
rPMTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
principal bench: NEW DELHI

OA 2308/98

New Delhi , this the 8th day of January, 1999
i irtM'DiP 9HRI T N BHAT. MEMBER (J)
hoS-ble sSri s.p.Biswas: member (a)

In thR matter__oll

Shri S.M.Pandey,
Sr. W.M, I . . N.Rai Iway.
Headquarters. Baroda House,
New DsIh i .

(By Advocate; Shri , Ashish Kal i a)
Vs .

,  . , .App1 i cant

Union of India & Grs.

^  The Secretary,
Ra i I way Board.
Ra i i Bhawan,

New De1h i .

«, o The General manager,

N.Ra i I way.
Baroda House,

Nev; De 1 h i .

3  The Divisional Rai lway Supdt . ,
Northern Rai Iway.
Moradabad. ' Respondents

(By None)

n R D E R 6

del ivered by Hon'ble Shri T.N.Bhat, Member (J)
•■K

Heard Shri Ashish KaI ia. learned counsel for the
appl icant. For reasons that fol low we are of the
considered view that this O.A. deserves to be di -umi =>se
,n l imine without issuing any notice to the respondents.

jhis O.A. is directed against Rai lway Board .s
letter dated 26,5.98 as also the letter dated 1?, ,7. 1988
issued by the Genera I Manager. Northern Rai lway, The
third letter assai led is the one issued by Senior D.P.C
on 12.8. 1998.
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This O.A. is essent ial ly one againat the order
passed against the appi icant way back in 1968 by which

punishment of stoppage of increment for one year was
awarded to the ' appI icant. The appl icant preferred an
.ppea, which was also d is. rased by the order da'.ed
5,,0.68. According to the detai ls of events submitted by
the appl icant he had submitted an appl ication for
personal hearing on 12.11 . 1971 and a reminder on 8.1 .1976
but t,ie same was rejected on 14.3.1975. Learned counsel
for the appi icant, however, states that the afor„sa.d
appl ication was for review under Rule 25 of Rai lway
Servants (Punishment S Appeal) Rules. I t i= fu 1..0,
stated that by an order dated 10.7.75 the appl icant's
case was rejected by the General Manager. Northern

Ra i I way.

I t appears ■ that nearly 17 years later the

appl icant woke up from deep slumber and submi tted a mero
appeal to the President of India and also sent a reminder

on 2.4.1998. i .e. six years after the submission of the
mercy appeal . The appl icant's mercy appeal has been

rejected by the competent authority by the order dated
12.8,1998.

The contention of the learned counsel for the

appl icant is that the aforesaid order dated 12.8.1998 by
which the mercy peti tion was dismissed would give a fresh

cause of act ion to the appl icant and that this O.A.

would, therefore. be wi thin time. We are afraid. this

content ion cannot be accepted. Al l that the im-pugnec

letter dated 12th August , 1998 conveys to the appl icant



■ ©
is that since his earl ier appeal and review peti t ion had

a I ready been dismissed, the me rcy peti t ion could no.

entertained or accepted.

Vile are of the considered view that this

communicat ion would not revive the cause which was

already pract ical ly dead about 20 years back.

/

For the foregoing reasons we f ind that this O.A.

hopelessly barred by t ime. We a.ccordingly dismiss this

O.A. in I i m i ne.

[ s.

Member (A)

(T.M.Bhat)

Membe r(J)
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