CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
0.A.No.2232/91

x Hoa‘“"e Shri A.V.Haridasan, Vice-Chairman(J)
- ion'ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member(A)

: New Delhi, this 21st day of July, 1995 3

Shri S.K.Goel,

s/0 Shri Ugra Sen

Audit Officer

Office of the Director of Audit-I

Central Revenues

New Delhi - 110 002. e Applicant

(By Shri 8.C.Mehta, Advocate)

Versus

‘The Principal Director of Audit-II
Central Revenues,

Indra P astha Estate

% New Delhi - 110 002.
The Principal Director of Audit-I
Central Revenues

Indra Prastha Estate
New Delhi-110 002.

The Comptroller and Auditor General of India
Bahadursha Zafar Marg
New Delhi 110 002. NP
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Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, Vice-Chairman(J)_

The applicant while filing his application wa
Audit Officer in the office of a Principal Directot f
'. Audit-I, Central Revenues, New Delhi since 1.11.1990. He

aggrieved by the penalty of CENsSUre

misconduct/misbehaviour imposed on him by an order date
20.6.1990 (Annexure-1) and appellate order dated
~
rejecting his appeal and also by supersession in the m
of promotion inasmuch as he was not promoted on 25,10.198¢
while many of his juniors were promoted. A wminor peni
proceedings under Rule 16 of CCS (CCA) Rules 1965 w
imputation of misconduct was initiated against the app :

by serving of a memorandum dated 5.12.1989. An enquiry

held and it was on the basis of the report of the enqi
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authority that the penalty of censure was imposed i

o
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The applicant has stated that the authority who has I

the memorandum of charge is incompetent, that the enquiry wa
hot held in accordance with the rulestand that the penal

censure imposed on him was wholy unjustified. He has

alleged that all his juniors have been promoted on

25.10.1989, specifically his junior Shri Bhu Prasad bup
The applicant Was wrongly denied promotion  at

representation against supersession was rejecied fi ; y
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(Deputy C.A.G) y order dated 12:3.8891 [nese ordaers art
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impugned in this application. The applicant contends ha

there was no justification for W denying him promotion W

his juniors were promoted.
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of censure was properly imposed on him. They contend fu
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that the applicant was not promoted along with his ju

becawge the findings of the DPC in his case wikg kept

cover on account or the penaing discCiplinary proceed

% The applican

, in the rejoinder has statead

L g

he DPC met or even on the day | JUng

the date on which t

were promoted, .no disciplinary procedure
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tion with a direction to respondents Lo
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to the applicant is said to have been kept by
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late on which Shri Gupta, his junior was
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from the date of the receipt of this

no uf'd‘:’f. as to

promotion by the DPC to promote the appl
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