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-.__';:"__r__'g"a Mr. A.B. Gu:thi um: ;g 1_

N.Rly, Khurjah and was confirmed. On 12.10.85

pass and he was deémanded illegal gratification for issue ﬁfﬁrj

e appezrs that hot c

pravilege pass to which he refused.
words were echangeé between the applicant and the clerk of
P.W.l. office ana other staff of the PWwis office also joined
hand and assaulted the appliceant with a result he received
injury and he lodged an FIR against the same. The appiicant
was suspended on 13.10.1985 and was removed from service

-

on 26.10. 85.

2e The applicant's grievance is that without holding

any #inquiry and without giving him opportunity of Heaxing he

has been removed from service wnich is manisfestly.illegal.

3. The respondents have resisted the claim of the
applicant and have stated that the applicant has got
manufactured false certificate f rom some priviate Doctor,
who was noijgéhaBs Doctor. Itwas furthe: submitted by the
responder.ts that the report of misbehavioug, manhandling, o
camaging and destroying the government property was lodged
mith P.S8.XKhurja city Thana on 12.10.85 after informing the

outpost at Khurja Junction. He was ramnvad_frnm.tha=aarviat;;i

with immediate effect under rule 14(ii) of Railway 5-“#&;&1&




:

Iﬁ i?%$%%§gﬁgEgggﬁ'ﬁygﬁglﬁ@.qﬁﬁiﬁx at a

day and no Question should be asked from thqm.=3gg_ﬁ£,;;j7ﬁr
witnesses stabed that he was outsider and bélﬁngﬂﬁﬂ.ﬁﬁhﬁt{rii

station and it is not possible for him to nake any ﬂt&ﬁffﬁiﬁ?

against the applicant. The Inquiry Officer submitted his
absconding although he was .
report that the applicant was/called but he did not tunngﬂrﬁ;ﬂ

: o i
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ana he dicé not cooperate with the ingquiry and that the
Inguiry Officers and the witnesses geunder terror and
fecring for life. The witnesses are not prepared to come
fnrwaﬁd ana state-the facts for fear of life and property
and they are under the grip of terror created by-ahbapﬁlicant
and his activities, and he being a local resident. of
uncertified fit character his character has not been
certified. The authority was convincéd that the regular
departmental #nquir,; cannot be judtifiably held and it is
not practicable to hold the enquiry under the exteht ruies-h
If it was not possible at that stage the appellate authofity
an

could have passed:./order for holding the kngquiry. In the

case of Chief Security Officer and others Vs. Singasan Rabi

Das, 1991 Supreme Court Cases{(L&S) 415, where the inguiry

with
was dtspensaybn the ground that it was not reasonablel

\"

practicable to hold the same. ThB Delinguent employee was

the member of R.P.F. and was femoved from service without

for
inquiry and/EPe reasons it was considered xRax not feasible

or desirable to procure witnesses of the security/other
railway employees since that would expose the witnesses an

make them ineffective in the future, and that if these

..,.'\.-r’




the removal order is quashed and the

maintained and the respondernts are dixﬁﬁﬁ&f

inquiry against the applicant in accord

case the applicant is found guilty then they may

- s
against him in accordance with law. It will/open fﬁf

respondents to hold an inquiry against the applicant kw

accordance with law and it will}%ox them to place him

suspension or to pass any other order in accnrdanceﬂwith-
law in this behalf. Let an inquiry be held as earlyi!iﬁ
possible. With these observations the application is

allowed.Phere will bé no order as to costse.

Member (A) Vice-Chairmane.

l4th January, 1992,al1l14d.
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