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360 App licant

see Respondents

The applicant 'has been working as Junior

Telecom Officer in the office of the General Manag@r

(Maintenance), Northern Telecom Rsgion, New Delhi

when he was served with a Charge Sheest under Rule 16

of the CCS(CCAJRules, 1965 dated 5.6.1986. The chargss

against the applicant were that (i)

counting cash of the CCB PCUs along

_ . ... in absence
by the Vigilance Orficer on §,4:86/

hé was found

with a Lineman

of SDO,
while functioning

as Junior Engineer(Phones), Sub Division I RG, and

(ii) bhe did not maintain a separate TNF register
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Register and subscribers were nat informed about io
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most of the cases. The applicant had submitted his
explanation dateg 16th June, 1986 (4nnexure~3). The
disciplinary authority, after considering the
rapresentation of the appiicant, passed an orager

dated 14,2.1987(Anﬁexure A“é) and imposed the pehalty
pfi.stoppage-df two increments without cﬁmulative effect.
The applicaﬁt preferred an appegl to the Area Nanager(u),
MTNL, Narain Vihar, Naraina, New Delhi, the competent
authority and the Appellate Authority, vide order daéed
18.9.87 dismtssed_the appeal. The applicant p;eferred

a revision petition against the order [of Appe&léte
Authority to the competent authority Member (P) Telecam

Board who rejected the same vide order dated 18th July,

1588.

2. The applicant has assailed all the aforesaid

following :
orders and prayed for the/grant of reliefi~... ..

S P

~

= to quash the orders dated 18.7,1988 (Annexure A-1)
and 14.2.1987 (Annexure A&-4) of the Disciplinary
Authority imposing the punishment and subsequent
rsjéotion of the appeal vide letter wo.AM{w)/DY AW/

Disc/Bhim Sen/JE/20 dated 29.9.1987(Annexure A=6).
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37. The“respondents contested‘this application anq
oppossed the grant of relief on the ground that the
appliqant has admitted the charges in his reply and

a lenient view has peen taken against him. The
applicant was given due Opportunity and the Tribunal
cannot sit as an Appellate Autharity to judge the
qﬁantum of pﬁnishﬁent or enter into the appreciation

of evidence and the application be dismissed;

4. None is present an behalf of the parties and

since this is an old matter, we probose to dispose of’

the same on merits.

5. The Pirst ground taken is that the order of
the Disciplinéry Authority is‘in violation of the
rules, in as much as the Disciplinary Authority has
nqtlgiven‘as to which rule has been violated by the
applicant. we have gone through thé order aof the
Disciplinary Authority of February,1987. The applicant
hqs himself admitted that CCB Boxes were defectivsg.
Regarding'maintenaﬁce of TNF Register ang sending
reglstered notices to the subscribers, the applicant
has shown igpafance oé the departmental rules. The
applicant has already put in, according te the
Disciplinary Authority, services with ths respondents

/

of a number of years and he is expected to know the

fules that the CUB PCOs are to be opsnad and the amount

to be counted in presence of ths SD3(Phones).
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G " The second cantention is that the punishment
by the Disciplinary Authority is in ignorancé of the
departmenfal rules, and no such fﬁle_has Deen'

mentioned in the charge Shest. However, the cha;ge

agaiﬁst the applicant was that ' he did not adopt

the procedure prescribed according to the rulese.

7. The third contention of the applicant is

that the instructions are only administrative in

nature. However, these administrative instructions,

unless they are contrary to the statutory rules,
have the same sanctity of law and are to be observed

in letter and spirit,

8. The applicant has also challenged the orders

‘of Appellate Authority as uell as of Revisional

Aut harity on the ground that these orders do not

‘shou the application Qfﬂmind. A pérusal of the

order of the Appeliate Authority(ﬂnnexure 4-6) goes

to show that the Appellate Authorityr@s ful;y considared
a}l the defence taken by the applicant during the

appeal and therefore he has upheld the orders of t he

. ﬁisciplinary Authority. Similariy, £he Revisional

Authority (Telecom Board) has gone through the
evidehce, discussed the same including the grounds
taken by the applicant and upheld the order of the

Appeilate Authority.
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| 9e¢ - Wwe do not find eny supstance in the present
application as the applicant has been held to be
guilty of misconduct under Rule 3(1/)(i),(ii) & (iii)

l of CCS{(Conduct) Rules,1954.

0. The application is devoid of merit and

therefore it is dismissed accordingly. No costs.

(8. ?%Singﬁ’) ~ | (3. P. Sharma)

® Member(A) ~ Member (3)
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