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k [[ E6.7.93 Vide Annexure-l dated 9th Junga,1993 the Petitioner'

Shri Frafulla Fanigrahi was appointed for 89 days namely
dW"W 15th June, 1993 to 11 th September,1993 to work as a
Seasonal Khalasi on the Workcharged establishment and
the petitioner was working as such &t F.F.Site Mohana
under Vamsadhara Sub Division, Berhampur«His services hag
been terminated on the ground that the petitioner
misconducted himself with the Inspectdng Officers/ﬁ'sed
un-Parliamentary words before the Officers on dnspection
of sites and attended office in drunken condition.Hencao
this applieddion has been filed with a prayer to quash
the order of termination dated 15th July;1993-contained |
in Annexure 2,
2 We have heard Mr,Somanath Mishra learned counsel 4
for the petitioner and Mr, Ashok Misra learned Senior '

standing Counsel (Central),
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3. Admittedly, the oft he petitioner 6n]:y for

89 days.One of the conditions of the service is that

: ’
the authority reserves a right to terminate the services

I

of the petitioner as a Seagonal Khalasi on the Workcharged
establishment,if he misconducts himself in any manner
what-so-ever.Reaéons for termination oft he servicesof

i

the petitioner has been given.Even though the learned
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ceynsel for the petitioner vehemently urged before us

that these allegations are allfalse yet we cannot

subscribe to thésa views because learned counsel for the
Petitioner could not satisfy us as to why the concerned
authority bears a grudge against the petitioner and
vindictively &J’%‘?“&W% ‘answer given by the
learned counsel for %Vhe petitioner is not satis factory.

There fore,we do not propose to either admit this case

or allow the application,
4, Lastly it was submitted by the learned counsél for
the petitioner that he wuld approach the concerned
authority and tender his unconditions] apolegy to the
concerned authority and try to move his heart for a
compassionate view to be taken over the petitioner.Wwe
sincerely feel that this is a better course which should
be adopted by t he pptitioner,We would also speak a word
o HUa ocdea
to the concerned authority[ that in case this procedure
is adopted by t he petitioner,the concerned authority lﬂmé)
mellow himself down and take a compassionate view over
the petitioner especially in view of the fact that thke
services of the petitioner has to be dispensed with widbh
effect from llth September,1993.,We think this w uld be an
example as a mode £n employer.We find there is substantial
force inthe contention of Mr.Mishra that the order is dat
15th July,1993, It cannot have a retrospective effect
name ly &% July,1993,.There fore,l4th day will ;éro; 9%
July,1993 and nél 26th July,1993.The termination order is

modified to this extent.
5. Thus, the application is accordin;ly isposed of,No
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