should put in writing and obtain his signature of the
incharge for thenactuél items noticed and if there is , e
any shortage, it should be recorded and the'signature o |

of the stores incharge has to be obtained with such

shoktage could not be reconcialed, This was mot done

by the DEE and even when there is alleged shortage he
did not summon for the incharge i.e, myself to satis-
factorily explain the alleged shortage . The very fact
that the concerned has not called me while checking
the stock or afterwards cleerly shows that the shortage
was reported with a malafide intention. Sri Ch. Subba
Rao who counted thé insulatars and reported to the DEE

was mot aware of thé insulators lying in the premises..

R
ey

The DEE also did not record the statement of Sri Ch.
Subba Rao, The statement of Sri Ch,Subba Rac at the
enquiry clearly establiahes that the stock verification

was not done personslly by the DEE and the reported

.shortage is melafide.

4.' It was brought 6ut in the enquiry that the charge
is not specific and the person who conducted the §nnmirx

inspection and made the report of shortage was not
examined at the enquiry. The copy of the repq;t wasg
alsoc not sﬁﬁblied to me along with the charge sheet, The
mere production of the document at the enquiry without
examining the author of the document regarding the alleged
shortage does not amount to giving opportunity to the
applicant to defend his case.” The non-examination

of the DEE has resulted in the denial of reasonablé i
opportunity td me to effectively defend my case.

COHtEd. ] .3 .
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5 The enquiry officer commenced the enquiry by
examining me in the first instant which is contrary to
‘the disciplinary and appeal rules, It is only after
recording the evidence of the witnesses , the Eaguiry
Officer has to ask the charged employee if he is willing
tp be exsmined at the engiry. It is only after the
charged employee declines to be examined as a witness he
can ask some questions conmected with the proceedings of
the enqiriry but not start cross examine the charged employee
as if he is conducting a prosecution. This deviation
from the procedure is contrary to rules and the entire
proceedings are vitiated in law. The BEnguiry Officer
failed to discharge the quaai audiczal functions but

s WA W -— - — - -
~r

question and thereby trying to hold me‘peSpqnsible for

the charge, The main charge is that as per the ledger
8992 is the last posting and balance is 142 number but
physical balance is 132. The imputations by which the
charge is to be sustained have not been furnished except
the Inspection notes dated 9-9-92 of the DEE, The

Enquir§ Officer in his report split up the charge and

his findingsare that I am the guilty of the charge
levelled against me. The shortage has not been established
at the engiiry and the diécipliﬁary authority in his
penalty advice listed three items which are not the.
subject matter of the charge , The appellate authority
without applying his mind to the various grounds filr raised
therein simply confirmed the orders of the disciplinary
authoritys The Reviewing suthority who disposed of

the review petition has observed that " however in
actual practice such issuea are not_uncommon ahd I am
prepared to give the chapged officig)l the benefit of
doubt,". He also observed that © the charged official

B Conted, « &t
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“would have had ‘an oppartunity to explain ‘his point then and
there especially as the inspecting official has made an entry
in the DMER indicating the ground balance, The angakkziﬁ Review -
authority failed to take notice of the crucial point that
I was not asked to personally explain the shortage. The
entire inspection by the DEE was conducked at my back
without associating me with the physical verification of

the stock, He wad guided by the oral information furnished
by Sri Ch.Subba Rao. The inspection report cannot be taken
‘88 a EbrrécﬁzﬁiCuf§e of the stock in the alsence of my being
" confronted to explain for the alleged shortage on the spot,

This was done wi@h ﬁalice’to harm my carear., The DEE -
who is the reporting official has not been eiamined at the
Apnqﬁifyyéqditﬁé mere report cannot be treated as the charge

.;? proveﬁ, |
o T bosea Trmn bt Ak a1l #ha aThaue feanae in the
defence statement after conclusion of the engiry and slso
in my review petition, The umarious grounds raised by me.
have not been contradicted which amounts to the fact that

the enquiry was conducted with bias and the proceedings are

to quashed.
Solemly affirmed and
signed before me 0O Y

this the 13 ay
of Sept. 1997 .

Befo:: me C - /QBV cch

Advocate,Hyd. DEPONENT.






