
CENiaU APMINI3IRATIVE TRIBUN,%L
miNCIPAL BENCH

NE'/J DELHI.

O, A. 2293/89 0« A.No, 2293/89•'

D.N.Tandon. Applicant.

vs.

Union of India and others Respondents.

Cor am s

The Hon'ble Mr Justice S.K.Ohaon, Vice Chairman,

The Hon'ble Mr B.N.Dhoundiyal, Menber(A),i

For the applicants Mr Ujiesh Mishra, Advocate.

For the respondents! None.

For orders, see judgment of date

passed in O. A.Mo.2281 of 1989.

(B.bl.Qhoundiyal) (3,I^^haon)
M€mber(A). Vice Chairman.

/sds/
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fMNQftU. BENOl V''!

NEW DELHI . :

Ok No.228l/a^
with

No.22^,2202 g. 9993 of iQSQ

Date of decision: 14.Id.1993*

Gk No.228l/a?

S,P.Mishra ..

OA Wo.229Q/a^

• • • . • •

J.S.Tank • • . • ..

OA No.22927aQ

Bankey Lai ..

^^3*1)^2293/80
O.N.Tandon ..

• • • • • •

I • • , • •

vs,

• • .. • • • Appli cant.

. • • ... Applicant.

.... ••• Applicant.

•••• .«• Applicant,

Union of India and others ..Respondents,
(in all the above four 0,As)

Sasay

The Hon»ble Mr Justice S,K.Dhaon, N^ce Chairsnan,
The Hon*ble Mr B.'N.Dhoundiyal» Menb^(A)*i

For the applicants

For the respondents:

Mr IXnesh Mishra» counsel.

None.

Pm S.KJ>HACN. VICE GmiRM^Wt Oral)

These applications involve the

sane controversy. They have been heard together. Hence

.they are being disposed of by a cooinon judgcD^t*

2. The petitioners, namely, S/Shri 3.P,Mishra,

J.S.Tank, Bankey Lai and D.N.Tandon were removed

from service in the purported exercise of powers



• (7^ • V^i~y j^-:

•:.M' ^ .; . . .-.• . . •. - 0,. • , . v/ :,;, ;
under Rule 14(2) of the Railway Servants (Discipline

and Appeal)Rul^",1^68( hereafter referred to the

Rules). It was alleged that they, alongwith sooae

others had participated in a stxike^ We may

note that the provisions as obtained in Rule 14(2)
» Ct'et'-Od « .-r r. ..-J s i-OT! .

are analogous to the ccwitente of the second proviso
Y z oj I.'b v-^ o '̂V • . '

to Article 311(2) of the Constitution.
• \;-.i n-vio t;:2. i•r'v c-j

3v Shri 3.P#Mishra came to this Tribunal

' " Shri J.S.Tank preferred?

OA No, 1^^6/88/Bankey tai K the Oi A.No. 1487/88
... &i D.llltanabn' pref^ Ok No. 1488/88 in

. . ?Toi>ts.ineS9tq ir; ^;r:^ r:\,t. . ,
this Tribunal. In these CAs, the orders pass^

snj lo 0{rj, YHB Yd 19 fcaM? JO VC'V) i:^4 ^ . J.. N
by the Revisional Authority, rejecting their ^
revision applications, were challenged. This

Tribuha'f % a^cbm dated 25th November,
nJ J3.00 fiir 0,As. It directed

%e'̂ ir^iSi6nli''Viiy8ri'#i6S®f!6 give a decision On
• « •

£s ai3l.:jge£^3jtsg Insparstraasce to liiedirections of.this

Tribunal, the Revis ional Authority vide its common

order dated 4th August, 1989, disposed of the

\ revis ion ai^licatiwisa6fv:the.'a fores aid four ^
i,r .. . , v petiti<xiers ar^' one^iWBther person. It, in

substance, held that circumstances had not chang^,

and, therefore, it was notv|Mracticable to hold an

inquiry against the petitioners^' Against the

Said order of the revis ional authority these

O.AS are directed,

4. ^ The Supreme Court in OLvil Appeal

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

common judgment, disposed of a number of civil

appeals(Unionof India and Q:s vs.R.Reddappa &anr),^

The Supreme Court issued certain directions, which

are contained in the operative portion of the

iudgmentr Che of the directions was that the employees
for having

vfho «ere dismissed under Rule 14(2),/. participated

in the loc« staff strike of 1981, shall be r^tored
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to their respective post within a period of three

months frcm the date of the judgnent. We would

not re-iterate the other directions givai because

we are directing the respondents to strictly

adhere to the directions given by the Supreme Court.

5«. These applications succeed and are allowed.
• •• .' • • • -• • • . • • : '••• ;r

, We direct the respondents to restore the petitim^s

, to their respective posts, within a period of

three months from the date of presentation of

a certifisJ copy of this order by any one of the

petitioners before the relevant authority,' Y?e

furth^ direct the Respondents to strictly adhere

th^jdirectic^s giwenjb^ ;^ Supreme Court in
the case of, R,Reddappa(supra,)?

6, V >Xhere:;Shall be no order as to costsi^

•-1 •• ; -r r ,

' " " v-i - ••.-*••

U4.
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( B.NoQhoundiyal') . _ ( S.1^haon )
Mfaber(A) Vice Chairman

/sds/
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