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Open Court 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRmUNAL. ALLAHABAD BENCH• 
ALLAHABAD 

original Application No. 778 of 2002 

this the 27th day of August' 2002. 

Hon'ble Mr. s. De.val._ Jlembet:' (A) 
Holl'ble· Mr. A .. K. Bhat:na ar Member J) 
Kripa Shanker Sharma .s O Sri Bhagwan 

saran Sharma• R/o 111/455 • Bramha Nagar • 

District Kanpur Nagar. u.P. 

At present working on the post of Yitter Hs-2. 

10. Mlg small Arms Factory• Kalp! Road. l<'anpur • 

••••••••• Applicant 

By Advocate : Sri P.C. Shukla 

Versus 

l. union of India through Secretary• 

Ministry of Defence. Department of Defence. 

Production and supplies, D.H.Q.P.o. New Delhi. 

2. Additional o.a.o.F./Member Appellate Authority. 

Government of India • Ministry of Defence• 

ordinance Factory Board, 10-A. Saheed I<hudi Ram 

Bose Road. Kolcutta-700001. 

3. The General Mlnager. 

small Arms Factory• Kalpi Road, I<anpur. 

4. Inquiry Officer. works Manager/ P.L. Small 

Arms Facto;-y • I<'alpi Road. Kanpur • 

••••••• ~espond~nts 
' . ' 

ay Advocate : Sri c. Prasad for Sri N.c. Nishad 

0 R. DER (oral) 

ay Hon'ble Mr. S. oayal, A.M. 

' 

~ 
'!his application has been filed for a direction 

to decide the r evision fil ed on 28-3-2001 throug h 

proper channel~and is pending before the 'respondent ~.1. 
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(2) 

Directions have also been sought for setting-aside the 

orders dated 30-6-2000 and 12-2-2001 passed by the 

disciplinary authority and appellate authority respectively 

2. '!he applicant was 

for gross mis-conduct by 

~·~ 4-
proceededAby the respondent N0.3 

.,... f.,, 
r eso rting~gambling during duty 

hours and wasting Governments time in barrel parting 

shop which was a place where he was found gambling. He 

was subjected to reduction from the stage of Rs.4200 to 

Rs.4000/ for a period of one year. His appeal against 

the order of punishment was rejected. '!hereafter. he 

filed a Revision addressed to the Secretary. Ministry 

of Defence. Department of Defence production & SUpplies. 

Govt. of India. New Delhi. on various grounds. This 

revision is still said to he pending with the respondents. 

3. '!he arguments of the P.c.shukla. counsel for the 

applicant and shri c.prasad brief holder for Shri N.C 

Nishant. counsel for the res1:>0ndent .have been heard. 

4. Since the revision filed by the applicant is said 
be ' 

to/pending with the Ministry of Defence. as admitted in -
Para 16 of ~the counter apply filed by the r espondents. 

it would meet the ends of justice if the respondents are 
I 

directed todecide the r evision dated 16-8-2001 filed 

' 

-

by the applicant on mer! ts. wt~nea per:tod-.. 0£ three months 
from the date of receipt of copy of this order. we order 

accordingly. 
s. '!he OA st411ds disposed of as above. 1'X> costs. 

~ 
r-tember ( J) Member (A) 

Girish/-
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22.J.2003 -·---- ---
HON.MR.JUSTICE R.R.K.TRJVEDI,V.C. 

HON.MAJ.GEN . K.K.SRIVASTAVA,MEMBER(A) ------------ -----------·--------

... 

OP.. 778/02 

H€ard Shrj N.C.N:iehad C"C.UnEE'l fCJr the r€EE-1C· nde-nt~. 

By order ~ated 27.8 . 02 p?~~E'd ir1 OA 778/02 dit~ction 

we-~ givC:n to tEe.r.•c•nde·nt r.c . l, Un5c.n cf India thrcugh 

SEcteleiry Minjstry cf Defcrice, DepartmEnt of Deff'r1c-e 

Ptcdt'ction & Sui;:(Jl1es, N<w Delhi to eecid~ the IE\ljs.ion 

cr;pl!c..~tjon fjJed by ar:pJ.ica ut en 28 . 3 .0J. The- atcre&aic 

crcer dctea 30 . 6 . 2000 whjch WC\f confirmed in c-ppeal o n 

12.2.0J. As rE-vis.ion OA 

waE f51E6 fot d.ir£ction to dec:ide the ~am~. The Tribunal 

granted three mcnthE timF tc decide the rev .ision ty ctd€r 

dat£·d '27 .8.02. Ae clear from the recc.rd the revi~iosn 

wa~ ti Jed en 28 . 3 . 0J. RGughly two y~ar~ h?ve r·aEsed tut 

thi& lc.·ng period rre;vea ~hott fc.,r: the re~pondentE: t<.· 

decide the t~visicsn &nd th.is a~i;:lication haE been filed 

Eeeking fu1ther lhre€ mcnth~ tjme. 

Hc.·n 't-i l e Supreme- C0urt in c:-asE· cf 'S. S . Rathc.t€ 

V&.Sta t e of Madhya Ptcde-e:t. , ~R 1990 SC pg JO has 

- {) ... >-
d j re c l € d that derartme-ntal arre-~~ end re vie5cn~ shcult 

bE- de-c.ide:d by 6E:partmf>r1tciJ authcr:lties w~thjn a ~ ·eric.·c1 c.f 

three mc.nths tc, ~:ix mcnthe:. l c ug 

& rid ~ n t · l a ~ n c I f th€ 

t.hc • • rev :i r- Jon • Ther€ :i e 

justj fjcati0n tcr grcnting furthe1 tjm~. Hcwev£t, i n the 

i r.tErer..t cf juetic.:E and te; c.vc. jd multiplicity c·f the 

r.·r,cee-d:inge, reJu c tantly we c.r€· gt·criting cnE mo nth tjmE: 

to oec ; oe- t he t€ \"5Eic·n fi:c-m the datE:· a c-o~·Y cf thi~ 0rder 

ie: f :i J~a . We hope that .in fulurf:' euch de-Jc:y~ w.iJl l:.e 

c:vcideo. 

MA 69 / 03 is djErcs~a cf . 

MEMBER(A) 
i---«:~ 

VICE CHAIRMAN 

Uv/ 
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OA 778/02 

22.1.2003 

HON.MR.JUSTICE R.R.R.TRIVEDI,V.C. 

BON.MAJ.GEN.K.K.SRlVASTAVA,MEMBER(A) ---·-- --_ .. ___________ ,____ -
Heard Shr i N .c .Nishad counsl; l for the respondents. 

By order dated 27.B.02 passed in OA 778/02 direction 

was given to reapoHdent no. l, Un i on c-f India through 
• 

Secretary Min~stry of Defence, Department of Defence 

Production & Supplies, New Delhi to . decide the revision 

application filed by applicBnt on 28.3.0l. The aforesaid 

revision appljcaticn was filed egainet the punishm~nt 

ordel:· dated 30.6.2000 whic1' 'Was confirmed in appeal on 

12.2.0l. Aa revision was not decided e~peditiously, OA 

was tileo fot direct i on to decide the same. The Tribunal 

granted three mon t hs time to decide the revision by order 

dated 2 7 .8.02. As clear f\:om the record the revisiosn 

was filed on 28.3.01. Roughly two y~ars have passed but ' \ 
\ 

this long period proved short for the respondents to ~\ 

decide the revisiosn and this application has been filed 

seeking further lhree months time. 

Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of •s.s.Rathore 

Vs.St ate of Madhya Pradesh, AIR 1990 SC pg 10 has 

directed that departmental appeakla and revisions should 

be deci6 e d by departmenta l authorities within a period of 

three months to six months. In the present case, long 

and in01dinate delay has already been taken by the 

department in deciding the revif"ion. There is no 

jus tification fer granting further tjme. However, in the 

interest of justice and tc avoid multiplicity of the 

prc:.iceeci i ngs , r elvctant ly 'we are granting one month time 

to decide the revision from the date a copy of this order 

is fil e d. We hope that in future euch delays will be 

avoided. 

MA 69/03 is disposed of. 

MEMBER(A) VICE CHAIRMAN 

nv/ 
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