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Heard tha learned counsel for the applicant. The 

applicci,nt has cha11~ng.::d the ordeI· Annexur~ A-1 dct.;:d 6.5.91 

and th·? ordiar dated 15.4.91.. The applicant was issut:d charge­

she•3t in March, 1987 and a ft~r recording the evidence of the 

witnesses the enquiring aL1thority submitted the report. The 

matter · .. -.ras referred for opinion of the Union public .5arvice 

Commission and the Union Public Servic~ Commission examined 

the matter in d~tail eind tendered advice vide l~tter dated 

31.1.91. After careful study tha matter relating to the 

puni.:.hm~nt t.) the ratirad person, it was decided th at taking 

into account the oveI·all gr.;..vity of the charges against Shri 

Tak, the Presidant has accepted the advice tendered by the 
() 

U .P .S .c. <JS t.:, the quantum of cut to ba made in the pansionary 

b~nefits admissible to Shri Tak. Th~ Pre5ident has dt:!cided 

that the entira pen.sion admissible to Shri Tak should be 

withheld permanently. 

2. Mr. M.S. Gupta, appearing on behalf of the applic3nt, 

has submitted,i) that it is a case of no evidence and ii)that 

the punishment awarded i-5 arbitrary and P.fu:versia and the 

quantum should be r~du c8d. Looking t •:J the fact that the 
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applicant is ag~d about 65 y.::.ar:. .:ind ha needs p;ir;sion fur his 

maintainanca, as f.;.r as the first limb of the argumants is 

concern·~d, we hava gone through th~ enquir:y rei:iort and the 

opinion of the U .P .S .c. and other relevant record and we 

consider that it is not a cas.;i in which the Tribunal should 

substitut~ its opinion in place of the disciplinary authority. 
~ 

There is no arbitrax·iness ox· pifi,rv~rsity in th~ mattar of 

finding of guilt. As far as the second limb of the cc;.:s~ is 

concern:d, Mr. Gupta submitt~d that it i.; only a matter of 

threa tickets and th.~ amount involved is not also "ery high. 

It is not a case of one ticket or two tickets or the involva-

marit of th~ amount but it is question of syztem ar.0. unless the 

court ta ka a stringant vio9w in the matter, it will ba vary 

difficult to solv~ tha f•robl.am of corruptiLln, em.'l:>·~zzl~m~nt and 

misconduct in the departm~nts. /Je have gona throu;Jh the order 

Annexure A-1 dated 15.4.9.l and wa are of tha view that th13 

quantum of f•Lmi.3hm2nt a-.'llarded cannot ba said ti:. be arbitrary 

or purverse. 

3. Wa do not find any force in the CA and the same is 

dismi5sed accordingly. 

~ .111_Je.{), .. 1V 
(B.N. DHOJNDI1AL) 

MCMBER (A) 
( D • L • Md.HT A ) 
VICE CHhIRMAN 


