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Applicant prays for quashing and setting aside
of the Charge Memo dated 28%10396 (Annexure=A1) by
which he has been charged that while functioning as

project Officer (IADP) in the Development Depariment

during 1982-83 he committed gross misconduct in as

much as he failed to exercise effective and proper

supervision and control over the activities of Mall Road

Petrol Punp which ultimately resulted in shortage of

p etrolfy diesel causing huge loss to the Go vyl exchequerd

él‘ , Apgiicant‘ has bhall enged the impugned charge
memo on various grounds including (i) inordinatef}
unreasonable and unexplained delay in initiating the
departmental procesdings (ii) non=progress in the conduct
of the proceedings beyond appointment of the Inquiry
Officer and the Presénting Of‘f‘icer -(iii) Noﬁ-SUpply

of copies of listed documents (iv) non-2pplication of

mind while framing the charge memo (v) vagueness ang lack
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of ma‘térial particular in the diarge (vi) absenc® of

mention in the charge memo of vioclation of any rule or

instruction (v’i:f) the darge memo being the product

" of a preliminéry inguiry which had been conducted by

an officer junior to applicant himself ‘(viigj’) other

o.f‘f'icers inwlved in the same transaction have also

been chafgesheet_ed by dﬂ_arge._memo of the same datey
b'ut no orders have been passed f‘br holding common

proceeding under Rule 18 ccs(ecA) Rul esh

3 Respondents.in their reply challengs the DAZ
They state that apart from appointment of I,0. and the

Presenting Officery hearingsin the disciplinary

]

proceedings have commenced on 3MF97T They deny

the g rounds 'taken'by aplpl_icant and urge that the 0A

warrants no interferencdyl

45 We have considered the matter carefullys]
54 ~ There can be no doubt that the disciplinary

proceedings have bsen badly delayecﬁfj However for that
reason alone we hold fhat we would not be justified in

interdicting those proceedings at this stagedl In so far

as the other grounds are concernedy it is open to applican

to urge any or all of them before the Disbiplinary
authority who Would be required to apply his mind to

each of them if and when raised in accordance with law’d

What is nmecessary is that the disciplinary proceedings

be concluded without any further loss of timdd

63 Accordingly we dispose of the OA with a direction

_ to respondents to proceed with the DE in accordance with

law such that it is concluded within 4 months from the

date of receipt of a cOpy of this ordery in which
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applicant should also fully cooperatsf?

= The OA is disposed of in tems of para 6
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~aboved No costsyd
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