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CAT/J/13

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

AHMEDABAD BENCH

OOAQNOO A i‘;// IJ:

T A -NO:
DATE OF DECISION_ 28.08.1998
Ke3«. Prajapati Petitioner
Mre Mele Prajapati Advocate for the Petitioner [s]
Versus

Unicn of India and Others Respondent

Mre YeNe Ravani Advocate for the Respondent [s]
CORAM
The Hon'ble Mr. Ve Ramakrishnan, Vice Chairman
The HOn'ble Mr. e e rannan, ilember \g-x;

JUDGMENT

1, Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment ¢ ™
2, To be referred to the Reporter or not 2
g, Whether their Lerdships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ?
4, Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
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(o KeSe Prajapati,
= Telephone Operator (J.G.),
Kokashi Bxchange, Tal.
Siddhpur, District - Mehsana. eee Applicant

(Advocates Mr. MeMe Prajapati)
VERSUS

l« Union of India
(to be serveqd through the
Chief General Manager,
Telecom Gujarat Cirdte,
Ahmedabad) «

2¢ The Telecom District Marager,
Mehsana District,
Mehsana.

3. The Telecom District Engineer,
Mehsana Division, District

Mehsena, at Mehsana. ««+ Respondents

(Advocates Mr. YeNe R avani)

ORAL CORDER

OeAe/410492

Per: Hon'ble Mr. Ve Ramakrishnan, Vice airman

We have heard Mr. Prajapati for the applicant and Mr.

Ravani, learned standing counsel.

¥y The applicant in the Qa had challenged two separate penalty

rders imposing the penalty of stoppage of increments for a period
of two years ang stoppage of increments for a Period of three
years respectively. SUbsequently the Oa has been restricted only
to orders of the disciplinary @uthority as at Annexure A=1 which
has been confirmeg by the Appellate authority by its order dated

K“/ 13392 as at Annexure A=5,

3e The charge against the applicant was that he had shown a

Contd- . 3/"'
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30¢12.82« He has also noted that on observation of Supervisor's

report, the parties had paid full gharges but that the s ame does

not excuse the applicant because if calls had not been observed

by the 05 this would have been charged only for three minutes

and the Department would have been put to revenue loss. In the

light of this clear analysis, it is not understood as to why the

Appellate authority in his order says that he has not taken “into

he
account the defence s tatement when/has

to his finding after going through the

in fact done so and come

submissionsmade in the

written statement. wWe therefore hold that the reference in the

order that the Appellate authoricy has taken into dccount all

materials except defence statement secems to have been an error

and in any @ase it has not caused any prejudice to the applicant.

This is the only contention raised by lMr. Prajapati in support

of this CesAe and we hold that this con tention £ ails. In the light

of this position, the 0A ig devoid of merit ang is dismissed.

NO coste

(PeCe Kannan)
Member (J)

e

(V. Ramakrishnan)
Vice Chairman




