
CENTRAL /VMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

AIJ.AHA§P{LB ENCH : ALlAHABAD • 

Open Coyrt 

Original Application No,275 of 2004. 

Allahabid this the 2Jrd day of Ma&;ch, 2QQ4. 

Hon 'ble At:. Justice S,R.. Singh, Vice Chairman. 

ll?n 1b le Nt, D ,R. TJ,wari. @l!DP~.~;-&,. 

Indra Vijay Singh 
son of Sri Sadri Singh, 
aged about 48 years, 
Resident of Village & Post 
l<otiya, District Fatehpur, 

•• , ••• Applicant, 

(By Advocate : Sri Mahima Kushwaha) 

Versus. 

1. ~ployees State Insurance Corporation 
through its Chairman Ministry of Labour, 
Govt, of India Shram Shakti Bhawan, Rafi Marg, 
New Delhi. 

2. Director General, 
employee State Insurance Corporation, 
Pancb:ieep Bhawan, Kotla &ad, 
New Delhi-110002, 

3, T~ Eegiona1 Director, 
Employee State Insurance Corporation, 
Panchaeep Bhawan, Sarvoday Nagar, 
Kanpur. 

,,,,,,,Besponaents. 

(By Advocate : Sri P ,J<, Pandey) 

..£) _R_p _E_R_ 

(By Hon 1ble Itt, Justice S. R. Singh, V. c.) 

Heard Mrs. Mahima Kushw.aha learned counsel for the 

applicant, Sri p·,K. Pandey learned counsel for the 

respondents arxi perused the O.A. as also the documents 

a me xed thereto, 

2. The applicant has been compulsorily retired from 

service vide order dated 16.01.2002. The order was passed 

by way of punishment arr:i hence it was appealable un::ier 

~ 
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Regulation 18 (ii) of Employees State Insurance CorJK>ration 

(Staff and Coniitions of Service) Regul~tions, 1959. The 

applicant, it appears, instead of filing the appeal 

preferred review uBier ~gulation 22-A of tte Regulations 

which carm to be rejected vide order dated 21.03.2003 

on tl'e ground that review was not regular channe 1 of 

·appeal. The applicant ttsn preferred a revision under 

Regulation 22 of the Regulations. Tte revision was 

addressed to the Chairman Standing Committee by letter 

dated 03.05.2002. The Assistant Director (Vigilance) 

requested the applicant to intimate if the revision 

petition could be placed before the Director General 

for decision in view of the fact that the revision petition 

to the Chairman Standing Committee lies only against the 

order ~ passed by the Director General. In the instant 

case the order against which revision petition was filed 

had been passed by tl'E Begional Director. 

3 • It is true that the applicant had the remedy of 

appeal under Fegulation 18 before the Director General 
~ 

but non ebstantee clause contained in Regulation 22 makes 

it aiDundently clear that the revision preferred without 

availing the reaedy of appeal would be maintainable. 

further the revision can be filed before ttl:: Chairman 

Standing Committee or Director General and there is 

nothing in Regulation 22 on the basis of which it may be 

con-strued that the Chairman sha 11 entertain the revision 

only if the order under revision has been passed by 

Director General. In the circumstances, therefore, we are 

of the view that Chairman Standing Commit'tse soould himself 

consider am dispose of the revision on merit in accordance 

with law.~ 
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4. Accordingly, the 0 .A. is disJ;losed of with a 

direction that the Chairman Standing CollJllittee sha 11 

himself consider ana decide tl"e revision petition on its 

merit in accordance with law within a period of three months 

from the date of receipt of a copy of the order. 

No costs. 

Atlnish/-


