CENTRAL ADMINIS TRATIVE TRIB?JNA;L, ALLAHABAD
Review Application No. 475 of 1990(L)
In '
Registration O.A. No.274 of 1989 (L)

Swami Dayal Mishra coree ‘Applicant
| Versus |
Union of India & Others e..... ReSpondents

" Hon Mr.,Justice K.Nath, V.C.
Hon.Mr.K.J.Raman, Member(A)

(By Hon.Mr,K.Nath, V.C.)

This is an application for review of our judgemengj
dated 6.7 1990 wherehy the applicant s petition for
quashing the order of his dismissal from service was
dismiseed;j | '

- : o | 2. The applicant was working as.E.D.B.PfM. and used
 to deal with Moneylorders. ﬁelwas charged for %fe having

misappropriated certain money order amounts and to have

placed forged vouchers of payment on record.

3. - The various points raised by him in the original -

application were considered and rejected. 1In this Review

Application two points have Been emphas ized. Firstly, he

had applied for copies and inspection of sevewﬂdocuments
of which only two were furnished and third was shown on

- :  the remaining six were neither shown nor furnished. The
defence was that the documents which were not shown were

" not relevant. An obssetvation was made by this Bench that
the applicant ﬁad not filed the copy of the applicationr
'by which he had called for the documents/nor he hed

| stated tﬁe-relevancy of each‘of the documents to enable
the Trisunal to find out whether they were relevant or not
It was noticed that the Inquiry Officer had recorded

reasons for his view that the documents were irrelevant

and that the applicant had failed to show that the
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-reasons were invalid. With this Review Application a .
copyY of’thekapplication dated 11.1.88, Annexure-A only
for inSpection. not copy of papers, has »een filed. We
cannotvtake notice of this document now kecause it cannot.
pe said to e any rew material which could »e a easis for
review.
.4._ , The‘seoond ground is that relevant pages of Mail
3 :¥E' ' i Peon Register wthh was used in the course of the'enquiry
e ‘had been replaced but that Register was not produced
" pefore the Trikunal.. According to the applicant this
- Triwunal should have‘asked the Department to. produce the
Register for its own inSpection in order to enakle it to
arrive at the findings whether the Register had been -
—~—— - - | tamperedAor not. 1n para 8 of the judgement under review
it is clearly stated that a copy of the Inquiry's report
which was‘read over at the time of hearing showed that the
Inquiry'Officer had recorded cogent reasons for his view
that the pages.of Mail Peon Register had not een replaced
The Trisunal did not consider. it necessary, in the '
L circumstances to summon the Register suo motu. In doing
. so,the Trihunal had not comnitted any error apparent on‘
the face of.the record. ‘ |
5, .  One more ground stated in the Review Application
is that the orders of the disciplinary authority and the
appellate authority were non speaking orders This aspect
of the case had been fully considered in the judgement |

- '~ under review and does not call for any reconsideration.

The Review Applzzg%;zn is dismissed.
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4gmher—fh+————m Vice Chairman

pated the_ 4. _oct.,1990.
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