DENTRAL ﬂDNINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL

‘Second Floor,

. 2.« _ Commerciel Complex,-
N .o+ . T=e - Inditanagar, ..
x T “~“Bengalore~560 038. JV
Dated' o 6OCT 9/1
| . NPPLICKTIGN ND(s) 254 0f1994 g o
| 392132§n££§2 - - , '“e~20ndsn§£§)
l%lss.Supreme Gomes, v/s. ‘Secretary,Deptt.of Telecommlcatlon,
e - o

1. Sri.R.Sharath Chandra,

Nevt Delhi and others.

Advocate,No.5/62,59th Cross, P
Pdﬁrth Block »Raj ajinagar.Bangalore-lO. .

2-  Sri. M.S. Padmarajaiah, Senlor Central

-Government Standing Counsel,
High Court Bulldlng,Bangalore-560001._

' SUBJECT; Forwarding of copies of the Urder passed by

the Central Administrative Tribunal,Banqalore Bench'
‘ Bangalore.

Please find: enclosed hereuith a copy of the ORBER/

STAY/INTERIM ORDER. passed.by.this Tribunal in the above sald

applicatlun(s) on JzzthNSeptambaz,lQ94.
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’ - o © CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
e B | ~ BANGALORE BENCH.
t 4 OR TG INAL "APPLICATY |
| | _ { TUESDAY, THE 27TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 94
i | SHRI-V. RAMAKRISHNAN  ees  MEMBER (A)
) SHRI AN . VUJIANARADHYA ees  MEMBER ()

Between s

Mi ss Suprems GComes,

D/o Shri Anthony Gomes, -

Major, working as Office Assistant,
0ffice of the District Communication,

‘Karwar, Karnataka. . " ees . Applicant
| (By Addocate Shri R. Sharath Chandre 3
- And _
1. The Union of India, , _ o
by its Secretary, Sm T T e TR
Dept. of Telecommunications,
; New Delhi.
.2, The ‘Gent'a'rél Manager, - T ' E
Telecommunications in :
Karnataka, Bangalore.
3, The Director of Telecommuni-
cations, Mangalore area,
4 Mangalore, S.K.
’ 4, The District Engineer,
Telecommunications, _
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( By Advocate Shri M.S. padmarajaiah, Senier
Standing Counsel tor Central Govt. )

ORDER
Shri V. Ramakrishnan, Member (A)

fhe applicant, fMiss Supreme GComes who is a Telecom Office

Assistant is sgorieved by tﬁe action of the department in imposing

ese2/=



-2-

the penalty of stoppage of increment}for one year without cumulative
effect. As per the memorandum dated 6.12,90 as at Annexure A=3, this
penalty was confirmed by the appellate authority by its order dated
31.1.91 as at Annexure A=5 and 8lso by the revising authority by its

order dated 16,6,92 as at Annexure A-7.,

2, On receipt of some public complaints, the department initiated
proceedings under Rule 16 of CCS (CCA) Rule.4 end served a memorandum
of.39ﬁ5 charges on the applicent. After considering her reply, the
disciplinary authority held that the Charges, namely, wrong valuatioen
and missorting of trunk call tickets and wrong valuation of trunk call
charges, improper maintenance of trunk accounting fegieter and ellega~
tion against the Supervisory statt, were held proved. The disciplinary
suthority observed that even though the gravity of the orfence commit~
ted by the accused official called for a deterrent action, a lenient
view was being taken eince thi applicant had a long way to go in the
department and passed an order withdrawing one increment for one year
without cumulative effect, As brought out earlier, this was confirmed

by the appellate suthority and the revising euthority,

3e We have heard Shri R. Sharath Chandrs for the applicant and

Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, the learned Sendor Standing Counsgel.

4, Shri Sharath Chandre submits that the proceedings wers initi-
ated against the applicant on account of bias by her superiors. He
further argues that the department should have taken a retormatory
approach rather than a legalistic and stern approach. He also states
that the concerned suthorities did not apply their minds while

inflicting/ confirming the penalty.
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S. I-‘IUe notice that the'd;sciplinary.guthority is the Accounts
Ofl’:lcer,l[ Karwar sand the éppellate au'thority is the Telecom Digrict
ZEnginee'iL, Karware The revising authority is Adviser, Human Resources
Devdog%‘ent, of the Department of ;relécoqmunicatime, N;u Delhi, Qe
do not :f:lnd it possibic to accept the plea that all ot them were
prejudnl:ed againét the ebplicant. Besidas, 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.th!at'the orders of the disciplinary ahthority, appellate authority

and thq’[ revising iuthority are not vague or sketchy, The order of the
diocipiinary suthority is a speaking order. The pointe raiaed by the
applica[nt in appeal/ revision petition have been considered by the
concemed_ authoritiee before they came to their tindings. Wde find
from tl;':e records thai the decision making process in this case cannet
be f‘au,llted and that the applicant has not been able to adduce any
material in support of her contentions. As regards the stana that a
refom}atory approach should have been taken, it is not for us to give

any such direction- from the material before us,’w;e hold that the

department has not been unduly ‘harsh o their actes™
f "4

uas paesed on 16,6.92 and iavi the applicant spproached us only in

)Jsntaty 1994, She has not explained the reasonj for such delayed

)~

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

applihation and accordingly we dismiss t‘he same with no order as to
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( A. N. Vujjanaradhya ) . ( V. Remakrishnan )

Central Administrative Tribunai Member (3J) ' Member (A)
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e may also .refer.-*to'uthe}ar,dar of the revising authority which'




