
C J TTAC K BENCH, C UTTACK 

ORIGIN AL APPLICATiON NO. 445 OF 2007 

CUTTACK THIS IS THE 5th DAY OF AUG.5  2010 

Sri B, VenkataRao ................. ......... ......... ............ Applicant 
Vs. 

Union of india & Others ...... .... ... ..... ..................Respondents 

FOR IN ST RU CT IONS 

I. 	Whether it be reièrred to reporters or not? 
2. 	Whether it be circulated to Principal Bench, Centra). Administrative 

Trihupaj or not? 

Ii 
(C. R. .M1RA) 	 (G.. (IIANTtIAPPA) 
ADMINIST RAIl VE MEMBER 	 ii] D1CIAL MEMBER 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTTACK BENCH, CUTTACK 

ORiGIN AL APPLICATION NO. 445 OF 2002 

CI] TTACK TEllS IS THE 	I)AY OF AUG, 2010 
CORAM: 

HON'B.LE MR. G. SHANTHAPPA, JL1)IC1AL MEMBER 
HON'I3LE MR. C.R. MOHAPATRA, ADMN. MEMBER 

Sri B. Venkata Rao, aged about 33 years, 	P 	m1u,ihn Al 

4 	t 

By the Advoth....................................... 

Srnt. G. R. Dora, 

J.K. Lenka 

Vs. 

Union of India, represented through by its General Manager, East 
Coast Railway, Chandrasekharpur, Bhubaneswar-7 51614 
Divisional Railway Manager, Khurda Road Division, East Coast 
Railway, AUPofDist.Khurda-7 52050. 

Respondents 

By the Advocate(s)..... .................................. ...... Mr. M.K. Das 



8 
ORDER 

HONBLE MR G. SIIAN THAPPA, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

We have heard Mr. J.K. Lenka. Ld. Counsel for the applicant 

and Mr. M .K. Das, Ld. Counsel for the Railways. 

2. This Original Application has been flied by the applicant 

under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunal's Act, 1985 seeking the 

following relief:- 

To quash the rejectionlcanceflaLHn 
Annexure-A16 dt. 16.06 .20C 
To direct the Respondcnt: 
appointment to the applicant in Group 'U 
post 	forthwith with consequential 
benefits." 

3. It is an admitted fact from both side, that the applicant had 

applied for the post of Group '1Y post under the notification No.1/98 

dated 05.11.1998. The applicant passed the physical test and was asked for 

verification of documents. The applicant produced the documents, finally 

the Respondents issued an order dated 16/2806.2006 in *hich it is stated 

that the photograph and signature on the admit card for physical test is not 

at all matching with the photographs and signatures on the admit card for 

written test and original application. The applicant approached this 

Tribunal by challenging this order. 

4. The Respondents have filed their counter and additional 

counter to the O.A. In the additional counter, they have stated at para 7 

that in view of the judgement in C)A. No.2 1 of 2006, as directed by this 

Thbunal, the Riiway A.uthorities to send the Signatures of Applicait 

LI 



a'ong Vilh sUitiI.cif huaicu 	t U icruni 	arituu 	o ü'ieilav 

Writing Experts to ascertain the correctness of Signatures. According 

the Signature of present Applicant was also sent to the Office of Hi 

Writing Expert and finally, the Respondents got Report from the Ha 

writing Expert and it is stated in the said Report that:- 

Signature on the original Application submitted by the 
Applicant in response to E. N. No.1198 & Verification 
Form do not tally with the Signatures on the Written Test 
Admit Card & Written Test Attendance Sheet.. 

Signatures on the Original Application submitted by 
the Applicant in response to E.N. No.1/98 & Verification 
Form also do not tally with the Signatures on the Phsical 
Test 	Admit 	Card, 	Physical 	Test 
Attendance Sheet and original O.M.R. Answer Sheet. 

In the additional counter the Respondents have not stated 

whether they have sent to the GEQD for verification and to get the experts 

opinion. Hence, we direct the Respondents to refer the documents in the 

present case to the GEQD, Kolkatta for examination, if not sent to the 

GEQI). After obtaining the expert opinion, the Respondents are directed 

to supply a copy of the expert opinion as stipulated in para 7 of the 

additional counter and also the expert opinion from the GEQD after 

obtaining from the GEQD. If the applicant is aggrieved by the expert 

opinion, it is open to the apphcantji challenge before appropriate forum. 

Since we are directing the Respondents to supply a copy of the experts 

opinion, keeping pending of this O.A, is not necessar. 

Accordingly, the O.A. is disposed of. No costs. 

"VO--HAVA1RA) (U. R.  
ADM1NISrfRA lIVE MEMBER 

T. SIIANT llAPlA) 
JUDICIAL MEMBER 


