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Open Court

CENTRAL ADVMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHARAD BENCH

Allshabad this the 7th December 1994,

Review Application no. 170 of 1988

in

Original Application no, 1157 of 1987.

Hon'ble Mr. Justice B.C. Saksena, Vice-Chairmaen
Hon'ble Mr., K. Muthukumar, administrative Member.
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Raghunath Prasad Yadav, s/o

Lete shri B,D. Yadav,

Sub Post Master, Ha lispur Sub post Office, SPN Haliapur
Dist. sultanpur, Vvill, & p.O. pandre Ataula, pistt

Sultanpur,

C/A sShri R.K. Tiwari

Vers us

l. Supdt. Posts Sultanpur,
2- D.P, Se Allahabad-l.

C/R =—

L Ap[licant

v e ave Hespondents

—ORDER (Orsl)

Hon'ble Mr, Justice B.C. Saksena, V.C.

We have hecrd the
applicant in Review Applicat

the review application three

lecrnecd counsel for the

1o no, 170 of 1983, In

{Lctl,m

LETIOrs are stated to have
Ry

a:cuﬁed in the order Passed in 0,A. no, 1156 of 1987.

These gre:-

a, n page no, 2 line no, 2 it is stated that

i enquiry was held,
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B In line no,

10 of the same page it is stated
Inquiry Officer held

the applicant
Tesponsible for lhe loss of ks, 3100/-, 4

On page no, 3 line no,

that the

c. 28 3 it is stateg
that the misconduct of the applicg

Nt was established
beyond doubt in this Enquiry,

S} In line no, 11l of

the same Page it is state.q
that after Consideration of the enquiry Teport,

24 In the review petition it has been stategd
that there Was no Enquiry Officer and no enquiry Teport
Only preliminary enquiry
the concerned I.P.O.

was submitied, wWas made by

-1lnesses, submi t

Nis own defence witnesses ang finally to submit hic

brief,

-

3 We have gone through the order

CA no, 1157/87,

Place in the Order. They have to be read in the light
facts pleaded by the parties,

The applicant

fs« 3100/~ frem the épplicant,

vas held which Tevealed that

the leather Cash bag w e in a such size

@5 Dearing g hol

that 3 finger can De ins

erted in the leather cash bag,
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1t was further indic.ted in the counter affidavit
that a charge sheet under rule 16 of the CCS (CCA rules)

e

was served upon the applicant,

2. in the rejoinder affidavit the applicant

als> referred to t he preliminary enquiry and also
stated that the punishment order was passed holding the
applicent responsible for the loss. In the rejoinder

affidavit a reference tothe encuiry is to be found.

6. The conclusion and observation in the order

were c learly based on the pleadings of the parties.

7. in view of this, the epplicetion does noOl raise any
ground contemplated by povision of order 47 rule 1 of
CPC, which is taken into consideration for deciding the

review petition,

g Through the review petition, vi¥tual rehearing
of the merits of the case cannot be permitted. Review

Fetition no. 170 of 1988 .is, therefore, misconcieved

¥

and ir rejectec.
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f.fe:r-.ber-ﬁ. Vice-Chairman
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