By Hand
File No. MoES/29/129/2014-RT!I

Government of India
Ministry of Earth Sciences

Prithvi Bhawan, IMD Campus,
Lodhi Road, New Delhi.

Dated: 1st January, 2015
To

Dr. S. Kathiroli, Sct. ‘G’
Room No. 310, MoES,
New Delhi

Subject:-Information sought by Dr. S. Kathiroli, Sct. ‘G’ Room No. 310, MoES, New Delhi under RTI Act.
Sir,

Kindly refer to your RTI application dated 10/12/2014 on the above mentioned subject.

2. The reply provideiby the concerned officer vide their O.M. number MoES/20/19/14-Vig. dated

1/1/2015 of Ministry of Earth Sciences, New Delhi is enclosed for your information.

3. An appeal, if any, against this reply may be made to the Appellate Authority of the Ministry, at the
following address within 30 days of the receipt of the letter i.e. Shri A. K. Madan, Director (RTI), Ministry of
Earth Sciences, Prithvi Bhawan, IMD Campus, Lodhi Road, New Delhi-110003.

Encl. As above.
Yours faithfully,

(E. Haque)
Central Public Information Officer & Scientist ‘C’

& :24669521.

Copy for information to:-

1. Director, (RTI/Vig.), MoES, New Delhi.
2. Dr. M. Sudhakar, Transparency Officer, MoES, New Delhi.
3. PPStoJS, MOES, New Delhi/se«vedey  pots s , r - Dolb
\/L:"'In Charge IT Section (Sh. Krishnan is requested to upload this reply on website
WWW.Mmoes.gov.in)



No. MoES/20/19/14 Vig.
Ministry of Earth Sciences
Prithvi Bhavan, Lodhi Road
New Delhi — 110003

Date : 01.01.2015

Office Memorandum

Sub : Information sought by Dr. S. Kathiroli, Sc ‘G’ room No.310,
MOoES New Delhi under RTI Act, 2005

Reference  MoES/29/129/2014-RTI dated 10™ December 2014 and also
MoES/29/130/2014-RTI dated 10" December 2014 on the subject mentioned above

~

both have been received in this office on 15" December 2014,

2 The position regarding both representations bearing the same date 10-12-
2014 1s as under :-

Documents sought

(1) Copy of communication to Shri S. Kathiroli conveying the CBI allegations
and seeking his response ‘

(i1) Copy of response provided by Shri S.Kathiroli against item (i) above
Position

(a) No communication was sent to Shri Kathiroli conveying the CBI allegations
and no response received from him. In this connection, attention is invited to para 4.4
(g) of the Vigilance Manual (Revised) reproduced below :-

“After it has been decided that the allegation contained in the complaint should be
investigated departmentally, the Vigilance Officer should proceed to make a
preliminary inquiry/investigation with a view to determining whether there is prima
facie some substance in the allegation™

(b)  Further, para 4.3 of the Vigilance Manual (Revised) provides as under :-

“Once a case has been referred to and taken up by the CBI for investigation, further
investigation should be left to them and a parallel investigation by the Departmental
Agencies should be avoided. Further action by the Department in such matters
should be taken on completion of investigation by the CBI on the basis of their
report.” '

(c) In the present case, CBI investigated the matter based on prima facie evidence
of irregularities. Therefore, response of Dr. Kathiroli was not obtained by the
Department on the CBI investigated report. It would have amounted to a parallel
departmental inquiry. This fact of not obtaining response from Dr. Kathiroli was
also apprised to CVC, while seeking their opinion. CVC has not raised any objection
to it while advising initiation of departmental action against the officers as -
recommended by CBI



Documents sought

(i)  Copy of Assurance Memo as submitted to CVC

(iv)  Copy of Tabular Statement submitted as required by the CVC circular
Noi.006/PRC/1/27483 dated 01.12.2008

Position
The copies are enclosed as Annexure I and Annexure-II respectively.

Documents/Inspection sought

(v) Copy of the permission/sanction by the Competent authority along with the
name and designation of the Competent Authority

(vi)  Inspection of the file pertaining to according sanction to CBI to investigate
against Dr. Kathiroli

(vi1)  Inspection of the file pertaining to communications with CVC seeking the
first stage advice

Position

The above files/documents contain/seem to contain references received from CBI, a
Third Party. As such a separate reference has been made to CBI. On receipt of feed
back from CBI, a reply will be given to Dr. Kathiroli.
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(Kanta Sanhotra)

Section Officer (Vigilance)

Shri E. Haque
CPIO & Sc *C’
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ANNEXURE«B

ASSURANCE MEMO

~ This is to provide reasonable assurance to the Commission.

- (@) Thatal ﬁecésséry facts and relevant evidence have been gaf_bered

~ (b) Thatal fa;ct_s-and supipdm‘fég evidence have» been duly venﬁed "

(c). Tnat comesra" vwdcnce n‘ any, have -been conc!usw‘#y ha:;:%
reference tothefacts atmedispcsalof\fguance ot s Xa

Date : €S MOM3 o PR ([)r sxoss ),3'

e Chlef \ﬁgllance:Ofﬁcer




T ¥ SRR S v

Findings of the investigation

Defence of the

Comments/Reco,

mmendation of

v

g

Maran, office
Spdt./S&P/NIO
T/Chennai

consultancy work cheating
NIOT for Rs.4,37,31,891/- and
causing wrongful _oam to.NIOT
and corresponding - é.o:uE_

comparison of price bids with Cost
mm:Bm.ﬁmm was not ensured.: :

Sm vncno of <<o; .825_8_

gain to _<_\m <_x mm3a<_x

oo:m.::n:oa .
_om_o_:g:cj of. .
changed .- after . opanli

“price bids for. ey’ :2:,: . il
11 E_S hid 2 §\g cﬁ_ et

During “the" _:<mm~_umzc: Ea__
CBI found:that 5@ moo_oa 2.,

soo:_nm:o: of. zo.mm and. <_5mzo:
,.o:ﬁm:m vital for

“He was _3.;23035_ . qmac%m ;

E:Q.o:_:m of| -

v\cw\wooof at’ ﬂ?Z:._EE.:

mnr: Lific _32:3«5? in‘a Bnon_sm

3.8 ; :mmo? lon|-

o_mn_v::mE
Authority has
agreed to the

| findings of the

S | Name& Allegations in brief ,
No| Designation of /inquiry on each allegation suspected _
the suspected Pk AR, | officer. n:m DA
officer , x oy o, R e SRl Tl Sear g T
1 | Dr.S. Kathiroli | The o_m" of the issue s Em" a| so :: _m Dr. xm:.._ao__ _m 8:832_- Not applicable
Former case was registered by the | He F:oa to. ensure- b bl B
Director (NIOT) CBI ._m@mima ‘Shrl Q. _qmmmo:mc_m:mmm of rates ncoﬁma 3
Janakiraman, the - ‘then ;
and presently Managér. “iesssl M/s Fincariteri s< comparison with|
Scientist ‘G’ (on| Management Om::m (VMC), cost -estimates of Consultant. He CBl.
the roll of NIOT and M/s Vik Sandvik, a | failed to ensure the submission. of|
NIOT), posted | Norwegian - _Consuitant nomﬂ cm:BmSm _u< M/s Vik Sandvik.
at Ministry of | company allegiig that 'Shri | The fallure to ascertain the
Earth Sciences, | G-Janakiraman while | raasonableness of prices of bidder
functioning as Manager, VMC, : -
i ) _ facilitated the consideration of
in criminal conspiracy with M/s g 1 bid M/s
Vik Sandvik in the consultancy exorbitantly quoted bids by M/s
contract awarded to them Fincanteri. The Tender procedure.of
2. | Shri Renga without completion of required ensuring reasonableness of rates by




was much higher than the
allocated budget amount of
Rs.155 crores. Howsver the
amount quoted by the

selected bidder M.s Fincanteri

Rs.320,97,60,000 in its tender
price bid.

The CBI further found that Dr.
Kathiroli, instead of reporting
receipt of such price bid from

L-1 exceeding the m:oaﬂmaﬂ
funds to the Ministry -and |:

asking for further course ‘of
action, suo moto entered: _38.

negotiations “with 'the 33 3._,

drastically reducing the scope |
and technical specifications o
te ship to be built to roduce

the price to somehaw wwery
the ship. construction ‘conh gl
to the firm, It has’ _.v:ac:
recordad- by the: cBl that C.
‘Kathiroll . entered . fnta the
negotiations -with 5@ officlals
of M/s m_:om:ﬁm: at a hotel .In
Cochin-on- - 10.02. woom
deciding to reduce. the moovm
and technical specification of
TDV.

CBI also found that Shri Renga
Maran ‘did not ,,ﬂmxm certain
actions to ensure mm:c_:msmmm
of the price. He: m,mo _wmcma a

toduging t

with' Z_\m 2:838: in a suspicious}
manner and to réduce the scope off:
the work and technical momn:_nmco:_
of zo_mm criteria in unauthorized; .
manner after oum:_:m of ‘the|

tenders. In ‘this meeting. he had
c:mc%01~m&< allowed Shri- xmmc_
Ramachandran to participate.

Shri. _Am%:o__ was instrumental in|

aacn_:m the Noise. and. “vibration

criteria’, of Sm <mmmm_ Ez_n: sam
aeEBo:S_ ‘to the E:nzo:_:m of
Sclentific. 3:6393 in no__mn:é

A_

:5 sclantific data.

- He. had _anoqzsn:%a 81 ,méma g
of 8222 to M/s’ _,_39581 atf

“roducet fccc of work and by

Ministry.:,

ocg.: v:oﬂ mEu_‘oé_ 203 the

.._<=:_m5\ toenter into’ :mmo:mzo:m__
with M/s 238381 by reducing the|

scope of ‘work and technical
specifications. it Is against the

tender - USnmacB to arbitrarily}
n:m:mm and -alter the technical|
tions w:mq ocm:_sm %m_

nienl: spoeification of|
1'Nolse ..:z <_§.ﬁ_c: criterla to- the)
of . Earth - mn_mznow “
“compromising the ZG.mm sz:m and|-
techinical’ mvon_:om:o:u He did not|.




letter inviting an unauthorized.
person to attend the meetlng -

, TR, zE<m:mEm3< “@ - Rahull

i | had: %8383_3 with %m o:_n_m_v.

.I:nmim: with c_,mmx up of n:nmm as|

Tad allowed “shrl|

Ramachandran ..@:._ _ xmzc_._,
qum<m:mim3< mxn_m_sma 2;; he|.

:ﬁ:::c:: 6_1 g\m s&e.
(and - tha F:%: 3&&:&...
::?:rc_, Ea_< "t “Cochin
Ho\cm\uoom In- <_c_m:o: of Am:ge_f
Ec%aca ‘Any unauthorized mmm_;___,.
of "bidder: should not have been|.
allowed to Umz.n.umﬂm in the qm:umi.
Bomn_:mw.

So far as Renga Maran s
noznm_‘:ma-

Im cm_:m the' Immo_ o* mﬂo_\mm m:a :
vcﬂn:mmm amnm::ai “failed " to|
obtaln. Price hids . of - L1 M/s|

envisaged in Tender documents. He|
falled S_o_u.nm_: the cost mwzamﬁmm
103 “consultant.  He  failed to|
8388 cost mm:Bmﬁmm with price
bids, to - mmgc__m:\mmnm;m__: the

reasonableness/genuineness of




:gszcﬁ oq :_Sm 4q
el g_:m he acamgs:é of
ma. 1S - “and ccagwm %mgaoi

ascertain thelr mm:c.:m:mmm_ Neither
he put up these. deficiencies in
tender = procedure to - Tender
Evaluation Committee and. Price
negotiation company. He had

invited- Shri TR. 2mqm<m:mw<<m3< @v__
xmmzc_ gt Ramachandran|.

unauthorisedly to cmio_nmﬂm in TEC
mectings  violating  the tender
stipulations regarding the. mmo:ﬁm of
UE%G

.,_68._ v<_

He® 3:3 to’ ca"m_n the services off
no:mc:m:ﬁ Z_\w ik _..wm3a<_x in|
ocg_a:m the nomﬂ mm:BmSm m:a
no:_um::m it with- u:nmp_oam to|




