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Central Administrative Tribunal
HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD '

0.A. No. 416/87. . ' Date of Decision : \V\'\O'@ch‘ -
-LANo.~

R.E.Reddy ’ Petitioner.

Shri C, uryaparayana Advocate for the

petitioner (s)
Versus

The Suptdg. Surveyor, I/c. No.53 Party (PMP)., Respondent.
Survey of India, Uppal, Hyderabad-500039 & 3 Others

Shri N.Bhaskar Rao, . Advocate for the
aAddl. CGsC Respondent (s)
CORAM :

THE HON'BLE MR. R.Balasubramanian : Member(A)

THE HON'BLE MR. S.Santhanakrishnan: Member(J)

1. Whether Reporte‘rs of locaj papers may be allowed to see; the Judgement ? “117
2. To be rcferred to the Reporter or not ? L\")‘ ,

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ?

4. Whéther it needs to be circulated to othér Benches of the T ribﬁﬂal 7 N®

5. Remarks of Vice Chairman on columns 1, 2, 4 ' ' /
(To be submitted to Hon’ble Vice Chairman where he is not on the Bench)

M(A) . M(J) .
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3. The réspondents have’filed a counter affidavi£
and oppose the appliéation. It is their cése that the
applicant was fdund to be in the habit of staying away
from work .on many occasions, On 23,7.85 also he absented
himself without proper permission from the concerned
officer. 1In fact, an enquiry was conducted and it was
found to be unauthorised absence and hence the order of
rdies-non” againsﬁ him,
4. We have exémined.the case and heard the learned
counsel for the aﬁplicant and the respéndents. In the
courée of hearing the learned counsel for the applicant
stated that "dies-non" amounts. to recovery of pay and the
procedure laid down in the C.C.S.(C.C.A.) Rules should
have‘been-foliowed. We do not agree with this contention
since "dies-non" is not a statutory punisﬁment and the
elaborate procedure laid down in the C.C.S.(C.C.A.) Rules
is not required  to be followed in this case. However,
the basic principles of natural justice»reqﬁire that
before deciding how to treat the absénceAac“;oé?c\:)should
have been given to the applicant, his egplanation
obtained and a decision should have been taken only after
due consideratibn of his representation. We find that
in this case on 24.7.85 a letter has been addressed to hir
stating that in view of his unauthorised absence for the
above period the same was being treated as "dies-non®
on 23.7.85.- This was followed by_aézgggice orde
dated 25.,7.85 stating that his absenge for one hour
on 23.7.85 was treated as "dies-non". We thus find that
the applicant was not given agopportunity before a Asannisd.
decision on the absence was taken. . We ﬁi:ggg;éghthat the
decision of the respondents is not sustainable and,

sherefore, guash the order treating 23.7.85 as "dies-non”.

There is no order as to costs.

( R.Balasubramanian ) _ S. Santhanakrlqhnan )
Member(A).“; Member(J)‘J%,/ﬂggg(bﬁl

Nated: L4 October, 1991.° . Ragdam Trdb



