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ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL

>

Order dated : 8.4.05

Heard Mr. SeKsMohapatra, Ild. Counseféfer
the applicant and Mre UeB.Mohapatra,Lde Sre #
Standing Counsel representing Respondent No.l
and Mr. A.K.Bose, ‘L'd. Counsel representing -
Respondent Nos. 2,3 and 4.

2. The applicant,in this case, Sﬁri Brundaban
Bhoi who is working as TGT in Physiéal Education
of D.N.School,attached to the Regional Institute
of Education,Bhubaneswar has approached the
Tribunal being served with a memorandum dated
26/29.4.,02, wherein the principal, Regional
Institute of Education(Resp. No.3) called upon
him to explain his act and conduct in connectim
with his involvq@ént in a criminal case numbé?
9343/01 +and—his behaviear/cOMAUCt GONMECTET
there to., Before the memorandum could be |

-

disposed of by hearing the applicant, fa which
he was given time, =~ heé approached the
T:ibunal challenging the said memorandum on the
qroﬁnd_that he was being called upon to explain
his involvement withoat holding any enquiry
without
andégiving opportunity to hear to him and that
the proposed termination 0f service was
violative of the »rinciples of natural justice.
3s At the admission stage after hearing both
the sides and after considering the question
of interim praver, we had directed inter alia
that the service of the applicant should not
be terminated without leave of this Tribunal.
Thereafter, this matter remained hanging,
undergoing several adjourmmentseither on the
prayer made by the Ld.'Counsel for the applic

or on the other grounds. However, the matter
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has been heard today when all the parties are
present;

4. we find that the memorandum dated
26/29.,4.02 was served on him under the Rule 3
of ccs(Conduct) Ru1es,1964 and he was given

an opportunity to explain his conduct vis-a—viJ
the allegation hrought against him. It is also
found that the applicant having joined the
Organization on 27.7.01 Qas a temporary emplovee
at that point of time and in the matter of
service conduct, he was governed by CCs(Tem-
porary :iiervj.ce) Rules, 1965, In the circumaham#
the legal grounds raised oy him are of no
great help. Further, it is wrong to say that

he had not been given benefit of principles

4 of natural justice because the memorandum

itself served on him called upon him to
explain his conduct. Be that as it may,
reculation of work and conduct of an employee
_beigg the solé prerogative of the employer
under the Conduct Rules referred to earlier,
this case is premature,and, we therefore,
diSpose.it of by rémahding'the matter to the
Disciplibary Authority to dispose of thg
memorandum dated 26/29,.4.02(Annexure=~7) served

on'the applicant after hearing him on merit.

S With the abov& direction, this 0.A, is

disposed of. No costs.
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