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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL @ HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD
b3 % 4
0.A., 1258/94. ' Dt. gf_Dgcisiqg'i 38;12-_6;

‘T, Govind Rao , .+ Applicant.
Vs

1. The Secretary,
Govt., of India,
Dept.of Atomic Energy,
Anushakthi Bhavan,CSE Marg,
Bombay-400 039.

2. The Chief Executive, -
Appeallate Authority,
NFC,Dept. of Atomic Energy,
ECIL -Post, Hyderabad.

3. The Dy.Chief Executive (a),
(Disciplinary Authority),
NFC, Dept. of Atomic Energy,
ECIB Post, Hyderabad, - «» Respondents.

Counsel for the Applicant

2]

Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rao

Counsel for the Respondents : Mr. N.R.Devarajj) Sr.CGSC.

CORAM:

'THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN,)
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ORAL ORDER (PER HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN.)

Heard Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rao, learned counsel for the

applicant and Mr ,N.R.Devaraj, learned counsel for the respondents.

2. The applicant was issued with a chargesheet vide

memor andum No.NﬁC/PA.V/2606/3945/58$ Aated 09-09-93 (Annexure-IV)
for misconduct in terms of Rule 3(1) (iii)jof ccS (Conduct) Rules,
1964. In that he refused to accept an official comﬁunication dated
1-6-93 from Fuel Development Cffice. Though the applicant states
that he has filed his defence stétement the respondents submit that
no such defence gtstement has been filed by him. R=-3 impcosed the
punishment of Censure g.ézthe applicant vide order RxNo. Ref : NFC/
PA.V/2606/3945/736 gated 17-1-94 (Annexure-VIII). The applicant
filed appeal against the gsme vide his letter dszted Nil (Annexure-II).
That appreal was disposed of by R-=2 by hié order No. Ref : NFC/PA.V/
2606/3945/878 dated 26-07-94 (Annexure-l)-confirming the orders of

the disciplinary authority.

3. This OA is filed for setting aside the impugned order
dated 17-1-%4 imposing the penalty of censure to him and the appeélatE‘

grder gt. 26-7=-94 confirming the‘same.

4, The main contention of the applicant is that he has
submitted gafence statement dated 21~10-93 which was not accepted

by the aisciplinarf authority. Hence hiés ~5se has béen decided
withcut his defence st tement. It is further contended that the
submissgion of his reply st%tement dated 21-10-93 is witnessed by

one Mr.Ramakrishna, NFC Union President. The next contention is
that he cannot rez3 EBnglish and hence the statement that the charge-
sheet waé read out to him in Telwgu is not cérrect. Hence the

contention ¢f the chargesheet was not undergtood by him.
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5. Appeallate suthecrity inhis order dated 26-07-96 does
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not indicate whether he made any verffication iﬁ regard to the ¥
gtatement of the defence statement in presence of Mr.Ramakrishna.
It also does not state e whether the chargesheet s read out
ﬁo him. Ip view of the above, I feel that g;g'justice will be

done if the applicant is given a personal hearing by R-2 and on

‘that basis aescide his appeal. In that view the impugned gr# appallate

order dated 26-7-94 has to be set aside and R-2 should be directed
to give a personal hearing to the applicant and decide the issue

after hearing him in accordance with law.
6. In the result, the following direction is given:-

The appellate order dated 26-07-94 is set asidé.
R=-2 should give a perscnal hesring to the applicant who may
submit éll his contention raised in‘this OA at the time of
hearing. ;ggﬁ"n-z after hearing the applicant should dispose of

the apggal i‘AnnexurewlI in accordance with 1aqi]qiving a speaking

a
; Ladts o
orderéﬁﬁﬁﬁthe points made by him during the personal hearing,

7. The OA is disposed of accordingly. No costs.

pre—%

(R. RANGARAJAN) ‘ P
MEMBER ( ADMN., ) l

Dated : The 28th October 1996.

e - T A

it
si-teFe .

spr | D ‘C162§j>



27
. A '
X | WCN\\O\ o ) .\\\
- NS j‘
Typed 8y . hegkes
e Chegked B
- Compared by ‘ Rpprsued éy

THE CENTRHL_ADMINISTR&TIWE TRISUNAL
HYDERY BAD BENCH HYDERABAD

~ THEZ HON'OLE SHRI R.RANGARABAN: M(A)

DaTED: 9 Q. R

OROER /JUDGEMENT

R."T\/{:.p./mo’q OND'

| in
. C0.AL N0, /&3’57?(_{

ADRITTED A ND INTERIM DIRZCTIGONS ISSUED. '
ALLOYED |
DISPOSED OF WITH OIRZCTIONS

DISMISSED AS WITHD2:WN
ORDZREOYREIZC TED
NG ORDER RS TO COSTS,

YLKR IT COURT

Featn gamafam AR
Central Administrative Tribunal

Koo [DESPATCH

. L7 IS8

‘ | grrraw iy :
| HYDERABAD BENCH J






