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kapi Kunt ar M an d 	 .App twuit 
VS 

Union oi India & Or 	 .Rr.ondent 

O32O 

.M 	(A.d:;iui) 

.I!!u.kJ4ciibertJudi.) 

I.Eeaid Mr. KCK.anungo LU. Coumel for the 

applicant and Mr. T.Rath, LU. Counsel appcarthg fr the 

Rtpondent-kailways. 

2 	 The cae of the apphcant in nutshell Is that he 

had, applied ftr the post ot Gangmanl(rou.p T' purswrnt to 

the Employment Notice No. 1/98 as at Annexilre-A/I and 

came out successful in the phy.swat as well as wrdte'n test. 

according to the applicant, although appoiithnents had been 

given to the other selected 	.didates whose d uments we-re 

Verified during 2004M5, veficjon of his docume-uts was 

done only on 24.(3.2OO9. Applicant, by tiling this  

prayed for the tillowing relief; 

to direct the Respondents to 
appomt the applicant in Group-
1) 7( hingman against cmp yimnt notice 

'No. .1198 dt. 05. 11 R 

for the ends of 	i 

ft 



0 
/ 

recall or inodity AniLexuIe-AI3 by deidmg 
"ft may he noted that candidates are being 
eatkd tr veiification at 20% over and 
above the number of vacancies to avoid 
short fail in the panel and that merely 
catimg a candidate tr document 
venheation does not, m any way, entitle 
him/her to an appointment in the 
railways frr the ends of 1ustice. 

ANL) 
tt drtc1 the keponde.nt to treat 

the appointment of the applicant in the post 
of Group 1Y/Gangman w cf. the date of 
appointment of any,  selected candidate with 
all benefits and with amar fir the ends of 
wstice, 

AND 
. . to issue any ofher....•' 

3. 	By liking counter, Respondents have oçposed the 

prayer of the applicant. Respondents in their counter have 

clanfied that due to doubt about the genuineness of the 

signature 1 the applicant over the document dunng the 

rerjflitjon of his documents on 24.03 2009, the Members of 

the v.entication conumttee decided to scud the documents to 

the .Vingerpnnt txpertltx-GEQL) Fthgerpuint exTe11 /f.x-

GEQD twice asked for the specimen signature of the applic ant 

to render opinion and alteT examination opined that the 

'pethmen writmgs and sgnatures, in addition to the earlier 

standard writings signatures, when compared with the 

L 



possible to express any definite opinion on the ques'tioned. 

]gnature.s. 

4. 	However, dming the course of heaiin.g today, Mr. 

T. Rath, I.A. Counsel fi the Railways produced a Letter No. 

i/(R290K)A56/ l0!OMR-i /98 dated. 19.03.2012 and 

submitted that the case of the applicant is under active 

consideration. It reveals frnm the counter that some similarity 

between the signatures of the applicant has now been 

established by the Fingerprint E .JEx-tJliQD. Hence, Mr. 

Rath submits that for final decision, it may take another four 

wccks tunci would be worthwhile to await the same. This 

proposition was acceptahk to the Ld. Counsel for the 

applicant 

5 	In View ofthe fact that the Respondents are going 

to consider the grievance of the applicant within. a period of 

one month as stated above, there remains nothing further to be 

adjudicated in this 0. A., 

6, 	Accordingly, we dispose of this 0. A.. with 

direction to Respondents to ensure that the decision regarding 

appointment of the applicant is taken within a period of two 

irth from the 1-te: of t'ot of a 	of tl,i order. 
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free copies offhIS order he giveil to the t. d. Counsel appearing 

for the p7t.R. 

?vtFI\'1 tt ud.t. 	 M 


