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K»b. eged about 53 yeara, R/
„.y. Kbrn, s/o late Remuddm Khe

Katra iidl:^rtal, JabalpuT.Hbmed sagar, JSbt Applicant.

cri ii.Pe Singh.By Advocate « sri e-''-
VersuSe

h Director, Ordnance Factoryuuion o£ Ibdie trtrough DirectBoard. 10--cHlabd A-d, Calcutta.
-w/iAnce Factory Board,

p,. Director, Vigilance, ordance

. enoe Factory K»"eria, onhalj«r.oeneral .enager. Ordnance Factory
Respondents,

Advocate . Srl F. ShanKaran.
Q p p g R

ay I I tri— '-■"^TaBER. KgjjBESUi
•  o A applicant baa challenged the orderBy thrs O.A., appxi

va4. a direction to the respondents
aeted 23.9.1997 and haa sought
CO give ail conaeg^entlal benefits to the applic •

y, U submitted by ti. applicant that earlier t^
. ta had passed the penalty order dated 23.0.1993,the respondents hu pa n a no. 113 of 1994

= ..ha, lenaed by the applicant in 0-. no.w'nich wss chaliengea if ^ ^ a o i 1<5Q7

Fhe said O.A. «as finally decided by .udg«ent dated 2 7.1997
«lth the direction to the appellate authority to deer e

=. a^a t-o the applicant vxs-a-visthe quantum of punisnraent ewarded
ite of it sri Nem Singh was not givesri Hem Singh, but in spite of it, s

any penalty, but the a»licant has still been given the
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punishment with a maiafide intention as he was a union leader,

ife has, thus, sujamitted that this order is liable to be

quashed on the ground that it is in violation of the directions
given by the Tribunal and suffers from discrimination, xfe has
thus, prayed the relief as mentioned above.

3. The respondents filed their reply and teve stated
categorically that in compliance of the directions given
ixi the Tribunal, the applicant had. been given tie same

punishment as was awarded to Sri Nera Singh, therefore, he
cannot re-agitate the matter as there was a specific direction
of the the quantum of punishment vis-a-vis
^i Nem Singh^hey have also annexed the order dated
25.11.1993 to sho« ttet Srl Nem Singh had^«|^-been given
the penalty of reduction of pay by two stages for a period of
two years with cu^uletive ef£ect"^4\odereted to ttet of
reduction of pey ty stage for a period of three months
without cumulative effect. This position is not rebutted by
the applicant at all. Iherefore, we are satisfied ttet the
order passed ty the respondents i« in accordance with the
directions given by the Tr^unai m the appiicanfs earlier
n h. _ j .. V- tIuL Ul ^.  . hd it cannot be said tap ̂  any illegality in the orders
Phased by the respondents. Perusal of the order passed in
the case of Sri Nem^ngh shows t.^t he was also given the
same penalty as (^s^given to the applicant herein. Since
the couosel for the applicant i«s argued only this point and
we find no meritm the case, the 0.^. is dismissed with no
order as to costs,

CMrs, Meera Chhibber>
Member(j) \R.K, L^adhyaya)

Member (A)
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