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CSWTRiiL ADMIN loTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JABALfUa BENUii

cmuurr fitting at BiiAsaja.

OA NO.743/04 

B i l a s p u r ,  th is  the 12th o&y of M̂ y 2 005,

CGRAM

HMi'JDle MT.M.P, Singh, v ice  Gh îxmt^n 
Han'tole Mr .A.K.Btetnagar, Ju d ic ia l Member

£ \ isp ra j v«rroa
S /o  Jagdish ftasad  vertna 
R /o u /o  s*a*Rajput 
Near
Durg Road# Beraetara 
D is t t .  Durg CCG) Applicant

(By advocate Shri Raja Sternaa)

versus

1. Union o f India through 
Secretary, Ministry of 
Railways, New D elhi.

2 • Uir£iir(Qan
Railway Board 
R ail Bhawan, New D elhi.

3 .  Chairn^n
RRB, D-79/80, R ail vit^r  
BDA Rental Colony
South Eastern Railway f to je c t  uornplex 
Ch^ndrashekarpur, Bhubaneswlio/ar
Qc is&a • Res pon dents.

(By advocate Shri M*N.mnerjee)

O R D E R  (oral)

By M.g>Sinqh. v ice  unairman

By f i l in g  th is  Qfi, the applicant has claim ed the

follow ing r e lie fs ^

( i )  To hold thpit the decision  coranunicated vide o f f ic e  No. 
RRB/BifcA^OiJ-4/JE N /l/2  002/ cat- I / ad/ 155 dated 24 .3 . 04 o f  
RRB Bhubaneshwar (Annexure Ai) ca n ce llin g  the candidature 
of th e app licant and debarring him foi: l i f e  from 
appearing in a n  RRB examinations and appointment in  
Railways i s  void, i l l e g a l ,  and v it ia te d  in law, equit] 
and natural ju s t ic e  and to  quash i t .

( i i )  To d irec t the respondents to  consider the candidature 
of th e  applicant and he be appointed and posted as 
per lavf.
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2 . The b r ie f  fa c ts  of th e case  are thfit ap p lication s wejre 

in v ited  by Railway Recruitment Board, Blmbaneswar and 

Railway Recruitment Board, Kolkata jo in t ly  vide Braploymelnt 

N otice No.JBN/1/2002 for recruitm ent to  12 ca tegories of 

posts including Trainee A ssistan t Driver (E le c ./D ie se l)  

post a t category N o .l. The applicant was a candidate for  

the sa id  post w ith  R oll N o .O lS lll. The applicant appeared 

in the w ritten  examination and c[uaiified  the same. T h ere ifter , 

a psychological t e s t  was held on 25•2*2003 and he was c a lle d  

for c e r t i f ic a t e  v e r if ic a t io n  in the o f f ic e  of Railway 

Recruitment Board, Bhubaneswar c»i 11 .6 ,2003. Tne signatures  

and h&ndwtitings of the app licant taken on the d^te of 

c e r t i f ic a t e  v e r if ic a t io n  appeared to  be d iffe r e n t from tljiat 

a v a ila b le  in h is ap p lica tion  form, question booklet of 

written eKamination and c a l l  letters of written e5caminati|on 

and psychologijqai t e s t .  As such, his case  along w ith  a l l  

relevan t ipapers were sent t o  Government Examiner of Questioned 

Documents (GEqd), Central forensid  institute, Kolkata vide  

RRB, Bhubaneswar le t t e r  dated 27.11.2  003 for v e r if ic a t io n  and 

opinion regarding the genuineness of the candidate who 

appeared with R o ll No.018111 in written t e s t ,  psychological
j

t e s t  and c e r t i f ic a t e  v e r if ic a t io n  io e .  whether the applicant 

him self appeared a t the w ritten  examination and psychological 

t e s t  or n o t. A fter thorough examination ot a n  relevan t  

documents, GSqd vide th eir  le t t e r  dated 11.12.2003 and opinion  

dated 11.12*03 confirmed that the signature taken in  c a n  

le t t e r  on the d^te of psychological t e s t  d iffe r s  from t m t
I

a v a ila b le  in h is ap p lica tion  and t i^ t  taken on the <^te oil
1

c e r t i f ic a t e  v e r if ic a t io n . Qa reu eip t of the GEqD opinion , 

n o tic e  was issu ed  to  the applicant vide RRB, Bhubaneswar l i t t e r  

d^ted 24 .3 .2  0 04 regarding ca n ce lla tio n  ot his candidature

£oc t t o j o s t  o f  T ra in ee  A s s is ta n t  ECiver ( £ le = t r ie a i /D ia s e l )



and about h is jaeing debarred for l i f e  frora a n  Railway 

appointments, ^ co rd in g ly  the respondents have d^arred  

the app licant for l i f e  frora a n  appointments in Railv?ays 

in terms of the Railway Board's g u id elin es dated 14,2 *200^ 

(Annexure £15)• Hsnce th is  O* is  f i l e d .

3 , ifeard both p a r t ie s . Learned counsel ot the appii^^ant 

subm itted th a t the opinion s t a in e d  by tne respondents 

to  the e f fe c t  that tne signature of the applicant d iffere f  

on d ifferen t docum^ts i . e .  c a l l  le t te r  on the date of 

psychological t e s t  and on the date of c e r t i f ic a t e  verific |L tion  

i s  not c o r r ec t . He nas submitted that the Government examiner 

w h ile  sending the opinion ha4l s ta te d  that the person who \frote  

the blue enclosed w ritin gs/sign atu res stamped and marked a i ,  

o2 & did not w rite  the red enclosed signatures s im ila r ly  

stamped and marked q2. Learned counsel of th e  applicant 

furtner subm itted tnat the respondents have not given tne 

d e ta ils  of the red mark and a ls o  not nŝ de a v a ila b le  cop ies  

ot those documents aiong w ith  tne rep ly , tie has a lso  subm itted  

tteit tne app licant coiild not have entered in to  the examin«^tion 

n a il w itn  c a n  le t t e r  bearing his photogs-aph, i f  i t  is  a ca se  

of itapersonation. tie could h^ve been checked by tne in v ig  ila tor  

and other persons on duty and# therefore, i t  was not poss;Lble 

to  impersonate. The opinion of the nana w riting  expert cannot 

be r e l ie d  upou without coraborating tne evidence. Learne<  ̂

counsel has r e l ie d  upon the judgement of Andhra Pradesn 

rtign v-ourt in the case  of vandavasi Karthijceya a l ia s  

Kri&nna t-iurth  ̂ vs, a.Kamalacnraa and others AJR 1994 AP 102 

rte has a ls o  r e l ie d  upn tne judgement ot the Supreme Court 

in the case  of Aiamgir vs,i3tate (NGT)« Delhi hXA 2 003 dCt 2 82. 

Another around taken by the learned counsel of the ap p licen t is
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trtit to e  ti3ump impression which was aya iia ijie  w ith  the 

respondents was not compared and v e r if ie d , iis i^is submitted  

that tne (i^nd w riting expert has not been examined by the 

res pondents,

4 . Oa the other hand, learned counsel for the respondent^ 

s^ te fil that i t  is  a case  of impersonation by the a p p lican t, 

Proper procedure has been follow ed by the Railway Recruitmeht 

Board. The a p p lica n t’s signatures and handwritings were sent 

to  the appropriate Government authority for comparison w ith  

the signatures and handwritings a v a ila b le  in  tn e question  

booklet and the authority had confirmed that the signatures  

and handwritings d iffered . Xt i s  only on the b a sis  ot th is  

report t t e t  tne respondents have taken action  to  debar the  

applicant for l i f e  from employment and future s e le c t io n ,  

wnich is  in accordance w ith r u le s . Hs 1:»s a ls o  submitted t t e t  

tn e  npnd w ritin g  expert is  not required to  b e  examined anc. 

no c lin ch in g  evidence is  required as in the case  of a crim inal 

c a se . In se r v ic e  n a tters, the cases are decided by the Tribunal 

on the b a sis  of preponder ence of p ro b a b ility . Learned count e l  

fo r  tn e  respondents has r e l ie d  upon the judgement ot tne  

High Court of Jharkhand in W£S No.2864 o f 2Q04 -  Snree Kaijtt 

Kumar vs. UOX U Qcs,, wherein th e ^ g n  uourt has held as 

under*

**X am, therefore, of the view that s in c e  tn e  
, order ot can ce lla tio n  was passed a fte r  g e ttin g  
i t  v e r if ie d  by the government au th ority , th is  
court is  not supposed to  s i t  over th e report 
on the basl^ o f which the imipugned order of 
ca n ce lla tio n  was passed. I, therefore, do not 
fin d  any reason to  interferes w ith  the order.

 ̂ /^ tiis  w rit p e tit io n  i s  dismissed.**
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5 , We teve given carefu l consideration  to  tHe r iv a l  

contentions and we fin d  tn^t the respondentia m ve 

v e r if ie d  the signature and the handwriting of the 

applicant and they found that the signature on the  

c a l l  le t te r  and a ls o  on the answer sheets w ritten  by 

him, as a ls o  the handwriting are d if fe r e n t , Tnerefore, 

his case  along w ith a l l  re levan t papers were sent to  

Government EKaroiner ot Questioned Documents 

Central Forensic In s titu te , Kolkata for v e r if ic a t io n  and 

opinion regarding the genuineness or the appiicant^aiSd he 

nas given a d e f in ite  finding that the handwriting is  not 

same on d iffe r e n t documents w ritten  by th e  a p p lican t. I t  

i s  on that b a s is  the respondents have taken a decision  to  

debar the a p p lican t. The contention  of the applicant that 

the examiner should have been examined before a Ju d ic ia l 

autnority on the thurnl) impression i s  not accepted and 

accordingly r e je c te d . The judgements r e l ie d  upon by the  

learned counsel of the applicant are d istin gu ish ab le  and a te  

not a p p lica b le . In the ca se  of a crim inal ca se  only, c lin ch in g  

evidence ifs required whereas in the present case , only prepond­

er ence ot prctoability is  required, ftoreover, we cannot s i t  

as.an  a p p ella te  court ov&c an opinion given by tne Governcinent 

examiner,

6 ,  Fiac the reasons recorded above, we do not f in d  any 

ground to  in te r fe re  in the m atter. The is  without any 

and i s  accordingly dism issed. No c o s t s .

merit

CA,K,Bhatttagar) 
Judicia l Member

(«,P.Singhy  
vice Ciiairman

aa.


