'ﬁ%ittnn under Art.226 of . the

;Etitution ofs | .ﬁjﬂ'been received from the Luck

_ Bench of the High'

Tribunals Aet X1} ﬁﬁ“fﬁ;

e Thaftb?ff  5*e'pet|t|Dners is that the pet- .=

itioner ﬂs. 1 %

s Frﬁ’d wo r ked: ﬁ;pr_so'metime in the ..

.

Pratapgarh and the petitioner nos. =

it
=

5d for a short time under Loco Foreman:

ltocog Canteen | Bt

16 to 31 had w«
R do

hNorthern Fiai__ﬂ@ay#knuw before 1.6.1978, FRST DGR =it

@;icners wergilﬁngé%ed ag substitute Engine Cleaners

- ol , B . . b
e W. 04T, 15.?,&1.? in #&he Locoshed Pratapgarh by Ehe

Luco_Foréman Northern Railway Pratapgarh and on 17.10580
SWhich was a pay day, when the petitioners were pot -

;i'pald thelr salary for the mopth of .Sept.198C dur&@g

4 e
which they had worked as substitutes, they madg,

k

inquiry and came to know that their services wems ‘.

terminated under letter dated 22.8.1980 of the _Sfﬁa

Divisional Mechanical Engineer Northern Rai lway Lucknq;'

respondent no.2 w.e.f.23.8.1980 on the ground that

the appointment of the petitioners was wrung as nny:

. ' 2 “:‘3'.,_ . R e
account” of the 'ban on the engagement cf ‘the fﬁagﬁat g

_tabpurarg, the petitioners could not be_engaged w.g!fib

?ﬁ;? 1880 as they had not worked befc;rﬁ th-ﬁ . CIJ

1.6.1978. The

hav;

| dat& petitioners

urt ufss29 of the Administrati;%&.ﬁvg’




ﬁs ever made and the letter dated 16.7. 198@”“

The Loco Foreman Pratapgarh V.D, Trn&jﬂthl has beel

wlth a eharge sheet for making thﬂ ﬁﬁﬁﬁi t

=ars_@Espite stay ar,

i oy :"‘

.:__ﬁ" case,

petitioners tﬁat : &ny

w01 em . Rac .-;,- Jn amy capamty before 1 ﬁ 1878.
whlch tte petitioffiéer nos. 1 to 15 might
*not a ‘canteen run by the railway ad-

e petitioners had ohta:_-,'

fra@&iéntiily;ﬁ their angﬁ'me

@t& %nfo. The petitioner nos.

E=9 a@a 10 w&ﬁ:%ﬁngaﬂ,ged
w.e.f. 16.7.1980 and the remaining petitiaﬁf" __
"’f-‘_é_-;@-_@-&ﬁéieﬁ w.e.f. 15.7.1980 siby the#loce For&man
garh illegally apd  fraudulently: No i.nqu,‘g‘;:y M

catioin regarding the past services of the peti

by the petitinnérs is a forged and fabri&atéd

Hiegai!y against the ru:lrﬁﬁ

.-.,_
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o g@he -t rué;ﬁ_i copies as provided under

nistrat ﬁge Tribunal (Procedure) Rules,

'wg are unable to place any reliance
e . :

&ccaord “‘;Q’ly refrain from considering
X * " , ‘*qu i ‘} W & e ol

. L

The short question arising for determinatioin

fia b F"ﬁs‘c'as‘f_a is whether the appointment of the petiti-
R * Ll |
ners is void ab initio and they are not entitled to

i@

any benefits of their appointment as s-ubs_'tit.u%f

55
qﬁ’, L

the respondent no.3. We have very carefully cons
the contentions raised on behalf of the parti
_Lre of the view that irrespective of the fact

“_m._pat"itioners were engaged for any @ﬁ?‘r'it};d‘ pr

the cut off date 1.6.78, the services of the petil

Fﬁﬁﬁfd¥ﬁ7;ﬂaad with w.e.f. 23.8.80 vide Sr.DME's .




tﬁs@ tham 1 mont
| S by thﬁ Sr.
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Jreges Eﬁat any pat:
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“written

s

Jé!an nppnrtunlty of hearing and

'ﬁ"fff-roper FogUEy - thelr souMilass | could

therefore, not sound.

T

v' 1‘éf" the above considerations, it also

gae s"lm

it

w\ necessary to examine whether the ban

o mpos:ed E%tlfle engagement of casual labour was applica-

a number

'h,;l*e FF:} substitutes or not and we are of the view that
the services of the petitioners could be tem’ijnated
by the Sr.DME who was otherwise competent to m._dn e}
on administrative grounds and the “benefits of ._@?tice
and retrenchments rules cannot be extended gﬁilthe
petitioners. We are further of the view that Lthe

petitioners hee¢ served the

of years under the stay order

railway admi nlstrati@n{ fnr._

granted E? &iw-_:
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