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.X f. CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, WINCIPAL BENCH

MA 1174/2000, uith CP 270/99 in OA 2490/99

Pteu Delhi, this 27th day of Duly, 2000

Hon ♦bla Shri Dusticai V.Raj agopala Raddy, VC(3)
Hon'bla Snnt, ^lanta Pastry, l*b[nber (A)

t

1, Aj ay R ara,
T/46-8, Railuay Colony, Barailly

2, Puland Ram
3, Indar 3it Singh
4, Qianshyam Singh

Railway Colony, Mjradabad
5, Shyam Saran

Railway Colony, Mjradabad
6, Rritam Saran

Hanuman Nagar , Line par
Mjr ad ao ad

7, Oasrath Parashad
Railway Colony, Luc know

(By Shri U, P. Shamma, Advocate)

Ver sus

Shri Pram Chand Sharraa
Divisional Railway ilanagar
Northern Railway
Muradabad On,
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ORDER (oral )
By Shri Justice V, Rajagopala Reddy

HPard the learned counsel for the petitioners

and the respondent^ It is stated by the respondent

that though the petitioners had been reverted by

the date of the order of the court on 29. 11. 99, in

view of the charge notice issued by this court on

13.7.2000, respondent had reconsidered the matter

and maintained status quo as directed ̂ by the order
dated 19.7,2000. A copy of the same has been filed

as Annexure A to the MA. It is also stated that the

pay and allowances would be arranged to the petitioners.
It i s further stated that the respondents hold this
Tribunal in very high esteem and had-no intention at
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any stage to disobey the orders of the Tribunal, An

apology has also bean tendered oy the respondent,

2, Learned counsel for the respondent submits that

order dated 26.7,2000 has besnpassed closing the

major penalty charge against the petitioners,

3, In view of the facts and circumstances of the

Vv-n
case, ue are satisfied that the order has bean complied

)
uith. It should however be noted that the respondent

should have complied uith the order in the first

instance itself, Compl/ing uith the order issuing

charge sheet and also tandering apology would not

amount to compliance of the order. If the respondent

felt that there uas any mistake on his part in not

Complying, he should have tendered =apology in the first

instance itself. Delayed apology does not opaaU of

due However, accepting the apology, the CP

is closed. Notice issued to the respondent is discharged.

Respondent should not the petitioners and they

should be paid the salary as per rules provided they

join duty.

(Srat, Shanta Shastry) (U.Raj agopaia Reddy )
Cbmber (A) Uice-Chairman (3)
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