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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO, 395 of 1987

The applicant, who was working as Seniar
Section Superviser in ﬁajahmundr; Telecommunicatinns
Division, filed this applicatioﬁ questi&ning the ‘.";
order dated 12-5-1987 issued by the Divisisnal
Engineer, Telecommuhic§tions, Ra jahmundry hropdsing
ta hold an inquiry undér Rule 14 DP.the CCS(CCA)Rules,
1965, iﬁ regard to certain charges framed against
him. The aéplicant had giuen a notice to the
Oirsctor of Teleéommunications, Yisakhapatnam on
28-12-1986 and sought voluntary retirement from
service with eFFact'FrUm 39—6-%987. Gn19m2T87,
the‘Resppndant no.2 .~ asked him to Purnish certain
dacuments inqluding a formal apolication for volun-
tary retirement; Bn 2-4-1887 his request for

o
voluntary retirement uag_rejected by the.?irs? res-
pondent, viz,, DE,Telecom.,Rajahmundry on tﬁe‘QEOUﬁd
that he is reﬁuired_as’a Proeécutiqn mifné;s-in gnother_
inﬁuiry. ﬁn 8~4—19§?; the applicgnt'régiied that his
callaagug, viz,, Sanvasi Rao, a prosebgtion uitness”
waes allofied to retire w,e.f., 31-3-1987 and as such -

contd, .2
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he may also be allowed to retire, On 12-5-1987,
a charge-memo, was iesued against the applicant,
wherein the following two charges were framed against

the applicant HE

"Article I

"Sri K,Venkataratnam while working as Section
Supervisor incharge of Establishmant and Recruit-
ment section in the office of D.E.T.,Eluru het-
ween the peried 1877 te 1982 did not take action

nor caused action to be taken for verification of

© genuineness of educational certificates/marks of

the selected candidates 28 Telephone Opsrators

recruited for :-~

{(2) first and sscond half ysars of 18979

(b) first and second half-years of 1980

(¢) first half year of 1981, and '
Telecom, Cffice Assistants recruited for

(a) second half year 1980

(b) first half year 19381

(e) Pirst and second half yesrs Sf 1982,

wWith the concerned eudcational authorities which
has resulted in the entry of the candidates who
would not aotherwise become eligible for appoint-
ment / entry into the Eluru Telecom,Engineering
Division.

Article~11

That Sri X,Venkatasratnam while working as Section
Supervisor of Establishment and Recruitmsnt Sec-
tion in ths office of the D,E.T.Eluru during the

period 1977 to 1982 did not ensure nor caused action

. for proper upkeep and presarvetion of records relat-

ing to the candidates recruitsd in the recruitments

gantd, .3
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referred in Article I which has resulted in tﬁe

- page thres -

lossof records in the personai files of the
candidates. Thus Sri K,Venkataratham by his

above acts exhibited lack of absolute inteprity

and devotion to duty and acted in a manner

unbecoming of a Government Servent and contravened
Rule 3{(1)(i) to (iii) of CCS{Conduct)Rules,1964

and has also acted in a way of unbecoming of a
supervisory official thereby contravened Rule 3(2)(i)
of CCS (Conduct)Rules, 1964," ‘

The applicant states that earlier on 22—lm86, a state- °
ment was recorded from him in régard toc the very same.
subject which forms the sub ject-matter of the chartes

»

and that till 12-5-1987, no further action uaé taken
against him; >ﬁn the other hand on 26-1-1987, the
General Manager, Telecommunica?ions, Hyderabad issued
a letter to tﬁe ?irst respnnaent stétiﬁg that there
uas_no vigilance case zgainst the applicant. I£ isg
contended that the framing of hharges and not allowing
him te retire voluntarily.is based upan extraneous

-

considerations.

2, Cn behalf of the respondents, a counter has
been filed stating that in January, 1984 there were
certain complaints regarding recruitment of candidstes

contd, .4
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based on hogus certificetes in Eluru Telegraph
Divisien and this was the subject matter of the
newspapers’ report . and anonymous complaints.
The matter was taken up for investigation and
statemant of the
it was at that time the/applicant who was the
Section Supervisof in-chargse of the Establishment
and Recruitment Section of the .” DE's Office was
recorded., Till January, 1987, that is, sven on
the date of issue of Vigilance Clearance Certifi-
' L

cate, the Department could not arrive &t the con-
clusion that there uas a prima facis céss against
ths applicant. It is under these circumstances
that the Vigilance Clearance was issued on 26-1-1987.
It is stated that the Department came to the conclu-
sion that there was a prima facie case against the

' “
applicant subsequently that is, after refusing the
reguest of the applicant for voluntary retirement,
Hence, proceedings against him under Rule 14 of the
CCs (CCA)Rules, 1965 were initiated. The contention

of the applicant that ths disciplinéry proceedingé

contd,..b



- page five -
were initiated agéinst him dus te ﬁala_?ide inten-
tions or on extraneous considerations was danieq
by the respondeﬁts. Inzregard to éanyasirgu's
case, it is stated that there was no vigilance /
disciplinary case pending égainst him at the time of
accepting his ig;'request for voiuntary'retirement.
It ié.aléa stated that the Rule 34 inqﬁiry wgs
commenced against ths apﬁlicant R for not ensuring
proper pressrvation of records of rscruitmant‘
during 1977-82 and fornot taking up verification
of the genuineness of the original certificates and
other particulars furnishad hy the candidétes, which
resulted in entry/recruitment of tﬁe candidateé who
otherwise would not have bemme eligible to enter the
Department, It is, therefore, stated that the
comﬁencement oF.disciplinary enquiry against the
applicant is not had and the applicétinn‘is liaﬁle

to be dismissed,

3. We have hesard Learmed Counsel for the applicant
and Sri R,Sreeramulu, Addl.Central Govermmant Standing

contd. .6
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Coursel. Admittedly, charges have bsen framed
against‘the applicant Fbr certain acts of allegsed
miscmndugt and this is the subject matter of a
Departmental ;nquiry against him, which is in
arggrass noy, . The maiﬁ'contention of the Learnad
Counsel fof the applicant is tnat there is censi-
derable delay in the matter, Facts which have
given rise.ta issue of charge-shest came to light
as long ago as 1984, whereas the charges were
actually framed againsat him only in 1987 af'ter
his request fcr umluﬁtary retirement., The Department
accepts that there was suéh‘a delay, but, this was
because of the Fact tha£ the Department could ﬁot
coma to a pfima facie conélusion that there was a

case against the appticant till they verified the

»

records which had been misplaced and ad=p after they

uerifiedkthe records with reference to the statements
given by the applicant. In the circumstances, mere:
delay cannot bs a bér for proceeding with the Depari-
mental Inguiry. Uhan a Government Servant is facing

charges involving grave irregularities, it is open

contd, .7
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- page seven -
to the Department to refuss permission for his
retirement, u;, therefore, ses no valid rsason
for interfering in the maftar and quashing the
impugned grder dated 12th May, 1987, The appli—
cation is accordingly dismissed., There uilybé ,

no order . as to costs,

(B.1.JAYAS IMHA) (D.SURYA RAD)

Vice-Chairman, | Member (Judl, )

11th September,1987.
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