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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

R.A.NO.277/99 in 0.A.No0.210/96

Hon’ble Shri Justice Ashok Agarwal, Chairmah
Hon’ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member(A)

New Delhi, this the {/*~ day of January, 2000

Jag Mohan Bhandari

s/o late Shri R.S.D.Bhandari

ageed 52 years

r/o House No.7, T-Block

Shukker Bazar, Uttam Nagar

NEW DELHI - 110 059. ... Applicant

Vs.

.Union of India through
the Secretary

Ministry of Defence
Govt. of Inida

South Block, DHQ PO
New Delhi - 110 011.

.The JS (Trg.) & CAO
Ministry of Defence
South C-II Block
Dalhousie Road

DH@Q PO

NEW DELHI - 110 011.

.Shri H.M.Naik

§.C.S.0.

DGQRA

Ministry of Defence

G-Block, DHQ PO

New Deihi - 110 011. ... Respondents

ORDER (By Circulation)

By R.K.Ahooja, Member(A)

The review petitioner had come before this
Tribunal against the order of the disciplinary
authorify : 1mp03%§7 a punishment of stoppage _of
increments of pay for twb years without cumu1at1ve
eﬁfect. The allegation against the applicant related
to: the misplacing of certain documents including the
cash. register. One of the grounds for impugnhing the
order of the discip1{nary authority was that the
Drawing and Disbursing Officer cum Vigilance Officer
was prejudiced against the applicant as certain

defects pointed out by the applicant in regard to the



T

short comings py his predecessor invoived the DDO
himself. However this contention of the epp1icant

was rejected py the Tribunal in the impugned order.

i1t was concluded py the Tribunal that since according

to the respondents it was u1t1mate1y found that thereé
was no short payments therefore there could not‘ have
peen any reason for the Drawing & Disbursing officer
to feel threatened. Iin the RA the petitioner has
sought TO show that the £inding of the Tribunal on
this_aspect was not correct as there actually nhad been
shortage in regard tO the disbursement py the previous

cashier.

2. we do not consider that the submissions
made py the petitioner snow that there is any patent
error on the face of record in respect of the 1mpugned
order of the TribdnaT. 1t was the conclusion of the
Tribunal that there was no pasis 1O allege malafide
against the DDO cum yigilance officer. The material
question pefore the Tribunal was nhot whether there was
any shortages or irregu]arities committed py the
previous cashier put whether there was any evidence
pefore the'disc1p1inary authority which could possib]e
have 1ead tO the app1jcant peing found guilty- After

considering the c©aseé, in para b of the order the

Tribunal came tO the conclusion that there was,

material availablie pefore the discip\inary authority
for its finding- 1t was On that basis that the OA was

dismissed.

3. we might mention that it is not for the
Tribunal o Jjudge whether the conclusion of the

disciplinary authority was right or wrong. 1% has to



eXamine; in judicial review, the manner in which the
discipiinary authprity reaches its conclusion and to
see whether there'Was any violation of statutory rules
or of principles of natural justice. So long as the
applicant had proper oppoftunity to produce his
defence and so long as there was some material on the
basis of which the finding of the discipliinary was
possible, thé Tribunal cannot interfere or act as an

appellate court.

4, In view of the above position, it 1is
futile for the petitioner to ask us to go again into
the evidence with a view to see whether the conclusion
of the disciplinary authority was warranted on the

basis of available evidence.

5. In the result, finding no merit in the RA,

the same is hereby summarily dismissed.
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