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IN THE CEMTFAL ADM:NIC‘TM]?TVE TF TELNAL
JATPUR BENCH, JAIPUR,

R.A, No. : 07/1999
in

0.3, Ho. @ 175/1999 Late of cvdzr : 16 “7"7'7
1. Unicn of India through the General Manager,

Western Failway, Chur:hgatg, Mumbai.
2. Senicr Dy. Gensral Manajer and Chief Vijilance Officer,

Western Railway, Churchiate, Mumbai.
2. Divisional Railway Manager, Wsstern Pailway,

Jaipur Division, Jaipur.

..Applicants.
Versus

Suresh Chand Yadav 3/~ Late Shri Fisheori Lal Yadav, ag:zd akoak 26
yearsz, resident of C-1,7, Road Meo.l,G2anpati Nagar, Jaipuar.

. .Respondent.

FER HON'BLE MR, GOFAL SIMGH :

Thiz Peview Application has keen filed under secticon 22(f£)
of the Adminiatrative Trikunals Act, 1985, seekiny modificaticn of
the Trikbunal's order dated 22.4.1999. In O.A, 1o, 175799, ihe
applicant had mainly prayed for a direction to the respondzntzs fo
revoke the suspenzion crder datsd 11.12.1998 by which he waz placed
und=r suspensicon. While disposing of the 0.A. vide itz ordsr dated

22.4.99, the T71bunal had cheerved as under :-

""3. The applicant while working as Head Travelling Ticks
Eraminer was suspended vide an ordsr dateld 11.12,1998 on

the lasiz of 3 preliminavy ingquivy in regard to an
incident of £.12.1998, The applizant appreherds that his
headoquarter may ke chanjsd <or he may ke tranzferred to
some  other place. Fulg 15 of the PRailway Servants

(Dizcipline and Appeal) Pules, 1968 (for short, the rlss)
providezs for app=al ajzinst an corder of auspansion.
Szetion 20 of the Act preovides thak the Trikbunal shall not
crdinarily admit an apgplication uanless it iz satisfied
Lhat the applicant has availed of all the remedies

vailaklz to him under the Pules s to vadressal of his
glle ances.  The applicant has alveady served a notice for
demand of justice on the General Manager, Western Failway,
Churchgaste, Mombai vide 2Ann A2 dated 16,2.1999, Th=
applicant is present in person and skates that he has
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already preferred an apg=al Lo the aprellate authority in
a~xordance with Fulse 18 of the Pules referred to akove.

4, In ths circumatances, w2 direct respondent llo. 2 to
dizpoze of the applicant's app23l through a detailed
gr=aking coder on merits within a pericd of 2 monthe from
the date of receipt of a oopy of this order. The
applicant shall ke free to file a fresh OA, if zc advised,
after 3 decisicon iz taken on his appeal."

2. It haz now been submitted by the petitionzrs thakb on

0]

receipt of the ordzre of the Trilknnal, auspension orders were
revoked. The pstitioners have, therefore, acught clarification as
to whether in view <f the chanjed circumstances, they are still
required to pass a speaking ordsr on the aprpeal filed by the
rezpondent (applicant in the QA) and in caze the appzal is regquired
to bz dizposed of Ly a gpeaking ordsr then the Trikunal's order
dated 22,4.1999 ke modified ko the exzkbent that respondent Mo, 1 ke
aubastituted in place of respondent Mo, 2 in péra 2 of the =aid

order.

3. Mow that the suspension order has since beszn revoled, the
questicn of app2al against the suspension ordsr and oonsideration
and disposal of the zame by a speaking crder does not arise.

4, In the light of akwve discuszion, we do not find any error

aprarent <on the face of recorda. The Peview Application is,

therafore, dismissed.

5. By circulaticn,

(. oot | N
(GOPAL SINGH (GOPAL KRISHNA)

MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN



