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CENTRAL AOMINISIRATIVE TRIBUNAL
iRINGIPAL BBfCH

NEW DELHI

G,A.No.2290/89 Bate of decisions 14.10.1993.

J.S«Tank *... Applicant.

vs.

Union of India and others,... .Respondents.

Coram;

The Hon*ble Mr Justice S.K.Dhaon,,
Vice Chairman.

The Hon'ble Mr B.M.Ohoundiyal,
Member (a).'®

For the applicants Mr Umesh Mishra, counsel*

For the Resporxiefits; None.

For orders, see Judgment of date

passed in 0.A,No,2281 of 1989.

(B.N.Ohotindiyal) (S.K^haon)
Meniber(A), Vice Chairman

14th Oct, , 1993.
(SD3)
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CBJTRAL ADMINISnwriVE TOIBUNAL
TOMCIBU. bench

DELHI . /

Ok No.22ai)/Ry
with

Qte Ko.22yi.2?92 & 2293 of lawQ

Date of decision: 14.10.1993.

Cft No.2281/Bq

SvPtMishra ••

^OA^229p/ao
J«S,Tank ••

OA No.22^2/ft9

Bankey Lai ••

OA No.22?3/fl0

Q.N.Tandon • •

• • • • •

• • •

• • • ♦ • • •
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vs.

Applicant.

• Applicant.

Applicant.

•••• ..* Applicant.

Union of India and others..............Respondents.
(in all the abovre four O.As)

CorgLS

The Hon'bleMr Justice S.K.Dhaon, Vice Chairman.
The Hon'ble Mr B.N.Dhoundiyai, Memb^(A)*;-

For the applicant:

For the respondents:

Mr Unesh Mishra, counsel.

None.

PER S.KJ^HACM. VICE Oral)

These applications involve the

Sane controvrersy. They have been heard together. Hence

.they are being disposed of by a common judgment.

2. The petitioners, namely, S/^i S.P.Mishra,

J.S.Taaki Bankey Lai and D.N.Tandon were removed

fTom service in the purported exercise of powers
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.und er Rule 14(2) of the Railway Servants (Dis cipline

and Appeal)Ruler,"i968( hereafter referred to the

Rules). It was alleged that they, alongwith some
• \^-sxni lo s nM'' -ucHs • '

others had participated in a strike;- We may ^

note, that the provisions as ccntained in Rule 14(2)
•t vV U

are analogous to the ccsitents of the second proiriso

to Article 311(2) of the Constitution.

3v Shri S«P*Mishra came to this Tribunal '

dcvi476/88, Slifi J.3.Tank preferred^

' ' WNoJl49^8i^^ the aA.No.1487/88
and 3hri ii.ft.Tanddn prlf^reS o^ No. 1488/88 in

this Tribunal. Iri these Q^s; the orders passed
30 V: £ V^! -tO t i :t c.

by the Revisiohal Authority, rejecting their

revision applications, were challenged. This -

^ 5y 3 25th November ,

' 1^]38 d^ioi^ ^e' at^esaid four O.As. It directed.
the revisiorial authoriti^ to give a decision on ^

^ej^co of : itsIn pursHaance to the directions of this

Tribunal, the Revisional Authority vide its coramon

order dated 4th August, 1989, disposed of the

I } revision appli^cafti^oraSM of:the aforesaid few:

petitioners and one another person. It, in ^
substance, held that circumstances had not dianged,

and, therefore, it was not-^i^acticable to hold an

inquiry against the petitioners,- Against the

Said order of the revisional authority these

0,A5 are directed.

4. the Supreme Court in Q.vil Appeal

No. 4681-82 of 1992 on 5th August, 1993 by a

common judgment, disposed of a number of civil

appeals(Unionof India and Qcs vs.R.Reddappa &anr).

The Supreme Court issued certain directions, v^ich

are contained in the operative portion of the

judgment* Qie of the direictions was that the CTployees
^ for h^ing

Mho vere dismissed under Rule 14(2),i^ participated

in the Ioc« staff strike of 1981, shall be restored



•A'

/
/

' ' • rr ' •

• /" 'I-S j" - y J.i: f: ;=-• ^ -.,' i^r;

to their respective post within a period of three
* ' n- -••? r

'•.• f -•v-. i ... . r.. r_7,.

vH::: >

:j ;

months from the date of the judgnent. We would

not re-iterate the other directions givai because

we are directing the respondents to strictly

adhere to "Uie directions given by the Supreme Court.
f: - u

p-jn. :

5.. These applicaticsis succeed and are allowed,

: ^We direct the respondents to restore the petitioners

to their respective posts, vdthin a period of

thre^ months from the date of prescitation of

, a certified copy of this order by any one of the

petitioners before -Uie relevant authority; V?e
, r - .• . • i . . , 1 : 'C s ~ L '-PJ 'Z

, - further direct the respondents to strictly adhere
... " i • • 'v.. •

-5 j; ; to the directiwis given by toe Supreme Court in

the case of R,Reddappa(supra

5o 6, Th^„e shall be. no order as to costs?

^ ; -r i :

%
c; ( B^NiDhoundiyaJ^Jl, , rc. i ^ ( Sw'̂ haon )

.MOTber(A) Vice Chairman
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