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CENTiiAL AUvl1N1STf'iA TIVE fHIB.Ji\Jf-d • 
. . ALLAHABAD BENC!i..&.;.LLAJ-l/.i&D. 

' ., 

Application No. 460 of 2002., 

___________ t __ h..,.i ... s.....,.. ... t __ h'""e· 03th .. day of Fg_£.f_uary1- 2004. 

···Ron'ble Mr. Justice s.R. Singh Vice ... Chairman. 
. Hon'ble Mr. D • .fb. Tiwari. Member~A. ~ 

Vinod Kumar Azad 
son of Shri Indra dev Prasad .Yadav 
Ex .. Khe La s a , i 
R/o l.luarter No.85-A, B Loco Colony, 
Mug,ll.lsa ra i, Chanda ul i. 

• ••••••• Applicant. 

l. 

Versus. 

Union of Lnd i.a 
through General Manager, 
Eastern .Hailway Calcutta now Ko.l kat ta , 

2. Senior Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer, 
Eastern flailway Mughalsarai, 
Chanda uli~ 

3. The ·Div is Lone I Signal & Telecom Engineer/ M~.;f 
Mughalsarai, Chandauli. 

The Chief Personnel Officer~ 
Eastern Hailway, Calcutta, 
Now Kol ks t ta • 

• ••••• Respondents. 

A LONGvVI m 

Original Application No.466 of 2002. 
"' 

Pravin Sharma 
son of S hri S • N, Sha rrna 
Ex-Khalasi 
fVo C/o .Hakesh Vi s hwa ke rrne , 
~. No.901 CD, Shastri ,Colony, 
Muga l sa ra i, Chanda ul i. 

•••••• App.l Lca rrt , 

i , 

Versus. 

Union of India 
through General Manager, 
Eastern .Hoilway Calcutta now Kol ka t te , 

2. Senior Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer, 
Eastern .Hailway Mughalsarai, Cha nca u.l L, 

2. The Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer/Mi~/ 
Mughalsarai, Chandauli. 

The Chief Personnel Officer, 
Eastern .Hailway Calcutta now Kolkatta • 

4. 

••.•• 1~spondents. 
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Origin~! Application No.~67 of 2002 • 

Jai Kumar 
son of Shri Chandradeep Sharma 
Ex- Kne l e s i, 
.H/o ll/60p B-29, Krishna Colony l.Hcnipur) · 
Mahmod>rganj, Va ra na s L. 

•••••• Applicant. 

Versus. 

1. Una.on of India · 
through General I,c.nager, Eastern Hc.:Uway 
Calcutta now Ko l ka t te , . I 

2. Senior Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer, 
Eastern ii.ailway~ Mughalsarai, Chandauli. 

The Divisional Signal & felecom Engineer; 1'fa1/ 
Mughalsarai, l;l,andauli, 

4. Ihe 1..,hief Personnel Officer, 
Eastern hailway Calcutta now Ko.l ka t ts • 

••••••• Hespondents. 

AL0t-.:Gi~I.1H 

Original App l i co t i on No.46S of 2002. 

Havindra Giri 
son 'of Shri Ha nj.Lt Gi r i ", 
Ex- Kha Le s i 
HJ o Village Kha ra u.l L, P.O. Shiv:campur, 
Ka imur ( Bhabhune ) 

(~ 
~t) 

, .••. Applicant. 

Versus. 

l. Union of India, 
throµgh General Manager, 
Eastern ii.ailwav Calcutta now L<olkatta. 

' . 
2. Senior Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer, 

Eastern liailvvay Mughalsarai, Chanctauli. 

3, The 0ivisional .:iignal & Telecom Engi.neer/lVio/ 
Mughalsarai, <..,handauli. 

4. The Chief 1'ersonnel Ufficer, 
Eastern rlailway> Calcutta now Ko.l ke tte . 

/ ••..•.• Hesponuents. 

, A LU! j(.:i11 l fH 
Original iippl Lee tion No. 463 of 2002 

Nagina Gir.i, 
son of Shri Ba nj i t Giri 
Ex- Kha Le s L 
}Vo Village Kha re u.l.L, .Kl Shivrampur 
Ka imur ( Bhabhua) 

I) 
,~ Applic2nt 
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Versus. 

L Union of India 
through General Manager 
Eastern Railway Calcutta now Kolkatta. 

2. Senior Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer, 
Eastern Railway Mughalsarai, Cha nde ul L. 

3. The Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer/Mri/ 
Mughalsarai, Che nda ul.L, 

' 4. The Chief Personnel Officer, Eastern Railway 
Calcutta now Kolkatta. 

• •••• }lespondents. 

kLUl'l::.il/.J.TH 

Original Application No.461 of 2002. 

Sa nj ay Kirne r Tiwari 
U/ JE/ T/ Iv\•~•/ S. S . lll. 
son of Shri · Ambika Tiv'ff, r i , 
Ex -Kha La s L, 
r'./ o Lot No.2, House No.169, Near l°ani ke Ia nk L 
Mugalsarai, Chandauli. 

• ••••• App l i ce nt , 

Versus. 

i . Union of India, 
through General Manage.r, 
Eastern Railway, Calcutta now Kolkatta. 0 2. Senior Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer, 
Eastern Hailway Mughalsarai, Chanda u l L. 

3. The Divisional Signol & Telecom Engineer/Mi,/ 
Mug ha lsa ra i, Chandaul i. 

4. The Chief f-'ersonnel Officer, 
Eastern Hailway Calcutta now Kolkatta • 

• • • • • • Hes ponds n t s , 

'" LvNG,~ I Th 
. 

Original Ji.ppl.i.cation No,!.i62 of 2002 

Subhash Pa swe n 
son of Late ,Shri Mukhrc:m Pa sws n , 
Ex-Khalasi 
Hjo Alinagor \New Basti) 

. Mugalsarai, Chandauli, 
•••••• Apµlicant, 

Versus. 

i. Union of India 
through General IV1onager, 
Eastern Ba i lwav Calcutta now Kol ke t te . 

2. Senior Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer, 
Eastern Ha il,iay, ,,;ug ha l sa ra .i , Chanda ul i, 
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3. The Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer/Mvv/ 
Mug ha Lsa ra i, Cha nda ul i. 

The Chief Pe rs onne I Offic.er, 
Eastern Railway Calcutta now 
Ko.l ka t ta. 

• •••• He spondsnt s , 

4. 

or;ginal Application No.464 of 2002 . 

. Uhirendra Kumar Upadhyaya 
son of Shri Shambhu Upadbaye , 
Ex- Kha la si · · 
H/ o .l!arashuram i-ur , '.:jikatya Railway Gate, 
Mug al se ra L; Cha nde u.l I , 

• ••••• Applicant. 

(By Advocates·~·"Shri V Budhwar) 

Versus. 

l. Union of India, 
through General Manager, 
Eastern Ha i Iway Calcutta now Ko l ka t ta , 

2. Senior Dav i s i.ona I Signal 8.. Telecom Engineer, 
. Eastern Ha Llwa y; Niug ha l sa ra i, Chanda ul i. 

3. The Divisional Signal & Telecom Engineer/M~v/ 
Mughalsarai, Che ndau.l I . 

The Chief Pe r s onne l Officer, Ea stern Railway, 
Ca l cut ta now Kol ka t ta • 

(J) 4. 

• •••••• He sponcerrts , 

( By Advocate Sri K.P. Singh) 

R ER _O __ D _ 

(By Hon'ble Mr. Justice S.rl. Singh) 

Heard Shri. ::, .G. Budhwa r Senior Counsel assisted 

by Shri Vikas Budhwar le6rned counsel for the applicant 

and Shri K.P. Singh learned standihg.tounsel representing 

fpr the respondents and perused the pleadings. 

2. All these eight O.As arise out of identical facts 

and with thi consent of counsel appearing for the parties 

they were connected together for disposal by a common order. 

3. ~ ldenticaily worded charge memos were served 
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counsel for the responJents~ ·.on the other hand, ·subm.;_ts 

that no procedure for app of n tmen t on comoe s s Lone t.e ground 

was at all under-taken and rio appointment order wa s :issued 

by the Competent Authority. The so ca l.Lec office order, 

pursuant to which the ap~licants were appointed, was a 

forged and fake do cun.errt , It is further submitted by the 

respondent's counsel that initially, on the basis of fake· 

order dated 25,01.1999, the eight apphicants herein were 

e pp o Lrrte d and t.he ree f te r another office order fJo.E.7'13/5/vl. 

IV/Spl. App tt , Calcutta dated 29.09,2UUO was r e ce i.ve d Ln 

the office of respondent J\io.3. i1. doubt arose on the 

~enuineness of the said order whereupon tl,e ( .... ompete rrt 

Authority passed the following or da r t - 

n PL 'v'erify genuineness of t ui.s ufde r f rem H~ & 
also verify all p rev i ous orders of direct 
appointment to this office". 

Chief Personnel Officer, by letter dc:ted 16.U .. Jcx::o 

informea the u.s. LE. lMW), Eastern dail'Nay, Mughalsarai 

that the letters enclosed _with letter dated 07 .li .2000 

were fake and considering seriousness of the matter it was 

ordered that:- 

11 (a) ~ihere appointment has not been given, an 
F.I.i:i. shouJ.d be Lodqe d to nearest police 
station. 

(.b) In resp-,Jct of the 8 persons who have alreody 
been q ivan employment against the fake office 
o rds r 1 io.E. 74.U/2/0.L. J.V; :if;l. Apvtt. da t.e d 
25.01.1999 should b~ sus~ended forthwith. 
Simultaneously, maj~r ~enalty sharge Sheet may 
also be issued ta these 8 ~ersons es µer 
p rov i.si.on under IBA Hulesu. 

lt was ~-ursuant to the aforesaid o.i re c t Lcn that the 

-h m mo' as.; 51•-' and :>r1(11·1·r·y o r f i ce r f ound t.hs t the <..;. arge . e. w ..... s .,t:.._1 • "'·' .1... • 4-- __ _ - 1 - 

office order on the b-s s Ls of which the eight ap,;liconts 

here:i.n were a pp o Ln te o as a. fake or.o , Lt is true t he t no 

evidence was led to the effect that the office o r dei, on the 

basis of V'!t'ich the ap1.iJ.ic2nts \'i(:i:r·e appointed was, in factr 
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the appointment. on the basis of a forged office order. 

The applicants being beneficiaries of the objectionable 

off ice order; it could be presumed that they had managed 

to dispatch the letter t.:. the concerned authority which led 

to their. appointments. The Tribunal cannot sit in appeal 

over the finding recorded by the Enquiry Officer and 

accepted by t he Discipl Lnery Authority that the office 

order datect.25.01.1999 was fake a nd f o rqe d , It is not of 

much relevance the t the Comµetent Au tno rd ty sho ul d have 

cancel.led the appointment instead of drawing the 

proceeding for major penalty under .ruLe 14 of the 

OCS ,CGA) Rules, 1965 • 

. 
5. It has be_en then submitted that the second cha rqs 

that the conduct of the ap~licants was unbecoming, cannot 

be said to have been s s tebLi s he d for the reason t.het it 

refers to a conduct before joining thf-J service. We are 

not impressed by the submission made by the learned 

counsel for the conduct was such as could render the 

applicants disqualified for Government service. Under 

these circumstances~ we do not find it a fit case for 

interference by the Tribunal. 

n.t, ~v 

6. Ihe O.ks are devoid of merit and a re dismissed, 

No order as to costs. 


