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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERARAD.
) * %

0.A., 155/91, D+, of Decision : 26,4.%994,

T, Viswanadham .. Applicant
Vs

1, Union of India rep. by
the Secretary,
Department of Telecommunications,
New Delhi -~ 110 001,

2, The Telecom Distt. Engineer,
“Srikakulam - 532 050,

3. The Sub~ Divisional Officer, :
Telecom, Palasa-532 222, .. Respondents,

Counsal for the Applicant : Mr, C. Suryanarayana

Counsel for the Respondentss Mr. N,R, Devaraj, Sr. CGSC,

CORAM
TiE HON'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI : MEMBER (ADMN,)

THE P@N'BLE SHRI T. CHANDRASEXKHARA REDDY : MEMBER (JUDL.)
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0,A.No,155/91 Dt. of order: 26-4-1994

Judgament
Y As per the Hon'ble Sri A.B, Gorthi, Member (A) ¥

The grievance of the applicant arises out of /N
impugned order of penalty imposed by the Disciplinary
Authority which Qas subseguently reduced by the Appsellate
Authority., !Jhereas the Disciplinary Authority imposed the
penalty of uithﬁalding of ong incremaent for tuo years,
the Appellate Autheority after having considered the appeal
of the applicant reduced the penalty to that of uiﬁhholding
of one increment for one year, The applicant prays that

the penalty ba set aside with all consequential bensfits.

2. The gpplicant had put in 19 years of unblemishad
service,when on 3-8-89 he was served with a charge memo.
The charge alleged that>as the seniormost Operator laokiﬁg
after ths ticket work, the applicant failed to {gport the
loss of tickets on 24=-4-89 and that as per the Log BoakjA
the missing trunk call tickets., 0On that charge of negligent
performance of duty’he was called upon to submit his expla~
nation, The applicant gave a detailed explamation stating
that he was not at all responsible for the loss of the
tickets and that he hardly had the opportunity to ggéﬁéﬁ_(;
and report the loss on 24-4=89, QDespite the elaborate
statement of the applicant in defancs of his charge, the
Disciplinary Authority found him guilty and imposed the
penalty., O0On his appeal; tha Appellate Authority toock a

lenient view and reduced the punishmentg.

3. Heard learned counsel for both the parties.
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4, Shri C. Suryanarasyana, learned counsel for the
applicant explained the variocus circumstances of the case
in great detail to show that the applicant ocught not to
have been faund éuilty of the charge. Ue nesed not bEmr A~
4 @& recasitulate all the various circumstances narratad in
defance of the applicant. It %ggsuffice to state that
the various factors brought out in defence of the applicant
were duly considered by the Disciplinary Authority as also A
vz, A
Appellate Authority, This is not a case where ese can come
to the conclusion’that there is no evidence at all to sub-
gtantiate the finding of guilty aﬁsihgé'charge. In vieuw of
{in an application of this
nature to reassess or to r@%valuate the svidence and come

k d’:' —:-.‘" I3 ) -
to &he conclusion di d Prom that of the Disciplinary

this, it will be difPicult FPor us

Authority. So long as the finding of the Disciplinary
g Lewieii

Authority is. ,to be reasonable, not f£riuglews and

is supported by the evidence on record, it iqhot for the

Tribunal to interfere with the finding of the Disciplinary

Authority.
G .
5. +rom the guestion of the pana. ty impaseqjue find

that it is not disproportionate to the gravity'af the charge.
In any case it cannot be said to be so UnCumﬂﬁmbhﬁbLlas to
the warrant or interference,

6. During the course of arguments, as we were perusing
the material before uarggat the raspondents)hsw@-in the
Confidential Report of the applicant for the year 1989-9q,h2
endorsed an adverse entry stating that "he was issued charge
shaet under Rule 16, and one incremaent uas stappad for loss
of tickets". There was nothing in the counter to explain
gﬁﬂ’ae to how and under what auﬁhority the minor penalty

impassed upon the g plicant was shoun as an adverse remark
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in the Confidential Repert, that too for the year 1989-90

when in fact the Appellate Authority passed the final order

on 15-4-90. 1n theses circumstances, we direct the respondents
to expunge the said remark from the CR of the applicant for

the ysar 1985-90.

Te Subject to our above observations and directions, the

i 4 ng’ M\{I: s
DA isfﬁigggsad;’ead no order as to costs.
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(T. Chandrasekhara| Reddy) ( A.B., Corthi )
Member {(3) Member (A)

Dt, 26=4=1994
Open Court dictation
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LTS
Kmy Deputy Registrar(Judl.)
Copy tot=

1. Secretary, Department of Telscommunications, Union aof
India, New Delhi=001,

2. Tne Telecom Distt. Enginear, Srikakulam-050,

3, The Sub-Divisional Officer, Telecom, Palasa=222,

4, -One copy to Sri. C.Suryanarayana, advocata, CAT, Hyd o
5, One copy to Sri. N.R.,Devaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.

6o One copy toc Library, CAT, Hyd.

7+ 0One spars copy.
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- IN THE CENYRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBJJAL

HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERADAD
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TEE HON'ZLE MR.JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAQC
VICE CHAIRMAN

AND

THE HON'BLE MR,A.B.GORTHI 3 MEMBER(AD)
AND

" THE HON' BLE MR .TCCHANDRASEKHAR "REDDY

n,E“BER(uUDL)
AND

* THE HON'BLE MR.R,RANGARAJAN s M(ADMY)
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