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D.R.M. Central Railway, Jhansi
and Others, i Ruapnnﬁants

Hon.,S .Zaheer Hasan, V,C.
Hon. Ajay Johri, A.M. o

(By Hon.S5.Zaheer Hasan, U;ﬁgﬁf_

This is an application under Section 19

of the Administrative Tribunals Act XIII of 1985,

é 2. The applicant Laxmi Prasad Prajapati was

working as Gangman since 19,.,12.83 and he worked as

ST T

gt Such at various places on different dates, By a ﬂﬂtiﬁiﬁr

-iﬁf : dated 31.1.1987 the applicant was informed that his
E? ! Labour Card was sent for verification and till the
';i” card was verified he would not be taken on duty from
%EE?. - 19.2.87 and in case the Labour Card was found forged

his services will be terminated and administrative

action would be taken against him. On 23.2.87 an

order was passed to the sffect that in the notice
given Fiftesn days before it was stated that in case

the Card was found forged his services would be

turminatad w.e.f. 19.2,87. Since the Card was found

forged so his services wsre being turminﬂkmg ; _
19/24.2.87. Aggrieved by this qgﬁ.fctbq_
has come to this Tgibunn; ﬁhnllﬁhgin@ i



Card uas verifisd uith respect t
and since the applicant's 5&2%@%@5

interviewed and whean he failed to give any ﬁﬁ&ﬁ_

explanation his services wers terminated, 1In

o f oo para 12 of the Counter Affidavit is mentioned
that vide letter dated 31.1.1937 the applicant
was 1informed that his Service Card was being sent “fg
for verification and in case it was found to be

fake, his services would @3 automatically stand

&8 terminated, After getting the report

e

&m‘;jq&m,q&mmm“ﬁ_ o

3 that the Card was fake, the applicant's services
' | were terminated and there was no illegality in this
behalf,
- : . ¥ E
- 4, The notice dated 31.1.1987 is conditional. e
It simply states that in case Service Card is f‘aunﬁ fi
{hifif | fake his sesrvices would be terminated and | 5;_

administrative action would be taken against the

applicant, Thereafter on 23.2.1987 a final order




were t&rminataé; Aaﬁa%diﬁgfﬁﬁ_w.

instru Ct iﬂns dated 1 3 ,12 u19ﬂ5

PR

These guidelines are based on principles of

natural justice and fair play and they were not =)

followed in the case before us. The least that

is required to be done in such casss is ¢-
£1) to inform the employ=e of thes proposed
action,

(2) to disclose to him the material sought
to be relied against him,

(3) to afford him a reasonable opportunity

to correct or to controvert such material

and to place his view and lead evidesnce

if he sp desires and thersafter to arrivs

at a fair and just decision supported by
reason expressed in a speaking order.
In the notice ner in the termination order it is
mentioned that the applicant was personally

intervieuwed, Theare is no document to show ﬁhﬁ@f

the authorities noted somewhere that thu-lpﬂliﬁt:fQH

was heard and he did not give any uxplnnﬁgi&ha
the allegation that the appliﬁant was

haard is nothing but a auatt anyf




Labour Cﬂrd was found Furgsd
stated that thu Labour* Card was fﬂunﬂ f

so his services were terminated.

A vy T
uasliuld about the material sought te be reli
ﬂ. il fric!
against him in support of the charge. Ths fir

about the fraud was arrived on the basis of the

evidence taken behind the back of thas applicant.

So the impugned order violates the aforesaid fﬂ
guidelines and the rules of patural justice and i
fair play. So the order of termination dated ;
23.2.1987 is quashed.with costs on parties. Ths 3
L= CM""— :
authurltyLylll be at liberty to issue a fresh show 5

cause notice and to decide this matter acceording

33 to law in the light of the observations made abqgg,'éﬁ
i o 2
e - 3R - st
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' Member (A) Vice Chairman kg

pated the <\ Feb.,1988.
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