Central Administrative Tribunal, Principa! Bench

Constable Jal Raj Singh

N, 71L2/R.B

R/o Village Sawda, P.0O. Nizampur

Delhi-g81. Anp

Me. Rachna Tewari, poxy counsel for Ms. Jasvinder Kaur, co

1. Lt. Governor,
. Raj MNiwas, Raj Niwas Road,
Delhi-52
2. Senior Additional Commissioner of Police,
Rashtrapati Bhawan (Sec.),
New Dethi.
3 Deputy Commissicner of Police,

RBashtrapati Bhawan,

AT
New Delhi.
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By Advocate Shri H.L. Jad.
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&. 1t was also pleaded that Rule 20 pertains to a
GoveQ?ment servant who is”Lnlikely to be fit to resume duty but
in this case nofsecond opinion fromnany medical authority was
sought nor it could be ascertained from the medical documents
nrovided by the applicant that there was no reasonable préspect
for the applicant that he would never be fit to return for dulty.
7. His next ground is that the disciplinary authority as
well as the appellate authority had acted in an utmost and biased
manvevvwht}p dealing with the representat ion of the applicant for
treating the pericd of leave.

‘a
2. The regpondents have contested the 0.4, They have
filed their Dountef—affidavit to the OA filed by the applicant
and they claim that neither applicant sent his medical papers nor
any intimation to the senior officers at his previcus place of
posting or his new place of posting and absented himself at his
own will

v
a. They have further pleaded that they were of the opinion
that the applicant avoided to proceed to the new place of
nosting
10, I have heard the learned counsel for the parties and
have gone through the recordé
11, At the outset I may mention that this Tribunal while
deciding an application in such like disciplinary matters is not
to git over as an appellate authority - ovel the departmental
authorities. The Jurisdiction of the Tribunal is only to see
whether any illegality has been ocommitted by the disciplinary
authority or the appellate authority while proceedings with the
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departmental case. The role of the Tribunal is definitely not to
reanpraise the evidence led hefore the enquiry officer or the
disqjﬁlinary authority

12 In this nase, admittedly, a show cause notice was given

to which a reply was filed by the applicant and after considering

2] .
his reply, the disciplinary authority had passed the order
treating hig leave ag leave without pay. Similarly the appellate
authority had =also considered his reply and had passed the

13, The learned counsel for the applicant was unable to

followed by the disciplinary authority and how the nproceedings
conducted by the disciplinary authority are illegal or irregular
and are liable to be guashed

14 Though this ocourt is not supposed tc reappraise the
evidence ve from the perusal of the reply to the show  cause

tice issued hy the disciplinary authority, I find that the

C D
applicant herein had given a contradictery reply to  the show
cause notice béoguse in that reply he had mentiéned about the
complicated case of delivery of his wife in which case he wasg
involved for a period of 2,1/2 months. Assuming for the sake of
arguments that he was buéy with the complicated case of delivery
of his wife, but that did not debar him to  inform his
anthorities/senior officers regarding his leave and in any case

ground made to quash the impugned orders narticularly when there

is no violation of any leave rule on principle of natural
justice.
15, Hence, in view of the above, the 0A Tai
accordingly dismissed. No costs.
. ( Kuldip Singh )
¢e-= - .. .- Member(Judl)
/Rakesh/ '




