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(1) Same of the Applicants ]
| g e b Jo
(11) Hamc of 9&4-3 e V”"l t

(411} Designation snd Office

in waich W@ﬁ. 3

(3v) oOffice aldress s -
{v) ‘Qdress fc::!micﬁ of /o M.Ragh-wendra amq:.
all notices ’ mma.

8. varticulars of ‘Tn respondenty

W nase andfor desion tien 3. Gensral Yanager %lw“

of the respondents | Zarrotaks Cixele,
‘ Bangalores ‘
2. izector 7eneral *rem
Heow Delhle 4
(11) oOffice aﬂ#&u of Lok~
porcientss o

{111) <Qdlrcan pervices of y
all ot : . i

$. varticulars of order
agafinst whien ucmm is made:

one apolicstion te spainet tivw following order:

{1) Crder ‘ (1) f@tﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬂ?a pagsed by mww i
{11) Lete 1 3=P=1963.
{iil) Yessec 43 (2) Vige2l Astud 20=dwdt vassed by

(tv) subject in beicks opdar of Consure is pesscd by
respordunt=1 znd the sace has

m pats wuﬁm by the |

4. Serisdictior of the Tribunal:

fhe epplicant declares that the subject maeter of
ghe opder against which he wants redressal 18 within the
jurisdiction of dL rribunale

ssed



furtiier declares that the application

n the limitation prescribed in Section 21 of the
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practising as a Doct?r by profession in Government service,

after return from :ir:fn,.» he 1s not interested in that
professions and has }eft the service. On the other hand,
he is interested in cfa!.tying on wsiness in bore-well
digging. 5o, the abcxw.- walting list was continued in
General Cotegory as f'ﬁe was not & Medical Practitioner.
Wihen he failed toget @ telephone comnection irmedi ately,
he zaknitted yet mﬂﬁ‘u erplication for telephone connec= __
WiOL undexr OYI wCaehe on 16=3~83 for his mediczl profese
sione Tnat ap;lic """"‘jj“m, was submicvied in the eapacity

of an iandivicual ami Fur as o HMedical practidionerewith
address as Lathundd Lri{s‘.;f:gouéa suilding. SeFe.Patil builde
iag and Lakkunal Fulziff,_«ouda building are the two different
names ~f the same bul'ﬁ.ﬁix}q. The applicant Dre C.Co.Shiva=
Poage 1dar. nowevel, <jd not subnlt any document for the
purpose of businuss ;T.u accordingly., theapplicent asked
the gald br. <.C r.B’;l'in.ppagoudaz." to producs douments

as per lnstructicas jﬂtai?'.:’:tf in 3.24.*1‘. Bangalore YNoe
CCM/19/IV dated 29-3T81 («nﬁ@xugggf} as the telephone
connection was recmir?d fnr and in business premises.

It is submitted that 1.:: accordance with the Circulars,

the applicant was giszn all guidance ard was requested

to produge the minimwr\ rolevant documnents., Instead of
complying with the ruquirements of the Deuvartment,

the said Dr. C.C.8hivappagoudar rusned to 3angalore and
made a false and frivolous complaint witn the first
respondent. On such complaints the first respondeut

directed the D.B.Z.Hubli to enquire and arrange for

|
(iv) 7The D. u.."ﬁ'..siublj., cawwe to Gadag for the so=-called

telephore ﬁo-nnectiono-

investigation acd proyided the telephone connection
ignoring all the Departmental Rules and Frocedures. Demand
note was handedover by hands arranged its paymem; even
after closing of money transaction of Post Office, gave

| ' seed
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& false eextificate that o tusiness oopoes: existed in
the premises Lhough saw the 2i¢r beepd hanging on the
precises and iz, a.e:zm:wmm aiso sbated Of 1€,

{v) Dased on such feise and one sided iovestipation
rerort of Dat.T., ubll, tw wplicat was unlawfully
plaond under m‘;;mﬁmm the fArst respondert by his
letter dstad 4wS='B3, Tt wes widaly cizcul tod in lowde
papes Just % malign the spplicant. ‘Duowver, sasrension

was rovoked Ly urgant Selcgrsr  lottar of the first

pespondunt £um- by TaTeTepiiall, fpom Tmogalore ard

o the applicent wes agied to joln es S.D«CsTelegranhn Gedag
on ¥/ of Sefw'3], Tm‘:“’%lyc the applicart joinad the

Qutye

{vi) <ourts have 'm# w Reap an ugflcer under susronsion
' 13 vezy serious than Sevez:l of punichments It can be
see: £xo:: the sbove facts that the sppllcant wvas well
within the low 4o @ischagge of his dotles, oo the other
handy, @ dapertmental prodeedings were initisted under

Hala 36 of T.Cedl (00
served on the arplice

| Bulise and @ Charge-shcet was
After reezipt of the chaxgoe

shcet the applicant suleitied his detalled peply wieh
proot of docusemtary svidences. Bute unfortunately,
~ha figet respondeont, without eoosidering the sald
reply imgosed the pamalty of ‘Censuret. The applisant
ship by way of tranmsfegrring him
gesrondent evan bofore the

(vii) gelost e : order of Censurs and in regard to
rogularisation of suspensios period, tho esmumt.
submitted statutory arpeal W the sacond rospondent

end when the appexzl was still pondiag before the socond
zospondent, OHE MOLT | uentary evid: nce was subnitted
by the epplicant, le.,lswspaper mewm_m
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Gally "Navodsya'. Dwever, the second respondent, by his
order dited M.:%Jmm the agpesl on untenable
grounds. Hense, this application.

" &2 4% e

In view of the fiots wontioned Anvara 6 showe, the
applicent prays for m‘% follouing rolicfss

|

*{1) et aside the impugned order of the
first rezsondent dated JePell made
in Case HoeStaff/114253 and also the
by the m&v} respon: ent in Case Moe

VigeTlp |

(1i)issue negespary directions to the
m&mﬁmﬁ;s‘ to treat the period of
g spension a8 on duty and O grant

all conse usntial benefite,® o e \Susia

Q) QX%)“@& e \‘_\u:,....:_': Ny ealan)  CevAT

\ 3
The impogne ordar of the first pesposdent and
effirnad by the sscond Fespondent s¥e oontrary o law,
|
facts an rrobabilities of the cuse.

|
(b)) e tmeugned cm%e;s of Loth the Frespond s are
ot gpecting orders. Ther ars the cayptie orders and
|
henee lizsble o 2o ast gswm

% |
(c) The respondents hiwe not aoplisi thelsr wind to

) made by the spplicait.icoce,
thve fmpugred opders m‘m pided and lighlc tolm
sot aside, |

|
(@) the Legugsed opdeXs are nude by the . espondents
vithout application of judiclous nmird and without

considering sll the comkention of the epplicant and
hange liablie to Lo sot +1&e-
N

| see?



w% *
{e) mmmm!mwummmmm
without committing any sort of offence, clesrly shows the

rotivated, pmpiaﬁ and pro-decideod intention of the

() There 1s no justifieble situation wnich warsants the
first raspordient to ﬁwx%: ar opjnion € kecp the applicant
under susreusion, that too, without hearing hime. oe of )
iicts were LJ existonge which gall for applicont's

sueg;snsion in mmamk with the Clrcoulers avd guidolines
fssusd by the Union of India.

{g) The responderts aLee aloo not justifisd in treating
the susperaion as such. then the mmmingg::c Justified
Sapartmental circulars, | that iteclf shows thelr giving Qoe
bye o thx dapartmentsl ‘ﬂnm:ﬁ arnci clyoulers to be followed
bofore giving tolephone connections, The uthoritics have
fgrored and cleverly sgm ﬁiﬁzwm o the pringciplos

of natural justica. |

, |
8. Mo intorim order ﬁa prayed for by the applicant,

2. The applicant declares thot ho has valled nf all
the gumediss evailnble tT:s him under the velsvart sorvice
rules, otoy inasruch 28 the rejpresertation given to the
respondonts howve ot bean considered wﬁf@cfiwly.

10, The applicent further declares tha: ths . tter
regarding which ¢hls spplicat.on has been made o ot
pending beiore suy Jourt of law or sny other suthority or
any Other Bench Of the Tritund e

(\\J’\“’B/ 1ls Tarticul re of ’ff@&al vraer raspecting the goplicston Fees
1. 2&f of the ’*m-Ll ofder 32@%/4” Lo 3o don B 3/
‘;{ .’4-’4/7_ 5)3“0? O(L.y\ %;20/‘_
2+ Bma ¢f vae '.imLM . .
vogt Office $ H'L b JLo.
3. Date of Issue o&’ Plizdey 2 6 )2- !),g—- ‘
4. Fost Office st Wc-az fayzbles & ony post office.
| R
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‘ \
12. an index in duplicatc containiag the details of

the deocuments to be |Ee:l.i.\m;i upon is enclosed.

13. List of eaclosurass

|
1. Order of the firsmt respondent,
| ’ .
2. Urder of tie secoad respondent. |
: -

3. Buepresent :'.Jrj.{.-.a 0. the gpplicant.
VOB GG L DL T

\ e X J i
s/e gbs SEAN ol . agedd® 1
‘ |

In verificaiion

T. V.E.Jaoshi &

working as Deputr Tel=zcom Nistrict Engineer,Xarwar,
: |
do hereby verify t!}at the enntents from 1 to 13 are

true to my personal knowledge and belief and that I |
| !
have not suppressed any materlal facts. !
|

| " i
| Ok a
‘ |
Dates ' | ’

Barsoiore,
Signature of applicant.

To |

\
The Registral, |
Central Adminlstrative ]
Pribunal, | |
Addl JBench: Bongalore. |
|
' [
E &
|
|
|
‘ |
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Ie:nzm m”rs-*sé *r&wc;&w«is m.rmmmm'
foice af the Gerer ﬁé E nagewnTelbcom; Kaxnataxa Gizcle.

Banga

ﬁtaff/' 1 1-7 53

re-& 7
\ g e f-auted-{ 3-9-33.

Snri VKo Jas_x. the then .awr. Gadag, was issued

w‘f’*w a chargs shee

vi&e Nﬁ Staf:/ll—.a Ls dated 16th June 1‘?83“ fdmot reqister-
irlg tw “"“pllf" stiom of Dr. L.Q,&hivappa Gaud“az‘ for'a
teh’, *xham ccnnhc*u.#u LL-IC:E.L O‘,L"‘ dn i is msiﬁeme at Gadag. '
“Bhri Vv}&wu&’ll i r#nlw to the chaxge sneet vide his
cletter dat@a aa.é,fa wa‘.utem Lo u:mn,im : hm wncerﬂec file
for verifmutvon :::F éat::*s and cher ﬂcrcmn mts and he was

: ‘az‘d r:

giveﬁ p rmlss ion

tE axam.ne Lne concarnm:a éocments by

“Ehe niqci 11“ ALY a' thc)rit:y. Aiter eminﬁng t.he commed
ﬁacuments ne suumiwm on 30-7-33 his explanatiem. to the

cnarer* sheelts ‘i

ave, g@n mroag‘: *lr.‘wr mnnected papers

nly given by Sari V.X.Joshi to the charge sheet and

e . havé come oy Lbc% aonclnsion that Shri J’os!ﬁ faile& in
- _h.a.s duty by not r&g.k..at@f ng the §J:{T applica?;lan eubmi’c-

of mwf’feme o.t
3- L :.1 _.l.k..;.- SRS

'his residﬁﬂcn at Gadig

bt L3 x‘r'ﬂwe Godar fo-a. navr cawction in

S:tr!cm chis is tn& first instance
thjS natura COﬂniziLtEfE b} 'J:"lrl V.F.Joshi.
Vicw and mrt._. c:a pe*sa.irty c::f "Cf ‘ﬁURE" |

on him for this lbpses

{K,. ra,. wxa mm‘m)
Gereral Manager«Telecom,

' ‘ ity LI Karnata}x.a Gircle, 2

“ T Bangalom-ﬁ-r

B& -B-Fs ei&gra Ry 3 : :
.,Kamar o tmugﬁ‘ B‘“‘J"—legra&ﬂ)S'%\mﬁ,

’,fa irue, {»QQY /
‘

un&sfr Rule 16 of G&'.’.‘S ( GEA} R‘ules.ﬁéa
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COVERBMENT OF IHDIA
MINISTRY OF OOMMURIC VP10UHS
{Bﬁm OF wm&m URIC ~rmns}

|

|

|

|
Shri Ve.KeJdoshi, m then SPOT, Gadag, vas

suspended by the W"‘ Menager Telecom, Karnataka
Cirele, Bangalore, W sub-zule (1) of Rule 310 of
the €Cs ( CCA) Rules, 1964, vide his order HoeStaff/
11.253 dsted 4th May, max. ils ampenm.m
mwm by tha %m}tm} Maaamr ‘relm mam
undex Clause (c) of apb-onu& (s) ufmzsatm
Gca (coa) Rules, mu\m ordsr 0o Staff/13w253
dated 4th June 1983. The suspension puh_d was
treated as non duty apd his pey and allowances dur-
ing the pariod of aua#;em:l.nn wore fixed at 90 per

fNew Delhi-]1001
Dated: thae 29=i-85,

eent of what he would have drewn, had he not been
kept under suspension vide Order m‘mzsa
dated 15th Fov. ‘83. '

shri v.x.acuhajanor, Gadage was charge-
under Rule 16 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1865 by the
General Manager Telegom., KarnatekaCircle, Bangalore,
vide his order No.staff/11-253 dated 16th June ‘83,
for not m:.tteri;ﬁ/apylmatm 0f DI CeCalinivapps
Coudar for a telephone connection undex OYT in his
residence at Gadags Shri VeKeJoshi in Feply to the
chargo-sheet vide his letter dated 25.6,83 wanted to
exarire the concerncd file for varificstion of dates

| sonsed
|
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and other documents and he was given permission to examine

-2~

the concerncd documents by the disciplinsry authority.

ifter axomining the conpernsd documents Shri V.K,Joshi
sainitted his reply to th@ charga-sheot on 30=7«83, The
Goneral Mansger Telecom, “aynataka Circle, Bangelerxs, had
gone thragh the connected papers and the reply given by
Shri VeKeJoshl to the charge-sheet ani came t0 the conclue
sion that Shri V.Z.Jos § failed in his duty by not register-
ing the OYT application submitted by Dr.C.C.Shivappa
Goudar for s now conrection in his residence at Gadag.
.ﬁaimg this was the ftu& instance of an offence of this

 nature committed by Shri V,Kujoshi, the disciplinary

. letter dated t-:a-*ea

authority took a lenlent viw and W a pmnlw of
cammm on Shri V.K.&wm {w 'mis lm.

mww two appeals (1) dated
!mh Oet. 83 and m: _20:!& me ‘84 wlth a further

Shri Vekedeni h

2180 ueainsn the tr .
as noneduty. In his appesl uqa.tmt the penalty of
censure hehaﬂ not made out any new po-inta for conside-
ration, ¥He han only mm;ioné& that the order issucd by
the Gensgal Manager Telecom, is not a apeaki.m ordex and
his argwmcnts in his defence statement have not been
properly rebutteds In his appllestion against thetreste

ment of the peried of qmpmainn 48 ron-taty, ha- has
stated that there was m Justification for pzwing him
undex mwmm,

1, K.Thomas /'Oras. I?i.mewmmd. Telecomrunica-
tions, have cerefully considered both the appeals of
Shri V.K.gdsm with reference to facts and circumstances

wesed
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of the case. After an bjective assessment of the case,

1 £ind that the officer was totally wrbng in refusing the
registration. It is difficult to believe that the
Officer who has a loug service in the Departuent, does
-not know the actual reguirement of the Rules. The paty
sought the telephone connection at his residence under
DXT category and not under the spaciﬁl eahggory. There
was . walting liist umi&r this éa:t&gdry._ .e—aé such there
should have bean no difficulﬁy to segister thﬁ applicae-
tion and to take further action to give # new connection
to the party. «lthough the allegation of .'t;ryinq o
extract money from the barty could nét be substantiated,
the Officar has defiaitely committed the lapse inm not

giving the telephone c:E:éction soon akiter the epplica~

tion was submitted by the party. The fact that the

Ganerallnanaﬁar Telaaom:has not issued a speaking orxder
dnés nﬁ také away the merits of the case. Tﬁe appaal
suﬁmitted by shri V.K.Joshl against the penalty of censure
has no substance. As regards his appeal éagarding treat-
ment of the perlod of'éﬁspension as don duty, there is no
scope to treat the period as duty for the purpose of grant
of full pay,aliow;nce s Shri V.X.Joshi was not exonerated

of the charges by the isciplinary_authority. in view of

these circumstances, I hereby reject both the appealse

Rec:ipt ¢f this order shallbe acknowledged by Shri
V.K.Joshi and sent to DDC Vigilunce Telecomnmunications of

thls Departmente

5G/=
: . (KoTHOMAS KORA),

¥ |

N\
(\&\U;&/////’ | Dircctor General, TeleCOme
X / True|Copy /



! Anre xure- -2

Froms

Shri V.K.Joshi, |
Dye. Divisional Engineer,
Telegrephs, Karwar-581 301.

To

The Chairman,

P & T Board,

Hew Delhi. .
Respected Sir,

Sab:~ Appeal against the punishment ol
"Censure” awarded by G.M.Telecom,
Karnataka Circle, Bangalore, vide

“his Memo llp,.Staff/11=253, dated
3.,9.83 (Received by me on 19.9.83).

Respectfully I ﬁeg to lay before your honour the
£1l1l facts and circum#tancem of the above case and

request to deliver justice.

I was kept under suspension by Shri B.S.GeKe
Setty the then G.M.Teiecom., Bangalere vide his Memo
Moo Staff/11=-253 ﬂate&;4.5.83 (Copy enclosed) and I was
relieved of the chaxgﬁ of 4DC Telegraphs, Gadag on the
a/N of 9.5.83 vide Dﬂrecror Telecom., Hubli Arce No.
5Ta/2-75 dated 9.5.83. served thxough Shri S.Raghu,

DET, Hubli st Gadads

The suspension was revokel end 1 was asked to take
over charge of 5DO Tél&graphs, Crdaf on 8.6.83 vide GMI,
BG Memo HOe 5taff/11;253 doted d.¢.83 corveyvad vide
XT/1530/7 by the Daﬁ, Hubli at Bangalore (copy of tele-
gram is enclosed). Copy of GMI. BG No.Staff/11-253 dated
4,683 suspension r%vocatioﬁ.ozﬁer raeceived by me on
28,683 through the DET, ubli is enclosed for ready

reference. |

Then I was served with charge Sheet urder Rule 16

0102
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ces {(Cos) Rules, 1965 vide GMT, BG under No.Staff/11=-253
Aated 16.6.83. Copy of charges of imputative of mise
conduct and misbehaviour is enclosed for your honour's

ready reference.

Brief of charges imputed are Shri Dr.C.C.Shivappa

Goudar appliecd for new telephore comnection under O¥T in

1641

his individual capacity =t his residence on 16.,3,83. Then
SDOT Gadag wrote to the party on 7.4.83 to submit busie-
ness documents as LEO Borewell business is conducted from
that premises and also to produce documents of premises
such as rent deed, rent receipt etc. Dr.C.C.sShivappagoudar

vide his letter dated 22.4.83 complained that one 5.C.

et

rarendra, Junior Engineer O/D demanded Rs.1000/~ for giv-

iy rew phone connection.

D.E.T.Hubli shri Raghu visited Gaday -

the premises as per the directiorns of the Director

Telecom., Mubli and certified that no meiness enterprises
were functioning at that place as STOT was totally wrong
i{n refusing Registration and giving new C nnection. Hence,

S80T, Gadag - V.K.Joshi violated sub rule 1(ii)} and (iii).

of Rule 3 of €CS Conduct Rules 1364,

X To this diarge sheet 1 submittzd my defence repre=
séntation vide my lettecr da eed 8.7.83 giving full details
of the case, I earnestly recuest your honcur o ¢O wﬂrwug

the representstion to have cormplete facts of the casc.

" % s B Yoats wll o £ =T P P - f e e e lowe
Uowever, the brief of the represertatlion is as belo

Dr. C.C.Shivappagoudar applied for telephone

Y

connection in his individual name under OYT <uoting in
the relevant colurns Of the application £orm that conned=

\ tion is required for his m medical practice etc.

0'0.3
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This very party has earlier applied for a new talc-

Y

phone connection and the same was registered at Sl.lHo.117
of the walting list (Genesral). Being a Doctoxr, he is
entitled to be brought| on special category provided he

garries medical practice.

Vo i A4 Y~ T By
asked whether he

ig practising, he told that he has not found ac

8
&
'
Bl
o
1

tion even for his residence and he was residing in a :
place hired by Leo Borewells, Gadag. Hence, this applie
cation was not transferred to categoryVe

when he again applied for an O¥YT connectia urgently
in the same premises (which he sarlier @onfessed) was
rented by Leo Boreweils; Gadage. He was asked to glve
documents to prove his conmction with the premises. As
he has not responded to the oral request, hz was informed
in writing, to give the docvmnents on 7.4.83 and also
reminded on 29.4.83. Hence, there was no delay or
deliberate action on my pért in the case as'uliﬁg%d LT
the imputation of miscpnduct.

On party's complaint and reportedly on the instrue .

ctions of G.lM., Shri S.Raghu - DET, Hubli wvisited the
premises of the above party and inspected the premises.

He was also satisfied about the fact th:it the party is

not a practising doctor. ilowever, Fhe has ordered the

e

scussion

S Tas = CEEN [ T VN B e, Sy e il A s
release of OYT connection appli-d for, sfter d4i

with the party.

2fter this conneection was relecased, his esrliasx
case was referred to DET, Hubli for decision whether it
should be brought under special category. T“he DET,Hubli
has not given any decision i1l my relief, Perhaps

still it is not deaided,

o - 1

Thoughxkize DET, Hubli Shri S.Raghu visited the

e ik




premises of Dr.C.C.Shivappagoudar on the instructions
from G.M.Telecom., Bangalore-Shri B.S.G.K.Setty and

not as per instructions of the Director, Telecom.,Hubli.

Though the DET,;Hubli Shri S.Raghu made thorough
inspection of the premises and also after knowing full
facts of the case, gave false report to G.M.Telecom.,
Bangalore. He did n#t encuire about the complaint made

against the J.E. |

I established ﬁith the documents that the tele-
phone is @ised by Leo  Horewell Enterprises alone, 50
documents of Leo Bor%wells were ansolutely necessary
for registration an@ there was no delay on my part
for the same. The premises given with different names

are one and the same. I also requestasd the C.M.Telecoms,

Bangalore to drop the case as it is ill-motivated.

After deSpﬁtcﬁing my representetion dated B.7+83
T received vermission from G.M.Telecom., Bangalore to
inspect the documenés. ‘ecordingly after inspection
of the documents an? in contirmation of my earlier
representation dated B8.,7.33 L submitted another represeita=

|
tion vide my letter dated 30.7.82. I enclose herewith

the copy of the same for your honour's ready reference.

I have staﬁ&é in my reprszsentztion that the
premises whnere the telephone i#s installed is a rented
premises of Leo Eo;ewells, Gadag. Here, I would lile E
o bring to your k#nd ntiice that the landlord is J
keeping printed, machine numberad receipt book and
issues wonthly reéeipts towards rent of the buildings,
fans, cots, tables, chairs etc. I also requested the

Gwr, Bangalore to keep me st Gadag since the arrange=

ment was quite possibles
| :
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plisary SakOTivy ©
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TRe Ge »Telecomey Bungalove stating tunt dofenecs

e

minaitred by me ore Foetory and mearded janishe

sont of *Coasure” ((epy of punistmont Uzdex 18 e Loood

for posdy refercnce of your henouak e

G bl BeleBd submitted suxiler
nes besn loft cut unsuen., The panisheent ogdsris fot &
spoaking order bringing ou tas Findings of the disel-

sggarsnts advanced by we Lu ay

dugonce statoronte I falled &o unierstsnd how the defunce
suimitted by wo has apt satisfied the disciplicary subive

zity in the sbacidw s fincings or Wy ArYEENtS.

Fpos the facts sul .:siti*.g% aoee and aise doewarts
atsanhed with Snia w}‘wmﬁ. ﬂ%::‘m e goen that I hewe
Laen mwm@. wads urdurge sental sorcus: and
pusishnd for 6o fualve € ﬂmW on Gy yaEte FUKti'Fe
thoach | Mm&@%ﬁ“ﬂWWﬂm‘%ﬁﬁk&sﬁm
on 175081 {eoni nat ¢oupleted uy senuEsle I was phifted

fros thege On this Vuxy Case. R reouist of srauafer

order, 1 wawe recussgod for its eml glving 2)l-bogoie

rossens vide my Tepre wagetior dated TTeGe83 addesoned

o UeM finpy enclossd fox kizd pesusall for whieh rothisg

is 2oafie 2 thoughy these are UL guiticient, - have

fustnee been wmn by piving wide sablictey thsoudh

syrage about m‘gﬂ 8195 ‘fIMMm' tram:tw, oB0e

I wiow of this, I recuest your kind 'wnows tO peviow
i eide 4o detall o~ give =¢ jJustiee ingiusing transicsring

sxpeeting $ustice froc the hande of delivawer of
fusticze .
wansking Fode :
 youss faitafully,

-
(Veadosind) o

o d
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Reg: Teces ATy steps in

resnect of ﬁu( .Ao 1S UnN-
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69, .7 14Q64/oj
Regs Lbceb ry step

Hamnemathan for

| . . » . -
Trl Shivaraj patil for petr,

" N.Y, Hanumathappa

T len in ros
who v _&s ur
Thrice vide court ordolq

dt. 10-10-85
0. ¥.Pp. 16521/80
Reg: Turniching of IPTFR
CA to li-s to 11

7. Lp 16614/80 "L,
Regs liecessar y steps mot
talter in respect orf deceasc d
“.3 post for orders before ‘

division bhench

agirdhar for

" V.7. Upadyaya for petr.

petr.

neLY.

for petr.

\

72, T.P. 18141/80 " B, . Raikote for petr.
Reg: The Adv, for the petr,
has not filed thez sub-ser-
vikce application in respect
of R-2 ( ) vide court orders
dwTou 151085
73. Y.P. 18534/80 ) " 8.R., Rormathan for petr.
Reg: The Adv. for petr.
g not Illod the sub- |
service THOR in respect ‘ -
of R-i VLﬂL court orders d‘ted
11=1 U--u5
74, TT.P. 1926/80 Sri’ S.7. Hegde Hudlemani Tor netr
Regs Nece@r“ry steps not taken
in recnect of LR Wo. 3a
5 who w un-sd wi ﬁ]
notice thrice.
. 75. TP 20201/80 " K.J. Hegde for petr.
Reg: Necessary stens not ,
talten in respect of -1 &3
who werc un-sd, with sub- ‘
service notices vide court
orders di. 11-10-85,
...
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76. V.p. 20520/80 sri
Reg: Neceusary steps Tto be
taken in rTespect of R-2who
was ungerved with notice
more thau thrice.
77. TP 21424/80
Reg: ecessary steps to be
taicen in respect of -3
who unserved with notice
fhirlee :
n

v * 21708/80
Reg: necessary steps to be
tnlen in respect of deceised
Ria and also stepg o R-5
who w..5 ungerved with notice
thrice,
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A
'\ e
g0

£22086,/80
ci: Mecessary cteps not
ta ven in respect of B-4
who was unserved with
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™
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a
o
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a0 T P. 22259/80
Reg: Necossary steps to be

ta'zen in respect of -dgceased

IR HWo. 4

() & 4(c)

& TP with CA To IR No.32

g1, 7.P  22380/80 n
Reds farnthing of FPT
with CA to IR Nr. 2(8) &
steps T De talen in respect
of deccased LR NO.2(a)
g2, T7,p. 22496/80
Rege PP with CA & Tom=-
tom ch rres deposited for
issuing of sub-service notice
Lo T
83. V. 22501/80
Reg: fumishing of FYF
with ¢ to IR No. a
8-te 1L 50953/81 _ "
Reg: I & G for R-5

8. ., T
. U.L. Narayana Rao for petr.
ant. Allien Iinmy swary Tor netr.
gshivaraj Patil for netr.
3., Raikote for petr.
4

Govt. Adv. for petr.

Mohandas M. Hegde for petr,

Govt. Agv. for petr.

— do -

Sells Bannurmath for petr.,

-
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APPLICATION UNOER SECTION 18 OF e AEHRHTETR T IVE
?ﬁiﬁﬂﬁ& ACT, 1988.
N ';\
- ¥or Use in v:dfxmea*n sfties
Date of Filing
Registration Mo,
REGIITRATOR
- {
I¥ T CETRAL ADEDIISPRATIVE DHRIDUEAL
ADDYITIO AL BRACHe  BANGALORE
BETUEL .
i Ve.Kedoahd s .o Applicant
Ands 3
1. Genegal Canoger

Pelocome Garngoloroe

\ <~ 2 pizector

Dprft : Teleocom, ﬁﬂv ﬁai ™ Y ’ Fesponderts

sned
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(4) Bemc of the ~pplicants
70 Tosl:

(14) tome of Pather 5

1)

(11} office adiress of oo~

{1i4)  Sdreas fOr oe of
all ootioss 3 i

Iummﬂmo@wm
Wminnwmmum*

e sopliestion 8 onsinet the followling ozdoxs

£4) Omdox o (1) tafi/11=253 pasead by pesponicitel
{1 veve § JufaiPG3 .
(il vosoe’ by: {2 ws@.z: &5&% Puteil cadsel DY

posend
Btel wﬂ tha soig hos
been pese confizmad by the

(iv) adjoct in bedcfs Gpder of Comouge 19 by
respoude

clares that the subject matter of -
mmﬁmmwmmwuumm ‘

oeed



5. Limitation: '

The applicant further declares that the application
is within the limitation prescribed in Section 21 of the
AMindnistrative Tribunals ct, 1985,

6. Facts of the Cases

(1) ®plicent joined the services of the rosta dnd
Telegraphs Department in the year '60. Having regerd to
his integrity and meritorious service, he was considered
for promotion to vm:im;z higher posts. He was promoted
to the cadre of ‘G L'tntheyea:'?ﬁ. iven today
he is holding the same Ipbst as Ceputy Telecom District
Engineer at Xarwar. '!.‘h# General NManager Teleconm, (Rjrat
Circle, epireciat d tmal‘l services and haxrd work of tie
epplicant and his ai.me#a worl:s in getting five ixchanges
opened, expanded six mgll'a and opened scven Condined
offices at saveral z:l-.-ce%s during the year '7&-7’5‘. il

(11) But, all ef a sudden, he was made to fage unjustie
ficdgpre=decided and pre-occupicd departmental disci-
plinary enquiry initlated by the respondents and to satise
£y one Dr. C.C.Shivappagoudar, who is in close association
with the first respondent.

(118 ©The applicant sﬁf#:ea that whan he was working ab
Charwar Distriet 4n G&daglll as a sub-miviaional Officer
Telegraph, the said m'.-c:.“c. Shivapp.goudar mede an appli=-
cation for a telephone conneetion as per Indiun Telegraphs
fules for his profession, in the yoar '82. The said
application was mgistereé immediately o8 Serial No.117

in the Gencral Category w.;iting List with address S.F.Patil
building, Cadage This waq‘ recuired to be transferred to
Speclal Category as per ﬂpméntal rules, after due
verification. During thmll course, the applicant, Dre C.Ce
Shivappagoudar himself 1nf§mﬁ that though he was

t ...c‘
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practising as a tmtzlpx by profession in Gowvermment service,
after return fron xﬂ-‘em, he 42 not interested in tht
professions ar< has left the sexvice. On the other hand,
he is interested in ;aatxyixtg on husiness in borceweil
diguing, S0, the mbove walting list was continved in
Generzl Category as he was not a Medical Frectitisners.
tihen he falled to@ilm telcphone comnection fwvmedlately,
he subsitted yet am#hc:r applicatlon for talerhone wOnnCe=
tion under O¥T Scheme on 16=3-83 for his medical profese
sione, That appli.cahi;on was submitted in the capacity

of an individual and for as a Medical prectidioner,with
sddress as lLakkundi Fakirgouda muiléding, S.F.Fatil builde
ing and Lakkundl !‘Wﬁa building are the two diffepent
nanes of the same bui?ﬁ!.ng- The mucant Bre CoCoShivas=
Ppagondar, howsver, did not submit any documert for the
purpose of businecss a;“ﬂ accordingly, theapplicant asked
the said Dr. C.C,Shivappagoudar to produce douments

as per instructions ofteinsd in GetieTe Bangalore ioe

COW L/ 1V dated WI (Mw%) as the telephone
connection was x:ec_gzirq‘d for ond in business premises.

It is subnitted that in sccordance with the Circulars,

the spplicant was giwan all guidance and wag roquested

to produce the minimm% relevant docurents. Instesd of
complying with the requiremcnts of the Department,

the said Dr. C-ﬁ.f&éﬁiv&;ppago-u&ar rushed to Baugalore and
made a false arnd friw#ouz complaint with the f£irst

respondent., On such complaint, the first respondent
|

. directed the D.E.E.Hubli to encuire and arrange for

telephone connection, |

|
{iv) The Dei Te,ilubli, cawe to Gadag for the so-callsd

investigation and pmv#&eé’ the telephone connection

fguoring all tho Departmental hules and frocedurss. Demand
\

note was handadover by handy axrangec its paywent oven

after closing of money }transaetion of Fost Cifice, gave

eeed
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pEenlons and IX. CeCddhivapoagoudar also stated of it

v} Sased oo suen éam urd one sided fowvestigntion
2erort Of DafaTas -i%x&'liio the spplicant was uwalawfully
plooed under suspension by the first gesjesdert by his
Bottor Sobad deSe'83, It was vidaly circul ted in Yewse
poper Just to malign the spplicant. ‘iwveves, suspension
was revoked by urgent) telegran  lotter of the first
Faspordoot Losucd by F.a.r..,:%n. fron Zagalore o4

the spplicent was s’wf&? to join ae SB.l.leTelagrarhe Codag
on ¥/ of Selm'ald, M Jiye tha applicant join:d the
dutye | '
(vi) <ouzts bheve m«{;ﬁ te kesp an Uificer undar susponsion
1a very serious than ?m:%l of punishmenge It oo~ he
son: £ the atove fé that the aspplicant was woll
wignds thoe low iv ﬂli:aﬁ of hig duties, m the othey
hend, & derarthental #W@mga woere initiatad uncer

igle 36 of C.Ca5, {008 Rulssy ad @ ¢hargoeshect was
served on the sgezznm#e. After receipt of the ghergee
shoet the applicent submitted his detalled reply with
proof of doowsantary swidonces. Bute unfortucatelys

‘he girst pespondant, rxm eonsidaring the seid

reply imposed the penalty of "Censure’s, The applicent
was farther put to Mheedehiy by way of tronefervicg him

to Fagwar by the first respoaiont eves before the
corplotitn of taruros |

(vil} gainst the s0id opder of Censure sad in rogard o
regularigation of ampLumiw reriody the aoplicent
subwittod statutory wgeal W the seoond rospondsnt

end when the sppesl was still pending before the mecond
peapondent, Ous more docusentary evidenoe was submitted

by the spplicant, icesfewspagor advertisement eppoaring in

‘ o -06



dolly *Hevodaya’. w. TG SO0
ogder doted 2PwielS,rsjsetod tw aceesl 0o untoasdle
orInds. ‘laoe, this applicstions '

1o view of the éw mantiontd lroage € ghows, She
spplicant rgays for t}:@- followicg z iiofes

“(4) et aside the impugnec osder of the
firet roe ondent Gated Jefell mude
io Case MMW!I-E% ond elso the

- pzder Qutod 2Pe=dess poased

{11 4spue neceskary dlrections te the

ummsm‘ 3 trest tae period of

8 sponglon ad O Jaby end w0 oent

ali mﬁme benofltae® ows Ve bomis
: b S S Sded et

o QL oy = -

Sreudns |
(o) Phe dmpugeee m%:gaﬁt:m irst Pespondent aod
wm«« by the second poaionient oFs CONREary €O low,

facts and :M&i&ﬁel Ol Lhe Codie

(44 Thg Lo ed amlm ef Dot the res; Onde ks are
mt spesking erdere. ‘%‘b@‘gy ar» the arvetic opxders o
henoe lloble 0 be ast ‘mm.

fc) The gespondents ot plivd thelr wind o ‘

- €he detalled repgosontstion wuds By the applicant. adn.

the Lmrunced Ordurs
st aside.

arg onc 8idec and 11sh1c tolm

€2 mw«gamfammw She . esponicits
withcut appliiestion of Judicious mird mﬂ without”
considesing all tie ma#ew of the opplicen

‘ | ese?



N\ 7 1. soef of the

-n
o) e wey in wiich ehe spplicent fo cade to suffcer cven
wvithout comitting eany| sort of offmmec, clearly shwws the
ivat and prredogidod

P SR et

{€) There iz oo justifieble situstion wilch wakraigs the
=" opjnion to mv the applicert
undier susvension, thst 0o, without hearing hime oo of
the fngrediets vere in existence whieh gull for spplicect’s
susstneion L ageo:dunce with the Clgeulars and guidolices
iosued by the Unlor of Indles |

(¢) The respordonts are alsc not Justified in treatimg
the suspension ss s “hem the memaw‘:g Justified
in giving tolephore coancotion without following the
depirtmental elrculars, that iteelf shows their giving gow
bye @ the @partmentsl mms and elsculars o be followsd
befose giving telep
fgroged ond eleverly
of natursl Justice.

grraction, The uwtmdritics haove
Jdiagespect o the prineiples

< B interim ordar is prayed for by tiw applicant,

N ™e applicent lares thot he has -valled of all
the gemdies avalisble o him uxliesr the releve$ sarvice
rules, ctcy inasiuch a8 the Fepresemation given to the
respondorts howe 2Rt beon ensidered effectivelye

10 The spplicant fugtdx . declapes thet The nottes
rogapéing wirich this eyplicat on hes been male {9 not
poniing before avy Joart of lew or orny othey suthority o
soy othor Senc: Of the Trilung e

.Mi Lader raspecting the wlim Toes
V2~ 94308 I 88 30/ -

s

DAHT-D5109 Je 3 20/

3ls Paxticul xm of ¥

1 Gider

s Hase of the adng ™
rost Cffice 5 ko Caod P
3, Date of Tesae Of P.Urder o LG (2 &%

4, Fost Cffice sﬁ whie: Poyables ¢ any post office.
seal



|l

|
12. Mo index in duplicat: containing the doteils of
| !
the documints to be relled upon is enclosed.

\
13, List of enclopures:
|
| ,

l. Order of the first respondent.

2e Urder of the second respondont.
|
3« Bepxesentation of the epplicant.
4e VOStal Grdér.
| 2

in verificaetions '

I :

I, VeXeJoshi $/0 e 18- Tl . aged 48 Y74
working as Deputy Teﬁlwri}istrict ﬁngmm'Maz,
do herchy verify thet the contente from 1 o 13 are
true to my personal %kfml@ﬁge::- sim& beiief and that I

|
have not suppressed gny material facts.

Bangalore, | (\’y‘wj- -

Dates ' Sigrnature of Applicant,.

The Reglstrar, '

. Central drinistrative
Tribunal, '
Al .Benchs Bangalorc.

|
|
|
|
|
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Office of the Cerrral f‘aﬂagﬁsr-%l#m. Karnateks Clrele,

mi'.M/u-Bf: _: ‘ Sk T © dateds S-B-iaﬁw

M"V.%;.;Joam tm tih@n wr. M&g. was lseucd
. with a charge saset uwpdir fule 16 of CCS ( @GA) Ruws.mﬂ
vids no.5taif/11=253 Gated 16th June 1983 fermot registerw
ing the meplicotion Of DraCeC.Shivappa Goudar for a
,‘mla;ahom'c;-tmnmctma deser oY? dn hig :mi&em' at Catage
| Shri Vi,0ehi in rnpli: to khe charge s‘wem vide his
lecter dated Rw.ﬁ.EB #Janwﬁ m@xmxin“ the congernec file
fax verificetion of dﬁm 8 &n’ atwr docum pts and ne was
q:lw:n P rmissics to ﬂc@drm rhe concernsd Gocuwents by
o the Btscipli.narx iy ritye d.'t:ax exmintng; the conaerned
b -MWmnm he .*.s‘wm%—.,.t&,; on 30=7=83 his mlmwtimm to the
cm&fg‘%» a'hs‘*at. ¥ have gor- through the mz:nwtad Tapers
ansﬁ m,,?ay giwsr, by ﬁf“zi: V. eJogni o the charge shoet and
1 have oome %o the iusdon that shri vosh fallwd in
lhia duty by not xa«gia&amag she OYT application suhund te
w w Dt .t-.wmivfxpr# &ﬂﬁf‘x fg a new compreotion in
. ""1 ian rﬁminﬁm"m" at (“'&dafr $#ince this ia the £irst instance
. of an oﬁftm oi this ‘rmtum conw Lted by mri Velaiuahiy
I t&ﬁfb& a lund ool Vim’ﬁw 3 o8 & p‘an&&ty Of "C.BURE"
on nim fm: thi M'*MW ‘

|
5

| (5«:.%,5&;&5 yyontasg)
| General Managerelclecom,
4  Karnataka Cixcle,
J il ﬁangaloxe—&.
™. _ ‘
: ;%‘I}u'i.‘ “-J,ic.‘dmshi;- ‘
CByeletselogrsa; n:s, |
iq‘mu- - tmugn Dol .,‘ffﬁh grarm, AEEWSE
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H0o2/5/08s VIGeLI
GOViERNHIIT OF 0la

MINTSTRY OF QOMBURIC PI0HS
(EEpRe. OF TLLECUN UNIC TIONS)

Hew Dolhie1100%
- Dateds the 20eded5,

_ ﬁhﬂ %Wkﬁ. mw:; EPUTe Gadage wae
Wwwmuuwwm Karnataka

mm, mmm. mmw ﬂ} M Mh 10 of
the €cn s:::m m wide his order muwﬂ

114553 d&m Ath Hay, ius His m;mnimm |
mmmﬁmmxmmuwm
ander Clause @) of suberule (5) of Rule 10 of the
¢ou (CCA) Rules, 1965 yide ord:r Hoe 3taff/11m253
@eted 4th June 1983, The suspension period wes

Wum&wmwmm&amw

wmwwmmmWesmmwm
cent of what he would ézewn, hod he pot been
ket under mmmm ide Order Ho.0taff/1im253

dated 15th Nov, '63e | s

Mlﬂ Hanagat

vide his order m‘sedyxkzﬁa dated m Jame Y43,

for not gegistering W mzmaam of m.m&ﬁm.vwa
Goudax for s telephone comncction undes OYT 4n his
Fesidence st Gadsge SNEL VeeJoshi dn Feply o the
Wm vide his lotter dated 25.0.83 wanted ro




\

wumﬁummam;t.qummmumwmm
by the disciplinary authoritys
ifter emomining the conpernsd documents Shrl VeKesoshi
submittod his reply to the charge-gheet on 30=7e83, Thie
Geparal Mensger %mcudr “agnataks Cireles Dangalors, had
gone thrugh the soted papers and the roply given by
Shri VeKedoshi to the gewghoet oni Came to the conciue
sion that Shri Veitedoshi failed in his duty by not registez=
iug the Y epp&:watm subimitted by LEeleCoshivapua
Goud:x for a now m% in his mmm at ww‘
&ince this was the mw 1mtmmdwaﬂmnfm
nature comndtted by Shed VeKeJosils the dtseiplinasy
mﬂﬁy ook o 1o view and 4mposed a m o
Cenaurs O ms VeXoJoshl for this m

m mmm oSNty

7 Shyd v...m.smm has submitted two appeals {1) dated
3oth Gct, *83 and (11) 208h Janury 'S¢ with a further
lettor dated Bel2e'S) ageinst thepemelty of censure and
2lao against the treatment of his period of mmm

a8 rorsdutye. In his o%max against the penalty of
Wm-_MMMmmmenmm'mm
zation, He has only mentionsd that the ofdes issued by
the %m&al Managoeyr Te s i3 ot # speaking order and
mn argumonts in hia défence stotement ‘have not been
properly mew. In his agg:pl&emm agalnst thetreate
mt M the poriod of mamm as con=duty, hoe has
mms that thore was Tu jmﬂtie&m for Mae&m him
under mmmm

1, ¥eThomes ‘Or orgencrals Telocomunica-
/wm. have copefully corsidercd both the sppeals of
Wi Vekogoahi with yeferonce to facts and mmmi

. sesed
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of the case. After an objective assessment of the case,
I £ind that the officer was totally wrong in refusing the
registration. It is é#fﬂ.cult to believe that the
Cfficer who has a long ‘aervi.ce. in the Uepartment, does
not know the aetual tmmmnt of the Rules. The party
sought the telephone comnection at hiz residence under
OY? category and not un{.:zer the special eategory. There
was no waiting list und&: this cotegory. & such there
should have been no duf:lculty to register the applice-
tion and to eake further action to give a new connection
to the party. ltzhou@m‘ the allegation of trying to
extract money from the party could not be substantiated,
the Officer hes definitely comaitted the lapse in not
giving the telsphone connection soon aftér the applicaw-
tion was suvmitted by tﬁne party, The fact that the
Genaral Bunamr ‘re:l =Com has not issued a speaking order
does nt takg away the mq;t;ta of the case. The appeal
submitted by sShri v.x..n!af-m against the penalty of censure
has no substance., As r?qaxas his appeal regarding treate
ment of the period of suspension as fon duty, there is no
scope to treat the per_i?d as duty for the purpose of grant
of full pay allowance aa Shri V.R.Joshi was not exonerated
of the charges by the d%sciplinary authority. In view of
these circumstances, I hereby reject both the appeals.

Recoipt of this al-ﬂax shallbe acknowledged by Shri
= VeRedosii and sent w DDG Vigllionce Telecommunications of
Y _ this Departmente - |

B3/
(RoTHOMAS KORA),
Director General, TelocOms

% < =

\\;\»’L g3 / True Copy /
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Shri V.K.Joshi,
Dye. Divisional Engineer,
Telegraphs, W‘ﬁal 301,

m |

The Chalrman,
P & T bBoard, |
New Delhi. |

Respected Sir, '

Sabs-~ Apvesl ag#lnst the punishment of
"Censure” awarded by G.M.Telecom,
Karnataka Circle, Bangalore, vide
his Memo Ro.otaff/11=253, dated
3.9.83 (Received by e on 19.8.83).

Respectfully zm to lay before your honour the
full facts and circumstances of the above case and
request to deliver justice.

I was kept tmdaz"‘ suspension by Shrli B.S.6.Ke
Setty the then @.m..a:al%m.. Bangalore vide his Memo
No.Staf/11=253 dated 4,5.83 (Copy enclosed) and I was
relleved of the charge of SD0 Telegrephs, Gadag on the
A/H 0f 945483 vide DH@:.NM. Hubli Area MNo.
STA/2=75 dated 9.5.83, served through Sari S.Raghu,

DET, Huobll at Gadaje |

The suspension was revoked and I was asked to take

: \
over charge of SDO Telegraphs, Gadag on 8.6.83 vide GMT,

BG Memo Noe .staff/u-zslz dated 4,6.83 conveyed vide
x7/1530/7 by the DET, mmi at Bangalore (copy of tele-
gram is enclosed) « COpy of GMP, BG No.5taff/11-253 dated
4.6483 suspension rewmon order received by me on
28,6.83 through the z:‘:::”‘.l ‘uabli is enclosed for ready

reference. i

|
 Then I was served with charge Sheet unier Rule 16

| ik
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-
ces (CChA) Rules, 196% vide T, BCG under Ho.Staff/11-253
dated 16.6.83. chpy‘of cherges of imputative of mis-

conduct and misbehaviour is enclosed for your honour's
ready reference. |

Brief of charges lmputed are Shri Dr.C.C.Shivapps

Goudar applicd for new telephone connection under OYT in

his individual capacity at his residence on 16.3.83. Then
m Gadag wrote to qme party on 7.4.83 to submit busi-
mms &omm as LEO Borewell business is conducted from
that premises and a:t;o to produce documents of promises
puch as rent deed, l:?m:_ receipt etc. Dr.C.C.Shivappagoudar
vide his letter dated 22.4.83 complained that one S5.C.
raprendra, Junior w#mx 0/P demanded Re.1000/« for giv-

irg new phone wW-

m.ﬁ.w.mu Shri Reghu viuiﬁcd Gadag and inspecs-
ted the premises a8 ge the directions of the Director
Telecom., fubli and Farﬁified that no business enterprises
were functioning at thet place as SDOT was totally wrong
ip refusing Registrujgm and giving new connection. Hence,
sgoT, Gadag = V.K.Joshi violsted sub rule 1{ii) and (1i1)

nf Bule 3 of CCS Conduct Rules 1964,

Po this charge sheet 1 submitted my defence repre-
sentation vide my letter dated 8.7.83 giving full details
oé the case. 1 earnestly reguest your honour to ¢o through
the representation tL have complete facts of the cast.
However, the brief of the representation is as below:

Dre G.C.shivgrmudar had applied for telephone
connection in his i
the relevant lmam‘ of the application form that connec-

{vidual name under OYT quoting in

tion is recuired te_x; his medical practice etc.

enoed
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This very party ﬁws earlier applied for a new talew

phone connection and the same was registered at 51.10.117
of the waiting list (General). Being a Doctor, he is
entitled to be brought on special category provided he
carries medical practic%e. when he was asked whether he
is practising, he told .l’:at he has not found accommoda-
tion even for his msidpnce and he was resi.ﬁing in a
plm hired by Leo ﬂomena. Gadag. Hence, this appli=
cation was not transt er#ed to special category.

When he again aypiied for an OYT commectin urgently
in the same premises (wmeh he eulier lanfassa&}
rented by Leo noranﬂllaﬂ\uadag. He was asked to give
documents to prove his connection with the premises. As
he has not responded to Em oral request, he was informed
in wxiting, to give the l&ammnts on 7.4.83 and zlso
reminded on 29.4.83. He#ea there wes no Gelay or
deliberate action on my ;part: in the cma as alleqad in
the imputation of misabm?uct.

On party's mmplum and mport:adly on tm instru=
etiona Of Gelle, Shri s,naghu - DET, Hubli visitoﬁ the
promises of the above pa:“ty and inspected the premises,
He was also satisfied sbout the fact thut the party is
not a practising doctor. || However, Yhe has ordered the

release of OYT comnection applied for, efter discussion
| ;
with the party.

~fter this mnmetian was released, his earlier
case was refexred to DET, wmu for decision whether it
should be brought under s;#wial categorye. The LET,Hubli
has not given any deeision till my relief, Perhaps

V still it iz not daci&éd. li
|

et

Beomghxkhe LT, mhllwi Shri S.Raghu visited the
|

| il
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i
premises of Dr.C.C.shivappagoudar on the instructions
£rom GeM.Telecom., Bangaloreeshri B.S.G.K.Setty and

not as per imstructions of the Director, Telecom.,Hubli.

Though the DET, Hubli shri S.Raghu made thorough
inspection of the premises and also after knowing full
facts of the case, gave false report to GoiloTelECOM s
bangalore. He did mi enguire about the complaint made
against the J.E.

I esteblished with the documents that the sele-
phone is weed by Leo Borewell Enterprises alene, So
documents of Leo forewells vere absolutely necessary
for reglutyation snd there was no delay on my pare
for the same, The premises given withmzmut. names '
are one and the same. I also reqguested the G.H.Telecom.,

nangalore to drop the case as it is ill-motivated.

Meer desratohing my representation dsted 8.7,83
I received pemisaimi Svon 6.0 Pelnconss Mamé ro
inspect the dncwmnta% secordingly after ﬁ.nspecufm
of the docurents and continuation of ny earlier
representation dated 8.7.83 I submitted ancther representa-
tion vide my letter 4 3047483, ‘1‘ enclose herewith
the copy of the same E::dmr honour's ready reference.

I have stated in my representation that the
prﬁmmeur where the teh.ep!wm ig installed is a rented
premises of Leo Borewells, Gadag. Here, I would like
to bring to your kind ntice that the landlord is
Reeping printed, machine numbered receipt book and
issues mnﬁhlg receipts towards rent of the bulldings,
fans, cots, tables, cholrs cte. 1 also recuested the
G, Bsngalore to keep me at Gadag since the arrangew

ment was gulte possiblee.

‘0.5
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The G.lM.Telecom., Bangalore stating that defences
submitted by me sre unsatisfactory and awarded punishe-
ment of “Censure" ({Z‘J{.J of punishment Order is enclosed

for ready reference of your hounour)e

On going through the punishment Order, it gseems
that my detalled defence dated 847,83 submitted earlier
has been left out unwiim. The punishment orderis not &
speaking order bringing ou: the findings of the disci-
plinary authority o the arguments advanced by me in my
defence statement. I failed to understand how the defence
submitted by me has not satisfied the disciplinary autho-
rity in the absence chim findings on my arguments.

From the facts submitted sbove and alsc doguments
attached with this appeal, it can be seen that I have
been suspended, made to undergo mental torture and
punished for no faults @ whatsoever on my part. Further,
though I had come o gaidag tm at my own request and cost
on 17.6.81 (and not completed my tenure), I was shifted
from there on this very case. On recelpt of transfer
order, I h&ve regues for its camcel glving el-borate
reasons vide my reprjmation dated 27.6.82 addrossed
to C.M (mﬁy enclo sed for kind perusal)l for which nothing
is heard. s thouch these are not suificient, I have
further been humiliated by giving wide publicity throudh

press about my sus;:xamsTon, transier, ctc.
In view of this, I request your kind honour to review

the euge in detall and give me justice including transferring
back to Gadage

Expecting justice from the hands of deliverer of

\/ justice.
e

' Thanki
\ gull i Yours faithfully,

(VeK.Joshi) «
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ghri V.K.Joshi,
Dye. Divisional
Telegraphs, 5@3 wlo

The Chalrman, ‘
P & T Doaxd,
Hew Delhi.

Respected Sir, ‘

Sde - ml mlnst: the

m«d by a.n.*nzm
his reswo m.wma. m

3.9-33 {(Recedived by me on 19.9.83).

LA 2

Recpectfully I beg to lay before your honour the
€ull facts and circumstances of the abowve case and
request to deliver justice.

I wes kept under suspension by Shri BeSeG.Ke
Setty the then Gali.Telecoms, Sangalore vide his Memo
0. Gtaff /11253 dated 4.5.83 (Copy enclosed) and I was
relioved of m m!o& SDC Telegraphs, Gadag on the
AN of 945483 vide Direeror Telecom., Hubli ares Ho.
STA/2+75 dated 9.5.83, served through Shri SeRaghi,
DET, Hubld st GadaGe

The suspension u& revoked and I was asked to take
over charge of Si0 Telegraphs, Gadag on 846483 vide GMr',
BG Femo Sos Staff/11-253 dated 446,83 conveyed vide
¥1/1530/7 by the DET, Hubli st Bangalore (copy of tele-
opy Of GMT, BG NO.Staff/11-253 dated
lon order received by me on
28.6.83 through the DET, "ubli is enclosed for ready

gram is enclosod).

446083 mmm el ey

references ‘
Then I was served with charge Sheet under Rule ié

O.'.z
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This very porty haes eaxrlier wpuw.mig now talow
phone connection and the sare was registered at S1.030.117
of the waltine list (Geperall). Bulng a Poctor, he is
‘entitled to be brought on special category provided he
corrics medical practiee. Wacn he was asked whether he
'h:ﬁcmminm he told ‘mzmmmmw-
tion evan for his maiﬁm ard he was residing in a

 place hired by Lo Porewells, Gedsge Hence, this applie
cation was not transferred to special category.

when he again epplied for an OYT connectis urgently

in the same premises {(which he a&ﬂiux €onfessed) was

rented by Leo Borewells, Gedage He was asked to give

documenis to prove nis mmmm the premises. As
mmmw wmarmmt. he was informed

in writing, to give the docurents on 7.4.83 and also

: o on 29+4.93, ﬁm. thege was no delay at
M!Me sction on my paxt in the case a8 alleged in
‘the irmputation of mtmpmee. '

On party's m& and peportedly on the instrue
ctions of GeMs, Ghri SeRaght - DEF, Hubll visited the
promims of the sbove party and inspected the preriises.

2t . He was alsc satisfied about the faet thet the party is
- not a practising doctors However, fhe hes ordeged the

rolease of OVT connection spplied for, after discusaion
with the pertye |

feer thls mnmbm was released, his earlier
~ case was roferred to DET, Hubli for decision whether it
‘should be brought under special cst _ The DIT,imbli
has not given any decision till my relief. Perhaps
still it is ot decided.

W&/w LE:E’. abli Shri s.m m&m the

seed




premises of Do CuCoShivappagoudar on the instructions
£rom GeMaeToleCOme, H&T@amm‘wi HeBatieaSutty and
not as per lnstructions of the ULirector, Telecom.,tubli.
Though the DET, Itsumi snri S.Raghu made thorough
inspection of the previdses and also sfter knowing full
facts of the case, g&a false report to Gel.lele0Dite,
Bangalore. e did not oncuirs sbout the complaint made
against the J.ie |

_ rwimdmtmmmtmum -
phone 15 #sed by leo Sorewell intecprises alone. S0
_ ~ doguments of lco .o
®  for :wimmmﬂ&mwmmuqum
o i - ﬁxmm-_mmgiwnuthmmm
| mmmmm.|zaxmwwms.mlm.
memmmnnswm

wells were sbeolutely necessary

“fer mwmm?g oy rmmm dated B8.7.83
I received Wam from &mmm’mm to
mentse ccordingly after inspection

Mwm mﬁin contimuation of my earler

representation dated 8.7.83 T submitted another represcntas
tion vide my letter dm 30.7.83. 1 enclose herewith

. : m copy of the same for your honour's ready references

I have stm«ﬁ in my mpmmn%tm that the
premises where the telephone is installed is a rented
promises of leo m@%xm. Cadag. Hers, T would like
ring to your kind ntice that the lendloxd is

keepinug srinted, mhﬁw nambered receipt book and

issues wonthly regeipts tLowaris rent of the buildings,
fans, cots, tables, chiirs ote. I also requested the
GrE, Bangalore to keep me at Cudag since the arrangew

Ww was quite Wam%ﬁo

‘ QCQB
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133.

134,

135,

136,

13544 VP,

137,

138,

132,

140.

141,

142,

143,

144,

145,

146,

147,

10

WP, 31270~21/81
(F P.Fy & CA for R4)
WP, 31455/21

(bieps for T4)
{uznived on 11.7.84)
Wp, 162/82 (LR}

FPF 4, G& far R2,,
WP, 196/82 (IR)

FPF Ca & WP
' “ror ﬁ%gf
129/82
FPF C4 for hd.,
wp, 228/82 (LRS)

FPE ,Cu o WP copies

WP. 240/82 (LR)
FPF, Cs & WP copy for R3

WP, 295/82 (IR)
"FPF Ca & P copy for R3.,

WP, 297/22 (LR)
FPF Cd4 & WP copy for R2.,,

WP. 350/82 (LR)
FPF & C4 for K3 & R4.,

. 379/82 (IR
PF & Ca & WB copy for
K3y

WP, 385/82 (ILR)
FPF, & C# for Li4,.,

WP, 336/82 (1R)
FPP, &« C4 for R3 to R6.

WP. 324/82 (LR)
FPF Ca & WP copies for
Rl, R3, & k6.,

WP. 408/82 (ILR)
FPFy Ca & WP copy for
Rl.,

WP ,-422/82 (1R)
FPF, CA & 2 WP copies
for F3 & R4.,,

CHaNoss

Sri. Jayaram & Jayzram
Advocate for petitioncar.

Sri, G,d, Raghunatha Rao
: ~d o=

Srie. U.L.Narayana iiao
-l O

Sri.d«KsBhat
-0

Spi. Mo Ram FPhat
i

Ram that
® ~dO-

Srie. U

ori.S, Kamate
Ll D

Sri. P,V. Shetty
s (o

Sri .A nR-n Panch:;%lvi
-d0~

\SI'i.. P'S. Mali l‘"til
~do-

Sri,B. Veerabnadrappa
- LiO"‘

s ohehinamath

[ R

% '
- Q—

Srle TeGe

Sri.I.G.GaCthi”imdth
= (ig,_

3 ) ms 1{
Sri.S.V, Roné 130

Sri,C.,M, -esat

L B




- 2. C.H.N0.75
117, WP- 3440&1-;'81 C o Srie S. Suivaran
ckt to R3.,
118. WP. 34387/81 Srie N.Krishnanandagupte
Reg: FPY -do- to R3(f) G Ow
119. WP. 3011/81 Govt. Advocate
Regs: FPF d-o- to Kl. _ -G O
120, WP. 34427/81 Sri. ‘Shivaraj Patil
Reg: Necessary steps ~do-
to be taken inrespect
of H3.,
121, WP, 34433/81 . Sri.D, 8. Hosmath
leg: FPF -do- to #3., -d O
122, WP. 34449/81 SpiJGaN, Seshagiri Rac™
Reg: lNecessary Steps to -do- :
be taken in respect of '
BBy
123, WP, 33889/81 S7ie 1J.LeNarayana 580
Lggs: FPF ~do- for E4., ~do=-
124, WP. 33882/81 | 5riuG.8. Viswesvala
Reg: FPF -do- R2., ~do- ‘
125, WP. 31004 to 7/81 Sri.Ds 5. Li_m:‘ﬂ:-‘?a
FoF & ete for R3(Db) _Jjo-
126, WP. 31420/84 Sri. Ho Kuna¥ Cwamy
(Steps to be taken for ~di=
decd R3)
(dxpired on 24-9-85)
127, WP. 31983/81 sri, K.N. Sic-a Reddy
(FPF & CA on IA's) ~i0=
128. T’\IP. 33076/81 Sr'ia J.Nageja=
FPF & CA4 ete for ~10=
R2(c) & (B)
129' TJP' 382?0/81 Srj.-Aan i:éatl"
(PF to be paid to issue o~
or notices on IA's.)
130. WP. 33772/81 gpi .. Rudre Jowda
( Do on IA's) -do-
131. WP. 33809/81 $ri. Suresh f.Joshi
(Do on IA's) o=
132, WP. 34192/81. Sris K.N.-1ijaya Raghavan
(Do on 14's) ) -4 0=

.
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DETALLG OF APPLICATION

I. Particulars of,the‘applicant .
(i) Name of the Applicant:
|

VeKeJOSHI

gL 128 Tl

(1i) HName of Father :
(1i1) Designation and Office Bg§$g§e§gTeg$ﬁt.Eigneer.
in walen employed. H Dist. Engineer,
at Karware.
|
{iv) Office Address s s o
(v) ‘dérces for Service of C/o M.Raghavendra .char,
all notices s Advocate,
No.1074 & 1075,
' Banashankari Ist Stage,
Sreenivasa Hagar IIPhasa,
Bangalore.
i 2Z. Particulars of the respondent:
|
(1) Nare and/er desicnstion le Gereral Manager Telecom
aF the ST nc: . A 23 alia 'y
of the respondent Karnataka Clrcle,
| Bangaloree
2. Director General Telecom,
New Dbelni.
|
(ii) Office addréss of res-~
poncdients: b QO
{(11i) ~ddress for service of
all uotices | s v

2, Particulars of the oxder
against which application is made:

mia - :.,_7-’,.\"! -?:N u|—'--§,-‘3-‘
iz 100 a0 L e LWL

| s 1
1e acainct the following ordexs

(i) Oxder lo: (1)5tass/11-253 passed by respondent=1

(ii) Dete : 3=9=1983.

' (2) Vig.II dated 29-4-85 passed by

' respondent=2.
|

Subject in bfiefs

{ii1l) Passed byt

Order of Censuxe is passed by
respondent=1 and the sane has
been pass confirmed by the
secoixl respondente

{iv)

4, Jarisdiction of the Tribunals:
The applicant declares that the subject matter of
the order against which he wants redressal 1s within the

jurisdiction of the Pribunal.
|
2 0003

/



o

mme1wmmmwum
iz within the limitation creseribed in Seotion 21 of the

S8, Limitaticons

vizdnlstrative TrimnTla ot, 1905,

€. Tacta of the Cages

(1) Svlicent :hmn% the services of the fosta d:d
Telegraphs Nepartment in the year *60. Hoving regard o
his integrity and meritorious service, he was considered
for promotion to var higher posts. ile was pronoted
to the cadre of *C 2 in the yesr *76. Even today
ne is holding the same post as Deputy Telecom District
inginser st Xarwer. The Ueneral sansger Telecom, Gujrat
Circle, aprrocisted the services and hard work o thw
spplicart and his sincere work in cetting five izchanges
oponed, expanded six more oud opened seven Cosdined
offices ot several ploces Suring the yoar "70«=77. sk

(14; ©at, all of aimm. he was made to face unjusti-
filcdgpre~docidnd and pre-occuplied departmental discie
plinary enquiry ini ated by the responderts am! to Satise
f;abm e f:.c.ﬁhiv' pagoudar, who is in clos assoclation
with the first respondonte

(114 The evplicant statzs that when he was working of
rhagwar Distriet 4n Gadag as a Sub=Uivislonal Officer
Pelegraph, the sald Dr.C.C.Shivappigoudar made an appli-
cation for & tolephone commection as per Indi.n Tclegraphs
mles for hiz nrofcssion, in the year '82. The sald
spplicetion was mgimed fsmediataly ot Serial 0,117

in the Censral Caegory walting tist with eddress S.F.@atil
bulldaing, CGadage This was required to be transferyzed to

Special Category as perx departmental rules, after due
varification. zmuig chis course, the applicant, re Cele

Shivappagoudar 21f informed thot though he was
x o o - snced '




%
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a false certificate that no business concern existed in
the premises though he saw the sign basmrd hanging on the

premises argi Lir. C.CJShivappagoudar also stated of it,

(v} Based on such false and one sided investigation
report of L.u.T., fubli, the gpplicant was unlawfully
placed under susvension by the first respondent by his
letter doted 4-5-'83. It was widely circulated in News=
paper just to malign‘tha applicant. However, suspension

was revoked bv urgent telegram letter of the first

respondent issued by D.E.T.,tupli, from Bangalore and

& the applicant was asked to join as Se.D.C.Telegraphs Gadag
t on F/1 0f Gmtm='83. Jccordingly, the applicant join=sd the

dutye. |

{vi) Courts have heHd to keep an Officer under suspension

is very serious than several of punishment. It ncan be

gseen from the above ﬂacts that the applicant was well

withiin the law in diﬂcharge of his cuties. On th= other

nand, a derartmental proceedings were initiated under

rRule 16 of C.C.S.(Ccﬁ} Kules, and a charge-sheet was

served on the applicant. After receipt of the charge=

sheer the applicent submitted his detaileaq reply with

nroof of documencary evidences. ut, uafortunatelys

+he first resvondent, without considering the said

reply imposed the penalty of ‘Censure's. The applicant

- wes further put to hﬁrdship by way of transfefring nim
to Karwar by the first respomient even before the

completibn of tenure.

{(vii) ‘-gainst the said'orﬂer of Censure a&nd in regard o
regulirisation of su%pansion period, the spplicant
submitted statutory appsal to +he second respondent

\L; ) and when the app&al &as still vending before the second

k\ﬁ”vfﬁ respondent, one mors docuwnentary evidence was submitted

by the gpplicant, ie.,Newspaper advertisement appearing in
-~ -




,
,_
*
]

|
‘-G-

daily 'Navodaya'. Hﬁwever. the second respondent, by his

order dated 29-4-85,rejected the appeal on untenable
\

grounds. Hence, this application.
\

|
Te Rellefs soughis ‘

In view of the facts nentloned inpara 6 above, the

|
applicant pravs for the following reliefss

"{i, Bet azide éha impugned order of the
first rescondent dated 3-9-83 made
in Case NoJStaff/11.253 and also the
impugned oﬁder dated 29-4=85 passed
by the gsecond respoment in Case Noe

Vige.TI1s I
\

(ii)issue necessary directions to the
respondents‘tn treat the period of
guspension gs on duty and to grant
L.ll consec uéntlal benefits."':\m—: crve ek e
meatt ki | | “6(‘0 A e (o

c%'/

Grouncss ‘

{a)

The impugned ordér cf the first respeondsnt and
affirmed by the sccond \rem,\cna'ﬁ:"r{: are contrary to law,

facts and probabilitiea cf the case.
| :

{(b) The impucned orders of both the responde *S are
|

not speaking orders. They cre the ciyptic orders and

|
herce liable to be set @ﬁide.

|
(c) The respondents have not applied their mind to
|

the detailed repr&sentakion made by the applicant.lience,

|
the impuconed orders are one sidsd and liable tole

|
(a) The impugned orders are nade by the ¢ espondents

set gside.

without application of &udicious misd and without
considering all the cortentiont of the arplicert and

hence liable to be set aside.
\

|
‘ .O.‘]
|

| /



* +
{(e) The way in which the applicant is made to suffer even
without committing anyisort of offence, clearly shows the

motivated, pre-occupia% and pre-decided intention of the

respondents,

(£) There is no justifigble situation which warrants the

» an appnion to keep the applicant

under suspension, that toe, without hearing him. Nae of
the incredieunts were in existence which call for applicant's
suspension in accordanee with the Circulars aud guidelines

issued by the Union oi Indlice

- (g) The respondents are alsc not justified in treating
is |
i the susperzion as :uchfrwhen the authority/mot justifiled |

in giving telephone cornection without following the
departmental circulars, that itself shows thelr giving go=-
bye to thoe deportmentsl norms and circulars to bé followed
before giviry telephone connection. The juthorities have
igiored cud cleverly showed disrespect to the prineiples

of natural Jjustice.

8. Mo interim order is praved for by the applicant.

9. The applicant d%clares that he hss availsd of all
the remedies available to him under the relsvane service
rules, etc, inasmuch as the igpreserntation given to the

respondents have not %een considered effectivelye.

* 10. The anplicent further declares that the natter
regarding vhich this pplication has been made is nat
pending before any Court of law or any other authority or

any other Rench of the Tribunal «

il,. Particul rs of Postal Urder respecting the ayplicaﬁon Fecs

2550 - (9437 Jor (5 39/ —

N : . Nog£ of the stal Ofder
A ! WA -%75 [0 ,;m i~ ;o/,,
" 2. Nane of the Issuing

fﬁyv/ Post Office s ngh /QCmf Py

3. Date of Issue of P.Order s |0 I 2-6% i

4. Post Office |at which Payables At any post office.
| / 0-08




|
-l

|

\
12. A ndex in Suplicst: containing the detalls of
ths decumonts €0 mimm@ upon is eavloseds

\
13, dst of M&ws
|

1. Order of ﬁﬁe fiput pespOndient,
2, Opdex of the second rospordont.
3o p of the spplicants

ds QB2 WGP-
|
|

In vexifications |

o Vorsoan o bW G TVl g i

workdng as Depusty Tolecom District Engineer,Xerwar,
S0 hereby werify thet the contents from 3 0 13 are
trge O ny gsxzmma&# koowiodoe and bellel and that ¥

have aob w any moterial facts,
| |

| -
Bungalore, | ( sl
Datet ‘ | signature of Apvlicant.

; V |
The Bogistrar, |
Central <einistrative

Tribural, ‘
MGl e Dengit ‘éa%ﬂalmf&u
i

s
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‘ Annexure—i%
Nb.Z/S/Bd.] VIG-II
GOVERNMENT OF INDIA

MINTSTRY OF QOMIUNICATIONS
(DEPTT. OF TELECOMIUNICATIONS)
|
| Hew Delhi=11001
| Dated: the 29=4=85,

|
ghri V.K.Joshi,ythe then SROT, Gadag, was
|

suspended by tl= Genafal Manager Telecom, Karnataka

Circle, Bangalore, unfer sub-rule (1) of Rule 10 of
the CCS { cca) Rules.‘lgﬁé. vide his order No.staff/
114253 dated 4th ey.| 1983, His suspe relon was
reveked by the detiayal Manager Talecom. Rangalore
under Clause {e) of shb-rule {5) of Rule 10 oi the

ccs (CCA) Rules, 1965 vide order No. Staff/11-253

dated 4th 3une 1983. |The suspension period was
treaced as non éuty and his pay aﬁd_allowances Gur-
ing the period of ﬁus?ension were fixed at 90 per
cent of what he would have drawn, had he not been

kept under suspensioﬁ\viaa Order No.Staff/11=253

dated 15th Nov. '83.
|
shri V.K.Joshi,| SDOT, Gadag, was charge-sheeted
under Rule 16 of the €Cs (CCA) Rules, 1365 by the
Ganc*al Manager Te lﬂckm., KarnatakaCircle, Bangalore,

vide his crder TU.ui?%f /172~253 daf@d 16th June *83,

for not regkstering the application of Dr.C.C .Shivappd

Goudar for a tele phozr connection undexr OYT in his
residence at CGadad. Fhri V.KeJoshi in reply to the
charge-sheet vide hi5|1ﬂtter dated 5.&.83 wanteé to

\ examine the corce*ned\filn for verilic«tion of &a»e*

| f\&Apr’J’ff; | ;l sasdl




Fioe
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(8
- Do \
and other documents an& he was gilven permission to examine
the conecerned documents by the disciplinary authority.
After examining the cdncerncd documents Shri V.K,Joshi

submitted hils 1=

Ly £g the chzrge=sheet on 30=7=83. The
General Managor Talvcém, Karnatake Cirecle, Bengalor:s, hal
gone thragh the ccnncﬁtrﬂ vovers and the reply given by

Shri V.K.Joshi to the charge-sheet and came te the concluw~
sion tihat Shri V.X.Joshi failed ir his duty by not recgister-

ing the OYT application submitted by Dr.C.C.Shivappa

Goudar for a new conrection in his residence &t Cadag.

ll"‘:

Sincc this was the first instance of an cffence of this
nature committed by Shri V.XK.Joshi, the disciplinary
authority tcok a lenient view and imposed a penalty of

Censure cn Shri V.K,Joshi for this lapse,

¥ - " PRET, - “ gy
Shiri V.X.Jehi|l a8 =

nltted two appeals (1) dated

tg4 with a further

30th Oct. '83 and (ii) .20th January

letter dated 8-12-183 against thepenalty of censure and

also against the treatment of his period of suspsnsion

as non-duty. In his appeal against the penalty of

3t =

censure he has not made out any new points for conside-

ration., He has only mentioned that the oxrder issued by

the General Manage¢r Telecom, is not a speaking ordsr and

his arguments in his défence stal
properly reputteq. In his agplication agsinst thetreata
ment of the perigd of suspension as non=dut
stated that there was no justification forx

under suspensions

I, K.Thomas Kora, Director@eneral, Telecomunica-
tions, have carefully considered both the appeals of

Shri V.Kedoshi With reference to facts and clrcumstances

N -~

‘.0.3
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of the case, After émmwmu the case,
I £ind that emmmqsmmng wrong in refusing the
registretions It 4o mﬂme % bolicwe thst the
mmmauawmmmm "
- mmmmmmmmmmmm
atogory and not mm the special eategorys There
WMMWMWtMWW 8 Suen thare
Mmmmm@amwmmmemmm
_mwwtmwmmmawammm
to the party. 1w the ailogation of ugw to
mmmtwumbwmwmm substantia
.mmmmwmawgmimm zwum
giwing the Mi&m@
tion was mmwmw. ™. faet that the
wx Hanager mmm|w rot $eeusd & Bicaklag order
gmmmmwmﬁwa@mm; mm _
mwwvw:a agmmmmmaml
 has no gubstance, Ae mm his sppeal vegading o
mﬂwmmmwmmmmummg there is mo
Wummwwmmwxmmmwm
of £a11 pay allowanoo mmz@m VsileJoOhi was mot guonersted
of the enargos by the aa@mmm sthoritys In view of
' umstancos, I hém raject both the mm

_ -thwwmmmmmwwwx
VeleJoahnd mmm s’m Vigilonee mmiamm aa‘ _
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Froms

Dye Divisional ingineex,
Felegraphs, YarwareS81 301

The Chailrman,
e BT u‘om‘
How Delhie

kespegted Sir,

Sdbs+ Appeal against the punishment of
"Cepsure® awarded by G.M.Talecom,
Karnateks Cipele, Bangalore, vide
his Vemo e taff/1i=-253, dated
3.5.83 {“eccived by moc on 19.9.83),
-
Resvectfully T beg o lay before your hopour the
€11 feuis and circusstances of the above case and

recuest to deliver justice.

T wae kept under suspension by Ihrl Be8.0ee
Sewty the then UeM.Tolecom,, Bangalore vide his Femo
RoeStalii/i1=253 dated 4.5.,83 (Copy onclosed) and I was
relloved of the charge of S0 Telegraphs, Cadag on the
AN of D.5.83 vide Dirccror Telecom., Hubli Area lDe
STa/2=T75 dated 9.5.83, served through Shri S.Raghu,

DET, Hubli at Cedabe

the suarension was revoked and I was asked o take
over charge of Sb0 Telegraphs, Cadag On 840483 vide G,
BG Momo Hoe Staff/11-253 dated 446,83 comweyed vide
¥2/1530/7 by the DET, ubli et Bangalore (copy of telew
gram is enclosed)s OCopy of GID, BO 04 Staff/11=253 dated
4,683 suspengion revocation oxder raceived by me on

28,6.083 through the DET, “ubli is enclosed for raeady

refersnces

\ Then I was served with ¢harge Sheet under Bule 16

O\ L T

.Q.z




[(Higd

con (CCh) Rules, 1965 wide G0, 00 under Hoedtaff/11+253

'E:.

dated 16.6.83. Copy of charges of imputative of mis-
corduct end mlsbehavicur is enclosed for your honeur's

ready refercnog.

pricf of charges Lrputed are Shri Dr.C.C.Shivapps
Goudar applied for rew telephore conncetion under OYT in
nis individusl cepacity et his yesidenoe on 10.3,83. Then
POT Gadag wzote to the party on 7.4.83 to submit busie
ness cocumaents as LU0 Eogewell business is conducted from
ghat presises anc slse 8O producs Soeurents of premises
such as gent deed, rent receipt etos DE.CLl shivappagoudar
- vide his letter dated 22.4483 cumplained that one S.Oe

L Narendrs, Jasior ngineer o/ anded Re.1000/- for give

irg new o ConneCtion.

DeioTetiubll ol Raght visited Godag and inspec-
ted the premises as pex the dircetions of the Director
Teloonms, Hubll and certified that no buzinege onteyprises
wepe functioning at that place as SOT was totally wrong
in refusing Registration and glving new connaection. Henoe,
SBOT, Gadag = VeX.Joshl violsted subd rule 1{(11) and (1i1)

of Pule 3 of CC: Conduct R nies 1964,

l 7o this charge sheet 1 submitted my defence reprow
sentation vide my lotter dated 8.7.93 givine full details

of the ease, 1 earnestly request your homour B0 g0 thmeugh

L the representation to have complete fagts of the casc,

uowewer, the brief of the representation is as e Lo ¢

Dr. CeCeShivappagoudar had applied for
comnection in his individual name under OF r gquoting
the relevant coluns of the applicet ion form that «

tion is recuired for his medical practice

(\\-‘»}/\)»f\'

—
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This wory party

phove connoeetion

of the waliting list

hos sarlicr applied for s

¥i the sare was rogistered st

(Coneral)s Delng a Dootor,

-

rig Selow
Slelion.i17

he is

entitlied to be brought on greclal catogory provided he

carzies celical

is practising,

ractice, When he was ashed w

wihay ‘1”"-.?

i that he hos not found goonrmOdae

tion geven for his residence ond he waes residling in &

rlace

hized by foo

ALY “ﬁiimsg L

43

cation was not tranaferred to special CcabegoTye

sdage Hence, this applie

L

shes e sgain applied for an 37 commectio urgently

in the sase premises (which he eeriier @#onfessed) was

rontad

by leo Dorewells, Jadag. le was ssked to glve

docunerdts Lo prove his commmction with the premises. 4

he hag not responded o the oral requoest, he was informed

o writing te give the documents on TebeB3 and also

teminded on 29.4.93.

Honee, thore was o delay

or

deliberate action on my pert 4in the Cuse ap allegsd in

the lmputation of misgonduct.

ctiong of Gelisp, Shri S.laghn - DET,

On party's coumplalnt and rﬁpﬂ:’.‘maiy on the instius

ubli visited the

promi ces of the sbove party and inspectad the premises.

e was also satisfied sbhout the faot €hat the

not a pragtising

with

case was yufecred WO
should be brought under speclal cstegorye The D
has not glven

sbiil

the per

‘Feer

it iz not

Vs

this conmect

A

%@tﬁr N

any degision i1l ww rellef,
decided,

i1
L]

DET, Wubll for dopigion whether it

 was reloased, als cariisr

party is

Howaver, Khe has ordeged the

release of OVY ccmnection applied for, after discussion

Hubll Shri S.8aghw visited




b o ddle n :
Liln vide Y RO
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257, V.2, 4617/82 Sri,!B,V. Acharya fdr petr.,
msc Fo @ and CA to dseue
..... esh .ﬂ)' ""'ES TO R-a.g 't.o

233, W.P, 4642/82 Sri. V.B, Ganachari —do~

~d0om H-2 and 3 =do=- :

239, W.P, 4AT4/82 - Sri, M. Raghavendra.-Rao —do-

—do= [w3 =do=

240, W,P. 4695/82 Sri.ByV. Acharya =do-

= Hel =dn=

241, W.P. 4712782 Sril) Shivaraj Paftil -do-

wd o= Bw3 ~3d0=
~do~ ReZ gand 3 =do=
24%, W.,P. 4915/82 Sri, €.,R, Patil ~do-
{ =00 =2 =d0=
!
244, W.,P. 4930/82 Sri, M,H. Sawkar —-do=-
-G o= R=2 =do=
245, W.P. 4977/82 sri, Y.S., Ramakrishna -do-
-do~ R-1 & 2 -do=-
246, W,P., 4987/82 . sri, R.B., Sadasivappe ~do~
-do- E-1 and 2 -do- :

247, W.P, 5068/82 gri. V.5. Gunjal for petT.,
Reg;. FpEF and CA4 to issue 4 '
firesh notices—te-R=-2
for the ii +ime.

248, W.R. )1?L/a Sri. A.J. Shetty ~do—

e o~ .
and Steps in respeet
of deceased E=T.,
249, W.B. 5240/82 Sri. B.G, Annaiah ~do-
«-d0~ R=2 ~do= ,
250. W.P. 5248/82 " sri., G.B. Shastry -do-
—-d o= xt-'l and 2
! o251, W.P, 5277/82 ari, H.R., Venkataramanalah -do-
z ~do= E=2 =do=-

252, W.P, 536r/82 sri, M. Daseppa =-do-
 =do= B~3% ~do- :

25%, W,P. 5396/82 sri, Ravi Deshpande —do-
~do~ B-1 -do=

L




-‘ (6- Gg H. NOO 7 R 3

254, WoP. 5399/82 Sri, Shivaraj Patil for petr.,
fegs PF to 1ssue notices
to proposed LBS

255, W.P. 5413/82 Sri, P. Ramachandra Rao —do-
Regs E2F and CA to issue
fresh notices to R=2
for the II time,

256, W.P, 5424/82 srq, S.V. Subbaiah -do-
-dom= R~3 =do-

257, W.P. 5439/82 Sri. R, Anantharaman —do-
~ Reg: Furnishing of PE
to issue notlces on
IA I to IIf.

258, W.P. 5€3%6/82 spi, C,N, Kamath Ao
-30= B=-1 and 2 =do=-
259‘. WTUPQ 56-]-9/82 Sri. S.V‘ Shama Rao -] O
-do= R=3% —do=-
260, WeP. 5657/82 Sri, A,B., Patil ~do- t
~do—- R~2 =do- 7 {
261, W.P. 5824/82 ari. S.Channaraya keddy —do-

~do= B-2 =do=-

262, W,P, 5849/82 spi. Kadidal Manjappa —do-
o Rl ~dom ,

263, W.P. 5884/82 sri, C,V. furmve Cowda ~do-
] —d 0w Rmb5 ~do- ;

264, W,P. 5993/82 Sri. V.V. Opadhyaya =:0=
~d o= B~2 —do=- ,

265, W.P., 5998/82 grde. ‘GaHe Karisidds Jevaru ~do=-
—do= R=1 =do-

266, W.P. 6050/82 (LR) Sri, MM, Jastoial for petla,
FPP and CA to issue f g
notice to B~=3,.,

267, W.P. 6146/82 (LR) sri, T,N. dagupathy ~-do-
TPF and CA to issue /
notice to BH=2.,

265, W.p. 6160/82 (OS 4ct)  Sri. M, Haghavendrs Rao seiior
FPF and CA to 1ssue . ) {
notice to B~2 and R3., ) »
269, W.P. 6170/82 (M) Srif,K,BamaSubbafah -do-
FPF, CA and W,P. copy : ;
to_issue. notiee—to Bl o o
/-
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Presented on 10,12,85 in the High Court of Karnataka

' N
. ﬁfiﬁ;@rtﬂTj’Ee, Bangalore,

Shri V.K. Joshi,
Dy, Telscom Distt., Engineer,
Karwar

&

1¢ GeMe Telecom, Karpataka Circle, Bangalore,

2+ DeGs Telecom, Delhi,

Advocate = Shri M, Raghavendrachar,

Prayer to treat period of suspension as duty
and all consequential benefits and considermkimm his request

for retragnsfer in the intereet of Justice and equity,

E

No interim relief sought,

(Stou Nk foncliaffor)
New application . = ; '
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HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA

t

1

Despatch No,7077/WB/85 10,12,1985

From ‘

The Registrar,
High Court of Karnataka.

Te

CAT (#8),

The Cagistrar,
Madrzs,

Sub:= Filing of petition,

Sir,

Shri M, Raghavendrachar, Advocate, has presented
a petition u/s 19 of the Act on behalf of petitioner, V.K. Joshi,
Oye. Telecom Distt, EngLneer, Karwar.

The petition presented to the Registry of this Court

does not contain any intsrim praysr.
> _a Yours faithfully,

S0/
= Uaigpanathappa
IV Dy, Registrar
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iIN THE HIGH COURT GFF-KARNATAKA‘; BANGALORE

PRESENTATION FORM

QYG/&U"LU
I

No. 45,
PE v NO. .l of 1 98{3\
Serial No.......ccooovuvveeec. e, AW e, District
Advocate Sri A Between |
. M) R eqtavenPlc e V2 B
7 '.T and '
T Y
Sl Description of papers Court fee affixed
Ho. present - on the paper
1. Index
2. On the Memo of Appeal Petition/Application
3. On Vakalath gj e
4. On Certified Copies -
5 On Process Fee
" 8. On Copy Application
7 }
8.
B iibnmiremikermmmsmsnssssssssgs
10 e

Number of copies furnished :

Appellant
Advocate for Petitioner
Respondent

Presented Received paper and with

Advocate‘s Clerk
Bangalore

Court-fee lables as above

Receiving Clerk

Forms can be had at :-- Tne Judicial Department Multipurpose Co-operative
Society Ltd., High Court Buildings, Bangalore-560 001.
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In the

EQ\" CASE No . .......... ' e

Plaintiff/Appellant/Petitioner " Vs
\) .\, X“{Vm'

INDE X

No. 12018

Court of ©. 0.
OF 198 -

Defendant/Respondent

Q“\ < W -

(of Papers and Documents produiced with Plaint/Appeal/Petition
Application;Counter Affidavit/Cross-Objections)

SI. No. Description Page No.
™ { :
2 @ ’(3
. S “1\ ............ ?:\:.T.._.Q ...........
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FORMS CAN BE HAD AT :-The Judicial Department Multipurpose Co-operative Society Ltd .
High Court Bualdl‘ngs Bangalore-560 001.



BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL AT BANGALORE

APPEAL No. /85
Between:

Shri Vv.K.Joshi,
Dy.Telecom Dist.Engineer,
Karwar - 581 301. o APPELIANT

Ands
1. General Manager Telecom,
Karnataka: Circle,

Bangalore-560 00x.

2. Director General Telecom, .
New Delhi=110- 001. adé RESPONDENTS

MEMORANDUM OF APPEAL UNDER SZCTION 1y OF THE SENTRAL
ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ACT.

The abovenamed appellaﬁt submits as unders

I. The address of the appellant for the purpose of

issme of Court summons, etc., is that of his Counsel,

Sri EwEs M.Raghavendra Achar, Advocate, No.1074 and
1075, Banashankari Ist Stage, Srinivasa Nagar II Phase,

Bangalore=50. |

IT. The addresses of the respord ents for the said

purpose are as shown iT the above cause title.

ITI. Thés appeal is directed against the order of the
first respondent dated 3-»-'83 made in Case No.Staff/
11.253 wherein the appéllant was imposed with penalty
of 'Censure' which was confirmed by the second respad-
eﬁt by his order dated 2v.,4.'65 in Case NeVIG II, on

the following facts and grounds:

Facts of the case

1. The appellant joined the services of the Posts amd

Telegraphs Department in the year '60. Having regard to

‘ -.-2 )‘
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his integrity and meritorious service, he was considered

for promotion to various higher posts. He was promoted

to the cadre of 'Group-B' in the year '76. Even today

he is holding the same post as Deputy Telecom District

Engineer at Karwar. It is pertinent to state here that

the General Manager Telecom, Gﬁjrat Circle, appreciated

the services and hard work c¢f the appellant and his

sincere wﬁk in getting five Exchénges opened, expanded

six more ;:a openeé seven Combined gffices at several

places during the year 1576-77. When such being the

case, he was made to face unjustified, pre—decidéd and

occupied deﬁartmental disciplihary céée initiated by the

responaents and to satisfy one Dr.C.C.Shivappagoudar, who

is in close association with the first respondent.

2. The appellant states that when he was working at
Gk Sand Bonal @ \ghy Gn ¥ 2Rogp fU

Gadag in Dharwar District as a Seeend. . Diwvigien Clerk, -

the said Dr.C.C.Shivappagoudar made an application for

a telephone connection as per India Telegraphs Rules for

his profession, in the year '82. The said applicatim

was registered immediately at the Serial No.117 in the

General Category Waiting List with address S.F.Patil

building, Gadag. This was required to be transferred to

Special Category as per departmental rules, after due

verificétion. During this éourse, the applicant, Dr.C.C.

Shivappagoudar himself informed that though he was

practising as a Doctor by profession in Government

service, after return fromIran, he is not interested

in that profession and has left the service. On the

other hand, he is interested mmadx® in carrying on

business in bore-well digging. So, the above wait ing

list was cotinued in General Gategory as he was nbdta

Medical Practitioner. When he failed to get a telephone

connection immediately, he submitted yet another.applica-

tion for Telephoné conrection under 0.Y.T.Scheme on

» I

el
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16-3-83 for his medical profession. The application

 submitted was in the

caprcity of indiwidual and for

medical profession with address as Lakkundi Pakirgouda

building.

The S.P.Patil building and Lakkundi Fakir-

gouda building are the two different names of the same

building. The appli
did nt submit any do
and accordingly, the
produce dauments as
Bangalwe No.COM/1l.3/
'telephone connection
premises. .It is sub
Circulars, the appli
fequestéd to produce
stead of complying w
the applicant rushed
frivolous complaint

complaint, the first

Hubli,

3. The D.E.T.,

cant Dr.C.C.Shivappagoudar, how:ver,
cument for the purpose of business
appellant asked the applicant to
per instructions contained in G.M.T.
IV dated 2,=7=-81 (Annexure-A) as the
was required for and in business
mitted that in accordance with the
cant was given all guidance and was
the minimum relevant documents. In-
ith the recuirements of the Department,
toBangalore and made a false aﬁd

On such

to the first respondent.

respondent directed the D.E.T.,

to enquire and arrange for telephone connectia.

Hubli, came to Gadag for the so-alled

investigation and provided the telephone connection

ignoring all the Departmental Rules and procedures.

Demand Note was handed over by hand; arranged its payment

even after closing of moey transaction of Post_Office.

gave a false certificate that no business cacern existéd

in the premises though he sawthe sign bard hanging on

-
i

the premises and Dr.(

4.
of D.E.T.,Hubli, the
suspension by the fir
4-5='83., It was wide

malign the appellant.

by urgent telegram qu

.C.5h vappagoudar also stated of it.

Based on such false and one sidedinvestigation report

appellant was unlawfully placed under

st respondent by the letter dated

ly circulated in Newspaper just to
However, suspension was revoked

ting letter of first respondernt

...4



e
issued by D.E.T.,Hubli, from Bangalore and the appellant was
asked to join as S.D.C.Telegraphs Gadag on F/N of 8-6-83.

Accordingly, the appellant joined the duties.

5 Courts have held to keep an Officer under suspension
on very serious than several of punishments. It can be seen
from the above facts that the appellant was well within the
law in discharge of his duties. On the other hand, a depart-
mental proceedings were initiated under Rule 16 of C.C.S&.

\C.C.%A.) Rules, on the following charges:

"While Shri V.K.Joshi was working as SDOT,Gadag,
one Dr.C.C.Shivappa Goudar submitted an applica-
tion for a telephone connection under OYT in the
name of the individual at his residence at Gadag.
His application was received in the o/o SDOT

Gadag on 16-~3-83, but no demand note ‘was issued
by the SDOT for the payment of deposit. However,
on 7.4.83 Shri V.K.Joshi, SDOT, Gadag issued a
letter - to the party stating that as per the inti-
mation of the field staff that no hospital was
existing in which the party required a telephone
connection and noconsultation of any kind was
carried out, but instead of this catract type
business was undertaking ie., digging of borewells
etc. Hence tireparty was requested to submit legal
documents & business vide SDOT letter No.NPC/GDG/
14.03/2 dated 7-4-83. To this letter Dr. C.C.
Shivappa Goudar sent a letter dated 22.4.83 alleg-
ing that one Junior Engineer Shri Narendra went to
his residence and told him that OYT connection
could be given within 24 hours, if the Doctor was
prepared to pay Rs.1,000/-. The SDOT sent another
letter dated 2sth April '83 asking the party to
submit legal documents and also rent receipt and
rent deed in case of a rented building.

As per instruction of Director Telecom, Hubli,
D.E.Telegraphs Hubli visited Gadag and inspected
the premises where the telephone was required by
Dr.C.C.Shivappa Cadar and the DET in his report men-
tioned that no business enterprises were functicning
at that place. The DET also came tothe conclusion
that the SDOT was totally wrong in refusing to
register the application, as nodocument was neces-
sary for registration of this application. DET,
Hubli, also certified that ‘the connection requested
by the party was perfectly bonafide. The DET in his
eppli report also stated that the SDO had not visited
the premises at all. Thus Shri V.K.Joshi , the then
SDOT Gadag deliberately did not register the applica=-
tion of Dr.C.C.Shivappa Goudar for a telephone connec-
tion under OYT and failed to provide a telephone
connection in time, thereby causing loss tothe
Department. Thus, Shri V.K.Joshi, the- then, SCOT
Gadag violated sub-rule 1t(ii) & (iii) & Rule 3 of
CCS Coduct Rules, 1s64."

After receipt of the charge-sheet the appellant submitted
..ll4
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his detailed reply with proof of documentary XXZIXXIXZR
evidences.But, unfort nately the first respondent, without
considering the said reply imposed the penalty of 'censure'.
The appellant was further put to hardship by way of
transferring him toKawar by the firs£ respoﬁdent even

before the complefftion of tenure.

Bs %gainst the said order of 'censure' and in regard

to regularisation of shspension @X period,®X the appellant
submitted statutory appeals to the second respondenta hnd
when the appeals were still pending before the second
respondent one more documentary evidence was submitted

by appellant; ie., Newspaper advertisement appearing in
'Navodaya' paper. However, the second réspondent, by

his order dated 2:-4-8i rejected the appeals on untenable

grdunds. Hence, this appeal. o

Te This Hon'ble Tribunal has got jurisdiction as the
cause of action arose within the Furisdiction of this

Tribunal. The appellant has exhausted all the remédies.

8. GRCUNDS

The impugned order of the first respondent and
affirmed by the second respondert, are contrary.to taw,

facts and probabilities of the case.

Te The impugned orders of both the respondents are

not speaking orders. They are the cryptic orders and

hence liable to be set aside.

10. The respondents have not applied their mind to
the detailed representat ion made by the appellaht.

Hence, the impugned orders are one sided and 1liable to be

set aside.

11. ' The impugned orders are made by the respondents
without application of| judicious mind and without comsidering

all the contentions of the appellant and hence liable to be

set aside. ; B 2o
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12. The way in which the appellant is made tosuffer even
without committing any sort of offence, clzarly shows tﬁe
motiVated,pre-occupied and pre-decided inteﬁtion of the
respondents. Hence, the impugned orders are liable to Dbe

set aside.

13. Tt is submitted that there is no justifiable sitution
which warrants the first respondent toform an opinion to
keep the appellant under suspension, that too, without
hearing him. None of the ingredients were in existence
which call for appellant's suspension in accordance with the
Circulars and guidelines issued by the Union of India.
Hence, the suspension of the appeliant is wholly unjusti-

fied and illegal and caused much stigma to the appellant.

14. The respordents are also not justified in treating

the suspension as such. When the authority is nd justified

in giving telephone connection without fdlowing the departmen-

tal circulars, that itself shows their giving go=-bye to the
departmental norms and circulars tobe followed befére giving
telephone connectién. The Authorities have ignored and (
cleverly showed disrespect to the principles of natural

justice. Hence, the impugned order are liable to be set

asid=.

PRAY ER

WHEREFORE, the appellant humbly prays that this

Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased toset aside the impugned
order &f the first respondent dated 3=,='83 made in
Case NeoStaff/11.253 and also the impugned mdx order dated
2_=-4-'85 passed by the second respondent in Case Nb.Vig.
II and issue necessary directions to the respondencts to
tréat the period of suspension as on duty and all
Oord CondiduL Wiy Fraiuatl PR Vi 1§ ?LJ;W

consequential benefits,»in the interest of justice and Eé_

equityv.

P |
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Annexure—l¥

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA
MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS
\DEPTT. OF TELECOMYUNICATIONS)

New Delhi-110001
Dated: the 2-.4.85

ORDER

Shri V.XK.Joshi, the then SDOT, Gadag, was suspended by
the General Manager Teleccom, Xarnataka Circle, Bangalore,
under sub-rule (1) of|Rule 100f the CCS (CCA) Rules, 164
vide his order No.Staff/11.253 dated 4th May, 1v83, His
suspension was revked|by.the General Manager Telecom, B'lore
under Clause (C) of sub-rule (5) & Rule 10 of the CCS (CCA)
Rules, 1-65 vide order NoStaff/11~253 dated 4th June 1»83.

The suspension period was treated as non duty and his pay

and allowances during the period of suspension were fixed
at »0 per cent of what he would have drawn, had he not been
kept under suspension vide Order No.Staff/11-253 dated 15th
Nov.'83.

Shri V.K.Jehi, 8DOT, Gadag, was charge-sheeted under
Rule 16 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1365 by .he Gereral Manager
Telecom., Katnataka Circle, Bangaloe, vide his order INo.
Staff/11-253 dated 16th June, 183, for not registering the
application of Dr.C.C.Shivapp. Gadar for a telephone connec-
tion under OYT in hi s residence at Gadag. Shri V.K.Joshi
in reply to the cha:gL—sheet vide his letter dated 25.6.83
wanted to examine the concerned file for verification of
dates and other documents and he was given permission to
examine the concerned documents by the disciplinary authority.
After examining the concerned documents Shri V.K,Joshi submit~
ted his reply to the charge-sheet on 30-7-83. The General
Manager Telecom, Karnataka Circle, Bangalore, had gone thragh
the conected papers and the reply given by Shri V.K.Joshi
to the charge-sheet and came tothe conclusion that Shri
V.K.Joshi failed in his duty by not registering the OYT
applic don submitted by Dr.C.C.Shivappa Godar for a new
connection in his residence at Gadag. Since this was the

first instance of an offence of thisnature committed by

Bhri V.K.Joshi, the disciplinary authmity took a lenient view
and imposed a penalty of Censure onShri V.K.Joshi for this

lapse.

Shri V.K.Joshi has submitted twoappeals (1) dated 20th
Oct.1-83 and (ii) 20th January, 1v84 with a further letter

dated 8-12-1v83 against the penalty of censure and also
...2




-

against the treatment of his period of suspension as non-
duty. In his appeal against the penalty of cemnsure he has
not made out any new points fb cnsidefatin. He has only
mentioned that the order issued by the General Manager,
Telecom., is not a speaking order and his arguments in
his defence statement have not been properly rebutted. In
his application against the treatment of theperiod of
suspension as non-duty, he has stated that there was no

justification for placing him under suspension.

I, K.Thomas Kora, Director Gencral, Telecommunicatias,
have carefully considered bth the appeals of Shri V.K.Joshi
with reference tofacts and circumstances of the case. After
an objective assessment of the case, I £ind that the
Office® was totally wrong in refusing the registration. It
je difficult to believe that the dficer who has a long
service in the Department does not knw the actual require=-
ment of the Rules. The party soucdht the telephone connec-

_tion at his residence under OYT category and not uncer

special category. There was no waiting list under this
category. As such there should have been no difficulty to
register the application and to take further action to give
a new canection to the party. Althagh the allegation of
trying to extract money from the party cald not substantiated,
the Officer has definitely committed the lapse in ntt giving
the telephone connection soon after the application was
submitted by the party. The factthat the General Manager
Telecom, has not issued a speaking order does not take away
the merits of the case. Theappeal submitted by Shri VK,
Joshi against the penalty of censure has no substance.

As regards his appeal regarding treatment of the period of
suspension as non duty, there is noscope to treat the period
as duty for the purpose of grant of full pay allowance as
Shri V.X.Joshi was not exonerated of the charges by the
discip-inary authority. In view of these circumstamnces, I
hereby reject both the appeals.

Receipt of this order shall beﬂacknwo&édged by Shri
V.K.Joshi and sent to DDG Vigilance Telecommunications of

this Department.

83/=
(K. THOMAS KORA) ,
Director General, Telecom.

/ True Copy /
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INDIAN POSTS & TLLHGRAPiD DEPARTMENT

Office of the Gernral'mandger-Telecom, Karnataka Circle,
Bangalore=v .

No.S8taff/11=-253 | dated:s 3=»=83.

OQRDER

Shri V.K.Joshi} the then SDOT, Gadag, was issued
with a charge sheet ﬁnétr Rule 16 of CCS \ 66a) Rules, 1565
vide No. Staff/11-253 dated 16th June 1983 fornot register-
ing the application of Dr. c.C.Shivappa Goudar for a
telephone connection under OYT in his residence at Gadag.
Shri V.K.Jshi in reply to the charge sheet vide his
letter dated 25.6. 83 wanted toexamine the concerned file
for verification of dates and other documcnts and he was
given pcrmission to examine the concerned documents by
the Disciplinary authority. After examingng the conaerned
documents he Squluted on 30=-7-83 his explanations to the
charge sheet. I have gonz through the connected papers
and reply given by 'Shri V.K.Joshi to the charge sheet and
I have come tO the conclusion that Shri Joshi failed in
his duty by not reqlster1ng the OYT application submit-
ted by Dr.C.C. Shivapoa Gadar fo a new connection in
his residence at Gadaq. Since this is the first instance
of an offence of tnls nature committed by Shri V.K.Joshi,
I take a lenient view and impose a penalty of "CE INSURE®
on him for this lapse.

53/-
(K.P.LUKE VYDHIAN)
General quager—Telecom,
Karnataka Circle,
Bangalore-v.

To

Shri v.x.Joshi,
Dy.D.E.T relegraphs,
Karwar =- thDugh D.E.Telegraphs,Karwar.

/ True Copy / QUU{/
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GOVERNMENT OF INDIA
MINISTEY OF COMMUN ICATI (NS
(DEPIT.OF TELECOMMUNICATI (BS)

3 48 6%

New Delhi- 110001
Dated the 29 .4 .85

OKDER

Shri V K Joshi, the then SDOT, GAdag, was suspended by
the General Manager Telecom,, Karnataka Circle, Bangalore unier
sub-yule (1) of Rule 10 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 vide his
order No.Staff/11.253 dated 4th May, 1983. His suspension was
revoked by the General Manager Telecom., Bangsdlore under Clause(C)
of sub-rule(5) of Rule 10 of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965 vide order
No.S5taff/11-253 dated 4th June 1983, The suspension period was
treated as non duty and his pay and allowances during the period of
suspension were fixed at 90 per cent of what he would have drawn,
had he not been kept under suspension vide order No.Staff/11-253
dated 15th Nov'83.

Shri VK Joshi, SDOT, Gadag was ch axge sheeted under Fule 16
of the CCS(CCA) Eules, 1965 by the Genersl Manager Telecom., Karna-
taka Circle, Bangalore vide his order No.STaff/11-253 dated 16th
June, 183, for not registering the application of Dr C C Shivappa
Goudar for a telephone connection under OYT in his residence at
Gadag. Shri V K Joshi in reply to the charge sheet vide his
letter dated 25.6.8% wanted to examine the concerned file for
verification of dates and other documents and he was given permi-
ssion to examine the concerned documents by the disciplinary
aathority. After examining the concerned documents Shri V K Joshi
submitted #fhis reply to the chaige sheet on 30.7.8%. The General
" Manager Telecom.,, Karnataka Circle, Bangalore had gone through the
connected papers and the reply given by Shri V K Joshi to the
charge sheet and came to the concluwiom that Shri V K Joshi failed
in his duty by not registering the OYT application submitted by
Dr C C Sanivappa Goudar for & new conrection in his residemce at
Gadag. Since this was the first instance of an offence of this
nature committed by Shri V K Joshi, the disciplinary authority
tock a lenient view and imposed a penalty of Censure on Shri V K
Joshi for this lapse.

Shri V K Joshi has submitted two appealséi) dated 30th Oct,
1983 and (1ii) 20th January, 1984 with a further letter dated
8/12/1983% against the penalty of Censure and also against thetxwat-
ment of his period of suspension as mon-duty. In his appeal against
the penalty of Cemsure he has mot made out any new points far ecnsi-
deration, He has ornly mentioned that the order issued by the
General Manager Telecom., is not a speaking order and his amguments
in his defence statement have not been properly rebutted, In his
application against the treatment of the period of suspension as
non-duty, he has stated that there was mo justification for placing
him under suspensiaon.

I, K Thomas Kora Dimctor General, Telecommunications, have
carefully considered both the appeals of Shri V K Joshi with
reference to facts and circums tances of the case. After an objective
agsessment of the case I find that the Officer was totally wrong in
refusing the regis tration, It is difficult to bel ieve that the
officer wao has a long service in the Department does not know the
actual requirement of the Rules. The party sought the telephone
connection at his residence under OYT category and not under special
category. There was no waiting list under this categoxy. As such

s o 0.2/-
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thexe should have been no difficulty to register _

the application and to take further action to give a

new conmection to the party. Although the allegatien of trying te
extract money from the party cculd not be substantiated, the officer
has definitely comitted the lapse in not giving the telephone
connectim soon after the application was submitied by the party.

The fact that the General Mameger Telecom,, has not issued a speaking
order does not take away the merits of the case, The appeal submitted
by Shri V K Joshi against the penalty of censure has mo substamce.

As regards his appeal regarding treatment of the periecd of swspension
as non duty, thexe is no scope to tieat the period as duty for the
purpose of grant of full pgy allowances as Sh#i V K Joshi was not
exoner ated of thecharges by the disciplinary author ty. In view of
these circumstances I hereby rejeet both the appeals.

Rece ipt of this order shall be acknowledged by Shri V K Joshi
and sent to DDG Vigilance Telecommunications of this Department,

Sd/-
(K THQMAS KOEA)
Director Genexal, Telecom.,

Shri VK Joshi
Dy DET(Kaiwar)
Karwar-581 301

(Through the General Mamager Telecom., XKamataka Circle Bangalore).

7/ € QP X /)
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