Registration (D.A.) Mﬂ, 544 @f
Bhajan Lal v. DRM, Ce‘.ntﬁal Q'i}?ﬁ..,- Jh |
Connected with | .

Registration (C.A.) No. 1214 of 1937.

~auri Shankar v. ™7\, Central ﬁly.,-. Jhansi

Connected with

Registration (D.A.) No. 831 of 1987.

e R Canesh 'Zewat v. DR}, Central "ly., Jhansi * others. B

Connected with
Registration (D.A.) No. 834 of 1987
vamal Wishore Chaurasia v. TNi{, Central "ly., Jhansi %. others.

e
Connected with

?:.egistration {O.AL) No. 835 of 1987 —
Sukh Lal . 1/, Central Rly., Jhansi & others.

| Connected with
4 . Registration (0.A.) No. 1213 of 198&7.

Suraj Pal v. DRM, Central Rly., Jhansi & others.
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e S Hon'ble Justice XK. Nath, V.C. 7=t s
' Hon'ble X.J. Raman, A.MM.
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R - These seven cases raiser the same question of law

applicants were appointed” as substitute XKhalasis sometime be
1282 and Necember,192¢. Notices were issued to tham!tu

why their services may not be teriminated within 15 da s
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had said, inter alia, that there was n

in question and that the allegation that the

replies furnished by them no further enquiry was held and, the

they had no opportunity of defending the a-ll-egatioﬁ. of ille

into the service on the basis of forgec Casual Laboﬁr Card. It}:ﬂ

further said that no final orders of termination were passed, hut
the applicants were just ceased to work. |

2. The respondents filed counter affidavits in some of
these cases and did not file counter affidavits in the rest. The reply
in one of the counter affidavits (D.A. No.1214 of 1987) is that the
reply had not been furnished within the tiize stipulated and that
the applicant himself had been absenting since 21.2.192¢ and, there-
fore, the services wvrere terminated. It is further said that it was
found that the Casual Labour Card was forged and false.

3. There is nothing to show that any further enquiry was
held after receipt of the reply of the applicants. The delay, if any,
in submitting the reply could not exempt the respondents from their
obligation to hold a proper enquiry in accordance with the principles
of natural justice.

4. The learned counsel for the respondents said that the

applicants should have approached the superior authorities of the

Department and that the applications are barreﬂ by time, fn'mw_

of the fact that no proper enquiry was held in accordance wﬁﬁh
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the principles of natural justice, it would not be appropriate to .r

the claim simply because that superior departmamal Mm
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of the certified copy of this judgment. The aﬁpl':ic:ant&: shaaﬁ

wages from the date of reinstatement; back wages shall not be

It will be open to the respondents to hold a proper enquiry

the allegation of the applicants' Tasual Lahour Card heingt' :

forged or bogus, after giving reasonable opportunity to the appiicaﬁtzs.

L d ‘4 2 . =
These applications are accordingly‘*ﬂ;ﬂb There will be no order
as to costs.

A copy of this judgment may be placed with all the i i
L "' 3 _echuected file SRS, ERilier ) VS By _ R
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