
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD. 
* * 

O.A. 155/91. 	 Dt. of Decision 	26,4,1,994. 

T. Viswanadham 
	 Applicant 

vs 

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

The Télpcorn Distt. Engineer, 
Srilcakulem - 532 050. 

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

Counsel for the Applicant 	Mr. C. Suryanarayana 

Counsel for the Resnondents: Mr, N.R. Devaraj, Sr. CCSC. 

CORAM: 

TUE HON'BLE SI-iRI A.B. GORTHI 	MEMBER (ADI4N.) 

THE HON' BLE SHRI T. CHANDRASERHARA REDDY MEMBER (JUDL.) 
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Judgement 

j As per the Hon'ble Sri A.B. Gorthi, Member (A) j 

The grievance of the applicant arises out of t 

impugned order of pena'lty imposed by the Disciplinary 

Authority which was subsequently reduced by the Appellate 

Authority. Whereas the Disciplinary Authority imposed the 

penalty of withholding of one increment fbr two years, 

the Appellate Authority after having considered the appeal 

of the applicant reduced the penalty to that of withholding 

of one increment for one year. The applicant prays that 

the penalty be set aside with all consequential benefits. 

The applicant had put in 19 years of unblemished 

service, when on 3-8-89 he was served with a charge memo. 

The charge alleged. thatas the seniormost Operator looking 

after the ticket work, the applicant failed to report the 

loss of tickets on 24-4-89 and that as per the Log Book 

the missing trunk call tickets. On that charge of negligent 

performance of duty he was called upon to submit his expla—

nation, The applicant gave a detailed explanation stating 

that he was not at all responsible for the loss of the 

tickets and that he hardly had the opportunity to 

and report the loss on 24-4-89. Despite the elaborate 

statement of the applicant in defence of his charge, the 

Disciplinary Authority found him guilty and imposed the 

penalty. On his appeal, the Appellate Authority took a 

lenient view and reduced the punishment$. 

Heard learned counsel for both the parties. 
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4. 	Shri C. Suryanarayana, learned counsel for the 

applicant explained the various circumstances of the case 

in great detail to show that the applicant ought not to 

have been found guilty of the charge. We need not t& 

recqitulate all the various circumstances narrated in 

'Jytu 
defence of the applicant. It is -suffice to state that 

the various factors brought out in defence of the applicant 

were duly considered by the Disciplinary Authority as also AZ 

Appellate Authority. This is not a case where -- can come 

to the conclusion that there is no evidence at all to sub—

stantiate the finding of guilty en- 'this charge. In view of 

this, it will be difficult for us)in an application of this 

nature to reassess or to re?valuate  the evidence and come 

to -the- conclusion d-52-rorr-od from that of the Disciplinary 

Authority. So long as the finding of the Disciplinary 

Authority is £o&.d to be reasonable, not f A*e'&.ees and 

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

Tribunal to interfere with the finding of the Disciplinary 

Authority. 

S. 	cm the question of the penaL ty imposedwe find 

that it is not disproportionate to the gravity of the charge. 
- t— 

In any case it cannot be said to be so uncawt e_tatlt4-&as to 

the warrant or interference. 

6. 	During the course of arguments, as we were perusing 

the material before us)  that the respondents,h s as in the 

Confidential Report of the applicant for the year 1989n902 

endorsed an adverse entry stating that "he was issued charge 

sheet under Rule 16, and one increment was stopped for loss 

of tickets". There was nothing in the counter to explain 

as to how and under what authority the minor penalty 

imposed upon the applicant was shown as an adverse remark 
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in the Confidential Report, that too for the year 189-0 

when in ?act the Appellate Authority passed the final order 

on 15-4-90. in. these circumstances, we direct the respondents 

to expunge the said remark from the CR of the applicant for 

the year 19B9-90. 

7. 	Subject to our above observations and directions, the 

Tc p-t2 - 
QA is 	 no order a's to costs. 

eddy) 	 f.GOT (I. Chandrasekhara 
Member (j) 	 Member (A) 

Dt. 26-4-1994 
Upen Court dictation 

km v 
	 Deputy Registrar(Judl.) 

Copy to:- 

1. Secretary, Department of Telecommunications, Union of 
India, New Delhi-fbi, 

2, Ins Telecom Distt, Engineer, Srikakulam-050. 

The Sub-Divisional Officer, Telecom, Palasa-222. 

One copy to Sri. C.Suryanarayana, advocate, CAT, Hyd. 

One copy to Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd. 

5.' One copy to Library, CAT, }-Iyd. 

7. One spare copy. 
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CHECKED 87 	 APPROVED BY 

IN THE; CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIB Ji'JAL 
HYDERA3AD BENCH AT HYDERADAD 

to  

THE HON1  LIE MR. JqSTICE V . NEELADRI RAt) 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

A4D 

THE HON'DI.E MR.A.B.GORTHI a MEMBER(AD) 

AND 

THE HON' BLE IIR.TCCFWWRASEICIiAR REDDY 
MEI4BER(JUDL)• 

AD. 

THE HON' BLE MR .Rj RANGARAJPIN  

Dated; 

_QBDE WJUIY3 MENT 

1cc-/41 
O.A.NO. 

.drnited and Interim DirectionF 
Issued. 

j,%4low d 

Dispos 	of with directiotjs 
Jr 

snu6sed. 

ilisrnissed as wjthdrawtv. 

Disn\ssed for Lefault. 

Rejec e d/Ordered. 

_<-4o order as to costs. 
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