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Hon•ble Mr.S.J(.I. Raqv1• M1 L))er 
!! 

Surendra Xuater, ag«t about 27 y•r•, S/o Late 
Geet•• Singh, Village Maubya Kala, Sadabe4, 
Mathtara (U.P.) 

Ytnu• • 

1. Union of India through Genual MIDagu, 

Northem Rail,.,.y, Bacoda Hoaa-. •• Delhi. 

2. 'l'he Chief Administrative Officc(Cou.) • 

11orthem Railway, Xa8hldl'1 Gate, Delhi• 

'lh• Senior Civil 8ngineer, c (I), 110nhem 

Railwy. LuckDow • 

RetpoDCI!Q\1 

By Advqgaie Sbri Ppah!pt Mllthgr 

2 ! ~ !. ! (Oral) 

Shri Rak•h Verma, l•.med coun••l for 

the applicant baa «onf1ned hia a~umuu onlr to 

the effect that the order• pa•aed by ~e di8ci~ 

plir.t.ary authority, copy of which ha• been annexed 

•• annexure A-1 to the O.A. an4 the order pa••ecS 

by t.he appellate authority, copy of which haa been 

... .... '· .. ' .. ·' .,.,. 
••••• pg.2/-

• 

--

• 



. r;:,._ ' 

• 

• 

• 

,~--------------~----~. --------- ,-----~------~-------~ 

'* 2 ll 

ann•ed ae annexure a.A.-II wit.h the rejoiadec, 

are DOn ... peald.ng, cuno~ and without: gS.YiDQ 

r••on• fa~ having arri vecS at • coDCluioo 

tM'ougb which the 8UY1cea of ~· applicant 

have been diamia•ed aft•~ due disciplinary 

ilalluiry, 1a which it •• found that the app11 " 

cant •ecarec! illeoal appointment letter and 

got himself engaged aa ca•ual labour(nev face) 

s.a.N.CD), Dnpur by -.ntpulating a forged letter 

purporting to have been iasued by C&/(C) ft;a.tald.ri 

Ga~e, Delhi'• letter Mo.E•2S.~,AI/epl./tlt, dated 

ie19 01 1989 :J/v:. a)\/~?-4.r-£ R --l ~ b 1!. . ,q- E ~ -4 b•> . . . ( 

~.., 'v:. /Jc:...; • 61t 

Heard, the learned counael for: the 

parties and perused the record. 

Shri f.raahant Mathur, l .. &ued couo••l 
-

for the respondent• •ade available to aa file of 

DAR inquiry proceeding• agaJ.nat the applicant-

s hri Suren~ra Xu• r • 

•• We find that the Inquiry Officer came 

to conclusion that the letter dated 19.1.1989 

allegedly iaeued by c.E,Cl, K&shmiri Gate. New 

Delhi,waa not a genuine doCument aad the appoint• 

11ent of ~· applicant io purauance of thi• letter 

wae of nullity. The 41ac:iplinary •utbority did no~ 

f1Dd uy r·aaon to d.ieagrea with thia inquiry report 

and tho Obvioua order: in thue cixe•U118taneea follow­

ed by diamiaaing the a.rvicea of the applicant • 
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s. 
the applicut baa filed only c"ering 1•••r 

'thz:ough which the deciuoa Mt&JceD by U. appe 

el.late aatbori ty baa bela cca IND~aaad t.o hi•• 

which ta ~ •• appall&h oDlu iUelf. We 

perued tbe appellate order aa contained iJa tbe 

cU.aciplinary prcc111taga ncord. •• f1D4 tb•~ 

the order ia well reasoned, coatailliag the 

reqdxed detail• • 

6. .ror t:he abo\fe• We find the CODteDtiCD 

of the l .. med COUD8el for the applicaat ia Dot 

auataiDAble. 'l'he O.A. 1• cU.all1aa .. lccodiagly. 

J1o oxder •• t:o ooau. 
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Meamer (A)< "• ::.r (J) 
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