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der dated : 9.4.05 
- 	 - k 

ard Mr. S.K.Mohapatra,Ld. Cxinsel for 

the applicant and Mr. U.8.Mohapatra,Lii* r. 

itanding C.insel representing Respondent No.]. 

and Mr. A.K.Bose, 14. Counsel repreenting 

Respondent Nos. 2,3 and 4. 

	

2. 	The applicant,in this case, .3hri 3rundaban 

Bhoi who is working as TGT in Physical Educatia 

of D.N.School,Ittached to the Regional litute 

of Educati on, Bhubano swar has appr oached the 

Tribunal being served with a memorandum dated 

26/ 29.4.02, wherein the principal, Regional 

Institute of Education(Resp. No.3) cal1€ upon 

hin to exiolain his act and conduct in connectiai 

with his involvement in a criminal case nurber 

9343/01 • 

there—to. Before the memorandum could be 

disposed of by hearing the applicant, fr which 

he was given time, 	he approached the 

Tribunal chal lenqing the said memorandum on the 

qround that he was being called upon to explain 

his involvement withit holding any eniiry 
without 

andiving opportunity to hear to him and that 

the proposed termination of service was 

violative of the principles of natural justice. 

	

3. 	At the admission stage after hearing both 

the sides and after considering the question 

of interim prayer, we had directed inter alia 

that the service of the app:Licant should not 

be terminated without leave of this Tribunal. 

Thereafter, this matter remained hanjr, 

undergoing several adjournmenteitheron the 

prayer made by the L.d. Ccinsel 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. 

We find that the memorandum dated 

26/29.4.02 was served on him under the Rule 3 

of CC3(Conduct) Rule s,1964 and he was given 

an opportunity to elain his conduct vis-a-vi 

the alloration brought against him. It is also 

found that the applicant having joined the 

Organization on 27.7.01 was a temporary eployeE 

at that point of, time and in the matter of 

service conduct, he was governed by CC (Tern-

porary iervice) Rules,1965. In the circumstanaas  

the legal grounds raised 	him are of no 

groat help. Further, it is wrong to say that 

he had not been given benefit of pririples 

of natural 1 ustice because the memorandum 

itself served on him called upon him to 

explain his conduct. Be that as it may, 

roqulation of work and conduct of an employee 

being the sole prerogative of the employer 

under the Conduct Rules referred to earlier, 

this case is premature,and. we therefore, 

dispose it of by remanding the matter to the 

Disciplinary Authority to dispose of the 

memorandum dated 26/29.4.0 2 (&iriexure-.7) served 

on the applicant after hearing him on merit. 

With the above direction, this 3.A* is 

disposed of. No costs. 
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