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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH
R E N X R
Commercial Complex(BDA),
Indiranagar,
Bangalore - 560 038

Dated ..8 JAN198?

Application No, 1285, 1350 & 1345 /86(T)
W.P. No 12825, 12814 & 12813 _ / 84
~.~Applicant
ReGangaraju & 2 Ors
To
1. Shri M8 Siddaraju, Advocate,
35/1, 1 Main Road, Gandhinagar,
Bangalorse-560 009,
2, Secretary, Department of Space,
New Delhi,
8% ISRO Satellite Centre,
Peenya Post, Bangalcre-560 058
rep., by its Director.
4e Controller, ISRO Satellite Centre,
Peenya, Bangalore-560 058
S5 Shri MS Padmarajaiah,
Senior Central Govt, Standing Counsel,
High Court Buildings, Bangalore-560 001,
Sublects SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH IN
NPPLICATION NO. 1285, 1350 & 1348/86(T)
Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the Dfder/ﬁnbexixxikx&ux
passed by this Tribumal in the above said Application on 22=-12-1086,
(] i I’
Encl ¢ as above. SECTION OFFLCER
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE

“ DATED THIS THE TWENTY SECUND DAY CF DECEMBER
. 1986
Present : Hen'ble Shri Justice K.S5. Puttaswamy ess Vice=Chairmsan
_ Hen'ble Shri L.HeA. Rege 00 Member (A)

APPLICATIUNS NU,1285/66(T), 1351(T) AND

l349(86§T)

R. Gancaraju,

Noell6, Pelice Line,
Byetaraysnapura,

GEF Pest, Mysere Read,
Bengalere-560 026,

K. Mehadesware,
Decmmasandra,

Via Sarjapura,
Bangalere District.

Aswethanaresyena,
254/6, 9th Main Rcad,
o Samz-angiramanacgar,
Eangalere-5c0 027, oisie Rpplicante

(Shri M,S, Siddaraju ... Advecate)

V.

Unien &«f Indiea r=pressnt-d
by the Secrstary,
Department ef Space,

New Delhi,

IS0 Satellite Centre,
Peanys Peost, Bancaler=-560 05E
represented by its Dirscter.

T Centrellzr, ISRC Satellite Centre,
.  ve™\ Peenya, Bangslere-560 058, A6 Reependents
;f,\\
N 3
o Q} (Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah ... Advcé€ate)

Thas= a;plicaticne came up fer hearing befere this Tribunsl.,

W~ %
| »?f’ Hen'tl:  Member (A) mad= the fcllowing:
iy | : CFDER
These are in all}thrsa applications transferred unizr Secticn
28 of the Administrative Tribunale Act, 1985, tc this Bench, wharein
the ord-r cf remcvel frem ssrvice passed by the third respcndent as
the Disciplinary Authcrity (DA) and mcdified te that of compulsery
Iy
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retirement by the secend respondent ac the Appellate Authority (AA
J

has been challenced by the applicants, with
same and grant them cons: guential ben=fite.

being alike en facts and the questien of law

to dieposz them, by a commen crder.

2o The applicants were zngaged

Scientific Satellite Prejsct (ISSP) in 1573,

decisicn tc convert the Indian Space

@S

Orivers

prayer te guash the*
l

All these applications

being cemmcn, we prcpese

in the erstwhile Indian

Pursuant tec the

Research (rganisaticn (ISRC)

intc & Gevernment Bedy, with effecct from 1.4.1575 and cens guent cn

decleraticn cf electicn by the applicante, they wer= appoirted as

drivers of ISSP withiuthe Gov=rnm=nt Bedy.
]

perticulars as drivers are civen belew?

Thzir relasvant s=rvice

Sl. Applicaticn Name of thes Driver

NC‘. NC.

tes c¢f appointnant as Oriver -

(1)1285/1986(T) Shri R. Gengaraju

(2) 1350/1¢86(T) Shri K,Mahadeswara

(3) 1249/1986(T) Aswathanarayena

1,10,73-As LVD in [SSP outside BO0I,
1.4,'75 As LVD in ISSP within GCI,

14.7.'80 As HVD in ISSP within GCI.

16.5.'73 As LVD in ISSP putside GCI.

% A7 s RAcEB I IS E PR ithin GO,

2042.'76 As HVD in iSSP within GOI ,

16.5."'73 As HUD in ISSF cuteide GCI
14, Y7sins s /RN atISS

P within GUI.

N,E,:LVD means Light Vehicle DJirver,
HVD msans Heavy Vehicle Oriver,

GCUI means Govzrnment cof Indiz.

s The= deteils cf the autheritiess

Lo
the respectiveposts are as und=sr:
!

whe

ppcinted thsm as d

1yva=res in

H

Sl, Name of the driver Pcst tc which a&pp-

Deciconeticn of the appein--

Ng. -cinted tinc autherity
S/Shri
A1) R, Gangaraju LUD-15SP Project Directer, ISSP,
55 ISRD, Bangalere.
LVD-ISSP in GOI ~—do—
HUD-ISSP in GCI Controller ISRI
Satellite Centre(3rd Respondent
(ii) K, Mahadeswara Lvp-1ssp Project Directer, ISRCO
Satellite Centre,
LVD=ISSP in GCI —dc-
HVD-ISSP in GOI - (-
(iii) Aswathanarayana HVD-ISSP ~do-
HVD-ISSP in GCI —do=-

NB: ISSF means Indian Scientific Satsllite Preject, B argalere

D) o N e e G T Fecarrrh Nraanic~dsiman
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la The refrain of crievance of the applicante is, that the work-
ing conditions of the drivers in the ISSP were dismal and they wers
asked tc work overtime without commensurate allewance. Accerding te
then,this situstion was aggravated by introducing a double shift
systen, known as th= "split eystem", under which the drivers were
required tec werk in twe shifte @ dey, fer nearly 16 hcurs. As the
wcrking ccnditirns for the drivers in the ISSP wersened, the thrs=
applicants and another drivsr, are said tc have taken the lead tc
ventilate the grievances of the drivers and to form an asscciation
of drivers, The menacement acccrding tc them, found it difificult to
implement the "split system", for want of cooperation frem &ll the
drivers, g;%;% felt that the applicants and others whe were putting

a tspoke in thz wheel, oucht to be got rid of,

5, The arplicants allege that with this as & motive, the manzgement
(which actually is a Bepartment of the Government of India) sarvasd
charge shests on them betwesn September, 1682 to Ccteber, 1983, under
RLle 11 of the Departmsnt of Spzce Employees (CCA) fules, 1976

(Fules fer shert). The following articlss of chargs were framed on
sich of them by the third respendsnt viz. the Ccntroller of Iskre
Sztellite C=ntre, hclding that all the applicants, under each article
of charge, hed failsd to maintain absolut= devcticn te duty and
integrity,in viclaticn c;fCentral Civil Service (Conduct) Rules 3(1)(i)

agd (ii) (CCSR fer shert).

‘ S.Nc., Name of the applicant Articles of chargs fremed i
(L) (z2)~ (3) =
(1) Shri R, Gangaraju T Unauthorisedly took Bus Npg. Ml 6162

cn 12.8.1982 for IInd shift without
checking the conditien of the bus,
thereby causing inconvenience to the
staff of ISSP,

11 Carried 15 unauthorised passeng rs by
the above bus on 12.8,1582,

111 Stopped the bus at an unschsduled place
on 12.8.1982,0n the return jeurney,
causing incenvenience to the staff cf
1SSP



) (2) (3) i

v

(2) Shri K.Mahadesuwera I Absanted himself frcmbutyvas a
driver on 3.9,1982, without prier
intimation and sanction,.

11 Did not report himsslf for duty on
5.9.1683 as driv=r,

I11 Ahcented himsealf from duty en
76501963 without permission,

IV Refused to taks duty slips fer
extra trips to be performead by
Bus on 4.8,1983 and 24.€,1983
and disobeysd orders.

V Cerried 7 unauthcrissd perscns on
3.100983 by Bus No. MEE 6364,

(3) Shri Asw-thanareyane I Carried unzuthorised persennel &R §
on 8.8.,1983 by Bue No, CAA 18¢1
11 Toock th= above bus on 8.8,1583 on

an unapproved route,

111 Carried unsuthcrised p=reonnel by
bus,on 25.7.,198% despite earlier
warning.

(9 The sali=nt details of thz result cf the departmental enguiry
ageinst s=ach cf the thres epplicsnte and of the penalty impossd by the

Ok and the AR are tsbulated as und.r, to facilitaetz re=ference at a glance:

€1, Name cf applicant Articles of Penalty impesed by the

Nc o charge proved DA AR

(i) Shri fi.Gangaraju II and I11° Renoved from Compulsorily re-
s=rvice with tired by the

immediats =ff=zct Directer ISRC

by ths Cantroller Satellite Centre

of ISRC Satellite (Second Respcndent)
C:ntre (Third WoEoT of ol 2ol e
F-epondent, Order Crder dated 12.4,84
datsd 3,12.1S€%)

(ii) Shri K, Mahadeswsre v -d o- ~do=-—
\ GIdEr dt.l.l?.e:l) W.&.f. 1.1’4‘01983
{ Order dt.l1S.4.84

(iii)Shri Aswathanerayana I and III —-dc— ~do-
Order dt.21.11.83 we.eef. 21,11,1983
Crder dt.1%.4.84.

7o Acorievsd by the decisions of the AA and DA, the applicants filed
writ pe=titicns in th= Hich Cecurt of Judicature, Karnataka, which are
now trancfesrred te us and are the subject matter @&f the applications

bsfore us.
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Be We have heard carefully the rival contentions and examined

the matcrial placed before us.

S. The learned counsel for ths applicants, thri Siddaraju,

ccntends, that the ord:sre passzd by the DA &nd the AR are withcut

application of mind and are contrary to facte, circumstancss and

law and are therefore viclative of Articles 30C¢ and 311 of the

Constitution; that th= impugned ordsre are 1illegal, as the

authority who initiated tha discijlinary procsedinés and imgosed

the penclty of removel from service, was suborcincte to the AA;

that the charges framed cannct be dsemed as misconduct under the

rules; that the Inguiry Officer (IC) was hichly biasad in favour

of the managemsnt and was thus unfavourablc to the applicante;

that the 10, DA and AA have misconstrusd the explenation cf the

applicants,as having accepted ths charges and arrived at an errcnzous

conclusion; that the punishment imposed is of the nature of victi-

misation, eon account of ths applicants havinc teken & lsaiing role

in ths formation of asscciaticn of driv-re and not cocpzrated in

the implemsntation%f the new "split systen", and that the impugnszd

orders are ng_gkigg and discriminatory,as oth:r driv=rs have been

l2t off with a mer= warning fer similar cherges,

13. Shri Siddaraju took us throuch the feollowine catene of Supreme

Court decisicns, tn substantiate the cace cof ths applicants., Hs

first relied on thez rulinc in 1979 SCC (L&S) CHIEF JUSTICI CF ANDHRA
|

PQADCSH Ve LeVeAe DIXITULU ~ANJ CTHERS in regard tc interpretetion

of Articla%SS of the Constitution, in the context, that the Supr=me

Court had held iﬁ this case, that th= peouer tec promote an cfficial,

did not nacessarily imply delcgation of pow=r te appocint him. The

contenticn of Shri Siddaraju ie, that Shri R, Gancaraju wes firct

appoint=d as LVD im ISSF om 1,13,1573, by the Projesct Jiresctor, I5S%F,

ISRL Centre and was later promoted as HVUD on 14.7.1%83 by the
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Contreller ISRU Satellite Centre ie., the third respondent, whc-* i
according to Shri Siddaraju, wes louwcr in rank then the Froject
Director, 155P, ISRL. Wz have carefully perucsed thé Cffice Crder
dated 14,7.1980,in regard t. the eppeintmznt of Shri Gangeraju as
HVO, which reads as under:
"p20/1(005)/80 July 14, 1580
CFFICE DRDER
Cn the recommendeticn cf the Sclecticn Committee which mest cn

J 1y ¢, 1¢80, Shri f., Ganperaju, Light Vehicl: Oriver, ISkC, is
appointed as H-avy VUrhicle Drivsr en a basic pey of P.:?"— in the
grede cf P .320-6-326-0-2¢0=10-400/- plus allowenczs ac adrissible

frem time te time,

He will be on prcbatien for & pericd of ont yrer frem th- date

L]
of his appointment, which mey be extended or curtailsd at the
discreticn of th. comp:tent suthcrity. Ourimg the pretaticn pEniad,
if the szrvices of Shri R. Geng-raju ic nect sstisfectory, he will b=
reverted back es Licht Vehicle Oriv r,

2o He will centinu» to be govarned by the terme and conditions
of s-rvice under the rel-vznt rulec &n? ord rec of IS8C, as emended
from time teo time,

Ay The 6;””lﬁuﬁfﬂt e effective firem the dateicf thilsh tekinciounr

the duties of the st of Hzavy Vehicls Drivor at ISAC, Bangelere.

Sle If these conditions are accsptabl-, Shri Gangaraju mey repoert
tc the A-ministrative Cfficer-I11, 1SAC,+Bangelorc within 12 days
from ths date of receipt of this erder.

11, Thic order on ite plainm resdine revcsle, thet th: appoinimont
of Shri Gengar.ju wee in th: neturc of & fruosh ziepocintment es HVD
and not a promotien frem the pest of LV3. Shri tiddarsju, Ecuev:r;
lay emphasis cn the concluding line in paraz 2z, of ths abov: Crder,
which referred te the ccntincency of Shri Gangsr:zju revertince back
zc LUD, in case his services as HVD, durin¢ hie prcbasticnary pzried
wers not satisfactory. C(n this przmise, Shri Si<dareju cont=ndzd,
that the appointment of Shri Gancarzju te the pest of HUD, wac by

way of promotion and not es fresh appointm nt. Extendinc hie line
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of argument further, Shri Siddareju submitted, that the Project
Director, 1SSP, ISRU, whe had ectually appointed him first te the
criginal post of LVD, en 1,10,1¢73, was the lawful appointing authority
and not the third respondent, who had m=rely promoted him frem the

post of LVD to HVD on 14,7.1983 and who was inferior in rank to the
former., Furthermcre, according te him, the third recpondent, whc

had imposed tHs punishment of removal ffom service on Shri Gangaraju,
on 3,12.1973, had actzd b=yond his compstence, as he was not truly

the appcinting authcrity.

12. Shri Siddaraju soucht to buttrsss his abouz contention, by rely-
inc on ths decision in 1980 SCC(L&S) 1 (1678) 4 SCC 288 — KHISHRA KUMAF
V. DIVISIUNAL ASSISTANT ELECTRICAL ENGINEER AND OTHERS - wheorsin it

was ruled, that as the apéellant was removed from service, by an
authority subordinete in rank tec the appointinc authority, this

action was violctive of Article 311(1) of the Censtitution and that
subsequent delegation of power tc a subordinete authcrity, to make
appocintmesnt to the post in guestion, would not confar on him pouer

tc remove from sarvice, a person appointec befere such delecation cf

POW=T ¢

%3, Shri Siddareju elsc endsavoured to fortify his pcint further, by

takine recource to the ruling of the Hich Court of Karnataka in AILF
1¢6C MYSGLE 4 (VUS6 C 9) in MYSCRE SRTC V KHAJA MCHIDOIN, that & civil
: servant should not be deprived of the valuable constituticnal
cuarantes piven to him, under Article 311 (1) of the Constitution,

for no fault of his, merely bscauss, the authority which appointed

him, had csased tc exist and thet the meaninc of that Article was,

that if there wac no officer of equal rank to the appointing authority_
then, the order would have to be passed by an officer of sup=zricr rank
and that in no circumstances, can such an order be passsd by &n

officer of lesser rank,
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14, Ws shall first deal with the contention of Shri Siddaraju v
that the third respondent i.c. the Controller ISRL Satellite Centre,
was not comprtent to impoce the penalty of removal from servics, on
all tha three applicants, under the FKules, as he was not the
appointing authority. According te him, &ll these applicants were
initially appcinted &s drivers by the Project Jirector, 1S85P, ISRL,

whc was the prep~r apreintinc authority end was, therefore, ccmpetent

L&
s

toc impose this penalty. In the czse of Shri Gangaraju h: ass

i
e

that he was first appninted as LVD cn 1,10,1S73 by the Froject
Director, 1SSP, ISRC and that his naext appeintmznt to the post of
HVD on 14,7.1983, wh=n the= oroznisation becams a Department of the
Government of Indiz, was nct by way of direct recruitment toc this
post, but by wey of prenction. We heve cbs:rved =arlier, in pare 10
sunra, that a plein reating of the Office (rder dstsd 14,7.1980,
signed by the third respondent, (2 copy of which hes been reproduced
in thet pars) revez.s, that the appcintm=nt of Shri Gangaraju wes in
the naturs of a2 fresh appointment as HVD anZ nct a prometicon from

the post cf LVD, ac contasnded by Shri Sidderaju.

15, Shri M,S. Padmarajaish, thz learned ccunsel for the respondsnts
submitted, that Shri Gznceraju, thz applicent, wes appcinted as HVD
by epsn selsction, ageinet a post thut was advertised, end therefcrec,
the contenticn of Shri Sidderaju, that the epplicant was msr=ly
promctﬁéﬁyas HVD, ic nct borne by feetoloiiua fareliinclnca e lgres

with Shri Padmsrajaiah, for the reascns afcremncnticned,

161q Shri Padnmerajaiah furthor averred, that tho posts of Project
Director, I15SP, ISRC and Controllsr ISRU Satellite Centre, are of
the same grade and rank and that ccnsequsnt to the ISRC heving bcen
convertad into & Governm=nt body, with cffect from 1.4.75, the
duties of thass two posts were clearly demarcated, in that ths
Proj:ct Directer, ISSP, ISKL, wss sxclusively in charce EF e &
scisntific aspect of 1SSP, while the Controllsr was solely in charge
of adninistretion. Accordinc to him,the Controller was not sub-—

ordinate to the Project Director.
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17. It is strange, that while the question of compstence of the
DA, in imposing the penalty ef removeal from service is now bzing
raised belatedly, before this Banch, none of the threes applicants
bestirred themselves in the matter,in time, befors the concerned
authorities, includinc the AA, but remained complacent throuchout
and thereby acguiesced in the competence of the DA tc imposes the
penalty., The legal position in this regard has been well set out
by SeA. de Smith, in hie "Judicial Review of Acministrative Action",
At pace 314 he observes as follows:
"A decision mede without jurisdiction is vpid, and it cannot
be validated by the express or implied c:nsent of a party
tc the proceedinces, It do=s not 2lways follow, however,
that & party adversely affected by a voic decision will be
able to heve it sc<t aside, As we hav=s sten, certiorari and
prohibition erz, in ceneral, discreticnery rsmsdies, and
the conduct of the applicant may have bsasn such as to dis-
entitle him to @ remedy., Whether the tribunal lacked juris-
diction is rne guestion; whether the court, having regard
to the applicant's conduct, ought in its discretion to set
aside thz proceedings is another. Ths confused state of
the present law is due largely to a failurs tc reccgnise
thet thes= are two separate questions."
18, It follows therefrom, that a person, who thouch aware of &
lacuna in or lack of jurisdiction, doess not raiss any objection
on that ground at the appropriate time, but acquiescze, ostensibly

taking ths chance cf & decisinn in his favour, will be disentitlsd

tc @ writ of c=zrtiorari. At pace 315 of his ebove book, de Smith

=== further cbserves on this point, as under:.

e\
R\

\\ "The right te certiorari or prohibition may b= lost by
| acquiescence or implied waiver., Acquiescance means
. participation in proceedings without takinc objection
,/ te the jurisdicticn of the tribunal once the facts giving
/. ground for raicsing the objection are fully known., It may
’ taks the form of feiling toc object to the statutory que-
lificeticn of a member of the tribunal, or appealing to a
higher tribunal, acainst the decision of the tribunal of
first instance without raising the gquestion of jurisdiction.,"

367 In this connection it is alsp pertinent tc cite what a
Division Bench of the High Court of Judicature, Karnataka, obezrvead
in é&Civil Petition No.400 of 1661, through ralacate 3. The

following is the observation which is relevant to the case before us:
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"Can a party whe saeks to challeng= the jurisdiction of -
the Tribunal tc which hs has submitted himeself be per— .°
mitted to raise the guestion of jurisdiction when he
invokes our power in e writ petition under Article 226
or 227 of the Constitution? The powsr thes High Court
is acked to exercise is a discreticnary one, and when
the party whe has not challenged the jurisdiction of
a Tribumel but submitted to it and took the chance of
@ decision in his favour, later turns round whan the
decision goes acainst him and challences th: jurisdic-
tion cf ths very Tribunel, the High Court will not
exarcise ite discreticonary power in fevour of such a
perty. By r=fusing to exsrcise its discretiorary pouer
under Article 226 or 227 of the Constituticn, it is plein
that the High Court is not holding that the petition:sr
by not challenging the jurisdiction of thz Til.bunal
confers jurisdicticn upon it if thst Tribunel has, in
fect, nc juriediction, but simply tells him that he by
hie own conduct ie precluded from invoking its discre-
tionaery powers under ths writ jurisdiction, ns matter
whether the procesedince which hz seeks to quash zre
without jurisdicticon, If they are withcut jurisdiction,
it is true that nc conduct of ths party will makz them
with jurisdicticn, But such consideraticns Jo not affect
thz principle on which the Court acte inm greating or
refusing to orant th: writ of csrtiorari."

Tl~.,-f o

hie dicta wac approved by & Divicion Bench in C.R. Gome v. MeFeheT.
1664(1) Mys L.J, 31S. Cn thes: principles that sguersly covemthe
qu-sticn, we rejesct the bzlated contsnticn of tha counsel fer the
applicants, that the third respondent was not comp tent tc impose

thz penzlty of removal from szrvice en the applicents and that the

disciplinery proceedings wWere vitiatzd om this account.

20, The other contzantion of Shii Siddersju, that the IC, DA end th
Ak, all misconstrued the explenzticon cof the applicants, as having

accepted the chargze and arrived at an erronszous conclusien, ic not

S

borns by facte as:i;sn fircm the felleowing. In the course of their
examination it is ss=2n, that all the threz epplicants admitted the
charges framed against them, Even then, out of ths thr:=s charges
égch fremed against S/Shri Gangeraju and Aswsthanzrayana and five
cgargss against Shri Mahadscwsre, cnly two cherges and one chearce

each respectively, were helcd ac conclusively preovz=d, by ths D~ and

the AA-vide tebular statement in para 6 supra.
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21, Scrutiny cf the past service reccrd of the applicants reveeals,
that @all the three of them had come for adverse notice for similar
misdemeanour and were punished. Shri Gengaraju was warned on
3.1,1981, and Shri Mahadeswara censured on 27.3.1°79, for cerrying
unauthcrised paseeng:res and reduced on 8,1.1981, by two stages in
his tims—scale of psy, for miscenduct. Shri Aswathanerayana tco,
wae warn~d on 26.7.1978 and 6.3,197¢ earlier, for carrying uneutho—l
rizad pascssngers. 1t is apparent ther-:frem, that despite this
punishment, thay had not made ame=nds but were inveterate in their

misconduct.

72, Notwithsteniinc the abcve facte and circumstances, the AA took
@ compassionate view and minimised the punishment imposed by the DA
t> that of compulscry retiremesnt, with effect from the date of the

criginal ord=r, thue restoring p=nsionary bznefits to the applicants.

2% The contenticn of Shri Siddersju, thet the punishmznt smecks

of victimisation falls tc the cround in the licht of the foregoing.

-~

24, His pther contention, that the charcges framed do not constitute

misconduct under the CCSF, alsc deoes not held watar, as among other

(3)]

thince, ths conduct cf ths applicante in carrying unautheorised

passengsrs in the bus=s, bolenging to the I8SP, clearly bew

m
3]
m

ys

lack of integrity and devcticn teo duty on their part_sc &s tc

attract the provieicnsof Rule Z(1)(i) and (ii) of the CCER, specially
when the misconduct had recugred, despite punishment in the
Emmadiatf past.

25, The allegaticn of bias agsinet the IU is clearly an after-
thoucht, as at no time, was this urced by the applicants befcre

£h‘ competent authority earlifer, seeking for change cf the IC,

The contention of Shri Siddaraju in thie bs=half, is therefore,

make-believe and is rejected., Ths plea of Shri Siddaraju, that

IR

\\-
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that other drivers hav= bcen lightly dealt uith,fcr~similar
misdenzanour, as compared to the applicants and that this ic
di:crimin%%y ie not tenabls, ss the facts and circumstances
relating tc each case ere different and even in tha case of

he applicante, they were leniently dealt with esrlier, as

Erought out in the feragoing and haed to be meted deterrent

punishmsnt in the instant cese for incorrigible misconduct.

feil, thess applications are liable tc b- dicsmicsed, de
thereforz, dismiss the same accordinoly, but with no crder

as toc costs.

CENTRAL Apamiw:
ADBITIZ.. |\

26, As all the contenticne of the counsel for the applicant



