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D. Purkayastha, JUAiCial‘ Member

‘Heard 1d, coungel for both sides over the K.A. 145/2000
fi‘led by the official respondents of the 0,A.243/1996 in which
they have prayed for extension of time for compliance of the
order dated 1,2,2000 passed by this Tribunal in O,A,No,243/1996,
2. iad. wunéel;' Mz, R,M, Roychoudhury appearineg on behalf
of the gpplicants(respondents in 0,A,) submits that another 6
months' time may kindly be allowed to the official résgbndents'
in O,A,243/1996 to cémply with t‘né directions passed by the
'.I‘ribﬁnal in that O,A, on 1,2,2000,

aprearing for the originagl applicant
3 Ld. counsel, Mr, ‘A.K. RBairaei/raised objection against the
prvayer made by Mr, Roychoudhury, ld. counsel for the agpplicant
in the M, A, stating that the matter has been considered by this
Tribunal as appears from para 2 and 3‘of the aforesaid order
dated 1,2.2000 passed in O,A,263/1996, He further submits that
after oonsiderihg all the faéts and circumstances of the matter
the Tribunal directed the respondents to pass punishment order
against the applicant within one month from the date of cormuni -

cation of that order which appears from para 4 of the aforesaid
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opder dated 1,2,2000, Tﬁereby. the applicahts in the M,a,
should not be granted further time in view of the obsexvations
made in the order dated 1,2.2000 passed in O,A,243/1996,

4, We have considered the sukmissions made by the 14,
counsel for both sides., We have also serused the reconds,

Om a perusal of the onder dated 1,2,2000 passed in 0,A, 243/1996,
we find that specific time has Been mentioned for passing order
o punighment asainst the gpplieant following the impuened

chareesheet issued to him,& ;.i:;& é‘}also mentioned in that

order that if no decision is takera within the stiptﬂ. ated

period, ‘the disciplinary wroceeding and the impusned chargesheet

s asainst the applicant shall be deemed to have been quashed and
the applicant shall be entitled to all eensequentiai reliefs
within 3 months frem-the date of explry of one monthsas ordered
if no decision is taken by them, We find that the official
regpondents of the 0,A, have filed this M,A, for extension of

time before exsiry of the pertod s Fentlonddyin the-orders
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Se In view of the aforesaid circumstances, we find that
the matter has beed delayed inordinately due to lack of certain

informations to be réotived = fmm the railway authorities,

However, the. g;piimt*s,é-n. 2‘/‘511/@:3& 3 monthg' time to dispose
the case of the applicant finally in view of the order passed
by this Tribunal on 1,2,2000 in 0,A,243/1996 as a last chance,
It may be noted here that if the guthorities cannot pass any
'order in thig matter within the peried of 3 months, all the
proceedings against the applicant including the chargesheet
shall be quashed as per direction of this Tribunal. No further
time will We granted for this purpose,  We are of the view
that responsibility should be fixed upon the officer who

is responsible for delay in completion of ﬂaebggf:;dég.g .afagmoo
ordered by the Tribunal. Accerdmgly, the application zis

disposed of with the aforesaid observations without passing
any order as to costs,
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