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R.G. Mishra Applicant
versus
- Union of Ingia & others Respondents,
i Shri T,N, Gupta,Counsel.for applicant.
shri BsK::8hukla, Counse] £Or Regpondents,
i Corams
i} : ) :
; Hon. Mr. Justice U.C. Srivastava,V.C,
1
: bon, Mr, K. Gbayya. Adm;Jﬂgmhggﬁn .
! (Hon. Mr.Justice u.c. Srivastava, V,.C.)
: The applicant whO was a Khalasi in the Railway,
. o ’ of
Was faced with g disciplinary enquiry because hig
unauthorised absence for two months. an encuiry
1
oy BT proceeded and a finding was Tecorded that his absence

Was unautborised. The Ppeal filed by the applicant

Was also dismlssed. The applicant took a plea before

thea regpondents that he sant the medical Certificate

from private Practitioner and sent it by UsP_ ¢, ang

himself posted it.

2. From the appejlate order it is clear that the
dpplication wassent but not the Certificate.?rom
tle appellate order it is algo revealed that the

avplicant was unable to ftesume hig duties due to
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sickness for one month and in his application
dated 4.2.86 he mentioned that one month more
may be granted for recovery. The private medical

certificate which was filed by the applicant,

recommends for rest for two months from3.2.86 to

. I TN
' 2.4.86, From this the appellste authorlt%conoludedv

that in case this applicatiOh dated 4.2.86 might /,i
have been posted,bythe applicant, it must haVexﬁeﬁtiGhédE
period 2 months and not one month. While applying %
. {
for regularisatidn of period vide his gpplication f
cdaté 4.,4.,86, the applicant has not mentioned anything

regarding his sickness that he was in private treatment

Thus, it was concluded that no certificate was filed
byhim.But it apsears that some intimation was given
bythe applicant and may be because of ignorance and

illiteracy he went tothe extént of giving a statement

which 1s not correct. &s it is not justified setting
agide the removel order but it does indicate that
the apnlicant was abgent for twomonths. Accordingly,

the respondents will consider his case for re-employm
. _

in the circumstances,if they cannot give him continui

It will be open for the respondents to treat the

continuity of service of the spplicant witbout giving

any monetary benefit.

3. But for the above observationg,the applicatior

is otlereise dismissed. NO order as to Costs,

A.h‘”@~q9F~/' : o v.C.

Lucknow: Dateds 21.11.92.



