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CENTHAL ASMINISIRAITLVE Thi BUNAL
ALLAHARAL. BENCH
ALLAHARA »

Criginal Application ho. 1287 of 1995

Allahabad this the 18th day of LLecember 1995

Hon'hle Lir. Rh.K. Saxena, iMember ( Jud. )
Hon'ble Mr. S. Layal, Member (. Admn. )

Gyan Singh S/o Late Sukh Lal, A/a 54 vears working
as iepot Store Keeper Qe I under District Controllex
of Stores, North Eastern hailway, Izzat Nagar, Bareilly.

AFELI CANT

By Advocate Shri Anand Kumar.

——

Versus

l. Uidon of India through Geneial Manageir, North
Easiern nailway, Gorakhpur.

2. Controller of Stores, iorth Castern wnailway,
G rekhpur.

3. Cnief Fersonnel Officer, North Eastern hailway,
Grakhpur.

4. District Controller of Stores, North Eastern
hailway, laatnagyser, Bareilly.

8. Chief Vigilance Officer, North Eastern hkailway,
GCorakhpur.

0. Shri Kamlesh Chaudhari, Ex. Chief Vigilance
Inspector now working as Assistant Controller
of S#ores, N«Es. hailway, Corakhpur Liepot.

AESPONS EN T3

By Advocate sShri P. Mathur.

By Hon'kle Dr. h.K. Saxena, Member ( J )

This O.A. has beer filed to seek the
reliefs that the respondents be directed to post the
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applicant as Assistant Gontroller of Stores Group '
'B' and to quash the charge-sheet dated Ol.11.1993 }
filed against the applicant. The notices of this |
O.A. were received by Shri P. Mathur, Standing Counsel
for the respondents on 051.21995 and thus,

Shri Anand Kumar, counsel for the cpplicant and

shri P. Mathur, counsel for the respondents, are i

present.

2 Shri Anand Kumar makes statement

- I i

at bar that the applicant does not press the
relief 8 (b) relating to the quastment of the
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charge-sheet. l

e IThe contention of the learned counsel

for the applicant is that the applicant was selected

for the post of Assistant Controller of Stores g
(Group B service), Mis result was withheld because :'
the charge-shéeet was submitted against hime It 1s
further contended that tht'.'({nquiry Officer did rnot ‘
find the cherges establishpagainst the applicant yet
the disciplinary authority is withhclding the pro- "
ceecings for about one year. WNeither, he agreed }
with the opinion of the Inquiry Of ficer nor has 1;
he dis-agreed and no final order on the report I‘[
submitted by the Inquiry Of ficer, is passed. It :
is pleaded by Shri Anand Kumar that if, the direction
for disposal of the inquiry proceediigs at the end '
of disciplinary authority is given, the applicant

shall be satisfied. Shri P. Mathur, rcuunsel for
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the respondents also submits that time bound
directions may be given. Accordingly, we
dispose of this O.A. at the stage of admission
itself. Wwe direct the respondent no.4, who has
issued the charge=sheet, according to the counsel
for the applicant, to dispose of the proceedings
which are pending with him for last one year,

within 6 weeks from the receipt of copy of the
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order. The result of decision taken , be comm=
unicated to the applicant within 1 week thereaf:i:er.
Injcase, any adverse order is passed, the applicant
shall be at liberty to approach the concerned
authoritiées including the Tiribunal. The O.A.

is disposed of accordingly. No order as to costs.
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Member ( A ) Member ( J )
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