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Heai1 Mr.Aksl*aya Kumar Paria, 

the applicant in person,who has filed this 

Oriina1 Application being aqgrieved by the 

ci 	 decision of the Respondents in not a1lowin 

him to prosecute his study in law as a 

eu1ar student,A copy of this O.A. has also 
Stanin! 

Oeen serve& on the learned SeniorLCounsel 

for the Union of IndiaMr,Anup IQviar Bose, 

who is also present and is heard in the rnatte 
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The cause of action of th 

matter has arisen en receipt 6f the letter 

dated 30•04.3004 at Annexure-A/11 issued 

by the Respondents refusing permission 

for prosecuting higher studies i.e, law 

as a regular stulerit. They have also disclosed 

in that letter that although he was not 

granted permission to take admission in 

law college for prosediating higher studies, 

they refused the permission vide letter 

N0.1141 dt, 4.9.2OO2 nonetheless, he has 

taken admission as a regular student in 

LTI3 degree which constitutes a violation 

of thee*duct rules.Tey have also alleged 

in that letter that the koplicant has in  the 

habit of using derogatory language in his 

representations,jte was also advised to 

refrain from doing so in future and that 

failure to do so would invite disciplinary 

action as provided under the rules 

It is also seen from the  

submission made by the applicant as akso 

during the oral submission that on receipt 

of this letter dated 30,4.04,Mr,parjda 

has not filed any reLresentation before 

the authities concerned clarifying his 

position and to come out clean in the matters  

It is also his claim that the letter No.1141 

dated 4,9,0 2 was never receive4 

therefore, that alle,atiants without any 

basjs,Howeyer,we are of the view that all 

these fctual FisPects can only be looked into 

A 
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by the concerned authorities i.e. Respondents 

and the Applicant is well advised in the first 

instance to eaust the Departmental remedy 

before rushing to the Court. Secondly,we would 

like to observe that the letter dated 

30.4.2004 issued by the Respondents was not 

only conveying to him that they do not 

approve his proposal to prosecute higher 

studies to which the Applicant is duty boun 

to comply with but also cautionin! the 

Applicant to behave within the four walls of 

the disci-alineo which seems to be missin! 0 

him. 

with the above observations, 

at this admission sta!e,we direct the 

Applicant to submit a rere3entatiOn before 

the competert authority if he has not 

received the letter No.1141 dated 

seeking further diection.ioWever,it i 	.. 
to be observed here that prosecution of 

hi!her studies while in service has to 

done unIer the provisions of the CCA(Con 

Rules ;where it is laid down that only wit. 

the prior penission of the employer an 

err1oyee can take admii 	or 

his/her hi!her studie, 

with the 

disposed of.No costs. 
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