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TRIBUNMj^ Jr>3i^HJR saiGrl. J^ALgUR

Original Application No. 7 44 of 2000

Jabalpur, this the 23rd d^y of March, 200 4

Hcn'ble Shri M,P, Singh, Vice Chairman
HOn'ble Shri Maa^ Mohan, Judicial Member

Bahadur Singh, S/o, Shri
Chandra Bhan Singh, Aged about
41 years, Sc,i5BW (Semi-skilled),.
T^^o. P-5/2V50691,: Ordnance
Factory, C/o. Jeevan Lai yaaav#
Kamaria, JBP. Malguzar, In front of
Roopali Hotel,; Karondi, Ranjhi,
Jabalpur (M*?*)* ••• Applicani

(By Advocate - Shri P, Chaturvadi)

Versus

Union of India,
Through s The Ministry of
Defance (Production),; Govt, of
India, Delhi,

The Director Goieral of Ordnance

Factory,, lO-A,, Auckland Road#,
Calcutta,

3, The Gaieral Managdr,
Ordnance Factory, Khameria,
Jabalpur, ,,, Respondeits

(By Advocate - Shri P, Shankaran)

ORDER (Oral)

V

By M,?# Singh, Vice Chairman -

By filing this Original Application the applicant has

claimed the following main reliefs s

••i) to quash the order dated 10th July 2000#
AnneKure A-6,

ii) to initiate oontanpt proceeding against the
respondents

J,

2, The brief facts of the case are that the applicant was

working as Labourer in Ordnance Factory,- Khamaria, 'While

wor]<lng as such^ he v/as issued a charge sheet and discipli

nary proceedings were initiated against him and he has been

removed from service. The applicant has challoiged the order



/
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of removal by filing OA No. 230 of 1995, whidi was decided

by this j-ribunal vice order dated IQth May^. 2000. The

Tribunal has decided the case on merit and has come to the

definite finding that the punishmeit imposed on the

applicant is dis^proportionate and it hits the judicial

consciaice. The Tribunal had directed the applicant to

pr^er an appeal to the appellate authority, and the
directed to

appellate authority was consider the matter synpatheticail-

and pass appropriate order relating to quantum of punishm(2it

It is therefore quite clear that the Tribunal had come to

the definite finding that the punishment inposed on the

applicant is quite harsh and it shocks the consciaice of the

Tribunal. H^ice the Tribunal directed the appellate authority

to consider the matter and if the punishment is modified he
J

be taken back in service and the respondaits shall be at

liberty to treat the period from the date the applicant was

removed till the date of his reinstatement^as period not

spait on duty and they shall also be at liberty not to

disburse the pay and allov/ances during the said period. The

appellate authority has not passed the order in accordance

with the directions.

3. Heard the learned counsel for the parties and perused

the records.

4. We find that as the appellate authority has dLmposed th

p^alty of removal from service on the applicant and has not

acted in accordance with the direction givoi by the Tribunal

on lOth May, 2000 in the aforesaid Oi., The order passed by

the appellate authority dated 10th July, 2000 (Aine>aire A-6)

is quashed snd set aside. The respondents are directed to
the cpplicant

impose any peialty another than tlie order of removal.

dismissal and conpulsory retironent.
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5. Acjordingly, the Original ̂ plication is allowed.

No costs,
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([■iadan Moh^)
Judicial Manber

«SA«»

t  r

71 0I>/5UT

fi) - r.-,. ■,

(3) -

/>

(M.P. Singh)
Vice Chairman
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