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feg =t guat faut § vu due & 568 I mars9 wenfoges e 3
draarg afae =@ aagdtet Bt feg Ay ferfaoe = A7 fefa@s st 09-08-15 &t
wygrg feg fe'gr foprr fam f<°e 53t 81 3 fow Tovemas @ & 2t Ands 3| fow ferfaare feg
fgfim fapr 1t fa AEUZ qoHREOs WuS VY feg vae gy afuer grget d 3 Sfern gus <
21 foat € wed ¥ied sedaed At fegrar A fm) Img ymoag T & wrusT Yy IR &9
Aol 31 few &feR & ASHY deHdes &8 & 3T a6 §39 feoar famr w3 &+ ot sfedaes
A fegvar (7./A.) {are uw gvad 3 & »uer yy U & fapum fem 3 Aume 3 fa feo
fesardt &dt 91

Ay fres A=t (e W3 Mdlt®) gew 13 (i) €t {Fiasw € Asyy =t
Auwe T fa fem réw 3 &9 further fe&amdt reasonably practicable &dt

H'SHeT AUdtH d9e we et @8 Su-u A 3 et daner aat
wimdt &6t dig owdt fe9 ganeTdt €t Sadt 3 abandonment AHT & fa&T fI further notice
At fesgmrdt & GF It Aeret uaW g9s § Arfew sfagrfenr 3

HT&HLT HUdY dde @8 Jeewan Lal Ltd. Calcutta Vs its Workmen AIR 1961 SC
1567€ 3AS f&'T I5 Tom® mign'g Jue 13 IF I5:-

“If an employee continues to be absent from duty without obtaining leave and in
an unauthorized manner for such a long period of time that an inference may reasonably be

drawn from such absence that by his absence he has abandoned service, then such long
unauthorized absence may legitimately be held to cause a break in the continuity of service.”
feq 99 IR Shahoodual Vs Registrar Cooperative Societies, Bihar AIR 1974 SC

Wom

1896 f<'9 HT&TIaT FudH dae e &gt T8 Jo g enwT fa'ar 0:-

“After having been taken through the assertions made by both sides, we have no
hesitation in coming to the conclusion that even if the appellant was being punished, so that
Article 311 could apply, he had been, in the circumstances of the case, given sufficient
opportunity to explain his conduct. He had failed to avail of that opportunity. It could not,
therefore, be said that the requirements of natural justice or of Article 311 of the Constitution
had been contravened. In any case, on the facts before us, we think that it will be useless to
afford any further oportunity to the appellant to show cause why he should not be removed from
service. The undenied and undeniable fact that the appellant had actually abandoned his post of
duty for an exceedingly long period, without sufficient grounds for his absence, is so glaring that
giving him further opportunity to disprove what he practically admits could serve no useful
purpose. It could not benefit him or make any difference to the order which could be and has
been passed against him. It would only prolong his agony.”




HTEWIT FUedty 9 nive féstu oo fo% g SH Vijay. S Sathaye Vs Indian
Alrlines Ltd. And others, ¥ 3% f&'g 1zt 06-09-2013 g 3 3 29 Quias fsguay
ARE & I& MEAT HT YT ST -

“Absence from duty in the beginning may be a misconduct but when absence is

for a very long period, it may amount to voluntarily abandonment of service and in that
eventually, the bonds of service come to an end automatically without requiring any order to be

passed by the employer.” feT At 2014 (3) RSI(1) iS5 yarfinz 7
A wsdly fiw, sfedaes fithor fesmar (Af) Gmma, S & 9 sa9 ¥
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feg 2t guaat famt 3 Wy Tue T 38 I Barzw wewfuares 99 3 degde afoe
=8 g et fea AiyT fenfaad € 4 fefels fidt 09-08-15 & nyar fou fe3T fapr fam
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»yd Uy feg S99 gy afger gget ¥ 3t &few sz & 21 fest € viee Yieg sfeddes fRfior
fegmar (B f7.) (g wR 999 § & wrueT Uy UR 99 Raet 31 fen afew € Asyy aawees 295 57 3
&e1 37 fa'z famw w3 or Ot Ffedaes i fegwar () {Fe U owe § & WU Uy IR

© &g fapm1 few 3 Aune  fa feo aovards AAATST 3adt 978 due few fesumit a0t guet w3 €7
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I f7e® Aevet (Aam M3 Wli®) 387 13 (i) Tt {=iHed © Aady S rume 3 fa
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Wstar Fudh &3¢ »ie sty &5 S-Sy mi 3 o Stmt Fmien ot wifmdt 4t
7 oot f=° FoHTTal € SF9T T abandonment AHT & fa&t & further notice ' fesgmdt © w
Tt ATt U3H 996 & Arfed sfaafenr &

WsEar FUdtH 3¢ €8 Jeewan Lal Ltd, Calcutta Vs its Workmen AIR 1961 SC 15672

B fS'9 I5 TaAe wsH9 Ly 513 9 95—

“If an employee continues to be absent from duty without obtaining leave and in an

" unauthorized manner for such a long period of time that an inference may reasonably be drawn from such

absence that by his absence he has abandoned service, then such long unauthorized absence may
legitimately be held to cause a break in the continuity of service.”

fear 3T @7  Shahoodual Vs Registrar Cooperative Societies, Bihar AIR 1974 SC 1896
fe'g Watar gudiy da¢ e fedtnr €8 35 nigAe ensr fogr d-

“After having been taken through the assertions made by both sides, we have no
hesitation in coming to the conclusion that even if the appellant was being punished, so that Article 311
could apply, he had been, in the circumstances of the case, given sufficient opportunity to explain his
conduct. He had failed to avail of that opportunity. It could not, therefore, be said that the requirements of
natural justice or of Article 311 of the Constitution had been contravened. In any case, on the facts before
us, we think that it will be useless to afford any further oportunity to the appellant to show cause why he
should not be removed from service. The undenied and undeniable fact that the appellant had actually
abandoned his post of duty for an exceedingly long period, without sufficient grounds for his absence, is
so glaring that giving him further opportunity to disprove what he practically admits could serve no
useful purpose. It could not benefit him or make any difference to the order which could be and has been
passed against him, It would only prolong his agony.”

HTSTAT U da¢ W st gurar fee 39 &W Vijay. S Sathaye Vs Indian Airlines
Ltd. And others, & aF &9 3T 06-09-2013 § &3 ¥nd {29 Quias faauwaa ads & T3 wigA
HT ST J137 -

“Absence from duty in the beginning may be a misconduct but when absence is for a
very long period, it may amount to voluntarily abandonment of service and in that eventually, the bonds



of service come to an end automatically without requiring any order to be passed by the employer.” f&T
AHe 2014 (3) RSK(1) f&'g yarfag 31
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gt weflea da, AA. HAeH, AfWF 35 9999 qu: AAAA ey, fag
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fRfuni fegvar (7 fir.) 7mg U oRT § & »rueT Wy U9 ot famml fem 3 rube I fi feg
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Ieme 78 A==t (AT o3 wdt®) 8w 13 (i) Oh U<esw @ Aedy @
e J f ferr Aew 3 I further fesgmat reasonably practicable ZF | .

H'SWAT JUdY Jae wre festur 2§ Su-2y 1w I fo'dbnt 5aien gt
At et die It f's aeraTot &t $9dt 3 abandonment AMY & st fAF further notice
AT fesanat & @n It et waw gas § e sfaarfen I

WTEGaT HUdIH d9e T8 Jeewan Lal Ltd. Calcutta Vs its Workmen AIR 1961 SC
1567€ 373 <9 I5 TaAE »igna Jue N I T5:-

“If an employee continues to be absent from duty without obtaining leave and in
an unauthorized manner for such a long period of time that an inference may reasonably be

drawn from such absence that by his absence he has abandoned service, then such long
unauthorized absence may legitimately be held to cause a break in the continuity of service.”

fe 93 A Shahoodual Vs Registrar Cooperative Societies, Bihar AIR 1974 SC
1896 '8 HratiaT Hudh d9¢ Wie e <8 I wisAg Sner fogr .-

“After having been taken through the assertions made by both sides, we have no
hesitation in coming to the conclusion that even if the appellant was being punished, so that
Article 311 could apply, he had been, in the circumstances of the case, given sufficient
opportunity to explain his conduct. He had failed to avail of that opportunity. It could not,
therefore, be said that the requirements of natural justice or of Article 311 of the Constitution
had been contravened. In any case, on the facts before us, we think that it will be useless to
afford any further oportunity to the appellant to show cause why he should not be removed from
service. The undenied and undeniable fact that the appellant had actually abandoned his post of
duty for an exceedingly long period, without sufficient grounds for his absence, is so glaring that
giving him further opportunity to disprove what he practically admits could serve no useful



purpose. iIt could not benefit him or make any difference to the order which could be and has
been passed against him. It would only prolong his agony.”

WSHaT FUSH da wire fegtm gvrar fEa 99 W Vijay. S Sathaye Vs Indian
Airlines Ltd. And others, ¥ aW f&¥ 3t 06-09-2013 % €3 a8 &9 Quds= faquas
85 & T& MEHT U UHET ot Ji-

“Absence from duty in the beginning may be a misconduct but when absence is

for a very long period, it may amount to voluntarily abandonment of service and in that
eventually, the bonds of service come to an end automatically without requiring any order to be

passed by the employer.” f&g 5tz 2014 (3) RSJ(1) f&'9 yarfg 31
T gwdld fiw, sfedaes fferr fegmr Grfv) Targ, WF B2 AASIE AHGE
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diegTe dfos T8 Fovardnt et few AT fenfaore @ AF fefa@s firt 09-08-15 @t
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WSHAl YN dge we fodfhr 2% Sy-3y Av 3 fo'dhat wiaitew agt
mivdt 84t div araet fe'T aovETat €t Fadt 3 abandonment AN & fast fai further notice
' fesgmitdt @ 8 It et waW age & wrfew sfaarfenr I

H'&TAT BUSH §9¢ 8 Jeewan Lal Ltd. Calcutta Vs its Workmen AIR 1961 SC
1567¢ SRS <9 & TaATE »izpHd Yy S13 I I5:-

“If an employee continues to be absent from duty without obtaining leave and in
an unauthorized manner for such a long period of time that an inference may reasonably be

drawn from such absence that by his absence he has abandoned service, then such long
unauthorized absence may legitimately be held to cause a break in the continuity of service.”

fesr 39 47 Shahoodual Vs Registrar Cooperative Societies, Bihar AIR 1974 SC
1896 f<"g Wratiar gushy dae mre &5t €8 I5 mgnra s fo'gr -

“After having been taken through the assertions made by both sides, we have no
hesitation in coming to the conclusion that even if the appellant was being punished, so that
Article 311 could apply, he had been, in the circumstances of the case, given sufficient
opportunity to explain his conduct. He had failed to avail of that opportunity. It could not,
therefore, be said that the requirements of natural justice or of Article 311 of the Constitution
had been contravened. In any case, on the facts before us, we think that it will be useless to
afford any further oportunity to the appellant to show cause why he should not be removed from
service. The undenied and undeniable fact that the appellant had actually abandoned his post of
duty for an exceedingly long period, without sufficient grounds for his absence, is so glaring that
giving him further opportunity to disprove what he practically admits could serve no useful
purpose. It could not benefit him or make any difference to the order which could be and has
been passed against him. It would only prolong his agony.”
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“Absence from duty in the beginning may be a misconduct but when absence is
for a very long period, it may amount to voluntarily abandonment of service and in that
eventually, the bonds of service come to an end automatically without requiring any order to be

passed by the employer.” feg #AHzZ 2014 (3) RSI(1) f&w yafaz J1
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HTSTIT FUSH dde €8 Jeewan Lal Lid. Calcutta Vs its Workmen AIR 1961 SC
1567 3nB ' Io Tame nigH Que AT a® Io-

“If an employee continues to be absent from duty without obtaining leave and in
an unauthorized manner for such a long period of time that an inference may reasonably be

drawn from such absence that by his absence he has abandoned service, then such long
unauthorized absence may legitimately be held to cause a break in the continuity of service.”

feq 33 &R Shahoodual Vs Registrar Cooperative Societies, Bihar AIR 1974 SC
1896 f<'9 wrastiar gudht d9e me fEstr <5 I WgwTe ansT fogr -

“After having been taken through the assertions made by both sides, we have no
hesitation in coming to the conclusion that even if the appellant was being punished, so that
Article 311 could apply, he had been, in the circumstances of the case, given sufficient
opportunity to explain his conduct. He had failed to avail of that opportunity. It could not,
therefore, be said that the requirements of natural Jjustice or of Article 311 of the Constitution
had been contravened. In any case, on the facts before us, we think that it will be useless to
afford any further oportunity to the appellant to show cause why he should not be removed from
service. The undenied and undeniable fact that the appellant had actually abandoned his post of
duty for an exceedingly long period, without sufficient grounds for his absence, is so glaring that
giving him further opportunity to disprove what he practically admits could serve no useful
purpose. It could not benefit him or make any difference to the order which could be and has
been passed against him. It would only prolong his agony.”
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