
1 	CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
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AHMEOABAD BENCH 

O A NO. 

DATE OF DECISION 

Petitioner 

Advocate for the Petitioner [s]  
Versus 

Respondent 

. • 	 Advocate for the Respondent [s 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr 	0 	JLC.YLj1iCicLi, VI':; Ljuci:iVfl 

The Hon'ble Mr 	• :__. iiruc1ari , 

JUDGMENT 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment t 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? r' 

c, 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 ? 



2 : 

K.. Prajapati, 	 i Telephone Operator  
Kokashi xchauge, lal. 
Siddh our, i4strjct 	iehj, 	

... Aoplicant 
(.dvoca te: ivir. M.i. raj apat i) 

t VTJ )  

Union of India 
(to be served through the 

ief General ian(ager, 
Telecom Gujarat Circje, 
Ahrnecjabad) 

I1he Telecom District ?ager, 
Mehsaciu L)Jstriot, 
4ehsaria. 

The  ?elecom, District  Lngineer, 
iviehsana Divis ion, District 
iiehsna, at iehsac-ja, 	

... ResPondents 
civocate; Mr. Y.N.Ravanj) 

Dated: 28.08.1998 
per: Hon 'ble i'r. V. Ramakrjskan V1c chairman 

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

Ravani, learned standing counsel. 

20 	th e applicant In the CiH,  had challenged two separate Penalty 

orders imposjncc the penalty o stoppage of increment5 for a period 

of two years anci stoppage of Increment5 for a period of three 

years resPectively. jubsequent1y the 
0A has been restricted only 

to Orders of the discIpljnarr a UthOrtr as at nmnexure -1 wMich 

has been confirmed by We ppeliate Muthority by its order dated 

13.3.92 as at nncxure 11-5. 

30 	mo charge against the applicant was that he had shown a 

Coritd. .3/- 



smaller duration of Outgo1, ce 

taken by the Persons who had book the cal13 	fter a enquj the charges were neld to be 	
and the discolinary  

authority had imPosed the Penalty of withhop 
	incremen f three years 	nnexure -i). Th 	

o.: 
13  ha5 been COflf1L1e by th Apsejiete 'uthoLity by 1ts Order 
	ted l3.3.2 ä at nne 4.  

11r. raja3atj for the apo1jCd.L. 
submit3 that t 

the PPellote iUthority cannot be 3UStdj 
	

as he him5  
in Page 2 of the Order that he has not gone through th defence 

sLatement of the C2l±CcLt ut has cOnfjrie 
himself to th materials on rec 

the 	

ord. 	
the ligt of this submiss 	

e ot 

i 	we hah through 	e releva 	il 	
on 

Whzch ha3 ieen made 
CVdlC)jC to Us Ravani. We iCd that °ter the cha 

s serve rgesheet dated wa 	
on ha, the ofticiLL i

a subrnittd a saternent in ily on 28.7.82 
and also on 20.5.82 as}cin for 

These records were 	 certain recor, 

the dl 	
supplIed to him 	

ee from the orders  sciolinary authority. 
Un 30 -12-82, he submiced hi5 

writtenstaterflet of defence where 1nLer 

res 	 alia he said that pect of l. 	
2 and 3 CtC.Je

Paid. 
	call churg5 had been 

	lj 

submission in 

	

	

u We find that th 
dIsci)lin:ry authority had dealt with 

hi3 order and has Come 
fact that 	 to th conclusion that  

the charges wore paid in ful103 on accoun sf 
v±gilan0 exercjse by th0 supervisor Cf thi5 does not cxc. 
thc applicant who had sought to undcrcAiarg.e the call3 

ShQ less duraLion than what wa actually Lhease 
IC tCSQQt of OUtgoi.; call5. 	

frth 	:fn thet the P?ellate Autho 
also dealt with this aspect. 1" he4Ppellate 
th 

	

	 uthority has e defence statement dated l9.4., 



; 4 

30.12.82. he has also noted that On observation Of 3upervisor's 

report, the pCrtles had paid full charges out that the s ama does 

not excuse the apsilcant because if calls had, not been observe,' 

by the 06 this wOUld, have been chargad only for three minutes 

arid the eparttnen would, have bee ii put to revenue 	In the 
lisht ot thi3 clecr analygj3, it is nio understood as to why the 

pellate uthority in his or.:cr says that he ha3 not cakeri unto 
he 

account the thfanca s atemLnt whenLhas  in fact doria so an come 

to hi5 fincing after going through the submission5made in th 

wrifteni .sLatement. 	e therefore hold that the refareL-ice in the 

order thal tile ippeliate uthori y has taken into account all 

materials except defence s' 	merit s cems to have beeri an err9r 
and in any cse it ha5 not caused, any prejudice to the appliari. 

th15 is tile only cOn ceritlori raised by i-ir.rajapats in sup -ort 

of this 0.. and w hold tht this con serltson tails. in the light 
of this osition, the 	is: devoid of men's and is dismissed. 

No COS. 

(v. aamakrishnan) 
Vice Chairman 
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LP.C. i.annan) 
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hki 


