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IN THEVCENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIPUNAL, JAIFUR BENCH, JAiéUR;
CL.A N0.291/9§' . | Da;e oL order;‘gﬂk,20ﬁ1.

Laddu, S/c Gh.Pam Fhacl, R/c Vill.Needhar Da, Distt.
Sawai Madhopur}'laSt employed astangmén (Ts). |

.« Applicant.

- Vs.
;. | Union.of India through General'Ménager,'Western Rly,
Churchgate, Bombay. |
2. Sr.Divisional Engineer(III), W.Rly, FKcta Division,.
Kota. | | |
3. Asstt;Enginéer W.R1ly, Sawaimadﬁopur.

...Reépcndents.

 Mr.Shiv Eumar - Ccunsel fer the arplicant.

Mr.Manish Phandari - Counsel for respondents.
CORAM: - |
Hen'kle Mr.Z.F.Agarwal, Judiéial Member
Hon'ble Mr.Gopal Singh,'Administrativé Membér.
FER HOW'ELE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JULIZIAL MEMEER.
In this'Original Application'filed under Sec.l? of the

Administrative Tribkunals Act, 1925, the applicant makes a

LN}

prayer L& jquash and set aside the'impugned.NIP dated 2Z.2.%0
inflictiﬁg ~the pehalty cf remoéal-_from service and corder
passed by.the appellate autherity hy which the appeal filed by
the‘appiicant was dismissed with all cconsejuential kenefits.

2. In brief facts of the‘case aé stated by cthe ~pplicant
are fhat the applicant was initiélly engagédwon the post of
Gangman ﬁn 24.4.84 and waz granted temporary status Wea,s fo
25.7.95. It ié.stated_that the aprlicant was served with a

charge sheet for majer ﬁenalty alleging that he had chtained

‘employment by fabriéating hogus service card and he thefeby

played fraud with the department. It is stated :that enguiry

wag not conducted as per rules, nc witness was examined, the

. applicant was not supplied with a copy of the enguiry report
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decided on 12.5.2000, has dealt with identical matter and the

instant case is also sjuarely covered Ly the above decision.

In the instant case'also the applicant'was only a temporary
status hclder Gangman, wﬁo.was remcved ifrem service, after
conducting a detailed énquiry. Therefofé, we do nct find any
ihfirmity in the impugned ordér 6f remcval from service cf the
applicant'and th; crder rassed ky the appéllate authority,
rejecting the aprpeal pf'the applicant, against thé impugned
order- of removal._Therefore, the applicant has nc cése ana
this 0.A devcid cf any merit is liakle tc ke dismissed.

7. We, therefcre, dismiss the O.Av.with nc order as to

costs. -
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(Gopal Singh) : ' | (S.KE.Agarwal) .

Member +(A). _ ' . . Member (J).




