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V.c.Venkateswar Rao 	 1-1-287/27, Chikkadpally 

JJADVOCATE 	 / (/ ( .-> Mahavir Medical Hall Lane 
I 	HYDERABAD - 500 020 

DATE 

lb 

The Dy. Reçist.rar 
Central Adminjflrativa flibunel 
Hyde r a bad.. 

Sir, 

Sub;- tJ.A.No. 123.of 1992 

The applicant challenged the punishment of 
compulsory retirement inflicted on him. Counter is 
already filed by the respondents. The applicant is 
out of service: for more. than one-and-halt year and 
is facing great herdshi. 

Therefore, the office may be directed to post 
thés let,tez before the Honourable court to enable 
the counsel to get early disposal of the O.A. ands 
.aflk oblige. 

Thanking you, 

Yours faithfully, 

Counsel for Applicant. 

cc. to Sr N.R.Devaraj 
Sr.&tanciing Counsel. 

hP(iOV 4  t"c 
_0? cØcJ$ 
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3-12-92 	 The counsel for the applicant 

requests for early hearing. The case 

is ripe for hearing7ith counter. 

List this case for final hearing 

on 8193. 

I 	 J-!RB 	 I-JTCSR 

I 	 M(A) 	 (M(J) 
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Date Office Note 

OA 123/92 

Orders 

-,_ 9.3.92 

that there is sufficient evidence as agaill  

the applicant and that the Department had 

jurisdiction to initiate disciplinary procee-

dings. In view of the rival contentions 

raised by both the sides, list this O.A. 

before a Division Bench on 9.3.1992k- 

eJL r' 

I 	rf 
HTCSR 
M (J) 

9.3.1992 

On a request by Mr.V.Venkateswara Rao, 

learned counsel for the applicant, list 

this case for admission hearing on 11.3.92. 

	

HRBS 	 HTCSR 
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Central Administrat ive Tribunal 
1-TYDERABAD BENCH 

OA.Noj*A.Np.....  ....................................... ................... ................... )2.../ .... 

..c  ... .' 	c 	'V ....................... . pplicant(s 
Versus 

.. 	
PM.kLLa..... v1.slkLk....................... Respondent (s)• 

Date 
	

Office Note 	 Orders 

b 

CcV-Qq 	h cr4pbct4t 
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Lca- 
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21.2.92 

fr1s 

21.2.1992 

When the case was called, Mr•NR•  

varaj raised the question of ternative 

medy under S 20 of the A.T.Act not 

ving been exhausted. On this point, 

Venkateswara Rao for the applicant 

pted further time to argue on the 

intainability of the case. List this 

Se for admission hearing on 28.2.1992. 

HRRS 	 HCJR (P.T.O.) 
M(A) 	 M(J) 
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Date 	 Office Note 	 Orders 
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3.3.92 3.3.1992 

Mr. V.Venkateswara Rao, learned 

counsel for the applicant and Mr. N.R.  

Devaraj, learned Standing counsel for 

the respondents are present. Mr.Venka-

teswara Rao, during the course of the 

admission hearing took us through the 

evidence of the importanEg witnesses 

that were examined by the Inquiry 	- 

Officer. After taking us through the 

said evidence, Mr. Venkateswara Rao, 

learned counsel for the applicant contends 

that this is a case of no evidence and 

ience at the admission stage itself the 

unishment order imposed on the applicant 

is liable to be set-aside and the OA is 

liable to be allowed. He further contends 

that no cfiminal prosecution had been 

Mefe as agthinst the applicant with regard 

to the alleged incident and in view'of 

this position that the respondents had no 

jurisdiction to initiate any disciplinary 

action as against the applicant and the 

?ntire disciplinary proceedings initiated 

gainst the applicant are vitiated. 

-. ft. Devaraj, learned Standing counsel 

for the respondents takes us to the 

:nquiry Of ficers report and contends 

contd. . . .3 
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CENTRAL ADMINI5TPJTVE TRIBUMAL 

f-{YDERABAD BEioH HYDERABAD 

ORTOINAL APPLICATION NO. 	12t3 OF 1992 

Shri e 	
icant(s) 

VersuS - - 

24. 
Respondent(s) 

:This Application has been submitted to the Tribunal by 
&A 	

Vo cate 

under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunal Act. 1985 and 

same has been scrutinised with reference to the points merltioned---

in check list in the Ught of the provisions cofltatned in the 

Administrative Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1987. 

- 	The Applicatibn has been in order and may be listed 

for admission on 	

• 

V 

I 

scrutiAy Officer. 



2 
1.. 

Particulars to be examined 
	

Endorsement as to result of examination 

 Has the index of documents been filed and has the -' 
paging been done properly?  

 Have the chronological details of representations - 

made and the outcome of such representation been 
indicated in the application 

? 

 Is the 	matter raised 	in the 	application 	pending 
before any court of law or any other Bench of the 

Ll Tribunal ? 

ii. Are 	the application/duplicate 	copy/spare 	copies 
signed? 

12. Are extra copies of the application with annexures 
filed. 

Identical 	with the original 

Defective 

c) Wanting in Annexures 

2 
No........-  .......Ipage 	Nc-s ........................ 

d 	Distinctly Typed? 

13. Have 	full size envelopes bearing full address 	of 
the Respondents been filed I 

14. Are the given addresses, 	the registered addresses ? 

15. Do the 	names of the parties started in the copies, 
tally with those indicated in the application ? 

16. Are the 	translations certified to be 	true or sup- 
ported by an affdavit affirming 	that 	they are C.-- 

true ? 

17. Are the facts for the case mentione under item 
No. 6 of the application. 

Concise? 

Under Distinct heads? 

- 
Numbered consecutively? 

Typed 	in double space 	on one 	side 	of the 

paper ? 

IS. Have the particulars for interim order prayed for, t 

stated with reasons?  

le- 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

HYDERABAD BENCH 

APPLICANT (S) ... ...L. 

RESPONDENT (S).P
'-, .N 

	 - 

Particulars to be examined 	 Endorsement as to result 
of examination 

C- 
l. Is 	 Competent? the application 

2. Is the application in the prescribed form 5 
Is the application in paper book form? 

Have prescribed numbercomplete sets of the 5 application been filed 

3 . 
3. Is the application 	n time ? i 

If not by how many days is it beyond time? 

His sufficient 	cause for not 	making 	the applica- 

tion in time, 	stated ? 	 . 	.. 

4. Has the 	document 	of 	authorisation / Vakalat 
name been filed? 	 . . 

5. Is 	the application accompanied by B.D.JLP.O. 

for Rs. 50/-? 	Number 	of 	B.D. ) I.P.O. 	to 	be 
recorded.  

6. Has the copy/copies of the order (s) against 	which 
the application is made, been 	filed 

a 
S 7: Have the copies of the 	documents relied upon 

by the applicant and 	mentioned in 	the appli- 
cation been filed 

Have 	the 	documents referred 	to in (a) above 
duly attested and numbered accordingly ? 

Are 	the documents referred to in 	(a) above 
neatly typed in double space ? 

t 



CENTRAL ADMINISTPATrVE TRIBUNAL 

YDEPABAD SENCH. 

INDEX SHEET 

O.A. No, 	 1992 

CAUSE 

TITLE 

VERSUS 

S1.No.' 	 Descriptdion of Documents. 	 Page No 

Original Application 
 

Metijai Papers. 	 U (cO 
......... 

3. 	Vakalat 	. 	
. 

4. 	Objection Sheet  

_ 

6. 	Covers.  



kt0t 63c&i e--r'1 J4iLy JQC 

A - 
in the Central AidiministratiVe. Yribunal,' Hyderabad Bench 

at Hyderabad 

of. 1992 

Be±uieen 

C. Sundaresan 
	

ftpp1icant 

an d 

Union. of India 	 • 	a 
 Respondents 

List- of Chronology of 

i• 2.5.1984 	P4ppuintment of the Applica 	1k i\ y' 
surVeyOr. 

. 
1.6.1987 	Lonflrmatlon of the applicant 

8.5.1989 	suspension of the applicant 

- 5.7.1989 

12.7.1989 

17.7.1989 

24.7.1969 

S. 6.3.1990 to 
27 . 2.91. 

9. 16.8.1991 

S. 	 10.. 1.1.1992 

	

a 	 11. 15.1.92 

	

1 	12. 10.2.1992 

Ky do r.ab ad 

14.2.1992  

Chbrge moGo issued to applicant 

Repn. of the applicant 

Applicant denied the charges: 

Appointment of Enq. officir 

Enquiry proceedings 

submission of enquiry report. 

supply of copy of report to applicant 

Represenaion of the applicant 

Lnpositiôn of ftanalty. 

Counsel for Appliean. 



Application under section 19 of the A.T.Qct, 1955 

bEFdriL Tzlr_ LWTRAL MUfflINISTRATI VE TRIBUNALS; HYD' BAD BENCH 

AT HYDLiRAE$AD. 

Between: 

C. Sundaresan 

and 

Union of India reptd. by Secretary 
Department of mines, ministry of 
Steel & mines, New Delhi & others 

Appli cant 

Re spn dents 

IN 	U 	CX. 

S.No. Description Page Nose 	Pnnexure 

I. Lrigjnal Application i 	to 	a 

0 	2. Charge 	memo dt 5.7.69 9 	to 	14 	4.1 

 Reptn. 	dt. 	16.1.92 15 	- 	16 	A.2 

 Lffice order dt 	10.2.92 17 	- 	18 	i.3 
imposing penalty 

 Office 	order 	dt 	10.2.92 - treating 	the 	suspension perioci 	
as L.G.L. 19 	 A.4 

S 
L 1,UN5LLN_+J 	APPLICANT. 

Lbrt 	OFFICE USE 

Date of Filing; 

Regn. No. 

Signature of Registrar. 



In the Central FdministratiVe Tribunal, Hyderabad Bench 
at Hyderabea. 

U.P.No. 	\2.3 of 1992 

between; 

C. Sundarasan s/u L 
aga.o about S1F years, 
ucc Surveyor, Geological urvev 
of inoic, Hydérabadr/o Hydeabad Mpplicant 

an U 

The Gition oflncia, repto. by the 
Secretary, Department of flhines, 
ministry of Steel a min, 
Central Secretariat, Now Delhi. 

The Di:sctor General, 
Geologichi Survey of India, 
Calcutta- 700 016. 

Senior. Dy. Uirectur General, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Southern region, G.5,.I.COUIOLCX, 
bandalguda, Hy6erabad-500660. Respondents 

I . i-MRTlL ULith. GE THL MPPLI C'Jf; 

The particulars of the applicant herein are 

the same as mentioned in the cause title above 

His address for the purpose of service of 

summons, notices, etc. is that of his counsel rn/s V. 

S 
	

\Jenkateswar Rao & K. Phani Raju, .dvoctes, 11-267/27 

S. 
	 Chikkadpalli, Hyderahad-500020. 

II. PMHTICULAHS LW THE 	F{ESPUNDLNTS; 

The Particulars ofthc responden 5  are the same. 

as mentioned in the cause title abova 

Their addresse 5  ar e  ajs0  same as mentioned in 

the Cause title above. 

I -i! . ULiDLa5 A0S.UJST UiHICii. THIS U.P. i 	FILED; 

Tiiis U.M. is filed by the applicant challenging 

the validity of the ordeNu.19s/c_14Ql3/7/B9jUdC. 

1Q.2.192 issuod by the 3rd respondnt imposing the penalty 

1st page.. 
Corra otions 

11 



'I.  

JIM 

-41 	 -2- 

of compulsory ratiremant from ssrvict. 

lu. JURiSDICTION: 	RMisx&xAxxis the applicant declares 

that the subject matter of the U.A. is within the june-

diction of this Honourabla liribunal as per section 14(1) 

(a) of the AjdininistrativeTribunal5 Act, 1965 since the 

applicant is an employee of G2eological Survey of India 

at hyderabad. 

LlffllTATIUN 	The-applicant further declares that 

the U.A. isfiledwthin the limication period prescribed 

in section 21(1) of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 

1985 in as much as the impugned order is dated 10.2.92 

0 	 against which there is no alternative. efficatious remedy. 

FACTS. iF T.H 	Ci.5; 

The applicant respectfully submits that he 

was appointed as Surveyor in Geological Survey of India 

by the Deputy Director aeneral, Geological Survey of India, 

Southern Region, Hyderabad vide his office order deted 

2.5.1984. Hewas appointed as such by virtue of his being 

selected in the direct recruitment. He was put on probation 

for a period of two years and he completed the same satis-

factorily. There fore, his services were, con firmed by the 

third rendent with effect from 1.8.1987 and thus he 

became, permanent employee of. the Geological Survey of India. 

(b) 	The applicant Wasplaced  under suspension w.e.'f. 

8,.5.1989 on the ground that disciplinary proceedings were, 

contemplated against him. La tar on the applicant Was served 

with the charge., memo issued by the third respondent vide 

re.f.No.770/c.14013/7/89.Vig. dated 
5.7.1989. Two charges 

were levelled against him alleging the acts of moral turpitude 

and misconduct. The applicant vide his letter dstd 12.7.89 

2nd pege3 
co nra ct ions 



.1 

t 

S 

-3.- 

sddr.e ssed to the third respondent E64u6sted for supply 

of coptss of the documents relied upon by the admini-

stration to grove the charg!s levelled against him. 

Inspiteof specific request made by the applicant copies 

of' the documents were not made available to the applicant. 

The applicant vido his letter dated 17.7.1989 denied the 

charges levelled against him and requested for oral 

enquiry. 	Thersafter the third respondent appointed 

Sri P .s..aao director-in charge, ffladras as enquiry offi ce.r 

vide his officel oroor No.0-14013/7/89-Vtg dt 24.7.1989. 

flr.N C.FfluralL, Leophysicist(senior) was also appointed as 

'3resenting officer ide office order dt 24.7.1909. The 

applicant herein engaged Sri N.fl.hkikherjee as his difence: 

assistant in, the enquiry inátituted against him. The 

enquiry offt&r, held the enquiry on 6.3.1990, 24.4.90, 

25.4.90, 19.6.90, 11.9.90, 13.9.90, 27.11.90, 20.11.90 

and 27.2.91 at Hyderabad, Bangalore and. flacras respectively. 

The enquiry officer who ',', a s Director- incharga was promoted 

to the post of Dy. Lirector General aquivalep to the post 

of disciplinary authority during the course of enquiry. 

Afterconclusion of the enquiry sittings and the evidence, 

the presenting officer submitted his written brief on .16.3.91 

andthe defence assistant of the applicant subniitted his 

written brief on. 1.5.91. Thereafter Suspensionofthe 

applicant was revoked by the third respondent vide his 

office order dt 12.7.91. the enquiry Of I er submitAd 

his report and the findings to the disciplinary authority 

on 16.8.1991. - The enuary officer held the two char,ges 

levelled against the aPplicQnt as proved and established. 

The copy of the enquiry. officer' s reuort was furnished to 

the applicant by the third respondent vjd.e his letter 

dated 1.1.1992. Thereafter the SPplicaflt.submjtted his 

3rd: page1 
Carrection a 



a 

Ilk 

6)  
-4- 

represantation to the third raspondent on 16.1.1992 C 

raising his objectiuns to the conclusions arrived at 

by tile enquiry officer and holding him guilty of the 

charges levelledagainat hiiu. The third respondent vide 

his office order No.195/C.14013/7/89-Uig dt 10.2.1992 

imposed the penalty of compulsory retirement on the  

applicant on -toe basis of the findings of the enquiry 

officer. The suspension period from 8.5.89 to 11.7.91 

Was treatad as L.U.L.(extraordinary leave:) which will 

not count for pensionery benefits vide his office 

order No.199/C. 14013/7/59_Vig Ut 10.2.92. (. 

(c) 	It is respectfully submitted that the impugned 

order. d'ate.d 10.2.1992 issued by the third respondent 

imposing the penalty of compulsory retirement on the 

applicant, is highly illegal, arbitrary, cnalafide, un-

constitutional and without jurisdiction. As such the 

impugned order is liaole to be set aside by this 

Honourable rribunal on the following grounds: 

U U iv 0 5 

(i) rhe enquiry initiated auainat the applicant 

is whollely without jurisdiction. The provisions of 

& Conduct Hules do not attract the 

alleged act of iiisconduct. The imputation is totally 

unconnected with the discharge of official dtjes and 

rolates purely to a criminal offence against a private 

Citizen. In this connection, the applicant relies upon 

385 (mad) whose finding is as follows: 

"Wharetne imputation is With respect to conduct, 
totally unconnected with the discharge of official 
duties but it relates purely to a criminal offence 
against a private citizen, just because the matter 
is -bruugh tu the Cttentjon of the disciplinary 
authority, it is not justified in straiyhtaway 
initiating disciplinary proceedings without in 

even Cscertainin whether th e criminal law is st 
motion by the affected Citizen." 



(ii) The enquiry officer and the disciplinary 

authority are prejudicea and biased throughout the 

enquiry wch is epparreflt on the face of the record 

jiii) The originals of the documents relied upon 

by the administration have not been marked in the 

enquiry. the applicant was not furnished with the 

copies of the documents requested for by him. its 

enquiry officei unnccessarily interfered with the 

crcasexarninat1on of the witnesses of the administretion 

and. did not permit the defence assistant to cross-examine 

the Kifl wttn.esses on vital and important points. Thus, 

the applicant. was denied reasonable opportunity to defend 

his case.. in the enquiry.- nquiry. 

( i v) There is no evidence on which the enquiry 

officer could have relieo to arrive at, his conclusions 

and .holothe applicant as guilty of the charges levelled 

against him. His findings are wholely perverse and 

btseless and are only based on his surmises and presum- 

p tion s. 

Thare is no indepndant application of mind 

by the disciplinary authority to the enquiry proceedings. 3' 

he issued the impuoned proceedings punishing the a1icant 

in a most mechanical Wby •  

Extranabus cunaicerations wéjghe.d in the 

mince of the enquiry officer and the disciplinary authori-

ty to prove the charges against him and punish, him with 

major penalty of cumpulosry retirement out of their bias 

and prejudice. Un account of this the entjra enquiry 

pucaedings
. are vitiated in lta and are not valid in law. 

6th page 
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Vii) 	It is UVid&flt on the face ofthe record that 

the authorities are predetermined to punish the applicant 

which lead to the jesus of the impugned proceedings 

imposing major penalty on the applicant. 

The enquiry was held in utter violation of the 

procedure. laid down in the L.C.(LGh) Rules for imposing 

the major penalty and violating the principies of natural 

justice. 

The alleged acts of misconduct on the part of' 

the applicant are not attracted by the provisions the 

L.G.(tonduct)Rul5. Therefore the enquiry insjitted 

against the applicant is without any authority of law. 

and the same liable to be. quashed. 

LX) At any stretch of iInaginjn, 
it cannot be 

held that the charges are proved again qt him without any 

-.0gUnt evidence, on re cord. 

RiLIT 

S 

Therefore, it is prayedthat this Honoijrable 

T.rtbunal may be pleased to call for the records partaining 

to the office ordeallo.195/c.14Ql3/7/Bg_I9 dt 10.2.1992 

t and I 0 .199/C.14013/ 7/89...vig dt 10.2.1992 issued, by the 

third respondent eric sat aside the same by holding them as 

illegal, arbitrary, fllalafide, unconstitutional and without 

j.uviscicticn and declaring that the appljcatz is entitled 

for reinstatement with all con.se.quenj 	
benefits such as 

seniority, back wage5, promotion etc. and pass any other, 

ordeL ororders as is deamed, fit, prper, flCce:ssery and, 

expedient in the circuflfanc5 of the case. 

6th paga 
corrections 

II 	 H 



VIII INTECUl TPIa:F 

Pending disposal of the above Qflg•, it 

is further, prayed that this Honouraffie Tribunal may be 

pJ.eased tosuspend the operation of thL impugned. 

order No.195/C.14013/ 7/89-Vig dated 10.2.1992 issued.' 

by the third respondent and pass any other order., or 

or orders as is ,deemed fit, proper, necessary and 

expedient in the circumstances of the case, if the 

impugned. order is not suspended, the applicant would 

suffer irrepuraole loss and damage in as much as his 

livelihood i taken away in any arbitrary and illegal 

manner. 

IA. bLTAjL uF ; nitLJJ 	XHufLo; 	The aorjlicsnL 

dealers 3 
that there is no other alt,ernatj ye efficacious 

remedy in the Circumstances except to approach this 

honourabla Tribunal seeking redaressal 
of his grievance. 

X. jLjflIjui P"~QI.No WiTH £' 	tITdLR 	iJkT 	The applicant 

furtjier declares thatthe 	matter regarding which the 

application has been 	made is not pending before any 	court 

of law or any other authority or any other bench of the 
tribunl. 	The applicant has nut moved any other court 
or 	authority 	for 	the relief claimed in 	the present C.A. 

XI 	tRiTlCUL/;R5 	(F 	THI 	Mhitt 

04 43559 dated 13 .2.1992 for 

to the credit of egisr, Central Admn. Tribunal, 

Hyderabad Bench is enclosed  

TRILLF1JjDX. 

An Rx Index of material papers. 
in duplicate containing the details of the documents to 

be relied upon Isenclosed 

 

I.P.u. for Rs.50/- 
Index of material papers, 

l.a—ta 
ii 

8th paga 
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Van fi cation 

unaresan, s/c I- 

aged about 3 years, occupation; surveyor,  

r/-Q Hydarabad., appliOant in the above L.A. do hereby 

verify that the contents of the paragraphs I toXIll 

are true and cone otto the best of my knowledge, and 

are believed to be true on legal advice and we have 

not suppresseD any material facts. 

Hence, verified on this the 14th day of 

February, 1992 athyderabad. 

C-. 

Hy U or ab ad 
	

RPPLICAN 1. 

1-. 2. 1992 

- 	. LounseiVr tq,p-iicant.  

10 

The Registrar, 
Central Pidmjnistratjve Tribunal, 
Hyderabad Bench, 
Hy derabaci. 



GWERNMENT CIF ThDIA 	confidential 

Geologic&l Survey of India 
Southern Regioni1 Office, 
Myderahud - 500 001. 

14013/7/69-*ViQ 
	Dated, the 	34t7,1U89 

ME MQthIDUM 

The undersigned pro1oses to hold an enquiry ageinnt 
thri e een,. Sjjryeyo.ç JU.noor S.uspntion) 	- 

under rule 14 of the central Civil Sorviccs(Classification, 
Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965. The suhstLnce of the impu-
tationc of misconduct or (niubchav1•ur in ncprct of whibh thc 
enquiry is j:roposed to be held is set out in the enclosed 
steternent of article (s) of charge (Annexure-I), k GtatQrlent 
at the imizittions of misconduct or misbehaviour in support 
of each article ot charge ia enclused (Arrnxuro-II) • A hut 
of docunnts by which, and a list of witnesses by whom the 

'article(s) of charqe is/are proposed to be sustained are also 
enclosed (Annexun-III and iv). 

2. 	shri_s. cu P?$an. Siruoyor(undor Suspension) 
directed to stmit wittizn iO(tenT ds of tho receipt of the 

.,Mmonndum a wrJ4t 	fletamunt tc btn dofnce and ohio to utta 
rtj! whether he daMre 	b4 heard in pêso. 

I' 

'He 	t4be6 that an enquiry will be held only in 
of th6se açticle.i of thet4e as etc not admitted. He 

shoU4, therfor., specifically idinit or deny crch article 
- 

1,4. 	shri Lun.dcreaaa...$L1rYCyoT(LJflfiJer Suspenswn) 
j n turther infoe that SE ho does not sumtt his written 

Qf dcScnc. on or bebore the d:ita spocUied in part 2 
above, ti' Coes nqt apnear in rersonbeSore the enquiring 
uthority or otherwis fails or refusest comply with thc 

provisions of Rule 14 of thu Centrtj. civil Cervices(classj-. 
1ti6&tion, control and J.pj.eel) 1uit.s, 1965 or the órders/ 
directionc is. surid in persuance of the said rule, th enquiring 
iuthority my hold thc$ onquiry ug4nst him Ux—purte. 	1. 

Att'ention of Shrli_Q,S.yqqçqs jn Surveyor(Under Gsp0sion) 
La invited to rule 2 f the central civil services (Conduct1 
Rules, 1964 inder whic?t no Goverflment servant shall bring or to 

h4Sng ipy pitticaL,or o43L tae infl 	 O uence, to ht 
ion any auptirvr csut17flty tc)'tirthør his intenstn iu res- 
pect of nmttaz pertajning to'his Service, under the Governrntnt. 

- If any r2prc$ntatjon is receivud on his behalf from anothar 
peçson in respect of any mdtter deelt with in these proceedings, 

- it *ill be prëurned thet Shri ac.suqdr4onn Syryo,jUnderSspencionj 
La aware of suth a. repressntat4on and that it has been made at h4a4flstancc. and ctctjon will 	taken jLgAinst him f3L' violation 
of rule 20 of the Central CivIl Sersices' (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

'---. The receipt of this W,.ncmin0twi may p3 zcicrjowjjdged, 
i~str 

- 	 nvCL.ia - 

/ Cl-Itt APATHI PRO ) ,'d 	 V àl; esabbve. 	 11by.Dn- atpr Cencral, 
- 	 Diciplinury 4'.uthOx'ity. 

,5hri.C.v9Q14tqO.çflder Cuspendun) 

GeologIcal Survey 013 India, 

P&C Oivi'ion, C5J,.5t10P 

Hyderabad. 

ip. _'_-=rtL- 	ttttr--. 	 •-, 	 - 



STTEnENT OF ARTICLE or CHARGE FRArED PGAI11T SRI C.$UOERECAH 

SUISVCYUR,CCUL(JCICAL. SURtltV OF TW0IA,SOUTHER1 RCGIWJ,IIYOr.RAtL., 

Article - I 	 V 
That the said Shri C4Sundoresan, Surveyor whilo functioning 

in panankallur CeQphysical Camp hat mi3bCLJaved with 

nt, Ruma DewS wifu of hri K.Chnndrcinouil, Aet. (rophyticict 

and triad to molost and outroga her modeety. rrounci 3.30 PM 

on 8th Apri1 1989 which amuunt6 to FILiRAL TUflPITUD. 

Shri C.Sundoiesan has thus failed to maintain absolute intoç)rity 

and behaved in a manner unbecoming of a Government. Sarvont 

in vjoj.atiqn of Rule 3(1)(i)4(iii)uf CCS(Conduct)Rulea, 1964. 

Artiole - 11 

That the said Shri C.Sundereaan, Surveyor whilo 

functioning in tho Ponankcllur Gnohycicn3+ Cniip hod Pont 

the L'atchnun on duty out if the Camp around 3.15.PM on 

8th April,' 1989 without having any authority to do so for 

hit jirivoto wurk with tim rO1e r,itnt1on of trmoopstrilng 

into the tont of .hvi K4 Chnn drwu LI1  Aent • GUWIThYn f rt 

in his ohooncu oj woll me in the utiocnca of the uitchmnn 

on duty. 

The above act of 9hrj C.Sundoro.cin to aDfl'j tim watchman 

on cFl.ity out of the camp not only roeultod in oxpain9 the 

Government Properties in the Camp to the security threat 

but also 90au t. prove thnt Shri Sunderpoun had ulterior 

motive to mishkavo with Smt,K4flama Qevi u/a Sri K.ChandtGmauli. 

OhrJ. C.tunintnuøn, UurMuyrir hon thuu tn.1jod to cnnSntntq 

absolute integrity and dovotion to duty and behavEd in a 

manner unbecoming of a Government Servant in violation of 

Rule 3(1)(i)(ii) & (iii) of CCS(Conduct) Rules of 1964, 

ANNEXURE - II 

Stntement of imputation of misconduct in roBpect of Artc1e - 	 - 

of tharge framed apainst Shri C,Sunderesan, Surveyor,GSjRydnrabad 

&ticle 

That while functioning in Pantnkalaur Goophyeicel Camp 

of CSI, SR Shri C.Sunderesan, Surveyor in a pro—planned manner 

and ensuring that there was nobody in the camp, by sendini auay 

the watchman on a potty miaoion CXCOkt Smt.K.Raina Dcvi, 

U/c Shri R.Chandrornauli, Aast.Ceoph'sicjst entered into the tent 

4..  - 	--. 	
-- 	----'-4 
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Ii 

of Shri K.Ch&indramauli, Asst.Ceophyscist eflnc1xinkxiaisx 

around 3.30 Pm on 8th April, 1989 and misbehaved with his 

wire Smt, K. Roma Dovi and tried Co tIcJlcjrt nod Outrnuo hot rnntiooty,  

This action or, the part of SPri .Sunderosan, amounts to 

oral TurpStude and crime on woman, thuu has failed to maintain 

absolute integrity and behaved In a nczlflnuz' unbocoruing of ti 

Government Servant in violation of Ru].2 3(1)(1) & (iii) of 

CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964, 

Articla - 11 

IIIPUTATION OF. mISCONDUcT 

That the said Shri C.Sunderecan, Survoyor while tunctioninq 

in Panankaflur Geophysical Camp and * sfter seeing that 

5/Shri K.Chandraniauji, Acat.Ceophyeiciet, RK Codaum, 51A(Coph) 
(Lsxrkchop Inet) and Puran Patiadur, Driver had luPt tho Camp 

around 3 Pm on 8th April, 1989 Sot field duty had asked the 
t4ntchmnn (in duty 5hrl Muhnboob to 9.n to MEC Cr'mp to hnnd cslnv 

some mangoes to one Shri Abraham with the sole intention to 

troaspass into the tcnt of Shri KChandramauji, Asst.Geophysicist 

in hin absnnco at wall as in the Qhoonco of the Watchman 

on duty. Later on his misbehaviour with 5n't.K.Rafna Devi, 

Li/c Shri Chandramauli, Asst.Ceophysicist when i he tri.sd to 

molest and outrage her modesty, when there was nobody in the 

camp clearly shows that Shri Sunderesan. had sent the watchman 

out of the camp without having any authority to do so in a 

preplanned manner with ulterior motive. The abovc act of 

Shri Sundorocan to ocnd the wk watchman out, of the camp also 

reeultad in axposinq the Govt. Properties in the camp to the 

accurity thri,et witch shows that Shri Sundaresan had shown lnck 
of devotion to duty. 

i Shri Sundorotan, Survnyor hat, thuu railed to maintain 

absolute integrity and nhown lack of devotion to duty and 

behaved in amanner Jnbecoming of a Govt. Servant in violation 

of Rub 3 (1) (1) (ii) & (lit) of CCS(Conduct) Rules 1964. 

II 

t - -. 	.-.. -a 	• 	- 	
-. ---- i- c 	 -- 	- 
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19, 	 I\PJNEX1JAE - VIII 
.,' r'l-.nrnn f'Fi.üTd 

'ntod ore .-.------ 

ftrp; QJt9. op; to ii od 
a 

1, Wrtttt'n StMernrnt dated 17-41909  of 5mt.K.R.aa Dovi 

w/o Shri tc.chandramoyli, AeB%.CCOPhYOIO±bt 

2. Letter dated 17_41989 addreeaed to S.P.Shank&rafl, 

GeOPhYSiCiSt(St)., CSI Camp, Parnankallur by Shri K.ChOndramOUli, 

Asot. Geophysicist 

. Written stctnrnnnt made Lv $hri. R.NOdhUUd, Gco1oqicst 

Opt Korriatckn & Don, Cconumic i;caloçjy ..I,I3CU10fl10413 on 3U-4-1UU9 

4. 	Lotte' dt'tu4J 21-4.1909 addroCsud to 3hrt 3• p,ShiflkUrfflt, 

uruiocr_inaChQrge, GSj, Pu i fna'kMllUr Dump Ly ShriflK LnU'ffi 

3,1 .A. (DrophytcLn1 UvktIwi' Itiult.) 

S. 	Letter dotod 184-1989frorn Shri Pux-an ijahadur, Driver, 

- 	 -I 
GeophyotCRi Potty addrooeed to the Party Chief,CSI Cn!fl,, 

pam8nI'a11uD 

Letter dated 17-4.-1909fr0m Shri r-luhboob, Watchman, 

oddreCSOd to Shri 2.R.Shaflk.arafl, GcQphyoiCiBt(Sr) 

on parnankallur ceoph.Carnp 

Latter dated 17-4-1939 from Shri tou1u S/u Huasin Sohob 

PriynrO, attechodtu GoUlouLLt Camp addrEOd to thp 

if ficor—inChL3rgQ, panainlcelLur CcOj3hYCita] Cump 

r 

I 
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A1JFUE IV 

Li?t of uitnec ces 	whom the ertir.les of chflrpe framed 

n,,a4ne4-  Shri rSunduresn. SurvPYOr are prupurod to he e 

QCV4., W° Shri K.ChandraraaUli, f5st.Coophy1sCict 

651, SR, Hydcr&had. 

2 	5hrl K.ChancJrarnaUii, 	st. Gi;cphyoiCiL't, 651, 5R, HydorOIUd 

hrL 't.fdLliU,UII&tfl, L ti  t'tjLr.'., ijilll 	& 

i'Jjy Oii .1 hiun- I, •; 	L;fl( 	Au ro. 

$lia I. t1uhuLuuU, 	tchtbtfl 

S. 	Sht'1 & • P .hankari.in , Ciuphy ir ht (Sr) , CS I, Hy Ji at a ri 

09 	 3. Shri R.K.edan, STA(GeQph.WOrkChOP), 651, Hyderabad 

5hrt Pdrcm 13c'hdur, Drivet, 651, Hytirbad 

8, Shri Naula S2b, We Hus&uin Sati Fin3ara, Paniankéllur 

I 

t. 

V 

A' 



Pumj C.$.30ndejeeen 
5urveyur 

"4 	 P.C. Divijo 
G$X, SRO, 
H yder a be ci 
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I 
L___.iuurtt1rSr.Dy.Djruotor General 

and 
Dieoipltnary Authority 
Geological Survey of India 
Southern Region 

Sub •: Disciplinary proceedings under Rule-14 of CCZ 
(ccA) Rule., 1965, 

Ref I Your conrsnntsfl:mtter. 
:ôwa 1.1092. 

I. 

I flitePuily eoknoul.dge the tscw ipt or the sbove raruerding the report of the Inquiry Ofricar and ceJ]j.n ji upon mu to make * tlprssentution on it, it I uø like. 

I have go rn throuah the rupert very cneefully and have, 
with a heavy heart, found how the Inquiry Ut'fLcar, jumped to 
his own concjuej*jne, dissdwentej,ous to the cParQad affl0j,J, 
mainly due to inedwqtau appreciation of the points clarifitd yAiUriflg the COLIteu of CX0551$*Mjfl at ion of the prosecutjo 
witness.,, The flndipge of the Inquiry 0 fJcu; should have  
been bided only cii óvi dunce adduced during the erquiry. Hie 
v;oflclusjon should hauc been logical unlike the one he has 
preqmntud that appears as if he hS alrseciy made up his mind and that he is making C one—sided prusertution of the case to 
support it, It weuld have been judicious for him to probe into 
the relevant issue..osily. 

The-char2ed official feels confidant that the Disciplinary 
Authority, after going throuQh the papery conntqd with the 
enquiry, will not fall ti take hie aun duoS. ion that would most 
the bath ends of justice, The •ppli cent., hcu,ve;, elect to 
utilia this epportunity to bring out a few point.. 

According to ch.rge—eh cut, the crime that alleged to 
have committed by the charge d orricial on 8.4,89 was acjsinet one Smtjc.fl.ma  Dcvi who wa an outeidar and npn-offjcg, The 
defence iae interested to know from the eQwrievcd party aa to 

yh itpravcnOd them to mat immadietely and lodge The complaint with tth. Jaw end orcr mchLnery of thg country particulerly 
when the local Poijim •tatjon was nearby. Inm,ts.d oW doirrj up, on what coreicisration the complainan t keepintquiet for a long 
period of nine days and mada a complaint on 11.4,69. Finding the rsply of the prosecution uitnpaseo not eatier ectory efl3ugh, 
the Inquiry Officer in his report has corns forwgr in their 
succour. In pee 9, pars 5,1 of the Inquiry Report, the Inquiry 
Of f1certs reply to above In that when a pGreon ha3 more than 
one legal chuflnej of redrase, it is for him(the aggrievea) to 
mdc, his choice, it is the inhirunt right of every citinn of 
India and it can not tv questiong", 

The Inquiry Officer in making such comment has compiefrely 
overlooked the more pertinent paint the t Smt.flems Dcvi, ting 

privet; person, the Central Civil Service Rulet ne binding on her pereotsu]. •ffair, The 	 not 
4ntuntion of the defence has been misconstrued by the Inquiry Officer when he eays that 

IF 
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inharunt right of a citizen an not be questioned. The 
intention use to ssceytain from the sggrsivid as to whit 
preventS the. U exercise the tight enjoynad by tI*m as 
citizen, Unfortunately enough,,ths Inquiry Uf'ticer in his 
bid to protect the riQht or • citizen, forgets to •xihibit 
his concern for the rights or a Govt. invent, 

The connsctsd issue wit be further elucidated, If a 
si.ilar can edjudiostud at I-ps C.rttr.l Rdmjnjgvatj 	Tribunal, 
is referred to. The axes is C.Kanniapp.n Vs. Director, 
.swshurlal Institute of Poet Credu ate Nódil Education and 
Rsesazch,, .ino(j) SL3(CAT) 31$(M.dras). The opinion of the 
-Tribunal in the case is reproduced below ye 

Jhers the iq,utstlon is with ro.pect to corduct, 
totally unoonneoted with the dischsrQe or official dutias 
but it rustic purely to a criminal attune. egeinut S privato 
citizen, lust beesuos the nattr io brciugoht to the attention 
of - the diaoiplinary outhority, it to not justiriaci in atr.ightusy 
initieting discipliney pro cedin g, without even escerteining 
whither the a'iaeinsl tea So Oct in wution by the affected 
citizen, 0. 

The ihorged official believes that the dinclpllnury 
euthority will, •Pt.r going through the papers of the enquiry, 
find that the inquiry Off'S at has, on unit all points of 
his analyses and conclusions @  relied morson extraneous events 
the$ on evidences, At this stage, the aPPliCant feels that in 
tines points are not required to eliborste since ttcse are so 
pslpabl,,Jt Is, however, seen that the Inquiry Officer has 
forg.ttsn to mention in his report that the Prusending Officer 
has lost all original documents rslating to the one and was 
kept at his dioposul an for back as 25th tflrusry,1991'thou1j 
the setter use mentioned dur *g the .rtqi4ry. 

Yours ?Citttully, 

Ptydereb*d, 	 . 	. 	(C.$undersesn) 
Surveyor,P 4 C Division 

3 	
DstsØz )A.l.fl,, 	

- 	
GSI, SPO, Hyderebed 

(ii 	. .... 
4.. 
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GOVT.OF INDIA 

No. \'$/C. 1401 3/7/89-Vig. 

Confidentill. 	7;c7 
tct'2 

Geological Survey of India 
southern Region 
GSI complex t Bandleguda 
Hyderabad-500 660, A? 
Dated, the l0thPeb.92 

ORDER 

Whereas charges against Shri C. Sunderesen, Surveyor, 
Geoogical Survey of India, Southern Region, Hyderabad, were 
framed under ltule14 of the C.C.S.(CC&A) Rules 1965 and charge 
Memorandum with Articles of chérges, statement of iiputatione, 
List of documents and witnesses at Annexure I to II was served 
on flhci C. Oundneemn, v$dn this ottice order NO.770/C.14013/ 
1/09-Vig dated b-1-1989. 

And whereas Shri C. Sunderesan, Surveyor, in his 
statement of defence denied the charges levelled against him and 
expressed his desire to be heared in person throuh his reply 
dated 17-7-1989. 

And whereas Shri P.S.ReQ, then the Director-in-Charge 
and now Deputy Director Goneta]., OpITNK&P Madres, was accordingly 
appointed as Incpairing Authority to inquire into the chnrgnv 
framed against Shri C. Sunderasano Stjrveyot, and Shri N.C. MuralS, 
Geophysicist(Sr.) was appointed as presenting of ficer vide 
0.O.Nos.Q43 $ 845/C.14013/7/89 dt. 24-q-89. 

And'wtCereas the Inqtiry Officer on consideration of oral 
deposition made and examination of the documentary evidence 
produced before him inthe subject case has come to the definite 
concunioflt that tite c%iernn grom4d under Article 2 ft U htvn hunn 
proved. 

Article ± 

The charge uqder Article I, is that Shri Co Sunderes.an, 
Surveyor, while Lunettoning in Penankellur Ceophyuice%l CWlpj has 
misbehaved with Smt K.Rama Devi W/o ShrS. K, Chandra Mauli, 
Anintent Geophysicist and tried to molest and outrage her 
modesty orround 3.30 p.m. on 9th April, igo*, which miounts to 
moral turpitude, 

In the oral deposition made by the charged off icial/ 
witnessess and the Defence Assistant, the 1.0. has come to the 
conclusion that the charge under the Article is proved. 

I, concur with the conclusion of the 1.0, that the 
allegation under article stand proved. 

Article II 

The charge under Article II, is that Shri C.Sunderesen. 
Surveyor, while functioning in the Penankallur Geophysical Camp 
had sent the watchman on duty out of thecarnp around 3.15 p.m. 
on 8th Ppril 1989 without having,any authority to .ó so for his 
private work with the sole intention of tresspassing into the 
tent of Shri K. chandra Mouli, Asstt.Geophysicist, in his absence 
as well as in the absence of watchman on duty. 

The above act of Shri C. Sunderesen to send thn 
wntchrnirn on duty out of the cpmp not only reaulted in exposing 
the Cowtnment prapftty in the camp to the security throat but 
also goes to prove that Shri Sunderesm had ulterior motive to 
misbehave with Smt.K. Rama Dcvi. 

Contd.. .. . . 2/- 
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In the oral deposition made by the èharged official, 
-"i witnesses and Defence Anistant, the 1.0v has come to the conclu-

Nions thnt the charge Is prQVed. 

I concUt with the conclusions of the 1.00 that the 
allegation Under Article II, stands proved. 

I therefore, consider that Ithe ends of the justice will 
be met by passing the following order. 

Whereas on consideration ot the record5 of the 
disciplinary proceedings instituted against Shri C. Sunderesan, 
Surveyor, Geological Survey of India, Southern Region, Hyda the 
undersigned is satisfied that good and sufficient reasons exist 
for imposing upon the said Shri C. Sunderesan, Surveyor, the 
penalty hereinafter specified. 

S 

Now,, therefore, the undersigned hereby impose On 
Shri C. Sunderesan, Surveyor, Geological Survey of India, S.R.,the 

penalty under Rule tt(vn) of the C.C.S.(Cc&A) Rules 1965, & order that 
Shri C. Sunderesan, Surveyor, 13.3.1., S.R.O., Hyd. is retired 

& compulsorily from the Government Service with imediate 

L't 
S 	

-- 'I 	 (M.N. BALAStJflR11-fl4NIM ) 
Sr.Dy.Director General & 
Disciplinary Authority 

V'  Shri C. Sunderesan, 
Surveyor, 

5.1%.,, 1-lyd. 

a 

V 

4 
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GOVT.OF INDIA 
Geological. Survey of India 
southern Region 
QSI CompleX. 9En81egUC9b 
ilydedabadSOO 660, 1%? 

14013/7/89Vig. 	Dated, the 10th Feb.'92 

0 RD ER' p 
Disciplinary proceedings against 
Shri C. sindereSafl. Surveyor & the 
treatment of period of suspension -Req0 - - 
WhereaS Shri C. Sundetesen, Surveyor. 

gical Survey of India, 5outherfl Region, uyderabad. Geolo 
ptc6O uuOtr 8uupnOiOfl with effect from P5$9 

W80

vise this Office order No. 527/C.14( • 3/7/89-ViQ. dated, the 

flflÔy 8th May, 1989. 

And whor4nP tho naid suspension was revoked with 
effect from 12-71991 pending approptiat6 action in the case, 
and departmental disciplinatY proceedings against him vide 
this office order wo.765/C.14013/7/89i9. 

dt.12-7-1991. 

triO whereas on completion of the Enquity proceedings 
against Shri C. 

Sunderesan and hosed on the report of the 
Enquir OffiQer (vi3-a-vi5 thet depositionS made by. the 
charged ofèial, and witnesses and the Defence Assistant), 
the undersiãned had imposed Major penalty on Shri C. 
Sundereath, 'SurveyOr. 

And whereas the admissibility of Fey and allowances 
nnd trentment of service during the period of suspension of 
Shri C. Suncleresan troin 13-5-Li9 to 11-1-91 nr9 IIO h I3Sd'6 in 

terms of Rules. 

a 

Now, therefore, the 
consideration of the case 
flnca rn Major Penalty has 
C. Cundereat1. The entirs 
11-7-1991 shall be treated 
for pensionarY benefits)* 

undersigned after careful 
has come to the conclusion that 
been imposed against the said Shri 
periodof euporThiQfl from 8-5-89 to 
as E.0.L. (which will not count 

L k - 
(M.W. BALMTJDRAHMANI) 

sr.Dy.Director General & 
Disciplinary Authority 

° 
Shri C. Sunderesan, 
uyderebad. 
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IN THC CEtWRAL MINISTRIW TRIBUNAL, 1EB. $NCH 

AT H'IDERABAD .: 

O.A. NO. 1230F 1992 

Between 	 -, 

C .SUtDATESAN 

and 

The Uhion of India represented 
by the Secretary, MinThtry of 
Mines, New Delhi. 

The Director General, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Calcutta.16 

- ..e 	APPLICIWT  

.3. The Sr.Dy.Director General, 	.. 
Southern Region, 
Geological, Survey of India,'. 
Uyderabad-500 660. 	' 	: 	' 	

RESPONDENTS 

C OUNTER AFT m ?SVTT FILED ON BEHALF OF 
RESPONDENTS]. to 3. 

, A.V.P.Rao, s/o.Lae.Somasekharaao aged 

about 50 years, Occupation Govt.Service, resident of 

Hyde'raJad do hereby solemnly'affi4in and state as -follows; 

I am the Sr.Mrninistrative Qf.ficerin the 

4'o'ff ice of the Third Respondent and as'such. I am fully 
aciainted with all facts of the case. 	have rad the 

. aplicat±on' 'filed by the applicant and noted the. contents 

themof. I' am filing this counter affidavit on my behalf 

and on behalf of othe esondentã as I have been autho- 

sed 	do so. The'material averments in the Application 

are denied' save those that are expressly admitted herein. 

The applicant is put to strict proof of -all such averments 

except, those that are specifically admitted hereunder. 

2. 	At the outset it is submitted that the application 

• is liable' to be dismissed in limine as the applicant has 

not exhausted the Departmental remedies before filing this 

application as required under Section 20 of the Central Ad- 

ministrative Tribunal's Acttiim 1985. 	-. 

3. 	It is submitted that the applicant was found 

guilty of attempt to  riolest' the ucodesty of the wife of a 

colleague and the disciplinary authority, after conducting 

contd...2 

___ 	 • La 
sww4inistrative Umeer 	 Senior A4fltff 	OfPeet 

Southern Pxegion 	 southern Region 
Geologdal Survey of Inia 	/ 	 Geologöal Survey of India 
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Departmental inquiry as per the Provisions of the 
(CCA) Rules, has imposéd.the.penalty of 'Compulsory Re-
tirement' vide Order No.195/C.14013/7/89-Vig dated 

19.2.1992 a9ainst which the present application has been 
filed immediately after the award of punishment without 

fulfiling the requirements of Section 20 Central Mmi- 

nistrative Tribunal Act,. 	 - 

It is submitted that'this is not a base of 

no evidence and the applicant-has no valid or ccthpelling 

reasons viz. denial'of Natural Justice/reaasonable 

opportunity to invoke the extraordinary jurisdiction of 
this Hon.'ble Tribuá1for redtessalwithout'coirplying 

with the provisions of the Ceqtral Administrative Tribunal 

Act. The àlication is thejef ore l'iableto be dismissed 

on this ground alone. 

Withot,pr.ej,udie to the above preliminary objec-

tion, the following submissions are made on the points 

raised in the app1iation: 

- 'The a4rrnents contained inpara VI (a) & (b) 

pertain to the brief background of the disciplinary proceed-
ings leadIng to the present àpplicflion and therefore need no 

comments.  

In reply to pan VI Ic) it 'is submitted that the 

penalty under Rule 14 of' the CCS -(CCA) Rules, 1965 of 

Compulsory Retirement imp$esSon the applic&it is valid, 

legal and perfectly in order, as the same has been imposed 

by: the compeerzt authority; after due process and in accord-

ance with the provisions of CCS (CC&A) Rules. 

C. 	'In reply tbPata VI (I'? it is submitted that the 

attempt to molest the wife of an Officer and colleague 

during office hours: within the pffice premises (i.e. in 

the ,Geophysi'cal cnip •1.ocat4 near,  Paramnakaild village, 

Karnatakai. and his irresponsible behaviour in sending the 
chowkidar away, fromqamp thereby exposing the Govt. pro-

perty to security risk constitute misconduct under the pro-

visions of CCS (Condut) Rules, 1964. The dfsciplinary 
proceedings conducted and the penalty imposth airc therefore 

valid and in order. Non-filing of a criminal case by the 

aggrieved party does not forbid the Department from initiat-
ing Departmental proceedings when misconduct is brought to its 
notice as contended by the applicant. 	- 

I ' 	' 	 contd...3. 

SIaTWS Officer, 	 Sontot A&miniStVC1 

CeQlLgiL8i ouxs'ey ) Liith 	 Southern 	
tO 	

d 
southern Regou -iyiacab& 	
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in reply to pan VL :j  it is submitted that the 

allegation that the Disciplinary authority and Inquiry 

Officer are prejudiced and biased against the applicant 

are beiess, totally false and not borne out by facts. 

Therefcre denied. The applicant is put to strict proof 

of the same. 

Regarding the averments that original documents 

relied upon have not been marked in the iniry and appli-

cant had not been furnished with the copies contained in 

pan VI (iii) are denied. The procedure laid down under 

Rule 14 of the CCS: (C&a) Rules (Govt. of India Insttruc- 

tion 	2) and () in oAnectioni with the inspection of 

documents/supply of copies have duly been followed. The 

Rule position has been brought to the notice of the 

applicant on 21.7.1969. 

Regarding denial 6f opportunity to cross-examine 

and 0 the witnesses to the applicant, it is submitted that 
it is evident from the proceedings of the inquiry that 

the occasions 	 on which :the Inquiry Officer 

had intervened in. the examinations of the witnesses are 

very few and occGsions involving alleged denial of 

reasonable opportunity to the defence Counsel to cross 

examihe the witnesses are totally absent. 

in reply to pan VI (i4 it is submitted that 

nothing could be farther from truth than the averment that 

the findings of the Inquiry Officer are 'wholly perverse, 

baseless. etc. A cursery re.ing of the Inquiry report itself 

clearly indicates that the records/oral dipositions have 

been analysed and conclusions have been arrived at relying 

upon the circumstantial evidence in accordance with the 

provisions ofCCSCC&A) Rules. The dispassionate dis-

cussionA in respect of each article of charge vis-a-vis 

evidence adduced contained in the Inquiry repott dispel 

the •avetents contained in the pan. 

The averment that the disciplinary authority 

has paSed the impugned order N a most mechanical way 
is denied. It is submitted that the Inqufry Rep&rt itself 

- 	is a document containing elaborate discussions/analysis 

of the records/depositions of the witnesses on each of 

contd...4. 

Ive  - i7ini 	 senior 	Eon 
p itt 
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the articles of charge with detailed explanations Cr the 
conclusions arrived at by the inquiry officer.±E xg112zk of The 

disciplinary authority after careful considertjon 

of the said report alongwith the relevant documents 

and explanation of the applicant on the inquiry report has 

come to the conclusion that the conclusions of the 

inquiry officer are well founded and therefore concurred 

with them. The order of the Disdiplinary AUthority is 

therefore in order. 

14 	In reply to the averments contained in paras VI 

(vi) and (Vii) it is submitted that the. alleged 'extra-

neous considerations' 'bias and prejudice' and 'pre-

determination to punish the applicant' by the Discipli-

a': authority and inquiry officer have no basis and 

therefore false due to the simple fact that two different 

Sr.Dy.Directors General (disciplinary authorities at 

different stages of the isciplinary proceeaings) were 

concerned with the issue of charge sheet and imposition 

of penalty. Just because the applicaát has been awarded 

with a penalty it cannot be assumed that all the officers 

connectd with the case at different stages are against 

the applicant. 

With, regard to pan VI (viii) it is submitted 

that the disciplinary proceedings under reference have 

been conducted strictly in accordance with the provisions 

of tie CCS (CC&A) Rules and there is no violation of 

any of the provisions as alleged by the Applicant. 

In reply to Pan VI (ix) it is submitted that 

for the reasons already stated vide para 4 above the 

misconduct of the applicant attracts the provisions of 

ccs(c&nduct) Rqles and the inquiry instituted and penalty 

imposed are therefore legal and valid. 

' In reply to Pan VI 1(x). it is submitted that the 

Rules of Evidence contained in Evidence Act are not appli-

cable in tc'to to Depti. procceedings. The evidence as 

per the standards prescribed for Deptl. Prcceedings 

in CCS (CC&h) Rules have strictly been followed. 

nd 	1S'13"8 Officin. 
c;eougica! SUIVeV of 41di6 
southern Reqon. tydtiaL&i 

Contd..,5. 

ive 
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The oral/documentary evidence adduced before the 

Inairy officer is sufficient enough to hold the 

applicant guilty of the charges and impose the penalty 

in accordathe with the provisions of CCS (CCa) Rules. 

It is submitted that the alleged lacunqe in conducting 

the oral inquiry listed in the application are not 

based on fts but borne out of the imagination of 

the applicant. 

1 18, 	In view of the ahove submissions it is clear that 

the applicant has not made out any case and there is no 

merit in the O.A. For the reasons stated above the Hon.'ble 

Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the O.A.with cost 

and 'pass such other or further orders as it deems fit 

and proper in the circumstances of the case. 

DEPONE 101
AO,rRet 

Qeoiog°° Survey of lna' -  

Soleminly and sincIerely 

affirmed this 6jr day 
of UttL)  1992 and he signed 
his name in my presence. 

MmiQtZat1VS 
0tester 

eocqiCdt Survey 01 nda, 

southeD Regou rtynetaLZ 

/ 

t 
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O.A.No. 123/92 
	

Date of Order; 21,2.95 

X As per l-bn'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, 1rrber(Judl,) X 
.1 

This application has been filed by the 

applicant who Was a Surveyor in Geological Survey of 

India impugning the order dt.  14.2.92 by which he was 

compulsorily retired from service by way of punishment. 

The tespondents in their reply have inter-alia taken a 

contention that the application is not reasonable as the 

applicant has 	failed to exhaust the departmenta4emedy 

statutory provided. But the appljcatihas already been 

admitted. When the application came up for final hearing 

it is noted that the dispute in this case is not which can 

be finall9 adjudicated by a Single Llertber. But the counsel 

on either side submits that as the applicant has not preferred 

an appeal to the appellate authority against the impugned 

order if he files an appeal now the same would be considered 

and disposed of by the appellate authority and in view 

of the matter the application may be disposed of without 

entering Into an adjtication with a proper direction to 

the applicant and to the respondents with regard to the 

filing of the appeal there of 	- $ 

by the appvopriate appellate authority. 
I 

2. 	 In the light of the above submission of the  

learned counsel on either side the application is disposed of 

with the following directions: 

The applicant may file an appeal against 

the impugned order dated 10.2.92 w-ithin a period of one 

month fromthe date of receipt of a cow of this order. 

1 



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINiSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERASAD BENCH 
AT HYDERABAD. 

O.A.ND.123 of 1992. 

Batwven 	
Dated : 21.2.1995. 

C.Sundarcsafl 	 •.. 	Applicant 

-Vs. 

The Union of India, reptd by the ScrtitarY, Department 
of Mines, Ministry of Steal & Minus, ijimintz Central 

Secretariat, New Delhi. 

The Director General, Geological Survoy of India, 

Calcutta. 

Senior, Dy. Director Ganeral, Geological Survey of India 
Southern Rogion, G.S.I.COtflp]X, Bandalaguda, Hyd. 

Respcndcflts 

Counsel for the Applicant Sri. V.Venkatuswara Rae 

Counsel for the Rcspondents Sri. N.R.Dcvarai, Sr. 	CGSC. 

CO R A H: 

Hon'ble Vi. A.V.Haridasan, Judicial Number 

Contd:. . . .2/— 
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If such an appeal is filed within the afore-stated period 

the second respondent shall as agreed to by the respondents 

counsel dispose of the appeal on merits by passing a 

reasoned order Within a period of three months from the 

date of receipt of the appeal though filed beyond the period 

prescriced for filing tne appeal. No order as to costs•  

Date......... 
Court of jeer 

-- 	 TrIbUAW  
ftydcuubad Bend 

Hvderab*t 	- 

sd 

copy to:- 

Secretary, Dopartrncnit of Nines, Ministry of Steci & 
f'1ins, Union of India, Central Sccrtttariat, New Delhi. 

The Director General, Geological Survey of India, Calcutta 

Sinior Dy. Rnmax Diractor General, Geological Survey of 
India, Southern flegion, G.S.I.Bomplex, Bandalaguda, Hyd. 

One copy to Sri. V.Vsnkatost.jara Rao, advocatt, CAT, Hyd. 

S. One copy to Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd. 

One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd. 

One spare copy. 

Ra ml- 
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and the case is fit for consignment to the Record Raocn(Decidad) 
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Court ore icrr/Section OfCicer. 	5in3ture of the Dealing Asat. 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADPINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERAOAO BENCH 
AT HYDERAEBAO. 

C.A.NU.123 of 1992. 

Bttwean 	 Dated 	21.2.1995. 

C.Sundarosan 	 ... 	Applic2nt 

Vs. 

The Union of India, reptd by the Secretary, Department 
of Minas, Ministry of Steal & limos, iniztz Central 

Secrctariat, New Delhi, 

The Director General, Geological Survey of India, 

Calcutta. 

3, Senior. Dy. Director General, Geological Survey of India, 
Southern Region, G.S.I.Complex, Bandalaguda, Hyd. 

Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 	: Sri. V.Venkatesuara Rae 

Counsel for the Respondents 	Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC. 

CUR All: 

Hon'ble Mr. A.V.Haridasan, Judicial Member 

Cnntd: . ... .2/— 
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O.A.No. 123/92 
	

Date of Order: 21.2.95 

X As per £-bn'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, Lthber(Judl.) X 

This application has been filed by the 

applicant who Was a Surveyor in Geological Survey of 

India impugning the order at.  14.2.92 by which he was 

compulsorily retired from serviceç ;y way of punishment. 	- 

The respondents in their reply have inter-alia taken a 

contention that the application is not reasonable as the 

applicant has YD failed to exst the 

statutory provided. But the appljcahas already been 

admitted. When the application Caine up for final hearing 

it is noted that the 	elti this case is not which can 

be finally adjudicated by a Single Member. But the counsel 

- 

	

	on either side submts that as the applicant has not prfèrred 

an appeal to the appellate authority against the impugned 

order if he files an appeal now the same would be considered 

and disposed of by the appellate authority and in view 

of the matter the application may be disposed of without 

entering into <jáadjtication with a properdirectionto 

the applicant and to the respondents with regard to the 

filing of the appeal. threof— 

by the appEopriate appellate authority. 	 4 

2. 	 in the light of the above 	rpjqri€lie 

learned Counsel on either side the application is disposed of 

with the following directions: 

The applicant may file an appeal against 

I the impugned order dated 10.2.92 within a period of one 

I nionth from the date of receipt of a copp of this order. 

:1 

H 	. 	 . 
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If such an appeal is filed within the afore_Stated period 

the second respondent shall as agreed to by the respondents 

counsel dispose of,  the appeal on merits by passing a 

reasoned order within a period of three months from the 

date of receipt of the appeal though filed beyond the period 

prescribed for filing the appeal. No order as to costs. 

(A.v.WWmASN1) 
Member (Judi.) 

Dat :2istFer zJ22 
ODictated in Open Court) 

Dy. RogiStrar(JUd1.) 

sd 

Copy to:- 

1 • Secretary, Department of Mines, Ministry of St1 & 
fines, Union of India, Control Secretariat, New Delhi, 

20 
The Director Gnoral, Geological Survey of India, Caic 

3 

	

	Senior Dy. 5zz Director General, Geological Survoy c 
India, Southtrn flegion, G.S.I.Complex, Sandalaguda, H 

4. Onejpy to Sri. VVenkatcswara Rae, advocate, CAT, Hi 

 One co py to Sri. 	N.R.Oevaraj, Sr. 	CGSC, CAT, 	Hyd. 

 One copy to Library, 	CAT, Hyd. 

 One spare copy. 

Ram I- 

4 
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CENTRAL WFlINISTATI\JE' TRI3UNLHYDERM2D BENCH AT 

THE HUN'BLE MR.A.V.HRIDASRN: MEMBER(JUbL) 

THE 

ND 
T.) 

NO. q—oF 1991 
in 

BRIGINPL APPLJCRTJON N. (2_s OF 199 

the aboio Review Mpplidation has ben fiI

the fludgoment of the Bench dated ,( 2'lcor the  

- consisting of N-an'bip Mr.JusU,ec U.Nocjadrj

aHon'ble Mr.A.U.Harjdasa 	Mernber(3) ahk 	'n'bl 

Membor(R) and Hon bl Ilk. jaIgdrajd, Nsmb —-)---in Original 

Rpplioatjon No. 	199 ,2- 

- Circulated, as per Rule 17(3) of the Central :4rjrnjirj-
stritixn-  Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1987. 

Submitted. 

* 	
H 

C' 	 - 
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H YDER A B 

IN Inc CENTRAL AONtNISInMisut 
TRIBUNAL AT HYD. 

R,P.No.. 	 of 1995 
- in 

Q.A.No., 	123 	of 1992 

Bob Winne 

REVIEW PETITION 

-- P1s veriiuri Venkateawar Rao 
and K.Phaniraju 

Counsel, for the Petitioner 

(Appicant) 
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HYD ER A B AD IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL . 

R.P.No. 	14 	1995 

Between : 

C. Sundaresan 
.5/0. 

aged about 	years, 

Occ Ex_S9;jceyP. Geological 
Survey of India 
Hyderabad-50Q068 R/aTrivandrurfl 

in 

u.n.No. 	123 
	of 1992 

-- Petitioner(Applicant) 

ii  

and 

The Union of India represented 
by its Secretory, Ministry of 

- Steel & Mine,New Delhi. 

The Director General, 
çeplogical Survey of India, 

-Cfleutta. 

The rDI;Director General; 
Geologipäl Survey of India, 
outherq Region,Hyderabad-5OQO6B --Raspondents(ResPOndBntS 

$ 	REVIEW PETITION UNDER SEC. 22 (r) OF 
;ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALS ACT 1985 

R/wSec. 17 of ADMINISTRATIVE 
TRIBUNALS RULES gROCEDU.RE RULES 

1987 

For the reasons stated in the accompanying 

affidavit it is prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal may,  

be pleased to review its order datEd 21-2-1995 in O.A. 

123 of 1992 and dispose of the O.A. on merits 

or pass such other order or orders as this Hon'ble 

Tribunal may deem fit and proper in the circumstances 

of the case. 

Counsel \J et iioner 
Hyderabad, 
	 (Applicant) 

—4-1995 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADJINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: AT HYDERAEIAO 

R.P.NO. 	 of 1995 
in 

0.A.No. 	123 	of 1992 

Between: 

C. Sundaresan 	 -- 	Petitioner(Applicant) 

and 

The Union of India represented 
by its Secretary to Govt•, 
Ministry of Steel & Nines and 
2 others 	 -- 	Resporiderits(Reapondents) 

AFFIDAVIT 

I, C. Sundaresan 5/0 	ct&RPcM 	aged 

about. years, 0cc' Ex-Surveyor, Geological Survey of India, 

.Hydei'abad, Rio Trivandrum, having temporarily coins down 

to Hyderabad do hereby solemnly affirm and state as follows:- 

1.. 	am the Petitioner/Applicant herein and as such 

I am well acquainted wi'th the facts of the case. 

 I filed the above O.A. challenging the order 

dated 10-2-1992 vide which I was compulsorily retired 

by way of punishment by the Respondent No.3. The O.A. 

was disposed of an 21-2-1995 givingopportunity to me 

to make an appeal within a period ofone month since 

I did.not avail the alternate remedy available to me 

at the time of filing of the O.A. 

In this connection I respectfully submit that 

after filing of the O.A.I preferred an appeal to the 

2nd Respondent on 13-3-192 and the same was rejected 

and the punishment was confirmed by the appellate authority 

vide his orders dated 13-5-1994. I could not bring it 

to the •riotice of my counsel about filing of the appeal 

and the orders of the appellate authority since I left 

Hyderabad after filing of the 0.A, in this Hon'ble Tribunal. 
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Consequently my counsel couldnot present the copies 

of the appellate authority before this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

As such the O.A. was disposed of for availing alternate 

remedy. My failui'e tobring to the notice of my counsel 

about the passing of the order of the appellate authority 

is an error apparent on the record due totbe reasons 

stated above. As such an arrear on my part is neither 

wilful nor deliberate. 

4. 	Hence this Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to 

permit me to rile a copy of my appeal dated 13-3-1992 

and the order dated 13-5-1994 of the appellate authority 

and pass any other order or orders as this Hon'ble Tribunal 

deem fit. 

It is therefore prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal 

may be pleased to Seview its order dated 21-2-1995 

in O.A.123 of 1992and dispose of the U.k, on merits 

and pèss any other order or orders as this Hon'ble Tribunal 

may deem fit and proper in the circumstances of the case. 

Solemnly affirmed and signed 

before me on t 

April, 1995. 

\s3 	day of 

N, 	 C- 

Deponent 

P1 
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IN THE CENTRf\L ADmINISTRATDJL TRIBuNAL : HYDERhBAD BEI'CH 
AT HYDERABAD 

Q.P.No;123 CF 1992. 

Betweeng 
	

Datsdg21 .2.1995 

C. Sundvresh*n 

	

	
Applicant 

An ci 

i 	Ths Union of India, nptd. by the Secretary, Department 
of mines, ministry of Steel & ffiines, Central Secretariat, 
New Delhi. 

The Director General, Geological Survey of India, 
Calcutta. 

Senior, Dy. Director General, Geological Survey ofindia, 
Southern Region, 6.S.I.Complex, Bandalaguda. Hyd. 

040 	 Respondents 

Counsel for the pplicant 
	; Sri V. Venketeswera Rao 

Counsel for the Respondents 
	; Sri N. R. Deverej Sr. CGSC. 

DRDER 

Hon' ble flr. A.V.Haridqsan, Judicial member 

C.A;No; 123/92. 
	 Date of Crder:21.2.1 95. 

As per Hon'ble Sri A.V.Haridesan, ifiember (Judl.) 

This application hasbeen filed by the applicant wbo 

was a Surveyor inGeological Survey of India impu:ning the order 

dt.1412..'92 by which he was compulsorily retired from service 

by way of punishment. 	The respondents in their reply have 

inter—elia taken a contention that the application is not 

reasonable as the applicant has failed to exhaust the departmental 

remedy statutory provided. 	But the application has already 

been admitted. When the application cameup for final hearing 

it is noted that the dispute in this case is not which can be 

finally adjudicated by a Single fliember. But the Counsel on either 

side submits that as the applicant has not preferred an appeal 

to the appellate authority againstthe impugned order if he files 

an appeal now the same would b6 considered and sipos.ed of by 

he appellate authority and in view of the matterthe application 
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may be disposed of without entering into an adjudication with 

a proper direction to the applicant and to the respondents 

with regard to the filing of the appeal there of by the 

appropritite appellate authority. 

2. 	 In the light of the above submission of the learned 

Counsel an either side the application is disposed of with 

the following directions: 

The applicant may file an appeal against the 

impugned orderdated 10.2.1 92 within a period of one month from 

the date of receipt ofa copy ofthis order. 	in such an appeal 

is filed within the afore-stated period the second respondent 

shall as agreed to by the respondents counsel dispose of the 

appeal an merits by passing a reasoned order within a period of 

three months fcom the date of receipt of the appeal though filed 

beyond the period prescribed for filing the appeal. No order 

as to costs. 

CIRTIFflDTRUECCPY 
Sd/.-XX XX XX XX X 
Date 	24.03.95 

Court Officer 
Central Adthnistrative Tribunal 

Hyderabad Bench 
1-lyderabad. 

/1 True copy // 
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tOVERNfl1EiT OF INDIA 

N.o0C-13013/2/CS/SR/90-Vig 	 Geological Survey of India 
27, Ja;uaharlal Nehru Road, 
Calcutta.-16 9  

Dt. 13-05-1994. 

OFFICE ORDER 

Whereas Shri C. Sunderasan Ex-Survsyor. GSI, SL. 
Hyderahed was charge-sheeted under Rule 14 of CCS (CO & A) 
Rules, 1985 for alleged behaviour and is conduct with 
S t.K. Rama Devi wife of Sri K. Chandramouli, AsstJaophy. 
and for sending the watchman out of the Camp without having 
any authority and thereby violating the provisions of Rule 5 
of CCS (Conduct) Rules,1964. 

And Whereas departmental enquiry was ordered by the 
disciplinary Authority and the Inquiry was conducted in 
accordance with procedure laid down in CCS (CO & At) RuleS, 1965. 

Thdwhereas on the basis of the findings of the inquiry 
Report, the Disciplinary Authority awarded the major pendity 
of "Compulsory Retirement". 

nd whereas RShri Sundarasen, Ex-Survëyor has submitted 
an appeal dated 13.3.1 92 to the undersigned wherein Ibb has 
mentioned the following points : 

(i) 	Smt. K. Rama Devi, wife of Shri K. Chandramauli. 
ã5tt. Geophysicist was an outsider and a non-official 
/erson, whose complaint should not have been the basis 
of disciplinary action. 

As an outsider Smt. K. Rama Devi should have complained 
to the Law and order machinery of the state and lodged 
FIR in the Police Station. 

The Inquiry Officer wasprojudiced against him. 

Original documentsrelating to the case had been 
wilfully misplaced. 

The Inquiry Officer relied more an extraneous events 
then the ev:dances wthicb has vitiated the proceedings. 

Shri Sundaresen has urged the undersigned for setting 
aside the order of compulsory retirement imposed by the 
Iflisciplinary authority. 

nd whereas, the undersigned in exetcise of the powers 
of Appellate authority under CCS (cc & A) Rule, 1965 has con.eidered 
the appeal with reference to the entire disciplinary case, xpres-
cribed rules and procedures and the documents on records and 
concludes the following; 

(i) 	Shri Sunderason has committed grave misconduct unbecoming 
of a Govt. servant towards K. Rama Devi, wife of Sri K. 
Chandramauli, Astt.Geophy, during office hours in the 
Office premises. As a Govt. servant Shri Sunder ason is 
expected to behaee in a manner becoming of a Govt. servane 
not only with relation to his pollag as in the of the 
but with the public also. 

I 
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(ii). 	Smt.K. Rama Devi, wife of K. Chandramauli, who 
is an. officer of the CS! had ever.y right to complain 
to the Administrative Authority for the misconduct 
committed to her by Sri Sunderesen who was/collogus 
of her husband and it was her prerogative to decide 
whether to lodge and FIR with Police or. not. 

The Presentinçj Officer produced relevant seven 
documents in original and zerox copy of the document 
only which was accepted by the Inquiry Officer as an 
evidence only with the concurrence of Shri Sunderesen 
and his Defence Vissistant. 

The'Inquiry ppoceedinjs undar ccs (cc & 	Rules are 

	

- 	quasi-judicial proceedings and the inquiry officer 
has come to his conclusion after taking into considera-
tion the proponderances of probablity. 

ihere is no evidence of bias on the part of the Inquiry 
fficer who has conducted the Inquiry Strictly in 
accordance with the laid down rules. 

Now, therefore, I hereby confirm the penalty of 
Compulsory Retirement awarded by the disciplinary Authority. 

Please acknowledge the receipt of the order. 

Sd!- xx xx xx 
(D B DIrfiRI) 
Director General (Ace.) 
Geological Survey of India. 

To 

Sri L. sunderason, 
Ex-Surveyor, - 
Southern Reaion, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Hydera bad. 

NO .C. 48.6- 13.0 13/2/CS/SR/90-Vig date 13th fflay, 1994. 

Cocy forwarded to Dy.Director General, S.R., CS 1. 0  
Hyderabad for favour of information and necessary action and 
sudorsement of copies to appropriate ahorities, This has 
reference to their letter k .988/C-14013/S/89-Vig. dt.21.7.1 93. 

Sd/- xx xx xx 
(P N fl:AULIK) 
Officer on Spl.Duty (Vig.) 
Geological Survey of India. 

1/ true copy /1 
I 
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To 

The Director General, 
Geological burvey of India 
27, Jawharlal Nehru Road, 
C P L C U 1 1 A. - 700 016. 

Sub: APPEAL against order of Compulsory 
Retirement under Rule 23 (ii) of CCS 
(ccc) Rules, 1965 - 

Ref: Order No.195/C.14013/7/8 9_Vig.datSd 
102-1992 relating to compulsory re-
tirement under Rule 11 (viii) of CCS 
(CCA) Rules, 1.965 issued by the 
Sr. Dy.Director General, Geological 
Sutvey of India, Southern Regional 
Office, 1-lyderabad - A.P. - 

The Pspplicant prefers this appeal before your benignself 

in terms of Rules 23 (ii) of CCE (CCP) Rules, 1965 against Phe 

order of compulsory retirement passed by the Senior Deputy 

Director General, Geological Survey of India, Southern Region 

1-lyderabad, under Rule 11 (Viii) of CCS (CLA) Rules, 1965 - vide-

Order referred to above (copy enclosed) as disciplinary authority 

of Southern Regional Qffice, Hyderabad: 

That the applicant has got adequate ground to feel 

aggrieved of the punishuietht inflicted upon the Appellant by 

th Disciplinary Authority on the basisof the report submitted 

by the Inquiry Officer though it has been established beyotid 

oubt that the iffnputation of charges haS neither been proved 

with documentary ei,idence not it could produce prosecution 

witnesses but the observation recordad by the Inquiry Officer 

in his report exhibited the facts of gross incensistencies 

apart from the fact that it was a peretnptrocy judgement out 

of prejudiced outlook, 

That, it is, therefote, necessary to consider appeal 

of the appellant on the basis of three major guidelines 

enumerated below 

(i) 	Whether the procedure laid down in the rules has been 
complied with and if not whether such non_compliance 
has r4sulted in violation of any provision of the 
constitution or in the failure of justice 
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Whether findings of the disciplinary authority are 
warrented by the evidence on the record of the case; and 

Illhether the penalty or the enhanced penalty is 
adequate, inadequate or severe. 

	

3. 	That the applicant further humbly submits that the order 

relating to inflicting severe punishment is not maintainable 

for various other facors connected with the case and are 

explidity enumerated bel.w for sympethatic consideration of 

the Appellate Authority. 

That the #Appellant 'had submitted suo...moto statement 

in response to the Letter No.30/C.14013/7/89-Vig.dated. 1-1-1992 

to the disciplinary authority and urged for impartial view so 

that natual justice is not denied in any extraneous consideration. 

	

5. 	That according to the context of the charge-sheet served 

on the appellant under Rules 14 of CCS (CCA), 1965 the crime 

alleged to has been committed by the Applicant on 6-4-1989 against 

oneSliIT. K. RAA DE\JI who was an outsider and non-official and it 

remains to be a matter of doubt and suspicion as to what has 

prevented the complainant to explore law and order mechinary of 

the State against the alleged crime of the Appellant. This 

material factor remained unresolved during the enquiry proceedings 

and facts remain that Inquiry Officer has hastily arrived at a 

conclusion to establish the imputation of charges against the 

accused-appellant without any valid ground, It is also 

inseparable question that the complaint to Geological S:urvey 

of India authorities after a lapse of nine days from the date 

of alleged incident. Whereas in case of c±iminal involvement 

of Jentral Government Employee with on outsider it wouldhave 

been a matter of logical consequence to lodge F.I.R. at the 

nearest Police Station against such criminal offence. 

6. 	That the appellant rightfully contends that unless this 

cardinal point of the case is not resolved with documentary 

evidence there is hardly any scope for the disciplinary authotity 



to summarise the qnquiry to establish the bonafide of the 

complaint and consequently the decision of thediscriplinary 

authority cannot be fair and just. Depositionof pcosecution 

witness before the Inquiry Committee was not adequate to 

establish the correctness of the complaint and the Inquiry Officer 

has taken undue liabilities to establish the validity of the 

deposition for violating the requlatory norms of the proceedings. 

The Inquiry Officer while recordin his absorvations stated 

on page (9) Para 5.1 Page (9) para 5.1. of the Inquiry Report 

that the person who has option to select any kind of modalities 

to exhaust against criminal offence, it can be done independently 

without going to the question of propriety of preferring official 

proceedins by an outsider instead of seeking redressal throuöh 

the law and Urdar Machinery of the State. 

7. 	That it is further petinent to place it is record for 

kind consideration of thu Appellate Authority that the complainant 

is an outsider and involvement of an outsider in Criminal case 

11th a Central Employee it is the only course left for an 

outsider to seek remedy against tlleged ciriminal effence of 

the Appellant of the Law and trder ?ilachinary of the State 

Government. 

B. 	That theDisciplinary "uthority on receipt of compl*Mt 

against the Central Employee ffum an outsider cannot arbitrarily 

decide to initiate disciplinary proceedings under Rule 14 of 

CCS (CC.A) Rules of 1065 unless there is a prime facie meri1 of 

the case. The complainant has notgons to the nearest Police 

Station for lodging F.I.R. instead of preferred to lodge written 

complaint to the Authority after tha lapse of nine daysfrom the 

date of incident out of instigation of some vested interest. 

It can therefore fairly adjudged that there was no prima facie 

evidence before the Disciplinary Authority for favour of initiating 

disciplinary proceedings against the appellant though the entire 

disciplinary proceedigs carried on by the Inquiry Officer out of 

prejudicial outlook and apparently it was manifestation of the 
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determination to inflict punishment on the applicant on some 

pretext or the other. 

9. 	That it is further necessary to place it on record in 

this appeal that all theoriginal documents relating to this case 

has been wilfully and purposely misplaced by the Custodian and 

this factor along gives an eiiidence of fact as to how the 

entire matter has been conocted with men.ticulous planning out 

out of malafide intention, vendetta and personal animonity. 

That the connected issue can further be overviewed from the 

Judgement delivered by the Central Administrative Tribunal, 

madras Bench, in identical adjudication between - C. Kaniappen 

Vs. Director, Jawaharlal Institute of Postgreduetes Ifledical 

Education of Research, 1990 (1) SLJ (CAT) 365 (madras). The 

opinion of the Tribunal is repooduced below ; 

" ... Where the imputation is with respect to conduct, 
totally unconnected with the disOharge of the official 
duties butit:relaates purely to criminal offence 
against the private citizen, just because the matter 
is brought to the attention of the disciplinary authority, 
it is notjustified in a straightway initiation disci-
plinary proceeding, without even ascertaining whether 
the criminal law is set in motion by the affected citizen.. 

10 • 	The above judgement of the CAT, madras Bench, upheld 

the vald.dity of the contention of the petition that the discip-

linary authotiry cannot and could not abruptly decide the initiation 

of disciplinary proceedings against the complaint of a private 

citizen who insteed of exhausting the Law and Order Iklathinary 

of the State against alleged criminal offence of the appellant 

preferred to utilize the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 obviously out of 

extraneous incluence which is bad and improper for maligning 

an innocent Government Official. Apart from the factthat the 

punishment inflicted by the disciplinary Authority is not 

maintainable and does not hold good in terms of the provision of 

the rules in consideration of the eslient factor that the 

complainant was an outsider and did not exhaust normal channel 

for remedy. 
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11. 	That the appellant has adequate reasons to believe 

that the disciplinary authority out of prejudictal outlook could 

not apply his mind to the main context of the report of the 

Inquiry Officer who has oo almost all points of his 

analyses and conclusion relied more on extraneous event 

them the evidences which had its inherent legacy to 

substantiate the charges. Foreover, it is also important 

feature tenote that the enquiry officer did not wilfully 

mention in his report that the Presenting Officer haslost 

all original documents relating to this case which is 

uninteligible and macks malafide intention of the officers 

for inflicting punishment to the apppllant. 

The applicant on the strength of the sums and 

substances of the case described in this Appeal urgesupon the 

Appellate Authority for favour of settin aside the order of the 

compulsory retirement invoked by the disciplinary authority -*ide-

Order dated 10-2-1992 for favour of restortion of justice and 

equity which have been denied, overlooked and enforced out of 

prejudicial consideration. The order of compulsory retirement 

of the disciplinary authority is not maintainable in terms of 

6rious gsounds mentioned in the appeal and it is established 

beyond doubt that entire exercise has been carried on by the 

Administration on some extraneoum consideration though this 

is one of the important factors deserves to be taken!  note of 

in this case that the husband of the complainant who was an 

employee of 651 left permanently and does not havE interest or 

link whatsoever with Ueological Survey of India for which 

Geological Survey of India cannot take care ofthe interest of 

the complainant in any coraideration whatsoever under the 

provisions of Ria 14  of C.C.S. (C.C.A) Vulas, 1965. 	Appealldlt 

prays for favour of admission of this appeal in the interest of 

restoration of justice. 

V oursfaithfully, 
Date:13th illarch, 1992 	 Sd/-xx xx xx 

I-iyderabad-A.P. 	 (C SUNDOP5AN) Surveyor. 
651, Planning & Co.ordinatiofl Diun. SR OPt' 
"CSI Comple x", Bandalaguda, Hyderabad660. 
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C*py to: - 

The Secretary, Ministry of Steel & Mines, tJniGn of India, 
- 	New Delhi. 

2. The Director General, Geelsgicl Survey of India, Calcutta. 

The Sr. By Director General, Geological Survey f India, 
Seuthern Region, gyderabad. 

One copy to Sri. v.venkatswara flae, advscte, CAT, 1-jyd. 

One copy too Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd. 

One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd. 

One spare copy. 
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p 	 CENTRAL ADMINTSTRATI1JE TRIBUNAL 
HYDERABAD BENCH: HYDERABAD 

c 
M.A. No. 425/95 in 

in 
R.A. No.42/95 

in 
OA123/92 

Hyderabad this day 	the 	September, 1995 

Hon'ble Mr. A.V. Haridasan, Vice Chairman' (j) 

Shri C. Sindaresan 	 Petitioner 

- 	
. 	Vs. 

The Union of India represented 	 - 

by its Secretary to Govt. 
Ministry of Steel ,& Mines and 
2 others. 	 Respondents 

ORDER 

M.A. No. 425/1995 is only for permission to file a 

copy of his appeal dated 13.3.1992 and the order dated 

13.5.1994 of the appellate, authority. 	The O.A. was 

arq filed by the applicant impugning%a%!r 14.2.1992 by 

which he was compulsorily tetired from service. This 

application was disposed of by Order dated 21.2.1995 as 

a counsel on either side submitted that the same may be 

disposed of with a direction to the applicant to file 

an appeal against the Order of compulsorily retirement 

which would be considered by the appellate authority on 

merits. 	Now the teview petitioner states that an 

appeal had already been filed by him which was rejected 

by the appellate authority vide his order dated 

11.5.1994 and that this fact was not brought be'fare the 

notice of the Bench by inadvertence. This is not a 

valid ground fdr a review of the Order. Therefore, the 

Review Application is rejected. 	It will be open for 

the applicant to file an Original Application impugning 

the appellate authority dated 13.5.1994 if necessary 

seeking condonation of delay in case the O.A. could not 

be filed within the period prescribed. 	. 	 Li 

&L k_~ 

(A.V. Haridasan) 
I, -• -' 

Vice Chairman (.i) gn. 
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