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Shri Justice V,5. Malimath.

The petitioner, Shri Shiv Raj Singh, was subjected
to a disciplinary inquiry in respect of four charges, inter
alia, alleging’ that' he ! misbsed. his officialpasition duri ng
the period he was yorking as Telecom UFF%pe.Assis£anf in the
office of the DE Telégraph; Aligarh and @mbezzlea Goue;nment
morey, thus failing to maintain abéolute infegrity_and écting

in a manner unbecoming of a Governmert servant, In his
written statement to the shou causetnotice, he admitted the
charges, Subsequently, he gas given one more opportunity

stion

Even when the second Opportunity
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uas»given, all that he was abls to say Qégf that he is

the only earning member and has 0ld parents to maintain
and thus pleaded For-a lenient punishment; That the
petitioner.deﬁosited the mdney said to have béen‘embezzled
by him promptly and without demur gives Furthef support to
the conduct of the petitidner in admitting -his guilt, In
view of this background, the only question that the dis-

. éiplinary authority had to examine was in_:egard to appropriate
punishment to be impbsed on the betitioner. The disciplinary
'authority by its order, ﬂnnexure R.2, impesed the penalty
of redueing thé pay of the petitioner to Rs,260/- p.m, the
minimum in the scale of Rs.260-480, for a period ﬁf five
years with cumulative-effect, Cn appeal, the appellste
authority while cencurring with the ‘disciplinary .authority
in holding that the petitioner is guilty of the charges

- levelled against him, modified the punishment by its order
Annéxpfe A-1 dated 12,10.1989 making it more lenient than
the one imposed by the disciplinary authority. What the
appellate authority has done is to taketéuay'tha CUM U=
lative effed of the penalty'imposed. Thus, after expiry of
five yesars, the-petitioner would get the benefitbﬁ. increments
which he failed toc get during the punishment period of five
yearsy He will only be lesing the emoluments which he would
havé got had the incremaﬁts been.grantéd from time to time.
The appeilate authofity has thus reduced the penalty imposed
by the disciplinary authority,

2. In this background; we fsil to see how we can
irterfere uith the decision of the disciplinary authority

" as modified by the appellate authority, In Qiew of the
clear admission of the petitioner, the findings on merit

q//qannot be assailed, On the question of punish%ént, it is
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well settled that it is a matter of discretion for the
authorities and not for the Tribunal to interfere with

the same. It is not possible in the circumstances to

say that the punishment imposed is unreasonable or

excessive, Having regard to the nature of the charges
held proved, we are inclined to say that the punishment

imposed is rather very much on the lenient side. Hence,

‘there is no good ground to interfere in this case., This

petition fails and is dismissed, No costs.,
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