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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA No. 1238/200-1

Now D0lh1 , -this oh® 29-th day ot January, 2003

Hon bi® Shri Jus-tice V.o. Ag99f wal , Chairman
Hon-'ble Shri Shankar Prasad, Mernber(A)

Rahul Sachdsva

Tick®t. Cllsctor

Nor-thsrn Rai 1 'way , R1 y . S-ta-tion , D® 1 h' Applleant

(Mrs. M@snu Main©®, Ad-vocat®)

versus

Un1 on of Ind1 a, through

1. Secretary

Railway Board, New Delhi
2. oenBral Manager

Northerti Railway
Baroda House, New Delhi

3. Divisional Railway Manager
Northern Railway
State Entry Road, New Dei hi Respondents

(Shri Rajinder Khatter, Advocat®)

ORD

Shri Justice V.S. Aggarwal

ORDER(oral)

Applicant seeks quashing oT the penalty imposed upon

him. Vi® are purposely not going into the tacts of the

case and no opinion is being expressed in this regard,

the reason being that the disciplinary authority had

imposed the penalty oT reduction in the ini-cial stage in

-the same time scale for a period of three years with

further direction that on expiry of 3 years, the

reduction will have the effect of postponing the future

increment of pay of the applicant. Accordingly, his pay

was reduced to Rs.3050^in the existing scale of pay for a
period of three years. Applicant preferred an appeal,
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2. Vv0 haV0 point-sd t-o t.h6 lsarn@d counsel for the

applicant that revision petition could have been Tiled

against the same. The answer in this regard was that no

revision petition could have been filed in the tacts of

the present case and in any case the such period as

prescri bed has si nee expi i f ed.

3. Adrninistrati ve Tri buna 1 s Act, 1985 in unarnbi guous

terms prescribes that the Tribunal shall not ordinarily

admit an application unless i u is satisf ieu that uiie

applicant had availed of all the remedies available to

him under the relevant service rules as to redressal of
V  f

grievance. The expression ordinar i ly undet Section <::0
H;

would indicate that only in special cases exception under

this Section can be drawn, but in normal circumstances

the remedy should ue exausted.

4. Under the Railway Servants (Disciplinary & Appeal)

Rulesa, 1368, revisiCin petition is petniitted against uhe

order whereby appeal may have been disrriised imposing a

major penalty. Admittedly, revision petition has not

been tiled.

\
1^ 5. In these Circumstances, we diiect that apfpilicant may,

if so advised, avail of the said remedy provided under

the Railway Servants (Discipl inary Appeal) Rules, 1968.

Since the applicant has directly approached this Tribunal

by filing the present OA, it is further directed that if

the applicant prefers revision petition within a

fortnight from today, the delay shall be condoned.

6. With the aroresaid finding, OA is dimissed.

(bhankar Prasad) (V.S. Aggarwal)
Mernbe r(A j
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