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' : ' Open Court
)/ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE IRIBUNAL
\TIAHABAD  BENC]
' - N T RHABKD
Origipal Application No, 645 of 1996 |

Allahabad this the__30th day of Auqust, 2000

Hon'ble Mr.8 .,K.XI. Nagvi, Member (J)
Hon'ble Mr M, P, Singh, Member SA!

Surendra Kumax, aged about 27 years, S/c late
Geetam Singh, Village Manshya Kalas, Sadabed, |
hﬂ‘m (uipi)

Applicant
B @ Shr Vv

Versus |

1. Union of India thricugh Genersl Manager,
Northern Railway, Baroda lHouse, New Delhi,

2. The Chief Administrative Officer(Coms.),
Northern Railway, Kashmigpi Gate, Delhi,

3, The Senior Civil Bngineer, C (I), Northerm
Reilvay, Lucknow,

Regpondents
By Advocate S Pras Ia

CRDER (Oral)

BY Hon'ble Mr.,5.K.I, Na Memb J)
Shri Rakesh Verma, learned counsel for
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the applicant has €onfined his arguments only to |

the effect that the orders passed by the discie

plinary authority, copy of which has been annexed
as annexure A-~1 to the O.,A, and the order passed
by the appellate authority, copy of which has been

(Z-..___r lil.tmgz/- |




R s = . . oie TR TN

58 2 138t

annexed as annexure R,A,~1Il with the rejoinder,
are non-speaking, cursory and without giving
reasons for having arrived at a conclusion
through which the services of the applicant
have been dismissed after due disciplinary
inguiry, im which it was found that the appli -
cant secured illegal appointment letter and

got himself engaged as casual labour(new face)
S.BE,N,(D), Kanpur by manipulating a forged letter
purperting to have been issued by CE/(C)/XKashmiri

Gate, Delhi’s letter No,BE=254/G/MN/spl,/ClL, dated
3010.01. 1989, A« @rieare A~ 2ub K-~ T oo 4t

d"—f"‘aﬂt:ﬂc\_.:- Vs « ER ' l

22 Heard, the learned counsel for the

parties and perused the record,

3 Shri Prashant Mathur, learred counsel
for the respondents made available to us file of
DAR inquiry proceedings againat the applicant-

Shri Surendra Kumar,

4, We find that the Inquiry Officer came
to conclusion that the letter dated 19,1,1989
allegedly issued by C.E{C), Kashmiri Gate, New
Delhi,was not a genuine document and the appoint-

ment of the applicant in pursuance of this letter
wag of nullity. The disciplinary authority did not
find any reason to disagree with this inquiry rxeport
and the cbvicus order in these circumstances follow-
ed by dismissing the sexrvices of the applicant,
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Se So far as appelldte erder is concerned,
the npplicnﬁt has filed only covering letter
through which the decisicn déetaken by the app=~
ellate authority has been communicCated to him,
which 4s not the appellate order itself, Ve
perused the appellate order as contained in the
disciplinary proceedings record, We find that
the order is well reasoned, containing the
required details,

6. For the above, we find the contention
of the learned counsel for the applicant is not
sustainable, The O.A. is dismissed accordingly.
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Member (A)( Mewber (J)

No order as to costs,
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