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B IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

LA GUWAHATI BENCH

Original Application No.413 of 2000
With

Original Application No0.309 of 2001

Date of decision: This the 27th September 2001

The Hon'ble Mr Justice D.N. Chowdhury, Vice-Chairman

The Hon'ble Mr K.K. Sharma, Administrative Member

0.A4.No.413/2000

Shri Achhar Singh
Kendriya Vidyalaya, Dinjan, :
District- Dibrugarh, Assam. . eeseec Applicant

By Advocates Mr J.L. Sarkar, Mr N. Choudhury and
Mrs S. Deka. -

-~ versus -

1. The Union of India, through the
‘Secretary to the Government of India,

Ministry of Human“Resource Development,
New Delhi.

2. The Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan, represented by the
Secretary-cum-Deputy Com missioner,
‘Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan,
New Delhi.

3. 'The Com missioner,
Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan
(Vigilance Section),
New Delhi.

4. Dr E. Prabhakar,
Ex. E.O., KVS (G.P,), .

And at present E.O., KVS (HQ),
New Delhi,

5. Mr S. Vijay Kumar,
Ex E.0. KVS (G.P.),
At present (E.O.)
Vigilance, KVS (H.Q.),
New Delhi, .
6. The Chairman,
Vidyalaya Management Com mittee, Dinjan,
District~ Dibrugarh, C/o 99 APO. «seeseRESpOndents

By Advocate Mr S. Sarma,

* 0.A.No0.309/2001

Shri Achhar Singh,
Dinjan, Assam. «ssses Applicant

By Advocates M}: J.L. Sarkar & Mr A. Chakraborty.

- versus -

P



Ad

1. The Union of India, represented by the
Secretary to the Government of India,

Ministry of Human Resource Development,
New Delhi.

2. The Vice-Chairman,
Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan,
New Delhi. .

3. The Com missioner,
Kendriya ,Vidyalaya Sangathan,

New Delhi, ' ... RESpONdents

By Advocate Mr S. Sarma.

O RDER(ORAL)

CHOWDHURY. J. (V.C)

!

Both the applications are irelated:s “and .accordingly |theyi’.c

were taken up together for hearing. In 0.A.No.413 of 2000 the legitimacy

of the imposition of penalty of dismissal from service vide order dated

3.11.2000 by the Com missioner, Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan is challenged

and in 0.A.N0.309 of 2001 the order of Appellate Authority dated 11

.4.2001

upholding. the order of dismissal is under challenge. The basic facts

relevant for the purpose of adjudication are summed up below:

The applicant initially joined the Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan

(KYS for short) as a Primary Teacher on 23.2.1979. In the year 1981,

he was selected as Trained Graduate Teacher (TGT for short) as was

at XVS, Sibsag‘ar, ONGC. In the year 1984 he wa selected as Post Eraduate

Teacher (PGT for short) in History and posted in the same schoo
course the” applicant was selected for the post of Principal, KV$
joined at KVS, Dimapur on 8.8.1995. The applicant was thereaftzr

from plau:e"l_t:oE place and till the impugned order was passed he w

posted

Tn due

and he

‘posted

S pOStéd

at KVS, CRPF, A merigog, Guwahati. While he was working as |Principal

in KVS, éRPf‘, Amerigog the applicant was served with a Memorandum

containing statement of articles of charge containing four articles of

which are reproduced below:

charge
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ARTICLE I

i"That the said- Shri A. Singh while functioning as Principal
in K.V., CRPF Amerigog during the period 1996-98 was appointed
as Co-ordinator to conduct the test for LDC (Hindi). and UDC.
He sponsored the name of .his brother for invigilation in the
test of LDC whereas his brother was a candidate .for the post
of UDC. Hence he has concealed the facts that his brother
'was appearing in the test. in the same R.0., Gauhati. Thus
Shri A, Singh has acted in the manner . of. unbecoming of a
KVS employee and has violated Rule 3(1)Gii) of CCS (Conduct)
Rule, 1964 as extended in the KVS employees.

ARTICLE IT

That during. the aforesaid period Sh. A. Singh being the
co-ordinator, appointed Shri A.K: Choudhury, PGT (Eng) as
examiner for evaluation of UDC Test Paper (English). But he
got the note-books bearing Roll No.8, 13, 22 and 78 (who were
Mis and KVS. staff relatives) evaluated by someone else and
put foged signatures of Shri Choudhury on the cover page::

_of notebook.

This act on the part of Shri A. Singh constitutes a mis-
conduct which is in violation of Rule 3(1Xi) &. (i) of CCS
(Conduct) Rules 1964 as extended to the employees of K.V.S.

ARTICLE I
That Shri A. Singh, Principal, K.V., CRPF Amerigog being

the co-ordinator of UDC & LDC Test got the papérs of UDC
evaluated by someone else and compelled Smt.John Bridge Rose,

‘PGT(Eng) to put her signature on each note book and award

list in a token of setting and evaluating the papers by calling
her at his residence..

o This act on the part of Shri A. Singh constitutes a - mis-
conduct which is unbecoming to an employee of KVS ‘in violation
of | Rule 3(1X0)&(ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 as. extended
to ithe employees of K.V.S. . o '

1
1

ARGICLE IV

.. That Shri A. Singh, being the co-ordinator of - above test
helped some candidates for getting them selected for the post
of iUDC who were related to the staff of K.V. and K.V.S.,
Guwahati Region by manipulating the answers in G.K. paper
and giving solved papers to these students as been confirmed
from Roll No.22, 78 and 13 because the answers for Q.No.1,2.
& 8 almost the rapiles. Further Roll No.22 who is the brother
of Shri B.P. Yadav, PGT, K.V. Amerigog appeared in the L.D.C.
test also got 27 marks out of 100 in L.D.C. exam whereas
he scored 83 marks out of 100 in UDC test which is very
amazing. '

This act on the part of Shri A, 'Sin‘gh constitutes a

misconduct which is in violation of Rule 3(1)E) & (i) of CCS
(Conduct) Rules 1964, no extended to the employees of K.v.8." .

The‘i applicant submitted his written statement denying the

allegations. An Inquiry Officer was appointed to 'endtﬁre into the charges

and on complétlon of the enquiry the Inquiry Officer submitted his rep-'ort.

Thecuocé‘ccc



_yThe Inqujryv Officer, on énquiry, found that articles T and II were not proved,
articles TII was established and article IV was pafti._a]ly established The
‘applicant submitted his representation questioning thev,legality of the findings
of the Inquiry Officer. The Disciplinary Authority finally by its order |dated
3.11,2000 imposed the penalty of dismissal from service. The applicant
prefefred an ,qppeal before the Appellate Authority, which was also turned

down vide order dated 11.4,2001. Hence these two applications.

3. Mr J.L. Sarkar, learned counsel'for the applicant, assailing the
order of dismissal, submitted that the im pugned orders are vitiated by the
breach of the principles of natural justice and the étatutpry provisions.| The
learned counsel further submitted that the essential ingredients of the
aJleged imputations since not proved the impugned order of dismissal is

not sustainable in law.

by Mr S. Sarma, learned counsel for the respondents, opposing
the application strenuously contended that a proper enquiry was held |giving
every opportunity to the applicant to defend his case anq thereafter on
assessment of the facts on the basis of the materials on record the

impugned orders were passed bonafide,

5. In view of the fact that articles I and Il were not proved and
established we are not inclined to dwell on to those two articles of charge,
As regards articles TII and IV, the Inquiry Officer found article 1T [to be
: prdved and article IV 'to be partially proved. The only evidence to prove and
esf:ail)]ish the guilt of the applicant was the statenient of Ms John [Bridge
Rose. Ms John Bridge Rose was a PGT (English) teacher. As per the articles
of charge the applicant as the Principal, KVS, CRPF, Amerigog and as the
co-ordinator of UDC ahd LDC Test got the papers evaluated by someone
else and compelled Ms Rose to put her signature and :elward list in a tokenb
of setting .and evaluating the papers by calling her at his residence.
Admittedly, the applicant was not a co—ordinator. of the UDC test. The
conecting evidence implicating the applicant was that of the sta\tement‘
of Ms Rose. On their own showing the aforementioned statement of Ms
" Rose was_recorded ex-parte on 24,1.2000, The enquiry was conducted in
Delhi and in Dehradun. In some of the enquiries the applicant was not
present. When the enquiry was held on 6.1.2000 and 7.1.2000, the applicant

attended on- both days and crossexamined all the four witnesses. The




_, other witness, Ms John Bridge Rose, was absent on that day and so her
evidepce was not recorded and the applicant returned to Dinjan in Assam.
On 24,1.2000 when Ms Rose attended the enquiry the Inquiry Officer
recorded her evidence.in the absence of the delinquent officer. According
to the delinquent officer though he was aware of the date of enquiry,
the call letter ‘was not sent to him. He pointed out that such letter was
necessary to get the relieving order from the Chairman as well as station
leave permission and for the purpose. of TA/DA and also to get the
assistance of the Defence Assisﬁgnt.’ He also stated that the Audit
Superintendent «did: not pass the bill without proper order or relieving
order. For that reason he could not atten.d the enquiry on 24.1.2000 at
Delhi. As regards the enquiry held on 14.2,2000, the app]icant stated fhat
he received the communication dated 27.1.2000 frém the Iquiry Officer
asking him to ,attend the enquiry on 14.2.2000. Accordingly'the applicant
started the journey on 10.2.2000 after taking station leave permission
from the Chairman. However, when he reached Guwahati he felt .acute
pain in the ‘stomach since he was a diébetlc, hyperteﬁsion and'v gall bladdaf
stone patient and he had to terminate his journey at Guwaﬁati and at
the  instance of the doctor he did not undertake further jjourney. The
applicant narrated all these facts in the written statement submittedv before
the authority after receipt of the enquiry report. It may be stated that
the applicant submitted an application before the Inquiry Officer praying
.for adjournment on medical ground on 24.1.2\000. Instead,‘ Ms Rose was
examined in the absence of the applicant and the Inquiry Officer closed
the enquiry and fixed 14,2,2000 for defence evidence at Delhi. From.
the enquiry report it appears that on 24,1,2000 Ms Rose was present and
the applicant was absent. The Inquiry Officer adjourned the meeting upto
1200 P.M. on 24.1.2000. and again resumed the hearing at 2-45 P.M. and
lrb'asked the Presenting Officer to proceed furthef with the prosecution case
in the absence of the applicant. The witness No.,5 was examinéd by the
Presenting Officer and at the end the Inquiry Officer also sought

clarifications from the said witness and the hearing on 24.1.2000 was closed

. Witheseeeooess



with the passing of an order on the daily order sheet by the Inquiry Officer

to the effect that the applicant should attend regular hearing on 14,2.2000

alongwith his Defence Assistant. On 14.2.2000 when the applicant was

absent, according to the Inquiry Officer, .without any intimation, the | Inquiry

Officer decided to hold the proceedings in the absence of the applicant

and since the Presenting Officer had already. closed his brosecution case
on 24.,1.2000 and the applicant had failed to defend his case by remaining
absent, the case from the defence side was deemed to have beem’vclosed.
The Inquiry Officer also directed the Presenting Officer to submit his

written brief latest by 24.2.2000 with a copy to the applicant.

6. “From the materials on record it thus appears that the inqu:iry
Officer did: not provide the applicant any opportunity even to submit his
defence as required under Sub-rule (16) of Rule 1l4. As'per the {rule the
app]icaﬂt '.‘}:as entitled to defend himself effectively by placing and proving
his own. case. The Inquiry Officer could ﬁbt have closed the| defence
evidence in the ‘manriler he did, At any rate, what we find is that the
charge NoJII was sought to be proved by the testimony of a| witness,
whose statement was recorded ex parte. In our view for the|sake of
fairness Athe applicant should have been given an opportunity [to prove
and establish his case, if necessary by recalling Ms Rose for cross-

examination. The material evidence evidence in support of article I d1d

‘no prima facie establish the involvement of the applicant. As regards‘

érticle IV, -the In’quiry Officer himself found that for  the .so called
in*egula_rﬁiés -that came to light the app]ica_nt‘ could not be charged. On
his own ﬁhdings, the inqdry Officer stated that the prosecution had failed
to Iproduce any evidence to the effect that the applicant was in| any way

connected with the UDC examination except that the applicant on the

direction of the A.C.(G.R.) deputed Shri S.P. Kumar, PGT |and Shri

Choudhury TGT(Eng) for the evaluation of the answerscripts. But,

noﬁefhelé_és, vaccorih'ng to the Inquiry Officer from the analysis of the

facts presented by the Presenting Officer and the reply of the

applicant

it led “to" the inference that thé applicant was. very much handling the

answerscﬁpts of the UDC test notwithstanding the fact that

officially

| V=Y
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he was not appointed in any capacity to work in the UDC test. The Inquiry
Officer drew the inference that the possibility of the involvement of the
applicant as head of the Vidyalaya where the tests were conducted in

manipulation of certain answerscripts could not be ruled out. The entire

~ finding of the Inquiry. Officer to that effect was based on assumption

and preéu’m ption without basing on any material on record. The Disciplinary
Authority mechanically accepted the report of the Inquiry Officer. The

Disciplinary Authority also acted on assumption and presumption and in

reaching the finding, it huddled upon hypothesis of the likelihood of the

involvement of the applicant as head of the Vidyalaya wherein the tests

were conducted could nto be ruled out. The impugned order of the

Appe]]ate. Authority also suffers from the same infirmity. The Appellate
Aﬁthdn’ty reacﬁed the finding that the applicant exerted his influence
as Head c;f the Institution to prevent proper evaluation of the answeérscripts.
According to the Appellate Authority this is 1tse].f was indicative of. the
malafide intention of the applicant to ensure that answerscripts of some
people who were relatives of the employees of the school were not propérly
evaluated, The finding of the Appellate Authority is patently perverse
and distorted. The rﬁaten’a]s on record clearly poirvit out that the applicant
was denied a fair opportunity to vdefend his case - the dénial of the
oﬁportunitY to state his defence itself has caused greét miscarriage of
Justice.

7. On assessment of all aspects of the matter we are of the view
that the impugned order of dismissal dated 3.11.2000 passed by the
Com missioner is liable to be set aside and accordingly the same is set
aside. Sinl.ﬂarly;, the order of the Appellate Authority dated 11.4.2001"

is also liable to be set aside and accordingly the same is set aside.

8. The application is allowed. The applicant shall forthwith be

reinstated in service with full wages and the consequential service benefits.

No order as to costs.

© Sd/VICE CHAIRMAN

.sd/MEiY]BER (a)
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OA. NO. D Q% of 2001

\
\ g\ §
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— ﬁ gi
$ri Achhar Singh . 2\\5
$/o Late Sardar Mahinder Singh y N
Dinjam, Assam. 2 R
* ves e Applicant 3 E\
- And =" RS
S

1« Union of India’

Represented by thé Secretary

to the Govt. of India, Ministry
of Human Rle‘sot‘x:rcéVDeVelopn‘xen_t,

- 3

Sastri Bhawan, New Delhi - 1,

LY

2, The Viice Chairman
Kendriya Vidya‘baya Sangathan
18, Institutional Area
Sah’ee‘d_;eet $ingh Maxrg
New Dedhi = 16,
«os ¢ Respondents—

3. The Commissioner
Kendriya Vidyalaya s‘angathan
.18, Institutional Area "
Saheed Jeet Singh Marg
New Dethi = 16

—_— /€¢y ovr0t 5775
Particudaxs of the Application ‘

i

1. . “Par‘-tit:ul'ars of the arder against which the application

is ma¢e&£%i

p/zio:‘gt'



The applicatien is made against the Order No. 9-4/2001
~KVS (Wig.) dated 11.4.2001 passed by the respondent

Ne. 2 confirming the penakty impesed by the disciplinary
authority upon the appbicant terminatzng SeIVICe ot ghe .

appl?icant. '

2, suri'sdiction

The applicant declares that the suhject matter ef the
apprication is within the jurxsdxction of the Hon'bre

-

Tribunal,

3. Limitation

The applicant decllares that the applicatien is.within
the peried of limitation under section 21 of the

Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985,

4, Facts of the Case 1

i -

‘4.1 That the appkicant is a citizen of India and as such
is entztled to the rights and privzheges guaranteed

by the censtitution of Indla.

4.2 That the applicant entered into the service under the
Kendriya-Vidya;aya,Saqgathan ( for short KVS) as'Pri-a;y.
teacher §d 23-2-1979. Later en he was duly “Selected for
the post of Principal KVS and.jqined.gé?xv Dimapur on
8. 8. 1995. While the applicant was working gs'PrincipaI
of KV CRPF, Amerigog Guwahati in the year 1997 there.
was a selection for recruitment of LDC and UDC. The then
Assistant Commissioner (GR), Dr. K. Rakesh by office
order dated 1%.12,97 appointed the applicant as co-ordi-
nator for the examination/recruitment of LDC. Dr. K G

p/300¢oo.co



4,3

4.4

2

Rakesh himself co-ordinated the examination /
recruitment of UDC. Lt is stated that some discripansis

and irregularities are al¥eged tc have taken place

- in the UDC sellection test'which was under control of

Dr. K C."Rakesh)the then AC. (G R). The matter went _
up to the Honfble Delhi High Couit whereupcn all actions
of Dr. Rakésh'eoncérning'UbC selkection and his erders/
actions on or after 11,1297 were adjudged illegal
consequenpyy-Df; Emkeéh maé not permanently absorbed

in the KVS and was terminated.

Coaen

That a charge sheet in connection with the aforesaid

irregularities in UDC selection was issued against the

applicant although he was not in¥olved in the process

at all. The applicant submitted reply to the said charges
denying the same and‘prayed for -his-dropping the charges,
An inquiry waé held and the Inquiry Authority submitted

his report and held the gpplicant guilrty under charge

No. Ili. Thereafter, the applicént submitted representa-
tion against the Inquiry rep;rtg The Disciplinary Authority
by ordei dated 3.11,2000 teryinatéd the service of the
applicant., Being aggrieved by the_ said orxrder dated 3.11.2000
the applicant filed an original application befoxe this
Hon'ble Tribunal which has been registered and numbered
as OA Né. é13/2000.-Ih9 said OA is pending for'dispdsal.-

-t - . -

-~

That curing pendency of the said OA No. 413/2000 the
applicant filed appeal before the respondent NoJ' 2, the
appeklate authoritx,on 2-1=2001 and prayed for reinstate-

ment. Most unfor;unatély the respondent No. 2 by an order

p/".oo;ooo



4.5

4,6

4,7

4.8

5.'

5.1

-4 - W\

dated 11, 4.2001 confirmed the penalty imposed by the éé%%%

Disciplinary Authority. The appY¥icant eraves for the
Liberty to zefer to the appeal at the time of hearimg
of this O A

w—

Copy of the order dated 11.4,2001 is enclosed.
as Annexure - A,

That, the appellat authority has passed the order without
going into the facts. He has net considered the fact that
the appllcant was not 1n any manner entrusted with_the
job of UDC selection, The appekletcﬁorder is as sueh

perverse.‘

That the appellate authority has solely relied upon the
order passed by the disciplinazry authority without going
throwgh the evidence and Without justifying the order of

the disciplinary authority with reasons,

‘That the appellato‘authority_passed the order mggbaniga;lyﬂ,,

and ncn-apﬁrication_of_mipd is explicit in the or@ez;:7ﬁiu
Lone lasrion Lol App bt g int-asl '}m{é_r.umg & ahantons,
That the applicant prays for the analogous hearing of

this application with the OA Ne. 413/2000.

Grounds for reliefs with legal provisions

For that the findings of the Inquiry Aathority as to

‘ éhargelﬁo,llll_and IV being pérverse.fand‘not based

on materials on records the Disciplinary and the Appellatz
Authority erred in relying upon the said Inquiry report
and hence the impugned order is liable to be set aside

and quashed,

plsooo_o.oo_‘t;
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9.2 Foxr that both the disciplinarly and the Appallate

Authority has committed an error in law as well as
in facts in p@ssing the impugned orders and hence the
impugned order 1s liable to be set aside and quas hed.

5.3 For tht the termination order was passed in gross
viokation of of natural justice and hence the impugned.

odder is liable to be set aside and quasheds

5«4 For that in any view of the matter the impugned order
is bad and is violative of Articles 14 and 21 of the
constltution of India and hence the impugned order is .

riable to be set aside and quashed.

5.9 Feor th&t no role of the applicant in the charges-leielled,
against him and his in§olyement could not be established
and hence the impugned order is Iiable‘to be s et aside

and quashed,

6. Betails of remedy exaushted

That the applicant has exhausted remedy.

Te Matters not pending before any other court

Thé applicant declares thét‘he‘haé‘ﬁot filed any other
case in any tribunél or court agairst the impugned'order\
dated 11.4'2001. The applicant also declares that he -

has filed an OA. No. B 413/2000 before this Hon'ble
Tribunal §gainst the order of the dlsclpllnary authorlty,‘

whlch‘;s%pendlng foxr disposal.

8,  Reliefs sought for

Under,the facts and circumstances of the case, the

P/6.0.ooo
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8. 1

8.2

8 3

9.

10,

11,

applicant prays for the fol¥owing reliefs i

The order dated‘11.4.2001'£ssued by the respondent
Ne. 2 (the Appellate Aﬁthgrity) conﬁirning:the penakty
of termination of serﬁice'of the abﬁbicént by the
Dlsciplinary Authority by an order dated 3.11.2000

be set aside and quashed.

The_ applicant bg paid all serviee benefit including
monetary benéﬁits ddxing the period he has been kept

out of employment,

My other relief or reliefs as the Hon'ble Tribunal

~

deem f£it and proper.

The above reliefs are prayed for on the grounds stated
in para 5 above.

This application has been filed through Advocate.

Particukars of postal orxder,

)  IPO NG.

t F& 548387
ii) Date of issue : g/g,/;vaa/
iii) Isswed from t Lruwak el
iv)” Payable at ¢ €;7uJu¢mééu&‘

”

Particulars of Enclosures g

- " v :
s - . L]

As stated';n;thguigdgx.

.- ‘.oo o oo, yterlf}qation.
5: . "‘i!!I . T
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Verification

I, Sri Achhar Singh aged about 50 years, son of Late
Sardar Mahindar Singh resident of Dinjan, Assam do hereby
verify that the statements made in para 1,4,6 to 11 are
and 3 are true to my legal advice énd that I have not
suppressed any material facts,

' . : . &
and I sign this verification on this ... . ... day

of.Augﬁst,‘ZOOQ.]

Jodfor Sk

SIGNATURE



F. No. 9-4/2001-KVS (Vig )

Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan
18, Institutional Area
Shaheed Jest Singh Marg @
New Delhi 110 016.

spéso_eosr/ccwﬁosmm.
Dated: - 4 -, 2001
ORDER

aiia'i,

-, "WHEREAS the penalty of 'Dismissal’ from service was

imposed .upon Shri Acchar Singh  ex-Principal, Kendriya

Vidyalaya Dinjan, by the Commissioner; KVS, being the
Disciplinary ‘Authority, vide order no.F.8-25/98-KVS[GR] dated
3.11.2000. © | I

~ WHEREAS the said Shri Acchar Singh filed an OA no.

413/2000 in CAT Guwahati Bench against the impugned order -
‘of the Disciplinary Authority dt. 3.11.2000. The Hon. CAT in its
interim order dated 30.11.2000 has directed the appellant to

prefer an appeal before the authority within two weeks from
that day; and if such appeal is preferred the respondents to

consider the same and pass a reasoned order and furnish a

copy of the order to the applicant. Accordingly, Shri Acchar

‘Singh has submitted an appeal on 2,1.2001 against the said
,~ order.of the.Disciplinary Authority to the undersigned being the
. Appellate Authority. T

. AND WHEREAS based on the consideration of facts and

o circumstances of the case on record and contents in the appeal
- including the grounds adduced by the appellant and having

heard him_ in person, the undersigned has come to the
conclusion;,tha.t the penalty imposed by the ' Disciplinary

. _Authority is commensurate with the misconduct proved against
© him:in the Inquiry.  The evidence given by the witnesses are

Crystal clear that the Principal exerted his influence as Head of
the Institution to prevent them from evaluating answer scripts
propeily. This in itself is indicative of _malafide_.intention. to
ensure that,gnsmome people who are relatives of

* the employees of the schoal should not be properly evaluated,

was the real untenable motive of the Principal.  He may not
have been assigned the duty of carrying the test for UDC but as
the Head of Institution, he has colluded with his colleagues and
manipulated the marks of certain candidates who were’ so

Contd......
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- clearly related to the employees of the school, including his
4 -own brother, that the total recruitment was cancelled
;- -altogether by the Hon'ble Court. Clearly, the appellant has not

acted in good faith and on the contrary, he acted in a manner

unbecoming. of head of an institution. Thus the undersigned,
after applying his mind and taking into consideration all the
facts and circumstances of the case is of the conclusion that

“the findings of the disciplinary authority are warranted by the

evidence on record.

NOW, THEREFORE, the undersigned, being the Appellate.

~ Authority, confirms the penalty imposed by the disciplinary
authority and disposes of the appeal of Shri Acchar Singh ex-

Principal, Kendriya Vidyalaya Dinjan accordingly. |
- {/ /o
. IK.S.SARMA|
VICE-CHAIRMAN, KVS

&
APPELLATE AUTHORITY

Copy for information to:

__d — VL _Shri-Acchar Singh ex-Pnnclpa., Kerdnya Vidyalaya Dinjan— """

. VIA Panijala, Dist.Dibrugarh [Assam]
2.  The Assistant Commissioner, KVS Regional Office, Silchar
- with the instruction to get a copy of the order served
‘upon the said Sh Acchar Singh.

Supdt.[P & I], KVS[HQ]

The Assistant Commissioner, KVS[HQ]

Guard F»Ie

’ AnAchar Singh.doc
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