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IN THE CE!~Rl\L .ADJ.J!NISTAATIVE TRISUN<:\.L, 

JA IPUR BENCH, JAIPt..R 

* * * 
RA No. 8/97 (Ql\. Ne. 455/96) 

Date of order: 7 -S...1997 

v.N.Sharma at present. empl~,ed on the post of Chief 

T.ic'ket Inspector, Kestern Railwa}' at Gangapur City, 

Kota Divi~ion, Kota. 

1 • 

• • Applicant 

versus 

Union of India through General Manager, ~~stern 

Railway, Church Gate, Mt.unbai. 

2. Divisional Raill>;a}~ Manager (Establishm2nt), Keta 

Divis icm, Kot a. 

3. SeniClr Divisional conme.rcisl Manager (Establish­

~nt) Kota Division, Kata. 

• • Respon:lents 

Mr• Shiv Kurtr.1r, couru!el for the applicant 

Nom present for the respon:lents 

CORAM: 

aon'ble Gopal·Rtishn~,·Vice Chairman 

Hon'ble, t-'ir. o.P.Sharma, Administrative Member 

ORDER - ... -- -
Per Hon 'ble: t-r. 0 .p .Sharma, Administrative r.:errber -- -- _______________ ....,;;..;.;....._.;,.;;, 

This is a Review Applicati.on filed by Shri 

v.N.Sharma who was applicant in ~ No. 455/96 which 

was disposed of by ot'lfler dated 2 8-1-1997 by this 

Bench of the Tribunal. -rn the said CA. the applicant 

had41 inter aliak sought benefits as available: from 

the CirClllar dated 19-3-1976 issued by the Railway 

Board. While disposing of the OA, the Tribunal had 

held. that the contents of the Cireular dated 19-3-1976 

are inconsistent with the statutor~t provisions of 

para 219 of the Indian Railway Establi.shJTent .r:.;anual, 

insofar as these provide for relaxation in judging 
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the sta.rrlard of profesf:i iona 1 ability based on 

interview • The learne<!l counse 1 for· the Re\rie\'1 applic«nt 

h-=~s propglit t0 our not ice t.hat the Hon 'ble supreme 

court in its j ldgment in the o:Lse of R .c .sr i.vast ava Vs. 

Union of India and Another· delivered in civil Appeal 

aris i.ng out of SLP (C) No. 9866 of 1993 had observed 

that the re.sr.:•<;m:1ents Onion of Inl ia in the SLP bad 

not been able to show that the instruct ions contained 

in the Circu.lar d~ted 19-3-1976 were inconsistent with 

any st.atutor!' provisions. He has, therefore, sought 

a review of the ord~r dated 2 8-1-1997 passed by the 

Tribunal «rd its recall ani a fresh decision on the 

Q\ based on the merits of the case. 

·. 
2. \'le have heard the learned counsel . for the applicant 

and have perused the rrater ial on recotd. No~ is present 

on behalf of the official responde,nts {. 

in the present Revie1t1 Application. 

3. we are of too v .iew t h3t in view of the dec is lon 

brought to our not ice by the learned c0unsel for the 

applicant, the·i o.tder dated 28-1·1997 deserves tQ be 

recalled. It is, therefore, accordingly recalled. The 

o,. shall be heard afresh "n merlts after giving notices 

to the respon:lents. The.re=fc.re, _not :i.oes may be issued 

to the resporr1ents, fixing 2~-9 ... 97 as the date of hearing. 

The Revie\'J Applicat i.Ot\ st.an:ls disposed of. 

(O.P~) CrKi.t.e..~, . 
(Gopa.l Kri.shna) 

Administrative t-i:!mber vice Ch:t irman 

--~-- - ---·-


