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Iﬁ THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL :HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

Ma 62/95

0.2.846/91 Date of order: S —/ — 95
Between

A.Mukteshwar Rao ' .. Applicant

and

1. The Superintendant of Postoffices
Nalgonda Division
Nalagonda
2. The Director of Postal Services
Hyderabad Region,Hyderabad(AP)
(Northern Region, Hyderabad) .. Respcndents -
Counsel for the Applicant s$: Mr P,Rattiah
Counsel for the respondents :: Mr Raghava Reddy N.V,.
CORAM:
HON'BLE SHRI A.V,, HARIDASAN, MEMBER (JUDL.)
HON'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI, MEMEER(ADMN)

—————

As_per Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridssan, Member (J)

The applicant in the CA has filed this review
applicafion beyond the period stipulated for filing a-
review application. He has therefore, filed MA 62/95
for cordeonation of the delay of 18 days on the ground
thaf the applicent was not feeling well and therefore, he Pl

could not file the review application in time.

2. Having gone through the un-numbered review applicatiqn
and the order sought to be reviewed, it is seen that the
review acplicant has not brought out any error apparent
on the face of the records or that, any material, which,

if brought tc the notice of the Bench, at the time when
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To

1. The Superintendent of Post 0Offices,
Nalgonda Divisien, Nalgonda.

2. The Director of Postal Services
Hydaerabad Ragion, Hydsrabad (Aﬁsr
(Northarn Region Hyderabad)

3. One copy to Mr.P,Rathaiah, Advocate,CAT,Hyderabad.
4. One copy to Mr.N.V.Raghsva ‘Reddy, Addl.tesc,CAT,Hyderabad.

5. One copy to Library,C AT, Hydarabadj

6. One spares copy.
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the OA was heard, would have changed the decision, eﬁp now

available, The review applicent is challenging the wisdom
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of the finding on the grounds which were already advanced

e . 1
in the OA but were rejected. The statement in the review
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application that the Tribunal did not mamk make =zvailable to

, ]

'&Lthe applicant the file relating tc the departmental proceedings

cﬁkjﬁbééf/;he decision wasg rested on the perusesl of the file, has

resulted in unfairness to him. Theje is no substasnce in this
allegastion. During the course of Gf/g, the relevant
fites—and proceedings weeé rot‘wbe¢~, given tc¢ the applicant.
The file relating to the inquiry was necessary for our perusal
to satisfy ourselves whether the inguiry was held properly;
Therefore, the fact that these $iles were not made available

tc the applicant canncot be held out as a reascon for reviewing

the order. . . Finding that the applicant has not made out

prima fdcie st there is any error apparent cn the face of

the records or any cther circumstances warranting the review

we reject the review application by circulation.
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(A.B.GCRTHL) . (2,V.HARIDASAN)
Member { Admn ) Member {Judl,)

Dated: 1995 l S
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T CHECKED BY APPRTVID BY

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIGU: ..
: HYDERA BAD BE NCH

THE HON'BLE $HRI A .V, HARIDASAN: MEMBZ 700

AND

THE HON'BLE SHRI ﬂ.B.GDHTHI:'MEMBER-Ql}

DATED B ((-75

. ‘ ORDER/JUBGMENT .
. o - MLALNO/RePNET/ETDND, 6 2 [T _
N L4 RAEENG 36 359>
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\ - ' ) o Admitted and Interim diractions
‘ o issﬁsf.

- "Alloukd. e ‘. /

“Disposed\ of with directions

Dismissed, ' . ‘

Dismissed ke uvithdrawn . -
Digsmissed for default

Ce—
Rejected /Brderad.

No order bg\fo cpsfs;‘
- Y-
YLKR -






