
&( '- 
4 	. 	CENTRAL ADMINtST TIVF' T1BUNA1 	. . 

GUWAHATI. BENH • 	
. 	GUWAEAfl-0. 

• 	 (DESTRUcTION OF RECORD  RUL,ES,1990) 

INDEX  
No.,. 	2. . .22 

to R.A / C.P No. .•. . .........• . 

E.P/Iv1.i No...... .... .............,_._t 

M. to Orclers Sheet.. .' . 	 .. 	 ?. . . .. .Pg. . ... . . . i............   . ... 

Judgrxient/Order 

Judgment & Order dtd ................... Received frorrH.C/Suprexne Court 

• 4. 	 ............ 

5, 

• 	 6o 

• 

8. 

....... 

Any other Papers ......... .. ........ .. .... . ........Pg........................to,,,..,,,,,.,,;.. 

• 	11. Ivlerrio of A. peara.rice...........,.,,...,, 

12. 

- • 13. '11rittexi 

AxTlenclerxlent Rep1r by Respoxderits.,,.,,..... .... 

Anierxdrnent Reply filed by the Applicant..,......, 

Counter 

-.7 

SEcTION OFFICER(Judl.) 



I 

FORM NO. 4 
(See Rule 42) 

in The Central Administrative Tribunal 
GUWAHATL BENCH : GIJWAHATI 

ORDER SHEET 
APPLICATION NO. / 	 OF 199 

Applicant(s) 	X 

Respondent(s) 	 d 

Advocate for Applicant(s) 

Advocate fr Respondent(s) 	C. 

Notes of the Regstry 	Date 	 Order of the Tribunal 

:- 	
11.7.00 

0 1 

jc 

I 	
nkm 

PW 

Wje 	: 

- 19.9.00 

Present: Hon'ble Mr S. Biswas, 
Administrative Member 

The applicant is not present. 

Post on 10.8.00 for admission. 

Member(A)' 

1- 	 .- 
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Present : The Hon'ble ilr D.M.Choudhury. 
VjceChajrman. 

Issue notice to show cause as to 

why this application shall not be 

admitted. Returnable by 1.11.2000. 
• List on 1.11.2000 for admission. 

Vice-Chairman 

( 



for taking necessary 	steps and 	about 

the next date 	accordingly. List 	on 

1.12.2000. 
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Order of the Tribunai 

Applicant 	Sri 	K.K.Singh 	is 

absent. Office to inform the applicant 

Vice-Chairman 

4 

The applicant who present n.is case in 

person is absent tcday also. Mr. s. Sarn, at 

y request agreea to take up the case of ttle 

pp1icant. List the matter for admission on 

11.12.2000. Office to serve a set of 

pplication to Mr. S. Sarna within this week. 

Vice-Crairman 

Present 	Hon'ble N. Justice D.N. 
Chowdhury, Vice-.Cha irman 
and Hon'ble Mr.M.P.Sthgh, 
Administrative !mber. 

Three weeks time is allaaed to 

the respondents to file reply to the 

show cause. 
List on 5.1.2001 for show cause 

and admission. 

Nrnbei 	 Vice-Chairman 

written statement has already 

been filed, by the respondents. The 

Icase is ready.for hearing. 
List on9.4.01 for hearing. 

1-
Vice-Chairman. 
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CENTRAL 	MINISiRATI V1 TI3UN.L? GUH!TI 3'iC.H 

(T IMPHL ) 

Original Aplication No. 196 of 2000. 

Date of Decision : The 28th Day of Nay,2001. 

The Hon'ble Mr Justice AshokAgrwa1, Chairman 

The Hjn'blc Mr K.K.Sharma,Administrative Member. 

Shri Konsau homei Singh 
Asslstt tngineer'.etird) 
Sougai jam Leikai, Moiraiigkhom,Imhal, 
P.O. Impha.1, Jist, Imphil West, 
Manipur. 

By dvDcate Sri S.Sarriia a7pearing as 
micus Curiae. 

4Versus - 

Ujn of India 
represented by Secretary, 
Ministry of Urban Development, 
oVt. of India, 

New )elhi-110011. 

Th Jir€.ctor General of orks, 
CP;) (Vigilance Unjt) 
oorn No. 132 2 	i ng, 

Nirman 8hawan, New Delhj-110011. 

By Sri \,Deb Ioy, Sr,C.G..C. 

: . ;3piiCant 

• • . esoondents. 

0 R L) : 	____ 

Ashok Agárwai..J. Chairrnan) 

The aplicant durinj the relevant period f U83 ws 

working as ;ssistent Engineer in Central public 'Jorks )eartrncnt, 

Manipur Central )ivision. 4hilc working as such he had gt 

executed 	work of C/O 2 Nos type Li  quarters at C..Iinphal 

including internal sjiitary 3nd L'S insta1latiori3.Thc oforL,, Said 

orks were carric.d from 2r.3.1983  onwards. The aolicant was 

transfrred from the aforesaid :ost  in November 1991.1. H 

finally retird on su7erannuation on 2. 2 .191-i. A few days 

prior t his sU:)erannu3tOn 1e was erved with a charge sicet 

oLk 
of L .?. i)9Li in relAtion t c:vints which had taken olace wy 

back in 1983 with the following articles o chArge: 



a '. • 
• 	, . 

11 rt4tcle I 

That during the aforesaid period and whi ie 
functioning in the aforesaid offlce, the 
said Sri .K.Singh, failed t) cnsure main-
tenance of cement register in roer shape. 

•rticle II 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
Functioninj in the aforesaid office, the said 
Sri 	.K.Singh, failed in exercisiig his weekly 
checks on the balance of cement in cerncnt 
register. 

Article II 

• 	 That during the aforesaid period and while 
• 	 functioning in the aforesaid office, the said 

sri K..Singh, signed the indents for cement 
and steel which were in excess of and much in 
advance of requirement which finally resulted 

• 	 in loss to the (overnrrnt. 

Article IV 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said 
ri K.(.Singh, failed to propose full rcovery 

of the materials issued in each .A.till even 
though hc did not indicate in the bills that 
certain items involving use of cement and steel 
were lcft unmeasured. 

&ticie V 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said 
Sri K.K.Sinqh, failed to get balance materials 
Ftiird frorirtntractors. Sri K.K.Singh, 
also failed tD re?Qrt the matter about removal 
: )f departmental store by the cntrctor to 
police authorities as well as n his higher 
officers. On account of these lapses on the 
part of Sri K..3ingh, A.E, the Government had 
incurred a loss of s.48,957.30. 

Sri c.K.Singh, thus failed to maintain 
absolute integrity and exhibited lack of 
devotion to duty and contravened Rules 3(t)(i) 
& 3(1)(ii) of CCS (Conduct) .'ules, 1964 

2. 	after the ao:'licant was served with the aforesaid charge 

sheet, the aforesaid disciplinary proceedings were impugned by 

the applicant by instituting O.A.140.388 of 1999 on gr.)unds, inter 

;alia that the same were liable: to be set aside on the grounds 

of mala fides aia 	undue delay and latches. Pending the said 

O.., disciplinary proceedings 	rè cbntinue 	The inquiry 

contd. .3 

/-- 
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Officer by his findings of 27.10.1998 has found Article I 

as proved and Articles II to IV as partially proved. The 

Disciplinary Authority by the impugned order of 5.5.2000, 

on the basis of the recorxunendations of the U.P.S,C. of 6.4.2000 

has imposed a penalty of reduction of 10% pension for a period 

of 5 years. Whereas, the Inquiry Officer had found Articles II 

to IV as partially proved, the U.P.S.C. in its recommendations 

has found all the charges including Articles II to IV as fully 

proved. The aforesaid recommendations of the U.P.S.C. has 

been accepted by the Disciplinary Authority while imposing 

the aforesaid penalty. In other words, whereas the Inquiry 

Officer has found Articles II to IV as partially proved, the 

Disciplinary Authority has found them as proved while imposing 

the aforesaid order of penalty and this, the Disciplinary 

Authority has done without putting the applicant to notice 

and without affording him an: opportunity to show cause 

against the proposed findings on Articles II to IV. This is 

the first lacuna to be found in the present disciplinary 

proceedings. 

As is clear from the factb narrated hereinabove, the 

events which are made the subject matter of the disciplinary 

proceedings are alleged to have taken place way back in 1983. 

The applicant has been transferred from the post he held in 

November 1984 and the present disciplinary proceedings are 

sought to be initiated in 1994, i.e. after almost a lapse of 

ten years and that too a few days prior to the applicant's 

retirement on superannuation. 

The gravamerit of the charge levelled against the 

applicant is his failure to maintain properly the Cement 

Register. The duty of maintaining the same, it is conceded, 

is that of the Junior Engineer. The applicant was merely 

supposed to supervise the functioning of the Junior Engineer. 

The ...... 	- - 
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The Junior Engineer is not charge sheeted. The original Register 

which was supposed to have been maintained at the relevant time, 

it Is the contention, of the applicant, was never produced 

before the Inquiry Officer. What was produced was an entirely 

different Register. Without entering into this controversy 

as also the controversy regarding the non supply of the 

relevant documents, which were relied upon in the enquiry, 

it is enough to set aside the impugned order of penalty on 

both the following grounds, namely, that the disciplinary 

• proceedings smack of mala fides on account of the same having 

been initiated after long delay and that too at the fag end 

of the applicant's career, just at the time of his retirement. 

The order is liable to be set aside on the further ground that 

• whereas the Inquiry Officer had held Articles II to IV as 

part ialJ.y proved, the disciplinary authority has proceeded to 

impcse the impuhed order of penalty on the basis of the 

aforesaid charges being duly proved and this had beenc done 

without following the due principles of natural justice, 

namely, by putting the applicant to notice by giving him an 

opportunity to show cause. 

5. 	For the foregoing reasons the present O.A. suáceeds. 

The impugned order of penalty imposed upon the applicant by 

the Disciplinary Authority of 5.5.2000 is qbashed and set 

aside. The applicant will;.now become entitled to receive 

consequential benefits, namely, 10% of his pension, which has 

been cut &i the basis of the aforesaid order of the Disciplinary 

Authority. 

The respondents will pay the counsel for the applicant, 

who has appeared as amicus curiae, cost quantified at s.5000/-

(Rupees five thousand only). 

K. K. SHARMA 
	

'AGARWAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

	
C IRMAN 
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GUWAHATL BENCH 

LICATION WIDER SECTION 19  OF THE AEiINISTRATIVE 

TRIB..UAL' S ACT, 1985, 

I 	QJUINAL ALJcATIQNNO./  9~0f`  2nrlo. 

Shri Konsam Khomei Sinh 
...Applicant. 

Union of India,represented by 
Secretary,Ministry of Urban 
Devel,pment,vt,of India, 
Nirman Bhawan,New Delhi..110011, 

The Director of General of W.rks, 
C.P.W,D.(Vigilence Unit)Eoom N0 
132 0 A..Wing,Nirman 9hawan, 

New Delhj...110011. 	 ...Respondents. 

1t0: :f_drrr::: 	Es:: 

	

11 	Application, 	 1 11 

	

20 	Verification. 	 12 

	

39 	Annexure.A/i( True copy of the forwardjn 
letter dt.212..98 given by the Respon. 

V . 	 dent NO2) 	 13 
, 	

4. 	Ann exure...A/2(irue copy of the Report 
of En-qiry Officer dt. 271o98) 	 14 9 

AnnexureA/3(True copy of the Repre 
sentation dt. 19-12.98) 	 93 

	

1 pv )  6. 	Anfl exure..A/4( True copy of the Order 
of Penalty dt,5..5..2000) 	 9 	10 Apr) 	

V.- - 
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-----------a a a -  - - -  -- - - - a - a - - - - - - - - 

V 	

\ 	
(4 	 V 	

V 	 Siature of the Applicant. 

A4-f -I- * 
For use in Trjua1's Office. 
----------------------------- _ - - 



H 

a a - - - - - - - - - 	 - 	 - - - - 

Date of filing 	 - 
or, 

Date of receipt 
by post,e!istratiOfl 

Siature for Registrar. 

I 

7- 
1 



r. 

BEIORE THE CENThAL ALKNISTRATIVE TRIBU"JAL : 
GUWAHATI BENCH 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NOR!OF 2000 

Shri Konsam Khomej Singh,A. E (Retired), 
Sougal jam Leikai, Moirangkhom,Imphal, 
P.O,Imphal,Distrjct Imphal West, 
Manipur and last employed as A.E(C), 
C.P.W.D.,Njrman Bhawan,New Delhi, 

.Applicant. 

I. 	The Union of India, 
represented by Secretary Ministry 
of Urban Development,Covt.of, 
India, Nirman Bhawari,New Deihi_IlO011. 

2. 	The Director General of Works, 
C.R,W,D,(Vigjlence Unit)Room No,132, 
A...Wing, Niri-nan Ehawan,New Delhi..11O011, 

Respon dents 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION : 

1, 	PARTICULARS OF THE Oia;Eii AGAINST 1-1ICH THE 

APPLICATION IS MADE : 

The applicant filedthe present appli 

Cation against the order No,G...13012/4/99_.AVI 

dt.05/05/2000 issued by the Under Secretary 

to the Govt.of India; Ministry of Urban Deve.  

lopment New Delhi, 

Cøtd., ..2/._ 

1. 

- 	 -- 	 - 
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2, 	JURISDICTION OF THE TRIBUNAL ; 

The applicant declares that the subject 

matter of the order against which he wants redr. 

sSal is within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal s  

3• 	LIMITATION : 

The applicant further declares that the a 

application is within the limitation period pr-

scribed in Section 21 of the administrative 

Iribunals Act,1985 inasmuch as the order against 

which this application is filed IS issued only 

on 05/05/2000, 

4, FACTS OF THE GASE : 

Durinç the year 1982, 1983 and 1984 i.e.upto 

the rndnth of Novber 1984,the applicant was 

posted as Assistant Engjneer(Givji) in the GPWD, 

Manipur Central Dlvi sion , Imphal ,Manipur, There.  

after,he was transferred and posted at different 

places In India and he retired from service on 

28294(A,N)0n superannuation while he was post& 

at Delhi in the grade of A.E(G)ider the Director 

Central of Works,C.P.W.D ,'-ov.of Mamip India. 

YhIle the applicant was about to retire 

from service i.e.on 23/24_2..94, the Director 

Genera], of Works,C.p.W.D(Vjgjlence Unit),Gvt.of 

India issued a Memorendurn of Charges under Memo 

ren dum No. 13/11/88...VSI dt. 23/24.2..94 cantaining 

5 charges against the applicant. The Articles 

of charges as Contained in the Memorendum are 
as follows: 

COfltd..3,'.. 
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4 	ARTICL I: 

That during the aforesaid period and while func 

tioning in the aforesaid office,the said Shri K.K.Sir 

failed to ensure maintennce of Cement register in 

proper shape. 

ARTICLE II: 

That during the aforesaid period and while func 

ioning in the aforesaid office,the said Shrj K.K.Sint  

failed in xercisirig his weekly checks on the balance 

of cement in cement register. 

ARTICLC III: 

That during the aforesaid period and while funct 

loning in the aforesaid office,the said Shri K.K.Sjngh, 

Sjaned the indents for cement and steel which were in 

excess of and much in advance of requirement which in 

finally resulted in loss to the C6vernment. 

ARTICLE IV: 

That,during the aforesaid period and while functiou  

ning in the aforesaid office,the said Shri KKSjng, 

failed to propose full recovery of the materials issued 

in each R.A.jfl even though he did not indicated in 

the bills that certain items involving use of cement 

and steli were left unmeasured. 

ARTICLE V: 

That,during the aforesaid period and while func-

tiofling in the aforesaid office,the said Shri K.K,Sjngh 

failed to get balance materials returned from the con-

tractor. Shri K.K,Sjngh,also failed to report the matte 

about removal, of departmental stores by the contractor 

to police authorities as well as to his higher officers 

on account of these lapses on the part of Shri K.1cSjr i  
A1

E, the Government had incurred a loss of Rs.48,957.30  

COfltd....4/ 
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That,from perusal of the charges leveled ag0inst\ 

the applicant it is clearly seen that all the charges 

relates to the execution of a work of "G/O 2 Nos type 

4 quarters at C.,Imphal including internal senitary 

and W/S  installations from 283.83 onwards, 

ifl this regard it is pertinent to State that the 

said contract work was not completed during the tenure 

of the applicant inasmuch as he was transferred and posted 

out of the Manipur Central Division,Imphal during the 

month of November 1984; and as such the final bills etc. 

was passed, after his departure by the concern authorities 

of the said Manipur Central Livision,C.P.W.D.,Imphal, 

That,since the matter relates to the execution 

of work which took place in the year 1983 in respect of 

the matter concerning the C.P.W.D.,Manjpur Central Dlv 

isbn, Imphal and since the Meniorendum of charges was 

issued only on23/24i.2-94while the applicant was serving 

at £elhi,the applicant was unable to remember or recollect 

the incidence or the related duties performed by him as 

an Asstt.Engineer(Clvil) in respect of the execution of 

the related work,he requested the Responrent No.2on 3.-3..94 

for furnishing or supplying the defence records mentioned 

in the application followed by many reminder for enabling 

him to prepare an effective reply as per records main 

tamed at the office of the Executive Engineer C • P,W• 1J• , 

Manipur Gentral Division, Imphal. However the iiespon dents 

failed to supply any of the said defence records and on 

the other hand the superintending 

its letter N0, 13/1l/88—VSI dt,2694,I9...IO..94,l6..12..94, 

25...1..95 etc. directed the applicant to submit his written 

Contc...5/... 
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statement of defence either by accepting or denying 

the charges made in the Memoreridxn of charges dt. 

23/24.-2.-94 without supplying the defence records. 

Thus,the applicant was forced to submit a written 

statement of defence on 15...2-95 without supplying the 

defence records basing solely on his memory in respect 

of a matter which took place during the year 1983.-84. 

That;thereafter,vjde order No.1/5/94..VSII/j dt.15.. 

3.-95 issued by the Director General of Works,C,P,W,D,, 

appointed one Sh,Anant Ram,SE(Inqujry)as Inquiry Officers  
Thereafter vide another order dt.1312...95 one R.D.Aggar.. 

wal,S,E,(Inquiry)was appointed to be the Enquiry Officer. 

That,the prosecution produced only one witness 

and his statement was recorded as P.W.No.l.t,urjng the 

Course of the trial, The presenting officer Produce 

seven Listed documents in favour of the prosecution 

which were marked as Ext.P.-j to P7 and 13 defence 

documents which were marked as Di to D13 

That,in the course of the hearing the applicant 

submitted his final brief on 25_698 as the enquiry 

Continued, for many years,In the final brief the peti.-
tioner stated that the document marked Ex.P...5(cernent 

Register)and Ex...P...4 (Hinderance and MAS A/C register) 

are not original documents but fabricated ones on the 
following grounds: 

(1) Cement RegIster(Exp.-5)js not one which was 

issued by Executive Engjneer,MCJ I to Sub_Divi.. 

Sion and in turn 	 issued to Junior 

Engineer for use as it is not Signed by Execu... 

tive Engineer,M,c,, or Assistant  En gineer (c, o) 
or by any authority whatsoever, 

Contd. . 6/.- 
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(ii) It was neither page numbered nor have issued number 

44 - 	 of Division Office and Sub-Division Office. 	(Y 

(iii)C.O.was test checking the cement register which 

was issued by Executive Engirkeer,MCDI and re 

issuing to Junior Engineer by Su.Divjsion(C.O.) 

but this register has no signature of Assistant 

Engineer/Executive Engineer for test checking. 

The test checking of Cement register is established 

from the fact,when G.O.on test checking found shor 

tage,asked the contractor for the same with copy 

to Executive 	 3unor Engineer 

Vj de his No, 23( 3)/83_MCl/74l dt, 2498 3(Exh1) 

Page 27 of Pile No,54(17O)/MJ82(Photostate Enclosed) 

Put fabricated register Exhibit P5 does not have my 

(GO's)signature of test checking and remarks made 

there on by, C.O.  

Fabrication of Exh.P..5(Cement register) is also 

established from the quantities of cement shown 

in H/A bills and balances Shown in the fabricated 

register which does not tallies as under 

The fabrication of Eh.P_5 is further established 

from the fact that contractor's initial were missing 

from 2nd page i.e.13394 to end. 

4• 	rhat,as per the matterials on record the prose 

cution was unable to proof any of the charges levelling 

against the applicant s  However,the Enquiry Officer 

without considering the materials on record and also 

Without taking into consideration the submitsions made 

by the applicant as contained in the final brief dt• 



25-6-98 submitted a report of enquiry on 2710...98 to 

the }iesponcert No2,stating that the chargec under 

Article No,1 is proved and other charges are partially 

proved. Thereafter the Respondent No.2 videhis letter 

under File No. 1/5/94_VSII dt.21298 furnished the 

applicant a copy of the Report of the Enquiry officer 

No.$E(Enq.)/5/95 dt. 271098 with a statement that the 

disciplinary authority will take a suitable decision 

after considering the report and that if the applicant 

wish to make any representation he may do so in writing 

to the Disciplinary AuthorIty within 15 days of the 

receipt of the letter, 

Atrue copy of the Sal d forwarding 

letter dt.2.-12...96 is annexed herewith 

and marId as Annexure_A/I. 

A true copy of the Report of Enquiry 

officer dt, 18-1O 98 is annexed here 

With and marked as Annexure_A/2. 

5, 	That,the applicant received the Report of the 

Enquiry Officer dt.212..98 through post only on 1012..98 

and thereafter he submitted a Representation against 

the Report of the Enquiry Officer on 19.-12 98 9 by speeed 

post stating that the finding of the Enquiry Officer are 

all perverse and not supported by any material docu~ 

ments and that the Enquiry Officer failed to appreciate 

the entire evidence on record over and above failure on 

the part of the Enquiry Officer to foilow the procedural 

requirements and prayed for setting aside the report. 

A true copy of the representation dt. 

1912...98 IS annexed herewith and 

marked as Annexure_A,i3, 

CQfltd. .8/_ 



6. 	That,since the Respondents failed to take action 

upon the representation mate  by the applicant,a case 

being O.JLNo.386 of 1999 was filed before the (;AT,Gauhati 

Bench for quashing the entire proceedings of the Enquiry 

and the Same is pending, However,during the pendency of 

he application,the Responc.ierjt No.1 passed an order on 

5.-05-200 ( the impugned order) by inflicting a penalty 

of 10% cut in pension for a period of five years 

against the applicant. 

A true copy of the order of penalty 

dt.05...05.2000 is annexed herewith 

and markod as Annexure_A/4. 

7 1  GPOWTS FOR RELIEF WITH LEGAL PQ VISIONS: 

For that the enquiry relates to state matters 

inasmuch as the charges were in respect of the 

execution of work done in the year 1983 and the 

enquiry was initiated only on 2420294 and 

as such the impugned order is not maintaiable, 

For that the report of the enqiry is not 

supported by any material document and as such the 

impugned order is not maintainable. 

For that the Respondant No,l failed to 

excercise its power judiciously in passing the 

impugned order and as such the impugned order is 

liable to be set aside, 

For that it is the duty of the desciplinary, 

authority to see whether the report of enquiry is based 

on evicience, But in the instant case the Respondant 

No,i failed to verify the records and as such the 

impugned order is liable to be set aside, 

C0n 
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For that the Respondant N0 I failed to consider 

the representation submitted by the applicant against 

the report. of enquiry and as such the impugned order 

is void and liable to be set aside. 

For that no Departmental Enquiry can be 

initiated agairst an employee/retired employee in 

respect of the matter which took place more than 

IC years ago and as such the impugned order is 

vitiated in the eye of laws  

For that the enquiry and its report is / 

against the decision of the AT,Chandjgarh Bench 

rendered In Tarlok Singh V.Union of India reported 

In 1989 (9)ATC 491 and also the decision rendered 

by the GAT ,Ahmedabad Bench in M.M.Qureshj V. 

union of India reported in 1989(9) ATC 500 and PL 

Khandetwal V.Union of 1ndja reported in 1989(9) 
ATC 509, 

For that the penalty imposed against the 

applicant is too harsh In as much as the work was 

completed after his transfer and the final Bills, 

Final lest Checking etc,were done by other officials 

who was posted in his place and no proceedinc is 

drawn against any of the employees who are respon... 

sible for the due execution of the work s  
For that the report of the enqury is too vauge 

and perverse and not supported by any material do-
cuments •  However, the Respondant No.i accepted the 

report without verifyina the records,Hence the 

impugned penalty Is not maintainable. 

For that there are many other good and suffi... 
dent grounds for setting aside the impugned 
order of penity, 

Contd. . 10/... 
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K) 	For that the impugned order is also 

amounts to sub-Judice in as much as the matter is 

in issue before the GAT.cauhatj Eench in O,A, 

No,388 of 1999- 

8. 	DETAILS OF THE IEMEDIES EXHAUSTED : 

The applicant declares that he has availed of all 

the remedies available to him under the relevant service 

rules inasmuch as he submitted the representation dt.19. 

12.98 against the Rort of the Enquiry Officer dt.2-1298 

for setting aside the report and also reminder representa-

tions dt.001-99 and 14099(Mnexures_A/3,A/4 & A/S 

respectively)requestjng for closer of the Enqujry,At 

the same tirne,the impugned order was issued by the 

Respondent N0.1 in the name of the President of India 

for which no appeal is provided under the CCS(CcA) 

ules 1965. 

9, MATTERS NOT P.dEVIOUSLY FILED OR PENDING WITH ANY 

OTHER O3 	: 

The applicant further declares that he had already 

filed O.A.No.338/99 before this Tribunal and the same is 

pending. 

10. HELIEF SOUGHT : 

In view of the facts mentioned in para No.6 above, 

the applicant prays for the fol1o'ing reliefs : 

An order for quashing the impugned order of 

penalty dt. 5-5.200, 

A direction or order directing the Respondents 

to relEase the retiral benefits of the appli 

cant within one month with interest, 

Any other relief or reliefs as the }-brYble 
Tribunal deems fit and apPropriate, 

Cost of litigation, 

COfltd...il/ 
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1, INTERIM ORDR, AJN'PI-IAYED FOR: 

In the interim it is prayed that the 

impugned order dt.05-05-200o in Annexure_A/4 be 

stayed during the pendency of the petition. 

12. 	The application is sent herewith by Regis- 

tered post. The petitioner is a poor retired Govt. 

employee and he has no means of engaging an advocate 

for conducting his case at Guwahati Hence an advocate 

may kindly be appointed for conducting the case 

fxom the expence of the Central Cvt, 

13, PARTICULAP1SO F BANK DRAFT/POSTAL ORDER Fl LED IN 

RESPECT OF THE APPLICATION FEE : 

i. P. ô. 

 

AfO. 27 

14, LIST OF EqCLOSURES : 

As indicated in the index, 



VERIFICATION 

I,ShrI Konsam Khomei Sinch, aged about 

63 yrs, retired A.E,(C), C1 P.W,L.,resident of 

Sougaijam Leikai,Moirangkhorn,Itrphal, do hereby 

verify that the contents of Para Nos,l to 3 

are true to my personal knovledge and Para Nos e  

4 to 9 regarding legal matters are believed to 

be true on legal advice and that I have not 

suppressed any material fact. 

Date : 	2000. 

Place :  1114 
To 

SIO1ATURE OF THE APPLICANT. 

)W--40~ 
, s) 

The Aegistrar. 

-a- 
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By Regd. AD. 

	

fle No. i/5/94-VSU . 	
. 

Govt. Of India 	 .. 	 •-'. i. 
Directorate Genera' of Woiks 

CPWD(Vlgllance Untt) 

	

Room No. 132, 'A' Wing 	 . 	 S  

	

Niman Bhavan, New Delhi 	', 	 . .• 

Dated; 2- /12/98 . •. 

- 

To 7 
\7 	Shri Konsam Khomet Singh, 

AE.(Retd.), 

Sougaijam Teikai, 
Moirangkhom, 

imphal - 795001. 

Sub: Deptt. Inquiry aqainst Shri K.K.Sincih, AE(C)Retd. 

I am directed to enclose herewith the report of the Inquiry bfficer 
received under his No. SE(Inq.)/5/95 , dated 27th Ocf.,98. The discipUnary' 
Authority will take a suitable decision after considering the report. If you wish to . 
make any representation or submission, you may do so in writing to the 
disciplinary authority within 15 days of receipt of this letter. 	 Jj 

End. Inquiry Report. S  

	

Engineer Officer(J)l/P.O. 	• 

Copy to:-(By Regd. AD) 	• 	 . 	
• 	 J. 

1. 	Shri K.K.Singh, A..E.(Retd.), Khasra No. 76, Bakarwala Mor, Near .  Bakrawala S 	
• 

Village, P.O. Mundka, New Delhi-i 10041. 	 . 

(2 e. 	 JL 

S 	

' 	Engineer Officer(D) I/P.O. 
S 	 S 
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ANNEXUp 4c/ 

• , No.SE(InqUides)/5/95 	. 	•. . 	:. 
Superintending Engineer(Inquiry) 
Central Public Works Department 

NirmanBhawan, New D'elhi- 110011 

Sub: Departmental inquiry into the charges framed against 
Sh.K.K.Singh, AE(C)Rctd. under Rule 14 of CCS 
(CCA)Rules, 1965. 

Introduction 

The. Director General of Works, Central P.W.D., New Delhi : 
appointed Sh.Anant Ram. SE(Inquiry) as Inquiry Officer to inquire into ,. H, 
the charges fiarned against Sh K K Smgh,AE(C) Rctd under Rule 14 of 
CCS(CCA)Rules,1965 vide his office order No.1/5/94-VSJIIi dated' 
15.3.95. 

• 
On transfer of Sh.Anant Rain, the Director General of Works, . 

CPWD, New Delhi appointed the undersigned as Inquily Officer vide 
office orderNoj/5194-VS-2 dated 13.12.95. • •.' . . •" .. 

The Director General of Works, CPWD, New Delhi appqinted. Sh.. ' 
Hardipender Singh, EO(D)I, Vigilance Unit, CPWD, New Delhi as.: 
Presenting Officer vide office order No 1/5/94-VS-21n dated 15 3 95 

On traiisfer of Sh.Hardipender Singli, . the Director General of 
Works, CPWD, New Delhi appointed Sh.M.C.Bansal, EO(D)I, Vigilance: 
Unit, CPWD, New DelI)i as Presenting Officer vide .  office order 

'.No.1/5/94VS2 dated 5.8.96. 	 . 	. 	.. 
1& 	 . 	. 	 . 	. 	.. .. 

The pre
,
liminary hearing was held on 8.5.95 and. regular hearings 

were held on 12.3,96. 6.3.97, 7.8.97, 16.10.97, 12.12.97, 28.1.98, 
17.2.98 & 1.4.98. . . .. 

	

• ' 	The P0 produced seven listed dbcuments which were iiiarked as P1 
to P7 and taken on recoid The P0 also produced 13 defence doucmcnts 
which were marked as Dl to D13 and taken on iccord 	 / 

• 	
•.•:'• : 	 . 	 . 	 . 

The P0 produced one prosecution witness ard his evidence was 
taken as PWL 1 he CO also produced one defence witness and his 

.....videnp was tnkn s DW I . The () çilso o.fl'crqd himself' as his own (Th A 



Both the P0 and CO submitted their final briefs. 

Article of Cl, wges 

That the said Shri K.K.Singh, while functioning as Assistant 
Engineer in Munipur Central Sub-Divn., under Manipur Central Division, 
CPWD. Imphal, got executed the work of 'C/o 2 Nos. Type IV Qtrs. At 
C.A. Inipha'l, including internal sanitary and W/s installations from 
28.3.83 onwards during which he committed serious irregularities as 
follows: - 

Article I:- 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K.Singh, failed to ensure maintenance of 
cement register in proper shape. 

Article H 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K.Singh, thiled in exercising his weekly 
checks on the balance of cement in cement register. 

Article Ill 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K.Singh, signed the indents for cement 
and steel which were in excess of and much in advance of requirement 
which finally resulted in loss to the Government. 

Ai-ficle IV 

/ 

That during the aibiesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office. the said Shri K.K,Singh. failed to propose full recovery 
of the materials issued in each R.A.bili even though he did not indicate in 
the bills that certain items involving use of cement and steel were left 
unmeasured. 

Article. V 

. I? 

ii:i d irn n the i !orcsaici 	nciiod anl 	hiie iunciionin in tiç. 
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returned from the contractor, Shri K.K.Singh, also fiiled to report the 
mattei' about rehioval of departmental stores by the contractor to police 
authorities as well as to his higher officers. On account of these lapses on 
the part of Shri K.K.Singh. A.E.. the Government had incurred a loss of 
Rs. 48,957.30. 

The P0 in his final brief dated 8.9.98 intimated as follows:' 

P.O. Briefs (Article-I) 

PW .1 (Shri K.V.CH Rama Rao) in his examination in chief 
deposed that as per para 14 of Section 27 of CPW1) Manual Vol.JL' a 
register should be maintained at the site of each work to minimise the 
chances of pilferage of cement from the site of work and the register. 
should contain columns as shovn in Appendix 18, the pages of register 	 Rol 
should be machine numbered and each page initialled by Executive 
Engineer . The PW 1 deposed that the columns in EX. PS i.e cement 
rcgistcr does not eoniriu to the colulnl)s given in Appcndix I in CPWI) 
Manual Vol.11. The PW 1 in answer to question no. I put by the 1.0 
informed that if the cement register is not maintained by J.E. in proper 
shape in that event the AE should have pointed out. In answer to question 
no. 2 he deposed that the materials at site are the responsibility of JE as 
well as AE and if the regisl:ers are not maintained properly by the JE, the 
AE should have pointed out and got them rectified. 	 .' 

The DW 1 (Shri V.P.Singh) dudug his examination- in chief 
deposed that the registers for work to be utilised under different contracts 
wei•e bieng issued by the division office.for which a separate register was 

V. . kept by the Head Clerk who was issusing such registers and making the 
entry for record under EEs signature. He further deposed that he has seen 

V. 	EX- P5 and confirmed that the said cement register was not issued by the' 

\ ' 	Division Office. During cross examination under question no. 1, DW I 
deposed that he did not know the reasons for non issue of the said register 
by' the Head Clerk of the DiViStOn\  . howcver. he also deposed that this 
practice of issuing the register from division was existing when he took 
over the charge of Manipur Central division. Under question no. 2, the 

\ DW 1 deposed that as per rules given in CPWI) Manual VoL1I it was the 
duty of the AE to maintain this register .however, at Manipur this was not 
the practice when DW-1 joined . The DW 1 under question no. 4 deposed 
that it was the violation of the rules 

11 8i.  

S 	The DW 2 (Shri KK Singh) deposed that 'the register under EX P5 
has not bLui issuI b\ hun though he idcnithcd the 1gIlatul cs ol ii Sliii 
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LA.Majumdar which are available in the rcgiters . He also confirmed of 
havin.g conversant with the initials of JE and the contractor under answer 
to question no.. 2 during his cross examination as well as he confirmed of 
having identified the signature of JE and coiitractor under aiswcr to 
question no. 3 . He informed of having received the phbto copies of the 

11 II registcrcd documents on 2.9.97 in compliance of his requisition dated 
14.8.97 under answer to question no. 4 during cross examination . Uidcr 
answer to question no. 6 the DW 2 deposed that lie did not poilfl out 
doubt about the authenticity of Lx.- P4 and Ex.,- P5 in particular i.e about 
these two registers . He also dcposed that he did not write any letter in 
this regard after 2.9.97 i.e. the date when he received the copy of listed 
documents after he had inspected thein in original. 

In view of the above, charge under article I stand proved. 
11fl - 

P.O. briefs (Article-I I) 
	

I 

The PW 1 (Shri K.V. CH. Rama Rao) during his examination in 
chief deposf that the Ex P5 has not been checked even once by the AE 
/Exec'utive Engineer though the cement Godown and registers are 
required to be checked by SDOIEE in charge of the work at least weekly 
or fortnightly respectively in case of works at the Headquarters of the 
SI)OIEE as per para 14 of Section 27 of CPWD Manual Vol.11. He further 
deposed that the perusal of Ex P1 and name of work suggests itself that 
the work was located at civil airport at Imphal which wasHeadquartcr of 

. 	AF/FF. 

Thc flW 1 (Shri VP Sinh) during his cross examination under 
question no 3 also deposed that the piovisions of jvu1 14 undcT section 
27 of CPWD Manual Vol.11. .1972 Edition, which prescribes checking of 
cement Godown and register by the SDO weekly/fortiiighly , have not 
been followed by the AL in Ex. P5 even once right from 22.9.83 till 
30.10.84 though as per rules, AE \vas required to check these He also 
deposed under question no. 4 that it was in violation of nibs. 

Under Question No. 3 put by the L',O. to PW 1 (Shri K.V.CH. Rama 
Rao) he deposed that the CO has not checked the register even once 
though the work. continued from 22.9.83 till 31 .1,0.51 as pci LX P5. 

In view of above the charge under article 11 stands pro'cd. 

Im 

4 
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P.O.l3riefs (Article-HI) 

The PW 1(Shri K.V. CH. Rama Rao) by refering to Ex.- P2 (12 
indents except indent No. 950103, dt. 13.9.84 . which is signed by some 
K.C.Singha) and para 6 of Section 27 of CP.WD Manual Vol. lIdeposed 
that to safeguard and prevent such invisiblô losses to the Govt., it is 
essential that issues to contractors should be regulated and restricted to 
actual requirement. Be further deposed that in about two months advance 
of anticipated requirement and about 5 to 10% above the such 
requirement the materials can be issued to the contractor. He also 
deposed that by reading provisions of para 6 under section 27 of CPWD 
Manual Vol.11 , Ex.- P3 and Lx.- P2 , it is inlbrmcd that the provisions of 
CPWD Manual Vol.11 were not followed by the CO. 

MIN 	 The PW I further deposed that as per Lx 1 13/4. page 14/19 total 
cement was issued fur a quantity of 30.50 MT. whereas theoretical 
r1uircinc1it was 18.066 MT indicating that an excess of 12.434 MT. 
Cement was issued. By reading the final bill with Ex.-P5 it is seen that 
cçmdnt was not available and it may have been removed from site. 

PW 1 further deposed that as per Ex P2 (page 1/24) (page 2/24) 
on 22.9.83 the quantity of 0.550 MT. of miled steel was issued and on 
perusal of the bill it is seen that mild steel was not: consumed upto 

'4' 
	30.3.84(P3/2, page 7/11). 

The PW 1 further deposed that as per F.x P3 / 3 read with indent 
flOS. 596292. 924275. 924278.924261 and 924268 . 495 MT. of mild 
steel was issued up to 24.8.84 whereas 1.490 MT. of mild steel was 
actually consumed indicating that balancq was with the custody of 
contractor. 

The PW 1 further deposed that totar of 7.95 MT. of milcd steel was 
issued as per Ex. P3/4 (Page 12/19, 15/19 alongwith EX. P2) and total 
actual consumption of mild steel was 1.997 Ml'., leaving an excess of 
issue of'S .953 ml. of mild steel with contractor. As per page 56 of Ex. P1 
a quantity of 5.50 MT. of mild steel was stipulated whereas 7.950 was 
actually issued which was in excess of stipulated quantity . The CO did 
not lollow provisions of para 9A of Section 27 of CPWI) Manual Vol. II 
1972 Edition. The PW 1 further deposed that as per Lx P33 , page 5/9 
(also refer page 3/24 and 4/24 of Ex P2) i.e. upto 24.8.84 quantity of 
0.71OMT. of tor steel was issued to the contractor vhercas 0.041 MT of 

II II. 	 tor steel was actually consumed . He deposed that the CO did not follow 
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the Manual Vol. II provisions as well provisions under para 10.3.6 and 
para 10.3.7 of CPWA Code, 	 S 

Under question No. 4 put by the 1.0., the PW 1 also deposed that if 
there is any shortage of materials he should have intimated to the 
Executive Engineer, immediately in the first instance . He also deposed ': 
under question no. 5 put by the 1.0 that indents were neither approved nor 
signed by the Executive Engineer. ' 

Under answâr to question no. 8, DW 1(Shri•V.P. Singh) deposed 
that the AE should not have issued the materials to the ,contractor in 
excess of anticipated actual requirement during insurgency. He also 

5 further deposed under question no. 9 that the progress was almost 
nçgligible, that is why so many works were rescinded. 

The DW 2 (Shri KK Singh) in his answer to question no. 10 
'informed' that lie did not remeber as to in whose custody the indent book 
was to be kept. Regarding preparation of monthly account of indents, the 
DW 2 under his answer to question no. 12 replied that he did not 
remember. Under answer to question No. 14 the DW 2 deposed 'that the 
progress of work was slow because of insurgeicy and work also 'started 	

0 

late. In answer to question no. 16 as to why 'did lie issue. Govt. Materials 
in too much excess of the anticipated actual requirement when the 
progress of wrok was slow, the DW 2 replied that he will have to see the 
• records, however, some times the materials availability was scarce arid the 
material was 	got issued in piecemeal with the approval 'of Executive 
Engineer. In reply to question no. 7 as to and how much advance of the 
anticipated requirement , the materials should, be issued to the contractor 
and in excess of how much anticipated requirement, the DW 2 could not 
give any answer and pleaded his ignorance. EX D9 to D 13 did not relate - 
to work under question . 	 . 

In view of above charge under article 111 stand proved. 

P.O. IIrkfs (Aitide.-1V) 	 . 

The PW (Shri K.V. CH. Rama Rao) by refering Ex P3/2 page 8/11) 
deposed that the CO had signed it on 30.3,84. The, theoretical 
consumption of cement up 30.3.84 was 11.15 Mt. Whereas recovery for 
11.40 M.T., of cement was proposed against actually cohsumed 16.85 
Mt of cement up 30.3.84 as per ExP5 on page 2. Ex P3 /2 does not .• . 
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indicate any reason which may have been recorded by the CO about non 
recovery of qua1tily of cement i,e.5.4. 'M .T. 

' By refering page 6/9 of EX.- P3/3 alongwilh page 519 the PW I 
informed that as per theoretical consumption, 17.03 M.T., of \cement was 
consumed upto 248.84 	recovery for 19.40 M.T.. of cement was 	 ffli 
proposed by CO whereas total quantity of 28 MT of cement was issued to 
the contractor and the balance in the EX 1 1 5 as on 24.8.84 was 'NIL' from 
23.7.84 onwards . No reasons were ibund indicated by CO dii the body of 
EX P3/3 (Page 6/9) about non recovery of cement fbr quantity of 8.6 
M.T., ofcenient. 	 •1 

The, PW 1 by refering to EX P3/4 (page 14/19) intbrined that' total 
cement was issued for a quantity of 13.50 MT., against the theoretical 
rcquirement of 18.066 MT., indicating that an excess of i2.434 M.1., of 
cement was issued. The balance materials was not available at site. 

The PW 1 (Shri K.V. C11. Raina Rao) deposed that upt() 24.8.84 
the date of signature of CO i.e EX 1 33/3, page 5/9 and 7/9 ) 4.95 M.'l'., of 
mild steel was issued whereas 1.490 MI. of miled steel was actually 
consumed indicating that •balance with the custody of contractor and 
making a proposal for recovery of 2 Mi'., of steel and indicating a wrong 
figure of total issue of mild steel 2,952 M.T.. in the bill. The PW 1 

:fitIflicr deposed that provisions of para 10.3.6 and 10.3.7 CPWA Code as 
well provisions of para 6 and 9 under section 27 oICPWJ) Manual Vol.11 
were not followed by  the CO. He also deposed that by reading LX P3/I 
3/2 and 3/3 with the respcctive provisions ol, Manual that the CO should 
have proposed the recovery for the materials isucd to the conirator from 
the first bill which was paid to the contractor atler issuc ot such materials. 

Under answer to question no. 6 put by the 1.0., l'W I on the 
question as to who is responsible br recovery of materials which was 
issued to the contractor deposed that even though the rcspon sibility lies 
with the l)ivision Office, the proposal for recovery of cost of materials 
issued to the contractor should come from sub divisioii office . 'ftc PW I, 
on the issue oirecoverv under question no. 10 also replied that though the 
AE followed the practice in vogue vet he violated the manual provisions 
for which he should have brought the matter on record and obtained the 
concurrence of Executive Engineer 

In view of the above dcjositinns. on the record of inquiry along 
with related records the charge under article IV stand proved againsi hie 

C.O. 

.cØc 	
,. 

n 

1tll. 



Shri K.K.Singh, thus faikd o maintain absolute integrity and 
exhibited lack of devotion to duty and contravcutcd Rules 3(i)(i) & 
3(l)(ii) ofCCS Conduct Rules, 1964. 

P.O. Briefs. (Articic-V) 

AMR 

TI 

• The PW I (Shri K.V. Cl-I'. Rama Rao ) intrmcd that Exb. P 6 
which is dated 4.4.1984 issued by the Executive ugincel' addi'essed to 
Shri K K Singh, directing them to return the surplus materials to the 
stores so that the same can be utilised for other works. As per the record 
of the inquiry, the CO did not lake any action Jor return of Surplus 
materials in the light of Ex P 6. ,As per page 12119 of EX P3/4 PW-1 
deposed that the materials which was in excess of actual consumption 
were not available and therefore these are detatled under Heads of double 
recovery. The PW I by reièring EX 1) 3 (page 1121) deposed thatihe 
final bill of contractor was adjusted indicating a debit of Rs. 1,72; 350/-
against the original contractor meaning thereby' that the amount was not 
recovered for shortages of materials from the ongiiial contractor. As per 
the records of inquiry the CO did not inform his superiors I police 
authorities about the shortages in materials during currency / contract in 
his cumbency. 

The PW I under his answer to question no. 4 put by the 10 
deposed that if there was any shortage of materials the CO should have 
intimated to the Executive Engineer immediately in the first instance. 
Under answer to question No. 13 the PW1 deposed that in this case 
materials were found short ultimately indicating that these were pilfered. 
Under answer to question no. 14 the PW 1 deposed that the JE and A.E 
are the representatives of Executive Engineer at site and so the AE sotild 
have ensured that the intimation has gone to the Execu live Engineer about 
shortage of materials and complaint also should have been lodged with 
the police for the shortage of materials. 

The DW-i, also deposed that Sh. Had Das, the succcsor of the CO 
while linalisina the bill had submitted report about slwringes ol materials. 

in view of the above the charge tinder article-V stands proved. 

Conclusion:- All the charges against the CO stands substantiated. ' 

4%  
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'A. 

- 	The CO in his 

follows: 

• 	
. 

 25.6.98 intimated as final brief ated 

In response to daily order 5 	t,t.4.98 	tho 
by 	me 	on 	13..98. . 

brief 	from 	P.O. 	is 	received 
ccordinglyI am submitting my brief to the charges 

-, a  framed by the Director Genrl of Works C.P.W.D. 	New 

Delhi 	lsued 	Memorandum 	to. 	13/l1/88V$ 	4' Who 
. 

I 

I 
I 

• 	The ..jssuance 	of 	Memorandum 	
to.• 13/11/88-YS1 

is dated.23/24.2!94 just 4 days prior to my retirement 
in law being defective, bad in 1w and 

not sustainable 
against 	the principal 	of natural 	justice, 	

malafide, 
dehberate on the following grounds; 

1. 	It 	is 	time 	barred 	as 	it 	
is 	for 	alleged 

• 

happeniflg8 occured in 1983-84 as held in the case of 
(1) tl.M. Quraishi Vs. Union of India and others (1989) 

I  

9 ATC 500 (Allahabad Branch) 	and (2) P.L.KhandelWal 
India and others (1989) 9 ATC 509'ATR 

- Vs. 	Union of 
19a9) CAT 402 (Abstract attached). 

• 	 ' •'. ..... _,.__..i_.•4 
It 	was held 	that inordinate delay of 5 

	years 
- 	it . • 

vitiates Departmefltall. pr9ceedinga. 	In mycaso 	was 
barred, held afteV 9  years and thus time 

- 

• 

Director General of Works/PO failed to see 	hát 
10/84 	nd traps fered. 

Y 	. C.O. was incharge of work .upto 
in 	11/84. 	Alleged 	loss 	to 	Goye :nmeflt 	occt.we4 	on 

.... 	•.. 
.3O.11,85.e. 	in someone else inumbancy. 
	

.:.... •. 

The 
work was in progress at the time C.Q. was 

transferred in 11/84 as is proved frQuI measurements 
recorded on 14.9.84 an4 5.11.84 U 1 . pag 	26, tQ Q, q 

P. 2/2) 	' 	 ' I . 	
"•..• 	 ' 	 ......:: : 	 : .532 

.4>. 
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4. 	The Article of chargess I. to V are based on 
violation of CPWD Mannual Vol. II. No where Director 
Geeral of Works ever issued orders that it is 
mandatory for every officer/offcial to follow it 
strictly. Even CPWD Manual Vol. I, II, III itself' 
never states that these are mandatory books to be 
followed. It is also proved from the fact that it is 
not mandatory to be followed as CPWD Mannuals,VOl. I, 
II and III includes references to different rules and 
regulations, from p.R., S.R., GFR, CPWA Code, CPWD 
Code, Treasury Rules, CCS (CC&A) rules, Pension Rules, 
TA rules, Leave rules, delegation of powers and so on 
but no action by quoting CPWD Mannuals Paras, for 
these items are valid for e.g. (1) No pension can be 
sanctioned quoting CPWD Manual Vol. I, but can be 
sanctioned quoting specific, pension rules (ii .) No 
survey report can be sanctioned quoting CPWD Nanua]. 
Vol. II 'but under CPWD Code. No disciplinary 
proceedings can be taken, quoting CPWD Manual Vol. 1 
but under CCS (CC&A) rules. No pay can be fixed 
quoting CPWD Mannual but under relevant rules of F.R. 
& S.R. or Government of India specific orders and SC) 

on. There are hundreds of such examples. 

Accordiri3 to preface of'CPWD Mannuals, books are 
forgeneral guidance only. Thus no article of charges 
based on violation of CPWD Mannual is valid and are 
"bid in 1.aw and beyond any authority and are to be 
rejected outrightly. C 	 r-ti 

Moreover, the Director General, of WOrks/PO has 
never stated in the charge memo or during proceedings 
which specific orders/inStrUCtiOflS/rtiles and 
regulations are violated by C.O. 

4 

5. 	Further article of charges are based on cement 
register Exh. P-S and P-4 (Hinderance and hAS a/ 
register) which were not original documents but 
fabricated ones. 1.0. ai'nd P.O. was informed by CO 
vide his 'letter dt. 21.6.95 (copy enclosed) to the 
effect tha't P.O. was not having original documents 
and asked for original documents. 

6. 	The fabrication of Exh. P-S isestablished from 
the below noted facts: 

(i) 	Cement Register (Exh. P-5) is not one which was 
issued by Executive Engineer, MCD I to Sub 
Division and in turn Sub Division issued to 
Junior Engineer for use as it is' not signed by 
Executive Engineer, M.C.D. I or Assistant 
Engin eer  



0. 

-( .i!-'t  I 	--' - 
It was neither pagLnum6'ered nor have issue 
number of Division Office and sub Division 

( Office. 

(iii.) C.O. was test checking the cement register which 
was issued by Executive Engineer, MCD I and re-
issuing to Junior Engineer by Sub Division (c.o.) but this register has no signature of 
Assistant Engineer/Exec ut'ive Engineer for test.cc.h1 

(iv) The test-g of cement register is eca1lshed 
from the fact, when C.O. on testrfound 
shortage, asked the contractor for the same with 
copy to Executive Engineer M.C.D. I andJunior 
Engineer vide his No. 23(3S/83 - MCD 1/741 dt. 
24.9.83 (Exh. D-1) Page 27 of File No. 
54(170)/MCD - 82 (Photostat enclosed) but 
fabricated register Exhibit P-5, does not have 
my (CO's) signature of testg and remarks made 
there on by C • 0. 

(v) 	Fabricastion of Exh. P-5 (cement register) is 
also established from the quantities of cement 
shown in R/A bills and balances shown in the 
fabricated register which does hot: tallies as under: 

(a) 	Ex. P-3/1,1st R.A. Bill submitted on 3.11.83 

According to theoretical consumption statement 
of cement (Ex. P.3/1) attached to bill, 10 M.T. 
cement was issued 8.023 MT (without wastage) 
was ied and balance cement was in safe 
custody of contractor, but Exh. P-5 shows a 
balance of 32 bags (b) Again according to Exh. 
P-3/3 theoretical consumption st:atement of 
cement 16.215 M.T. (without wastage) of cement 
was used against the total issue of 28 M.T. of 
cement. Balance quantity of 28 (-) 1.6.215 = 
11.785. M.T. of cement was in the custody of 
contractor as on 18.8.84 as per certificate of 
cement consumption statement attached with 3rd 
R/A Bill (Exh. P.3/3), but Ex. P-5. shows nil 
balance on 23.7.84 to 26.10.84. Moreover w61 
was in progress Tiom 27.8o Oct.. 84 when 
C.O. was transferred as measurements were also 
recorded in 9/84 and 11/84 as explained in para 
3 above (Exh. D-2/2 Page 26to 30 of MB 532. It proves beyond any doubt that (Exh. P-5 Cement 
register) now produced is a fabricated one. 



The fabrication of Exh. 	P-5 is further 
established from the fact that contractor's 
initial were missing from 2nd page i.e. 13.3.84 
to end. 

7. 	In accordence with CCS (CC&A) rules and as held 
a number of times that CO be supplied with the 
additional documents directly/indirectly, linked with 
the articles of charges so that C.O. would get full 
justice. It is regretted that Director General of 
Works/PO failed to produce the additional documents 
directly/linked with articles of charges since 12/91 
till date as explained below to deprive the CO to 
furnish his defence or to plead before 1.0. on the 
basis of defence document. This act of Director 
General of Works/PO is bad in law,, against the 
provisions of constitution, against rules, orders and 

'court's decisions from time to time and also depriving 
natural justice to C.O. 

Explanation called for vide No. 13/11/88-V.SI dt. 
4.12.91. 

Records/documents for reply asked f or on 7.1.92, 
25.2.92. None made available till date. 

Reply sent on memory on &.4.92 (copy enclosed) 
which he read part of this brief. 

Superintending 	Engineer 	(Vigilance) 	was 
satisfied with the reply as no more 
communications were received thereafter till 
date. 

After two years, 4 days prior to retirement 

ç 	
Director General of Works issued Memorandum 

% 	
charging C.O. with 5 articles of charges vide 
Memo No. 13/11/88-VSI dt. 23/24.2.94 based' on 

- violation of CPWD Mannual but Director General 
of Works never issued any orders that CPWD 
Mannual are mandatory books to be followed 
strictly. 

I (vi) Defence Records asked for on 3.3.94 followed by 
reminders not made available till date. 

• (vii)..No record was supplied 	btith Superintending 
Engineer Vigilance insisted Vide No. 13/11/88-
VSI dt. 26.4.94, 19.10.94, 16.12.94 and finally 
on 25.1.95 (copies enclosed) to accept or deny 
the charges without submitting written statement 
of defence as per Para 2 of Memorandum No. 
13/11/88-VSI dt. 23/24.2.94 and that too without 



produci1g dofonce documents in violation of 
0StjtUt10fl provisionS. 

> (viii) CO was forced to submit reply without defence 
document on 15.2.95 again on memory (copy 	3'' 

encipsed) i ndicating God knows how man 	ears 

will be' taken b Dir"€Or General 0 	or S 

correCt. 	18 rep y may asbe riid 
el 

with this brfT 

Defence record are available with Executive 
Engineer, MCD I who admitted' vide his No. p 
9(2)/MCD 1/96/235 dt. 22.1.96 (copy supplied 

during hearing held on 12.3.96 by the 1.0.) 
that the record is very exhaustive and lare 
and also asked to have more essential record in 
first instance. 

Modified curtailed liAfst of defence documents 
was supplied to 1.0. and P0 vide CO letterdt. 
14.3.96 whIch was sent to ExecutiV5 Engineer, 
MCD I vide 1.0. No. SE/Iflqtiiries/5/95 dt. 
29.3.96 copies endorsed to P0 and CO but' these 
'are not made available till date. 1.0. again 
asked Executive Engineer MCD.I to send record 
vide his No. 	/inquir ies/xh/Sms dt. 21.6.96 

asking him to send nonavai1abl)ty certificate 
through Chief Engineer concerned, if not 

available 
but no such certificate is furnished 

by him. 

I. 	
is fully aware that P.O. is ,jnable to 

produce the defence documents as per numerous 
correspondence made by 1.0. and C.O. 

P.O. vide his No. 1/5/94-V II dt. 12/14.2.9 7  

stated "It ap eared that no further documents
ians 

can be receive 	rom t e custo 

case 	
us practiCa y no eence cocUmen. 

were made available.  

8. 	According to Annextlre I attached 
1.5.94-VS II dt. 12/14.2.97, Re ort 
En ineer Details of left over materia 
t e contractor to return materia S IV 

iviSipn resiSterS,. are not aVa 

to PO letter 
of Assistant 

jjTnd Sub 

HAS Account not 
sent to superintend1n 

maintained 	cement re 
Engineer, Assaul Central Circle 

11 



and not 	available. 	 ntenregI5tE 	(Ixh. Nj 
P-5) 	is 	always 	available 	with 	P.O. 	since 	

(Prior 	to 
C.O. 	Thus it 12/91) 	as 	it 	is 	always 	shown 	to 	

proved 
that there are two cement registers, one which sent to 
Superintendi9 Engineer, Assam Central Circle,"not yet 

'3 	received back' 	and 2nd 	taken over by Vigilance from 
12/91 and 	as Exh. P-S. the Division prior to 	 produced 

Executive Engineer, 	MCD I 	further confirmed vide his item No. 	2 	on No. 	5(1)/MCD 1/96/2810 dt. 	28.6.96, 
"Cement 	Register 	was 	sent 	to 	Superintending page 	2 

Engineer, 	Assam 	Central 	Circle 	but 	not 	yet 	
been 

received back" and also confirmed by P0 vide his No. 
is 	having 1/5/94-VS 	II dt. 	12/14.2.97 when P.O. 	also 

register which he produced as Exh. P-5, another cement 
proving thereby 	that in 	fact P0 is dealing with two 'P-5 	other cement, registers 	one With him as 	Exh. 	ad 
with stjperintending Engineer, Assam Central Circle as 
stated above. 

9. 	In view of the above submissionS, none of the 
article of charges can be proved and also not proved 
on the othr hand, the C.O. was harrassE'd and put to 
suffer. Had the CO been provided full defence 
documents, the P0 case 'be thrown to winds. Ont he 
other hand C.0. was suffering for years. as P.O. is 
• unable to produce the defence documents asked for 
since early 1991. 

It is requested that. all the charges be dropped 
outrightly as unproved, malafide, 'baseless, 
deliberately framed to harass the C.0. who'retired on 
28.2.94 and suffering punishment since 1.3.94 when 
charge sheet served on him based on violation of CPWD 
Mannual instructionS, fabricated cement register (Exh. 
P-5) and alleged loss to Government occurred on 
30.11.85 when C.O. was not at all incharge of work. 

The C.O. has to agree to proceeding as the P.O. 
is '4' unable to produce any of main defence documents 
though these are availab].e with Executive Engineer MCD 
I, who from time to time admitted the availability of 
documents but shown his inability to send on one 
ground or other since February'92 till date as is 
evident from correspondence between 1.0., P.O., %C.O. 

with Executive Engineer, M.C.D.-I. 

• 	 'Thus it is proved beyond any iota of doubt that 
• 	 Director General of Works/P..O.'S whole case as epr p. 

charge Memo No. 13/11/88-VSI dt. 23/24.2.94, based on 
false document and misinterpretation.of CPWD Mannuals, 
to be followed, as mandatory without specifying the 
exact rule/orders which C.O. had , not followed. 
Moreover, CO was not incharge of the Sub Division from 

• 	 11/84 onward whereas the work was rescinded on 
30.11.85 and alleged' loss to Government was occurred 

• during the period, Shri M.K. Haridaswas incharge .. 



AM 

Accordin8]y the charge Nhoot is tobo dftud 
not proved as based on wrong assumption that CPWD 
Mannual are mandatory books to be followed and on 
fabricated cement register (Exh. P-5) and also the 
CCi. was not in charge of work when alleged removal of 
miterjal occurred after 10/84 without exact date when 
thes were removed and ont he other hand Fxh. P-5 
(fabrcated) shows that material was consumed on work 
itself and not removed. 

However reply to 
of P.O. brief and as 
above submissions will 
each article of charges 

Article I 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforeald office, the said Shri K.K. 
Singh failed to ensure maintenance of cement register 
in proper shape. 

The P.O. produced witness Shri K.V. Ch. Rama 
Rao as PW-I. It is not on record as to why he was 
called as witness as he retired as Executive Engineer, 
Appropriate Authority, I.T. Department, Madras and 
nor to this he was Executive Engineer (Vigilance) 
from 16.12.93 to 14.11.94. Thus he was neither the 
Executive Engineer' of Works Inchare, not he was the 
investigating officer as investigation were started in 
1988 and explanation were called for in 12/91 aØnd 
also was not eye witness. ThUS his evidence has no 
legal importane as he was not related with the case. 
He deposed as per charge sheet which can be done by 
any CPWD Officer. 

According to Annexure II, the contractor 
abandoned the work sometime after 10/84 and also 
removed excess materials issued from Storé(A'fter 
T0784rexact date not mentioned in charge memöJ. 

The D.W.2 Shri K.K. Singh deposed that he was 
transferred from Sub Division in 11/84. He further 
deposed hat cement register and hinderance register 
produced as P-5 and P-4 are not the ones which he &ot 
issued from the.. Division and re-issued to the Junior 
Engineer and were in use. D.W.I, Shri V.P. Sin3h, then 
Executive Engineer MCD Division deposed that, different 
register for use on contract works were issued 'by the 
Divisional Officer for which a register is maintained 
by Head Clerk. He further confirmed that Ex. P-5, 
cemint register, is not the one which was issued by 
the Division Office. He further confirmed that P-4 

each Article 
per. facts is 
be part of my 
as under: 

of charge in view 
given below, and 
reply (brief) to I. 

4 
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LIAS AccounL otig not betu 
Ex. P-A was also not M2- 

P.O. failed to produce the Divisional office 
and Sub Division office register for issue of 
different registers. DW I further confirmed in reply 
to Q.Wo. 1 that the registers were issued from 
Division Office during his period and also prior to 
his joining the Division. 

The charge sheet is further based on not 
following different paras and sections of CPWD 
Marn,ual Vol. II, 1972 Edition. It is respectfully 
submitted that Preface of. Mannual Vol. II be 
referred to, according to it the CPWD Mannual is for 
guidance but any action is to be taken under 
relevant rules/orders/instructions etc. For example 
no material/building can be surveyed out (written 
off) quoting CPWD Mannual II' Para andSection but 
could be done under PWD Code as Accounts office does 
not recognise it. Simialrly instructions in CPWD 
Mannual are given for, sanction of leave, pension, 
disciplinary, proceedings, medical reinbursement, 
execution 'of work etc. etc. but. no pension, leave, 
medical reimbursement, rescinding of work etc. etc 
can be sanctioned/ordered quoting CPWD Mannual as no 
authority recognise it but can be sanctioned tinder 
specific rules pertaining to pension, leave (CCS & 
CC&A) rules, medical rules and so 6n. Thus P.O. 
contention that following instructions of Mannuals 
is mandatory, is wrong, denied and even Mannual 
itself doess not recognise it as a reference book. 
P.O. no where has stated that what particular 
instructions/orders were violated by C.O. 

Further different actions such as accord of 
A/A and E/S, Technical Sanction of estimates award 
of works, write off of building (Survey repor't) 
etc. etc. are to be done tinder relevant rules such 
as delegation of powers, orders issued under 
Accounts Series, 'Works, Series, Contract series, PWD 
Code, CPWA Code,' treasury rules, etc. 

P.O. also failed to point out in what respect 
the alleged fabricated cement register (not original 
one which was issued by, Divisional officer to CO and 
in turn by CO to Junior Engineer) is not in 
accordance with para 14 of Section 27 of CPWD 
Mannual Vol. II 1972. However, comparing the columns 
of the alleged (fabricated) register, it is seen 
that almost all columns of appendix 18 are there -as t ft-a 
were.but Sl. Nos. differed. 

ksge 	and Th indicating 
signature of any officer 
issued by Division office. 

The C.O. has intimated 1.0. Shri Anant Ram 
and P.O. vide his letter dt. 21.6.95 that P.O. was 
not having original documents. COf'4 - 



Thus it is proved that the registrs produced 
as P.4 and P.S are not the, ones which were issued by 
CO to Junior Engineer (but is fabricated one and 
that too has columns as pe CPWD t'lannual Vol. II). 

In view of the fact that the register now 
produced by P.O. WaS not the register issued to 
Junor Engineer by CO and further the columns are 
almost as per Appendix 18 of Mannual Vol. 11 the 
charge is not proved at all.' In this regard also 
refer to my letter No. 23(3)/83MCSD1/74 1  dt. 

24.9.83 (available in file at Page 27) (Photostat 
attached). According to it CO checked the cement and 
steel at site and reported the shortage to Ex. Eng. 
The register in which these were test checked is not 
produced but some other register produced showing 
none of testing carried out by C.O. 

From the above submissionS and c onsidering 

that the columns are tallying with columns as per 
CPWD Mannual Vol. ii Appendix 18, the charge is not 

proved at all. 

Article II 

That during 	the aforesaid period and while Shri 
functifling 	in 	the 'aforesaid 	office, 	

the 	said 
his weekly checks 

K.K. 	Singh, 	failed 	in exercising 
the balance of cement in cement register. 

on 

The P.O. 	allegation that CO has not followd 
Vol. 	II and never test instruCtiOfl5 of CPWD Mannal 

checked the cement register are not based on facts.. 
is not the 

fJ f  
Firstly the cement register now produced 
one which C.O. 

	
issued to J.E. 	and was in use uptO The 

' 

the 	period 	C.O.' 	was 	incharge 
	of 	. work. 

as 	detailed NC  
submissiOns 	under 	Article 	1 	as 	well applicable, 	which 	may 	be submissions 	are 	also 
considered alongwith this submissions. A perusal of 

24.9.83 	(Page 
my 	letter 	No. 	23(3)/83-MCD 1/741 dt. 

- 	
attached, 	reveals D-1) photostat 

27 	of 	File 	Exh. 	. 
and proved beyond doubt that CO was test checking 

also the cement and other material and shortages wre 
was carried out, 	it 

pointed out. 	Had no test check to point out shortages in cement 
was not 	possible 
and other material. 

The P0 failed to produce the record and Sub about 
Division file where in corespondence was made 

of c ement/other material were shortage and checking 
wl'I 	as 	cement 	register 'where 	I 	

gave 



remarks about shortage after testøg t 	 •. 	Ji }1i 

The CO deposed as DW-2 that he used to test 
check cement and steel at site. He test checked the 
material in the register which was issued by him to 
Junior Engineer and was in used and referred to in 
.A. Bills urto his transfer from Sub Division in 

11/84 but register now produced is fabricated one as 
explained in Article 1 and other detailed submission 
on Pages 1 to 7 above. 

From the above submissions and in view of the 
fact thatc original register was not produced and 
from C.O. letter No. 23(3)/83-MCD/7 41  dt. 24.9.83 
(Page 27 of File Exh. D-1) reporting shortae of 
cement/other material to Executive Engineer, it is 
established that C.O. was test checking the cement 
register and as such allegation of P.O. that C.O. 
was not test checking the cement is false and 
denied. 

This it is proved beyond any iota of doibt 
that C.O. was thLas excercising the test checking of 
material and thus charge is not proved at all. 

Article III 	. 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said Shri 
K.K. Singh, signed the indents for cement and steel 
which were in excess of and much in advance of 
requirement which. finally resulted in loss to the 
Government. 

In this regard refer to the subissionS ade 

J. under Article I 	I 	 u and I and detailed sbmissions in 
Pagess 1 to 7 above and also my reply to explanation 
and charge.  sheet memo attached). The work has to be 
executed as por agreement and specifications. 

e3z.7 

It may please be seen that C.0. was incharge 
of work tjto 10/84 and was transferred from the Sub 
Division in 11/84 after proposing 3rd R.A. payment 
on 17.7.84 when the work was in progress. Shri MK. 
1-laridass took over from C.O. in 11/84 and work was 
rescinded on 30.11.85 vide letter No. 
54(170)/MCD/85/2936 dt. 30.11.85 CP 48-49 File 
54(170)/MCD/85/2936 (Exh. D-1) with the direction 
that work executed would be measured on 17.12.85. 
Thus work was in progress and rescinded after one 
year of transfer of CO when Shri Han 	Dass, 

Assistant Engineer was incharge. 	Please refer to 

rL 

(::naw 
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Executive 	Engineer, 	MCD, 	Imphal 	let:ter 	No 
54(170)/87/MCD/649 dt. 24.3.88 (Exb. D-8) whherein 

-4 he stated in para 4 "the quantities issued as 
evident from the indentwise details attached is 
quite normal required for such a work. But 
contractor all of a sudden removed the material i 
abandoned the work. The quantity issued was complete 
as per requirement of the work". 

The contractor was asked to return excess 
material viz. 1) Cement - 12.434 M.T. 2) Mild Steel 
- 5.953 M.T. 3) Tar Steel - 0.665 M.T. on 16.12.87 
vide No. 54(170)/87-MCD/8444 dt. 16.12.87 (Exh.D-4) 
i.e. after two years of rescinding the work. No 
details are furnished about taking over of leftover 
material and record of niasurements at the time of 
rescinding. Even no ii -i-al was issued to 
contractor about non availability of material at 
site, and also removal of material by contractor. 
However, cement register (fabricated one) Exh. P-5. 
shows consumption of cement of 590 bags against 
issue of 610 bags. Thus according to Exh. P-5 no 
cement was removed but char3e sheet menio alleged it 
was removed and thus contradictory to each other. 

Shri V.P. Singh, D.W.-I deposed that 30 to.40 
works were rescinded after obtaining the factual 
report from concerned Assistant Engineer. Further at 
the 	time of rescinding of works, 	necessary orders 

issued 	Assistant for 	measurements 	were 	 to 	the -., 

A411,/ 
Engineer. 

4,b  

From 	the 	.perusal 	of 	Exh. 	P-2 	different 
indents, (original 	copy on which Executive Engineer 
passed 	orders 	are 	not ' produced 	by 	p.0). 	It 	is 
observed that CO was proposing issue of material in 
piece meal 	as 	per 	actual requirement at 	site. 	The 
full 	work was 	not measured 	for, 	which 	is 	evident 
from MB 532 Page 26 to 30, the, work involving use of 
cement 	and 	steel 	were 	measured 	on 	4.9.84 	and 
5.11.84 at Page 26 to 30 of MB 532 (Exh. 	D-2/2) 	as 
it 	was 	carried 	out 	after 	17.7.84, 	steel 	work 
casrried from time to time were also not measured. 

Shri 	M.K. 	Haridass, 	Assistant' Engiener 
incharge vide his letter No. 23(3)/85-MCSD-1/263 dt. 
11.7.85 enclosing a copy of contractor letter dated 
15.4.85 in response to Executive Engineer leçter No. 
54(170)/MCD-85/829 dt. 9.4.85 (Available in il-No. 
54(170)/MCD-85 - Exhibit D-1 - copy attached) 
intimating that work was not re-start;ed. The 
contractor fell sick due to nerve pain and cannot 
move freely. 



The contractor asked for payment of brick 
.work items which was carried out at agreatlosS 
iiiiplying that work executed after 7/84 was yet to Be 
measured and paid, involvin use of cement and 
steel. It is also seen that final bill was not 100% 
checked as there were mistake in calculations as 

' well for example: 

MB 532 Page 16 - Stirrup quantitiess 

2x7l4 	 S  
2 x 7 = 14 

14 x 0.75 = 10.50 kg. 

Whereas it should be 28x0..75...21..ic! 

MB 532 Page 26 

Quantity of 1:5:10 	7.165 cum 

"Remarks of Assistant Engineer dt. 9.12.85 

"Not to be paid since 1:5:10 is defective and not to 
required level". 

It 	is 	surprising how this hidden item 	which was 
executed after payment of 3rd R.A. Bill 	in 9/84 was 	- 

30.11.85,' declared 	after 	rescinding 	of 	work 	on 
execution and immediately after rescfnding but left 
over material and work carried out was not measured. 

Thus 	it 	is 	established 	that 	work 	was 	in 

rogress 	after 	submission 	of 	3rd 	R.A. 	Bill. 	The 
items involving use of cement and steel in the work • was 	not 	measured 	fully. 	P.O. 	asked 	Executive 

dt. 	16.10.96 	to Engineer M.C.D. 	I 	vide his 	letter 
send original copies of 	indent on which Executive 
Engineer/Assistant 	Engineer 	issued 	orders. 	These 
were not' sent till date. 	It is said that work was 
abondoned 	after 10/84. 	Thus the work was abundoried 
when 	Shri 	M.K. 'Haridass 	was 	incharge 	of 	work and 
rescinded 	after 	one year 	of 	C.0.'s 	transfer. 	Thus 
whatever action is 	tobe taken for safeguarding the 
material 'after •abondening/reSCifldiflg of work is 	for 
Shri 	M.K. 	Dass, 	Assistant 	Engineer 	incharge 	and 
Junior Engineer and not C.0. 

The contention of P.O. that material is 
issued for in excess of requirement is false and 
denied. P.O. based allegation of charge on indents 
Exh. P-2 (12 nos.). A careful study of these indents 
will reveal that the material was indented in very 
small quantities. The position of material as per 
agreement and that of issue is as under: .......... 

C75 



t'lii teru1 Quantity a'per 
agreement 
Exh. P-i 

Quantity as 
issued 
Exh.P-2 

.* 

46 M.T. 

2 M.T. 

1 M.T. 

5 M.T. 

5 M.T. 

5 M.T. 

2.5 M.T. 

5.50 M.T. 

0.100 M.T. 
a 

0.470 M.T. 

L• 7I'r1t 

5.50 M.T. 

1.02 M.T. 

2.00 M.T. 

0.70 M.T. 

0.05 M.T. 

42M.T. 

(3.00 M.T. 

10 M.T. 
on 22.9.83 
Exh.P.2/1 

2.1.84 ExhP-2/2 

15.2.84 Exh. P-2/3 

13.3.84 Exh.P-2/6 

25.4.84 Exh. P-2/8 

:1.6.84 ExhP-2/9 

27.10.84 Exh.P-2/12 

0.140 MT 2.1.84 
Exh. P-2/2 

18.5.84 Exh.P-2/5 

Exh. P-2/10 

0.55 MT 
Ex 

12. 5.84 

18. 5.84 

9.7.84 

25.4.84 

22. 9. 83 
. P-2/1 

Exh. P-2/4 

Exh. P-2/5 

Exh. P-2/7 

(Exh. P-2/8) 

)' 4  i. 	Cement 

Tor Steel 

Mild Steel 

11.10.84 Exh. P-2/11) 
Not got, issued by C.O. 

Thus it is seen that no matérial in bulk was 
issued to contractor at a time. Further against 46 
M.T. of cement only 30.5 M.T. was issued spread over 
a period of 13 months and that too in 7 lots. 

Agaitist 5.50 M.T. of tor steel, only 0.770 
M.T. were issued in 7 months in 3 lots. 

Against 5.50 M.T. of Mild steel only 4.32 M.T. 
were issued in Slots in 10 months. 	contd,..,.... 

I, 



This proves that no material was issued in 

	

bulk as alleged but in very small quantities as per 	' 

actual requirement at site. 

The questions put by 1.0. to PW-1 may also be 
referred to. 

P.O. based his brief on the deposition of PW-1. 
(which is illegal as he was not eye witness, or 
incharge of Divisjon or investigating officer, thus 
not related to case in any way). 

Further the alleged loss to government occured 

	

on 30.11.85 while Shri M.K. Dass was Assistant 	 'I 
Engineer incharge of work as C.O. was incharge upto 
10/84. 

According to CPWA Code Para 10.3.4 	"all 
materials required for issue to a contractor should 
be made over to him as soon as are received." 
According to para 10.7.7 and 10.7.8 of CPWA Code it 
is the duty and responsibility'of Divisional Account-
ant to see that balances in contractors ledger does 
not remain outstanding for long time. According to 
CPWA Code Para 10.5.21, Diviional OEficers are 
responsible for keeping a strict watch over the 
balances under the suspense account of contractors 
for prompt adjustment by recovery. 

D.W. 2 deposited that material were indented 
as and when required and after its consumption at 

• 	site. 

•\ 	
30' 	 P.O. failed to produce original, copies of 

indent on which Executive Engineer passed orders for 
issue of material, as well as register maintained for 
the purpose which will reveal as, to how further 
material was issued wik41 Executive Engineer's 
authority when material was already available as 
alleged by P.O. However, according to D.W.-2 further 
material was indented after the one already issued is 
consumed. 

Moreover Exh. P-3/4 (read with Exh. D-3) which 
is final bill passed on 17.2.88 vide TE/MCD/AB/2-88 
dt. 2.2.88 whereas C.O. was transferred in 11/84 
reveals that work to the tune of Rs. 1 9 96902 (-) 
68,745 = Rs. 1,28,157/- was executed in this 
agreement. Thus material issued are for less than 
required. 



--,•_ --- - 	- 	----- -- - - 

P.W.-I deposed in last para on Page 2 that if 
, such material is issued in bulk, there is inherent 
risk of pilferage and, in his opinion issue be 
restricted to actual requirement of two months plus 5 
to 10%. In this case the work is reuired to be 
completed within 4 months time and material issued as 
explained above i.s vary on lessor side considering 
the work in progress. According to PW-1 deposition 
the whole material as provided in the' agreement is to 
be issued in two lots as the period of executiOfl is 4 

months whereas the C.O. has issued the material in 11 
lots and that too for not full quantity. 

The account of work executed upto date as per 
final bill vide Bill No. 174 dt. 17.10.87 and that 
after 7.84 till 11.85 when the work was rescinded is 
as underaS per page 10 of Exh. p-3/4. 

Gross 	Since 
Lj ptoda 	PreviouS bii 

	

1196,903 	1,281157 

Less: Already paid in 
3rd R.A. Bill vide 
C.V. No. 33 dated 
9/84 	, 	" 	68,745 

	

1128,157 	1128,157 	'0 

It is learnt that this fact was upheld by 

Cf 	 Arbitrator and court as.well. 

The quantities executed by the contractor 
after 7/84 were ordered to be measured at the time of 
rescinding the work on 30.11.85 and as deposed by 
D.W.-I that work already executed were got measured. 
It is not understood as to why the quantity o work 
already executed and also quantitY of the balance 
work got executed from other Agency was not 

produced 

by P.O. 

Inspite of repeated request by C.O. to,P'.O. 
and also reported as not available by Executive 
Engineer MCD 1 and P.O. vide their letter No. 5(1)! 
MCD 1/96/2810 dt. 28.10.96 and No. 1/5/94V5 II dt. 
12/14.2.97. Further the quantities of the bills were 
not i00% checked as mistakes in calculations were 
found and a few of them are explained above. , 

e 



That during 
functioning in the 
K.K. Singh, failed 
materials issued in 
not indicate in 
jvolving use of 
unmeasured. 

The submisSiOn in 
Article I to iii above be 

In this regard it has 
above that Exh. P-5 (Cement 
produced are fabricated one 
upon. 

ordiflg to certificate given on theoretical. 

statements attached with p-3/1 1  1st R.A. Bill and 
also P-3/3, 3rd R.A. bill the balance quantities of 
material viz, cement and steel are in safe custody of 
contractor. It was admitted by Executive Enifleer 
M.C.D. I while making running payments, last being in 

9/84 (Exh. p-3/3). 

the 	aforesaid 	period 	
and wh* 

Shri 
aforesaid 	office 	the 	said of the to propose full recoverY 

R.A. Bill even thoi4h he did each 
the 	bills 	that 	certain steel 	we62 

items 

cement 	and 

the brief and also against 
referred in this regard. 

already been established 
register) and Exh. P-4 
$ and cannot be relied 

---- 

Thus it is proved that no material was issued 
in excess of requirements as admitted by Executive 

-' 	Engineer, •M.C.D. I (Exh. D-8) and above submissiOfl 
' tt work executed after 7/84 till transfer of C.0. 

and even thereafter ,  were not measured and 
paid for as 

well as till the date of rescinding of work on 
30.11.85 as final bill was passed in 2/88 showing 
work executed after 3rd R.A. Bill for Rs 1,28,157/ 
(Exh. P.-3/4. It is also learnt that it was also 
admitted by Department before Arbitration and Court. 
Thus the charge is not proved at all. 

Article No.4 

,.' p' 
.A 3qJO 

The fabriCat10fl of Exh. P-5 is established by 
the enteries which did not 

correspond with the 
enteries of Running A/c billS as already explained 

above (i.e. 
mentio ned in as well as against reply to 

Article I, II and III of charges). The depositiofl of 
PW-1 who is not related to the work, as neither he 

is 

incharge of work nor is jnvestigatg 0fficer and 
also his disposition is based on fabriCat(d document 

Exh. P-4 1  Exh. P-5 and also not on original copies of 

indents. 
The P.W.I dispOSiti0fl that balance material 

e at site is wrong as he had never 
were not availabl stated that he visited the site, yet deposied that 

•1 	.,n 	 i,nt 	available 	at 	site. 
balance material WCLO 



Theoretical consumption statement attached to Exh. 
P-3/1 and Exh. P-3/3 certified that balance material V8 
was at site in safe custody of contract:Or. It will 
also implies to para2 of brief. 

It was also agreed and prevailing practice in 
CPWD and also in accordance with para 10.3.7 of CPWA 
Code to avoid hardship to the contractors, the 
recoverytO be effected gradually as the material 
issued to the contractor are actually consumed/used 
on the work executed and as per theoretical 
consumption, the recovery is effected for which 
Executive Engineer is responsible. If P.O.'s 
contention as per charge, sheet is 'accepted, every 
Assistant Engineer, Executive Engineer and Junior 
Engineer in almost every work is tobe charge sheeted 
for this lapse. I failed to understand as to why it 
is essential in this work only and not in other works 
carried out in CPWD, known to every officer of CPWD. 

In this case Assistant Engineer has only 
proposed and final order for recovery were made by 
Executive Engineer who took upon himself full 
responsibility in accordance with CPWA Code, Treasury 
rules and also departmental instructisfl .S. 

It 	is 	also 	for 	Executive 	Engiener 	to 	issue 

• notice to return the unused material and fixed place 
10 

where 	it 	is 	to 	be 	returned 	as 	per 	Clause 	
of 

r/ 4' 	c ores/material Agreement "Any such St 	 remaining unu.sed 
the 	Engineer 	in charge 	at 	a r e shall 	be 	returned 	to 

place 	directed 	by 	him, 	if 	by 	a 	notice 	by him, 	
he 

C1  shall 	so 	required..." 	No 	such 	notice 	is 	given 	
to 

resinding the work on 30.11.85 contractor even after 
but 	asked 	to 	return 	cement 	12.434 	MT, 	Mild 	

Steel 
(Exh. 5.953 MT and Tor Steel 	0.665 M.T. 	on 16.12.87 

D-4) 	and also asked him (contractor) 	
to deposit Rs. 

50,620/- 	being 	work 	got 	executed 	at his 	risk 	
and 

cost. 

	

It is not out of place to add that P.O. 	knew 

	

in 	the 
that 	the 	Arbitration 	case 	was 	pending 

Division, 	which was dealt in File No. :54/170/Arb/92 ,, 
No. 	1/5/94-VS 	II dt. 	8.11.96 I'I (1'  

MCD as per P.O. 	letter 
(copy enclosed) with copy to 1.0. and C.0. and asked 
him (Executive Engineer,' MCD I) to check up and made 

was already 
record available. 	The Arbitration award 
published vide Case No. TKM/ARB/CAL/NEZ/9 dt. 30.8.93 
by Shri T.K. 	Misra, 	this 	fact is delibera4telY not I 	a disclosed by P.O. 	or Executive Engineer MCD 	

as 
throw all articles of charges to study of award will 

wind. 	 . 	 . 



' c/ 

'-t- triis LeLlei 

register was sent to Superintending Engineer, Assam. 
It is thus established that there are two cement 
registers of this work, one, with Superintendifl 
Engineer, Assam (as per Executive Engineer MCD I 
letter No. 5(1) MCD-1/96/2810 dt.. 28.10.96 item No. 2 
on page 2. According to it"Cement register was sent 
to Superintending Engineer, Assam Central Circle, but 
not yet been received back") whereas the cement 
reister produced as Exh. P-5 is with the Vigilance 
Unit prior to 4.12.91 till 28.1.98 when it is 

deposited with 1.0. as Exh. P-5 as is evident from 
their letter No. 13(11)/88-VS I dt. 4.12.91 (copy 
enclosed). 

51  

P.O. has also failed to intimate the result of 
Arbitration' p roceedings as it is now learnt that the 
Arbitration case had already been decided in .1993 in 
favour of Contractor upholding that contractor had 
executed the work as per 4th and final bill amounts 
to Rs. 1,96,903/-. No, double rate recovery of 
material is allowed and Department had 1:0 bear cost 
as well as interest thereon and also had to make 
payment for work done from 7/84 to date of rescinding 
i.e. 30.11.85. The amount of work jlone has been 
accepted for Rs. 1,96,902/-. This award demolishes 
all the P.O. contenti9flS as well.' The P.O. 
deliberately not pointed out the fact that Arbitration 
proceedings were over and award published and 
accepted by the Department. 

Non production of record by Executive Engineer 
MCD I is deliberate as it will expose them. 

It is further submitted (as explained above) 
that the C.O. has proposed proportionate recovery of 
material actually consumed and according 	to 

theoretical calculations, keepin 	in view that 
balance material was lying at site in safe custody of 
contractor, has not violatcI any orders/ instructions 
of the Department. Thus the allegations of P,0. as 
per charge memo is not proved. 

Article - V 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K. Singh, failed to get balance materials from the 
contractor. Shri K.K. Singh also failed to report the 
matter about removal of Department Stores by the 
Contractor to the police as well as tohis higher 



1t 
t. 	;: 
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officers. On account of these lapses o 	e part of 
Shri K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer, the Government 

7 had incurred a loss of Rs. 48,957.30. 

The submissions made in the body of reply and 
alo against Article I to IV be read in this regard. 

P.W-I deposed that no action was taken on Ex. 
P-6 by CO is false and malafide, WIen PW-1 has 
deposed about Ex. P-6 letter No. 65/8/MCD/84/540 dt. 
4.4.84 which is issued to all Assistant Engineers of 
the Division. According to Para 2 of it Government 
material, which are not required for the work or are 
surplus to the requirement should immediately be 
returned to the stock and so on...." The 
correspondence made there on are not produced. Even 
Sub Division file asked as defence 'document not 
produced. Your kind attention is invited to Ex, D-8 
(Dated 28.3.88) Para 4 the quantities of material 
issued to contractor is quite normal required for 
such a work. But the contractor all of a sudden 
removed the material and abandoned the work. Thus it 
is proved that there was no surplus material which 
was requited to be taken over from the contractor. 
P.O. had failed to intimate when the material was 
removed as it was"cemoved till 9/84 when 3rd R.A. 
Bill was paid and work was in C.O. 
was incharge of Sub Division upto 10/84 and 
transferred in 11/84. The article of charges as per 
charge memo dt. 23/24.2.94 admitted that material was 
removed after 10/84. Thus P.O. admitted that 
material was removed when C.O. was not incharge of 
work. Thus if any material was removed it was after 
rescinding of work as Assistant Engineer incharge 
(Shri M.K. Haridas) on 11.7.85 vide his No. 23(3) 85-
MCSD-1/268 dt. 11.7.85 (File 54 (1.70) Exh. D-1) 
(copy enclosed) reported that contractor had failed 
to restart the work, upholding thast material were 
available at site othewjse he (H.K. Haridas) would 
have reported that material was removed. Thus it was 
proved that no material was removed during the 
period, I (co) was incharge of work. 

According to D-9 i.e. Superintendinp Engineer 
Assam Central Circle letter No 54(346)/AC/CS/85 dt. 
18.4.85 Para 1-3 " you should also intimate the 
arrangements which were made by you between the time 
decision was taken to rescind the conl:ract and 
contract was rescinded and material accounted for.". 

Thus it is clear beyond any iota of doubt that 
a large number of works were under rescinding process 
and whatever action is to be taken is for Sh. M.K. 
Haridas who was Assistant Engineer inchage since 



11/84 and work was rescinded on 30.11.85. Action 
taken on Superintending Engineer's letter dt. 18.4.85 
by Shri M.K. Haridas is not known to Co. 

It is also evident from D-11 and D-13 that 
whenever a work was rescinded, orders were issued for 
record of measurements for work already executed and 
taking over of balance quantity of material lying at 
site. In caste contractor did not come forward a 
board of three officers we2-made for the same. 

Although the rescinding of work was made when 
Shri M.K. Haridas was incharge of work i.e. on 
30.11.85 as C.O. was transferred in 11/84 but P.O. 
had failed to produce any document showing that 
measurements of work already executed • were either 
recorded or any board of officewere formed to take 
over the material lying at site which is said to be 
removed as done in other cases. 

The action as alleed to have not been taken 
by 	C.O. 	to 	reort 	to police 	etc. 	does not arise as after 11/84 and work CO. 	was not incharge of work 
was 	in 	progress 	when 	C.O. 	was 	transferred 	

as 
explained earlier as measurements for works involving 

in 9/84 and 11/84 used cement and steel were recorded 
26 	30 (Exh. 	D-2/2). The deposition in MB 532 Page 	to 

of PW-1 as per brief at Page 7 is false as the CO was 
not incharge of the work after 10/84. 

I  
1b 

5r P.O. 	has wrongly 	stated DW-i 	in this regard.' 

C' 	a 
DW-i. 	stated 	"I 	do not 	remember whether Shri 	

Han 

dass, 	the 	then Assistant 	Engineer 	incharge of work of material submitted any report regarding shortage 
before finalising the work. 	However, 	at 	the time'9f 

finalising 	the 	bill 	he 	submitted 	report 	
about 

shortage of material." Even P0 has not produced this 
report and Executive Engineer MCD I stated no report 
is 	available. 	This 	implies 	that 	no 	

report 	of 

	

from 	the shortages 	of 	material 	was 	ever 	submitted 
date of abadonment of work which must be after 11/84 
to rescinding of work and from rescinding of work 	on 

30.11.85 to 17.2.88 (Exh. 	D-IIl). 	It was also be seen 
that this T.O.E. was signed by Divisional Accountant 
on 17.2.88 and was also prepaed on 17.2.88 but was 

2.2.88 which 	is adjusted vide TE 	No. 	MCD/AB/2f88 on 
wrong. 

From the above submission no charge, is proved 
10/84 against the CO as CO was incharge of work upto 

Is 



- - ...qi.-.-!..---.-.-_•__________•• - 

and all happening as alleged occured after 11/84 when 

- 

	

	
Shri t1.K.HaridaS was Assistant Engineer in charge of 

j work. 

C.O. had not caused by loss to Government. 

In view of the above, none of the charges are 
proved against C.O. 

To sum up in brevity the below noted points in 
addition to above be kept in mind while giving 
findins as these submissiOflS established that none 
of Article of chargess I to V is proved. 

The P.O. failed to produce defence documents 
which can be deliberate as explained above 
since January, 1992 to date. 

The P.O. has produced fabricated document Exh. 
P-5 1  Exh. P-4 (cement register, hinderance, 
MAS A/c register) which was proved to be 
fabricated by the C.O. in his submissions and 
also established that it was not the registerS 
which C.O. got issued from the Division Office 
and in turn issued to Junior Engineer and were 
in use when he (CO) was incharge of Sub 
Division. 

1) 	This fabricated cement register (Exh. P- 

t 
5) is available with P.O. prior to'4.12.9 1  
till 28.1.98 when it was handed over to 1.0. 
(as Exh. P-5) at Madras as explained above. 

)tT  

Cf 	
ii) The Ex. Engineer MCD I vide No. 5(1)/MCD 
1/96/2810 dt. 2843.96 (copy enclosed) stated faT 
to P0 that cement register of work was sent to 
superintending Engineer, Assam Central Circle 
but not yet received back, implying that there 
were two cement registers for this particular 
work one with Superintend3ng Engineering, 
Assam Central Circle and 2nd one which is a 
a fabricated one with P.O. and P0 produced it 
as Exh. P-5 and also showing to CO since 
4.12.91 as listed below. 

The columns of. Ex. P-5 fabricated cement 
register, said to be not as per CPWD Mannual 
Vol. ii Section 27 Para 14. But a careful 
comparison will reveal that all the columns . aS 
per para 14 section 27 of C.P.W.D. tvlannual 

I. 

çt 



• 	

- 

Vol. II are in the fabricated cement regite (Exh. 
P-5) which is not original one P . O  

also failed to pin point the irregularity in 
his memo of charges, or during 

	

- 	Proceedings or in his brief. 	 the  

4) C.O. has informed 1.0. and P.O. that as early 
as 21.6.95 that P.O. was not having original 
documents and asked for the same whidh were 
not made available till date. 

	

5) 	
Preface of CPWD Mannual Vol. I, II and iii will establish that these are for general. 
guidance and not reference book as no action 
quoting them as authority can be taken, as 
explained at different stages during the 
submissions above. Photostat of preface of 

p CPWD Manntjal Vol. II attached. 

	

6) 	
That during CO's incumbancy 	which is t Jpto 10/84 as he was transferred in 11/84 from Sub 
Division and as established from R/A  Ex. P-3/1, P-3/II 	 Bills as , 	

at balance
ustody of 

re theoretical 	

and P-3/IIi th 
material was lying at site in safe c 
contractor as per certificate 	corded on  
therewith

consump tion  statements attached 

	

j ,•) 	The work was resci 
was ichar 	nded on 30.11.85 while c.o. 

e upto 10/84 as he was transferred 
C/ 
/ 	from Sub Divjs10 in 11/84, 

8) 	
Work execjted btwee 	

7/84 to 30.11.85 as 
ordered to be meastired were not measurEd as it 
was certified by Executive Engineer MCD I 
thast no such meastirements are available vide 
Para 1(d) of his No. 5(1)/MCD.I/96/2310 dt. 
28.8.96 to P.O. and copy to 1.0. Only final 
bill of rescinded work was sent which was 4th 
and Final Bill Exh. P-3/4 Pages 1 to 

1O The work executed was for Rs. 1 ,96 9 902/_ and work executed upto 3rd R.A. Bill was 68,745/_. Thus 
work exectited after 3rd R/A bill till it is rescinded was Re. 1,28,157/_, 

9) 	P.O. intimated 	that there was Arbitration Pending in this regard. It is learnt: that Arbitration was already over and Department 
accepted the award some where in 1993, admits 
that work carried out upto 23.7.84 was in the 

CçXu (D 
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-' 17 order of Rs. 89,134/- but 3rd U/A bill passed 
for Rs. 68,745/-. Thus admitting work, was not 
fully measured upto 23.7.84 and a' number of 
items were yet to be measured. P.O. has 
deliberately kept all these informations to 
himself to deprive the C.O. of natural justice 
and to keep 1.0. in the dark as the award if 
produced will neate the whole disciplinary 
proceedings. It might be the reason as to why 
P.O. remain satisfied with the explanation 
submitted by C.O. for two years. 

CONCLUSION: 

ARTICLE I: . Not proved as no discrepancy in the 
columns are pointed out Moreover Exh. P-
5 (cement register) is a fabricated one.. 

ARTICLE II Not proved as C.O. was test checking the
u  cement in the cement register issed by 

Divisional office and in turn to Junior 
Engineer by C.O. 	But P0 produced 
fabricated cement register a§ Exh. P-5. 
Also this is established from CO. Letter 
No. 	23(3)/83/MCD1/741 	dt. 	24.9.83 &/ 
confirming testchecking of cement. 

mi (I  #j ,,a' 
At* 

ARTICLE III Not proved as no 
bulk in advance. 
issued in very 
indents. The work 
was transferred 
11/84. 

material was issued in 
Actually material was 

small quantities in 11 
was in progress till CO 
from Sub Division in 

ARTICLE IV Not proved. C.O. as per practice proposed 
proportionate recovery for items of' work 
paid. Certain items of works were not 
included in the 3rd R/A bill as 
Executive Engineer, MCD I as claimant 
admitted in Arbitration that actual work 
done upto 3rd RA Bill was for Rs. 
89,134/- and not Rs. 68,745/- as passed 
in 3rd R.A. Ex. Engineer MCD vide his 
letter dt. 28.3.88 admitted that 
quantities issued were quite normal for 
this work (Exh. D-8). 

ARTICLE V Not proved. No material was recovered 



from Site till CO was incharge of Sub 
Division upto 10/.84. The material was 
removed from site sometime after 10/84 as 
stated in Memo No. 13/11788 ys1 dt.  
23/24.2.94. Moreover, according to Exh. 

•  8 Pará 2 the exact quoncs Los of 
different materials which haveeither 
been removed by the contractor or. used.in  

•  excess in the work xecutjye 
Engineer MCD is not certain whether the 
materials were removed or used in excess 
of requirement. ThUS if an9 material was 
reaioved it was during the incumbancy of 
Shri M.K. Haridas who took over the 
charge.in  11/84 and work was rescinded on 
30.11.85. 
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August, 1989 

Judia. It is cxpectcd that such disciplinary action 
has to be taken at least expeditiously and not 
alter so much unexplained delay. 

in the instant case, it cannot be said that the 
action was taken expeditiously. The explanation 
rendered in this case does not inspire any con-
fidence. It is to be noted that the action is taken 
'gaiusLLhc_pet itjQnc L.M .jlte fg _L.oLhi. 
retirement. From the circumstances and the 
manner in which the respondents dealt with the 
matter, it cannot be said that this it is an expe-
ditious manner of conducting enquiries. W. 
have no doubt in holdina that inordinate delay 

has resuhledifl oession to tjpcijji 
- 

(B) Mere irregular or erroneous exercise of 
quasi-judicini functions does not amount to 
:iiisco,idiict . 

The petitioner is being subjected to depart-
niental enquiry for the actions taken by him 
while discharging quasi-judicial functions and 
unless there are clear allegations or the charge of 
corruption or any involvement in any Ccrrupt 
practice for personal gains or otherwise, the 
lucre al legal ion that the pctitioncr assumed 
jurisdiction in the cases and passed the orders 
without proper scrutiny and investigation can-
not Constitute a misconduct, as these are the 
quasi-judicial functions discharged by the officers 
and thus not amenable to the disciplinary juris-
diction of the respondents. 

11 

fdc j yjts 	this case woba- 
done 
for fear which wOuld Fravcly jeopaidhe the 
tndepuidcnçe impartialttv and objciL!1)tth 
ot which qu.ajujct.sl  junctions cannot be 
xroisedNoubt officers whaeiisc quasi-

jiid[i1 functions cannot claim immunity from 
disciplinary proceedings against them for mis-
conduct or corruption but bcfore deciding upon 
starting such proceedings caefu1 thought should 
be given -whether the imputations relate to dis-
tinct or independert circumstances and are clear 
and grave. If this is not done the distinction 

•'betweea culpable misconduct and interference 
with exercise of independent judgment will be 
blurred and not only the cause of justice but 
even the administrative efficiency will be badly 
affected. 

in this view of the matter flmc disciplinary pro-
ceedings have to be quashed. - 

iii. N. Qures/ii v. Union of India and ÔI/lers, 
(1989) 9 ATC 500 (Altnicdabad Bench).) 

Similar view,  is iakcn in FL. Kliaiideliva! v. 
Union of india and others, (1989) 9 4TC 509: 
ATR 1989 (1)cAT402.] 

80 
Termination of serlce of even a temporary 
official appointed on Sports quota not justified, 
on time ground of lukewarm performance in sports 
events 

A 

In the present case, the petitioner's orders 
%Oich* are admittedly of a quasi-judicial nature 
and are subject to proecdings in appeal or 
revision are sought to be made a cause, basis or 
occasion for disciplinary procccdiiigs for alleged 
misconduct resulting in loss of revenue after 
unconscionable delay in framing charges, on 
the eve of his ctireiiient, without the statement 
of imputations or the charges framed showing 
in any maniier how the alleged misconduct. is 
sepaate and separable from the exercise of 
qua.si-judiciul functions. Tln mere fact that 
the peilioncr made assessment of cases or such 
cases were tiiken up for assessment without 
entering them in the register and without follow-
ing the procedure or sequence prcscribd for it, 
does not show that the cirCumstances of the 
imputed charges arc separate or separable from 
the exercise of qLlasi-judicial decisions. To 
:mllow such disc iplinary rocccdiugLto be started 
riiutJm circIinistiinces, especially after such a 

The applicant was appointed on 31-10-1986, 
as Inspectress of Central Excise, temporarily 
against thc five per cent quota earmarked for 
meritorious sports persons. However, on 
28-4-1988, she was seived with a notice of termi-
nation of services. The reason for terminating 
her services was atiibuted to her not taking 
part in certain events and her lukewarm per-
fonnancc in ccrtain oilier cvcuts. Ilence the 
present petition ,  challenging her termination of 
services. 

held: much ado is seen to have been made on 
the lukewarm performance of the applicant in 
sports events at liangalore and at Madras We 
are bemused by the argument that the applicant 
should lutvc come out with flying colours in the 
cvctits in which site participated or was required 
to participate, and that if site failed to do so, 
she would be liable to be terminated. Mani-
festly, this is like drawing the long bow and 
(hoes not appear to be tile true intent and object, 

iø 	 e 
- 

C,  
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I ,  

It may also be 
observed (hat Under letter, dated 6-

2-1969, of the Ministry of 1101fle 
Afl115 

of India the service rcmidcrccl by an official Who has been declared as StJfp 
does not coujit for GCsIiority 

O, re(Icl)IoyJIiC,i( 
as he is treated as a flew ciUrajit 

jim the dcpartnmeiit Whetc he is rcdéptoyCd Tj 
rationale behind the Said letter obviously is that on redcpl0) 1111 

a flew cntr:uit in the depart. 
Theffi shoug.j 'sot disturb SCIiiOfity of CXisting 
niem1 of the SCIVICC 

by s(Caliiig a "larch Over them. }Ioweyer by th 
SUIUC reasonii,g he cannot be debarred from being eligible for prornotjo t) the Jsighcrpo$tpf0. 	

Ofcource he satisfies the eligibility criteria Seniority an(J 
promotion are two djstj,1ct and 
8Spect in service jurispru(leiic0 

	Quite oft, 
Jn.njoi• ollicers bccomu cligilic for prolilol ion

lit  

 Whereas the OI1JCCIS 
Senior to (lie,,, do not. 

Many SCrVjCe.flIlCS SPCciflcally PrOVide for such 
COiitiiigc,mcy by enablitig the sc:tior olIccrs who 
are o1lie,-. not eligible for promotion under 
the relcyajit service rules to be Considered for 

it pron)tjon alomig with their juniors. Wc fid c SUpport for , 
 the view we have lakc,, from a a' decis 	

of the Supreme Court 
in 5/'fl'Ade,,d,i tj 

Bhush, v. 
Nagpup Uniyc,,.jg 411? 1988 Sc 335. 

C( Iii t1it 	 -- 

- 	 •_I 	
•'Jh'4.vp1_j 	 0 	

'1 

in eas Co,istn,ct01, hoard way back 
ll 197.3 lie was declarc(1 mis 

qnnl11,,,,,,11111 S with 
clkci fitII51 

2(;-g. 1976, '1 'lie, en 5 or 110 worh ((j j (lie smilti JIU 	up to 19fl5, whie,1 In, 	ICIICVCd 1, am the Said post So as to jOjfl (lie fley i the Civil 
Consiruct01, Wi,11' of the At! India 

J;tdio as unjor Jhipjiice II is (hu 
"haIsil( 

(i,;it tl0 	)'PoiJi5,jjc,it 
of the al)j)ljcflJ,1 in (lie 

IJta'IS 	

Board Was on regular basis. Escjt though his appoi 	
lejit Wa to a teilipo. ras'y pose, by 

no stretch of rcasoiiit,g it can be (enncd as ad/mac, Stop gap or cvo rarv. 	I.. 
IcJnpo ,. 	14W iS flOw 

Well_settled that appoint. 
iile( on regular basis can be made CVe to 
temporary posts provided they are of long 
duration In other Words, a temporary post can 
be held in a Substantj0 capacity. As observed 
by the •Suprc,uc Court in G.Jc. 

D,,d011 v. S.D. S/rn,,0 1986 5CC (L S) 622, the posi. tion that temporary post can be held in sub-
Stantive capacity is fl

ow firmly cslabhjcJLCd 

'"list, 1989 
L ( , ('l fiIiisly lie CoiJiij.1g 	(llgsIjjflIl,$? 	(Yl'V..'(5 54)1' 

CliiItIiliiy htr pwn,1;011 	
She jui.st' 	A,sjj 1111  

( Tar/1,/ Si,,j/, v, Ui,j,, iiJ /fl(/j, 
Ohg(/ (1989) 9 ATC '191 
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(A) i)l.scljslisiary lrocecdiaigc 

n,u.s 	he luke,1 
-- hIl(IfIhiitte dilay of 5 cur.c • vhtla(c,s depsiri,,,,,ti Proeecdi,ig. 

• The app1jc,, was :t,i IIICOIJIC Tx Officer 
to retire on 31-8-1988 	lIe was 5OIiglif to be 

 title 
subjcc( 	

(o a (icpar(inci,(al Cliquiry linde, Order, dated 
27-4.1988 for (lie 

'quasi_jtjdj;., l• work dO 	by luau, as lnco,,, 'lix Officer in the year j983 lie objecicti to the ProC(e(lisigs 
(UI two grot,,,5 firstly, I lint he 

had rcfccj in it judicial capacity While dealing with 
the C:ascs of (lie hiicn, Tx 

iISSCSSCCS 
couic(r,icl and as such lie wa tiot ;IIu1e , i;ibhe to (lie 	 . ju dicljo,,. Secondly, thuit (lie (hisciplusm,.y enquiry 

COmn,eflccd agai,Ist hut, was liable to be q uashIe(1 its it 
had beei5 CoaJsI,1cj alter Iflordinate delay of S yea is 

	

- .. 	 USC, 
tiiej'f' merely because 

• the past service rendered by the appIjoaj as 

	

Junior 	
OWicer in fleas Con- struction Do1j cannot be Computed for deter- 

rnifling SCfliori(y fl tIio new depriniejjt it can 

s4k  

• flci : adniiuc(ljy (he 	Jhjet;(1.r of I lie (lisciph 
iIi;iry enquiry relates to (l1CtC( inns take,, 

by the pc( tjOii 	
while di.cchuirgi,,g qua:;i_jij1jj1j fuiict Ioji 

in (lie year 198) and (lic cluarjex dated 27-4-I 9Rfl have beci, servetl 
' 1hit I he Petitioner Hearly alic,- live yea, s. No I)iate,',al 

Wilatsoever l,:is been placcd on record to StIppr( 
time version of the rcspoj,dent (lint the delay was 
caused as the 1 fl 8 ((crlsa(1 to be referred to the higher nutliorit ics (inch tid iisg ViIih1Iiicc) for Coj. sidcraitjon and further scru(i,iy of (lie 

CSCS. Sulhlcc it to say, that mete refereusce to dates ot iIltC(jiI COnfl) tlInjc ., (i(,,,s ihic 
COII(CU( 1)1 wlii 

s not disclosed ca,s,sot cover up the fact of 
HOr(hin:tle delay 1)1 licarly live years. 

It is true, that the questiofl whether Or not 
(lie 

;tale Government in a given CSC, is guilty of 
lord mate delay, vitiating (lie 

(lepirt.,,icu,aj pro_ 
cdings, must flccessarily (lepcIi(l on the mets 

tid ciccuj ,,shs:iccs of (he Case. Thepit 
&thUe of the 
)mmc ,,cenie,it 1 the Jquirybythc0yr 

Inclit 	 s "Sdchoi sly 	A In. 01 ai ëXpedj(ii15 
inquiry and its Completion iik CXpthi(j01j5 dis-
posal of et'imi,,al case is P'iin:(rily iii tl iul(crc%1 
of the department and t lie delissqueaui autd a Iliflilditi c  of Article 21 of tSi 	Ct,iist ii uiiuj1 ,I •00 - 	

0 	• 

0• / 

- •.---••_-• 0 - 	-_ •_ , 	• k 	- 
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ublication has been split up into three () Pa 
tains Cliaptcr llVjSeCtiOflS 1-49; Part II cont 1

4  

_V1lI/SeCtiOflS 50-58 and Part 111 contains App 
:eep continuity with the 1972-EditiOfl,the arrangeme4 
s and Sections have been kept intact and followed. , 

is has been possible because of the guidances 
meat which the author received from Senior .OtlIl 
arious discipincS viz. Enginccriflg Architecture, 
Law, :Audi, Finance and Accounts in the Ccn, 

nt. 	. 	. 	. 	 . 

autbo dutifully a cknowledges the personal. ,:deb 

to Sh.-  :N.S.L. Rao,forifler DireàtOr General (Wo -. 
. 	 . 	 .. 	 ... 

n deeply grateful to Sh G. S. Rao, Director 'Gen 
C.P.W.D..for the gracious FOREWORD.and thie:w 
ragement in this humble endeavoUr 
hail feel extremely thankful for suggestions (inclu 

ons/amendinents) to improve the Publication. 

KHAI 

	

igust, 1983 	 .: 	 .. 	
K.K. 

.. cøk vA2f 	.. 

• 	
:. 

I'REFACE TO THE 1972EDtT1ON 

J fee! privileged to release the 1972 Edition of the Central 
p.W.D. Manual Volume H, which is an ithportant tchnicat 

jljation for the guidance of our oIlicei:s  engaged on the 
Wtion of works. 	 .. 	 .. 	 .. . 	 . 	 . . 

lhc carllLr 1970 Edition wa In the form of a draft 
jatial and the present Edition is dCfiflltel)i an improvement over 
IEfforts have been made to incorporate the latest tder and 

Ioprnents in relation to the various tdpics whichthis ,Mnual 
e1s to embrace Apart from the Central P W D, there are 
iriother Central Goveriment Depátthts1d. .qris-

ons who have adopted our P W pattern and system of Accoun 
thd Procedures As such, the j)Ubllcatzon M this voluMe 

1h'M6nuaI should be an asset not only to our Dpirtnen'tal 
ff1Iu also to otht.rs falling in our line I am sure that this 
jjêy w&hitiecaIa  by all conczied. . . 

I ou1d like to express my appreciation of the efforts 
tin by S/Shri R K Agrawal, 1' 0 (E in-C), P S Saxena, 
AandH.A. Bablani, Divisional Accountant and various 
.brofficers in the difficult task of its revision, compilation, 

étionsand effecting impràvements. 

'T4 'Ihe Government nnd Departmental OrdLrs issued from 
to time and also the rules and regulations in the various 

lefràm which the authority for what is mentioned in the 
nbal has been derived have been quoted in the Manual. 
téaders èf the Manual are advised to take authority from 

tu9l orders of the Govt. of India or Engineer-in-Chief, 
may 'be issued from time to time. 

DELIlE 	 0. MW'FIACFIEN 
1ebrsiary, 1'972 	. 	 . E,igineer-in..Chief 

(vii) 
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To, 	

()J. 

Shri B. njumdar, 
Superintendj.ng Engineer (Vig.), 
Directorate General of Works, 
C.P.W.D. (Vigilance Unit), 
Nirrnari l3hawan, 
NEW DELHI. 

/s_--- -/ 

Sub: Departmental Inquiry against Shri K. K. Singh, 
Asstt. Engineer (C)Retd., c.p.w.n, 

. 	
Q 

Dear Sir, 

In response to your letter No. 1/1/94—Vs ii dated 
25.1 .1995, directing me to inspect the listed documents 
on 9-2-1995 • In this regard your kind attention is invited 
to your letter No. 13/11/88—VsI Dt. 4.12.91 calling my 
explanatjo for a work whose date of start was 12.4.83 
and completion 11.8.83, i.e. after 8  
I requested yo 	

year's of its happening 
u to furnish me connected records of that 

period to refresh my memory so that a comprehensive 
explanation be submitted. You were kind enough to direct 
Executive Engineer, i'Ianipur Central Divisiori, Imphal, 
vide your No. 13/11/83-.VsI dt. 13.1 .92 to make available 
the record. But during the last three years, record was 
not made available to me. lie (Executive Engineer, Manipur 
Central Divn. No. 1), was supplied the list of documents 
required vide my letter dated 25.2.92 with copy to you, 
followed by reminders. On your x insistance, I have 
submitted my explanation on my failing memory in general 
terms vide my letter N329 Dt. 7.4.92. It is safely 
conc1u.: ed that you were fully satisfied with the reply as 
no further reference was received from your end. After 
two years of my submission of explanatjo, I applied for 
Vigilance Clerance Certificate in 1994, as I was retiring 
on 28.2.1994. Instead of issuing the Vigilance Clearance 
Certifjce, you served charge sheet on me on 24.2.1994, 
just 4 d2yS left to retire. I failed to understand as 
to why your satisfacUon of my reply venishd aftr:r an 
inordinate lapse of two years. Since then, i.. 24.2.94 

S. 

C 

Ii 
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0iard, I cm 	
you to make me evai1ble the 

reoOr 

to fur 	
a written 5tetemeflt of defeilCO to chor 

	as 

envisaE;ed 	Pare 2 of your MemorOum of 	
rgeS dated 

Now yo are inSiS' 
that I shOUJd deny or 

accept the 0argeS 83 
per pare 3 of your MemOr8nm Dt. 

24.2-94 and 0ther pares are rrele3nt at this stage, as 

no 	
l and elaborate Btatemt of defence is neceSSaIY 

.detBi 
at this stage. 	is thus clear that 

yoU waflt 
of rec.iU 

me 	
God . OWS 

er g  
ter 	Oifltin the 	

how rnahy years yo U 

cpp 	
supp1y 	..... sam  

will take to 	

inqUY i suspefld 

__------- statej for years to depri'e me of my 
.penst0fl'Y benefits, 

h 	
edWith 

whic 	

of tame, as coW Lat0 age 

oe5 on ere35in with jncreeS_. 
	

- .... 

in request you 
For the sake of natural 4u3tice9,I aga  

to supplY me the reCOr asked vide my letter Dt. 21.3.9k 

i have ecemifl. the listed doCUlUeflts, ll of whiCh 

118l ones. But 
are no.orjj 	

some are copiCS, 
,hich i11 not 

serve any purpose. 
I herebY deny a11 the 0argeS ievelled againSt me and 

should be heard in person 
810fl{tth my Defence 

AssiStaflt 

2 be coxisidered as part 
y elaflatb0n ve my letter Dt. 7.9  

reply to the argeS in absence of the 
eCOX' 

The 0ilowin p 	
.:ept in mind ointS may please be  

Memor8fl- of 
while further proC esS3.1 the 	rgeS : 

I • I have clearlY statCd 
that 	

proPOrti0tC 

recOVerY of materiai was rnide from the contractor; 

2..The material waS lyifl in Mf\S /c at 5jte with 

the Jr. Eiflr, who is 	
harge. If I am to be 

c-' 

held resp0n5Ih 	
for i1fere of GoVt. material 

s per aCC0 	of 	
, flgier and 

0ther superiors are alSO 
ecuallY responshie. 

....3 
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* 	3. When the bill is passed for payment by the Ex. 
Engineer, then, he is fully responsible for all 
that is included in the bill. 

/ 	 4. Cement resister was maintained by Junior Engineer 

and its columns are as per the prescribed form of 

/ 	
Cement Issue Register as Appendix 18 of C.P.iI.D. 

Manual Vol.11 and also have seine additional 
columns; the register is maintained as per practice 
in the Division itself. 

5.. The work we's not recinded during my tenure. Hence 
the question of taking back nmtorial 13rin et site 
at time of rescinding the work by me does not 
arise at all. 

6. According to final bill, full recovery of material 
was made, so the questich of loss does not arise. 

The case has been delayed inordinately for over 8 
years. It was held in the case of M.M.Quereshi V/s Union of 
India and others (1989) 9 ATC 500 (AhniecInbed' ench) and 

P.L. Rhandeiwal V/s Union of India and others (1989) 9 ATC 
509 ATR 1989 (1) CAT 402, that inordInate delay of 5  years 
Uitiates departmental proceedings. In view of this, no 
Departmental proceedings can be held after expiry of moie 
than 8 years. 

I, therefore, request you to look into the matter 
impartially and d3 justice to me by (withdrawing) dropping 
the charges and to restore my pcnsicrry,  benefits at the 
earliest. 

Thanking you, 

-:;:• 

Yours faithfully, 

( K. K. : 
	

• 
Asstt.Engineer (Retd.) 

C/o Rv.A.Kpd9ng, 
t.John' Church Compound 

House No. ,O'4 , iehrul,t 
NEJ DELHI - 110 030 

ii 
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) ISTEED/\..D. 

r 	 dhri. / K i3hatnagr 	 Cf1 	/ / • 	/> 	5upei.intencltrig Encjireer(V) 	
'0 r 	•. 	Got't. o 	India, 

cp. 	(Vigilance Unit) 
Hew ielhj 

Subs C/o 2 Nos type Iv irts. at C.. Iirhil including internal sanitary and 1s installation. Expl dination thereof. 

R e f : Your riiemorand 	No.13/1 i/83Si dated 4.12.91 and 
l'lo.13/l1/58_VSI dated 11.3.92 received on 17.3,92 

Sir, 

I am called upon to explain certain quex.-is regarding the above noted work vide your memorandum mentioned ab3ve. The queri(s pertains to the year 1933-84, when more than 10 works were qoio on under the SUb-.D!VISIOn, scattered all Over the jurisc1ictj 	of sub-division which were as far of as 200 km 
from Headquart. To recollect minor details about a SIngle 
work is huinonly impossible and in the .absepe of record; i am 
furni5hing a reply In geb1al terms and hope you will be. satisfied and will close the case Inspite of the fact that- you have allo wed the dccuments to be examined. 

The para-t:ise reply is as under: 

a) 	The cement and other registers required for a work were/ are to be issued by the Division Office and are to be 
issued to Junior Engineer. The cement register for this .ork as well as for all other works were issued in the 
same manner as per lractice in the Sub-DivIsion and 
Jivision Offjc. No deviation from the set policy .ias done In respect of the work under ISUC. 

It may be seen tht Divisional Office, Audit never 
pointed out that this cement re(Dister or 

other similar cement register for Other works we e/are not in proper 
;haoe. In the absence of the same, it cannot be said tftat the cement register for this work was not in proper shape as it was in the form and shape prevalent in I:hb division and sub-djj5j011 

prior to this work and even after this work. 

b) 	s far as my fa 	memory goes, itwas I who pointed out 
'O to the Divisional 	fice that mterj1 brouht. at site ws ls than the quancitjp,3 issued from the store. Had I not 

pointed out, it would never come out, as full quantity as per issue ws taken over by the colt:::t;or and as per USR 
an entered into NAS account register by J.E. Thus full 
iantity as issued was d@hjtd to the Co tractor account. F'ir.her whatever actiofi I: to b& t;kn on the r(mort, it wa 

'.' 

r5 	. 

2 
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fof the Executive Engineer and not by ASStt. Engjne, 
The 

contractor had acknowle(ged the full qut;j 	as per Ui< 
and 

a';ount debited to coItractors aCCOUnt by the Divisjal 
Office and taken into contracts ledger 

by Divisional 
staff under the signature of the ivisjonal ACOuntajit and Executive Engine 	

as reujred under CPWu Accounts code. 

/hater the actthn was re::ulr.d on. Lh pert of Asstt. Engineer was taken by me and matter was reported to the Executive Eniner.I 
take f 	

is fcr the Executive Engineer to 
urther action. Moreover the agreeme 	contract is between Executive Engineer and Contractors. 

Further, the contractor was executing a numberof works 
Ln the Dv1sjon itself as such there was no POSSibility 
of loss to Govt. and amount of one work can be 

recovered :rom the other works or Security Deposits o 
a 	 other. aniounts vaj1ie, 

c) 	
The allegation of issue of indents for cnent and steel 

excess of reauirement, by me is totally false and 
incorrect 	

A look in the indents and material issued from 
time to time will prove beyond doubt that th0 mat(_-rial was issued in piece meal accorciincj to the reJuient of work 
at site. After the 3rd R.A. bill paid by i)ivjsjonal Office on 13.9,84, 	

he material issue to th contractor was cement 
2.50 Mt and ste€l 3,00 MT only, which was reuired rfor the 
b3nafjde use of work. 

It is needless.to add that no indent can be issued by 
A.E. but indents are signed and issued by the Executive 
Engineer, In case as it is presumed by you now that 
the requirement was in excess than required at site, the 
Executjv:e Engineer will curaj1 the quantjtj5 

	But on the ot.her hand the contractor swed down the progress of work 
as the scope of wdrk changed resultino ultimately in rescind 
ing the work. It is for the ExecuLivp Enginp1. while rescind ing 

the work to look into the aspects of the case and to take 
approprjte action where necessary as the contract is/was 
between the Executive :ngineer and contractor. 

.Horeover the contract agrenent does not provice issue 
of materIal In piece meal but quantity required j StipUlzecj 0fl.y. 

d) 	As e>lajned 	)O/e, ±t i 5,, 
to Statr that the '•.ori: under the coi:trol of Suivlj0 wer 3Catzere. 

over ,n area as far off as 200 K in difficult eres. Moreover there was 
insurgency and popie aI:/wnj-(. 	i 

	

R) ";Lk:; 	t.he 	 hu as hnnly impossihle to c2'crc!; 	eek1v or chec:s of CflnL in ceinen 	re 	 :c.. 	

or:k, •h.Uh were snacter. 	n 	r 	::i 	 .. 

;4 lt 	- 
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as the duty of Di/Isjojial 0fficer to See tht teek1y/fortjjg1y che&ks 
ar-/wer carried out by the Asstt. n'Jineer at Headquartersand Outside whenever he 

VISitS sjl;es at out station 	The DivjSjozml 0fficer never Obj€.cte'j to and never pointed OUt 
that cn1ent chck were not carried out:. 	en Auditor, ACCOU t ar Executive ng1ri 	fler 

Dam ted out of non exercising of these tests, 
1nlying that thcy wer fu!ly Satisfied about th procedu 
	in vogue at that time higher Officers who 

fl 5Pected the works never.  OInted °t as these ar honIly as wello herwj e not 
Possible1 feasible in an area full of 
of life Was always there. 	 lnsurcJerjc r arrJ risk  

Th indents for MS and Tor were issued in piece meal as 
r site reoujrents and COnsicring the sCope of 

WOrks, 
Please refer to (c) 

above where I had elaIfled that. indit5 were Iged by the Executive Engj, 
	

who was/if; ezowered to issue Indents. No A.E. can Sign the indents if he 
() at all signed It, i willb0 rejected 

by the Stores. So whatever quantity ws Indented for was well 'Ith1n the 
kno;.Jedge /approval of the Exeutjve n:;iijeer who was 
SatIsfied about the re<ujrflent and Signed th indents which were SWJ(njtted by the Asstt. £ngine 

f) 	
The recovy of material issued to the 

	ntractor had to be rnade In the first Paent but it 
was also agrc 	to that to avoid hardshjD to the contractor, the ecovery to be 

effected Qradually as the material Issued to the contractor are actually 
COflSeWUsed on 

the work executed and as per 
theortjcai constI0 the rccoery Is 

effected This 
pracje IS/was In 

Use prior to me and even is now in 
vague throughout CPWD. Even Audit or any Other authority had not j?bjected to it. 

only proposes the recovery but Ex.Enr;j,eej actut1ly pas:€( the bill, rnake the 
Payment 	al 	effect the 

recoverie s  

'rhus I have acted as per prictjce in vue 
theh and is 

also ontjn9 	
en now every where In D1D. 

Thj is also In accordance with the 
	

of CPID AC:ourits Code In a flUlflber of pa.. as 
and sulparac, "hjh ai!o.i.d recove 	

to be effeed in c:iece niel aCco1:dIg to thE' CQfl 	
:n. I is n€dles to add here, I: the 

St!pulted quantity of contract 13 £ssu&d in niece 
meal to th 

CZractor then, thD.partn 	
had to 

make site score for 
SLCrage of materjal and to ke 	

Cho,/kidars round th clock for watch and ward of the Govt. 'naterjj 
	SUltIflg in heavy 

excef-5 to the Govt. 

g) 	As ar a 
I rebe the work was 

not rescjrd?d whe'j I 
i 	

of the 	Ivjj0j 	- 	 th 	p1!) . • u:ioi: 	a C 
•ta:j1l i; 	were 	

aC'1zrit . cd !.'r i 	:: he 
uch as co:t ract 	

was to be 

e) 
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J/to 

LLru by the.DivisiOnai offices 

/ 
Your attention is also invited to para iO(a),ectin 

27 of CPWD Manual Vol.11, Issue of mteria1 to tho 
contractors (1972 edition page 219) returns of surplus 
materials. 

According to it, Govto does not under take to take 
over from contractors, whether before or after the complet-
ion or determination of contracts, surplus material which 
were issued to them and charged to their accounts. 

Thus in the absence of any specific instructions from 
the Executive Engineer, no material already issued and 
booked can be taken bock. I never got any instructions 
for taking over the material from the contractor after 
rescinding the work of the Executive Engineer. Moreover 
the material at site Account is maintained by the Junior 
Engineer under the Asstt. Enginer and under the overli 
control of the Executive Engineer. 

The contract is/was between the contrcLorThnd Executive 
Engineer. I had informe1 the Executive Engineer for 
alleged shortages. It is for the Executie Engineer to 
Lodge report with the Police, if necessary or to take 
further action as deemed fit or ordered me to lodge report 
hut as for as I think, no such action was taken by Executive 
Enjineer. 

h) 

NA* 	,40 

It is not out of place to add th:jt the report to Police is 
Lodged whn there was a theft. In this case no theft was occured 
but it was considered/presumed that material was snort but the 
contra2tor had acknowledged receipt of full quantity of material 
and amount •was debited in full. So no action is on the part of 
me as t am not competent to lodge report with the Pouice.for 
alleged shortage. My duty was to report to the Executive Engineer 
which 1 have done. 

t hope your goodseif will be fully satisfied about my above 
-;ithout record in a genertl way and deer me as I have 

as recuire1 ind if at all there were short cci:lings, it was on the 
part of Executive Enginer and not tfl. 

keep the right to modify/alter and review the rcilv. aflzer 
ccin: throucjh the t ui. I recorc/ocuJudt;:s or any ac1d1tiOntl mttr 
crpJe u. 

:harking iou, 

Yours fi'.hfuilc', 

• 	• - 	'-• 	•• 
••••_•,•;•• 	 ) 



Confi(ertia1 

S  GGovernmcnt  of Indj, 
Directorate Gen. of Works, 

Central Public Works Dei:artment, 
Vigilance U1t, Nirman Bhavn, 

New Delhi - 110 011. 
•s... 

No .l3/11/8EJ...vI 

To 
Dejj,: thtApri1 1994 

Eh.K.K.Sirigh, 
çtr. No, 536-A, 

,$ector 3, 
R .K.Puram, 
New Delhi - 110 022. 

Please refer to your letter No. Nil dated 21,3.94 The records 

that are available in this Unit and based on which the charges are 

proposed to be proved were already shown to you at the time of 

cal1ifg 
of your explanation at preliminary stage. it shu1d be 

possflDle for you to deny or accept the charges 
on this basis. 

You may send your requisition for more records subsequently for 

your detailed submissjo.jf so required. 

( 4, 
A 

Superintenjr Encineer(vjq.) 

c7±yt03cO 
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2 NO.. 1/5/94-Vs.ii 
Directorate General of works 

Ofltral Public works Department 
Vigilance Unit 

) 

New Delhi, uated the 

4~ 

/hDec.11994 

OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Subject. •Departmentaj, inquiry against Shri. K.K.singh, ASstt, 
EngIneer (C) Retd, 

with reference to your letter NOe Ni IL dated 2/12/4 
on the above mentioned subject, your attention is drawn 
to this Office letter NO 0  13/11/88_i dated 26-.4_94 
( 
copy  enclosed) wherein you have been requested to accept 

or deny the charges levelled against you vlde chargesheeted 
dated 24-2-94, at this stage. But the same I;still awaited. 
please convey the same immediately otherwise t:he Proceedings will he started as per Rules. 

End : AS mentioned above 

( Hardipener Sjngh 
Engineer OffIcer (D) 1. 

To 

Shri K.K. $ingh, 
Asstt. Engineer (Retired), 
'O Rev. A. Khapudang, 

st. John's church Compound, 
HOUSe NO. 404, rehrau1j, 
New Delhi-110030, 

\ 

C 



e  159- 

NO. 1/1/94-11s.ii 
Directorate General Of Works 

central public works Departflflt 
( vigilance Unit ) 

ccn -'Eidential  
A. D. 

¼1)  

TO 

New Delhi, dated the 	Jan.,1995 

Shri K.K. sirigh* 
rigineer(Retd.)i 

do Rev. A. thapUQaflg s  

St • 	S church compound, 
House No, 404, mhrauli,,  
NW Delhi-110O30 

Subject:- epartflflt.l inquiry against Shri K.K.Siflgh, ASstt, 
cngin&r(C) Retd., CPWD. 

* 	Sir, 

Kindly refer to your Regd. A.D. Letter bearing No. NIL 

dated 4-1-1995 regtding, above noted subject. your kind 

attention is drawn to Rule14.(4) of central Civil Services 

(C1a:3sifiCati0fl control & Appeal) Rules, 1965 according t0 

which a copy of the 4rticles of charge, the statement 
of the 

imputations of misconduct or misbehaviour and a list of 
documents & witnesses by which each article of charges is 
proposed to be sustained, have already been delivered to you 

vide rmO. NO. 13/11/88VS.I dated 24-2-1994 and you 	were 

required to suiuit within 10 days of the receipt of
- the said 

a written statement of your defence and to state whether 

you were desired to be heard in person. 	very detailed 

and elaborate statement of defence may not be necessary at 

this stage but only an opportunity has been given regaraing 
admi.ssiofl or denial of your guilt. por admitting or denying 

the guilt no inspectiOn of documents is necessary. However, 
if so desired you may inspect the listed QoCumefltS in the 

r 	
of Engineer QfLicer(D)I, c.p.w.ii., vigilance unit, Nirman 

/hawan, New Delhi o
9atll-3Ohrs. please note that 

in case your written 'statement of defence and the staément 

r °  whether you desire to be heard in perSOn 15 not received within 

IT 	10 days thereafter, the same will be taken as denial of articles 

of charges on yuur part and further necessary action will.be  

taken as per rules. 

you may plea-se note that the departmental procedings 
instituted against you betore your 

retirement from GOVt. serviCe 
are deemed to be proceediflS under Rule 9(2) (a).of CCS(FeflSi 01 ) 

gules, 1972 after 
your final retirement on 28-2-1994 ano shall 

be continued anci concluded in the same mater3 

;urS faithfUllY 

17 
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0 
	 REGD. A.D. 

• 	To 

Shrj Anant Ram 
Superintending Engineer (Inq.) 
CPWD 
Nrrnan Bhawan 
New Delhi 

Sub.: Departaental inquiry against Shri K.K. Singh, Retired 
Addi. Engineer 

* Ref.; Shri Harpinder Singh, Engineer officer D)/1/PO letter 
No. 1/5/94-VSS 11 dated 31. 5.1995 received on 20.6.1995 

Dear Sir, 

Kindly refer to my letter dated 23.5.1995 in which I 
subrn!tted list of additional documents required for preparation 
of my defence along with name of witness. In this letter I have 
given my address C/o V.N. Bakshi, A-196, Suraj Mal Vihar, 
Delhi-hO 092. 

The Presenting Officer is not having the original dociinents 
with him till 12.5.1995 or even till now not arranged. He 
deliberately sent the letter to old address inspite of asking 
him to send it C/o V.N. Bakshi, A-196, Suraj Mal Vihar, 
Delhi-hO 092 vide my letter dated 23.5.1995. 

Although I have informed during my first visit that my 
defence Asstt. is V.N. Bakshi, A-196, Suraj Mal Vihar, Delhi-920 
In view of his objection I hereby state that my defence Asstt. 
is V.N. Bakshi, A_.196, Suraj Hal Vihar, Delhi-hO 092. He is 
retired Superintendent of CPWD which may please be noted and 
allowed. 

I again confirm the contents of my letter dated 12.5.1995 
(not 12.3.1995) as true. Till this date Shri Harpinder Singh has 
not supplied me photostat copies of documents as promised. 

This is for your information and further necessary action 
for doing justice to me 

Yours fai.thfully, 

••••. (I 	• 	 ) / : 	 C( 

(K.K. SINGH) 
C/o V.N. BikShi 

• 	 A-196, Suraj Hal Vihar 
Delhi-hO 092 

Shri Harpinder Singh, 
Engineer Officer (D)/I/PO, 
("'D, Njrman Ehawan, New Delhi 

' ~W~D 
. 	 reference to his 

. . . . 

Thanking you, 

Copy forwarded t o  



Letter N0. 1/5/9VSS II dated 31.5,1995 
received on 20.6.1995. The contents of 
my letter dated 12.5,1995 (not 12.3.1995) 
are again confirnied as true. 

He is again requested to ensure that 
original documts are shown and copies 
thereof be supplied. As already intimated 
the letters be sent at the address 
A-196, Suraj Mal Vihar, Delhi-hO 092. 

If 

(K.K. SINGH) 
C/o V.N. Baksh 
A-196, Suraj Mal Vthar 
Delhi-ho 092 



G.vt.f ].*d1a 
Os*trtl PLb1icj W&rk. U.artwo*t. 	; 

Datod 1a4'b*l 249..DZ 
To •Ii' 	 . 	 .. 

I 

Shri 8Ibsah*1ib$i*gk, 
G.vt.C.Itrsctu,. ..:. 	• 	 . 	 . 	 .• S 	 . 

M.irugkba 1kk .• 	'.' 	 .. 	
0 	 . 

Th.kch.*'L,Ikai,: ............. 	 . . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 

0 

/ 	8bt1t*..f t Xe.. ?/IT Qra.f.r O.A.D. i *1i)1*i,XJSjIbi1. 

	

Agrs.sit 4.17//iIa/e2..83 . 	 I  

D.s$i, 

	

Itiste "rim ye.1K that the 	tGd,vabjtt by yefor 
.risg 	os*,at;. ,fqX above work is ast as per. ataAard .•ip.otfioatiea 
of CPO. ViiSba bMiu iiipeot.i by Uii zürdp.d ia 4-9..85ud. s 
feid', thr .j 	,xy $eibili.t .f.daMgia tk.sa*s bjr r&ia water. 
ohswkj&ar ataig ii the majs store fr which 	d.ubl. 
ørraage*ut c.*].* ast *ods, 

Oik 
0•. 	

yificatiea it ii, f.ii*4 that osit 150 bags&.a t. 
pAstities If 121aM•..a*d8N.ar. lyimg at your st.re; althovgk  
vits IMlit Ie,)/59€9I t22-4.88 	jJSU.d,.C.e*t: 200 kp 
11 L3. 500 kg aM 8a* L3050 kg, 

....... .........
. 	 0 

	

HI LI 	propermt .t.i•, 
.aabliag doüis .1.k1g .sirigist k.$g reperat. t fir 
your cb.vkid&r.The *atsxlali at.r.& i*elae vhere fru the zo*tieaed 
st.r be br.ugt ti rite befere startiag a*y eeoat you. - 

	

This 	 " °• 	 - •. 

	

- 	
.: .• 	Tours faithru111, 	• 

iritut ?suiiesr, 
iuipur central Sub-Dim.N..I, 

C.?.W.D., Iu)!1i. 

The Excia,utive Z7ag1004w, .1Iz1pnr Ce*tral DiTi.io*,crD, X*phal 
ifer faysur of i*f.riat1c* plea.., 

Z. Shri l.A, suar,J o.acsra.d, h. sh.u24 report as mees as the zateri&js 
- brought haok & get ia.poctui by the uid.rsig*ed bfer* etartiig caat 
work, 

• 	 L I31  

\V' ;i%•  i 
,/ 	\i 
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CENTRAL PtJ 3 L]:cwoflI(s DPAR'rM:iiI'.  

j.23 	/n5-mc.,;t)-I/ ",j7 i t 	I, 	i 	ii. • 	 ('1 
TO 
The Executive Engineer, 
anipur Central Diviston, 

c.P.W.D.,Irnphal. 

Sub:-Constructjon of 2 Nos.rype Iv Ouarters at 
C4.,Tu1ihal 

Singh, 

•- 	? 

Agreement No.27/SE/EE/HCD/82_83. , 
1, 

Ref:- YoufrNO. 54 (170)MCj35/829 Dt.3.4.85. 
-- 

This is to Inform that in reply to the above cited letter 
the contractor had requested for 15 days more time for restarting 
the work vide his letter No.Nj]. Dt.15.4.85. 

Inspite of his promise, the contractor has fai),ed to start 
thi work till date even after this office Registered letter No 0  23(3)/85-MCSD-I/163 Dt.7.6,95 . addressed to the con.trztctor and copy 
endorsed to you. 

It is therefore requested that the contractor be served with 
notice under clause 3 and the work beresclnded, since!the Contra-
ctc)r does not seem to be interested in taking up the work 0  

End:- Conractoriett-rinorjgina1 
iiy. LNQ.iOUj JJt.26.4.85) & S.E's letter 
Dt.18.4,85 ( in Original). 

r 

K. Ha6' das), 
Assistant Engineer, V 	

Manipurcenttal Sub-Divn No.1, 

1kL 	
C.P.W.D.,Imphal. 

- V '- V 

2• 11147 

V 



I 
I ::r 	vL:(2  ry 
I 	L. - tnp':' u'qn 

(IJ 

VSpA 

-OmMI"n'L ?ys %/)R/L. /9 S -.:S~ . 

icr cm:- 	1ir 1. S • 	boc}tobp I lngh 	•1 

14oir.ngkhem 1kkh, Thøkchom Leikj, 
Imph.l. N'tnipur. 

Ta:- The Executive Engineer
,  

C.P.W.D. Imph*l, Tu1ih - 

4,  

ced3 i 'I 
L'ID xfcu s1i 

FTJEP. 14 on 290B a c 

Crn•() 
••;.;.::.(::: 

Sub:- C/O 2 Nor Type XV quater5 at Tulihl, 
- 	.... 	

) t' c 
- 	 . 

Sir, 

I 

 

promire té ttke up thebce work within 15 
days 

p 0 ltive1y. I Mn zeriou sly euffering from nerve pain  tetuV 

leg and therefore t&or11tr1y I ctnnot, move freely. Govt.. 

officere have the previllCd(C cC t*king leave but unf'tz 

ly cantractore cannot do it 
• 

a mntter of fact I hMrC ccip1eted thernot 
trbublezome item of brick work at a ereat 

10 &e and -. ................ 
tuted te bued on_merket rite 

'. 

2. The foundtj0 	wj 	
of the above work were Upflhjed 

to me fer8flIOfltfr 	
ord er. I dc not 	y a worU to ab andon the centrt for the dely (1 	CUe in 

thejFuC fcuna.t0 drawing. Our C.P..D. offic 
my Ple.a 	pprecjate th 	.tjeflce 

I unertflok far 	time of 8  

	

monthe in waitilIg prc 	
of fcundatjop drwj.ng but I 

have nct been zitippli e
1 th t drawj,1LP fcr stone 	 in th ced  superEtructurn 	

Ur.  an  th mre for e  °°e1ed 	to p t1ii werk ''1th r!c' 	cr0 

3. 	t 

'.it1 •' 	1rt i t  :t . 

n 
1 ti;: 

.'y ' 
.••-'•. 

1LJC 	— 3i' 

ci Z ± cr'F •. 

b!d c 	icio 
•i 	.it-! :, I.Jv 	20w4i 

J.: a o  
i1.L 	ic,w 

.LC) O. Lspjo 
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1 ,  
• 	No1/5/94-y3II 	 • 	 (U 

Government -  of India. 	. 
Directorate General of Wor}<s 	 .. . 

Central Public Works Department 	. 	 • 	 . . 

(Vigilance Urit)jrma' BhayarL •. 	 .•. •.•. • 

NewDelhiatedthe*1 November, 1996. 

To 	 ,- 	

I 
3hri Anupam Aggarwal, 
EE, CPWD, 	- 
Ndnipur Central Divion No 1, 
t 	hal uli 	Airport, , 

E'nphal -795140 , 

Subject -D E. against Shri 	k ShihAE(c) and Sun 

	

I A Mazundr JE(C), cPwo 	 - 

Referrice Your letter No 5(1)/MCD -1/96/2816 dated 28,.13..96, 
*$ ***** 

Curtain documents were received vde your 1e1tr referred 
above in connection with above case., 

4 	I 

1.. 	You were requeted vid this ,Unit I e t:t e r .  No..1/5/94-V$II 
dated 24.9..96jo send the concerned MB of the final bill prepared in th above case., The concerned liBs have not 
ben sent 6nimajflab1that meàsuiement: 
LooKs of the rescinded work are not available with you 

2 	ou wie requested 'ide this unit letter of even No., dated 
1.610,96 to send 'original indent related 'iith the case 

	

over which issue or-derswere given by the EE/AE 	You were 
• also informed tht.. the..originaj copies can be found from 

• 	 . the JE Store/Store..-keeper 	But it • is unfOrtunate that 
still these indents have not been made available by you -: 

' i your ].etter dated 23.8.,96 referred above, you have . 	f ° menL1oned under par-a b, c, cJ, e & f of list of defence documents that these are not found in file or, details not 
' known or- ar - c not available, 	it is to in form: you tht in 

case an • arbitration reference warnade and the a. rb j t rat i Oil case was •peridi nq in your Dvn '1Th I ch was dealt: 
Lhiderf i. I e No 54(170) /RE/921c(:J of your oFfice.,. You are La 	•clic-rk 	lJ:) 	l:he 	. I cords 	,avai lah1 	I)jtti arl:)j Lrac]orl/::;01. Jr1 	case i I any and send 1:h 	record a 

- Ic). (H t:o 	f) as i.iri t:-d  out: earlier- irnined iateiy, 

	

• c:l -ice - ne<j sub---djvis1oii Ii i 	li&j id also be made • available hom the recorcI5 Of Lie arbj r;tjon tar thj l,Ork, In case 
file is not available as mention -~~ --,-f by 

	

--::ii in yc:iliI letter-  da Led 23 •;3, I 	under pat - a 5. 	rn', take 
tt: he concern :-d I e t: te r as pol it ted cut to you f roin the 

• 	 :?tII (j 	fl. l 	ci 	ic1:c:eI 13I'i0I1:7% Ii le of •.1>--d.jvj: ion anc;I 	•FKi 



•/) 24 
those ]etter; to this unit. 

4 .. 

 

In your letter,  da Led .23, 96 uridei ,  para 2 you Ii;ve 
iri t i oried that McS Ac;coi irit: ii I :,ter has not t:eeri ma irita i rid 
ii t,:tijs work and C,Iii(?liL ryi::.ts.i  

i . pointed out that HAS Occount reyi ster and cement 
register as mentioried . in SE( Iri(.Is ) letter dtted 29. 3,96 
were not asked for a part I ci.., I r woi k bi i L MS arid cemeli 1. 
register 	of 	the 	works(other' 	works) 	•::iurincj 	his 
(ShK..K.,Singh)posting in the sub-division in the period in 
question were asked; You are requested to eend concerned 
registers of different other works immediately., 

5.. 	In your letter dated 28.8.96 under "Details to be supplied 
without record" you have not si.Ippliedriy of the three 
informations requested from you. 	. . 

• 	 . 	 ••.• 	 S 	•• 	
0 

• i) 	•Itis not possih1 that no.works were executed in the sub- 
division.whereas you were requeted toserid lit of works • 	

. . executed in sub-division(not of particular contractor). 

• 	ii). You have replled that rio'other work done b?  the contractor.. 
Does itmean that this was the first and last work of the 

r • 	
•• : 

:contracto -  in you 	divisior? . 	' . 	. 	. 

iii).. YOU havementioned that the sub-division was attached with 
the division at Imphál but you have not given the details 

• 

of jurisdiction of tiie,ub-divisionand the distance of the 
5urisiction . from the Hqs. . . 	. • . 	.. 

• 	You are, therfore reciustecI to send all the records •as 
• 	mentioned above as well as the. information above immediately. 

(H..C,3cN3AL) 
Enginc!cr C)fficer(D)l/PCI. 

Copy to: 	1 .Sht- i R.D. ggarwa1., SE ( tnq..) 	CPWC) N,rman Bhavan, 
New Del hi for information 

(2.,3.hri .Upendra Malik, SE, CP/4C), Silchari Central 
Ci cle halugrarri Mela Road, Silchar-2 

• 	'.hi- i K,K..Singh, C/o Oihari L.al Dogra, I -i/s. Prem.  
• 	 E;rothei - s , Ci-- 15, (Jdyo Nagar,  , Peera Garti , New I:)e Iii 

O.fiie, 	. 	. 

\# 	

0 

Engiier orfi ct- (D I/p..(:) . 

ç1tuicD 
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CON FXNTx,. 

No.l3/11/88_vi 	 . 	I '1 
Government of India 
Central Public iorks Department 
(Vigilance Unit) 

•0•e 

Aew Aeltii, aated If -- 12.1 

LM 0 R kNp U 
J. 

Shri K.K.Singh was 1A.2Si8tnt 
Manipur Central Division CPWD Inhal 
the following work from 12.4.83 onwa 

1ame of Work3 C/c 2 Noa.'Type XV 
including internal 
install ations. 

Agreement No.27/sE/EE4jcD/883 

30 Agencys Shri 5.Ibochouba Singh 

4. Estimated cost3 Rs.1,54,333.00 

54. Tendered amount5 s.2,62,160,00 

• . 

Engineer under 
and was incharge of 
d. 

Qrs. at. C.A.Xmphl 
sanitary and W/S 

4.. 

V 

Time allowed3 4 months 

Stipulated date of commencements 12.4.83 

Stipulated date of completions 11.8.83. 

Work rescinded. 

During his Incumbancy, he has committed followic 
irregularj.tie3_ 

• a) 	He has failed to issue cement register in proper 
shpe. 

He has failed to take action on 2469,83 when he 
'noticed the less quantity of cement and sthel at site imich 
Was.i$Sued against ir("ent No.B596292/C 	datrd 21.9.210 

He has signed the Indents for cement and st.el in 
excess of the requirement after 2nd and 3rd RA bills 

d) 	He has failed in excercising his weekly checks on 
the bal3ncps of cemt, in ceient register. 

He has sIgned the Iflents for 7.95 MT for mild steel 
gaIrt te stioulated quantity of 5.50 MT. 

i: 	h 	•': 'I . 0 propcI Lie t 	 ce.vry 	f th 

	

.71, 	I:::i 	•• 	ch R\ bill W' 	i: 	flt 5. ndiet.ed in 

	

]. 	n: 	•...... .. 	i 	?IiU3 I nvol.v 	', ••.•) O' 	ce'nint, 	hvt' 
1 e 	... 	' iru 	• 	• 



r 

.-. 

2-. 

he Ltail' s'  are as unders- 	
, 

18t Rj. bill 	2nd 1I. bill. 	3rd RA bill ' 
Iaued 	10.0 MT 	18.0 MT 	 28.0 MT 

gecovered 	8.40 MT 	11.4 MT 	 39.4 MT 

Blnce 	160MT 	6.60 MT 	 8.60 MT 

i1d Steel 

Issued 	0.55 MT 	0.55 MT 	 4.95 MT 

Recovered 	 2.0 MT 

Balance 	0.55 MT 	0.55 MT 	 2095 MT 

Tor Stel 

Issued 	- 	 0.14 MT 	 0.71 MT 

Recovered -' 	
0.10 MT 

Balance 	 0.14 MT 	 0.61 MT 

Be has failed t cet b1ance material returned 
ortt the cotitractor. 

h) 	He has failed to report the matter to police 
authoritie8 as well as to his higher officers about 
removal of departmental stores by the contractor. 

Shri I.K.Singh, Assistant Engineer :Ls, therefore, 
directed to explain the above lapses on his part within 
15 days of receipt of this letter failing which it will be 
presumed that he has nothing to say and action, as deeiied 
fit, shall be taken ag&.nst him. 

S' r0  

f 	Shri K.K.Zingh 
Cl 	 Assistant 1nginer 

PWD Division No. .X 
Delhi idrninistratiOn 

::- 	• 	-. -,, 	:3 

(K.Bhatnagar) 
superintendiflg ngineer(V) 
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• 	 Regd. A.  D.  

To 	
•• 	 0 

' 	 The Director Uenzeral of Jc0rk 

C. P. Ws 1). 
Nitttan flh.Mafl 

•0 	 teW Delhi. 

Ref t 	Your 4emorandUm NO. 13/11/9-"' c3t. 23.2.94/ 
24.2.94. 

Sir, 	 S  
S. 

• 	}(indly rofr to zay letter dt. 21. 3.94, in ;hic T 
have asked for making to me available certain records 
to •iable :ncj to recollect iy rnory in) t 	ubmt reply 

tclyour Memorandum under reference. 

You are again requested to supply me the recorc 
/for furnishing the reply as no on 	an recmber the 	: 

• detailS of differEI t wo z1s under execution after a gap 
of. &,out ten 	 Thi 5J3 more Import3r.t as I have 

been darge sheeted for all eçed lapses in. procedUre after 
ici years of its happen ing3. 	

•0• 

7h&)z1flg jOU. 	 0 	

0 

	

• 	Yours faithfully, 

I 
(t<.y.SIFfl.14) 	• • 

1,JYLV'  

a .  

t. 

S 	 • 	 • 

Ii 
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CENTRAL PUBLIC WORKS 	 . OEPTT ( 	 ------ ------------------------ --- --- 	 - 

- 	
.NJPUR CENTRAL DIVISION - I.' TULI-AL AIRPORT IMPHAL - 795140 

f 	'- :-)/-- 	-- •';.( 	 :/'(1 
• 	

l__.__.______ 	
- 	 I 	I 	 - 

- The Superjnt-cjjng LnjiIIr(Jl)qujy) 
'.Vigjlance Unit, C.PIW.D., 	 - 

• 	Njrrnan Bhawan, New Delhi. 

sub : 	Submission of Documents required in the : - 
• 	Departmental inquiry- into the charges framed against. Sh K.K. Slngh, 

AE(C), C.P.W.O. under Rule 14 of the C.C.S.(Cc&A) Rules.1965. 

ref: 	Your letter No. SE(Inqjrjes)15/95/ 	Dated 14-12-95 

' s.. Sjr,  

The documents requi sitioned in connection with the above mentioned 

inquiry are very exhaus)ive and large, being practibafly the entire record 
A 	 I 	

/ of -the Division for the period from f- to 
- 	

-. 	•—, 	 -. 

While efforts are being made;to put the same t6gether for onward 

transmission to the Presert ing Officer, jt is cub,njtte that this djv•18 Ion 
:severely understhffecj ançt ip workj, in-exteremely adverse Cjrcumstarys 

in Marripur, where Law and Order is disturbed It is therel ore requested that 

- th records which are moe esentja1 may please be sought first and such a 
I 	

• flst rray please be supp1je1 to this off -jcé.lt is also requested that the \ '_— ? I 
pOsslbjljty of conducting the relevant part of the Inquiry at Irnpba] may al 

please be considered. 	 - 

1 	 • 	

• 	 fr4L- 
- 	 (ANUPAfi AGARW ) S 	 -  

co to 	 - EXECUTIVE ENGINEER 

i 	The Supetjntencjjjig 	 CenLrai CirCle,C.p.W.D.SilChar for jnformatjon en ne 	y-actjon  
referred. 	

with a copy of the.  ieLr 
10 

- 

2 	Sh Hardipender Sinjh, EU (0) I, Vjgi-ance Uri - t, C.P.w.o., Njrmn 
EJhawan New ,Delhj for jrsforn - atjon. 

are. (1nqizi.) C.1.W.D. I 

:i::: 	ExECuTIVE UNGJNEER\ 



/ 

To 

• Shri Hardipendar Singh, 	 L 
Enciineer Officer, I, 
Govt. of Tndta, 
Djrectoate of Works, 

• C.P.W.D. (Vigilance Unit) 
• Nirman Bhavan, 

New Delhi 

Sub: 	Shrl K.K.S.lngh, Asstt. Enoineer (C) - 
(Rtd.) Departmental •Acton. 

.. 

Ref: 	Your letter lb. j/S/94.V.s.2 Datec 19.10.94. 
S. 

Si. r, 

You are reouezsted to correspond with me in English 

as I have little learning of }lindi and failed to 

understhnd it. No photostat copy is attached with 

your letter under reference. I again request you to 

make me: available the record asked by me to enable 

me to reply to the charges as it is very 

nothing can he relnGnbered in detail. 

Thanking you, 

You r a thfuily, 

1 04  

Dated: 

SINGH) 
WO Revd.A. Khapudang 
St. John'c Curth (bripound 
HOUSES 	 hrouli 
NOW Delhi- 

 



1'  

• 	 • To 

•r • sh. ilardiponcler Singh 
Enjnoer Officer (D) I, 	

rj 

DIroctorte Uaner3l oE wor, 	 ) 
Central Public Works teparunent 
(Vigilance unit) 	 I 

• 	 Nirman Bh4a, 
New Lelhi 

Lepartmant inquiry against $hrj K .K .Sinjh, 

Ref $ 	Your No1./5J94_VS.IX.dted16/12L1g94. 

• Iar Sir, 	 • 	••• 

You have desired that at this stage I shall acceot 

or deny the charges levelled vldo charge sheet. dated. 24.2.94. 

According to pare 2.of the Nemc)rand.m1 No.13/11/88-Vs I dt. 

23/24-'2..94rjtton statement of defence isto be..subnjtted. 

• And according to pare 3 of the said memorendwn each article 

of chve is specifically admitted or denied. 
/ 	

In case para 2(of the said tiemorandum Is not required 

to be cmp1ied with, I request you to get it deleted from the 

Memorandum.: It is also,to inform you thatinquiry under 

Rule 14 of the CentralCjyj]. services (Claasificatjon,Control 

_...,I 	_......._1t 	is...1__ ..( 	 - 	 . 	 fi_ 	 - CPA 	 rua.0 	can i.0 mauj ror tnoaouait. umployes 

who are serving. But I Was made to retire on 28.2.94. Thus 	 94 L 
• (

,O• 

the Memorandum ,  is to be zovi sed accordingly as p1icable to 

V retired Govt. Employees. 

Had full/'record be shown to me at the time of call 

of ep1aination and I replied accordingly, I am sure the 

charge sheet should not be issued. 

It is not out of. place to 8dd that you hnve called 

for the e<plaination of assumed misconduct on 4_12-.1  for the 

happnings occured in 1982-83 i.e. after P yeirs of Its 

happening. The reply Was furnished from my fade memory on 

7,4.92 in the absence of record and you have issued the 

mo 



y 	 S  

I , 	2 	$ 

Memorandum of charge sheet on 24.2.94 just four days left 

for my retirn,ent which Lpeaks the hejlcjwnoa5 oE tts3 elleg 
ation 88 I applIed for Vigilance clearance certifjc4rte 

SO 
that the Pensionary benefits be drawn by me. The issuei 

of Menorand just when only'4 deya of service left is With 

the sale aim of deprjjng me of my dues and is bad in law 
and &,int the natural law of justice. 

At the end, i request you to make all the records 

availaDle an asked for by me vide my letter dated 21.3.94 
• to enable me to reply to para 2 and 3 of the Memorandum of 

charge sheet iauued under your No.13/11/88...V3.1 dated 
23/24-2g4. 

/. 	Thanking you, 

Yours faithfully 

• 	 (1<.JstNG1-)'\ 

Asstt.Engineer (Retired) •. 	

/ 	/o Revd A.Khpudang, I 	
St.John's church compound, 
House No.404, Mahrnulj, 
New eThi-iie. 

Copy forwarded to Sh, 1<.K.Madan, Director (Jeneral 
of Workn, CpwD, NirmanBhawan, New Delhi With reference to his Memorandum No.13/j1/88...VS.X dated 23/24-2-94 With the request to direct his Vigilance unit to make awailable the 
records which is not being made available for mpre than 
3 years by them to enable me to reply to charçje sheet, 

• 	 •••, 	

d7c 
JiiJ1. 

(K.K. SLNQH) 

c' 67 C414. ((./. 75 
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icsess,ne,tt of Lvtdeiice 

i\rtick-1 

The CO in his linal brief.' (Iated 25.6987 has broi.tght out as 

lollows:- 	/ 

Sh.K.V.Ch.Rama R.ao was called as prosecution witness who 

retired as ER Appropriate Aulhoi'itv. 1 .T., Madras and prior to tht he 

was EE (Vig) from 16.12.93 lo 14. ii .94. 1k was neither the EE incharge 

of works nor he was the invcstiva(itig nilicet. lie vas also not an eye 
witncss and to was not rein ted with t lie ease, 

As per aniicut'e-1I, the coiil i:.ict r abandoned the work soinctinie 

in 	 aller 1.0/84 and also renu vcd excess nmicrials issued ti'oni store. DW1I 
deposed that he was iranst'i'i'ed Mn" I he sub.dii in I 104.  

Sh.\f.RSingh j  the ilucui l'F.. l\'I(l) (DWI ) dcji(scd that registers at 

11xb.P4 and Lxb.P5 are not the same which were issued by the disional 

oltice. DW 1 conirmed that diflerent registers fir i use on contract works 

\VCEC issued by the divisional ollice IN which a tegister is maintained by 

head clerk.. P0 however failed to produce the divi'ionnl ollice and sub. 

divisional oluice register for issue ol di Itercuit scQis('us 

EE, MCDI continued vide his Icier No.50 M.Cl)1'281 0/ dated 

2.8. 96. item No.2 on pacc 2 ''cement register \v;i'; sen( to S N. Assani 

Central Cjrc1c l)tLt not vet been i'cccivcd Iaek and ;tlt con tinned by P0 
'ide his No.1/5/94-VS2 dated 12/1.4.2.97. When P0 is also having 

another cement register which he producd as 1".0.1 1 5 proving thereby 
that in thct P() is dealimg wi ii Iwo cement registers one with him at 

L\b P5 and other willi SE,. 1\ ain Central Cii de as simed nbove.  

1 (,) also Iuled to puiuul oUt in what i eSileet lim(, -  ailecd liibricnted 

ori 	cement rewsier (in 1 olioIm:ul nib) viu ieli was issued l 	I )ivisi nial ollice to 

CO and in tuiuu by C(.) to 3k) is lint ii aceoidaiicc uilu p:uIa 14 01 Section 

27 of CPWII) manual vo1.11. 19 72 kdition. On cnuuip'uriim the columns of 
the alleged (fabricated) ucisIei it is seen hint almntist all 	o1uunns of 

appendix j are there in the (ihi icated cement. ,eii,;tcm: 	F.xb. P5 but only 

serial numbers di fteu'ed . The (.:'t ) also inInirtcd I(. ) a uud P() vide his Ictier 

dated 21 .6.9 (annexurel that P( ) was not lu:m.iuuu nu ieinai doeuifneuuts. 

Prethce of CPWD maui uual vol.]. II & 111 will c ;1ul.lish I lint these 

br gcnei i1 guidance and not u 1cm cn( e bool ,-.. ns no nclion quoting them as 

IN 
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? 

authority can be taken, as explained ut dilkrcnt stages duiing the 
SUbfliiSiOfl. 

Paruvisc conililco(s are (lci ed a: li11 ws- 

Sh.KV.Cli.Rama Rao has been called as a prosecution witness,.as 
he was the investigating officer in the case and the charge sheet served on 
the CO was. finalised during his period. The name of Sh.KV.ch .Rama 
Rao appears in annexure-IV of the charge memo and hence in oider 

As admitted by the CO in para V(a) page 3 of his final brief there 
was difference in qty. of cement available at site as per Exh.P5 and 
quantity of cement as per theoretical calculations in Exb.P311. p3/3 and 
p3/4 even during the tenure of CO. 

Sh.V.PSingh the then EE, MCI) (l)W 1) confirmed that different 
registers for use on contract works were issued by the divisional office for 
which a register is maintained by head clerk. DWI also deposed that 
Exb.P5 and Exh.P4 are not the same which were issued by divisional 
office. In this connection it is pointed out that it cannot be confirmed at 
this stage in the absence of register for issue of registers said to be.: 
maintained by Head clerk as to whether any register was issued by the 
divisional office for the work under consideration. If however as per the 
practice in the MCD all registers were issued by the divisional office, then 
it is to be explained by CO as to why the original registers so issued by 
the divisional office have not been used. 

Regarding the authenticity of the cement register at ExbY5, a letter 
was addressed by this office on 8.9.98 to EO(D)l (Available at anncx:ure 
I). The EO(1))I, CPWD Vigilance, confirmed vide his kttcr No.1/5/94-
VS2 dt. 8.9.98 that the cement register and site order 1)00k WCFC received 
by the Vigilance Unit sent by SE, Assam Central Circle vide his office 
letter No.54(643 )/ACC/CS/datedc 26/27. 10.88 (Annexu re-Il). The P0 
further intimated that CO in his list of defence doucinents had asked 
cement registers of various other works being cxecutd by him at the 
re1eant period. This particular cement rcgistcr was not asked by CO as 
defence documents since it was aiieadv avaiIal)le with Vigilance Unit. In 
view of what P0 explained above, the register available at Exb.P5 has 
been considered as authentic. 

Regarding as to in what respect the alleged laI.wicaicd regicr . 
(Exb.F5) is not in accordance with appendix 18. para 4, Section 27 0' 

CPWD manual It and columns arc the same and onl the S.No. differed, it 



- 

j:iIIIII;: 	fP 	: 

nfl 

was intimated by PW1 that cement register does not coiifirinto:the 
columns given in appendix 18 of CPWD manual vol.11. PWI further 
deposed that if cement retgislcr is not unuiiitaincd by ,IE in propo,r shape In 

that event, the AE should have pointed out and got them rectified. Sb. 
K.K.Singh, DWII while answering Q.No.6 during cross examination 
however confiremd that the had written a letter in general to PO/IO and 
also confirmed, that he had not pointed out doubt about the authenticity of 
two registers at Exb.P5 & P4. 

vi) 	Though CPWI) manual vol. LII & ill are the books for general 
guidance but the same are to be followed inthe absence of any other book, 
giving detailed rules and regulations. 

Based 'on the cvidene bellwc inc the charges in Article-i levied 
against the CO are_proved. 

Article-Il 

The CO in his final brief has brought out as 

The cement register now produced at Exb.P5 is not the one which 
CO issued to JE and was in use upto (he period CO was inc.harge of work. 
A perusal of letter at page 27 of Exh.Dl reveals and proved beyond doubt 
that CO was lest checking the cement and other materials and shortages 
were also pointed out. 

P0 failed to produce the records and sub division file wherein 

40 correspondence was made about the shoilage and checking of 
cementlother material were carried as well as cement register where I gave 
remarks about shortage after test checking at site. 

The cement register now produced is fabricated one as explained in 
Artic c-I above and other detailed and su mission on pages .1 to 7 of  
briefs. 

The cement regisler at Exb.P5 has no signatures of AE/EE for jest 
checking. The test checldng is esiablished from the thCt r  when CO on test 

ft checking nind shortage.ask.cd the contractor lor the same with copy to 
EE and JE vide No.23(3)/83-MCDI/741 dated 24.9.83 (page 27 of 
Exb.D1) but the fabricated register at Exh.P5 does not have signatures of 

AM 

	

	 the AE and remarks made there on by CO. The fabrication of Exb.P5 is 
further established from the fact that contracto( initials were mising 

..-. .... 	 . 	. 	 ... 	 j. 
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from 2nd page i.e. 13.3.84 to end. 'Flic availability of cement also does not 
tally with theoretical calculations as may be seen lioin chart below 

Exb. Qty. of cement Cement consumed Balance as per Actual 
issued 	- as per theoretical 	theoretical 	balance in the 

calculation 	Calculation 	register. 
(without wastage) 

P3/1 10 MT 	8.023 MT 	say 40 bags 	32'bags 
P3/3 28 MT 	16.21 5MT 	say 236 bags Nil from 

23.7.84 to 
26.10.84. 

Moreover work was in progress from 23.7.84 to October 84 and 
measurements were also recorded in 9/84 and 11/84 (Exb.D2/2 page 26 10 

30 of MB 532). It proves beyond any doubt that cement: register at 
Exb.D5 now produced is a fabricated one. 

Observations 

i) 	PW1 during his examination-in-chief deposed that the cement 
register at Exb.P5 has not been checked even once by the AE/EE though 
the cement godown and registers are required to be checked by SDO/EE 
in charge of work at least weekly or .lornightly respectively in cake of 
works at the head quarters as per pI'oVtSi011S of para 14 of section,27 of 
CPWD Mnau1 vol.11. 

H ,  
thP 
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ii & iii) The authenticity of cement register at Exb.P5 has been proved in 
para vii of article-I above. The authenticity of the cement register has also 
been admitted by the CO vide 1 ,artl 4 of CO's letter dated 1 5.2.95 (para4 
page 5. of letters attached with CO's fiiiul briet). ., 

iv) 	The CO wrote one Ictier to contractor initially on 24.9.83 and since 
then there is no letter from the CO pointing out any discrepancy/shortage fl 
in cement/steel. It might be possible that CO checked cemenlistccl and 
wrote a letter to the contractor on 24.9.83 itself and did not bother himsief 
to record the same in ccinet register. The non-signing of the cement 
register by the contractor irompage 2 onwards (ill end and non-checking 
of the cement register by AE are to be cNpiained by the CO. The CO vide 
para (d) of his letter dated 3.4.92 addressed to Sh.A.K.J3hatnagar,SE(V), 
admitted that weekly/lbrtnightly check.s were never pointed out by 
Auditor/DA/EE and they were fully satisfied about the procedure in vogue 	A.JW 
at that time. Against 1st PA bill, the balance of cement as per theoretical 
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cakulations and as per actual balance in the cement register tallies if 5% 	* 
wastage taken in the theoretical calculations is accounted for. 

However the balance of 172 bags (28.00-19.40),c20 as per 
theoretical calculqtioiis oE 3rd RA bill does not iallv at all. This shows 
either some vork has been leil out unmeasued or the cement register has 
not been maintained properly and the certilicale given on the body of the 
theoretical consumption statement is false. The final bill at Exb.P314 
shows double recovery of 12.434 MT cement which tallies with the 
Exb.P5 available On record. This also shows that the contractor ,  started 
removing materials during the progress of work itself which is clear from 
the following details: 

At the end of 3rd RA bill 	Total issue = 28.00MT 
Cement consumed as per 'l'C 	= 1703 MT 
Qty. of cement recovered 	 = 19.40 MT 
Balance at site as per TC 	 = 28.00-1 9.408.60MT 

say 172 bags. 
Actual balance at site as on 28.8.84 . 	Nil 

(It shows 172 bags were removed by the contractor 1loin site upto 3rd RA 
bill as no hag of cement is avialable at site as per Exb.P5). The CO in para 
(b) of his letter dated 1.4 .92addressed to SE(V)admitted that material 
brought at site was less than the quan lilies issued from the store If CO 
had not pointed to the divisional ollicer, it would never conic out as full 
quantity as per issue was taken over by the contractor and as Per  USR and 
entered into MAS account register by JE. 

Based on the evidence before me it is seen that the,AE had checked 
the cement & had conveyed the result of his checking to the contractor 

: through letter under intimation to the EE, but failed to check the balances 
at site in cement register. Tb sthe charge is movedJ2arthjjy. 

' .5/ 	 Article-U! 
The CO in his linni brief has brought out as lollows:- 

The contention of P0 that material is issued fiir in excess of 
; requirementg is false and denied. A careful study of the indents atExb.P2 

will reveal that the material was indcntcd in very small quantities as may 
be seen from detials given below: 

SJ.No. Description of 	Oty. as per agt. 	Qty. issued as per Exb.P2 
matcria 	at Lxb.Pl 

0 T 9 	1. 	Cement 	46.00MT 	1OMT on 22.9.83 Exbn.P2/1 
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2MT on 2.1.84 Exb,P2/2 
JMT on 15.2.84 l.xb.132/3 
5MT on 13.3.84 Fxb.1 12/6 
5MT on 25.4.84 Exb,P2/8 
5MTon 1.6.84 Exb.P2/9 
2.5Mr on 27.10.84 Exb.P2/12 

Total 46.00MT 
	

30.5 MT in 7 lots 

2. 	Tot-Steel 	5.50MF 

Total 	5.50MT  

0.1 4OMT on 2.1 .84 Exh.P2/2 
0.1OOMTon 18.5.84 Exb.P2/5 
0.47() MT on 53.84 Exb.P2/I0. 

0.710MT in 3 lots 

3. 	Mild steel 5.50MT 	0.55MT on 22.9.83Exb.P2/1, 
1.02MT oii 12.5.84 Exb.P2/4 
2.00MT on 18.5.84 Exb.112/5 
0.70 MT on 9.7.84 Exb,P217 
0.05MT on 25.4.84 Exb.P2/6. 

Total 	5.50M'i 	4.32 MT in 5 lots upto 
11. 10.84 

From the above it may be seen that no material in hulk: was issued to 
contractor at a time. No material has been issued more than the stipulated 
quantity in agmt. as may be seen front below:- S  

NIP  SI.No. 	Descrtptio 	Qty. stipulated 	Ojyissucd___ 
of material 	in agi. 	ilL period of 	in no. of lots 	total issued 

I. 	Cement 	46MT 	 13 months 	7 kts 	30.50M'I 
Torateel 	.S.SOMT 	07 months 	3 lots 	0.7tnMT 	 In Mild qtctl 	S.SOMT 	10 Mouths 	S lots 	(nothcr 3.00,17l' issued on 

• 

Ii 10.S'l Exb.P21I I but not by 
- 	 Co.t 

4.32.MT 

P0 has failed to produce original COpiCS of indents on which EE 
passed odcrs for issue of material as well as register maintained for the 
PUPOSC which will reveal as to how further inateiial was issued with FE's 
authority when material was already available as alleged by P0. 	EE, 
MCD, 	Imphal 	sent 	report 	to 	CE(EZ) 	vkle 	his 	letter  
No 54(170)/871MCD1649 dkd 24 3 88 (L\b 1)8) NvItercin he stated in 	- 

para 4 	"(he. quantities issued as evident from 	the 	indcniwisc details . 

attached 15 (iltitO normal rc(ittirc<I tor Such ii work. 13111 Ihe contractor all of . 	 . 	 r 
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a sudden removed the material and abandoned the work. The quantity 
issued wac complete as per icqutiement of the work 

4'  

rp 

Work was rescinded on 30.11 .85 (Exb.D1) with the direction that 
work executed would be measured on 17.12.85. 'thus work was in 
progress and rescinded aller one year of translbr of CO when Sh.Hari Das 
AE was incharge. No details are furnished about taking over of left over 

1. 

material and record of measurements at the time of rescinding. Even no 
notice was issued to contractor about non-availabihly of material at site 
and also removal of material by contractor. According to Exb.P5, 
consumption of ccthent is 590 bags against issue of 610 bags and no 
crncent was removed but charge sheet memo alleged it was removed and 
thus contradictory to each other . 1ull work was not measured Which, is 
evident from rage 26 to 30 of MB No.532 i.e. the work involving use of 
cement and, steel were measured on 4.9.84 and 5.1 I .84 as it was carried 
out after 17.7.84. Steel work carried out from time to time was also not 
measured. 	- 

it is alsO seen that linal bill was not 100 10 checked as there were 
mistakes in calculations. For example: 

Stirrup quantities 
p.16 MB 532 = 20 = 14 

20 14 

140.75 = 10.50Kg. 
Whereas'it should have been 28x0.75 = 21 Kg. 

C.C.i:5:i0 

p.26 MB 532 = 7.165 cu.m. 
"Not to be paid since 1:5:10 is defective and not to required level". 

AFJ 9.12.85. 

It is surprising how this hidden item which was executed after 
payment of 3rd RA bill, was declared aller rescinding of work on 
30.11.85. 

dWD 
It is said that work was abandoned alter 10,84 and thus the work 

NOR 	 was abandoned when Sh.M.K.I-laridass was inchargc of work and 
rescinded after one year of CO s tianster.  
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• 	
According to parus 10.7.7 and 10.7.8 of CPWA code it is the duty 

and responsibility of divisional accountant to see that balances in 
contractor's ledger does not remain outstaiiding for a long time. 
According to CPWA Code para 10.5.21, divisional officer is responsible 
for keeping a strict watch over the balances under the surpdnse account of 
contractors for prompt adjustment by recovery. 

Accoding to PW1 deposition, the whole matciial as provided in the 
• agmt. is to be issued in two lots as the period of execution is. 4 months 

whereas the CO has issued the material in 11 lots and that too for not full 
quantity. Details of work executed are as follows: 

Final bill Vr. No.174 dt. 17.10.87 	1,96,903 
Less already paid in 3rd RA bill in 9/84 (-)68,745 

Balance work executed after 3rd RA bill Rs.l .28,157/-. 

It is learnt that this fact was upheJd by Arbitrator and court as well. 
It is not understood as to why the quantity of work already executed and 
also the quantity of the balance work got executed from otlier.agéncy was 
not produced by the P0. 

Thus no material was issued in excess of requirements as admitted 
byEE, MCI)1 vide Exb.D8, and that the work executed after 7/84 till 

4 	transfer of CO and even thereafter were not meausred and paid for as well 

k' 	
till the date of rescinding of work on 30.11. .85 as final bill was passe.d in 

s 	4 	 2/88 showing work executed after 3rd PA bill for Rs.1,28,157/- 
11 	

. 	 (Exb.P3/4). it was also admitted by department before arbitrator and 
court. 

Observations 

,From the detials given by the CO regarding issue of stipulated 
materials, have been issued in picccmeals (cement in 7 lots, tot steel in 3 
lots and mild steel in 5 lots.) 

From the details furnished by the P0 and the CO, it is see,fl that the 
materials have been issued within the sitpulated quantity (except for mild 
steel) during the tendre of the CC) iii that u1).dn. 
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iii) 	From the details of the running bills at Ex.b.P3, it is seen that the. 
materials have been issued much in excess of the anticipated actual 
requIrements as may be seen from the details given below: 

/ sl.No. Description 	1st RA 	2nd RA 	3rd RA 4th final bill 
ofmaerial 	bill 	RA bill 	bill 

i. 	Cement 
(a) issued 	i0.00MT 	18.00IvlT 28()0 MT 30.50MT 
(b)thcorctical 	8.42 	11.12 	17,03 19.066M1 

• 
. 	 requirement 

• Excess issue 	1.58M'i 	6.88MT 	10.97MT 12.434M1 

fl 
• 

Mild steel - 

(a)Issued 	0.55 	0.55 	4.95 	- 7.95 	: 

(b)tlieoretical 	- 	 - 	1.643 1.997 
requirement 

Excess issue 	0.55 	0.55 	/ 3.307 5.953 

Tor steel .1. 
Issued 	- 	 0.14 	0.71 0.71 

'. theorci(ical 
¼ . requirement 	- 	 - 	 0.046 0.046 

Excess issue 	- 	 0.14 	0.664 0.664 
NX 

From the above it reveals that even at.thc end of 3rd RA bill which 
was paid during the tenure of CO:- 

There should ,have been a balance of I 0.97MT of cement but the 
cement register at Exb.1 35 shows 'Nil' 	balance as on 28.8.84 	The 
certificate given on 	page 6/9 	that 	"balance 	are 	in the custody of 
contractor" is also wrong. It also clearly shows issue of cement in excess 

• of requirement of work actually done at site and also issue much in 
advance of actual requirement. 

0.55MT mild steel issued on 22.9.83 was not consumed,,upto. 
29.3.84. At the end of 3rd RA bill. 4.95 M'J' was issued. where as the 
consumption was only 1.643 MT. Thus 3.303 MT was issued in excess óf 
requirement of work actually done at site and also issue much in advance 
of actual requiicment Ecu after the completion of bahtnce work it s seen 

II Il 
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that 5.353 MT (1.997+3.356) was required against the total issue of 

I 

	

	7.50MT. It also shows that sitpulatcd quantity of 5.50MT was sufficient. 
l'hciefore, there was 110 justification for issue of 3.00MT steel vide indent 
No.950103 dated 13.9.84 (Exb.P2 page 21/24) during the tenure of CO. 
c) 	0.14 MT tor steel issued on 2.1.84 was not consumed upto 
29.3.84. Another 0.57 MT was issued I  vide indent No.924295 dated 
24.7.84 (page 19/24 of Exb.P2). Only 46 kg. was consumed in the work 

•  till the contractor abandoned the work. Therefore there was no 
justification ibr issue of 0.57 NT for steel which is much in excessof the 
anticipated actual requirement. 

The final measuriucnts made at the time of 4th RA bill, after the 
contractor abandoned the work, show that quantities paid for items 
consuming cement and steel upto3rd RA bill were almost final quantities 
and very little additional quantities were measured aller 3rd RA bill No. 
proper precautions were taken for the safety of unused materials and it 
facilitated the contractor to remove the materials from site. 

EE 	MCD whule. sending report to CE(EZ) vide his no. 
54( 1 70)/87/MCD/649 dated 28.3.88 (Exb.i)8) intimated that materials 
issued as evideit from the indent wise details is quite normal required for 
such a work. But the conlactor all of a sudden abandoned the work. the 
quantity issued was completely as per requirement of the work. 

As already brought out, the materials have been issued within the 
stipulated quantity except for mild steel but the provisions of para 6 & 
9(a) of section 27 of CPWI) manual vol.11 have not been taken care of 
which provides that there is an inherent risk of their pilferage and misuse vo/
nif such stores are issued to contract:orlong in advance of their actual 

 requirement. 
Ass  

Based on the evidence beibre me . it is seeti that the materials 
except for mild steel have been issued within the stipulated quantity & 
stipulated time of completion of work. The materials have however been 
issued much in advance of the actual requirements which resulted in loss 
to the Govt.. Targe is thus proved partially. 

Ariicie-Jr 

The CO in his final brief has brought out as 1.0llows:- 

As per ,ceii ilicate given on tlieoret ical consumption statements 
Exb.P3/1. and 103. the balance quantitY ot' cement and steel are in safe 

	

custody,  of contractor. It was admitted by EE. MCDI, while making 	o 
munning PaN nicnts last being in 9 84 

ff 

0 
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The fabrication 01  Exb.135 is established by the entries which did 
not correspond with the entries of running account bills as already 
explained under Articles Lii and III of charges. above. 

The deposition of PWI that balance material was not available at 
site is wrong in view of the certificates given on the body of theoretical 
consumption statements at Exb.P3/1 and Exb.P3/3. 0 

It was also agreed and prevailing practice in CPWD and also in 
accordance with para 10.3.7 of CPWA Code to avoid hardship to 
contractors, the recovery to be affected gradually as the material issued to 
the contractor are actually consumed/used on the work executed and as 
per theoretical consumption , the recovery is effected for which EE is 
rcspoiisiblc.. 

In thiscase AE has only J)tOpOsCd and Iiiml order br ICCOVOLy were 
made by EE who took upon himself the responsibility in accordance with 
CPWA Code, treasury rules and also departmental instructions. 

As per clause 10 of agreement. "any such stores/material remaining 
unused shall be returned to the Engineer-in-Charge at a place directed by: 
him, if by a notice by  him, he shall so required ..... No such notice is 

.fl11 	given to contractor even after rescitding the work on 30..11 .85 but asked 
to return cement 12.434MT, mild steel 5.953MT and tor steel 0665MT 

	

t 	on 16.12.87 (Exb.D4) and also asked the contractor to deposit Rs.50620/- 
being work got executed at his risk and cost. 	. 

The arbitration case was dealt in file No.54/I 70/Arb./92 MCD as 
per P0 letter No.1/5/94 VSII dated 8.11.96 (coçiy enclosed). The 
arbitration award was already published vide case 
No,TKMIAR13/CALINEZ/9 dated 30.8.93 by Sh.T.K.Mishra, arbitrator. 
This fact is deliberately not disclosed by 1 30 or EE. MCI)l as study of 
award will throw all articles of charges to wind. 

It is learnt that the arbitration case has already been decided in 
1993 in favour of contractor upholding that contractor had executed the 
work as per 41.11 and final bifl amounting to Rs. i .96.903/-. No double rate 
recovery of material is allowed and the department had to bear cost as 
well as interest thereon and also had to make payment ftw work done from 

	

• 	7/84 to date of rescission i.e. 30.J 1.85. The P0 deliberately notpointed(WtO 1  

out the fact that arbitration procecdigns were over and award published 
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and accepted by the department, This award dcnioiishmg all the 1U 
contentions as well. 

The CO has pioposeci l)l'l)u(ioIntte rceovei'v of material actually 
consumed and according to theoretic(al calculations, keeping in view that' 
balance material was lying at site in safe. custody of contractor, has not 
violated any orders/instructions of the department. Thus the allegations of 
P0 as per charge memo is not proved. 

Observations 

While perusing the 3rd RA bill at Exb.P313, it is seen that recovery 
has been made for 19.40MT cement whereas Iotal quantity issued to the 
work was 28'.00MT. and full quantity seems to have been consumed a the 
cement register at Exb.P5 shows 'NIL' balance since 23.7.84. 

The certificate given on th(' body, 	1 theoretical COflStilBpi.R)fl 

statement that "balances are in the custody ol conti'ac(oi" is also wrong as 
there was no balance cement as on 28.8.4 as per Exb. P5. 

I 

lB 

iii) 	The CO has neither givell any reason for not making recovery of 
28MT cement nor given any reasons fbi non-recovety. Similarly neither 
full recovery has been made non reasons Ibr not recovering lull quantity of 
mild steel and tor steel given by the CO. PWI deposed that provisions of. 
pai'as 10.3,6 and 103.7 of CP'WA Code and, provisions of paras 6 & 9 of 
Section 27 of CPWD manual vol.11 have not been followed by the CO. 

The papers regarding awarding of award in favour of contractor 
cannot be commented upon by the 10 in the absence of any stich PaPCr on 
the record of inquiry. 

PWI. while answering Q.No.6 of 10 deposed that; though the' 
responsibihil.y for recovery of cost of materjals issued In contractor under 
paras 10.3.6 and 10.3.7 of CPWA Code lies with the divisional account 
(divisional office), the proposal for recovery should conic from sub 
divisional office. PWI llirthcr deposed that it was the duty of divisional 
accountant being a financial advisci' to the EL to check and pi'eaudit the 
bill before putting a passorder fbr payment. PWI while answering Q.No.8. 

	

deposed that when full amount of materials issued were debited to the 	' 
contractor in the contractors ledger tinder the signatures of .DA,• it is a 

	

lapse on the part of divisional accountant for 1)01' i'ccoverviii the full 	AW 
amount from the contractor. PW 1 also deposed that if the same contractor 
is doing several work.s in the same division, it is the dui:y of DA/EE to 

- 	 . 	 t 
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recover the amount from the dtcs available from the other works. PW1 
while answering Q.No.1 I deposed that it is the responsibility of DA 1so 
to point out the discrepancy if any regarding issue and availabili' of 
surplus material while checking the bilL The divisional accountant has 
not even pointed out as discrepancy of cement which shows Nil' balance 
in cement register at Exb.P5 and availability of 10.97 MT cement as per 
theoretical calculations at page 6/9 ol' Exb.P3, 

iv) 	The CO has admitted that shortages of materials existed during his 
tenure which is evident from the contents of pam 1C on page 4 of his 
letter dated 7.4.92 '(annexure-i). 

Based on the evidence before mc, it is seen that though the CO did 
not iñicate that certain items involving use of cement & steel 'were left 
unmeasured but it was not the function of CO to point out regarding full 
recovery of materials. Tj,,!iar  e is thus prove d_partially. 

Arijc!e- V 
The CO in his final brief has brought out as lollows:- 

S 

Acording to pam 2 of letter no.65/8/MC[)!84/540 datcd.4.4.84 
available at Exb.P6 which is issued to all AEs of the division, the govt. 
materials which are not required for the work or arc surplus to the 
requirement should immediately be returned to the stock and so Ofl...: 

The corrcspoidence made therein from the sub, divisional file asked as 
defence document has not been produced. But as per para 4 of EE's 
report dated 28.3.88 (Exb.1)8). the quantities of materials issued to 
contractor is quite normal required for such a work but the contractor all 
of a sudden removed the inatciial and abandoned the work. Thus it is 
proved that there was no surplus material which was required to be taken 
over from the contractor and the deposition of PWJ in this regard is false 
and malailde. The Co was incharge ot' sub, (ivision upto 10/84 and 
transferred in 11/84 and as per the charge memo, the nuirterial was 
removed after 10/84 when CO was iiot incharge of work. My successor 
Sh.Hari Dass reported vide letter NO.23(3)185/MCSDI/268 dated 11.7.85 
that contractor bi1ed to restart the work. upholding that materials were 
available at site otherwise Sb .1 [all I )as would have reported that materials 
were removed. It p roves bcvoiid doubt that no material was removed 
during the period, I (CO) was incharge of work. 

.1 

According to Exb.D9. SE. Assain Central Circle issued letter and 
asked EE to intimate arrangements which were made between the time" 	jJ 

OTSZ 
	decision was taken to rescind the contract and contract was rescinded and"L--- 
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material accounted for. Action taken on SEs letter dated 18.4.85 
(Exb.D9) by Sh.M.K.Haridas, AE is not known to CO. 

The work was rescinded on 30.11.85 but P0 failed to produce any 
document showing measurements of work already executed were either. 

• 	recorded or any board of oflicers was constituted to take over the material.. 
lying at site, which is said to be removed as done in other cases. 
(Exb.D1 I &Di.3). 

The deposition of PW1 as per final brief of 1 10 is false as the CO 
was not incharge of the work idler I 0/84 and the action to be taken by CO 
to report to police does not arise. 

Sh.V.P.Singh, DW1 intimated during examination in chief "I do not 
remember whether Sh.Harida.s the then AE, submitted any report 
regarding shotage of material before linalising the work. However at the 
time of linalising the bill, he submitted report about shortage of material. 
This implies that no report of shortages of material was ever submitted 

• from the dat:c of abandonment of the work which must be after 11/84 to 
rescission of work and from rescission of work oh 30.11.85 to 1 7.2.88 
(Exb.D3). 

From the above submission no charge is proved against the CO and 
CO was incharge of work upto 10/84 and all happenings as alleged 
occured after 11/84 when Sh.M.K.Haridass was AE incharge of work.. 
Moreover, CO had not caused any loss to the govt. 

i--'  Observations 

The EE, MCD vide letter No.6518/MCD/84/540 dated 4.4.84 asked 	
0 
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	all AEs to return the surplus makrials available oii various works so that. 
the same could be utilised elsewhere. The CO has rightly pointed, out that 

• there was no surplus material on this work as the work was in progress 
and the maeriais issued were within the stipulated quantity. 'l'hcre was no 
indication as on 4.4.84 that the contractor will abandon the work after 
10/84. As per EE's report dated 28.3.88 (Exb.D8) also, the quantities 
issued to the contractor were quite normal. 

PWI deposed that the materials which were in excess of actual 
consumption, as per page 12/91 of Exh.P3/4,wcre not available at site and 
therefore double recovery has been made for these materials removed by 
the contractor. PW1 deposed that these materials were found short 
nit jmatcly indicating that these were pilfered. 

0 
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PW1 also deposed that JE/AE are the site representatives of EE and. 
they should have brought the shoi-tage of materials to the notice of the EE' 
and also lodged complaint with the police for the materials removed by 
the contractor.  

The contention of the CO that the surplus materials were a%'ailable •, '.. 

at site and were not remoced during his tenure is pro%ed wiong from the 	* 

fact that as per Exb.P313 (third RA bill), 8.6OMT cement should have 
been available at site on 28.8.84 whereas the cement register at Exb.P5 	'- 

shows 'Nil' balance from 23.7.84 to 26.10.84. This must have also helped 
the contractor to set aside the double iccovery duting arbitration (pointed 
out by the CO in his final bud) as the cement has been shown as 
consumed in the work as per cement register at Exb.1 1 5 whereas the fact is 	 ' 

other wise. 	 .. 

The CO in para (b) of his letter dated 7.4.92 (annexure-I) has 
admitted that the CO pointed out to the divisional ofliccr that the material 
brought at site was less than the quantities issued 	from the store. . . 

• However, full quantity as per issue was taken over by contractor and as 
per USR and entered into MAS account register by ,  JE. 	Further in para 
(Ii) of the same letter, he intimated that he had informed EE for alleged 
shortages. It was for EE 1:o lodge report to police or ordered the CO to 
lodge report but no action was taken. 	From the above it reveals that 
shortages of materials existed during the tenure of CO in that sub. J. 
division. 	 •., 

Sh.V.P.Singh,EE. DWI deposed during cross examination the 
situation due to insurgency was 	so bid that the contractors were not 
taking the govt. materials at site of work and wci:e keeping at their' 
residence/private godowns. 	The condilion was so bad that in 1983 even 
the CRPF left the civil air port at Imphal and vcnt into their barracks. 

The work. executed between 7/84 to 320.11.85 was for 
Rs.1,28,157/- (Rs.l,96,902 (-) Rs.68745)/. 	 . 

Based on the evidence before inc, it is seen that the CO intimated 
the matter regarding non-receipt of lull material at site to the EE but there 
is no letter on the record of inquiry where the CO had written for the 
return of materials to the conti'actor or reported the matter to Police which 
resulted in loss to the Govt. The article of charges V levied against 

LO  Sh.K.K.Sin
'
h,AE(C)S 	Retd. is thus proved partiahl:. 
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FindiuRs 	 : 

The status of charges of articles 1 to V are as follows: 	' 

Article-I 	Proved 	 . 
Article-Il 	Partially proved. 	 ., 
Article-Ill 	Partially proved. 
Article-IV 	Partially proved. 

5 	Article-V 	Partially proved 	 1 

5,- 	 - 



NNEXUBEA/ 
To 

The Director General of Works, 
CPWD( Vigilance Unit),, Covt.of India; 
Room No. 132..A Wine 
Niman Bhavafl,NeW Delhi. 

Ref:..REPORT OF ENJIRY OiFICER  NQ.SE(INQ)/5/95 
•t• 27.4o. 1998. 

Sub:.,EEPRESENTATION AGAINST THE REPORT OF THE 
ENQUIRY OFFICER 

Respected Sir; 

With Eeference to letter under rile No. j/5/9 4 VSII 

dt.2121998 issued by the Engineer Officer(D)1/P.0 0  

Office of the Directorate General of Works GPWD(  Vigilance 

Unjt),ovt.of India; the undersigned beg to avail himself 

of the Opportunities to lay the: following few lines for 

your kind perusal and necessary action. 

That,at the outset the undersigned beg to state that 

a copy of the report of Enquiry referred above along with 

the letter of the Engineer Officer()1/P.O.dt,2l21998 

was received by the undersigned through post only on 

101298 and as such this representation could be sub.  

iitted only to-day. 
w 	 That as regards the finding of the Enquiry Officer, 

4 • the undersiied beg to suit that the conclusion of the 

Enquiry Officer in respect of each of the charges made 

under Article I to V  are all perverse and not Supported 

by any material documents, Further the Enquiry Officer 

failed to appreiate the entire advance on record.The 

Enquiry Officer should discuss all the abailable evidence,, 

documents, statements recorded along with the procedural 

requirements to be follewec in holding the Departmental 

Enquiry. 



That as per the materials on record in the D.E.fi]e; 

all the charges are not proved.The details of the mate.. 

rials on re . cords7 are more fully described in the final 

rief: dated 2569e submitted before the. Enquiry. Officer. 

For eassy reference a copy of the final brief is .  enclosed 

in this representation. 

That,in vIew of the facts and materials on record the 

finding of the Enquiry Officer is perverse and not main 

talnable in the eye  of laws  

in the circumstances,it is prayed that the findings of 

the enquiry officer be set aside and the tdersiged be disch 

from the liailities of the charges for the ends: of justicej .  

Yours faithfuliy,  

Dt/Imphal, 

the 19th Dec..,1998. 	$d/u..(Shri K.Khomej .Singh) 
A.F.,(Retd,) 

, 	 . 	
... 
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No. C-13012/4/99-AVI 
Government of India 

Ministry of Urban Development 
(Shahari Vikas Mantralaya) 

New Delhi, dated May S ., 2000 

ORDER• 

Shri K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer (Civil), CPWD was 
charge-sheeted under Rule 14. of CCS (CC&A) Rules, 1965 vide 
DGW, CPWD Memo. No. 13/11/88-VSI dated 23/2421994 and 
he was called upon to answer the following articles of charge: 

"That the said Shri K.K. Singh, while functioning as Assistant 
Engineer in Manipur Central SubDivn., under Manipur Central 
Division, CPWD, Imphal, got executed the work of 'C/o 2 Nos. Type 
IV Qtrs. at C.A. Imphal, including internal sanitary . and 
W/s installations from 28.3.83 onwards during which he committed 
serious irregularities as follows:- 

Article I 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K. Slngh, failed to ensure 
maintenance of cement register in proper shape. 

UMMW 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K. Singh, failed in exercising his 

' 	weekly checks on the balance of cement in cement register. 

_. 
Article III 

That during the aforesaid penod and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shn K.K. Singh, signed the indents for 
cement and steel which were in excess of and much in advance of 
requirement which finally resulted in loss to the Government. 

* 
Article IV 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning In the 
aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K. Singh, failed to propose full 
recovery of the materials issued in each R.A. Bill even though he, 
did not indicate in the bills that certain items involving use of 
cement and steel were left unmeasured. 
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Article V 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shn K.K. Singh, failed to get balance 
materials returned from the contractor. Shri K.K. Singh, also failed 
to report the matter about removal of departmental stores by the 
contractor to police authorities as well as to his higher officers. On 
account of these lapses on the part of Shri K.K. Singh, A.E., the 
Government had incurred a loss of Rs. 48,957.30. 

Shri K.K. Singh, thus failed to maintain absolute integrity and 
exhibited lack of devotion to duty and contravened Rules 3(1)(i) & 
3(1)(ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964.1 

Shri K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer (C) (Retd.) denied the 
charges vide his statement of defence dated 15.2.1995 and 
accordingly, Shri Anant Ram, S.E. (Inquiries) of CPWD was 
appointed as the Inquiry Officer vide Order dated 15.3.1995. Due 
to non-availability of Shri Anant Ram, Shri R.D. Aggarwal, S.E. 
(Inquiry) was appointed as Inquiry Officer yje Order dated 
13.12.1995. The Inquiry Officer submitted his report dated 
27.10.1998 in which he held article I of the charge as proved and 
articles II, III, IV & V of the charge as partially proved against Shri 
K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer. 

As per Government of India's Instructions below Rule 15 of 
the CCS (CC&A). Rules, 1965, a copy of the inquiry report was, 
forwarded to Shri K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer (Elect.) vi de  
DGW, CPWD letter No. 1/5/94-VS-Il dated 2.12.98. Sh. K.K. Singh, 
AE (C) (Retd.) submitted his representation dated 19.12.1998 
against the findings of the Inquiry Officer. 

j 
The President considered the Inquiry Report, the 

representation of the Charged Officer against the findings of the 
Inquiry Offlcer and provisionally decided to hold article I as proved 
and articles II, III, IV & V of the charge as partially proved against 
Shri K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer and took a tentative decision for 
imposition of suitable penalty under pension rules to recover the 
one third of total loss of Rs. 48,957.30 caused to the Govt. against 
Shri K.K. Singh, AE(C) (Retd.) and referred the matter to the UPSC 
for their advice about the quantum of penalty that would be 
imposed upon him. 
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The Union Public Service Commission, yidg their letter 
No.F.3/330/99-SI dated April 6, 2000 have advised that the ends of 
justice would be met if a penalty of 10% cut in pension for a period 
of five years is imposed on Shri K.K. Slngh, Asstt. Engineer 
(Retired), CPWD.- 

/ 

The President has considered the advice of the UPSC 
vis-a-vjs the records of the case and has come to the conclusion 
that ends of justice would be met if a penalty of 10% cut in 
pension for a period of five years is imposed on Shri K.K. Singh, 
Asstt. Engineer (Retired), CPWD, as advised by the UPSC. The 
President orders accordingly. 

A copy of the UPSC's advice contained in their letter 
No. F.3/330/99-sI dated April 6, 2000 is enclosed. 

By-order and in the name of the President. 

• _ 
(S.N. GUPTA) 

UNDER SECRETARY TO THE GOVT. OF INDIA 

To 

Shri K.K. Slngh, 
Assistant Engineer (Retired), 
CPWD 

Through, DGW, CPWD 
[Shri J.M. Raj, CE (Vig.)], 
Nirman Bhawan, 
New Delhi. 

/ 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

) 	" 	

1.L230199-$Z 

- 

The Secretary to the Govt. of India, 
Ministry of Urban 'Development, 
•(Shahari Vikas Mantraiaya), 

,NewDelhi 

Attn :- Shri S.C. Sharma, Dy. Chief Vigilance Officer 

Sub :- Departmental inquiry against Shri. K.K. Singh, 
• 	 Assistant Engineer (C) (Retd.), CPWJ) 

Sir,. 

I am directed to refer to your letter No. C-
13012/4/99-AVI dt. 18.11.1999 on the subject mentiQned above and 
to convey the advice of the Commission as under :- 

2. 	Vide Memo No. 13/11/88-VSI dt. 24.2.1994, issued under' 
rule 14 of' CCS (CC&A) Rules 1965, ShrI K.K. Singh, Assistant 
Engineer) 	(C) (Retd.),'- CPWD was called upon to, answer the' 
following article of charge. 	 •••' ' 

That the said Shri K.K. Singh, While functioning as 
Assistant Engineer in Manipur Central Sub-Division, - under 
Manipur Central D±vn., CPWD, Imphal, got executed the work :of 
C/o.2 Nos. type IV Qtrs. at C.A. Imphal including internal 
sanitary & W/S installations from 28.3.1983 onwards during which 
he committed serious irregularities as follows :- 

CIA  

'I ' 	 '.'. 	
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Artice-I 
l 

That during the aforesaid period and .ihi1e 
functioning. in the aforesaid office, the said ShriK.K.-

• 	Singh, failed to ensure maintenance of cement register 
in proper shape. 	 - 

Article-Il - 	 - 	 : 	- 

-That during the aforesaid period and while 
• 	• 	function in the aforesaid office, the said 	hri 

• 	 K.K.Singh, failed in exercising his weekly checks on 
the balance of cement in cement register. 	•, 	 .:. 

• •: 	• - Article-Ill 

That during the aforesaid period and while • . 	functioning in the aforesaid office, 	the said 
• 	Sh.K.K.Singh, signed the indents for cement and steel 

which were 'in , excess of and much in advance •  of 
requirement which finally resulted 'in loss to the 

• 	Government. 	 - -, 

Article-I V 

• 

 

That during The aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said Shri .K..K.. 
Singh, failed to propose full recovery of the materials 
issued in .  each .• R.A. bill even though he. did not 
indicate.in  the bills that certain items involving use 
of cement and steel were left unmeasured. • 

Article-V 

44  
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That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said Sh. 
K.K.Singh, failed to get balance materials returned 
from the contractor. Shri 1K.K.Singh, also failed to 
report the matter aboUt removal of departmental st'ores 
by the contractor to police authorities as well as to 
his higher officers. On account of these lapses on the 
part of Shri K.K. Singh, AE, the Government had 
incurred aloss of Rs.48,957.30. - 



Shri K.K.Singh, thus failed to maintain 
integrity and exhibited lack of' devotion to 
cor.travented Rules 3(1) (i) &3(i) (il) of CCS 
Rules 1964. 

V 

3. 	A statement of imputation  of misconduct/misbehaviour 
in support of article of charge framed against the CO was.also.  
enclosed with the above said memo 	On idenial by the CO of the 
charges against him, the case was remitted to inquiry. 'The•':.IO 
in his report has found Article-i Of the charge as proved and 
Article-II,III & V 1  as partly proved. 	The 10's ' report ... was:H;,' 
accepted by. the DA and a copy was sent to the CO for, any 
representation he may 'i.iish to make. 	The CO submitted h'is,; ;  
representation on , 9.12.1998. 	The Minister, on behalf' of. the' 
President, considered the 10 1 s report, the representation, of the 
CO against the findings of theIO and •has provisionally decided 
• to ,ho,ld Article-I as proved and Article-Il, III & V of the' 
Charge, as partially proved. He has also taken a ' tentative 
decision for imposition of a suitable penalty. under the. Pension 
Rules to recover 1/3 of the total loss suffered by Government, 
of Rs. 48,957.30, from the CO. The Ministry has sent the case 
to the Commission for ,advice in this.case. 

	

J.AP 	è' 

4,. . 	Since the CO has retired from Government service on 
superannuaiton the proceedings are deemed to have been continued 
under Section 9 of CCS(Pension) Rules, 1972. 

The case records have examined in detaiJ.: by the 
Commission. As regards the background of th6 case the 
Commission observe that the CO while functioning as Assistant 
Engineer in Manipur Central Sub-Division, under Manipur Central 
Division, CPWD, Imphal, was put in-charge of the work to 
construct 2 Nos. of Type IV quarters at C.A. Imphal including 
the irternal sanitary &. W/S installations. 'The conra,ct was 
awarded to one Shri S.Ibochauve Singh, by the Executive Entinéer 
on 28.3.1993 with 'the stipulation that the work would commence 
on 12.4.1983 and be completed in 4 months, by 12.8.1983. 'The, 
contractor failed to complete the work and also removed excess 
materials, issued to him, from the CPWD Store. Several nOtices 
were served on the Contractor by the Executive Engineer, Manipur 
Central Division, but the contractor failed to either complete 
the work or to return the excess stores issued to him and not 
utilised in the work. The Contractor then apparently abandoned 
the.work sometime after 10./1984, i.e. more than a year after he 
was to have completed the work. (According to the Chief 
Engineer (EZ)', CPWD, Calcutta, the work was not 'abandoned by 
the Contractor but' had to be 'rescinded' at the risk & cost of 
the Contractor). During the arbitration proceedings which 
followed in order to recver the excess materials from 'the 
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Contractor, the Executive Engineer reported 	at the 'fo1lowing" 
amo,nts had been issued to the Contractor and ere in excess. of ' 
the heoreticai requirements of the work done at the time, of. 
abandon.(,,  the work 

Cement 	 12.431 NT, 

Mild Steel 	4.953 MT 

Tor Steel 	0.665 MT 

6., •' 	NO action had been taken by, the then EE/AE/JE:to';. 
report the removal of the materials from the site by the 
Contractor at ,  that crucial time when the work was rescinded.'..:" 
The Police authorities were also not informed. According to ,the 
new Executive Engineer in Manipur Central Division,'. the. 
Contractor, all of a sudden, removed the material and, abandoned. 
the work. Action was apparently initiated against the EE/AE and;.".' 
JE, who were involved at that time. This case relates to the 
charges' brought against the AE for his role in the matter. 

7. 	The Commission o'bserve that the charge in Article-I is 
that the CO failed to ensure maintenance of" Cement Register: in 
proper format. 	The 'CO in his defence submitted that ' the, 
Register produced bythe prosecution'was a fabricated document. 
The 10 did not accept thi argument of the CO and found that the 
Cement Register is genuine as confirmed by Vigilance . that th,is 
Cement Register' was received by them from the office of the 
Superintendent Engineer. The Commission agree with the 10 and 
also find that the' CO had himself accepted the authenticity,' of 
this document.. The.Commission further observe that the document: 
i.e'. the Cement Re'gister is not in the proper 'format 
mentioned in Appendix 18 of the CPWD Manual, Volume-Il. It does 
not contain the entries as required by the Manual. 	Therefore,,.":. 
the Commission observe that the CO failed to ensure proper:.". 
maintenance of this Cement Register and hold the 'charge . as 
p,roved.  

7.1. 	The Commission observe that Article-Il accuses the CO 
of failing to exercise stipulated weekly checks on the balance" 
of Cement in this Cement Register. The' CO submitted' that he 
checked, cement and other material and pointed out the shortage. 
The Commission observe that.the 10 has held that the' CO had 
failed to check the balance of the cement in the' Cement 
Register. The Commission, further observe that in fact, in a 
letter dt. ' 7.4.1992 the CO. had himself stated that "it was 
humanly impossible to exercise weekly or fortnightly checks of 
cement in Cement Register". The Cement Register shows that the 
CO did not check it even once. Therefore, the Commission hold 
that the charge, as drafted, is proved. 

'' 	R%fi 
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7.2 	As regards the Article-Ill, the Commission observe 
that €hq.10 has beerL charged with signing indents for cement and 
steel, in excess and much in advance of the requirement, which 
finally resulted in los to the Government. The CO submitted 
that no material was issued in bulk and more than the stipulated 
quantity to the contractor. The Commission observe from the 

•  details given in RA bills that the materials have been isued 
much in excess of the anticipated actual requirement and also 
much in advance of actual requirement. Therefore, the 
Commission hold that the charge levelled against the CO as 
proved. In this connection, the Commission point out that the 
IQ has also concluded that there has been an issue of cement in 
excess of requirement of work actually done at site' and also 
issued much in advance of actual requirement. He has' come to 
lhe. same conclusion with regard to the issue of indents for. mild 
steel as well as Tor Steel. He has also, added that these 
materials were issued much in advance of the actual requirement 
thereby causing a loss to the Government. 

7.3 	As per Article IV of Charge, the allegation is that 
the Charged Officer failed to propose' full recovery of' the 
material issued ineac,h RA bill even though he did not indicated 
that certain items involving the use of cement and steel were 
left unmeasured. The Charged Officer denied the Charge and 
submitted that he had recorded certificates that the quantity of 
cement and steel were in safe custody of the contractor and that 
the responsibility bf recovery of balance material was that of 
the •EE. In this r1egard the Commission observe that'.as per 
provision of paras 6 & 9 of section 27 of CPWD manual, the issue 
of stores should be regulated and restricted to the . actual 
requirements. . They also note that PW-1 in his statement has 
clearly stated that it is for the AE to make the proposal to the 
divisional office for payment. A perusal of third RA bill 
reveals that recovery had been made for 19.40. MP Cement whereas 
total. quantity issued to the Contractor was 28.00 MT and full 
quantity seems to be gave been consumed as per cement register. 
Therefore, the certificate that balance •was in the custody of 
the contractor is not correct. The Cfiarged .  Officer has not 
furniâhed any reason for not making recovery of 28 MT ' cement. 
Regarding thud steel and for steel also, 'the Charged Officer. has 
not made full recovery and not furnished any reason. Therefore, 
in view of above, the Commission observe that the Charge that 
the Charged Officer failed to propose full recovery of material 
issued in each RA bill, is proved. 

7.4 	As regards the Articles V of Charge, the Commission 
observe that the Charged Officer is accused of (a) failing to 
get balance material returned from the contractor (b) failing to 

JoO' 



sport the matter about removal of departmental stores by the, 
• coitrjtor to police authorities as well as to his higher 
'officers. The prosecution has alleged that the Charged' pfficer 

• 	did not take back the quantity of material shown as balance in, 
• the third bill in spite of instruction issued by the,EE nd.has 
the charged Officer followed these instructions, there, would 
have, been no materials with the contractor for removal .from : ' ,the 

site him and 16ss sustained to the government could have :'been 
avoided. The Charged Officer has submitted that the contractOr,':', 
all of a sudden, abandoned the work and removed the mateiial',,. 

• thus, there was no ,surplus material at site to be'takefl over. 
- However, the Commission observe that the contractor had removed 

• the material after the Charged Officer had left' the' post. The 
Charged Officer in 'his letter dated 7.4.1992 admitted tha, the. 
material brought at site was less than the quantity issued from 
the store. It shows that the material was short from •th very 

• ";beginning and did not reach 'the, site in its full quantity.. The 
same was probably removed on the way before it reached',the site. 
The Commission observe that the Charged Officer did, in fact, 
inform the CE about the shortages but he did not take any action 
against the contractor nor did he report the matter to the 
police. Inj view of above, the Commission observe that the charge 

•  ' is partly proved to the extent that the Charged Officer failed 
to follow the instruction of the EE and take back excess 
quantity of material and that he failed to report the matter 

• -. above the.remoVal' of departmental by the contractor to police : 
• 	. authorities. 

• .' 7.5. 	To sum up,the Commission hold Articles I to IV of the 

charges level]ed against the CO as .  proved and Article-V as 

partially proved. The Commission observe that the CO has clearly 
been guilty of negligence in this case but the Commission also 
note that there 'are mitigating factors such as insurgency, which, 
was plaguing the area at that time thereby perhaps affecting 
regular checks etc. Nevertheless, there is no doubt, ..hat had 
the CO been more meticulous in maintaining the Cement Register 
and in making weekly and fortnightly visits, he would have been 
able to spot the' discrepanieS which eventually came 'to tight. 
However, the most serious charge; theCommisSiOfl0bser, 'which 
is proved, is the issue Of material to the contractor m.ich in 
excess and much in advance of the theoretical requirements. The 

Commission notice that had the Co not signed these indents, the 
contractor would not have been able to decamp with such large 
amounts of material, causing loss to the government. The 
Commission fujther note that the other charges are of procedural 
lapses and the CO could have been treated more leniently, had 

' )hey been the only ones against him.  

8. 	
In the light of their findings as discussed above, and 

relevant to the case, after taking into account all other aspect  
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CommisSIOfl 
consider that the ends of jus ice would be met in 

• 

	
this case if a penalty of 10% cut in Pension for a period of 5 

yêa1iS imposd on Shri K.K. Sirigh. 
	Since flo malaf ides have 

been charged or proved1 his gratuity shoild be released. 
	They 

advise accordingly. 

g with all records. is returned ,he,rwith 
9. 	The case alon  
Their receipt.  may kingly be acknowledged. 

10' 	
A cpy of the orders passed by the MiniStY in this 

1.

case 	ay plase be endorsed for
,  CommiSSi0fl' 	perusal and 

records. 

L.L..C..1 	T 

Yours tLL X 

(J.K. Mehra) 
Under Secretary 

Union Public Service CoUEflSSiOfl 

Tele : 
307.082.0.: 

' I-- 

End: - 

i.. Case . records as per list attached. 
• 

• 	 2. Two spare copiø5 of this letter. 

• . 
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In the Central Administrative Tribunal 	4/ 
Guwahati Bench :: Guwahati 

OA No. 196/2000 

Shri K.K. Singh 

.......pçflt 
 

j 

-Versus- 

Union of India and others. 

WRITTEN STATEMENT FOR AND ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NOS. 1 & 2 

I, Shri Anurag Garg, Executive Engineer (A)IACC-1I CPWD, Guwahati - 21, do 

hereby solemnly affirm and state as follows: 

1) 	That I am the Executive Engineer (A)/ACCI, CPWD, Guwahati —21 and 

I.  am under instructions from the Secretary, Ministry of Urban Development, 

GoVt. of India, Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi for taking necessary steps including 

filing written statement in this original application for and on behalf of Union of 

India as well as the Director General of works, CPWD (Vigilance Unit) Room 

No.132, A Wing, Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi. Be it stated that the Union of 

India and the Director General of Works have been impleaded parties 

Respondent No. I & 2 respectively. A copy of the aforesaid original application 

has been received from the Respondent No.1 and I have gone through the same 

and understood the contents thereof. As such I am competent to file this written 

statement for and on behalf ofboth the Respondent No 1&2. 

That this deponent does not admit any of the facts, statement, allegations 

and averments made in the original application save and except those have been 

specifically admitted hereunder in the written statement. Further the statements 

which are not born on records have also been categorically denied. 

That this deponent makes no comments as regards the contents of 

paragraph I of the original application since those are matter of records. 
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That as regards the contents of paragraphs 2 & 3 of the original 

application this deponent does not make any comments. 

That as regards the contents of paragraph 4(A) of the original application 

this deponent respectfully states that the statements are based on the records. 

However, it is stated that the applicant, Shri K.K. Singh. Assistant Engineer(C) 

was transferred and posted at different places in India during his service and 

finally he retired on 28.02.1994 after attaining the age of superannuation, as per 

the Central Civil Services Rules. From the records, it also appears that Shri 

Singh was functioning as Assistant Engineer(C) in Manipur Central Sub 

Division under Manipur Central Division, CPWD, Imphal and executed the 

work of construction of 2 Nos. type IV quarter at CA Imphal including internal 

water supply and sanitary installation from 28.3.83 upto October 1984. 

That as regards the contents of paragraph 4(B) of the original application' 

this deponent respectfully states from the record that the applicant the said Shri 

K.K.Singh was issued charge sheet vide Memorandum No.13/I 1/88-VS-I, dtd. 

23/24/2/94 containing 5 Articles of charge (Annexure 1-A). 

That as regards the contents of paragraph 4(C) of the original application 

this deponent respectfully states that the applicant was charge sheeted for major 

penalty in the departmental proceedings under Rule 14 of CCS (CC&A) Rules 

1965 for committing certain serious irregularities in connection with execution 

of work of construction of 2 Nos. type IV quarters at CA imphal including 

internal water supply and sanitary installation during the period between 28.3.83 

& October, 1984. 

The irregularities as mentioned in the charge sheet dated 23/24/2/94 were 

comitted by him during the period when he was incharge of the above said 

work. The 
3rd running account bill was prepared by Shri K.K.Singh, the 

applicant on 17.7.84. Thereafter also he was in charge of the work till October 

1984 and thereafter he was transferred when the work in question was' in 

progress. Thus, the final bill had to be prepared by his successor, and which was 

passed by the competent authority after transfer of the applicant. From the 

records it also appears that the scope of the articles of charges 1 to V as 

contained in the charge sheet is limited to the period during which Shri 

K.K.Singh remained incharge of the execution of the work of construction of 2 

j 
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Nos type IV quarters at CA Imphal including water supply and sanitary 

installation. 

8) 	That as regards the contents of paragraph 4(D) of the original application 

this deponent respectfully states that the charges of Sri K.K.Singh, Assistant 

Engineer were governed by the CCS (CC&A) Rules, 1965 while he was in 

service. After his retirement, the Central Civil Services (Pension) rules, 1972 are 

applicable on Shri K.K.Singh. 

The applicant was charge sheeted as per the CCS(CC&A) rules, 1965 by 

the competent authority i.e. the Director General of Works, Central Public works 

Department , Government of India the respondent No.2 hereof vide 

Memorandum No.13/i 1/88/VS-I dated: 23/24/2.94 prior to his retirement which 

took place on 28.2.94. 	
Photostat true copy of the aforesaid 

Memo dt.23/24-2-94 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure-

1(A). 

It is further stated that a Govt. servant can be charge sheeted during the 

tenure of his Govt. service by the competent authority for any misconduct of 

irregularity committed at any time during the service period as and when 

noticed. As per CCS(CC&A) rules, 1965 (Chapter 9 of compliation by 

Muthuswamy and Brinda). " Disciplinary proceedings initiated while an 

officer was in service should be deemed to be proceedings under Rule 9_f 

the Central Civil Services (Pension) Rules, 1972 after his retirement and 

should be continued and concluded under the provision of that riii ". 

Photostat true copy of the extracts 

from chapter 9 of the Compilation 

of MuthuswamY and Brinda is 

annexed herewith and marked as 

Annexurekl 

it is pertinent to mention that as per the normal procedure, the applicant 

was directed vide aforesaid charge sheet dated 23/24-2-94 to submit his 
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statement of defence within 10 days from the date of receipt of the 

memorandum of the charge sheet and also to state whether he desires to be heard 

in person. Be was reminded for this repeatedly vide Memo No. 13/1 1/88-VS-I, 

dated 26-4-94, 19-10-94, 16-12-94 and 25-1-95. 

Photostat true copies of the 

aforesaid Memo dtd. 26-4-94, 19-

10-94, 16-12-94 and 25-1-95 are 

annexed herewith and marked as 

ANJ.lIEXURE- 1I(a) to J(d) 

respectively hereof 

it was also informed to the applicant vide letter No.13/i 1/88-VS-I, dated 

26-4-94 that the records which are available in the Vigilance Unit and based on 

which the charges are proposed to be proved were already shown to him at the 

time of calling of his explanation at preliminary stage prior to issue of charge 

sheet dated 23/24-2-94 and it should be possible for him to deny or accept the 

charges on that basis and further he could requisition more records subsequently. 

Be that as it may Shri K.K.Singh the applicant submitted his statement of 

defence to the disciplinary authority on 15-2-95 wherein he denied the charge 

level against him in the charge sheet. 

9) 	That as regards the contents of paragraph 4(E) of the original application 

this deponent respectfully states that the statements are made on the bases of 

records and it is also stated here that the change of inquiry officer was purely 

due to Administrative reasons and the charged officer was also duly informed 

immediately about it and such change is permitted under the Rules. 

That as regards the contents of paragraph 4(F) of the original application 

this deponent does not make any comments since these are matter of record. 

That as regards the contents of paragraph 4(G) (I to Vi) of the original 

application this deponent respectfully states that after denial of the charges by 

the said Shri K.K.Singh, on 15-2-95, Shri Anant Ram, S uperintending Engineer, 

CPWD was appointed as Inquiry Officer vide No. 1/5/94-VS-11, dated 15-3-96 

and later on due to Administrative reasons Shri R.D.Aggarwa.l, Superintending 
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Engineer was appointed as Inquiry Officer on 13-12-95 in place of Shri Anant 

Ram, Superintending Engineer. 

Preliminary hearing of the case was held by the 1.0. on 8-5-95 and 

regular hearings were held on 12-3-96, 6-3-97, 7-8-97, 16-10-97, 12-12-97, 8-1-

98, 17-2-98 and 1-4-98. The Inquiry Officer has to arrange for defence 

documents requisitioned by the charged officer. All efforts were made to 

arrange the documents and allow the same to be inspected by Shri K.K.Singh, 

Assistant Engineer. Regular hearings were held at close intervals to complete 

the proceedings in the least possible time. Seven listed documents for 

prosecution marked as Ex. P-I to P-7 and also 13 defence documents which 

were marked as D-1 to D-1 3 were taken on record by the Inquiry Officer. 

The prosecution witness and defence witness were also cross examined 

and all evidences of inquiry were recorded as per procedural requirement Shri 

K.K.ngh was thus provided adequate opportunity by the 1.0. to defend the 

case. The charged officer submitted his final briefs to the inquiry Officer on 25- 
Si 

6-98 and the inquiry Officer after concluding the inquiry and taking into account 

all aspects/facts of the case, submitted his findings to the disciplinary authority 

vide No. SE(1nquir')/5/95, dated 27-10-98 in which the charge under article-I 

was held as proved and other charges under article-Il, 1111, IV and V were held as 

partially proved. 

A copy of the report of the Inquiry Officer was also sent to Shri 

K.K.singh, Assistant Engineer vide CPWD Vigilance Unit letter No. 1/5/94-VS 

Ii dtd.2-12-98 to offer him another opportunity to make his representation 

against the 1.0's report, if any., Shri K.K.singh, submitted his representation 

against the inquiry report vide his letter dated 19-12-98. 

The final brief of Shri K.K.Singh, Assistant Engineer dated 25-6-98 

submitted by him to the Inquiry Officer is available as a part of record of the 

inquiry which has also been considered and discussed in detail by the 1.0. in his 

report. The 1.0. is not required to give his findings on each and every word of 

CO.'s brief. The 1.0. is to examine brief of the CO. broadly and assess the 

issues raised by the CO. in his representation and then give his findings on the 

various issues thus identified. 
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There are five articles of charges in the charge sheet and the findings of 

1.0. as contained in his report issued vide No. SE1nquiry) 5/95, dt.27-10-98 are 

as under : - 

Charge under Article-I 

The article of charge states that Shri K..K.Singh, AE failed to ensure 

maintenance of cement register of the work in question, in proper shape. 

The Inquiry Officer has clearly identified all the issues raised by 

Charged Officer in his defence. He has also countered all three points in his 

comments by giving detailed reasons which are based on facts, before coming to 

the conclusion about holding the charge under article-I as proved. 

Shri K.K.Singh, AE during inquiry deposed that the cement register 

under Ex. P-5 has not been issued by him, though he identified the signature of 

Shri T.A.Majumdar, JE which are available in the register. He also confirmed of 

being conversant with the initials of JE and the contractor and also identified 

their signatures during the cross examination. The applicant also informed 

during inquiry of having received the photo copies of the listed documents on 2-

9-97 in compliance to his requisition dated 14-8-97. During the cross 

examination of the inquiry, Shri K.K.Singh, did not point out about the 

authenticity of Ex. P-4 & Ex. P-S i.e., about the two registers (Site Order Book 

and Cement Register). He also deposed that he did not write any letter in this 

regard after 2-9-97 i.e., the date when the applicant received the copy of the 

listed documents after he had inspected them in original. 

The authenticity of the cement register of the work as challenged by Shri 

K.IK.Singh, has already been considered and rebutted by the Inquiry Officer in 

his report. Moreover, Shri K.K.Singh never asked the said cement register (Ex. 

P-5) as defence documents. He did not challenge the authenticity of the cement 

register during cross examination held in the inquiry. The authenticity was 

challenged by Sh. K.K.Singh in his final brief dated 25-6-98 submitted before 

the 1.0. who has considered all arguments put forward by Shri K.K.Singh in this 

context. By giving his detailed findings under the 'Assessment of Evidence' in 

his report, the 1.0. has held this charge as proved. 



4 

The cement register was to be maintained by the J.E. but Shri 

K.K.Singh, AE as a controlling officer of the JE, was supposed to advise his lIE 

and ensure that cement register is maintained in a proper shape as per the extant 

rules/instructions. The 1.0. in his findings has held this charge as yrove4 

ginst the C.O. 

Charge under Article-Ji 
Under article ii of the charge it is alleged that Shri K.K.Singh, AE failed 

to conduct his weekly check on the balance of cement in the cement register. 

The 1.0. in his findings has observed that the CO. i.e., Shri K.K. Singh had 

checked the cement and had conveyed the result of his test check to the 

contractor through the letter under intimation to the EE but he failed to check 

the balance at site in the cement register .  

Had Shri K.K.Singh regularly recorded the result of his test check on the 

cement register, he could keep watch on the issue of cement with progress of 

the work and also he could use the same data available in the cement register for 

preparation of Contractor's bill. This is the main element of charge which has 

basically led to shortage of material and the Inquiry Officer has held this part of 

the charge against the C. 0. as partially pved. 

Charge Under Article-lIE 
Under this article of charge it is alleged that Shri K.K.Singh signed the 

indents for cement and steel for the work in question which were in excess of 

and much in advance of requirements which finally resulted in loss to the Govt. 

The inquiry Officer after considering all evidences has held the charge under 

this Article as partially proved. 

Charged under Artick-IV 
Under this artide of charge it is alleged that Shri K.K.Singh failed to 

propose full recovery of materials issued to Contractor in each running Account 

Bill even though he did not indicate in the bills that certain items involving use 

of cement and steel were left unmeasured. This charge is also proved partially 

by the Inquiry Officer. 
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Charged under Article-V 

Under this article of charge it is alleged that Shri K.K. Singh failed to get 

balance material returned from the contractor and he also failed to report the 

matter about removal of departmental stores by the contractor to Police 

Authorities as well as to the higher officers. On account of these lapses on the 

part of Shri K.K.Singh, the Govt. has incurred a loss of Rs.48,957.30 P. and this 

charge is also held as partially proved by the inquiry Officer. 

The Inquiry Officer has considered the various points of defence 

presented by the charged officer i.e., Shri K.K. Singh in respect of each article 

of charge and has given detailed reasons for acceptance or not acceptance of the 

same. 

That as regards the contents of paragraph 4 (sic) of the original 

application this deponent respectfully states that final briefs dated 25-6-98cf 

Shri K.K Singh the applicant are already available as a part of record of inqui4 

which have been duly examined and considered by the Inquiry Officer as has 

already been stated in the immediate preceding paragraph. From the records it 

also appears that the said final briefs of the charged officer dtd.25-6-98 were 

considered by the 1.0. 

That as regards the contents of paragraph 5 (sic) of the original 

application this deponent respectfully states that the statements made by the 

applicant are matter of record, however it is reiterated that the copy of the 

inquiry report was sent to Shri K.K Singh to enable him to make his submission 

before the disciplinary authority in regard to the findings of the 1.0. 

it is pertinent to mention here that the representation dated 19-12-98 of 

the applicant addressed to the Director of Administration, CPWD has been 

considered by the disciplinary authority viz, the President of India before 

passing the final order issued vide No. C-13012/4/99-AV.1 dated 5-5-2000. 

A true copy of the aforesaid order 

dt.5-5-2000 is annexed herewith 

and marked as Annexure- R-iII 

hereof. 
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Under the facts and circumstances as has already been elaborately 

explained in the forgoing paragraphs of the written statement the deponent 

respectfully submits that this instant original application is not tenable in the eye 

of law and as such liable 1.0 be dismissed. 

14) 	That as regards the contents of paragraph 6 (sic) of the O.A. this 

answering Respondent respectfully states that the allegation of Shri K.K. Singh 

that his representation dated 19-12-98 has not been considered is not correct. in 

the contrary it is well designed. In this regard it may further be stated that the 

disciplinary authority had consulted with the UPSC before passing the final 

order. The UPSC vide their communication No.F. 3/330/99-SI, dated 6-4-2000 

not only agreed with the 11.0. 's report but they had recommended the quantum 

of penalty. 

A Photostat true copy of the 

aforesaid letter dated 6-4-

2000 is annexed herewith 

and marked as 

ANNEXURE-Rit 

Thereafter the disciplinary authority after careful consideration of the 

applicant's representation dated 19-12-98, Report of the Inquiry Officer, 

recommendation of the UPSC and taking into account of all other aspects of the 

matter the final order dated 5-5-2000 was duly passed by the disciplinary 

authority. As such there is no legal infirmity as alleged by the applicant. 

The earlier O.A. No.388 of 1999 filed by Shri K.K.Singh before the 

CAT Guwahati Bench is still pending in the CAT Bench. Shri K.K.Singh has 

also filed Misc. Petition 161/2000 in O.A. No.388/99. Counter reply to O.A. 

No.388/99 has been filed by the respondents in the CAT Bench Guwahati and 

the final orders of the CAT Bench are awaited. Counter reply to the Misc. 

Petition No.161/2000 has also been filed by the respondents in the CAT, 

Guwahati Bench. 
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7 (to be 8) GROUND FOR RELWFS WITH LEGAL PROVISIONS. 

That as regards the contents of this para graph the deponent does not 

make any comments since these are matter of records. 

The deponent respectfully states that the entire proceeding has been 

concluded as per CCS(CC&A) Rules 1965 as applicable on Shri K.K. Singh and 

is based on the records of the work in question got executed by Shri K.K. Singh 

during his period of Govt. Service as AE(C) CPWD. 

the final penalty order has been issued by the competent disciplinary 

authority i.e., President of India judiciously and as per principle of natural 

justice after considering the Inquiry Report, representation of the charged officer 

against the findings of the inquiry Officer (para 4,5 and 6 of final order dated 5-

5-2000 (Annexure III). 

the report of inquiry is based on documents of the work taken on record 

by the inquiry Officer and Shri K.K. Singh had never disputed the authenticity of 

documents during the course of inquiry proceedings. Copy of the inquiry 

Report was also sent to Shri K.K.Singh for submitting his representations 

against the findings of the Inquiry Report, if any Shri K.K.Singh submitted his 

representation to the disciplinary Authority vide his letter dated 19-12-98 which 

has been duly considered by the DA before passing the final order (para 4,5, 8 

of final order dated 5-5-2000 (Annexure-111. 

Reply same as in para (D) above. 

It is stated that a Govt. servant can be charge sheeted during the tenure 

of Govt. service by the competent authority for any misconduct or irregularity 

committed at any time during the service period as and when noticed. As per 

the CCS(CC&A) Rules, 1965 (Chapter 9 of Compilation by Muthuswamy and 

Brinda copy of the extract enclosed as A.nnexure 113) Disciplinary proceedings 

initiated while an officer was in service should be deemed to be proceedings 

under rule 9 of the Central Civil Service (Pension) Rules 1972, after his 

retirement and should be continued and concluded under the provision of that 
Q/Lw4r) 

rule. 
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(G) No comments. 

	

(1-I) 	Reply same as para 7(C) 

Reply same as para 7(D) 

No comments. 

Reply same as under para 6 of the application. 

On the whole the answering Respondent respectfully submits that the 

instant O.A. is liable to be dismissed in as much as the same is devoid of 

merits and legal valid grounds. 

Details of the remedies exhausted. 

All these are a matter of record and all the representation of Shri 

K.K.Singh has been considered by the competent disciplinary authority before 

passing the final order Shri K.K.Singh is allowed to seek review by the 

President of India even after passing of order by him (i.e., the President of India) 

but within prescribed time limit after date of receipt of final order by Shri 

K.K.Singh as per rules 29-A CCS(CC&A) Rules 1965 (annexure IV). 

Shri K.K. Singh has also filed a Misc. petition No.161/2000 in O.A 

No.388/99 in CAT Bench Guwahati, which is sche4uled for hearing on 5-1- 

2001. 

10, 	Relief. 

Since the final penalty order has been issued by the competent 

Disciplinary Authority i.e., President of India and accordingly pension payment 

order of Shri K.K.Singh, AE(Retd.) has already been issued by the Pay & 

Accounts Officer-XII AGCR Building New Delhi vide No. 

F.8(PEN)/PA/X111766 dated 23-6-2000 (Annexure V), it is prayed that the 

application No. 196/2000 may be dismissed (without cost). 
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A 
VERIFICATION 

I, Anurag Garg, Executive Engineer(A), ACC-I, CPWD, Guwahati-21, 

Assam, do hereby solemnly affirm and states that the statements made in this 

verification induding these have been paragraphs 	
are 

true to the best of my knowledge and those have been made in paragraph 	-7'Tt 

Jj2,a1r true to the best of my information which have been derived from 

the records and the rests are my humble submission before the Hon'ble 

Tribunal. 

And I verify and sign this verification on this the 
6th day of December 

2000. 

DEPONE'N T 
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Jhe undersincd prcnce to hOld an 
$hri KJ-:. 	incjh, Js;t. 	ginceL under ,i3uic 	14 c.f 	

the 

Cent r.1 	CiVil 	S i:v iCCS 	(Class1f1CatiOi, 	ConLro 	and 

rai ) 	iles, I 965.' 	N 	substflCOS of the 	nutiCflS 

--( ouct or misl.ft h3ViOUr. in respect of 	hic 	the 

inujr 	.5- propose t(' bhed is sct out (j 	•t.ho e.r:c1osEd 

1. of 3rti c es cf chary st T\flr.eXUreI) . 	A statmert 

of the 	rputatiOfl5 CVt mISCOnCUCt or 	rsbeha'iiOu 	in 

sup'o 	. 	.ch atc'l 	of charge is ec1osed (Anne:<nre- 
of documents by which, and 1ist of witnesses 

by whom the articles of charge are proposed to be sustained 
are also enclosed (i\nnexurcs III & IV). 

2. 	Shri K.K. Singh is directed to submit within 
days of the receipt of this Memorandum a written 

aeaent of his defence and also to state whet.her he 
desire:; to he heard in person. 

, VV 

He is informed that an inquiry will be held only 
in respect of those artic].eS of charge as are not admitted. 

He should, therefore, specifically adiit or deny each 

arti.cle of charge. 

4. 	Shri KK. 	Siigh 	is 	further informed 	that 	if 	he 

does 	ot submit 	his 	written 	statement of 	defence 	on 

or 	before the 	date 	specified 	in 	para 2 	aboveV..Or 	does 
-- 

f ,-( nct 	appear in 	person 	before 	the inq'iring 	authority 

• or otherwise fails or refuses to comply with the provisions 

of 	Rule 	14 of 	the 	CCS(CC&\) 	Rules, 195 	or 	the 	orders/ 
1 directions issued 	in 	pur;uanCc - 	of the 	said 	rule, 	the 

inqui ring uthori.ty 	may 	hold 	t h e inquiry 	against 	him 

ex - uarte. 

5. 	Attention of Shri K.K. Singh is invited to Rule 
20 of the Central Civil Services (Conduct) Rules, 1954 
ihdér which, no Goyt. servant shall bring or attempt 
to bring any political or outside influence to bear 
upon any superior authority to further his interest 
in respect of matters pertaining to his service under 
the GovL. If any representat iort is recnived On his 

behalf from another person in respect of any matter 
duelt with these proccdiflg5s it will be presumed that 

Shri K.K. SitS a..i: e of such a representation and 

t h a t Lt aszn 1e h his istaflCc and action- will 
- 	
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be taken against him for vioation of Rule 20 of 	S. Oc  
(Conduct) 	ules, 1964• 

6. 	The recelpt ot Lb 	n;rndum my b 	:-:] edq 

/ 

DirecLor General of or5 

\ 

Shri K.X. Singh, 
Asstt. Engineer, 
I'W!) Divn. No.X(DA), 
1SO Building, 
I.P. Estate, 

} 

(THROUGH) 	Shri R.K.D. Gupta, 
EE, PWD Divn. No.X(DA), 
MSO r3i].ding, IP Estate, 

N.O.O. 

Copy for information & necessary action to :- 

Shri S. Chatterjee, Director, Central Vigilance 
Commission, Bikaner House, Pandara Road, New Delhi 
with reference to his O.M.No.CVC'S U.O.No.YWH 22 dated 
21.2.94 

Shri V.S. Raman, Consultant & Dy. CVO, Ministry 
of Urban Development, New Delhi with reference to his 
No.C-13015/1/94-AVI dated 22.2.94. 	 - 

73. 	The Engineer Officer (D)I, Vigilance Unit, CPWD, 
New Delhi along with a copy of Annexures I to IV. 

End: As above. 

k V 	
All 
	 Director General of Works 

- 

• • 	__ 

W - 



Statement of aricles of cZarqes framed a ainst Sh...Sih 1 
 Ass isE mneer 	ivi . ,CPT 	 - 

/ 	 That the said Sh.K.K.3inçjh, Thile funct1oniçj as Assistant 

/ 	 Eriginer in :anisur C&tr). Su T;1Vfl 	UfldCif M a iiur 

,1 	)ivn., CP9, Imbal, got exe:ut.i the worh of 'C/o. 2 Nos. 

tvpe IV 	 .. 1uig ir 	intl  

k -I/s instailatious from 28383 ords durinj ':hich he commi-

tted serious irregularities as follows:- 

Article I:- 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning 

in the aforesaid office, the said Sh.K.K.Singh, failed to 

ensure maintainence of cement register in proper shape. 

ArticleII 

That during the aforesaid period and while furctioning 

in the aforesaid office, the said Sh.K.K.Singh, failed in 

exercising his weekly checks on the balance of cement in 

cement register. 

ArticleIII 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning 

in the aforesaid-office, the said Sh.K.K.Singh, signed the 

indents for cement and steel which were in excess of and 

much in advance of requirement which finally resulted in loss 

to the Government. 

IV 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning- 	— 

the afçresaid office, the said Sh.K.K.Singh, failed to propose_ 

full recovery of the materials issued in each R.A. bill even 

though he did not indicate in the bills that certain items 

involving u of cemerjand steel were left unmeasured. 

-- 
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ri1.t durincJ  the aforesaidriod and while 	nctioning 

in Zh 3fcrsdid office, the s.3id Sh.K.K.Siflgh, failed to 

aet baIaICe materiaj.S returned from the con ractor.Sh.X. ,  

also 
failed to report the matter about removal of departnnta1 

stores by the ;contractOr to police authorities as well asto 

his higher 0fficers. on account of these lapses on the rt 

of 	
K.KSingh, A.E., the Gorflment had incurd a loss 

o R 0 48,957.30 . 

ShKeK. Singh.. thus failed to maintain absolute inte-

grity and exhibited lack of devotion to duty and contraven 

ed Rules 3(fl(i) & 3 	of C.C.S. ConduCt Rules 1964. 

\<4 ,  
t 

' 
S  

-- 

.c. 

'. 	 -- 



• .47 Statement of imputatWflS of miscondU 

1stant9j

1) charge framed ga1n 	Shr 	
b K Siflg 

The EXCCUtI VO jflC tncr 	VflhCT. Ccntrfll DivisIOn lmphal 

J 	
awarded :he '.:or oF 	

'o 2 Nos. TvpC-1V Qtrs. at c 
	C 	imphal 

jncindiY 	jnfl 	5nitry 	cnd 	/S 	;Stl1 latiOflS 	to 	Shri 

b chuha H peh 	co; ract o 	v idc h a I et 1: ti 	dated  

with 

 C 

sttpulat 	Lc o!. 
coi;:ICfl1t

5tip'dtt 
C 

	d 

date of Com).eti0fl a 	
d also removed excess materials' 

s 12..63. The contracLor abafldOfl0 the 

work sometime after 10/84 an  
i Shri .K.Siflgh, who 
ssued from stores. 	

was the Asstt. Engineer 

incharge of 	
k committed following irregularities 

the aforesaid wor 
of the work which not only violated depart- 

during the execution 

mental inst CLIOnS 
but ultimatelY resulted in loss to the 

Govt. 
As per para 14 of Section 27 of CPD Manual Vol.11,1

972  

'cemeflt register is t'o be maintained in the profortfla as 'per 

appendiX 18 and each page of it should be machine numbered 

e SDOsk. 	In the instant case the and initialled by EEs or th  
columnS are not strictly 

register used is not page numbered and  

as per appendiX 18. 	
Thus, the Asstt. Engifleeri Shri K.K.Singh 

- 	
failed either to issue the cement register in the prescribed 

the same issued by the 
manner from his oWfl office or to get  

divisional office and allowed use of a cement register in 

improper shape thus violating the departmental instructions 

- - 	
in, the manner contained in the manual. -  

(ii) 	
A perusal of cement register indicate that cement was 

issued from 20.9.83 to 31.10.84 and AE (d not check i.t even 

s s The work waituated at the H.Q. of AE and'aS per 
once. 

	- 

(. 	
.prOViSion of para 14 of CPWD Manual Vol.11 1972 he was supposed 

.

The 
otheck' the cement register weekly which he did not.  

JE issuCement daily for more'ha 	
a year. 	Shri singh 

4,. rniht have visited this ite on number of occaSiOfl 
	he 

if he had a desire 
O'cild have definitely checked the balance  

it ui; 	•
-- 

t'o'3'o 	
Thus, he failed in exercising his weekly checks1 

the balances of cement, in cement regiSter. 

perusal of all the 11 Nos 	
indents agaiflt which 

•o 	

drawn, reveal that these have been issued 

0fShr1 Singh except indent No B/950103/ 

?_ 

vt  

• 	 • 	 • 

- 
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. .CAD/T-IV dated 13.9.84 which was signed by Shri. K.C. Sinpha, 

3fl. 	- 

1 he 	J 1] 	j. 	Le uvi t.. 	 a' L.itlOS 	or 

q v 	; 	o05 	ir!cn Lo 	i a 1 '. 	:-uod 	Lh1TL 	.Ne.e :c; 	, Lhyoret .ca 1 

I 

Ji1 C1J..J 	 i.L 	LA 	 2r 	R! 	biH th 
1i11 	cv 	CV No.85 cv bill 	TI J No.9 	dt. 	dt.31.3.64 No.33 dt No.1 of 
5.11.83 13.9.84 2/88 
2 1 T MT MT  

(3) 	Cement 

() 

	

IC, 	•.3 	 10 	 19.00 30o 
Thoret..ca1 	8.42 	11.12 1;.i3 18.066 
:cequi.rement 
Recovered 	 8:40 	11.40 J.9.40 19.40 

(d)Ba].ance 	 1.60 	. 	6.60 8.60 11.10 
- 	- (ii), 1u1d Steef 

-. 	-- (a) 	Issued 	 0 55 	0.55 4 	9, 7 95 
(b) Theoretical-- - , 1.643 1.997 

- 	requirement 	. 
• 	Cc) Recovered 	 - 	- 	- 2.00 2.00 	-- 	 - - - 

Ba1ance 	 0.55 	 0.55 2.95 5.95 
(iii) Tor Steel 

Issued 	 -. 	 0.14 0.71 0.71 
• Theoretical 	. - 	.' 	 - 0.046 0.046 . 

. - 	- 	. 
. 	

• 	requirement ,t- . - 
Recovered.....  0.10 0.10 T(d) Balance - 	 - 	0.14 0.61 0.61 

• 	t 	

I  - 
• 	. 	- 

lowing :--__The statement reveals the fol

-  

Ci) Cement 	: The ux1coverd 	balances 	at 	the time of 	payment 
-of' 2nd 	PA 	bill 	and 	3rd 	RA 	bill 	were 	6.60 NT 	F 	8.60 	Nf 

rospectively. 	iothcr . 250 NT 	cemcnt 	ws 	3 s 	d a ftor 	3rd 
RA 	although- 	thkL, 	outstanding 	balance should have 	been 
sufficient..., for 	the 	work 	done 	and 	measured 	after 	3rd 	RA 
bi11..'Thj 	c1ear1y shows 	- 	issue 	of 	cement in 	excess 

"Of?quirement of 	workct1lydoTj 

• 1S_s­U_e_ . mu_cF_iiFadvanc_e of reQuirement. 

at 	site and 	afso 

Mild Steel 	055 MT isueo on 22 9 83\?erc not consuned 

ito 29.3.84. 	The theoretical -requirement corresponclina -.e  

measurea quantities of r S 	Its in -ire, r- 	L1l 
490,28 Kg + 5% wastage--+ 5% variation 	1.643 rI 

issucdre'3rdRA bilJ was 4 .95 	P 
•; 	 - 	i'_- 	- 

us:a uantity of 495:1 643=3 307 M1sheulo have LCEn 
01 	 uuJnb 	.it..n th" cortrar.o 	 r at Lho tie of ..------J 	-- - 	.-. . 	. 	- 	-. 	_;_,._._•_•_ .-. - -- - 	. 	- 	- 	. 	--.------- .- -. __ 	

• 	- . - 	__• _p_ 	-'p."' -. -.-, 	 - .- 	 - 
-r ------- 	 •--'--'-- 	 ,. 	 .. 	-. 	- 	 - 

• 	 - 	. 	 ,. 	- 	: 	 -, 
- . 	- .-. 	.-- 	.• 	. . 	. 	. I ____ 	

._•i;•-, 	 - - 	- . -. 	- -.  



• / 	
- 3  

/ 	
3rd •RA :bjll 	Even then another 3 MT was issued after 

3rd RA iU. 	gin as per the schedule showing the uan- 

tities of materials tobe supoi icd 	y the department to 

the contractor under clause 10 of the igreemcnt, 5.50 

MT of mild steel bars were to be issud to the contract- or. 

Against this a total. gunntitv ci 7.50 :-1T .:is i sue which 

was actually not required as the required consupL.ion 

of mild steel bars in this work and in the balance work 

were 1.997 + 3.3565353 MT. Thus, stipulated quantity 

of 5.50 MT was sufficient and when the progress was slowed 

down by the contractor, then there was no justification 

for issuing further quantity of 3.0 MT after payment of 

3rd RA bill. 

(iii) Tor steel : 0.14 MT issued on 2.1.84 was not consumed 

	

- •- --- 	upto 29.3.84. 	Even then another 0.57 MT was issued for -- 

	

• f - 	no apparert requirement of work ° äs only 46 kg. of steel 

was - consumed in the work till the contractor - abandoned 

- the work. So here also, material was issued without refe- 

rence to actual requirement of work. 

ç Para 6 and 9(a) of Section 27 of CPWD Manual Vol.11 

1972 provide that it should be borne in mind that stores 

issued to the contractors (in trms of their contract are 

intended for •  the entire use and consumption on the work 

for which these are issued. 	There is inherent risk of 

their ph 	.ge and misuse of such stores if such stores 

are issued in bulk 	ontractor long in advance of their 

actual requirement. To safeguard and prevent such invisible 

1osseto Government it is essential that issue to t h e - 

contractors should be regulated and restricted ro actual 

- requirement- . 	The Sub Divisional officer should maintain 

- - 	a numerical account in - the form 35-A so as to ensure that 

- theaggregate ofthe quantltles of any or all matIi1s 

t\ 	isSued--to the contractor, from timeto time, for use on 
v-"s\ 	the work remain within the estimated requirement.\ 	Shri 

• 
did not follow the above provisions and this 

c - 	0 - 
to removal -of the excess/balance materials by the  

---•-.-. ;&k contractor. 
C,--- 	- 	 - 	 - 

- 	-- 	iv) 	Perusal_-6f.. lst, 2nd & 3rd RA bills submitted by 

Singh, indicate that eoeries have been made: 

on the basis of thertical rquienent. corresponding 	- 



/ - 4 - 	 I  

to measured quantities though at that time recoveries were.: 

governed by the provisions of paras 10.3:6 & 10.3.7 of 'CPWA 

Code and paras 7 & 8 of Sect..ion 17 of CPWD Manual Vol.11. 

As per these pares on the authority of the contractor's ackno'w-

ledgement, the cost recoverable from him should be debited 

at once Lo his personni accoint 	The recovery on account 

of cost of materials issued to the contractor for use on work 

should ordinarily be made by deductions from the first bill 

and in case a lumpsum recovery is undesirable in any. case,' , 

theivisional Officer may permit for recorded reasons the 

recovery to be eyted gradually. 

In the 3rd RA bill 19.4 MT of cement was recovered 

leaving a balance of 8.6 NT uncovered whereas the Cement register : 

indicates Nil balance at the time showing as if the full quantity 

issued was consumed at site. 	Shri K.K. Singh, AE di.d -not T 
record any éertifi.cate: in the--bills which would justify his 

._k 	. 	'  
• - proposals for -non-recovery of full s quantities of. materials 

issued. He neither certified that there were unmeasured items 

not included in the bill which account for the consumption. 

of the balanqe quantities not did he certify based on survey 

of the balance quantities not did he certify based on survey 

of the balance quantities of each type and category of materials 

- at site that balance quantity 'is available at site in the 

contractor's cust6dy. In fact the final measurements made: 

at--the--tii 	of -4th RA and final bill after thcontractdrf Y 
•-•• 	

-- 	abandoned the work-, show that quantities paid for items consuming 

-. ,cemént and.steel upto 3rd RA bill wefè almost final quantities 

and--very little additional quantities were measured after 

3rd RA bill. The failure of Shri K.K. Singh to exercise the 

required control allowed the contractor to remove the unused 

material from site resulting in the loss to the Government. 

±v) In thê'iL3id RA bill recoveries for 19.40 MT of cement, - 

3q.V 	y2 MT of mild steel and 0.1 MT of tor steel were made against' 
bi 28 MT of cement,4.95MT of mild steel and 0.71 MT oftor 

----"c '-teél' issued-indicating bafnces of 8.60 MT, 2.95 MT and 0.61 
•, 	,*t 

- - 	 respectively. 	AE.. squld have taken back these quantities • 	- 
ç1 bm the contractOr and there was a general instruction frorn 

iToEin this—rerd issued vide his letter No 65/8/MCD/84/540 
4ted 	 copy . 	which was addressed to Shri Singh also." 

This letter 	'EEiffstructed hisAEstotake--bac1 

- 	- 	 ---'------ ------' 	 . 	-..-' 

-_.--.--- -- 
	 ---' ---.--- = 	- 	k' 	 - I 



1 ? - 	 -. 	 ---- -. 	 - • - '•-.- ------- 	 -- -.-. 	 - 	 -. 

- Lz %tii3LiUL 
-

theateriaIs which are not required for the work or are 

sUrplus to the requirement so that the same could be 

I 

	

	utilised .  for otherwprk :yhich. will help to reduce costly I 

materials remaining unnecessarily in the custody of 

4 contractor without any use. Had Shri Singh followed these 

instructions, there would have been nb materials with 

the contractor for removal from the site by him and loss •  

INVI 	 sustainedto_Governeflt could have been -avoided m  

Thëis nothing on record to establish —that- 

 

' 

Shri Singh informed EE about the shortage o mater'als 

Being Site representative of the Engineer incharge it 

was his duty to intimate the EE the exact quantities of 

various materials removed by the contractor from the site. 

Healso did not report the matter to the police. 

___-- On account of all these lapses on the part of Shri K.K.'Singh, 

AE, áiTThmount of Rs.48 957 30 being the cost- of balance 

materials as detailed below, remained unrecovered from 

the contractor. 

Cement 11.10 MT @ Rs.1040/- per MT = Rs.11,544.00 

M.S. bar 5.95 MT @ Rs.5680/- per MT = Rs.33,796.00 

Tor Steel 0.61 MT @ ½rs.5930/-  per MT 	Ps. 3,617.30 

Ps 48,957 00 

This amount could not be recovered from the contractor 

as sufficient amount was not due to him which resulted 

• 	 in the loss to the Government. 

Shri K.K. Singh, thus failed to maintain absolute 

integrity and exhibited lack of devotion to duty and 

contravened Rule 3(1) (1) & 3(1) (ii) of CS Conduct Rules, 

1964. 
- - 

Z'tt 
- f -' 	 4t• 

- ' 

.o. 	•• 

- 	

- 
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	 .kn.nexure_III 

lent s yjnichAtIc1e 	Char 	ramaqairst 
S-irqln, : E0CivilYrejrcosed t De 

	

• 	 co-i c Aort. No.27/2E/EE/C3/82-83. 

Copies of Incents a s below: 

B 596292 dtd. 21.9.83. 

ii) a 924458 dtd. 9.12.83. 

iii)B 924486 dtd. 29.1.84. 

B 924275 dtd. 11.5.848 

B 924278 dtd. 16.5.84. 

B 924251 dtd, 12.3.84 

vil)B 924261 dtd. 7.4.84. 

viii)B 924268 dtd. 244.84 

i) 3 924284 dtd._31.5.84. 

B 924295 dtd. 24.7.84. 

B 950103 dtd. 13.9.84. 

xii)B 950115 dtd. 25.10.84., 

3. Certified COpie3 of bill3:- 

1)1st R/A Bill (C.V.9 of 11/83) - 

ij)IInd R/A Bill (C,V.85 of 3/84). 

iii) XII rd a/A bill (C.7.33 of 9/84) 

iv) Final bill. 	- 

4..Site order book = 1 No 

'::ent Register ' 1 No. 	 -- 

£.Photostat Copy of 	, NOD No.65/8/D/84/54O dtd. 4.4.84 

- 	--- 	- - 
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flfl2x-ure I 

List of witnc: by whom the At±±C 1 e of Charge framed 

agait 5.K.K Slngh, A.E. are proposed to be sustained:_ 

1. Sh.K.V.Ch.Rama Rao, Executive Engineer (v) III,CpvD,New DeihL 

A.A. 

g ' 
- 	C? 

l 

/ 

h --- 	 -- 	 - 

.,. --- 
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cIIAI'rEH 9 

I 	Proc€ediñgs after Retiren - ent. 

Disci;linary proceedings initiated while an oflicer was in service 
should be deemed to be proceci.i,s u ider Ruk ? of the Central Civil Ser-
vices (Pension) Rules, 1972, after his retirement and should be continued 
and concluded under the provision of that rule. In such a case, the func-
tion of the disciplinary authority is only to reach a finding on the charges 
arld to submit a report recording its findings to the Government. It is then 
for the Government to consider the findings and take a final decision under 
Rule 9 of CCS (Pension) Rules, If as a result of such consideration in consultation with the Commission, it is decided to pass an order under 
Rule 9, necessary orders will be issued in the name of the President. This 
proccdure will also appl to a case where the President functions as the Disciplinary Authority. 

Disciplinary Proceedings can be initiated against a retired officer in 
the manner provided in Rule9 for the purpose of withholding or withdraw. 
ing a pension or any part of it either permanently or for a specified period 
and also for ordering recovery from pension and/or Gratuity of the v,hole 
or a part of any pecuniary loss sustained by the Government on account 
of the negligence of the retired officer. Such orders can also be passed 
under that rule and in the manner provided therein, if the Pensioner is 
found guilty of grave misconduct or negligence during the period of ser-
vice, including service rendered upon re-employment after retirement. 

Where 
any departmental or judicial proceeding is instituted under 

Rule 9 or where a departmeaj proceeding is continued under that rule, 
the retired officer should be granted a provisional pension in accordance 
with the provision of Rule 69 of the CCS (Pension) Rules, 1972. 

I RulcI 136 to 138 of P. & T. Manual, Vol. III. I 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA'S INSTRUCTIONS 

(1) Right of President to withhold or withdraw ptnsion.— I 
- The Pr!esident reserves to himself the right of withholding a pen.ion or gratuity, 

.orj both, either in full or in part, or withdrawing a pensicn either in full or, part,. whether permanently or for a specified period, ar'd of ordering recovery from a pension or gratuity of the whole or part of any Pecuniary loss caused to the Government, if, in any departmental or judicial pro-
ceeding, the Pensioner is found guilty of grave misconduct o negligence 
during the period of his service, including service rcndere1 upon re-
employment after retirement: 

• 	:, 

ILI 	
AFCI i ~ ;.J I 

 

(liii tile Ujoii I'nttli 	Ui\ i,ç (. 	 .h:i 	'c 
beforc ally 1111,11 urthi s ai e passed 

	

Provid,.d IurLli1 
hat where 3 parc 	f.;:ti: 	

or 
drawn, lie arllo11 Ofhi t)CltSlon shall 	liUtL 
of rupe5 three 	

c 
 hi u icjred and severity. fC per i: 

	

2. (a) 
The dcp.ir(:nciiiaj P(oCdiiis 

	fc:: 	cc :c sub.rI e  (I), ii 
stit11Ccd 	Inl the Go'crin 

	

,c; 	
In \f\ cc before h i rc(itc 	1 or dtirin. hi  ft 	

ll, alter 
c final re(ireiite11t of th 	 sha e Go. cr:n;.in SC;\1l 

he deemed to 
be PfOCdiitgS 

under this rule and Sli,:Ij be COIitijli,.d 3d con-cluded by th authority by whiji hcy erL colic:: neC n the 

	

same manner as if lte Govern,.1..1,. 	cr situ i.ij 	ilI:Iii,.; 
service 

	

Provided that 
where the depart,,1., 	

:':e itt it' b• 
j 	an authoI1, subordiittc to the 

Presid. :s:;:,. ShaH Submit a 
report recording its fiIidi,i 	to thc Prj. sr (b) 

 Tile dep;(rt,nent.ii proceedii 
	

vitile 
Governr, c , it  Sc 	scr .v 	

v:hc: hcfor Irk ttir. 

shall not he insti( wed sav' 	di 	S5ttlçi 	of the 

rieiit or durin g  Itis 

Presider1 

shall not 
be in respect of any c\cn, 'hjdi oo 

	ia 
than four years bcfo1 such i:i: :r igt 	nd 
shall he conducted by ssich 3Ut1O, 	

and in su-t PlaCe as the Presid-11 may direct and • 	
procedure applicable 	dcpari,ii.ni.it  f)(Occ hugs in

cc  
ait Or'Jcr of disrrdc5.11 (miii set. 

ice coal,! be trade 

4 	
reIn ion (o t lie Govert,1111 .scriii dijt 

iiig 1ii Set CiCC 
•-> '° 	

'3 Deleted 
4s 

In the case of Gover,ttl((.,1( 
SCf3iit who has ILilied on attaining 

- 	 'the age of s uperannuatio n  or otherisc and g3isi who,,t any depart. 

	

mental Of 
judicial Proceewitgs are 

Iflstituted or 	
btcrc departfllc()(al pro- ceed5 are Continued under sub.ruje (2), a provisi0j1j 

PenSiOtt as pro-
vided in Rule 69 shall be sanctjJne(l 

Where the President decides not to  but orders recovery 
of pecuniary loss fro

w ithhold or Withdraw   Cti5iOtt 
m   pension   lie   recoer.   slrrill   not Ordinarily be made   at   a rate CXccediiig   

Orii'.t   hi, u   of   le )CriSjO, 
bie   on   the date of retireme n t   of   a   G0  er:lrieii 

ii 
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j f  j4 of IndL, 
DitCCtCLte 	

Work3, CentL-31 	b11 t;or 	CJ:a ment Vjcja, 	
UnIt, Ninnan flha tJe.i 
Delhi - 110 Oh. 

(2_ 

io .L/1 l/U-vsi 
N(- :' 	 r u 	 -. 

	

W ej-1 	L 'P - 
I 	E'bprj1 1994 

;h.xJ( .SiI1h 
CtL. No. 536-h, 

.$ector 3, 
R .1<. Puram, 

022. 

Please refer to your, 
letter No. Nil dated 21.3.94  that •3re ajlab1e 

in this Unit and 	sed 	
The 	C ds 

on whiCh the charges a 
cropoe to be proved were already 

ShOII  -calu 	 to you at the 	of i of Your exp1aj0 	
Preliry Stage. 

It Should be POSSible fo you 
t0 deny 

or accept 
the Charges on this basi.s .  

Y0 
may Send Your requjsi10 for more recot-ds 

	
ui for 

your detailed Subm 	 sb5e iS10fljf SO 
re,qu 

(3 -. Superiflj 	
flaifleer(Vj) - 

' 	 - 	 -- C.
,c•4I 

C- 	 '0 

.. 

C 
1-- 

• 	

- 	 _ 

_______ 
— -- - - • - -.- - 

en 
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Cc) 	 Lt  LLJ 

Al 
I: 	

Ncqd. 

L7iai 

NO. 
Directorate Generjl of ;or) 

02 11tra1 Public wor<s Departrnrit 
( Vigilance unit ) 

**** ** 

New Delhi-, oated the 

OFFICE MEMORA-NDUM 

inquiry against ShrI K.K.Singh, 
Engineer (C) Retd. 	 ASstt.  

HI 7  
(\i 

/iDec.1994 

- .........with refrnce to Your letter 
NO. NIL dated 2/12/94 on the above mentioned subject, your attention is drawn 

to this office letter uo. 13/11/88_i dated 26.-4....94 
copy enclosed) wherein you have been requ2st:ed to accept or deny the charges level1e3 against 

you vick chargesheeted  dated 2.4-2-94, at this stage. Out the same i;sti1i awaited. please convey the same irnIrdiately otherwise t:he proceedings will he started as per Rules. 

End : AS mentioned above 

C Hardipener Siogh 
Engineer Officer (D) I. 

TO 

Shri K.K. Singh, . 
ASstt. Engineer (Retired), . 	. • 	/o Rev. A. Xhapudang, 	.- ••. 	

1 St. John 's Church --eompowd, 	- 
• 	House No. 404, thra-u1j, 

New Delhi-110030 	 - 
-. 

• 	•• 	. 	 - 	

-. 0 	
0* 

00 

Cie,
_____ 	 - •:T 	 - 	 •• 	 .. 
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/ 	
jdent1al 

1 1/ 	 ro, 1/1/94-vs.I1 

/ 	
1)jrctorate General of wok 

/ 	
centCal public works DepaLLIflt 

( vigi1JflCe Unit ) 

a 

NCW e1h1, Catea the 	jan.,1995 

TO 

Shri K.K. 
Acstt. 
do ReV. 
t.John 'S 

ijouse NO. 
jcwEe1hi 

singh, 
td. 

A. yJ-puoang, 
Church compound, 
404, Mhrauli, 

subject 	Dep 	
again3t Shri ,K.SLflghI Ass tt. 

Engineer(C) RCtd., CPWD. 

sir, 

Kindly reter to yournegd. A.D. Letter bearing NO. NIL 

J/J 	
dated 4-1-1995 regrd1nc above noted subject. your kind 
attention is drawn to RUl 14(4) of Central Civil services 

(1a:3sifiCati0fls 	
ntr0l & Appeal) Rules, 1965 a ccording O 

which a 
copy of the articles of charge, the statement of the 

J 

	

	
putat ions of miscdndUCt or misbehaviour and a list of 

documentS & witnesses by which each articie of chargeS is 

._proposed to; be usalned. have already been delivered to you 
vide MemO. No. 13/11/88-VS.I dated 24-2-1994 and you 

	were 

required to suit_Withth 10 days of the receipt of - the said 

tmo. a wrItten statement of your defence and to state whether 

you 	were desired to be {eard in person. 	
very detailed 

and elaborate statement of defence m-ay not. be  necessary at 

this stage but only an opportufliLY haS been given regaraing 
adniSSlOn or aenial of your guilt. For a.Omitting cr denying 
the guilt no inspection of aocuments is necessary. However, 

if—so desired IOU. 
may inspect- th& listed aocurnentS in the 	- 

of±ic& of Engineer ofticer(D)I, C.P.W.D;, vigilance 	
its Nirman 

' 	
haan1 NewDelfli on9-2-199S atU3Pj1rS. please note that 

--  
- 	

'statement of defence and the statement 
in case your written  
whether you desire to be heard in perSOfl is not received within 

10 days thereafter, the Same will be tahen as dehial of articles --
he 

of harge5 çn 	
uc part and further necessary actionwill 

ttakn as per rules. 	
- 

- 	 you may plca 	
rote that the cepartmena1 proceeeifl5 

jou be tore your retIrement frcm Gov ek 
 CS 

--a 	deemed to be proceedings under gule 9(2) (a) of 
Rules, 1972 after your fn1 reticemeflt on 28_2_1994 	shalL - 

and concludedflt 	samc mafr. - 

- 	- 	

-- 

f;ifHll" 
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No. C-13012/4/99-AvI 
Government of India 

Ministry of Urban Development 
(Shahari Vikas Mantralaya) 

New Delhi, dated May 5 r 
I 	 ORDER 

2000 

Shri K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer (Civil), CPWD was 
charge-sheeted under Rule 14 of CCS (CC&A) Rules, 1965 i1e 
DG(W), CPWD Memo. No. 13/11/88-\/SI dated 23/24.2.1994 and 
he was called upon to answer the following articles of charge: 

"That the said Shri K.K. Singh, while functioning as Assistant 
Engineer in Manipur Central Sub-Divn., under Manipur Central 
Division, CPWD, Imphal, got executed the work of 'C/o 2 Nos. Type 
IV Qtrs. at C.A. Imphal, including internal sanitary and 
W/s installations from 28.3.83 onwards during which he committed 
serious irregularities as follows:- 

Article I 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shn K.K. Singh, failed to ensure 
maintenance of cement register in proper shape. 

ArtIcle II 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K. Singh, failed In exerdslng his 
weekly checks on the balance of cement in cement register. 

Article III 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
,'foresaid office, the said Shri K.K. Singh, signed the indents for 

cement and steel which were in excess of and much in advance of 
requirement which finally resulted in loss to the Government. 

Article IV 
•' . 	

0 Ito!
That dunrig the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 0 	

•j 	Cs' 
ç foresaid office, the said Shri K.K. Singh, failed to propose full 
recovery of the materials issued in each R.A. Bill even though he 
did not indicate in the bills that certain items involving use of 
cement and steel were left unmeasured. 

•0 
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ArtIcIej 

That during the aforesaid period and while functioning in the 
aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K. Singh, failed to get balance 
materials returned from the contractor. Shri K.K. Singh, also failed 
to report the matter about removal of departmental stores by the 
contractor to police authorities as well as to his higher officers. On 
account of these lapses on the part of Shri K.K. Singh, A.E., the 
Government had incurred a loss of Rs. 48,957.30. 

Shri K.K. Singh, thus failed to maintain absolute integrity and 
exhibited lack of devotion to duty and contravened Rules 3(1)(i) & 
3(1)00 of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

2. 	Shri K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer (C) (Retd.) denied the 
charges Yidt his statement of defence dated 15.2.1995 and 
accordingly, Shri Anant Ram, S.E. (Inquiries) of CPWD was 
appointed as the Inquiry Officer vIde Order dated 15.3.1995. Due 
to non-availability of Shri Anant Ram, Shri R.D. Aggarwal, S.E. 
(Inquiry) was appointed as Inquiry Officer vide Order dated 
13.12.1995. The Inquiry Officer submitted his report dated 
27.10.1998 in which he held article I of the charge as proved and 
articles II, III, IV & V of the charge as partially proved against Shri 
K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer. 

As per Government of India's Instructions below Rule 15 of 
the CCS (CC&A) Rules, 1965, a copy of the inquiry report was 
forwarded to Shri K.K. Slngh, Assistant Engineer (Elect.) 

uJd 
0GW, CPWD letter No. 1/5/94-VS-Il dated 2.12.98. Sh. K.K. Singh, 
AE (C) (Retd.) submifted his representation dated 19.12.1998 
against the findings of the Inquiry Officer. 

The President considered the Inquiry Report, the 
representation of the Charged Officer against the findings of the 
Inquiry Officer and provisionally decided to hold article I as proved 
and articles II, III, IV & V of the charge as partially proved against 
Shri K.K. Singh, Assistant Engineer and took a tentative decision for 
imposition of suitable penalty under pension rules to recover the 
one third of total loss of Rs. 48 1 957.30 caused to the Govt. against 
Shri K.K. Singh, AE(C) (Retd.) and referred the matter to the UPSC 
for their advice about the q antum of penalty that would be 
imposed upon him. 

•sc 	i1 

•c 	;co 
• 	tst.• 

t) 
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3 . 	5. 	
The Union Public Service Commission, Yidg their letter 

NoF.3/330,/99SI dated April 6, 2000 have advised that the ends of 
justice would be met if a penalty of 10% cut in pension for a period 
of five years is imposed on Shri K.K. Singh, Asstt. Engineer 
(Retired), CPWD. 

6. 	
The President has Considered the advice of the UPSC 

vis-a-vis the records of the case and has come to the conclujo 
that ends of justice would be met if a penalty of 10% cut in 
pension for a period of five years is imposed on Shri K.K. Singh, 
Asstt. Engineer (Retired), CPWD, as advised by the UPSC. The 
President orders accordingly. 

/ 
A copy of the UPSC's advice contained in their letter 

No. F.3/330/9 9-SI dated April 6, 2000 is enclosed. 

By order and in the name of the President. 

(S,N. GUPTA) 
UNDER SECRETARY TO THE GOVT. OF INDIA 

To 

Shri K.K. Slngh, 	
Through, DGW, CPWD 

Assistant Engineer (Retired), 	[Shri J.M. Raj, CE (Vig.)], CPWD 	
Nirman Bhawan, 
Jew Delhi. 
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El CONFIDENTIAL I 
i/33o/9iFz 

- 

The Secretary to the Govt. of India, 
Ministry of Urban Development, 
(Shaharj Vik&s Mantralaya) 
(G 

Attn :— 	
Shri S.C. Sharrn, Dy. Chief Vigilance Officer 

Sub 	Depa.rtrnental inquiry against Shri 1<. 
(.  Assistant Singh, 

 
Engine 	(C) 	(Retd.), CPWD 

Sir, 
It 

I 	am 	directed 	to 	refer 	to 	your 	letter 	No. 	C- l 3 Ol2/4/99_AVI 	dt. 	18 .11.1999 

fr 

on the subject mentioned above and to Convey the advice of the Commission 
as under 	:- 

2. 	Vjde Memo No. 	13 rule 	14 	of 	CCS 	
/11/88-VSI 	dt. 	24 .2.3.994, 	issued under (CC&A) 	Rules 	1965, 	ShrI 	KJ,. 	Singh, 	Assistant 

Engineer) 	(C) (Retd.), CPWD 	was 	called 	upon  following article of charge. 	 to 	answer 	the  

	

That 	the 	said 	Shri 	K.K. 	Singh, 	while 	functioning 	as 

	

Assistant 	Engineer 	in 	Manipur Central 	Sub-Division, 	under 
Manipur 	Central 	D!vn., 	CPWD, 	Imphal, C/o.2 Nos 	 executed 	the work 	of C.A.  type 	iv 	Qtrs. 	at 	

ot 
. 	Irnphal 	Including 	internal sanitary & W/S installations from 2 8.3.1983 onward 	during whi he Committed serious irreguIarj5 lew 
as follows 	:-ç 

IV  

I 

- 	 o 

,1 
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.rtioie-i 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K. 
Singh, failed to ensure maintenance of cement register 
in proper shape. 

Article-h 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
function in the aforesaid office, the said Shr.j 
K.K.Singh, failed in exercising his weekly checks on 
the balance of cement in cement register. 

Artiolo-Il 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said 
Sh.K.K.singh, signed the indents for cement and steel 
which were in / excess of and much in advance of 
requirement which finally resulted in loss to the 
Government. 

Article-I V 

That during the aforesaid period and while 
functioning in the aforesaid office, the said Shri K.K. 
Singh, failed to propose full recovery of the materials 
issued in each R.A. bill even though he did not 
indicate in the bills that certain items involving use 
of cement and steel were left unmeasured. 

Article-V 

That 	during 	the 	aforesaid 	period 	and 	while functioning 	in 	the aforesaid 	office, 	the 	said 	Sh. K.K.Singh, 	failed 	to 
from 

get 	balance 	materials 	returned the 	contractor. Shri 	K.K.S.ingh, 	also 	failed 	to report the matter about 
by the removal of departmental stores 

contractor to police authorities 	as well 	as 	to his higher officers. On account of these lapses on the 
part 	of 	Shri 	K.K. 
incurred 

Singh, 	AE, 	the 	overnment 	had 
a loss of Rs.48,957.30. 

'\v - 
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Shri K.K.Singh, thus failed to maintain absolute 
ntegrity and exhibited lack of devotion to duty and 

contravented Rules 3(1) (i) &3(1) (ii) of CCS Conduct 
Rules 1964. 

3. 	
A statement of imputation of miscoflducL/jfljsbe}aviour 

in support of article of charge framed against the CO was also 
enclosed with the above said memo. 	On denial by the CO of the 
cherges against him, the case was remitted to inquiry. 	The 10 
in his report has found Article-i of the charge as proved and 
Articie-II,III & V 1  as partly proved. 	The 10's report was 
accepted by the DA and a copy was sent to the CO for any 
representation he may wish to make. 	The CO submitted his 
representation on 9.12.1998. 	The Minister, on behalf of the 
President, considered the 10's report, the representation of the 
CO against the findings of the 10 and has provisionally decided 
to hqld Article-I as proved and Article-Il, III & V of the 
Charge, as partially proved. He has also taken a tentative 
decision for imposition of a suitable penalty under the Pension 
Rules to recover 113rd of 

the total loss suffered by Government, 
of Rs. 48,957.30 1  from the CO. The Ministry has sent the case 
to the Commission for advice in this case. 

Since the CO has retired from Government service on 
suornnuajton the proceedings are deemed to have been continued 
under Section 9 of CCS(Pensjon) Rules, 1972. 

The case records have examined in detail by the 
Cniruriissjon. 	As regards the background of the case the 
Commission observe that the CO while functioning as Assistant 
Engineer in Manipur Central Sub-Djvjsjon, under Manipur Central 
Division, CPWD, Imphal, was put in-charge of the work to 
construct 2 Nos. of Type IV quarters at C.A. Imphal including 
the internal sanitary & W/S installations. 	'The contract was 
awarded to one Shri S.Ibochauve Singh, by the Executive Entineer 
on 28.3.1993 with the stipulation that the work would commence 
on 12.4.1983 and be completed in 4 months, by 12.8.1983. 	The 
Contractor failed to complete the work and also removed excess 
nLdcerials, issued to him, from the CPWD Store. 	Several notices 
were served on the Contractor by the Executive Engineer, Manipur 
Central Djvijo, but the contractor failed to either complete 
the work or to return the excess stores issued to him and not 
utilised in the work. The Contractor then apparently abandoned 
the work sometime after 10.11984, i.e. more than a year after he 
was to have completed the work. 	(J\ccordirig to the Chief 
Engier (EZ), CPWD, Calcutta, the work was not 'abandoned...-by 
the Contractor but had to be 'rescinded' at the risk &4ot 
the Contractor) . 	During the arbitration proceed\gs' ibi,s1i ., 
followed in order to recdver the excess materja1s.frâm 	he 

• 	:' 	° 
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.or, the Executive Engineer reported that the following 1 
had been issued to the Contractor and were in excess of 

ieoretica1 requirements of the work done at the time of 
doning the work 

 Cement 	: 12.431 MT 

 Mild Steel: 4.953 MT 

 Tor Steel 	: 0.665 MT 

6.. 1 	No action had been taken by the then EE/AE/JE to 
report the removal of the materials from the site by the 
Contractor at that crucial time when the work was rescinded. 
The Police authorities were also not informed. According to the 
new Executive Engineer in Manipur Central Division, the 
Contractor, all of a sudden, removed the material and abandoned 
the work. Action was apparently initiated against the EE/AE and JE, who were involved at that time. 	This case relates to the 
charges brought against the AE for his role in the matter. 

7. 	The Commission observe that the charge in Article-I is 
that the CO failed to ensure maintenance of Cement Register in 
proper format. 	The CO in his defence submitted that the 
Register produced by the prosecution was a fabricated document. 
The 10 did not accept this argument of the CO and found that the 
Cement Register is genuine as confirmed by Vigilance that this 
Cement Register was received by them from the office of the 
Superintendent Engineer. 	The Commission agree with the' 10 and 
also find that the CO had himself accepted the authenticity of 
this document. The Commission further observe that the document 
i.e. the Cement Register is not in the proper format as 
mentioned in Appendix 18 of the CPWD Manual, Volume-Il. It does 
not contain the entries as required by the Manual. 	Therefore, 
the Commission observe that the CO failed to ensure proper 
maintenance of this Cement Register and hold the charge as 
proved. 

7.1. 	The Commission observe that Articie-I:r accuses the CO 
of failing to exercise stipulated weekly checks on the balance 
of Cement in this Cement Register. 	The CO submitted that he 

.JK cnecked cement and other material and pointed out the shortage. 
The 

iled 
 Commission observe that the 10 has held that the CO had 

to check the balance of the cement in the Cement 
The Commission further observe that in fact, in a 

Z% 7.4.1992 the CO had himself stated that "it was 
7 to exercise weekly or fortniqhtly checks of 

in Cement Register". The Cement Register shows that the 
not check it even once. 	Therefore, the Commission hold 

'th 	harge, as drafted, is proved. 

.s 
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V of Charge, the 
is accused of (a) 
the contractor (b) 

Comrni sion 
failing to 
failing to 

(5J 

As regards the Article-Ill, the Commission observe 
the CO has been charged with signing indents for cement and 

l, in excess and much in advance of the requirement, which 
nally resulted in loss to the Government. 	The CO submitted 

flat no material was issued in bulk and more than the stipulated 
quantity to the contractor. The Commission observe from the 
details given in BA bills that the raaterials have been issued 
much in excess of the anticipated actual requirement and also 
much in advance of actual requirement. Therfore, the 
Commsion hold that the charge levelled against the CO as 
prci. In this connection, the Commission point out that the 
10 has also concluded that there has been an issue of cement in 
excess of requirement of work actually done at site and also 
issec much in advance of actual requirement. He has come to 
the same conclusion with regard to the issue of indents for mild 
steei as well as Tor Steel. He has also added that these 
materials were issued much in advance of the actual requirement 
thereby causing a loss to the Government. 

7.3 	As per Article IV of Charge, the allegation is that 
he Charged Officer failed to propose full recovery of' the 

material issued in each RA bill even though he did not indicated 
that certain iLms lnvoiv.trig the u': of citenL and steel were 
left unmeasured. The Charged Officer denied the Charge and 
submitted that he had recorded certificates that the quantity of 
cement and steel were in safe custody of the contractor and that 
t- he responsibility of recovery of balance material was that of 
the EE. In this regard the Commission observe that as per 
provision of paras 6 & 9 of section 27 of CPWD manual, the issue 
of stores should be regulated and restricted to the actual 
requirements. They also note that PW-1 in his statement has 
clearly stated that it is for the AE to make the proposal to the 
divisional office for payment. A perusal of third RA bill 
reveals that recovery had been made for 19.40 MP Cement whereas 
total quantity issued to the Contractor was 28.00 MT and full 
quantity seems to be gave been consumed as per cement register. 
Therefore, the certificate that balance was in the custody of 
the contractor is not correct. The Charged Officer has not 
furnished any reason for not making recovery of 28 MT cement. 
Regarding mild steel and for steel also, • the Charged Officer has 
not made full recovery and not furnished any reason. Therefore, 
in view of above, the Commission observe that the Charge that 

\? 	the Charged Officer failed to propose full recovery of material 
in each RA bill, is proved. 

As regards the Articles 
that the Charged Officer 

- .--t ba1qmateria1 returned from 
\' 	 a• • 
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_rt the matter about. removal of departmental stores by the 
ntracor to police authorities as well as to his higher 

)LJ:.cers. The prosecution has alleged that the Charged Officer 
did not take back the quantity of material shown as balance in 
the third bill in spite of instruction issued by the EE and has 
e Charged Officer followed these jngtrucions, there would 

have_ been no materials with the contractor for removal from the 

site h-1 1r, 
and loss sustained to the government could have been 

avoided. The Charged Officer has submitted that the contractor, 
all of a sudden, abandoned the work and removed the material, 
ws, there was no surplus material at site to be taken over. 

However, the Commission observe that the contractor had removed 
the material after the Charged Officer, had left the post. The 
Charged Officer in his letter dated 7.4.1992 admitted that the 
material brought at site was less than the quantity issued from 
the store. It shows that the material was short from the very 
beginning and did not reach the site in its full quantity. The 
same was probably removed on the way before it reached the site. 
The Commission observe that the Charged Officer did, in fact, 
inform the EE about the shortages but he did not take any action 

• against the contractor nor did he report the matter to the 
police. In, view of above, the Commission observe that the charge 
is partly proved to the extent that the Charged Officer failed 
cfollow the instruction of the EE and take back excess 

• quantity of material and that he failed to report the matter 
above the removal of departmental by the contractor to police 

authorities. 

7.5. 	To sum up,the Commission hold Articles I to IV of the 

I
charges levelled against the CO as proved and Article-V as 

I 	
partially proved. The Commission observe that the CO has clearly 

I 	
been guilty of negligence in this case but the Commission also 
note that there are mitigating factors such as insurgency, which 
was plaguing the area at that time thereby perhaps affecting 
regular checks etc. Nevertheless, there is no doubt, that had 
the CO been more meticulous in maintaining the Cement Register 

I .  
and in making weekly and fortnightly visil:s, he would haie been 
able to spot the discrepancies which eventually came to light. 
However, the most serious charge, the Commission observe, which 
is proved, is the issue of material to the contractor much in 
excess and much in advance of the theoretical requirements. The 
Commission notice that had the CO not signed these indents, the 

/ontractor would not have been able to decami? with such large 
UflOUIILS 	of 	ii1:t:ii:ia.L, 	c:tus.Lw.j 	I ()::' 	.1) 	t.h 	)VrlIWL . 	Th 

Comthisiofl further note that the other charges ate of procedural 

lap 	and the CO could have been treated more leniently, had 

	

4..... 	t.h?y been the only ones against him. 

	

. 	

•. 

¼ 	• 	In the light of their findings as discussed above and 
taking into account all other aspect relevant to the case, 

I 



: 	jSSi0fl 
consider that the ends of justice would be met 

ifl 

case if a penaltY of 10% cut in PensiOfl for a period 
• of 

years is imposed on Shri K.K. Sinqh. 
	

Since no malafides have 

been charged or provedi his gratuitY should be released. 
	They 

adviSe 50cordinqly 

The case along with all records is returned herewith. 
9.  
Their receipt may kingly be 	

owledged. 

Ii 

:!Q. 
case may 
records. 

copy of the orders passed by he MinistrY in this 

please be endorsed for CorimiSS10fl' 	
perusal and 

yours faithfullY 

(J.IC blehra) 
Under SecretY 

Union p1lic Service 
c0tKtdSSj0 

Tele 	3070820 

End- :- 

Case records as per list attached.  

Tw.ospare copi.eB of this .Letter. 
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h\vAMy.s_Cc.s.(cctES 	
(RULE 9 	 RULE 29-Al 	 REVIEW 

'112 A he UnIOn 	U 	 - 

i 	how-cause UOtICCS were consIdCr anu 
	 1 	 for example. in a case where the penally of rovy 	 bw ubsc- 

also consulted, wlterevcr.ncccssary. c ore 	 - 	 quentiy it is found that no lOSS has been ci ;nned h lI. depar IllIcIt. 

PublIC c - 	- -------,4i ..na1tiCS. 	
Rule 127 of P. & r. Manual, Vol. III. I 

impoStti0 1  01 enn1'- 1 	•---- 

II is clarified (lInt 11% 
C. 	or the kind ,entioned in the preceding 

paragraPh. it is not appropriate to set 
nsidc/CtI 

thc penaltY altc;idy 

imposed on the Government seaat5, mbre so when the revising authorhY 

i hc President, as, tr1ctlY speaking, canceUati0r ofjthe penaltY, if done 

in the name of the Prcidcflt, 
amountS to modification by the President 

of the earlier order of or whIch prior 
the subordinate authoritY, f 	 nder Regula 

tion with 
the 

 Union Public ServiC Commission is necesSarY u  

5(1) (c) 
of heUSC(Emption from Consultation) Regulations. 

1958. The correct procedure in such cases will, therefore, be to take ac 
tioh in accordance with the first proviso to Rule' 29 (1) of the CCS(CC 

Rules, 1965, 	

g/sctt%fl aside the order of the subordinate 

authoritY. It is only at the final stage when orders' arc issued odifyiflg 
the original penaltY, that it would be necessarY to set aside the original 

order of penatY. 
O.M. No. 39/2/E 	

tA), dated the 14th May. 1968.1 

(6) 1los1 
to reckon the period of revision of six monthS.00 

to Rule 29 (1) (v) n appellate autho
n a period of six months 

rity may withi 
of the date of the ótder proposcd to be revised call for the records of any 

- enquirY at any time either on his own motion or otherViSe and revise any 

• order dade under these rules. In D.G., P. &T., Letter No. l5/lO/6" 

dated the 22nd May, l96 
(not prin1e 

it was stated that the appellate 

/ authOritY, calling for the relevant records of the case with a view to revis- 

ç 	

jog an orcr already passed within six months,0t the dae of the order 
to be revised would be acting well within this time.limit. It has now become 
necessarY, however, to revise this order in view of a recent judgment of 

- -a High Court. ccordinglY. t is hereby clarified that it will be incumbent 

k v upon 
 the appcllate authority to make a spccific mention of the fact that 

it proposCS to revise the order already passed, when calling for the paperS. 
In other words, the appellate authority should clearly indicate in the order 

Sa\1ifl for th records of the case that it proposes to revise the order and 

$ 	
° t 	 hS 

onfleCti0 the papers are being called for. At the same time 

. 	
c Covenment servant should also be informed that the appellate authO- 

ç 	

rIt proposes to revise the order. It is necessary to ensure that the inten- 

uj 

	

	
of the appellate authority to reviSC the orders in this way is conveYe 

all concerned within the stipulated period 
df six months from the date 

1 	
of the order proposed to be revised. 

(0.0.. P. & ft.. Letter No. 611/72.0i5c 1, dated the 7tb July. 1912-  1 

(1) R e mapdiflg ease 
for reviibfl penaltY .The President or the 

p & T Board is competent to remand a case to the disciplinary authority 

under Rule 29 of 
th Central Civil Services (Classification. Control and 

Appeal) Rules, 1965, for 
r
evising the penalty imposed on an empl0YeC ,  

if such a revision i necessitated under some peculiar circUmsta0s. as 

OKO 

(8) 1JPS( CIIflcIIlIiIIiUfl lUll nt-ccss,lr\ fur ruuiuluuiiIit  

1,011 with tile Ul'SC is Itul itcecss:Ity vi,ei, rue ltc\Ilciii ct ,iide dkei1rii-

nary proceedings for non-compliance ui Ar tiele 311 ui the Constitution 
and remands the case back io the appropriate authorIty for proper disposal 
in accordance s:th the rules. 

Rule 128 of P. & T. Manual, Vol. III. 

	

- 	
(9) Effect of sett'ing uside of apelia1t' order —Au apeilatc order 

replaces the punishment order. Accordingly, if an appellate order is set 
'aside lot procedural dciccts, the punishinciut order ' Ii also siritultarteOuSlY 

stand quashed. In such a CLSC, it should, til.'ueIorL'. he reeess:uty to ,ntttaic 

de novo proceedings :lgirrst the COIIceu 'ted uI, I 

Rule 129 of P. & T. Mnuai. Vol. Ill. 

l  29-A. Review - 
• 	

-  The Presideni niu - , at un) time, ciii,er ott Pb rrssri 11011011 or other-

wise review any order passed under these rules, NOivn any new ,niilcrial 
or evidence which could not be produced or as riot as :,ilabie at the Pine 

of passing the order udcr rv,yicw urid which ht:i the tIled of cliaurini. 
the nature of the case, has come, or has been brouhl , ( 0 his 0011CC 

Provided that no order imposing or erihtttueirrt auly penally shall 1.1. 

made by the Presideni unless the Goverttrrteril sr' alit concerned has hee: 
given a reasonabk opportunity of mtiLing a represetilaliun a1aiuisl lii 

	

I 	penalty proposed or sstiei - c it IS proposcd to iii pue air :, of I lie innjo- 

penalties specified in Rule 11 or to enhruirce lire rtirrtoe penalty iut1I)OSCC 

by the order sought to be revic wed to tins of (ic irtijut penal ties and 
an enquiry under Rule 14 has not ulread) bccii lucid icr the case, no Sod 
penalty shall be imposed xccpt alter irrqoirilrg icr liii' ,rr:,lrrlQt hiid doss 

	

• 	in Rule 14, subjci to the provisions of Rule 19, arrd c\eept after COO 
sullation sith the Cormirirission t'hcrc Suldil cii,it,Italuiiri IS necessary. 

(;()vEiMEr OF 1l)i.\S il tt;(:llu.' 

(I) l'rcsidcnrt's Icusser of 	 1 1, olvilcd to 	oiifi,: 

tion of even number, dated the Grit Aousl, I 9S I - autuctiding We 29c 
the CCS (CC,\) Rules, 1965, and introducung Rule 29A iIuerein.-1 
amendment has been necessitated by the jocigrirdulI of the Delhi I hi.h Cot: 
in the case of Shri R.K. Gupta v. Uiuioir of Iurdu:u md :muwtht (Cisil\V 1  

Petitions Nos. 196 of 198 arc! 322 o( 1979—   19Yi, Vol. 26.  

in which th h- e High Court has held that tinder 	uile 2)  tir Ire CCS (CC: 

Rules,_1965— 

I. inserted 	CiC G L. Ni i IA . NIrm,t,e.Iho. ,  I II:  ',''H•-, 	 he 

AuuSr. 1981. 

CCA—S 
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4 14•i • 	 SWAMYS—C.CS. (C.C.A.) RULES 	

,• 	
RULE 30 	

o 
 

• • 	• 	

j''''k• 

- 	: 	the President has power to revicw any order udder th CCS 	 , 	. 
•.Tis question has Since benrisjdcrcd that whtevcr • 

ii, FIicer is 

	

4 (2) theaforsajd poer of revkw is in the natrc of revisioaary 	
,a document, he should record all the facts vihin uk kno ledge which . 

• . 	 (CCA) Rules, 1965, including an order of exoneration, and 	
satisfltd that a subordinate is wilfully cvadr1Q thc 	v !edIIIcIlI UI ' 1 	power and not in the nature of reviewing ne's own order. 	 . lead him to this conclusion on the fik, and 

lav&) dOIl(' o, he (fOCUiit11 

- 	 • 	 . 

should be sent to tile of1cjal conecrned by Rcgstcrcd 
!4I 	Ak'IowIe(I. 

	

The matter has bccii examined in consuttation iili the Ministry of Low 	
ment Due at the last know, address of Ule ciiiployee. If the document 

	

who have observed that the judgment of the Delhi High Court would 	
sent by Registered Post , .AckI)o\vlcdgcn)cr)t Duc, is hOt aCCCl)(Cd by the 

	

indicate that the President canot exercise his revisionary powers in a case 	 . 	
addressee and is rcturr cd by th e Post Office to tile sciidcr, further aCtion 

	

in which the power had already bean exercised after full consideration of 	 • . 	
may be taken as if the document has been served and due notice has been 

	

the facts and circumstances of the case. There is, however,noobjection 	
given to the employee CoflCcrncd to providing for a review by the President of an order passed by him earlier 

	

in revision if some new factor material having the nature of changing 	 . 	
It may also be impressed on all the employees tt if any one fails the entire complexion of the 	 ha 

	

case comes to his notice later.Accordingly, 	 ; 	to turn up to accept a document intended for him, when required to do 

	

Rule 29 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, has been amended to make it 	 so, 
ë is liable to be treated as absent from duty without leav 	will. e and 

	

clear that the power availableunder that rule is the power of revision and 	 I 	süfferall the consequences of such absence. 	 •

o depu . 

• . 

e an -  

• 

	

a new rule, Rule 29-A, has been introduced specifying the powers of the 	 - 	

In a rare case where it may he absolutely necessary 

	

President to make a review of-any order passed earlier, including an order 	

omcial for delivering a document at the residence of an employee, a Gazct. 

	

passed in revision under Rule 29, when any new fact or material which 	
, 	

ted Officer should, in no case, be deputed for this purpose, and an 

	

has the effect of changing te nature of hc case comes to his notice. It 	

official, not higher in rank han Inspector of Post Ofrtces/Tow,t l:Ispcctor/ 

	

may also be noted that while the President and other authorities 	
I 	

Phones Inspector, etc,, be deputed for this purpose, if necessary 
erhinierated in' Rule 29of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, exercise the power 

	

of revision under that rule, the power of revicw under Rule 29-A is vested 	 : 	- 	1 4D.G., P. & T, Lciiet No. IOI/t/6y.Sf) 	Auusi, t9(jS. J 	 - 4 

	

in the.Prcsidcnt only and, not in any othcrauthority, Vith the amend- 	 çt 
3I Power to 

relax time-limit and to condone delay 	- -' - 

	

ment of Rule 29 and the intrbduction of Rule 29-A, the heading of Part 	 ' 	 . 

	

ylijI of the CCS (CCA) RuIc 1965, has also bcn apprriae!y changed 	
- 	

(ènt nder these rules to make any order may, for good and sufficient 

- 	Save 
as otherwise expressly provided in iltc rules, (lie auliority coffi. 

• a 	vision and Rvic:' 	 - 	. 	

or if sufficietit cause 	shown, extend the time sjjfled in ihc 	le :,. 

	

(-.l•. M.ILA., 0cM. No. 11Oi21/8O.Ei. (A), dated the 3dSepicmbe 1981. 1 
	fOfl hing required to be done under these 	Ies or condone 0 Y delay. 

	

I 	• 	PART ix 	
32. Supply of copy of Commission'5 advice  

/ 	 4 	•, 

	

MISCELLANEOUS 	- 	- 	, 
• 	 Vhenever 

(he Commission is Consulted us provided in these rules 
- 4 . 
	 I ' 	• 	 • 	 ' 	• 	

* copy of 
the advice by the Commission and where such iitl'-I 	lIit.S not 

- 30 Service of ordes,hotkes etc. 	

. n 'a 	 p(. Eve order, notice 	d other proc 	made or issued un 	 ce, shall be 
furnished to the G0VL•rntnent Servant concerned along with 

	

been:accepted also a brief slutiii( of the reuslis fur such Itun.acec
der these 	1es 	

.opy of the order passed in the case, by the authority making the order. shall be served In personon'the Government servant concerned.or com- 
municated to him by reistéred post. 	• 	

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA'S lNsTluCTION 

(1) Copy of advice by UPSC to be given to Gover.nmeiii servunt.- 

	

GOVERNME1 	OF INDIA'S !NTRUON 	

Rlé 32 lays down inter a/ia that a Copy of the advice given by bc UniOn ; 

	

(1) ServIce of ordcrs:at csldcnce of sub1naie saff 1 noi to be made 	
Public Service Commission shuId he furnished o the CoCri)ment scr - 

	

by Gazetted Of1icers.—1 hs cometo the ndtice of the Dlreclor.General 	
vant concerned. It has been decided, in consultationi with the Commis.-' . 

	

that in certain cases Gazened Offlers have gon&to the rsidence of sub- 	
ionthat henceforth the Commission should furnish two sparecopics 

	

QrinaIe smff with a vicwtoserve orders, notices. etc., which the officials 	
\áonzith the original advice letter iii each case 	 . 

,vee trying to avoid for on 'e1reasonr the other. The Director-General 

	

siders that the prackè f deputing Gazetted Officers,to serve such 	 M.H.A., OM. No. F. ?)/19/60.Lm. (0), dicd he 29th Dembcj (964.1 
I• 

	

'InOices/orders on subordinate staff lat the latter's residence is highly 	 t3 Transitory Provisions 
6tt6nab1e, besides beg embarassing tothe GazEtted Officert 

	
and from the COflhIflCt1Ciiitil of thc rutcs uind tijitil the publka. -- 

.concerned. - 	 - 

C- 	- 	
- : 	 -• 

e 	two of - the ScheJules under these rules, th 	hcnj e Scu)es (II the CcnirahCftiI .' . 	. 

	

- 	 . 	

- 
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/•:' " 	 Govt. of N.C.T. Delhi 
OFFICE OF THE PY AND ACCOUNTS OFFICER No. XU. 

f . 	

. A.G.C.R. Building : 1st Floor New Dlhi 

No F. 8 (Pen)/PAO XJ/ 
	

Dated 

To. 

The Piy and Accounts OIfic9rs, 

Cenuai Pension Accounting Office. 

TniKool II Coniplcx, 

kji C,ima Place 

New Delhi - I 10066 

Sub :- Forward!rt of Pension PaymQnt Order. 

Sir. 

Aponsio payment order whose detiiils are given below in favour of 

Sb )  ..................................... ... . . 

on ......... . . .. .. .. ..... . .... . .......... .........  is forwarded herewith for irran.n 	necassary pyg: 

DETAILS 

1 Pension pa y ment order No . 67305-9- 	)t\. LI li 1) 

2 Cateqory of Pension 

3 Original nension 

4 Pension cornniutted 

5 Reduced pension 

6 Commutation Value 

7 DeathJRelIreiient!Grat. 

8 Family Pension 

Enhanced Pension 

Ordinary Pension 

9 Name of the Bank and Account Number 

C.. 	 . \f. 
) 

- qc1 

-Copy fo:d to:- 

- 1 	long with Servic2 Book and leave account. 

IV  

Suporanritiatli 

... t• . 

- ............ 

As................................................ 

Rs 

- 

.. 	 . 

1 	
4c 

Yours feithfu[ly.— 	
p 

PAY A<6 ACCOUNTS OFFICER Z XII 

- 	 ,c0 
1T' 

• ...............- --.-- 

(Pay and Accounts Offlcer-XIl) 


