that his signature was <btaina3
on a blank paper whereas in paragraph 4*3 at Page 3#
second line it was claimed that he was made to sign
on papers where something in Bngli^ was written.He
was also adced to shew as to how the issue involved
is a iservice matter. Shri Tiwari seeks ad1oumm«t
to seek instructions."

The learned counsel for the applicant was also a^ed

to essplain as to how the issue invdved is a service mtter.

In apite of second call# nobody has appeared in this connec

tion. Therefore#! this application is dismissed for non-

prosecution at the admission stage itsdf. O ->^7
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(R «K «^adhyaya)
'  MOO
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