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Nachhat t ar Si ngh ... APPELLANT (S)

VERSUS

Shi romani Gurdwara Prabandhak Committee .. . RESPONDENT( S)

(Wth office report)
Wth
C. A No. 7018/ 2001 (Wth office report)
SLP(C) Nos. 2155 & 21467 of 2002
(Wth appl. for c/delay in filing SLP)

Date : 30/01/2003 This appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE SH VARAJ V. PATIL
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE ARI JI T PASAYAT

For Appellant (s) M. A P. Mhanty, Adv.
M. MJ.S Rupal, Adv.
M. Hitesh Kumar Singh, Adv
Ms. Anuradha Priyadarshini, Adv. for
Ms. Gagrat & Co., Advs.
For Respondent (s) M. Har Dev Singh, Sr. Adv.
M. Pernjit Singh Jahangir, Adv.
Ms. Madhu Mol chandani, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
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. SP2
Del ay condoned.
The special |eave petitions and civil appeals are
dismissed in ternms of the signed order.
. SP1
(R K. Dhawan) (Shel l'y Sengupt a) @@
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
Court Master Court Master @@
AAAAAAAAAAAAA AAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
(Signed order is placed on the file)
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Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO 1338 OF 2001@@
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Nachhat tar Si ngh Appel I ant ('s)
ver sus

Shi romani Gurdwar a Prabandhak Committee Respondent ( s)
W TH

C. A. No. 7018/ 2001, SLP(C) No.21467/02 and SLP(C) No. 21559/ 02@@

S.L.P.(C No. 21467/ 2002@@

66600000066000000660000:

The services of the petitioner were termnated by
O der dated 19.4.1997, which reads thus:

"According of office Order No.122 dated
16.4.1997 of Shiromani CGurdwara Prabandhak
Commttee, the Executive Conmittee in its
nmeeting dated 15.4.1997 on the basis of reply
to the Charge-Sheet having not been found
satisfactory has relieved Bhai Gurnit Singh
Granthi  under suspension (s/o Sh Waryam
Si ngh) . Sri  Darbar Sahib, Sri Anritsar on
the charge of stealing Rs.204/- (Rupees Two
Hundred Four Only) fromthe gol ak of Gurdwara
Sant okhear Shaib."

Aggrieved by the said order of ternmination, the
petitioner filed Wit Petition No.3602/2000 on 16-3-2000
in the Hgh Court. The Hi gh Court after noticing the
averments made in the wit petition and |ooking to the
facts of the case disnmissed the wit petition on the

o2 -
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ground of delay and |aches stating that the petitioner
failed to explain the delay of nore than two years and
eight nmonths in filing the wit petition. The |earned
counsel for the petitioner contended that the order of
renoval of the petitioner from service was patently

illegal, it was one passed w thout holding any enquiry
what soever and it was against the principles of natura
justice. He added that there is no alternative renedy
available to the petitioner other than filing the wit
petition.

W may also notice that there is a delay of nore
than two hundred days in filing this special |eave

petition also which we condone. The High Court
exercising its discretion under Article 226 of the
Constitution dismssed the wit petition on the ground of
delay and |Iaches. Having regard to the facts and
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circunstances of the case, we do not find any good reason
to interfere wth such an order nmade in the discretion
that too looking into the facts and circunstances of the
case. Hence, the special |eave petition is dismssed.
S.L.P. (C No.21559/2002@®
(660 066006600660066006060;

The services of the petitioner were term nated by
Order dated 3.7.1997, which reads thus:

"According of the Letter of the Manager

GQurdwara Quru Granth Sahib (Ludhiana) No.8
dated 5.6.1997, the Acting President has on
the charge of msbehaving with the Manager

.3/ -
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and for playing i ndecent cassettes has
relieved Bhai Acchar Singh, Ganthi from
service."
L....... I To...... To...... To...... To...... To...... J

Aggrieved by the said order of termination, the
petitioner filed Wit Petition No.3601/2000 on 18- 3-2000
in the Hgh Court. The Hi gh Court after noticing the
avernents nmade in the wit petition and looking to the
facts of the case disnissed the wit petition on the
ground of delay and |aches stating that the petitioner
failed to explain the delay of nore than two years and
eight nmonths in filing the wit petition. The |earned
counsel for the petitioner contended that the order of
renoval of the petitioner from service was patently

illegal, it was one passed w thout holding any enquiry
what soever and it was against the principles of natura
justice. He added that there is no alternative renedy

available to the petitioner other than filing the wit
petition.

W may also notice that there is a delay of nore
than two hundred days in filing this special |eave
petition also which we condone. The High Court
exercising its discretion under Article 226 of the
Constitution dismssed the wit petition on the ground of
delay and |[aches. Having regard to the facts and
circunstances of the case, we do not find any good reason
to interfere wth such an order made in the discretion
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that too looking into the facts and circunstances of the
case. Hence, the special |eave petition is dismssed.
C. A. No. 1338/ 2001 @@
(660 0660066600660600

We have just now di sm ssed Special Leave Petition
Nos. 21467 & 21559 of 2002 raising simlar controversy
whi ch were ordered to be heard along with this appeal

This appeal is directed against the order dated
22.2.00 passed by the H gh Court in WP.No.2338/00. The
appel lant challenged the order of termination of his
services dated 18.12.94 by filing the wit petition on
18.7.00 after an inordinate delay of nore than 5 vyears.
The H gh Court having regard to the facts and
circunstances of the case disnissed the wit petition on
the ground of delay and | aches exercising its discretion
under Article 226 of the Constitution. The High Court
felt it was not a case to exercise its discretion to give
relief by condoning the inordi nate del ay, observing that



even a civil suit could not be filed beyond the period of
three years. W do not find any good or valid ground to
interfere wth such an order passed by the High Court in
its di scretion having regard to t he facts and
circunstances of the case. In this view, the appea
stands di sm ssed.
C. A No. 7018/ 2001@@
CCCcceeeeceeceece

We have just now di sm ssed Special Leave Petition
Nos. 21467 & 21559 of 2002 raising simlar controversy
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whi ch were ordered to be heard along with this appeal

This appeal is directed against the order dated
20.3.01 passed by the High Court in WP.No.4190/00. The
appel lant challenged the order of termination of his
services dated 7.1.94 by filing the wit petition on
24.4.00 after an inordinate delay of nore than 6 vyears.
The H gh Court having regard to the facts and
circunstances of the case dismssed the wit petition on
the ground of delay and | aches exercising its discretion
under Article 226 of the Constitution. The H gh Court
felt it was not a case to exercise its discretion to give
relief by condoning the inordinate delay, observing that
even a civil suit could not be filed beyond the period of
three years. W do not find any good or valid ground to
interfere wth such an order passed by the High Court in
its di scretion having regard to t he facts and
circumstances of the case. In this view, the appea
stands di sm ssed.
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(ARI JI' T PASAYAT)
New Del hi ,
January 30, 2003.



