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Applicant impugns the charge sheet dated 13;6.88
»(Annexurle‘”:‘iﬁf) and the Disciplinary Authorj.ty"s order
dated 436297 (Annexure=I)d

V] Applicant was charged with having failed o
maintain absolute integrity as a Gvtiservant and
theresby violating Ruls 3 CCS—(Conduct) Rules in as much as
that he while functioning as sfiiiﬁerodrcnme 0 fficery Ranchi

during the period 20011582 to 1912583 misised his

i
WA

position by selecting his brother=in=law Shri Sujit
1l
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Bumman foT appointment as Assttl Mechenic at C
Aerodrome , Ranchi

o The Enquiry OfPicer in his report “(‘Annexureﬁ\?ﬁ_)
concluded that applicant by not disspiating himsel f
erom the Selection Board constituted for te

recrul tment of Assistant Machanic at Civil Aer':;eh:c:me‘%4
Ranchi, when he came to know of his bro therein=1au
-Shrivs*?.Bumab;s candidature for the same§y failed to
project for himsel f an image of honesty and
impartiality and exposed himself to such doubis
Aa:':hard o digpely thué violating the spirit of

Homs Ministry's OM dated 24’55 uhich tantamounts to
v:i:;latinn of Rule 3 CCS-(Conduct) Ruleey! It uas however
clear that applicant had not brought =ny influence
to bear on other menbers of the Selection Board o
favour his brother=in=law nor had M@ manosuvred

to get his brother in 1 selected as AssttiMechanidy

4 A copy of the Enquiry Ufficar;s report was
frnished to applicant for representationy if any's

55  Applicant submitted his representation on
11215590 (AnnexureSUIII) on receipt of which the
Disciplinary Autharity—'.s' after considering the
, maf;.enals on raoord, and after consul ting the UPSC &L((tffaﬂ

aHu Fo a ynge and

i sued the impugned order dated 46,97 reducing
applicant's pay by 5 stages for a period of 3 years
during which applicant would not sarn increments

and which would have the effect of postponing further

increments ¥

6, It is this order dated 46397 uhich is now

imp ugn ad?!
)
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A !ﬁe have heard both sides?d

85  The main arguments advanced by applicantts
 ounsel Shei Rajan are that MHATs OMe dated 234355
and dated 263457 referred to in para 3 of the
statament of imputation of misconduct which foms
the basis of the charge; nouhere specifies that a
Govtl employee should not chair any interview board
in case his relative happens to be a candidate and
under the ciresmstance, no mismncﬂct can be said
to have been made outy It is contended that

such restriction was brought about only by DPAR‘;S
OM dated 356:88 (ocopy taken on record) much after
the in:cident","i and the same could rot be give‘i‘i

retrospective effecty

53 yWe have considered thess arguments carefullyy

but-are unable to agree with the Same-‘?ﬁi

108 Respondents! Circular dated 23040155 enjoins

upon those who hold responsinle postsy to maintain
independence and impartiality in the discharge of
their dutiesd It has specifically been emphasised that
those holdimg responsibls posts should ensure that
there is no grouad'or occasion to suggest that some
individuals have greatsr access or influence with

them than others, and the officers should fully
appreciates the need for maintaining a high standard

of integrity and impartislityy and sure 2s fap as it
1ies in their pouef’? that their bshaviour gives no room
for any possible suggestion to the ‘contrary"‘.“? It is ele2y
that by associating with the Interviaw/section Board

in which one of his negar relative sppeared, spplicant

-
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tthe in struction regarding the Govdl] servant
dissoeiating himsel f from a Sslection Cr.\mm:lttee”
wher® his close relatlion is 2 candidatey is
based on the fundamentals of probity in L'bvﬁ?
servica and @ Govts servant is expected to know .

it as ons of the basic tenets of right conducts®

115 fha maintenance of absolute integrity required
of every vl sarvant; is itself based on the
fundeamentals of probity in Govts service. and by
npt'disso ciating himself mm_ a selection Commi tte?
uiere his close relation was a candidatey ap'plicant
has failed to maintain absblﬁt_auintegri_ty' and has
thus violated Rule 3 cCS( Conduct) Rulesd

125 The OA warrants no interference and it is

dismissedd No costsy
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