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CENTRAL AÔMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
• 	 ANGALORE. NCH BE 

Second Floor, 
Commercial Complex, 
Indirenager, 
Ban0elore-560 038. 

.Datedi. '•6OCTS 

PPLATION NO(s),. 	:2of 1994  

Miss.Supreine Gomes, 	v/s. Secretary,Deptt.of Telecormnunication, Ti 	 • 	 New Delhi and others. 

1. 	Sri.R.Sharath Chandra, 
Advocàte,No.5/62,59tb Cross, 
F6rth 6loc k,Raj aj in agar, Bang a].ore-1O. 

2- 	Sri.M.S.Padrnarajaiàh,Senior Central 
Government Standing Counsel, 	 -. 
High Court Building,Bangalore..'560001. 

t 	 - - - 

SUBJECT:- Eorwardipo of copies of the Order passed by 	- 
the Cetrpl Rdmjnistrntive Triburial,anga1ore '5ench 
Bangalore. 

Please .find enclosed herewith a copy of the ORDER/ 
5TAY/INTERIIV ORDER.passed - .by.this.Tribunal in the above said 
Bpplicati.n(s) on 2-7th_SePteuber-rL994. 

AY 

CSVL. 	 . 

REGISTRAR 
JUDICIAL BRANCHES. 
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I 	 CENTRAL ADPUNISTRAT,IVE TRIBUNAL, 
BANALORE BENCH. 

'S 
OR IC INAL -̀A,  0CA1I()I Nd. 251' '1994 

,( TUESDAY, THE 27TH DAY OF SEPTEPBER, 94 

SHRI V. RAPIAKRISHNAN 	 .., 	NEPIBER (A) 

SNRI A.N. VU3JPNARADHYA 	... 	PIEMBER (3) 

-. 	 Betwed 

PI.t.sSuprane Comes, 	 -. 
D/oShri Anthony Comae, - - 
Najor, working as Of fics Assietant, 
'Office of the District Com,ajnicatiOn, 
Karwar, Karnataka. 	 - ... •. -- Applicant 

(By AdUocate Shri R. Sharath Chandra 

And 

1. The UniOn of India, 
by it. Se'rItaiy, 
Dept. of T.lecomnunicatiai 69 

New Delhi. 

.2. The Cera1 Nanager, 
Telecommunications In 
Karnataka, Bangalore. 

3. The Director of TelBCOmflUfli 
cationa, P%galore area, 
pnga]ora, S.K. 

.'-..- 	-'•-. 

The Diettict Engineer, 
Telecommunications, 

--=-- ---:-- 	'-'-k— '- 	------= -=--= -= ±- -= 
The AccoufltB.OffiOer. 

4 	
- 	- Office-of the -DistriCt- 	-- -. 	 --- 

e1BcommLJfliCetiOfl6 'RiepQidanti 

( By Advocate Shri t'l.S. PadmarajaiaP*, Sani.r 
Standing Counsel for Ce'itra1 Govt. ) 

_- 	 ORDER 

61 Shri V. Ramakri8tTafl, Nember (A) 

The applicant, PIles Supreme Comes who is a Telecom Offics 
LAJ 

is aggrieved by the action of the dartm.nt in imposing Assistan 

.. 



I 

. the penalty or stoppage of increment for one year without cumultiv. 

effect. As per the memor,enck,m dated 6.12.90 as at Annexure A-39  this 

penalty was confirmed by the appellate authority by its order dated 

31.1.91 as at Annexure A-5 and also by the revising authority by its 

order dated 16.6.92 as at Annexure A-?. 

2. 	
On receipt of some public complaints, the department initiated 

proceedings under Rule 16 of ccs (ccA) Ruls4 and served a memorandum 

of s* charges on the applicant. After considering her reply, the 

disciplinary authority held that the Charges, namely, wrong valuation 

and miasarting of trunk call tickets and wrong valuation of trunk call 

charges, improper maintenance of trunk accounting register and allege-

tian against the supervisory start, were held proved. The dieciplinery 

authority observed that even though the gravity of the offence commit,. 

ted by the accused officiel called for a deterrent action, a lenient 

view was being taken since the applicant had a long way to go in the 

department and passed an order withdrawing one increment for one year 

without cuulative effect. As brought out earlier, this was confirmed 

by the appellate authority and the revising  authority. 

We have heard Shri R. Sharath Chandra for the applicant and 

Shri M.S. Padmarajaish, the learn ed Swiior Standing Co.nsé1. 

Shri Sharath Chandra submits that the proceedings were initi-

ated against the applicant on account of bias by her superiors. He 

further argues that the department should have taken a reformatory 

approach rather than a legalistic and stern approach. He also states 

that the Concerned authorities did not apply their minds while 

.0 	inflicting/ confirming the penalty. 
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5. 	We notice that the disciplinary authority LB the AcCounta 

officer#  Karwar and the appellate authority is the Telecom D1*rict 

Engineer, Karwar. The revising authority is Adviser, Human Resources 

Development of the Department of Telecornmunicationà, Now Delhi. We 

do not find it possible to accept the plea that all of them were 

prejudied against the applicant. Besides, there were specific 

charges against the applicant which were gone into and the competent 

authorities took the view that charges levelled were proved. We also 

find that the orders of the disciplinary authority, appellate authority 

and the revising authority are not vagie or sketchy, The order of the 

disciplinary authority is a speing order. The points raised by the 

applicant in appeal/ revision petition have been con8idered by the 

concerned authorities before they came to their findings. We find 

from the records that the decision making process in this case cannot 

be faulted and that the applicant has not been able to adduce any 

material in support of her contentions. As regards the stand that a 

reformatory approach should have been taken, it is not for us to give 

any such direction. fom the material before usc hold that the 

department has not been unduly harsh Iiin their .acto'-' 

We may also .rsfer.to,thder of the revising authority W$& •  

/?1( 

	

	 wta passed on 16.6.92 an 	at the applicant approached us only in 

)rIary 1994. She has not explained the reascn for such delayed 

/älicatian. 

In view of the above, we hold that there is no merit in this 

appliàation and accordingly we dismiss the •same with no order as to 
I 	 - 

TRg COPY costs. 

1echr'Of1ice 	A.N. Vujjanaradhya ) 	 ( V. Ramakrjsfrian ) 

Central AdmiriiStratvo Tribunal Member () 	 Member (A) 

Bangalore Benchi. cv 
Bangalore 


