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CENTRAL ADiMIN I STRATI VE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA No I 1 84.8/ 2002

Nsw Dslhi t.his t-h© 9uh day of April , 2003

Hon'bl© Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vice Chairman (J)
Hon'ble Shri V.K.Majotra, Member (A)

1 sShri DIK. Sabharv»a 1

S/0 Shr1 K.L.Sabharwal,
Chief Booking Supervisor,
Railway Station New Delhi

2.Shri Shiv Dutt Sharma,
o/U oiir i i\ . u . of iariiici,

Booking Supervisor, Railway
Station, New Delhi.

3.Shri R.P.Agarwal,
S/0 Shri R.B.Agarwal,
Head Booking Supervisor,
New Delhi Rly. Station.

4..shri Subhash Chander Jhanib,
S/0 Shri Krishan Jharnb,
Booking Supervisor, Tilak
Br 1 dge, Ne'w De 1 hi .

5. Shr 1 Raniesh Chandera,
S/0 Shri Putti Lai
Book i ng Supervisor,
N.R1y.Stat1 on, NZM, New D©1h i.

SiShri Dev Dutt Sharma,
S/0 Shri K.L.Sharma,
Booking Supervisor,

ft. N.Rly .S.S.M.NDLS.

7.Sh.Ani1 Kumar Patari,
S/0 Shri Rangi Lai
Booking Supervisor
utider S. S. N1 zamudd i n.

o u v- ^ -J c «i-iS.Snri Jai Singh
S/0 Shri Sakwa,

king Sup<
1 > Baraut >

Booking Supervisor,

3 1 Sh. Rani Karan Chau'nan,
S/0 Shri Heera Lai,
Book1ng Supe r v i so r,
SSM, NDLS.

(By Advocate Shri B.S.Mai nee }

VERSUS

Union of India; Through

1. The General Manager,
Northern Railway,
Baroda House, New Delhi.
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21 Ths Divisional Railway Managsr,
Nort-hsrn Railvvay, St-at©
Entry Road, Now Dslhi r

3t Th© Divisional Corfirrisrcial Manag©r(ij),
North©rn Railway, DRM Otfic®,

(By Advouato Shri Raj@®v Bansal }
•  > R®spond©nti

ORDER (ORAL)

(Hon'bl© Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vic® Chairman (J)

This application has b®®n filed by nin® applicants

who ar© working at different statiorus in Delhi Division.

According to them, the respondents suddenly issued a

notice debiting a heavy amount of Rs.54,234,55/- against

each oi the applicants^allegedly on account of loss of

Self Printing Ticket Machine (SPTM) rolls. According to

them, this notice was issued to them on the ground that

during the period when they were working there, the SPTM

ro1 Is were alleged1y 1ost.

2. When the case was taken up for hearing, both the

learned counsel have submitted that other than the nine

app 1 , oiie met ̂  appl te^niiu uad i , led a seperate

Original Application (OA 2405/2002} which was disposed of

by order dated 10.3.2003, copy placed on record. Learned

counsel for th© parties have also submitted that as the

incident in question was the same with regard to the

applicants in both the OAs and the orders imugned in the

OAs are also the same, the Tribunal's order dated

10.0.2003 appl icable to the facts of this case.



V

f

3. In ths "fsets and circunistancss ot th© cass, w©

r©it©rat© th© rsasoniny ot ths judgrn©nt ot th© Tribunal

dat©d 10.3.2003 in OA 2406/2002 in th© pr©s©nt cas© also

and accordingly th© pr©s®nt OA is allowsd. Ths inipugnsd

ordsr datsd 14.5.2002 is puashsd and s©t asid©. Howsvsr,

1 i b© r ty iS gf aiited tc) th© r©spond@nLs to initiat© i r©sh

procssdings to tak© action in accordancs with law, it so

advissd. It any r©cov©v"y had bssn road© trorn th© prsssnt

afiplicants in piursuancs ot ths atorssaid irnpugnso ordsr,

which w© hav© Quashed, th® status QUO ant® rnay b©

rnaintainsd and th© aniounts so dsductsd shall bs rstundsd

to th© applicants within tour months troni today.

No ordsr as to costs.
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(V.K.Majotra )
Member (A)

sk

(Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Vice Chairman (J)


