
IN lilt GENIE:AL AJMiNisTRATiVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD 

ADDIrLJNAL BENGH AT ALLAHABAD 

* * * 

Allahabad 
	Dated this 	day of January', 1997 

Review Application N0.25 	of 1996 

in 

Criginal Application No, 662 of 1995 

141.1LOSI—L—J.611.431,412A4—  

giitaL= 
Honlble Mr. S. Das Gupta, i.041, 

J,N, Srivastava V° Late shri L
alta Frasad 

Resident of 178 hasting Road, Ashok Nagal. , 

Allahabad and at present employed at Ga
rrison 

Engineer's Office, Bamrauli, Allahabad. 

(By sri DK Agarwal, Advocate) 
	 Applicant 

Versus 

• 

	

	
Union of India through Defence secretary, 

Ministry of Defence, Govt. of India, 

New Delhi, 

2, The Engineer—in—Chief, Army Headquarters, 

Kashmir House, New Delhi. 

3, 
The Chief Engineer, (Engineer Branch), 

Headquarters, Central Command, Lucknow,. 

4• 	
Officer Commanding 810 B.Y.C. (New Combat 

Engineering Training Camp), C/o 56 A.P. 

5. 	
Garrison Engineer (Air Force), Bamrauli, 

Allahabad, 
	Respondents 

Honlble Mx 
This application seeks review of the order dated 

5-2-1996 by which the OA No.662/199t was dismissed 

in limine, 

QW 
t 
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2. 	
In the aforesaid )A the applicant had challenged 

an order dated 13-3-1990 as well as the charge sheet 

dated 4-3-1990 and sought quashing of both. The case 

was dismissed on the ground that the order of suspension 

being interlocutory order and the charge sheet also being 

at interlocutory stage of disciplinary proceedings, 

there was no reason for the Tribunal to interfere. The 

order was passed in absence of the learned counsel for 

the applicant. The order sheet discloses th
at the 

learned counsel for the applicant had been repeatedly 

seeking adjournment and, therefore, on 5-2-1996 when he 

sought adjournment again, the case was taken up for 

orders. 

3. 	
it has been submitted in the review application 

that a
lthough the charge sheet was issued on 4-3-1990, 

the disciplinary proceedings were pending 
at the time 

of filing of the 
L411/4 and even now it is pending. Thus, 

even after a lapse of four years, there h
akbeen no 

progress in the inquiry proceedings. 

4, 	
e have carefully perused the pleadings in the 

*:.)ik again. 4e have seen therefrom that the applicant 

hai_specifically averred that although he denied the 

charges on 4-8-1990 and by an order dated 20-7—i990 

Major Jaipal Singh was appointed as 
the inquiry Officer, 

there was no progress in the inquiry. subsequently, 

Major prabir Singh was appointed as the Inquiry Officer, 

who started the inquiry and continued 'the same till 

5-4-1991, nothing was heard of it thereafter. The 

suspension had been revokedin the meantime, but the 

the applicant's representation that the period of 

suspension be treated as on duty and he be paid salary 

for the period, remained unreplied to 	
It is, therefore 
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true that at the time when the application was filed, 

the inquiry does not appear to have been concluded even 

after a lapse of four years and this fact also appears 

from the communication dated 2D-I-1995 issued by the 

department in which the applica
nt is presently working. 

5. 

 

in view of the foregoin, we recall the order 

dated 5-2-1996  and direct that the OA No.b62/1995 be 

listed for admission on 

Meister (J) 

foklbe/ 


