Registration ["JA)N,@. mgf |
3hajan Lal v. DRM, Central Rly., Jhm &; 5
Connected with | 4
Registration (2.A.) No. 1214 of 1937.

Gauri Shankar v. D7, Central RPly., Jhansi ™ others.

Connected with

3 : Registration (0.A.) No. 831 of 1987.
Ganesh Kewat v. DR}, Central Rly., Jhansi > others. _ ';'if:'_ W
Connected with _ |
Registration (0.A.) No. 834 of 1987 e
X Kamal Xishore Chaurasia v. TR!I, Central Rly., Jhansi % others.
‘J' Connected with
: .I éegistratinn (D.A.) No. 835 of 1987. s
* : Sukh Lal v. DRM, Central Rly., Jhansi & others. 4
= !l‘ | Connected with !

Pl

BT Registration (0.A.) No. 1213 of 1987.

S A
3 -“- - —
Cr———

[* - Suraj Pal v. DRM, Central Rly., Jhansi & others.

! i '
R | i
5 |
T
.' {l‘..". i - e ——— o —
| 5 5
o ! I
arLa I.
-...- = T jf
.
’ %

Hon'ble Justice K. Nath, V.C. = !
Hon'hle X.J. Ramen, A.M. | ‘

These seven cases raiser the same question of law {

and facts and, therefore, are disposed of by this judgment, 'F&e '. ;

applicants were appointed” as substitute Khalasis snmeahiﬁaa



-----

had said, inter alia, that there was m Soraes

in question and that the allegation that ﬂm

O false and fabricated. The applicants' case is

replies furnished by them no further enquiry was held and,

they had no opportunity of defending the a.uegaﬁm', of ille

-:::1 : .T*-

into the service on the basis of forged Casual Labour Card. It

" further said that no final orders of termination were passed, hut '.
3 the applicants were just ceased to work. :’
T 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 1287) is that the

reply had not been furnished within the tirie stipulated and that ]
the applicant himself had been absenting since 21.2.192% and, there-
3 fore, the services were 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 _
i % |

held after receipt of the reply of the applicants. The delay, if any,

] in submitting the reply could not exempt the respondents froni 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 authcrities of the
TCepartnent and that the applications are barred by time. In view

of the fact that no proper enquiry was held in accordance with

the principles of natural Justice, it would not be appropriate to reject

the claim sinply because that superior departmental authorities had

not been approached. It is also not shown that there is any statutory




of the certified copy of this judgment. The applicants shall t

wages from the date of reinstatement; back wages shall mh@

It will be open to the respondents to hold a proper

the allegation of the applicants' Tasual Lahour Card being f’
forged or bogus, after giving reasonable opportunity to the appl-itmﬂfﬁég_f
These applications are accordingly :q{‘There will be no Qrd&tf.

as to costs.

A copy of this judgrient may be placed with all the

L_-fc’gbnneqted_filest_ o g e
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