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Present : fr.Justice D.N.Chowdhury 
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1. 

filed 	vide Heard lr.S.B.Hazarika, in person and 	also 

C F. Mt.A.Dsb Roy, learned Sr.C,G4.006 

ftd 	vdL' 
The order dated 8.6.2001 imposing the 

frO- 

penalty of reduction of pay by six stages is 

assailed in this proceeding. Sri Hazarika, who 

arqued his case,strenuosly urged that the impugned. 

order of penalty is liable to quashed as arbitrary 

and discriminatory and violative of the article 

14 of the Con5tjtutjn of India, 1  am however, 
U 
not inclined to go into the merits of the decision 

at this stage. Since on the own showingMr. 

Hazarika the ord!r assiled here is appealable. 

I am therefore of the opinion that the ends of 

justice will be net if a direction is given to the 

applicant to prefer statutory Appeal before the 

1corpetent authority. Sri Hazerik,, is accordingly 

grnatsd three weeks time to prefer an appeal, if' 

such appeal is filed the appelate authority shall 

examine the same and pass a reasoned order prefer 

ably within two months from the receipt of the 

appeal. The appelate authority is ordered to 

the same within the 	period specified 1 ronclude 

preferably within 2 months. Till, the completion 

of the axercie, the penalty imposed on the 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATI BENCH:: :GUWAHATI'-Sa 

Sri Su Bi, Hazarika 

5/0 Lt I(hargeswar Hezarika 

CI (Postal), Divisional Office 

Kohima497001 

NAGALANDI 

Vs 

1, The Union of India 

Represented by 

The Director General of Posts 

Dak Bhawan 

NewDelhi-'110001 

2. The Chief Postmaster General 

North Eastern Circle, 

Shilong'793001 

.Appiicant. 

V.  

I 
3; The Director of Postal Services, 

Manipur, Irnphai-795001 

4. The Director of Postal Servtces, 

Nagaland, Kohima797001 

5 The Postmaster, 

Kohima-797001 9  
Nagaland. 

.Respondents. 
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DETAILS OF APPLICATION 

la PARTICULARS OF THE ORDER AGAINST WHICH THE APPLICATION 

ISMADE 

Impugned punishment order NoRule44/S.B 1  Hazarika 

dated Kohima 8462001 passed by the respondent No.4 

imposing the major penalty on the applicant that 

his pay be reduced by 6(slx) stages frem Rs6650/ 

to Rs5500/u. In the time scale of R95500-175-9000/-

for a period of 3 years w1e1f1 1.6,2001 with cumulative 

effect with further direction that the applicant will 

not earn increments of pay during the period of reduction 

• and that on the expiry of the period, the reduction 

will have the effect of postponing his future increments 

of payb 

2 1, JURISDICTION OF THE TRIBUNAL : 

The applicant declares that the subject matter of 

the order against which, he wants redressal is within 

the Jurisdiction Of the Tribunah 

'3 	LIMITATION.: 

The applicant further declares that the application 

is within the limitation period prescribed in Section 

21 of the Administrative Tribunal Acts 198511 

4 FACTS_OF THE CASE : - --- -- 

Contd..3. 	
/ 
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4.1 That, the applicant Joined the Department of Posts on 1.8.72 

as Postal Asstt. and was promoted to the post of Sub-Divisional 

Vi 	 Inspector 	of 	Post 	Offices thrixigh Departmental Competitive 

Examination and worked as such from 1649834 On 29.1.1996 

the applicant was posted as Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post 

Offices (S.D,IPOs for short) at Ukhrul under Manipur Postal 

division under the administrative control of the Reap. No.3. 

442 	That, on 19.2.98 the Reap, No.3 issued a charge-sheet under 

Rule 14 of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965 agaInst the applicant, 

The charge-sheet consisted of two Articles of charges viz ,. 

Article-I and Article-li. 

(ia) In Article-I it was charged that during the  period from 

294106 to 31.0148 the applicant had shown to have 

inspected 54 post offices in the year 1996. But he had 

not submitted any inspection report in respect of any 

of the said 54 Post Offices; that the applicant had 

shown to have inspected 70 Post Offices in the year 

1997 but he had not submitted inspection reports in 

respect of 45 Post Offices to the Reap. No.3 and by 

the above act the applicant violated some Departmental 

roles and Rule 3(1) (ii) of the CCS (conduct) Ru]es,1964. 

In Article-Il it was charged that the applicant while 

acting as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Divn, during the aforesaid 

period he had shown to have inspected 6(six) EDBOs 

(Extra Departmental Branch Offices) on various dates 

viz. 

Ccntd.,-.44 
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CI In jaroi EDBO' 	cm 	25% 

SiraralthingEflBb 	'on '29103b97'''' 
if 

Karneng Kakchlng EDBO on 190597 

Shangshak EDBO 	' 	on 19.06.97 

Nungshang EDBO 	on 	1.0797 	I 

Pushing EDBO 	' 	on 	28097 

I 
But the applicant in fact, did not inspect the above 

Offices on any date and, thereforE, the 8pp1cant violated 

'the' DepartmentQl rules and, Rule 3W (i); 	of 

the CCS' (Conduct) Rules, 1964.  

A copy of the Charge-sheet dt,19298 Is annexed 

hererith and marked as Annexure_A-I 

43 	That, on 8b5198 the Respb No3 appointed Sri SbCbDas-  

the Dyi. Supdt of Poit Offices, Agartala as I Inquiry 

Officer to inquire into the thargOs and appointed Sri 

NbC1 Halder-'the Dyb Supdtu of : Post Offices," Imphal 

as 'Presenting Officer to 'present the case 'an' behalf 

of the Dscipl1narr Authority iheb the Respb NO.3b 

A copy of the appointment Order of Incuiry 

Officer is annexed herewith and marked as 

Annsexurei. A2b 	' 

And 

'A copy 'df the appointment Order of Presenting 

Offiàer is annexed hOrewith and marked as 

Contd5 
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4.4 	That, thereafter, the applicant was transferred and 

posted as C.I. in the Office of the Reap. No.4 and 

the applicant Joined the new incumbency on 02.021,99 

and as per rules the Reap. No4 became the Disciplinary 

Authority in place of Reap. No.3i, 
I. 

4.5 	That, on 12/23.0809 while the applicant was working 

as C,!, in the Office of the Reap. No.4 the Inquiry 

Officer (1.0. for short) issued notice to attend inquiry 

at Imphal In the Office of the Reap. No.3 from 15.909 

to 204.99 for evidence on behalf of the prosecution 

and defence vide his Notice No.INQ/SBH/98-Vol,I dtd. 

12/23.08.99, the copies of which were endorsed to 

all concerned including to the Reap. No.4 with direction 

to relieve the applicant of his duties to attend inquiry, 

A copy of the Inquiry Notice dtd,12/231108,99 

is annexed herewith and marked as Annexure, 

4. 

That, the applicant was neither relieved of his duties 

nor any order for relief of the applicant was Issued 

by the Rasp. No.4 in compliance to the direction 

of the 1.011 for attending the inquiry at Imphal on 

the appointed dates i.e. from 15.9.99 to 2049.99. 

Ccntd.,,,6-.  
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4.7 	That, the applicant, for being not relieved of his 

duties by the Resps No.4, could not attend inquiry 

on 154909 at Iinphal and the 1.0o held the inquiry 

ex"parte and, on that day the listed documents on 

behalf of the prosecution were produced and brought 

into records. 

A copy of the ex-parte proceedings dtd. 

15/9/99 is annexed herewith and marked 

A-S. 

4.8 	That, 	on 16409 	i.e. the 	following 	day also 	the 

1.0. held the inquiry ex-parte and allowed the State 

Withessee (SW) 	to 	be examined 	by 	the Presenting 

Officer and an that day SW-I, Sri L. Ito Slngh was 

examined in absence of the applicant without ordering 

cross-examination by the applicant at a later stage, 

A copy of the ex-parte proceeding dtd.16049 

is annexed herewith and marked asAnnexure. 

And 

A copy of the deposition of Sri LIto Singh 

(SW-I) is annexed herewith and marked as 

Annexurei, A-7. 

Ccntd,..7. 
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4.9 	That, 	on 	17.9.99 	i.e. 	the 	following 	day also 	the 

1.0. 	held the inquiry ex-parte and allowed the P.O. 

(Presenting Officer) 	to examine the SWs who atended. 

On that day 3 SWs Viz-Sri S. Yarngal-SW-2, Sri V.S. 

Varecso-SW.3 	and 	SrI 	0., 	Dwljarnani 	Slngh-SW.4 	were 

examined 	In 	the 	absence 	of 	the 	applicant without 

ordering for Cross-examination of them by the applicant 

at a later stage. 

A 	copy 	of 	the 	ex-parte 	proceeding 	dtd.17.9.99 	is 

annexed and marked as Annexure.A-8. 

A copy of the deposition of SW-2 dtd.17.9.99 is annexed 

and marked as 	
. 

A copy of the deposition of SW-3 dtd.17.9.99 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Arrnexure.A:1O. 

A copy of the deposition of SW-4 dtd.17.9.99 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure. A-il. 

4.10 	That, on 18.9.99 i.e. the follcwlng day also ex-parte 

hearing was held by the 1.0. As the SWs who were 

summoned for examination on that day did not turn up 

the proceeding was adjourned. 

A copy of the ex-parte proceeding dtd.18.9.99 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure. A-12. 
S_sae Se-. 

Contd....8. 
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4.11 	That, on 20/9/99 the 1.0. issued notice of Inquiry 

to be held on 21.10.99 at Agartala in the Office of 

the Director of Postal Services, Agartala the copies 

of which were endorsed to all concerned including 

the Resp. No.4 to relieve the applicant cf his duties 

to attend inquiry at Agertala'. The Rasp. No.4 also 

issued orders this time on 22/9/99 tb attend inquiry 

on 21/10/99 at Agartala but net at Imphal as maintained 

by Rasp. No.4 in his final order at pare 9 (ii) 

A copy of the I.O.'s Notice dtd. 20.9.99 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Anpaxure.A-13. 

And 

A copy of the order dtd.22/9/99 of Rasp. No.4 is 

annexed herewith and marked Annexure. A-14. 

	

4.12 	That, on 21.10.99 the Inquiry was held, but It was 

adjourned immediately after sitting before the applicant 

attended the inquiry as the SWs who were summoned 

for examination did not turn up. 

A copy of the proceedings dtd. 21/x/99 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure. A-15. 
ess 

Contd ... 9. 
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- 	 443 	That, on 22/10/99 the inquiry was held again for 

defence of the applicant who attended the inquiry 

and submitted his defencee The applicant gave also 

a list of one defence witness and one additional document 

to be discovered and produced before the inquiry 

	

- 	 as there was a possible line of defence. 

S 

A copy of the list of defence witness and additional 

document to be produced as submitted by the applicant 

on 22.10499 is annexed herewith and marked as Annexure. 
MM 

A-.16. 

4.14 	That, the relevancy of the defence witness and the 

additional document was accepted by the 1.0b and 

decided to summon the Defence witness and call for 

the additional documents. 

S 

A copy of the proceeding dtd.22/x/99 showing the 

orders of the 1.0. is annexed herewith and marked 

as Annexure. 

4415 	That, on 11.27,2000 the Resp. No.4 appointed one 

Sri Narayan Das, ASPO8, Agartala (Scuth) as Adhoc 

Presenting Officer as the regular Presenting Officer 

Sri N.C. Halder was named as Defence Witness by 

the applicant and asked the regular Presenting Officer 

to hand over the document to the Adhoc Presenting 

Officer who was to represent the case on behalf of 

the prosecution during examination-in-chief and Cross-. 

examination of the regular Presenting Officer. 



A copy of the appointment order of the adhoc Presenting 

Officer is annexed herewith and marked as Annexure; 
OWNS 

A'18; 

- 	 446 	That, m 20/42000 the IvOv Issued notice to attend 

inquiry on 10500 at Agartala for production of additional 

documents and examination of the Defence witness 

• 	 A copy of the inquiry Notie dtd2042000 is annexed 

- 	 herewith and ordered as Annexure A-19b 

447 	That, on 10;540 the inquiry was held at Agartala 

and the applicant attended the InquIrV& The adhoc 

Presenting Officer, Sri N. C DaB also attended ; 

but the Defence witness who was the regular Presenting 

Officer did not attendi The additional document as 

demanded by the applicant and called for by the 

hO; was also not produced before the 1nquiry The 

Defence, witness was reported to be not willing to 

appear as lCho 

A COPY: Of the prOceeding dtd. 10/5/00 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure 1  A-20 

Cantd.11 
/ 
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448 	That on lOSOO the evidence on behalf of the applicant 

had to be closed as it was useless on the part. of 

the applicant to press for summoning of the Defence 

witness and production of additftl documents because 

the Inquiry Officer was not armmed with powers of 

a Civil Judge vested under Section 5 of the Departmental 

Inquiries (Enforcement of attendance of witnesses 

and production of documents) Act, 1972 to inforca 

the attendance of the defence witness and production 

of I additional 
 I 

docummtes The Inquiry Officer was 

appointed simply under Sub-rule (2) of Rule 14 of 

the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 without authorisation of 

the Central Govt1 to exercise, the powers specified 

in Section 5 of the Inquiries Act1 

A copy of the Order of appointment of Inquiry Officer 

is already annexed herewith and marked as Annex ireA 2 

4119 

	

	That, on 12402000 the Reap, No,4 under his endorsement 

No,le44/SB, Hazarika dtd12402000 forwarded 

a copy of the Inquiry report submitted by the tO 

on 27/9/00 after taking Into consideration of the written 

- 	 briefs submitted by both 	aiders and asked the appthant 

• 	 to represent if any, against the Inquiry report within 

15 days of the date of receipt of the ondorsement 

Contd,,,42 
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A copy of the .ndorsaaLant dtd. 1240b2000 Is anoaxad 

herewith and marked as 	A' 

420 	That, as per inquiry report aubmitted by the 1.0. 

cm 27.9.00 the Inquiry Officer fc*sd that the Charge 

under Article.1 was not proved but the charge under 

Article"!! was partially proved because In that Article 

6 offIces were alleged to be ,1  Inspected by the applicant 

but an InquIry 3 offIces were find not Inspected. 

A copy of the Inquiry Report dtd. 27.94 0  is ezwxed 

herewith and marked as Armexure, A.22. 

421 	That, on 25/11/00 the applicant subaitted his represen- 

tation against the Inquiry report and pleaded I  that 

the findings of the 1.0b in respect of Article"1 was 

correct but the findings In re.psôt of Article'!! was 

not correct because the evidence an the basis of 

which the char. under Article"!! was fc*md to be 

partially proved was only the oral evidence (deposithm) 

of the SWI, SW2 and SW3 who were examined In sbeence 

of the applicant who was at that time working In 

the office of the Reaps No.4 but was neither relieved 

Of his duties nor was ordered to be relieved by 

Reap. No.4 for which he coUld not attend Inqiry 

and thereby he was dented the reasonable opportunity 

to Cross-examine the State Wthseea which violated 

the principles of Natural Justice and requested the 

Reap. No.4 to exhcnm!te the applicant fUlly. 
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A copy of the represa%taticn against the inqulxy report 

is annexed herewith and marked as Amexure A-23 

422 	That, on 08/6/01 the final order disposing the desci- 

plinary proceeding 	was passed by the desciplinary 

authority IsSo the Resp 	No 	4 who disagreed with 

the 	findings 	of 	the 	Inquiry 	Officer 	In respect of 

Article-I 	and 	agreed 	with 	the findings 	In 	respect 

of Article-Il and 	imposed 	the pmlty of reduction 

-. 	 of pay of the applicant by 6(six) stages from Rs6650/ 

to R8j5500/- In 	the 	time scale of Re15500-.175-.9000 

for a period of 3 years wef 01601 with cumUlative 

effect with ftwther direction that the applicant would 

not eara Increments of pay during the period of reduction 

and that on the expiry of the period the reduction 

will have the effect of postponing his future increuents 

ofpayb 

A copy of the final order dtds8/6/O1 Is annexed herewith 

and marked as Annexur€ A-24 

5 	Grounds for relief with legal provisions : 

(l)Denial of Cross-examination of State WitnesseS :violates 

the principles of Natural Justice and vitiates the 

thquiri 

\\ 

Contd444 
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The applicant was denied the reasonable opportunity 

to Cross-examine the State Witnesses which Is a valuable 

right of the delinquent to prove his innocence, The 

ISO.* also did not aaatgn reasons in his ordera as 

to why the prooeedlng8 could not be adjourned on 

15999, 16.999, 17999 18999 a 20999 till 

a later date and what miscarriage of justice would 

have been caused had the proceedings been adjourned 

without examining. the State witnesses, Statutory provisions 

prescribing the mode of inquiry was, therefore, die-

regarded which vitiated the entire proceedings .ab- 

• 	 IflitIOô The order of penalty Is, therefore, bad in 

1Gw and is liable to be sit asides 

1EGAL PROVISIONS_RELIED UPON, 

(1) Rule 14(14) of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 196611  

(ii) The prosecution witnesses must, ordinarily be 

examined in the presence of the delinquent, 

so that he may hear their evidence In support 

of the charge a Cress-examine them before he 

is called upon to enter into his defence. 

AIR 1963 SC 1719 (1720). 

CCfltdb151 
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(ili)The dellnquient should be given a reasonable 

opportunity of Cross-examining the witnesses 

• who ate examined for the prosecution for,  

Departmental inquiry 

-'AIR 1958 SC 300, 

(iv) The requirement is satisfied if a wilness examined 

In the absence of the delinquent at an  earlier 

stage of the proceeding Is offered for Cross-

examination at a later stage1 

-AIR 1963 SC 375, 

C9 Non-production of additional documents also relied 

upon a demanded by the delinquent amounts to denial 

of reasonable opportunity and violates the, principles 

of Natural Justice :- 

The additional documents relied upon by the applicant 

was out produced by the .Respl No,3, because, if 

produced, it would be unfavonrable to the prcsecuttcm 

By not producing the additional documents the applicant 

was denied the reasonable opportunity to prove his 

innocence which also violates the principles of Natural 

Justice as the applicant 'was denied to inspect the 

documents relied upon by him, The ISO, was also 

not Intimated by the Reap1 No.3 that the production 

Contd,.,16 
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of the Additional Document would be against the public 

Interest or security of the eta; e. The impugned order 

of penalty passed by the Reap. No.4, therefore, 

is inalafide and capricious which is liable to be 

struck down. 

LEGAL PROVISIONS RELIED UPONb 

(I) Govt. servant entitled to give rtice for the 

discovery and production of unlisted i.e. additional. 

documents. 

-Rule 14 (11) (iii) of the CCS (CCA) 

Rules, 1965. 

(U) The hor, to give requisition to the Custodian 

of the . additional documents for its discovery 

and production before the 1.0. 

-Rule 14(12) of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 

1965, 

(iii) The Custodian is required to produce the additional 

document before the 1.0. and it the production 

of the document is considered opposed to public 

interest or security of the state its reasons 

for refusal should be Intimated. 

-Subs'rule(13) of Rule 14 of the CCS(CCA) 

Rules, 1965. 	 Cd..17. 
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RaIZada Trilok Nath Vs Union of India 1967(SC) 

$LR959, 

State of M,P, Vs1 Chintaniam Waisbanpayan 

AIR 1961 SC 1623, 

The delinquent is entitled to inspect even. documents 

net rolled upon by the Govto for. purpose of 

his defence and refusal to let him inspect them 

vitiates the INUIrys Inspection of such documents 

or his defence can be Insisted upon by him 

even before filing written statement, 

AIR 1971 Delhi 133 

(Delhi) 1970 SL.R 400, 

(3) 	Refusal of Presenting Officer to be examined by the 

delinquent amoimts to denial of reasonable opportunity : 

The Presenting Officer who was ennimoned 

as Defence witness refused to attend the inquiry on 

the grcind that he was not Willing to appear as such 

The willingness of the Presenting Officer to appear 

as Defáe witness is irrele*,ant and what Is relevant 

Is his relevancy of evidence in the Inqufryi Being 

a Departmental employee he caimot refuse to attend 

the inquiry as it Is opposed to discip11ne The attendance 

of the Presenting Officer as Defence witness conid 

Centd48 

t 
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not be enforced as the Inquiry Officer was not vested with 

powers of a Civil Judge under Section 5 of the Departmental 

Inquiries (Enforcement of attendance of witnesses and production 

of documents) Act. 1972 for which the appliant had to 

be affected adversely. By not vesting the 1.0s with the 

powers under the Inquiries Act. 1972 for enforcing the 

attendance of the Defence witness In the Inquiry the applicant 

* 	 was denied to Inspect the Defence witnesses and the  reasonable 

opportunity to prove his Innocence which vitiates the proceeding. 

The order of penalty is, therefore, a mility which shonid 

be quashed. 

LEGAL PROVISIONS RELIED UPON. 
- 

The Inquiry authority must take every possible step 

to secure presence of defence witnesses during the 

Inquiry, specially if they happen to be the employees 

of that Department. 

-Krishna Gopal Vs. Director Telegraphs 

60 CWN 692 (1956). 

It is the duty of the Inquiring authority to summon 

-  the defence witnesses and for that purpose to write 

to their employees to direct the witnesses to appear 

before him for the purpose of examination In the Inquiry. 

It wmild be highly Improper, perverse and unjustified 

on the part of the Inquiry Officer to expect the delinquent 

- 	 to produce the witnesses on his own responsibility, 

• 	 Ccntd.,.19, 
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Because it is futile to expect the employees to come forward 

voluntlaxily without employer's permission, during the 

office hours, to appear as witness against their employers 

and in favour of the del1nquent 

-Shiv Butt - Va, State 

A!R1962Punjab355 

C4 Punishment has been imposed in the absence of supporting 

evidence :- As per Inquiry report the Inquiry Officer found 

* that the charge under Article"! was not proved as the 

additional document demanded by the delinquent was neither 

discovered and produced before the Inquiry nor the I,O 

was lnformmed of the reason for iui-production of the said 

document though the Custodian of the document Ises Reap, 

No,3 was requisitioned by the 40, repeatedly to produce 

* the same, The LbOt, held that the document was not produced 

because, if produced, the charge under Article-I would 

not be sustalnedo 

The Disciplinary Authority iei1 the Reaps No4 

did not agree with the findings of the ISOv and held that 

the charge undo Article-I was proved, In support of his 

finding the Resp No4 over emphasized the oral evidence 

Of SW-4 Sri Dwija!nani Slngh whose deposition was held 

by him to be crucical In sustaining the charge under Article- I, 

Contd, ,2O, 
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But the Ccinter finding of the Reap. No.4 is not correct, 

Because SW4 was examined on 17,9.99 In absence of the 

applicant who was at that time working In the Office of 

the Resp No.4, but he was neither relieved of his duties 

nor any order was issued for his relief to attend inquiry 

by the Reap. No. 4 whereby the applicant was denied 

• 

	

	 the most valuable right to Cross-examine the SW-4 who 

was not offered for Cross-examination even at a later stage 

•  also The Reap. No.4 has bypassed this point and tried 

to divert the attenthrn from this point saying In pare 9(1) 

of his punishment order as follows : 

- 	
ThO C,O. was not debarred from attending the 

Inquiry at any time. In fact, he was directed to 

attend the hearing at Imphal an 21.10.99 vide DPS, 

Kohima Memo of even No,dtd.22.9,99". 

The above contention of the Reap. No.4 is not 

at all correct. The DPS, 	Koblina's memo No,Ruls-14/S,B, 

Hazarika dtd.2269.99 	(AnnexureA-14) was issued to attend 

Inquiry at Agartala on 21/10/99 and not at Imphal where 

* 	 inquiry was held from 15/9/99 to 20.9.99 as per inquiry 

notice d1d.12/23.08.99 	in respect of which no order was 
issued 

by the Reap. No. 4 to attend the Inquiry. Hence, 

the evidence of SW-4 Is no evidence at all and any finding 

of guilt on the strength of deposition of SW-4 Is net sustainable. 

Ccntd.. .21. 
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(ii) SImilirly, in respct of Articleu4I zthe IO, reported 

that the charge under Artlde'II was fcAmd partially proved 

because only 3 EDBOs out of 6 EDSOs were found not Inspected 

by the applicant as out of 6 SWe who were the Branch 

Postmasters of those Offices only 3 SWa deposed befOre 

the Inquiryr. The Reaps No4 accepted the findings of 

the IOs In respect of this Articler. The findings of the 

I.O' and agreement thereon of the Rasps No4 Was based 

on the depositions of SW-i, SW-2 and SW-3; but those 

SWs were also examined in absence of the applicant an 

17999 vide Annexurea A$ a A-8 When the 

applicant were working In the office of the Reepb No14 

but he 'wasA relieved of his duties by the Respi No4 

to attend. the 'inquiry at Imphal which is at a 'distance 

of about 150 KasI and thereby the applicant was' denied 

the zeaSonabli opportunity to Czossexamine the SWa even 

- atalaterstageofthe1nquiryTh1sisthequalityof 

oral evidence deposed by 04, SW4 and SWa and on 

the strengh of such evidence the 10 has fmrnd the charge 

as proved in respect of 3 Offices which was agreed to 

by the Respb No14 Ises the Disciplinary Authority and 

the penalty was imposed accordinglyb 

(6) 	The o'der of punishment Is with retrospective effect 

The ordOr of penalty was passed by the Resp' NO4 an 

8*6101 ; but 'its effect was ordered to be givntO& 

010601 i,e, with retrospective effect which is not, permtttai 

by rulesa The order of penalty Is to take effect 4Ithr " 
	

VA 
from the date of Issue or from a later date but not 7 

Ccfltd22. 
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a date prior to the dateof IMM of the arder4o The order 
- 	 of penalty Is, therefore, void which caimot operate and 

is itabla to be set sside 

6v 	D?AILIS OI REMEDIES EXHAUSTED1 

The application has been sUbeitted without siheneting 

departmental remedies b*use of same psouliar dr a stances 

of the can for which nNzediea could not be emiat. 

Tho cs$e has weight and merits ezeminst1cr& 

U) 	Firstly, the pinlebaint, order was to take effect 

f 01.O1 TIe Is no provision In the CCS (CCA) 

Robe, 1965 to stay the operation of the pu4sh*ent orders 

till the diapoal of the appeal by the appellate authority 

U an appeal Is preferred against the orders of penalty, 

As the penalty was irnpoaad during the pedal of suspension 

of the applicant in caection with another case ae1nst 

his the penalty ccutd not be effected from O1.06.01 ; 

but now,  as the suspension has been revoked sed the applicant 

resumed dues on 10.O8Oi the order of penalty would 

be effected on 3408e01 by the Reap. No.6 who is the 

DDO, on repticn of duties by the sppltcant By preferring 

an appeal agalnat the penalty it is not possible to secure 

an order staying the operation of the order of pernity 

so early, 

/ 

Gantdoi aa 
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: 	: 	• 	• not g;td 	by the principles of nawei 	 . .. 

ir play and decide the appeal and revision petitions 

more in breach than in observance of niles governing 

the dispo1 	f the appeals etch Hance 	to appeal to the 

appellate 	authorities limplids 	appealing 	to "JUst 	nother 

Julias Caer 

t I  

Therefore, 	this 	application has been submitted 

wjtiout exhausting departmental remedi because of ' its 

wrgent nature and, 	therefore 	unless this application is 

admitted and an Interim order is issued as prayed for 

in pars 9 of this application your humble applicant 	heU 

be badly suffering from flMnciat loss because of th 	impugn 

order3 It is, thereforej earnestly preyed that Your Lordalip 

shall be pleased to admit the application as the penalty 

has been imposed 	In utter disregard a total violation 

of thG  priflipleS of natut'al justicE, 

MATI'ERS NOT PREVIOUSLY FILED OR PENDING WITH ANY 
I 

OTHER COURT :- 

I  

The applicant further declares that he had not 
I 

àt 	\ previously 	filed 	any 	application 	writ petition or 

regarding the matter In respect of which this application \ 
has been made, before any court or any other,  authority( \ 

'\ or any other Bench of the Tribunal nor any 
- 	 I 

such appIicati(B 

' Contd,24 
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writpetitiai oraut. is pd1ng before any of tflema 

.: case the applicant had previously filed any 

such application, writ petition or suit, the stage at whici 

it is pending 	and if decided., the list of thedecisions 

shild be given with reference tothe number of AnnexurE 

to be given In support thereof 

as 	RELIEF(S) SOUGHT : 

In view of the facts mentioned In para 6 above 

the applicant prays for the following relief(s) :- 

ft is preyed that Yc*irLordsbtps would be plØØ I  

to 	admit 	this application, 	call 	for 	the entire recordS 

of the case, ask the opposite parties to show cause as 

to 	why 	the 	impgned 	order 	dtd$846b01 	(ArrnexureA-.24) 

should 	not 	be set aside and 	after 	perlusing.. 	 . 

shown, 	If any, 	and hearing the parties set asid* t 

impugned order and pass such any Other order or orders 

as Your Lordehips may deem fit 6 proper 

• 

And for this act of your kindness your applicant 

as In duty bound shall ever preys 

QIQj 4  

For the grounds stated In sub-pares (1) to (5) 

at pars 5 above the order of penalty Is a iri1lity one besides 
Catd..25 
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being an arbitrary and faulty disposal of the discIplinary 

proceedings The order being worse than the worst cne 

that may happen was issued in total disregard of statutory 

provisions or rules prescribing the mode of Inquirys The 

principles of natural Justice 	were violated because the 

State Witnesses, which may be well described as Stock 
- 

 

Wift"888# were examined in absence of the delinquent 

official ; becauae the delinquent was denied the right 

to Cross.'exam1ne the SWe of  because the additional documents 

ie defence documents relied upon and demanded by the 

delinquent were not supplied by the prosecution; because 

* 	 the defence witness was not produced for examination. 

by the delinquent ; because the findings of the disciplinary 

authority was based on no evidence and because the conclusion 

of the proceeding was so wholy arbItrary and capriCious 

that no r€asonable person could have easily arrived at 

the cencluslon. The order of penalty is with retrospective 

effect and the adequacy of pelty is also male!Idøb The 

order of penalty is, therefore, so bad In law'tbatit, 

is commonly uncommon in the history of violation of prinCiples 

of Natural Justice and so, it is liable to be struck dowi 

as defunct andmalacious 

- 

\ 

(i) 	The right to Crass-examination is a very vaiüable\ 

right and, hence, prevention In any way by the nquiy\ 

officer of its effective exercise would vitiate the prqceeftn6\ 
Ccntd 26 

I 	I 
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-Chintamam's Case-AIR 1961 SC 1623 

-Kashipraséd's Case4975 SLJ(Cal.)19. 

(ii) 	One of the reason for adopting the procedure' of 

recording all evidences in presence of the accused employee 

is that a witneSs probably might not dare to make the 

statement which he might make in his absence. 

-'Madhi Rem Vs. D.F.O. 

AlRi95S?epsui72 

(lii) 	It is essential that evidence of all witnesses shc*ld 

be recorded in the presence of the accused employee. 

Union of India Vsi, T.R. Varma 

AIR 1957 SC 882 

S. Nanjundoswar Vs. State 

AIR 1960 Mysore 159b 

(iv) Request for eccess to relevant documents is violative 

of principles of Natural Justice and requirements of 

article 311(2) of the Constitution of India which; vitiates 

the proceedings. 

-State of MP, Vs Chintaman Vaishampayen 

AIR 1961 SC 1623. 

9 
	

INTERIM ORDER, IF ANY PRAYED FOR : 

Pending final decision on the application, the applicant 

seeks the following interim relief(s) :- 
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- 	 (i) 	The operation of the impugned order dtd. 8.601 

(Annexure. A-24) may please be stayed urgently till the 

final decision on the application and the Rasp. Nos.4 

a 5 may be directed to keep in abeyance the operation 

of the impugned order till the final decision on the application 

	

I - 	 preventing the loss caused to the applicant. 

OR 

(2) 	The Reap. No. 2 i.e. the appellate authority may 

be directed to issue an order to Reap. No. 4 and Rasp. 

No.5 staying the operation of the impugned order dtd.8b6401 

under the Inherent powers of the appellate authority under 

Rule 27 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1,965 wIthin 15 days 

of the receipt of an appeal preferred by the applicant 

against Impugned order till the final decision on the appeal. 

IN DOES NOT ARISEM, 

1110 	Particulars of Bank Draft/Postal Order filed in respect 

of the application fee : 

Postal order No.70-548878 for Rs50/- 

Date of issue 27.8 .01 

Office of issue : Guwahati G.P.O. 

Office of payment : Guwahati-781005. 

Particulars of the payee : Regiatrar,Central Administrative 

Tribunal,Gauhatj Bench,Guwahatj- 5 

Contd.28. 
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12. LIST OF *NWaIUa ENCLOSURES : 

The impugned order dtd. 8,6.01. 

I,P,O Ho.70'548878 dtd.27.8.01 for R8.5O/- 

3, Aneexuree, A-I to A-24 in compilation No.2. 

VE LLAL1Q! 

I, Sri 3. B. Hezarlka 8/0 Lt. Ichargeewar Hezarlka 

aged about 51 years working as C.I. in the Office of 

the Director of Postal Services, Nagel*nd, Kohlma, resIdent 

of Vlfl'Bheluckmari. P.O. Gothaiberi, P.S. l Dist Nowgcng 

(Mum) do hereby verify that the Contents of 

to 	'- 	are true to my pereanel knowledge and pares 

to 	believe to be true on legal advice and 

that I have not suppressed any material facts. 

Date 	 Signa ppnt. 

Place: Guweh*ti-5. 

- 	 To 

The Registrar, 
Central AdmInistrative TrIbtrnsl 
Guwaheti Bench 
Guweheti4. 

I 
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t)EPARTMEM' OF POSTS: INDIA 
OFF ICE ØF THE D LRECTOI OP POSTAL SERVICES 

NAC1LA1NJ): KhfIIMA - 797001 

	

1u 1.4 S I). F1azaiki 	 Dated Kohinia the 8-6-2001 

11 .1, Ihe 
IJf1,111

I.c m' • i no o. bialy/SDIPOs.Ukhntj(97 DId. 19 298 of DPS Manipur : Imphal, it 

t1
ji oJiicd Iii koh i iiuir under Rule 14 o.i the CCS (CCA) Ruics 1963 against Shii. S.D. ilazarika 

ie then Sl.)JJ'Os, t.)idirul flt. l.'rul. A statement of articles ofChaiçs and a statement ofiinputation of 
rhis-conduct and inis•-heha iui in support of the article ofchaics and a list of documents by which and 
a list of vsllnesses by shurn the articles of chaiges were proposed to be sustamed wue also enclosed 
with the said memo. 

I aitki Oeas given an opportunity to submit within 10 clays ol the receipt ofthc 
W$itci 	te4iteut of(liji.Aice and to satc whether he desires to I e heard in pdtson. 

	

Stjii fneit of 	 es of charges framed against 	hrl.S. 13....Ia lanka the then 
$bPOs UzhruI 

MUIcLE - 

;lirl, S,H I la,'ii iLa hue working as SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub-. Dn, during the period from 29-
U - (A'J•') Ii' I tii •)fl, In. had shown to have inspected as many as SI (filly four) Post Offices in the 
vat I 9U,  lu I ii id nut nuhniild ,' LOpY of the inspection remarks In respect of each of those 54 

Iii Ic lilt ii c . f 	ci;. o 1 1,1i, 	1'dt. of Post Offices, Manipur Division Imphal or any other appropriate 
IIiuijIt. i I :io: if tilL 'i pdh ul Post Offices, Manipur- Dn ImphaL Similarly, the said Shri. S.B. 
ri iL I ii hi in ti ' lia. in' p:t. ted as many as 70 (Seventy) Post Ofliecs doting Ike period from 01-
91 In I ! ' '. but hail 'lot !;ui'miued a copy of the inspection refflntks in respect of 45 (fortyfIve) 

1' 	I 	i 11 v 	i I I 'rl ( )lIices, Manipur- Dn Iniphal or any other appropriate authority in 
au p f4ilj''i. ;I I 'c I u II :w. lanipur- Dn Iniphal . Dy his above nets, (he said Shni. S.D. Hazarika 

1 1 1 1 ,  lk 1 I' !l 	il 1 It- •i'll 2) of P & 'I Man. Vol VIII read with DEpt. of' Posts! New Delhi 
Hi-i L1 	I 	i k 	-1 17-1992. and Rule-3 (1) (ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 

ARI 

l ri U,i:, t:tiiaUle , While working as SDIPC)s Ukhril Snb-Dn, during (lie period from 
:(9 [p . . () I ' 	he huid tut,rl tO have inspected (he fbflowing Ei)f3Os in Ukh.tul. Sub-Dn, on the 

1c i t1 flJ [Ii I 	I 
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IIii, il tIl 	j F)i 

I 	('hlnjtii J i)( 1 
; 	 SiIeIrkh;fti, I' I)IH 
I 	l.aItItitt 	lJ)i) - 	 I ta i iiiisIii 	I . I ':tt::' 

1)ate of Iiispn. shown 1w 
Shri. S.F], 1Iazari1a 

25-02-1997 
29-03-1997 
19-05-1997 
10-06-1997 
15-07-1997 
20-07-1997 

tIll i ti lie t. thesii,t Sini. ilazaiika did riot at all inspect tli above mentioned EDBOs either 

	

ofl the 	li.lø I tpalni etch I at on any other date In the year 1997. llicrethre, by his above acts, the said 
I$j 	I 	Ia. Ii Th1 t te rosions ofRuk 300 (1) of Ih P & 1 Man. Vol. VI!!. Rule- 3 (1) (i) 

	

a the I 	o$iIilct) II I.i1is,1")114. and Rule-3 (1) (iii) of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964, 

gone thi uiJt he ease carelullv. i3rietly. Shri.S.13,1 Ia,arika, was elianjsheeted under 
- 	Iute 14  of Ii CC (IC, \) R itiks 1965 side 1)1'S, \ laniput' Imphal memo no.Diat'/Sfl1pC)s Ukhrul/97, 

(ltd. 19 29 with the tbl''jtjt chmes:- 

I) 	L1,jh; Iyijj 	ji SI ii (P) L'klirul Sub_l)i'%ii from 29,1.96 to 31.1.98 he failed to submit 
inspcctin .:tI of 1 P 	l:)lfiecs in the year 1996 and 45 Post Offices in 1997 which were shown to been In;p:ctcd bs Idni 

I:üt ha'Ing shown as inspected but (lid not inspect 6 EDI3Os in Ukhrul Sub-Diviri between 
25.2.97 to 2W797. 

	

4. 	
SIui.Sun Ds., the then Supdt. of Post Offices, Agariala Din, Tripura was appointed as the 

incplirv ofli:cr to in(li ire into Ihe charues framed against Shli.S.13.J-Ia7arjka After adducing both oral 
1d doeutn t1iar evh c4iees the Inquiry officer subrnjfted his ihquin' report side his letter no.SP-JJINQ, 
tJ. 

the fiiu.hngs of the inquiry officer Article I of the charge is not proved and Article-fl ai the C 1I'g; as pailialiv j)1O/ed 
to the strength of 3 EDBOs out of 6 alleged not to have been inspected. 

6, A op o( the report of the inquiry officer ,  Was supplied to the charged nilicial for making 
ftrneueHt;ffioti. ifaiw. Shri.1Iazijka submitted his representation which was sent by R.L. NO.3096, did. 
244 1. 20 00 \1k a!teej11 with the findings of the 10 in respect of Atlick I. ShIi.Iiazarij(a 

disaced v ill1 the fthdings of (he 10 in respect of Article-Il of the chaise on the Ii Uowing grounds:- 

	

i) 	
'FJe 1l()s a1e1ed not to have been inspected WaS on the basis of wiitten statements and oral 

	

C1ettce 	the Ill'.N$ of thoc lhrcç 130s iz, Kameng Kakching, Pw;hiiig and Shanisha DOs, 

	

i ) 	The dales of the eNalliltiation of those witnesses were fLxed from 16.999 to 20.9.99 at Imphal 
when $he C') was hinctioTling as C 	O T in the 'o the DPS Kohima, 

i ) 'the erRtii wis he4 exparte and the Slate Witnesses were allowed to he examined by the 
0 ) in the 41b8thc if the CC) and he was denied the opporilinity ofcross exIrninatjon olihe state witnesses, 



Ii 	
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iv) the C held regular hearing exparle in a huny in the absence of the CO and did not record 
reasois for  1101ding the enquiiy exparte. 

v 	The decision of the 10 to hold the enquiry exparte and to allow the 
1 x4011 fi'ahon of the state witnesses in the absence of the CO was unjust, unfair and ann ed 

Vt) Non exan ination of the state witnesses was objected to by the CO belbre the JO on 22.10.99 
i 	lu to ovemkl tie objection and did not record the plea and objection of the CO. 

the ('0, therefOre, prayed to the Disciplinaty Authority to exonerate him ftlly of all the 
ilik tecIing ite 1

A 
 ingsrtd 	o!the JO and in resflect of 3 EDI3Os found to be not inspected by the CO 

t l 	the i;htite or 	lick IL 

7. 	1 luive exartiincd the charesheet. deposition of state Witnesses, %Vritten briefs of the P0 and 
the CO, the inqtiirv proceedings, report of the inquiry officer and the representation of the CO against the 

lUily rporl. \\liile  accepting the findings of the inquiry officer in respect i:,i the article II of the 
c irges the disc plIrr atLthorJt) disagrees with the IC) in respect uf Jo s findtris on Article I of the C Itti tie r1)hiOWil1 reabns:- 

I ) 	\hIi.tgh 

 

IIlvrCiIrC short comings on the part of the then l)isciplina' Authority in not including 
ctiiItt hlfurnt loct.iments in the listed (loculnents on the basis of which the articles of chaises were 

p;sccl ip Nc 	uved ani:l the presenting officer in not producing all the wttnesses and additional 
s a e

d h' the Ct.) atid permined by the 10 during the hetrings, suffickut documentaiy and 
ural eVidenet,, lulve beett bnodilced during the oral inquiry to e.stabh'ili the chaise igainst the CO. 

1$ 	I hi LL I1iIti T ':1 S\V-4, Shii.Q.DvijaniapjSingh, the theb Dealing Asstt. fl branch 0/0 t.liiiinii. Inib 	u: crucial in substantiating Article I of he chaies SW-4 deposed that he I 	I I . iii ii ti foi ih ear 1997 and none for the year 19% SW-4 also deposed that the CO lint 
si!hmi the tl incpi if repeated remindei. The CC) lthhlenged that the deposition of SW-4 

liii 'ii liiiiatj Ity ilni uoientary eidence and might have been made on the basis of some records 

I
tnd iii i ii in I i' ni_in 'Ti as he was not expected to keep the figures if the rRs siilimiuecl I not submitted 

I
' lilt Ii lt t ut ii' lcclkw at it Irilv of the dii.sion and non production of documents leads the deposition 
i h (il.,• un I hil.i L. 'kiT, the l)Iea of the CO was accepted bY the 10 who concluded that non hi nI!j.. hi I ilit. iccillil I i (dily a defleiency towards sustajnjn the chanzc unless and otheiwjse 
ilili Iii i, I ' u' bies loi:umefl(ary eidence, 

I 	I.I hIiIlrnhInht r' tue 10 is not accepIahl. 	\V-4 tvns a mere witness and he was supposed 1 tv I ti ii lie nei o he the ltiiih. He was not supposed to blingihe documents along with him Ij1 ifti u? 	in 	to do so. lie had (leposed heför the inquiry as he was asked for and it  111 c 'test what S W-4 ($eposed during the Inquiry, 



il) 	11c coUtciltion of the CO that S\V-4 cannot be expected to keep in memrny all the fgures 
ks øtstimitted / rto stmiItcd by inspecting ofliccts and which has been accepted by the 10 is also 

timthg. SW-4 had been working in the IR hianch for a considerable period and it was not an 
tiiisst,lø frik to remember the numbers of IRs not shtnittcd by the CO in 1996 and 1997. It was 
't : thd, One Of two but the IRs of all the PC)s stated to have been inspected by the CO in 1996 wee 

ed io to have been submitted 1w the CO. 53 IRs of 1997 were alleged not to have been 
b'ili by  the CO. It was, tlerefore. not a difficult thing for the S\V-4 to keel)  in mind the number 

: is suhittHtd' not iihmiItcd 1w the CO. 

$' ) 	\' ether point raised by the CO and accepted by the TO is non-production of additional 
1o.; 11n II! lJk.: monthly tour A advance file for the period from July 1997 to March 98. It was argued 

that if the aditiuiial tiocuments were produced thce would be unfavorable to the prosecution. 
By Ihis documents the CO tried to prove that subsequent TA advance was not ranted unless IRs were 
submitted. This inference was accepted by the 10. The prosecution should have produced the 
additional documents as asled b the Co and permitted by the 10. 1 Io'cer, on PCrUs;ll of the records 
it is ecn that though the It I in para 3 of his order no. 4 dtd.22. 10.99 mcnioned that he decided to call the 
file, he did nit spci;i1icill ask die P(.) or the competent authority to ptm4 1 ce the doetments. Even lithe 
doct' nq 4 as aA.  el fol .  cre p1 'idaced they arc not likely to help the defence of the (10  in the absence of 
any $t)eeilie o.d:I 'i lii li Ilic ( i should have produced if there Was any. Tlierchnc, in the absence of 
ony ,pcJfk ot d':i in suppo I C I the plea of the CO it was wrong to (Iraw any inference due to non-
prodeci Ofl ci  tAln at khi lona r d . uments. 

v) 	the chatire :i J115t the CO was that he did not submit some IRs of the POs which he 
cJtiiued Ii, have i101tc.cIed i hi 01;061 and 1997. lIe was given ample opportunities to deny the charge & 
cstahfis!j klk  lir.oc'nt;c. Hon. 	t. from the records of the inquiry prpcecdings it is seen that he did not 
auericl Øt• prr:lIniIflai 	iiIl Icgu!!i hearings and took part in the oral inulrv only after cidcnce on behatf 
oF lfi disc iptaIv authofliv i,Ni s c'osed.  For his clef ence the Co has raised issues like non-production 
cii certain ;idditk,,iat d:,I;ulnentM. ion-production of original docunckits and lacuna in the deposition of 

$tali wiinL4eII. iltil the I I •) hi not produced any documentary or otal eidencc to show that he had 
jIuI':ccl :ttl .niiitc.l tin: IPs of ih: IPS hich were .sated to have been inspectr(l by him. Copies of the IRs 
t' i .1 ici tel :d leticr h: hich the IRs were submitted whit; Ii are crucial documentary evi- 
dc ic. r. '•e 	iii r" dn;fr$ to lii ( ( ) to establish his innocence and disprove the charge. 

It se c the atiove. atlicle I of the charge against Shri.S.fl.1 !az.arika is clearly established. 

II. 	.. 1 ,41 .  a ,i,tkl II u1Ihe charge is concerned the K) has concluded that the charge is partially 

lIt I i 	1e111 iht oUt ol flj ,  1 Dfl( )s alleged not to have been inspected, non inspection of three BOs  
ii.iii l 4.Iiui. I u.hiiig and Shamshk flOshas been proved. Even though (he inspection of 

nTilHIlIii.!
j j  

liii 	II' 'i II ,l 	I •ei1 established the Disciplinary Aruhurity inclines not to dispute with 
Iliclii fl! 	I 	: ) ii id h iltt lh.,t,•itick-ll of the charge against the CO as partially proved. 

9. 	ihe thitri t 	d l'v ie CO in his rejwesenlation against the report ol the Inquiry Officer 
lI4ve aso cttt otikkr t: 

,non 



4' 

;(\ 

'Ihc I:.IiI 	ience am well as the written statements of the three !)PMs whose offices were alleged 
f l$t: ( ii inspeicd fix,  crucial and sufficient evidence to iroe that the three BO were not 

ispit i' tin' CO Itt Un 	ai 997. The BPMs are the custodian,; of.all th BC) records and as such 
tfr oh c c 	tion. intil wrien statements as o whether the BC)s have been inspected or not cannot be 

1 srih;sec$ ii;ti 	ihe oihei' t3() staff like EDt)As and EDMCS may or may not be present at the BOs 
insctjons. But no inspection of BOs can be canied out in Ihe absence of the BPMs who are 

fp01s$i ci ;a cutoi,lv 0 the BC) records. Therefore, unless contrary is proved, their written 
statetiiefi;s £lnf oral ei;iencc li.ac to be accepted. 

was AIOl debarred from attending the enquiry at any Pout of time. In fact he was 
cirectccI to atteriil thi: heating t Imphal on 21.10.99 ide DPS Kohima memo of even no. dtd.22.9.99. 
,41 co Lei eriklv chose not to attend the enquiry. As such he CO cannot claim that he was not 

tehn.,C4 pflils duty as Cl, Ih the O.o the DPS. Kohima by the controlling authority and as such could not 
tenc! IIe enquiry Suffichnt opportunity was given but the CO did hoi avail the opportunity to attend the 

ihqi4in ind cross examin.e state witnesses. Therefore, he was not denied but be did not avail the 
opotiiihly to ctos - examine state witnesses. 

I I) :\S the ('C) failed to attend the oral hearings fLxedby the JO on several dates the enquiiy was 
leki expatiL upto thw completion of the .stae of presentanon of prosecutions, documents and witnesses. 

such non cross examination of State witnesses was clue to non attendance of the hearings by the COon 
I$e tiales lixed fhr examination and cross examination of state witnesses. 

	

\•) 	\ hcn the CO dclIheratel•' chose not to attend the inquiry on numerous dates fixed for 
pt cIn hiir; aid regular hearings by the IC) and sufficient opportunities afforded to the CO, no specifIc 
re(ur Is r Ihire.l to be recorded as to why the er!quiry was held exparte. 

	

) 	The xIsion of the JO to hold the enquiry exparte and to allow the examination of State 
\ViIneses was in order. \11ien the CO chose not to attend the previous hearing there was no question of 
Postponing the examination of witnesses clue to the absence of the Co. Ifforanv reason the CO could 
hot attcild the headog on a particular date fixed 1w the 10 he could have informed the 10 and prayed for a 
postponement a46111ninent. But there was no written communicatioti to the JO from the CO's side. 

10, In sliorl sii1icicn1 Oportumties were given to the Co to deny the chatges and establish his 
1 . 11 u hd.S.t3.iiaahka just ignored the enquirvupto the stage of presentatjon of prosecution, 

lqchutjets asic) wltresses. Apnt from pointing out deficiencies in the inquiry, he has not produced any 
relet'iitft docurneti rat'y or ora' evidence to establish his innocence and (hisprove the chirgcs. The charges 
against Shri.S.11,1112ariJa ate very serious. One of the main duties and functions of a 

uh..flhiisional Jni;i - ector or Post Offices. is the annual inspection of 'ost Offices. But Shri.Hazarika 

	

4a1)eil to 	ri' 
 

All this iThjti fOjiction of an IPO while working as SD1 ( P) Ukhru[ Sub-Diision between 
Such knd o$' an irresponsible official is not fit to be retained in scrvice. However, 

11.stceiig the lct tnd LIre utnstances of the ease. I feel that Shril lazarika should be given another 
1 itorttnii ,  ho rcfiinii liinisell' 1w retaining him in service and impose the following punishment on 

'I. S. II iiaiatiLa : 



• 1 

ORDER 

Thcrc!ore, I Shri.FP.Solo , Director of Postal Services, Nagaland Kohima and the 
DciIihaty uthority hcrcbyorderthat the pay of Shri.S.B. Ilazarika..0he then SDIPOs U1<hrul Sub-Un 
nowC !.Divisiothd Office, Kohima (U1S) be reduced byó (six) stages from Rs. 650I- to Rs.5500/-in the 
i:;nc scale of P.s. 55O0 75-9000I- for a period of three years w.e'.f. 1-06-2001 with cumulative effect. It is 
h4rtIicr directed that Shri. S.B.Hazarika.Ci.Divl, Office, Kohima (U/S' wil' not earn increment of pay 
dLiriit he penodof redikdon and thaton the expiiyof this period, the reduction will havethe effectof 
pospning hi$ Iuturc inc- rcrnentsolpay. 

( F. P. Solo) 
1)irector of Postal SeMces 
Nagaland: Kohima - 797001 

1 	i1c 	(1N'V) N.E.Circk. Shillong for information 
2. 	1he'onastfl-ohima H.O. for information and nla. 
1. 	1b 1,(P) Kolkata (Through the Postmaster kohirni HO.) 

. 	tIte )iiector Of Postal services, Manipur : imphal for infomation 
: 	Shri. S.,13111zaii1a. C.I. Dii. Office Kohima (u/s) 

I i' of the Official 
CR of the Official. 
()flice eopv. 

P. Solo) 

I)irector of Postal Services 
Nagaland: Kohima - 797001 
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4., A-12 (1-ii) 	Copy of Proceeding dtd.18.999 
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FQR4 jjQ.1 
(SEE RULE4) 

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 1.9 OF THE 
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ACT.1985. 

Title of the Case :S.B.Hazorjka 

Vs. 

Union of India a Others. 

Contd...jj, 
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L i 	I .11)1 	of 	documents 	rel iecj 	upon. Page 

1. .\-16 	(I-li) Copy 	of 	List 	of 	OW 	ti 	Add!. 

documents 	dtiI.22.10.991 66-67. 
A-17 Copy of Proceeding 

dtd. 	22.10.99. 68 
4 A-18 Copy of Order of appoint nent 

of Adhoc P.O. 69 
A-19 Copy of 	Inquiry 	Notice 

A 	r dtd.20.4.2000. 
(, 	 ' 	/ ° 70 

A-21 
-' t'r 	- 

CoØy of Enddrscment 	fur'iIshing 

Inquiry 	Report. 73 
A-22 	(i-xx) Copy of Inquiry 	Report 

cltd .27.9.00. 74 
A-23 	(i-Il) Copy 	of 	R€ip'rnsentatlot' 

€gainst 	Inquiry 	Report. 

A-24 	(1-vi) Copy 	of 	Finill 	Ordcr d Id .U/6/01 .- I( 

Signature 	of 	the 	appll:int. 

FOR USE IN TRIBUNAL'S OH"ICE. 

'1 

I: 

tiIInii 

II I 	Post 	- 	Submitted 	In 	persoi 

l na ture 
or Registror. 
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EPl i lIE NI uI POSTS, IND IA 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR POSTAL SERVICES:11ANIPLIMPH-7 9Sl 

o. DiaY/SDIP0SU3thrUi/97 
	 Dated at Imphal the 192.98 

1'l E 110 R A_N_D Uj1_ 

The undersigned proposes to hold a inquiry against 

Shri.S,... }aZari1ca. $DIPQ5'rUhrU1 $ub-In,.,U}thrU.l. . •under 

Ru.e -14 of the Central Civil 5erviceS ( 
Classificatiofl,COntrOla 

and Appeal Rules 1965. The sbstance of the imputation of mis-
donduct and or misbehabiour in respect of which the inquiry is 
proposed to be hetd is set out in the enclosed statement of arti-
cles of charges ( 

Annexure-I) A statement of the imputation of 
misconduct or misbehaviours insupport of each artiCle of charge 
is enclosed (Annexure -II). A list of documents by uhich and a list 
of witnessnes by whom, the articles of charge are prpposed to be 
sustned are also oflclosed (Annoxure III and I\J). 

lo 	Shr i $.. .Hzarkt SDI 	i1thru). Su-tn,Uhrl. is d irected 

	

• 	to submit ulthih .j 10 days of the receipt of this memorandum as 
written statement of his defence and also to state whether he 
desires to be heard ir person. 

30 	He is informed that an inquiry will be held only in 
respect of those articles of charge as are not admitted. He 
should therefore, specifically admit or deny each articles of 
charge. 

Shr i S !, 	 ,SDPpS -Uhfl.1. UDIo 0U3hu]. is1ur 

her informed that if he does not submit his written statement 

1efence on or befOre the date sped if'jed in para 2 above, or don, 
iot appear in person before the inuiry authority or otherwise 

ils or ret uses to comply with the prOviSion of Rule -14 of t - 

:S(cc) Rules, 1965 or the orders/directions issued in pursuar. 
the said rule, the 	 inquiring authority may hold the 

..nquriy against him . 	 EX-PARTE. 

Attention of Shri.. jazaçUça,, ip rui Su 	
Ukhrul. 

invited to Rube 20 of the CCS(Cbnduct) Rules , 1964, under 

	

• 	which no Govt. Servant shell bring or attempt to bring any 
politdAal or outside influence to bear upon any superor autho-
rity to further his inted3st in respect of matters pertaining 

	

• .. 	 to his service under the Governemtnt. If any representation is 
received on his behalf from another person in respect of any 
matter dealt with in thses 	orocodinos it will be presumed 
that Shri..j 	,5P sPh 	'I . is aware of such 
a representation and that it has b e en made at his in. 'stance 
and action will be taken ajeinst him for violation of Rule -20 
of the CCS(Conduct) Rules 1964. 

60 	 The receipt of the Memorandum may be •acknoledged. 

Copy to:- ,, 

Si-in 5.2. Hazanika 
sr)IPOS, tJkhrul Subs-Dri, 

4 	 Ukhrul., 

2, 

competakt uth , *1 Yo 

Director Posta' Servke 
Manipur Division, 1r1-,ph170Oi' 



CV 
4NNEXURE-1 

Statement of article or charges framed againSt 
Shr j,S. .Hazarik , SQ IPD s/Ukhrul Su L-n. Ukhrul, _______________- -  

'Artici s-I 

hri.S.D.Hazarika, while working as S&IPa/ 
Ukhrul 	 during tho pined from 2/01/(/N) 
to 31/91/I, he h.-,141 shown to have inspected as 
many as 54(Fitty feur)Pest Dffices in the year 
1996, ut h ad not sumitted a Ci1ny of the Inapecti.n 
Remarks in respect of each of thise 54(Fif'ty four) 
Pist Uffices,ts th a Supdt.o? Pest 9 fficea, Manipur 
ivieion, Imphal or any othüt appropriate auths 

rity in place if the Supidt.sf Pset Stficae,Manipur 
•ivieien, Imphal. Similarly, the said Shni,S,Io  
hazarik., had ahawn. to have inspected as many as 
71(Seventy) Pest Vffices dunin g the period trim 
01/I1/7 to 31/12/7 9  but had not au%iitted a 
cpy of 00 Ins.ectisn Remarks in respect of 

4--.5( f-c"~ Lr /Psst Dfficee, to the 
Sup dt.Wf Pu at 	Imphal 
or any ether appropriate authority in place of 
the Supótoof Pest øffices, Maniur Sivisiin,Imphal. 
Dy his sve acts, the said Shni.S.e.Hazarjka 
violated  the  pruvisisne of Ruls..311(2) or P&T 
Flan.Vul.VIII read with Depttoof PoetfNew Ielhi 
letter No.173/2_Inpne bstedoI2/I7/iS, and 
Rule'-3(1)(li) of CCS(C$n4Auct)RulO9,I54. 

Shri,$a3.Hazsrik.a, while working as SDIPs/ 
Ukhrul. Sui-.Dn., dunng the peniad from 2/01/ 
to 31/81/t9$, ha had shown to have inspected the 
following V$e in Ukhrul Sui..Dn,, on the date 
noted a!ainst each, 

Name of the E910 gate if 1npn *  shown  
by Shni.i$oHazanjka -a- 

4 

1. Chin!j.rsj M is  
29 Sirargkhenq EDII 
3. Knanq KakchingEN' 
4, Shangahak ED 
59 Nunshsnq ElID. 
. Puahin em 

25—S2-17 
2-.a3..157 
9-15-1, 7 
1I—I1'i17 
15—I 7 1!!? 
21-87.. 197 

it, in fact, the said Shri.Hazanika, did not at 
all inspect the elovo mentioned Una either an 
the date noted a!ainst each or on any other date 
in the year 17  Thøretore, by his aflve acts, 
the said Shni,SoI.Hazanika, vieluted the provisions 
of Rule-3$*(i) of P&T Mi , .V,1.t/III, Rule..3(1)(j) 
of CCS(Csflduct)Ru1O5,l4 and Ruia._3(1)(jjj) at 
CCS(C.ntkict)Ru1e6,  1964, 

(LMRLUNIA) 
Director Postal Services, 

Or', 
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ANNEXUR.-1I 

Statement at iinputati.ns of miscanduct and/sr mislehavi.ur 
in sup,ert of the articles of charjes framed I!aifl 8t 
Shr i. S. U.Hazarika 9  SPC s/Ukhrul Su-n. ,Ldkhrul a 

a S - - S ----------------- ---- 5 

Article- I 

That as many as 	($ixty six) Ebs and 1(ene) 
5.1] in Ukhrul Su-On., were allitted to the sham of 
Su-.Ojvisna]. Inspector a? Post Offices, Ukhrul Su.Un., 
Ukhrul for Jnspactisn during the year 15' vido SPs/ 
Imphal letter 64Inspectiln/Tour Prsgramme/19 dtd. 
19/12/96 a1sngwih a copy of inspection prsgramcno for 
the year 1I. The said Shri,$.O,Hazarikg, task aver 
the charo of SCUPs/Ukhu1 Sub.Di an 291119(AhN) 
and prier to taking over the chgte of the SU -Dn., 
by the said Shri.S,U.Hazaiika, one 	ri.Poha farin 
P.A., Imphal H.ti was 6fficiating as SIPOs/Ukhtl 
Sul-an f rom si/ui/fl to 29/81/9(N). Of the i(Sixty six) 
CIOe aSBi!nOd to the SUIPOs/Ukhtul SiDn., for inspoc.. 
tien durin9 the year 1996 p  the said ShrioMo ba Paring 
already inspected as many as 13(Thirtoen) EDa durinq 

'the peEiad from 81/I1/ 	to 2/$1/. Thus, as many 
as 53(Fifty three) ECUs in d 1(na) s.o were remaining 
for inagection,by the said Shri.S,R.Hazarika, luring 
the year 1996 at the time of taking aver the charge a f 
Ukhrul Sul..In by the said ShrieHazarika on 29/91/(I/N). 
The said Shri.S..Hazarika, in his Portnihtly diaries 
and monthly summaries of the SPO/UkhtUl for the eerisd. 
from 2/61/(/N) to 31/12/, had shown to have ins-
pected all the 53(Fifty three) Cs and 1(One) 5.0 
which werb remaining for inspection by the said Shri. 
S. $,Hazarika 8 in 2/i/,(,'N). The list at 53(Fil'ty three) 
IEBIBs en 1(Une) 5.0 shown to haveinspected ly the said 
Shri,Hszarjka 	loon enclosed as *ANNEXUEt&..,1*. 

Similarly as many as 71(Seveinty one) Post Offices 
ie.(Sjxty nine)EIs and 2(tu) SoI' were assigned to 
the $OIPOs/Ukhrul SuUn,,for inspection during the year. 
157 vido SSPUs/Imphal letter No.Inspection/Tcur Pragramme/ 
197 Otd,2•t7 alenguith a cepy of Inspectien programs 
for the year 1997. OP the 15(Sixty nine) Ce and 2(Two) 
SoOs in the Ukhrul Sul-On., which were assigned for 
inspection by the said Shri15.e.HZik5 as SDIPOa/Ukhrui 
Sul..On., he had shown to have inspected all the 	(Sixty nine) 
EDIGs and 1(One) 5.0 on different date/dates during the 
period from 01/01/97 to 31/12/97 9  in his fertnightly diaries 
an d monthly summaries of the $OIPOS/Ukhrul submitted by 
the said ShrioHazarika, for the aforeiren tinned period from' 
time t.. time. The list of 19(Sixty nine) €010s and 1(Qne) 
S.D which were shown to have been inspected by the said 
Shri.S.I,Hazarjka during the year 1997 has been enclosed asNN CXUR&. P. 

That, as per Rule-311(2) of P&T Man. Vsl.VIXI, 
the said Shri.S. B.HaZarika, SQPC/Ukhtu1 had to 
submit the bey of Inspection Remarks,in respect of kk* each of the [010 and 5.0 inspected by him, to the 
Supdtof Post Off IC88, Planipur Division, Impha]. q  and in accordance with Doptoof Posts hi Letter 
No. 17-3/92...Inapn. Dtt.2/g7/ 	

/New Del 
92 the time limit for 

Can td.P/2. 
~ W, 

.. 

02 i 



submission/i ssuanco of Inspection Remap ks/inspection 
Reports in respect of EDO and S.Q are 1S(Tan)daya 
and 15(Fifteen) days  from the date of inspection 
resp ectivel y. 8ut, the Said Shri.5.11.113Zarika 	had 
not, all all, submitted the COpy of Inspection remarks 
in respect of 53(Fifty three) .QlOs and 1(One) S.c, 
which were shsitn to have been inspected by him 4w in 159, as 
per ANNEXURE.4A , 	to the Supdt..f Past Offices t  Mani!lur 
ivision, Imphal either within the prescribed time 

limit as specified above, or an any SLIbSequent/ date0 
Similarly, the said Shri q 5.BoHazarika, had net at 
all aubnii ted.thco y of Inspection remarks in respect 
of 	44j 	 -- 	DLs and 1(Dne)5J), which 
were ehoLJ ta have lean inspected by the said Shrj.Hazarika 
on dif'feren,da e/atas during the year 1557. The list 
if 	4.( 	 EDUs and 1Dne) 5.0, which 
were shown 'U have be;én inspected by the said ShrioHasarika 
*t in the year 197 9  but he did not submit I.Re has been 
enclosed as 6Nt1EXUf..C. 

Therefore, it is imputed that the said 
Shri.S..Hazarika, by his above iacts, vjslted the 
previsions of Rule-311(2) of P&T flan.Vol. VIII and 
orders cøntainOd in Deptt.of Posts/New Delhi letter 
No.17_3/52_Inapri. ated0a2/e7/1552, and also failed 
to maintain absolute devotion to his duties in violation 
of Rule3(1)(ii) of CCS(Conduct)Ru1es,1,4. 

'Z'ticla.-. II 

The following EUe in Ukhrul Suh-.Dn, which 
were assigned to the JIP0s/Ukhrul Sub-.n., for annual 
inspection for the year 197 vide SSPO5/Imphai letter 
Noolnspection/Tour Programmo/1957 Dtd.29,l1.t57, were 
shii to have been inspected by the said Shri,S..Hazarjka 
as SDIPDs/Ukhrul, on the date noted against each. 

 
 
 
 

5" 
U. 

Chingjaroi Eqa 
Sirarakhone tD 
Kamang Kakching EDID  
Shigshak EDSt3 
Nungshothl! EDMO 
Pu8hing WED  

ate of In__son. 

25..I2.1557 
25.43... 1557 
15.45-1557 
1I—$. 1557 
15— 17-1957 
2907.. 1997 

The said Shri.Sol.Hazarjka was working as SOIPOs/Ukhrul 
during the period from 25/91/51(A/N) to 31/e1/9s and, 
he had shown to have inspected the above poet offices 
as mentioned above in his Portnihtly diaries pertainjn 
to that period and also in the Ltut monthly summaries if 
the SDIPOs/Ukhrul Sub.n., Ukhrul,submjtted by the said 
Shz'i.Hazarjka , for the respective months on which those 
offices had been shown to have been inspected, lut, the 
EDBPMs of the above EDL9 have intimated, to the Director 
Postal Services, Ilanipur, Imphal, in writing that the said 
Shri.S..Hazarika, SIP0s/Ukhru1 did not inspect their 
respective EQ0s in the year 1997 till the time of sub-. 
mission of respective intimatàsns by each of the EDIPPIs 
of above E)s in the months of Sep t57/g ct97/NØ570  

Therefore, itis imputed that the said Shrj,$01. 
Hazarika, did not at all inspect the aeorementjoned Es 
an the dates noted against each and thereby violated the 
provisions of Rule...30) or P&T Ilan,Vel.VIfl, In addition 

Contd0p/Z& 	3.0... 
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the s aid $hrj.tlazarika, y his act f submission of false 
information reardin iflsp9CtP)fl of those alave mentioned 

DUa, failed te maintain absolute integrity and also 
acted in a manner un is ecaming QI  a 1OVt.8$L'!Jaflt and thereby 
viiated Ru1e.3(1)(i and 3(1)111) of CCS(Cnduct)ules , 

1964 9  / 

'tHLUN) 
irectur P%.stal Servicg, 
an ipu r : I mp h al7951 0  

4 
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NN EXU RE—Il I 
List of documents by which articles of charges framed against 
Shri.S.i.Hazarika, saIPuI/ukhrul SuIs..bn., Ukhrul are proposed to be sustinad. 

1. SPDs/Imphal letter N. Inspection/Tour Programme/199 
Dtd.1/$2/9 	lgnujth a cs1,y of inspection rpgramma for the year 15 	(of SaIpUs/tikhruj Sub...Dn.,) 

2a SSpQs/Jrnha1. letter No.Inspection/Tour Proramme/197 
td.29.1.f7 alenjwith s cipy of inspection p rogramme 

for the year 1997(of SDIPOs/Ukhrul Sun.,) 

Fsrtnightj y diary 	for t ha let fortnight of Febf9 
of S1(P)/Ukhru1 f NQ.4..1/CUaty/SL)L..UKL/55..,9 dt.1/2/96, 

—do... 	 for the 2nd fortnight of ZJan/5 
NOo4..1/Qiary/SUI_UKL/96_g dt.1/1.t.g 

—do... 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Feb/ 96  
No.41/jary/$Uj...UKL 	dt.1.3.9 
for the 1st fortnight of Ilar/gi 
Ns.4.1/aiary/SDL.uI(L/9 dtd.1.3.91 

	

70 	— do.. 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Mr/1 

	

• 	 No._1/$)iary/SI.1.uKL/9 dtd1,4.9 

for the let f'ortnight of 4ri1/ 
NooI&..1/iary/5DL..uKL/91 dtd.17.4.9 

	

90 	—di... 	 for the 2nd ?srtnijht of Mprii/9 
Ni.NIL OTt)ONIL. 

for the 1st fortnight of 1ay/9 

	

• 	 N..41/Iia.ry/5I/UKL dtd.17.509 

	

11. 	— t._ 	• 	for the 2nd f'.rthigh if May/n 
ND.M..1/Oj.Cy/jI/UKL 

	

12v 	do-. 	 for the 1st fortnight if June/5 

	

• 	 N9.A...1/0iy/$8I...UKL dtd, 17,6,696,  

	

139 	-.cio-. 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Juno/ga 
NselA..1/iary/SDL..uK/9 dtd. 1/7/9g. 

	

140 	—do— 	 for the let fortnight of July/56 
dtd0  1/I7/g, 

for the 2nd fortnight of )uly/5 
No.iLj/jary/SfI...UKL dtdeI1/$e/9. 

	

—do-. 	 for the let fortnight of Mu/gi 
No.._j/Djary/$L...UKL dtds1U/96. 

	

170 	—do— 	 for the 2nd fortnight of 
NaoA_l/Ijry/$_,UKL dtd,p2/.,/,0 

	

119 	— do— 	 for the let fortnight of 
• 	 No.o_1/9iary/I...UKL/96 dtd1iI/g/g, 

	

190 	—do... 	 for the 2nd fortnight of 5pt/9 

dtd.J/11/9, 

	

21. 	—di— 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Oct/ga, 
dtd.1/11/,. 

Can td.p/2.0.,. 
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21. Fortniqhtly diary 	for the 1st fortnight of Nov/91 
of  SD I(fP)/Ukhrul 	No • -. 1/01 ary/SD I-UKL dtd. 11. 11.91 

22 	-di- 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Nov/51 
No.A-l/Diary/$I-.UKL. dtd.2 .12.51 

230 	 for the let fsrthiht of 
Nm.A-1/iary/S11I-UKL dtd.11.120910 

- di-. 	 for the 2nd fortnight of e/51 
No.A-.1/Diary/SI-.UKL dtd.01111/979 

-do- 	 for the 1st fortnight of Jan/97 
No.iM-1/Diary/S0I_UKL dtd.11/1/57. 

21. 	-.do- 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Jan/97 
No.A-1/Diary/SDL. , UKL dtd.Q1/12/57, 

27. 	-dv.. 	 for the let fortnight of Fel/S? 
Ne.*-.1/0iary/SDL.UKL dtd.11/12/57. 

2$0 	- do.- 	 jjj  the 2nd fortnight of Fel/57 
No.-.1/Diary/SI-.tJKL dtd.1.3.97. 

25o 	do.- 	 for the let fortnight af Mar/97 
Na.#.1/iary/ 5 I-UKL dtd.11.3.97. 

330 	-do- 	 for the 2nd fortnight of march/57 
No.tftr-1/Diary/SOI-.UKL dtd.104.57. 

310 	-di.. 	 for the let fortnight if Ari1/57. 
Nv,A.-1/iary/$UL.LJKL dtd.21.4 9 57 

-do-- 	 for the 2nd f.rtnight of 'April/97 
IL dt.NIL 

-do- 	 for the let fortnight of May/97 

	

• 	 Nao4l/Ojary/SQL..LJKL dtd1i6/5/97. 
-di- 	 for the 2nd fortnight of May/97 

N9.-1/9jary/$I..UKL dtd.02/06/97. 
350 	- di.. 	 for the * 1st fortnight of June/97 

	

• 	 Nu.-1/9iary/S9I_UKL dtd016/1/97. 
310 	-.dv-. 	 for the 2nd fsrtnight of June/Si 

Nv,-.1/Qary/Sj...UKL 	dtd.1/7/97. 

	

-.do.. 	 for the let fortnight of July/97 
No.I-1/1)iary/SDL.UKL dtd,l1/7/97, 

300 	-do- 	 for the 2nd fortnight of July/97 
No.I-1/Qiary/SOI...UKL dtd. 1/$/97, 

390 	-dv.- 	 for the let f.rtAight of /Au  9/ft 97 
Nv.A_1/Diery/SI..UKL dtd.11,8,97, 

-di.. 	 fir the 2nd fortnight of 'Aug/97 
Nuq'A-.1/Diery/SL..UKL d td o  1 9.97. 

-di-. 	 for the let fortnight of Sat/97 
No. 1A..1/iary/S0I...UKL dtd. 11.5.57 

-dv- 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Sept/97 
No.4-1/Uiary/SL.UKL dtd.1,10.97 

4o 	-do-. 	 for the let fortnight of Oct/97 
• 	 No.#-1/0iary/SfI...uKL dtd.l6.1Q,97 

44 0 	- dv-. 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Oct/57 
Ns.!A..1/Djnyy/L..0 	dtd.1.11,97 

45. 	-dv.- 	 for the let fortnight of NavJ97 
Noo4..1/Ojary/S0I_UKL dtd.110 11.97 

410 	-do-- 	for the 2ndfortnjght of Nov/97 
dtd.1,12.97 
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47. rartniqhtIY diary 	
for the 1st fortnight of ec/97 

of S8IP)/Ukt1X'U1 	Nu.#1/0iarY/I- dtd.10 12.9? 

4$0 	- do- 	 for the 2nd fertnight of Dec/97 
No.i.i/aj.arY/SDI-UKL dtd.$1.I1.5$. 

49 Monthly summary 	for the month of July/91 

of sDi(P)/Uklirul 	No6d.1/SUmflarY/50IUKL dtd.1..9 

59. 	- do- 	 for the months? j/96 
Na.A_1/Summery/SDL_UKL dtd.2.9091 

for the month if 59pt/91 

	

• 	 N,..-1/SummaVy/I-1JKL dtd1. 1$91 

- fl. 	 for the ninth sf $cVS' 
N..A- 1/*I** Inepn/Summary/S1LiUKL 
dt.'1.1l.91 

53, 	.-ds... 	 for the month of Nov/96 
No._1/Summary/mfl8fl/l dt.2.1296 

54. 	- di- 	 for the month of Dec/51 
Na._1/Summary/9u/Ifl8Pfl. dtd.r3lol2eSl• 

556 	door 	for the month of Jan/57 
Ne,m_1/SummerY/Iflepfl/SDIUKL dt.3.2.97 

51. 	.-da.- 	for the months? Feb/97 
No .A_1/Summary/inSpn/S I-UKL t. 3. 3.97 

57. 	ds. 	 for the month of March/97 
Nc.A_1/SUmmatY/1fl8fl/$0I.-UKL dt,1.4.97 

5$0 	 for the ninth of pri]./97 
No.A_1/Summary/Ifl8fl/ST.-UKL dt.1.5097 

590 	-dO.- 	 for the month of May/97 
Ns.R_1/Summary/Ifl8fl/SaI.-UKL dt92.1.97 

	

-do.- 	 for the month of June/97 

	

• 	 No ._i/Summary/inspn/SLUKL dt. 117.97 

61. 	- di.- 	 for the month if July/97 

	

• 	 go .A.1/Summary/Iflspfl/SGI_UKL dt.1.1,97 

120 	-di- 	for the month of aug/97 
Na. _i/Summary/Ins,n/5iI-UKL dt.1.9997 

63. 	-do- 	for the month if Sept/57 
No • A- 1/Summery/ lnspn/ SO I.-UKL dt. 1.1$ 9.97 

for the ninth of Oct/97 

	

• 	 N,._1/Sumrnary/1fl8fl/SDI-UKL dt,1.1197 

650 	-di-. 	 for the month of Nov/97 
No.A-1/$ummary/Iflsp/S1-UKL dt0l. 1297 

	

-do.- 	for,  the month of Dec/97 
.Nc.A_1/SUmmary/Iflsjifl/I-UKL dt.1.1090. 

67. Shrj9L..Pamchiflg,PM,ChiflJar9i UiDj letter dtd.6/12/57 
adreseod to SpOs/imphal. 

6$. Shri.L.Its Singh, RPM, Ksman Kskching $O letter dt.25..97 
addressed to SPOs/Imhal. 

19. Shri.V.S.Varaisi, ED$PM, Shaflgbhak C)OO letter dtd.29/09/97 
addressed to SPOs/Imphal. 

7$. ShLi.S.Yarn9ai, bP11, Pushin9 EDBU letter dtd.$5/16/97 
5ddrossed to S4 1POSU  

Con tci.P/4..... 

C~xj 



- -' •4 _._ 
Shri,R.Tuingay  Jn, PP1, SiLarckheri EDO letter dtd./1/7 
addre s sed te Sp s/I m h al. 

Shri.1AS.1nn, IWM, NunahGnqJ EOtaO addressed to DPS/ 
Irnpha1receive at Oivisiina1 •ffica on 4/11/57. 

irect.r ',st2l Services, 
fV1anjpurUmphal...7951a 

Vb 

oL 	-- 

I) 

4 



• 	 iNN.EXUZ..IV 

List if Witnesses 6y which the articlEis of charges framed 
against Shri.S9.Hazarika SIPL)s/Ukhru1 uh_Dn., Ukhrul 
are pVGpeSOd to 9 guStajne. 

Shri.L.Pamching,P11, Chingjari ED30 

Shri.L.Its Singh, EIPI, Kamans Kakchin ED! 

Shri,V.S.Vareisu, E3!P(, Shaflshak EIJO 

$hri.S.Yarngai, C1PM, F-'ushing EUPO 

71 

 

5a Shri,R,Tuingayuny, £PP1, Sirarakhunç EUIE 

. Shri.iS0Mndorsin, EQVPM, Nunçjslç .g 

7. Shri 3 O.Lhiijarnani Sinh, 	 (1 

0 1 (IR/Vft),Qi4sina1 	 ( I 	UJ) 
•Pficô, Iiphai 	 tirot.r Pistal Services, 

1aniiur:Impha1:7951, 

Ui 

11 

11 
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A. 

Department of Post:Indja. 
Office of the Director Postal Services Manipur:Imphal. 

795001. 
( * * * * 

O1WIR RLATINo TC APPOINEw'r OF INQUIRING AUTHORI'I'y 
(Rule 14 (2) of C.C.S,(cC&A) Rules 1965) 

Memo Vo, D.tary/SD1P0B.1Jkhrul/97 

Whereas an irquiry under 
Sorvjeas(Cj, iflcajon, Con tr1 
being held aainst thri S.11. Haz 
Division, Ukhrul. 

Dated at Imphal, 
the 8.5.98. 

Rule 14 of the Central Civil 
and 1peal) mules, 1965 is 
rika, SDIpos, Ukhrul Sub-' 

And whereas the undersigned considers that an Znquiry Authority hou1d be appointed to inquire into the charges 
framed against the said £ihii • J.ri. Hazarika, SDXPOs,.ukhruj SubDn, tkhru,. 

Now, therefore th ndornigned, in excersie of the 
powers 'onf4rrei1 by uh.Ftil (2) of the said rule, hereby 
appoints Shij. £C, Ds, Supdt. of Poet offices. Agartala 
Division, Tripura &s he hat; been nominated for appointment 
of I/o ia thi8 caso viiie Co o. Staf/1392/$3 dtd. 29.4.98, 
as the Inquirjrq iuthorit' to inquiro into the charges framed 
agalnat the said Thi i.ia. Hazarika,, SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-'Dn, 

	

UKhrul, 	 - 

/-- 
(LJALHLUflA) 

Director Postal Lervices 
Nanipur Divn, Inpha3-'795001. 

Copy to: 

hI1 ..C. Das, 'Os, Aartalau.799001 for i.nfor-' 
mat i on and necessary acti.n. 

2. •Thri z.C, Ua1c1er. 	Irnpha].795001 for infor, 
mtion and :i/aeUon. 

}azarika S'Dipos U1thl $ub-Dn, Ukhruj 
for infcz (thtiofl. 

4. The DPS, Agartala Un, rriptira State for inform. 
ation and necot;ary act.in. 1 

(LLrL4A) 

	

Od 	 Director Po&ta] 
Di.vrt. I(:hi1.7950O1. 



.1 

Department of 	st:India. 
Office of the I)irotor Postal 'ervices :Nanipur: Imphal. 

795001. 

O1Dtt R1LATThG 1O THB APPOIN'ThIENT OF PRESE4TING OFFICEft 
(u1e 14(5)(c) 

Memo Iio. Diary/SDIPOS.4Jkhrui/97 	Dated at irrphal, 
the 08905.98 0  

OftDEft 
- - - - - 

i$hereas an inquiry under Rule.-14of the Centrtl Civil 
Services (Clasifjcatjon, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965, 
1' being held agairut Shri .U. Hazarika, SDI1Os, Ukhru]. 

	

4 	SltbDivjsjôn Ukhrul, 

And Whereas the undersigned considers that a Presenting 
officer should be appointed to present on behalf of the 
undersigned the case in suppert of the articles of harga. 

• Now, therefore, the undersiqn3d in ecercise of the powra 
conferred by iub.'rule (5) (c) of ule-14 of the said 

	

• 	rules, hereby appoints Shri N.C. Halder, $POsIrnpha1 as 
the presenting officer. 

Director Postal Services 
Manipur Divn, Imphal.-795001. 

Copy to:" 

1. Shri .C. Ual:dcr SPOs, Imphal'-795001for inf' 
onnatUon and necessary actjort. 

2(shrj S,J. Hazarika, SDIPos/ukhrul Sub-On, 
Ukhrul for infonnatjon. 

3. Shri. S.C. DatIOs. Agarta]799001 for 
informatjon 

• 	 (LAL1LuNA) 
Director Postal Servicea 

Manipur Divn. Imph1-7500 

/ 
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41, 
Dopartmnt of Po8t3,Zflcj1 

0/0 th0 1)iroctr ?ost1 Sorviccu3aTripur $tt08T4g0.. 

L •  T1/3U/9t3Voi. 	1 oto1 e t Agtl. the 12. 00.99 

subs 	rtrcrtl Inctilzy LZniOr Rulo 14 of 
c.c.. (C.c.l.) ula,j965 Initiated 
Eg3iflst Sh S.I1j1zzrika,ZP0s(PG) .0/0, 
th 	tSttj1. 	eJ1ifli 

The rocular horing in the 	raontinac1 
cao 411 ho hal d w. a, f. p p to -. p 	at 1100 Ii rs 
2aily in the o f f ica of the D.P.S..Irnpha].. Th fjrstdoy 
i fi 	for briziginçj the litod cbcumonto on recorde.On 
2md.3r1 €nJ 4th dcy evionee on bohaif of the Dicin1inary 
ithority thai ba ad1ucod and on 5th dy evidence on 
behalf of the Charged oficia1 shall be ncUucod rftor he 

	

A 	 ibitQ his written sttemC2flt of defence. 

SUOnos .Eor pr ctio withoso duly iIçjno' 
by ma are being sent to the P,0.ftr effectincj sarvice in 
the rnnnar he 	liko to 0.Su1 onxm for defence t4tnoo 
on to are cn3idarod relevant to tho faflc of the 
charcjod 0fficial 0  

( Sunil vas ) 
Zniiry Officer. 

1*1D 
Dy.Supzlt,of Ptst Offico, 

• 	 O,k the 	gartala..799001 
TO 

The )iractor Pt1 !crvjcas,]rhaj for lziformo.  
• 	 tion. 1!o is ro-uoato41• to relieve the prcsntIng 

officer and the witrnoa for attondinrj the ineuiry, 
ThO DIrector Po.tai Scrviccr,Kohimo for infoicton 
3b is rocuestoci to relieve rni S..lozarflca.IPO 
(PG),1bb1rno the chargod official for trnding the 

enquiry. 

3, sri 	.C.H 	r,L'.SPOs,Xxupho1 and P.O. for infor 
ration nd t c attend tho onquirj* He will rloae 

• 	 find horuwith :wmmmm 	to the nro sacution 
witnesoeo and atvançjo to servo on than in the 
cçxior ho mq U]o, 

4 ;ri 	 t4ifj, rP,I(obirnc and 

	

• 	
" 	diarjod official for infoEnatlon cnd attending 

the cn11zy. 

5.0/C. 

6, .paro. 	 ' 

1nf5 

Ly. Sup it.of Pest Off1c, 
• 	 0/0 to OPS.b.garta1.799001 
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'I 	 MMAT OP 1V41.Y Q41fL flTà? IN THL DUAKThZL ZIQUXRY 
IIUflt MLE 44 o' c(cC 	U196$ )45 
4$IU. $HM? JUAN H MUZA. Ui 	=FOS oVKHRM 
4VU DZV1Z(*i WHRUI tD1 M$IIUK bV14Wh' 

• 4. 4. - t 4. a 4. 4. 4. M * 4. 0 ft 0* • 4. * * 4. a * 4. W 4. 

( 

I 

/ 

ORDER No.8 Dtd.15.9.09  _--- 

.'.J The proceed 1ns are taken up at 
iiqO Hs 

intheoffiCO of.. the Director Postal SorviceImPhal 
in 3thepreSeflCe of- the Presenting Officer • ~hl e 
charged official-la5 not turned up. Nor has' he 
communicated through. any source, th intimatlofl cC 
his irabUitY to attend the procoedir€S and the 
reasonsthere0t,Th0 case is, ,horefOre, proceeded 
Ex.iPartO. DocurrontS that listed at l.l to 66 in 
the*aflfleXUrO III to the charg9 sheet and part ic ula 
rised.belOw are produced in'origiflal and brought 

on. recorddUlY making them as feflectod at the 
last column against

, 
 each. 

	

nnntS 	 exhibit 
Nos. 

*1 
0  • 	 - - 	- - 

.,• . .. 	 . 	 •: 	 - - - - 	- - - - 

1 	POs/Ial letterN2. 	 ci(a) to 1(c) 
Tour progra1flmO/l 9  

'-.aiongwith acopyof Inspection 
Prograrnfl forthe year l'96(of 

• SDIPOshrU 1 .S ,)  

2, SSPOS  /Imph 	letter No ,Inspect lon/ 
Tour PrograIflhT/'199? Dtd.29.C1. 1 97  to 2(d) 

alongwith a copy of inspectiofl 
program for the year 1997( of 
nTp/tThhrtlUbflPflc, )  .... 	- - 

ontd.1100. d 

* 

-*r 

1 	. 	 - 
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.4 ...  

S1 	Particulars of the dOcunflt$
xh1bujt  

0. 	 No. 
- a 	- • 	a• 	a 	- a s * * 40 * - 	 - - a 	

- • 

30 	Fortnipht1y diary' for the 1st fortnight of Ex..*3(a) 
of 8DIP)/tTkhrt21 Feb/96 No,A_1/Diary/SDI to 3(b). 

Ul'L/95 -96 Dtd.16/2/96. 

40 	 ~docw 	for the 2nd fortnight of 3x.$4(a) 
• 	 Jan/96 No,Au.1/DiBry/SDhu' 	& 4(b) 

UKL/95i.t96 dt.1/L6.l96  

50 	 -dO.. 	for the 2nd fortnIght of 
• Feb/96 No.A-1i8Py 

SDLU1(L dt .1.3.96. 

ix.S.u5(a) 
& 5(b) 

M,  

Ex.S6(a) 
& 6(b) 6 	-do- 	 for the 1st fortnIght 

of Mar/96 No.A-1/1)1rY/ 

• 	
0:.. 	

. 	 SDL.tKL/96 dtd.16.3.96 

• 	. 	
0, 	 7 0 	..do.. 	 for the 2nd fortnight of 

• 	:• 	
Mar/96 	tx*k 	N0oA1/ 

Diary/DI...UKL/96 dtd. 

r 	 1.4.96 

8, 	-do 	 for the 1st fortnIght 
A 	

., 	

•. 	 of April/96 No.A-1/ 

' 	

Diary/SDIUKL/96 6td. 
• ,: 	

:. 	 . 	

17.4.96 

• 	 • .•• 	 . 	

' 	
of XW Apri1/9 

• : 	-do- 	for the 2nd fortnight 

0• 	
;0 	 ' 	No.NIL dtd.NIL. 

10 
• 	 • for the 1st fortnight 

May/96 No,L.lfDiary/ 

I 	. • 	 .. 	

0 	 • 	SDI/UKL dt.17.5.96 

E .S.'/(a) 
& 7(b) 

Ex .8.10 

• 	
• 	

•. '.:.' 	

•, 	 . 	 oy/ Eo$a1) 
0 	 SDI/OXL dtd.3,6. 96  

I . 

x 	for the 1st fortnight 	o$o12() 
••• .of:June/96 No.A-1/ 	

& 11(b) 

D1aryfSDIUKL Dtd .17.6.96 

for the 2nd fortnight 
of Jur/96 N0.A1/ 	E,c.S-13(a) 
Diary/DI...U1L/96 dto 	& (b) 

I' 	
I 	 14D7.96 

for the 1st fortnight 
of July/96 No,A.1/ 	E 0 S-14 

0 

 Diary/SDIUKL dt&. 
•1 

-do- 	for the 2rx5 fortnight 	15 
of July/96 No.Ai/DIary/ 

X9 

Diary/SDIaUKL Dt.1.8. 96 

for the 1st fortnight of 
A /96 No .A_1/Diary/St)I* fx.-16 
UK dtd.19.8.96 

ontd. FAMOO . ¼ 
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10 particulars of the documents Exhibit NOS. 
No. . 

 Fortni:ht1y 
diary of 

for the 2nd fortnight 
of Aug/96 No.A-l/ x.S-17(a) 

SDI(1')/ukhrul Diary/DI-UKL dtd. & 	17(b) 
02.09.96 

 -do- for the 1st fortnight ,x5-18(a) 
of Sept/96 	o.1/ & 	18(b) 

• Diary/SDI-UKL/96 
• Dtd.16/09/96. 

 -do- for the 2nd fortnight Ex.S- 	19(a) 
of Sept/96 No,A-1/ & 	19(b) 
Diary/SDI-UKL/96 
Dtd 0 10 100 96 

-do- for the 2nd fortnight 	Ex,S-20(a) 
• 	

'. 	 :. of Oct/96 No.A-1/Diary/ & 20(b) 

• 	
: 

SDIUKL dtd.1.11.96 

-do- 	. for the 1st fortnight E 	21 
• 

of Nov/96 N00A-1/Diary/ 21(b) 
SDI-UKL c3td.16.11096 I  

I -do- for the 2nd fortnight Ex.S-22(a) 
of Nov/96 No.A-1/Diary/ & 	22(b) 

• 	 . • 
• 51)1 -UKL dtd, 2 12,96 - 

-do- for the 1st fortniqht Ex.S- 
of Dec/96 No.A-1/Diary/ 

l 	 • SDI--UKL dtd.16.12,96 
• 	

: 
• 	 . :. 

•. 	 . 	-so- for the 2nd fortnight, 
of Dec/96 No.A-1/Diary/ Ex.5-24 
DIU1(Lj dtd.01.01097 

.4 

25.. 	-do- 	•. for the 1st fortnight 	Ex.S-25(a 
of 7an/97 No.A-1/Diary/ - & 25(b) 
SDI,-UKL dtd.16001,97 

26 	 for. the 2nd fortnight 	c.S-26(a) 
.4.. 	. 	• ofJan/97 No.A-1/Diary/ 	& 26(b) 

•:SDIJJKL dtd.01,02097 

27 0 	-do- for the 1st fortnight Ex05-27(a 
of. Feb/97 No.A-1/Diary/ 

& 	27(b) 
DI-UK) 	dtd016.02.97 

280 	' 	-do- for the 2nd fortnight E.S-28(a) 
of Feb/97 No.A-1/D.Lar/ & 	20(b) 
DI-UiL 	dLc3.1.3.97 

290 	-do- f o r the lbt fortnight Ex.S-27(a) 
H of Mar/97 No.A-1/Diary/ & 	27(b) 

DI-UKL dtd.16.3.97 

'00 	 io- for the 2nd fortnight E 	S-30 .0 

• of r 1 arch/97 	i.A-1/ 
Diary/SDI-UKL dt0l.4.97 

31. 	-do- for the 1st fortnight E.S-31 
of Arrjl/97 No.A-1/ 
Diary/SDIIJKL Dt,21.4,97 

320 	-do- for the 2nd fortniqht EXS-32a) 
of Apri1/97 1,1o.3€ 	NIL 

& 32(b) 
DTD. 	Nil.1 

- 	. 33 	 for the 1st fortnight 	Ex.S-33(a) 
& 33(b) 

contcio/o4o 

•1 ... 

1 	.... 



c4) 	 0 

Parti.u1ars of the documents 	 Exhibit Nos, 
• 	 No0 

1 	 34 Fortnicjhtly 	for the 2nd fortnight E•-3. ) 
• 	 diary, of 	of May/97 Noo-l/ 	 34(b) 

• 	 Sul (P) /Ukhrul Diay/Di -UKL dt0 
2.6,97 

	

350 	-do- 	for the 1st fortnight Ex.S-35(a) 
of June/97 NQ0A-1/ 	& 35(b) 
Dia iy /DI -UKL dtd 
16.6.97 

	

36. 	-do- 	for the 2nd fortnight Ex.S-36a 
of June/97 No.A-1/ 	& 36(b) 

• 	 •• 	 Diary/SDI-UKL Dt.1.7.97 

	

H 	 37r 	-do- 	for the 1st fortnight Ex.5-37(a) 
of July/97 No 0 A-1/ 	& 37(b) 
Diary/SDI-UKL dt,16.,7.97 

	

38 ' 	a­do- 	 for the 2nd fortnight 	Ex0S-38(a) 
of July/97 No,A-1/Diary/ 	& 38(b) 
SDI-UKL dtd01,8,97 

	

• 	 39. 	-do- 	for the 1st fortnight 
of Aug/97 N0 0 A-1/Diary/ 
DI-UKL cltd.16.8097 

	

• 	 40 	-do- 	for the 2nd fortnight 	Ex,S-40(a) 
of Aug/97 No.à-l/Diary/ 	& 40(b) 
sDI-:L dtd 0i.9.97 

	

41 	-do- 	for the 1st fortnight EX 0 S-4J.(a) 
o 	epL/ - I LNO,I.f 	 & 41(b) 
Diary/SDI -UKL dt 0 16.9,97 

-do- 	for the 2nd fortnight 	Ex,5-42(a) 
of ept/97 No.A-1/DiaLY/ & 42(b) 
DIU(L dtd,1.10.97, 

-do- for the 1st fortnight 	,, 

H; 	•• .• ••• 	•of 'Oct/97 No,A-1/Dia/ 
bDT-IJKL dtd0l6,10.97 

H 

	

440 	-d- 	for the 2nd fortnight 	S44 
•' 

 
of Oct/97 No,A-1/Diary/ Ex. 44 (b) 

• 	 SDI-UKL dt01,11.91 

	

45. 	-do- 	for the 1st fortnight 	Ex.5-45 (a) 
of Nov/97 No.A-1/Diar'/ 	& 45 (b) 
UI-UKL Lc1.16,11.97 

	

46, 	-do- 	for the 2nd fortnight 	EX.S46 (a) 
of Nov/97 ro.A-1/Diary/ 	& 46 (b) 
$DI-UL dtd.1.12,97 

	

• 	 47 •  ''o- 	for he 1s fortnight 	EXS-47(a) 
of Dec/97 No,.A-1/Diary/ 	47(b) 
SDI-UKL dtd16.12,97 

	

48, 	-do- 	for t:he 2nd fortnight of Ex,S-48(a) 
• 	 • D2c/97 No.A-1/Diary/5D1 	& 48(b) 

UKL td,1.1.98 

• 	 49.MontSUrtuarY for the month of july/ 96  

-, 	 of3DI(11) /U1hr1tdtd,1.8.96TooAi/SUlY/S 	
Ex.S-49 

	

 

50. 	 for the month of Aug/96 E 

• 	 • 	 No,A_1/Swnrnary/6DIKL 

	

• 	

• 

 

Contd. 
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f,- ~- 
• l. particulars of. Documents 	 ., 	 Exhibit Nos, 

No0 

-.------ - 

'51 	Monthly Summary for the month of Sept/ 96 E X  S -  51 
of u SDI(P)./UkhrU NQ 0 A-1/Summary/SDI-UKL  

dtd01.10096 

52 -do-- 	 1 for the month of Oct/96. 
No 0 A4/,unmary/SDI-UKL 	Ex 0 3 -52 

dtcl0l.11096  

530 -do-- for the month of Nov/96 
N0 0 A1/5ummarY/5 	-UKL 	EX. S -53 
dtd02012096 	A' 

54 -do-- for the month of Dec/96 	Ex 0 S-54 
14o 0 A-1/Sur1ary/)E/96/ 

• Inspn 	dtde31o12o96 

550 -do- for the month of Jan/97 
No 0 A-1/Suitmary/Inspn/ 
SDI-UKL dtd 0 3 0 2.97 

56. -do-- for the month of Feb/97 
• No.A-1/Surnmary/Inspn/ 	Ex.S-56 

SDI-UKL 	dd 0 3.3,97 

57 -do- for the month of March/97 
No.A-1/5u.mmary/Iflspfl/SDI- Ex 0 S-57 
(L dtd 0 104097 	 - 

58 	•. • 	'o- 
• 

 for the m)nth of April/97 
14o 0 A-.i/unmaLy/In5pn/DI 	Ex.S-58 

.• 
UKL Dtd.105097 

• 

• 590 . 	 do - for the month o 2 	ay /97 	-59 
• . 

No0A-i/Sumary/Inspn/SDI- 
U(Ldtd02.6097 

60. -do- for the month of June/97 
- No.A-1/Sunniary/IflSpfl/ 	- 	 Ex05-60 

SDIU(L dtd 0 1 0 7097 

• 	

'. 	T . 	•do- for the month of Ju1y/97 

1  
'ziNo 0 A-1/Sumrnry/Inspn/SI  

'• 
UKL atd010e097 

-_ 
•..- 

I62 -do-- for the month of Aug/97 	Ex.S-62 	- 
No.-1/SummarY/Inspn/$DI - 

., (L 	dtd010.97 	 . 

63 -Uo- fo 	the month of Sept/97 	S-63 
• 	 •, • 	 • 	 •, 

N0 0 A_1/ummary/Inspn/SDV 

I UKL dtd0l.10097 

G4 -do- for dv month of Oct/97 x0S-6 
• 	 . .•••• 	 •. .• No 0 A1/Urflmary/LnSpn/ 	• - 

I)I -UKL 	dtd01 .11 0 97 

65 	•; • -do- for the mcrtb of Nov/97 	• 	

" 5-65 
• . N0 0 A-1/Summary/Iflspfl/SDI - 

U(L dtd 0 1012097 

66 -do- for the month of Dec/97 
No. A-i /Suicimary/I nspn/ 	Ex. S -66 

: 

 
IADI ­UCIj 	dt0. 	1.198 

2 	 The original documents in respect of serial No0 67 
to 72 enlisted in the aforesaid Arinexure-Ill are reported 

• 

	

	to have been rested with the Circle Office0 The Presenting 
Officer, hoever, produces the photostat copies of all 

Contd.P/..o 



30 

f,- ~5 
I. these documnts 0  These documents are the correspbnencs that made

a 	
to the. Divisional Office, Impha]. by certaj EDPNs 	nd all these .EDDPMS are the enlisted Witness6s. Therefoe, the photostat copjë of these documents are brought on record 9 subject to their confimatjon to be 

made by;th respectiveissuing authority in each case, 
and, marked them as noted against each below: 

- 

No particulars of the documents 	 Exhjbit 

10 	hri.L.Pasnchjng, IJPM Q  Chngjaroj EDBO  
letter Dtd.1,10 0  97 addressed to SI:;Os/ 	

Ex. S-57 
Imphal 0  

2 o  Shrj 0 L 0 Ito Singh, BPM Q  Kameng Kakching  
CD3() letter dtd .25. 	 E 97 addressed to 	XO S-68  
POs/Impha1 0  

30 Shri0V.S0Vareiso, 1DBI4, Shangshak EDBO_ E 
letter dtd029009 0 97 addressed to SPOs/ 	XS S-69  

44 

4. Shri.'arngaj 0 Bpr1 Pushing EDBO letter 
- 

dtu.09/io/97 addressed toSPOS/Imphal. 	Ex0S-70 

50 Shrion.Tuingayang, E3PM, Sirarakhong EDBO  
letter tc109.1O 0 97 addressed to SPOs/ 	Ex0S-71 
Imphal 

6 	Shri.A,S.i.nderson, I3PN, Nungshong EDBO 	
S-72 addressed to DPS/Impha]. received at 	 0 

Divisional Offjce on 0411.97 

The proceedings are adjouned till 1100 Hours of 
16.9.99 (ie. tomorrow) and will be resumed at the same 
place for Hdkraaa adducing the evidence on behalf of 
the disciplinary authority. 

4. 	Extract of this order is endorsed to thep,0 and 
- 	 the C 0 0 

_jQUI R .0 FF1 CER. 

NO0INQ-1/.3jI/98Voj01 	Dtd,at Imphal 15.0999 

I 	y *O*w.raed to;. 

1 •htL.t1,c44dar. Offiaet & Dy.8%,6tof POat CU4QGas*an$pu DjvJajcz, Zmphal. 

ød Offtala3 s, cgsft Znpaati, 0/0 the D$,rcto,r sstaZ $0 	eQga1sfld 0Idas.7701 

A 	 A  Sv-\"J" 



•0 

XcT_0F PAILYORDER SHEET IN ThE DEPAR'fl4ENTAL INQUIRY 
-eCS (CC&A) .  RULES • 1965 AGAINST SHRI 

zwi TX BHUSHAN }VZ1RX1CA • THh TI-lEN SDIS'Os ,UKIIRUL S 118-EN 	- 
.. , ., 	a. 	- a. a. 	 a. 00 --Mqnw mom — 	: 

.L\ J'4 J• V Si 

flATED06.o9 0 99 

The'proceedirigs are taken up at 1100 Hours 

intheQffice of the Director Postal Services,Imphal 
in the presence or the P.O while the C 0 0 did not 

•1 turnup0. 

fixed for examination 

of Shri0L.Itosingh, EDBPM, Karneng Kakching FD0 

and Shri.L.Parpcing , EDI3PM, Chingjaroi FDBO under 

Ukhrul $O. Of,that, Ehri.L,Ito Sinqh attended 

theProcrlgs ; nd his c Jepo gsition 4s recorded 
as. S.W 0 Nol while. Zhri, L.Pamchjng did not turn 

up andnor lie communicated the reason foi his in-

ability to attend theproceedings. TheP,0.also 

failed to inform hhe reason for the non-attendance 0  

The casewjlj.be taken uat i100 Hours 

tomorrow in the same place for recording evidence 

on behalf of theDjsc. Authority. 

'Copy of this order is endorsed to the 

P0 and the C0. (udder REG.A/D) 

N0414Q4/S. 9  11/98001.Z 	Dtd,at Zmphal the 16r.9'99 

Copyorwardedt4' * 
IV, :$hriV.g43aiAer,, P:eurnt 0icer & Dy.8tlpdt.of 

at off Jàes, $anipur, Imphel for inormatLon. 
2 1J hit.Fa.n,flaz8rjka, Cop1*int Inspector, 0/0 the 

'Di.ritr Poat4 Sérviacu, Nagalnd. Kohiiva'.797001 
:fo in 	t4Ozw A copy of 4epo*Lon of S.it.No.1 
'Shi.i.ito sikigh, EDBiI,K.menq Kakinq ZD90 is 
enc1oaed!i1 	 . 

A 

F 

: 

CVVI 'S J 
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LP 1  
DEPOSITION 0t.4( 	LW.No.' 1 	 Li 

Dpoaition of Shri. VL. Ito Singh • aged.49"Years 
8/a. Late. L. 	arthal. Singh. Resident of • Kameng 
Kakahing village • EDBPM .Kameng Kakch.tng EDO under 
Lamlong Bazar 8.0 

• - . - - - - .. .. - - - - _. - - - - - - ON  - -V 	- - - 

U 
I, 8hrj.. 1.1 to Singh #  RDBFK# Xameng K&cching EDBO 

o in account with Iam3.Qng D*sar 5.0 do state that I am 
wozkl.ng a a 	DB1t/Camenq Kakohing EDO with effect from 

17-3.04977. 	In the year 1997, Shrj4.Lflazarjka was 
the SDIPOa of Ukhrul. Sub-ftO 	On 25,9.97, I received 

V a letter from the Supdt.of Post Of fices/Imphal asking 
me to intimate whether my office was inspected by the 
SDXPOa/Ukhru.t • and whether I had received the Inspection 
RQmarks. 	In reply, I intimated the said Supdt.Qf Post 

V 
V 	

Offices tha 	till that date ,' the $DIPOC/Ukhrul, 8hri 
H 0  8.L'Hazarika 	or anyother 5P0s had inspected my office 

and no Inspection Remarks was received by m 	The exhibit 
aied 	Ex.S..68 • is shown to me and I agree that this r6 	c1) 	 V 

9y'is,y latter what I wrote to the Supdt.of Post Offices, 
Manipur. Impha). , on 25. 997i V 

XAMXNATXON IN CHIEF I8 OVER. 

Question a by the 1.0: 

Mr,L.Xto $i.ngh *  you have stated that the inspection of 

2 	your office for the year .1997 was not done till 25.997. 
.. 	 Whether the office was later inspected by anybody? 

• 	 Answer 1,. Within a month of my above couwanicatton to 
the Supdt.of Post Offices,Imphal, Shri.a.B.Hazarika, 

8DXPOs/Ukhrul visited my office and simply signed 
the M.O receipt book and did not issue any Inspecam 
t.ton remark in the whole year of 19970 The date 

• of signing was shown as 19.5.97 He did not sign 
on any other record, and even did not ccint thI s  
cash and stamps in the office. 

V 	 Question No.2t- Would you please clarify as to why you 
did not object the record signed by 

• 	 V 	sDIPoa/Ukhrul Sbr 	arika by putting' 



A9~~L-K 4q 7) 

 

. 	 (2)'.'. 

the back date? 

I 

 

j 

Answers sJ.nce the record was exantnod and scrutinized 

by a higher authority. I havo not gone through 

the dates etc. v  and just few days back 2 could 

\ deethat a back date was pUts 

DEoNii? (s.1 -o.i) 

PREWtXNG OFflFW 	 -o '- 

Certified that 	was translated and explained 
to the witness 1 

the lasuage. in whith he 	.* depse 



4 
ERT o 	ILY OER SHEET IN ThE DEPAR( 	XNQUZRY  

AwINs'r HI • S • B • flhZRIK 
As ThE ThEN $DIP06. UKHRUL SUBI1LE. 

JlJUfl4..HELD UNDER RULE
44 OF CCS(CC& A) RULES.1965 ' 

	

C RD R iio • 10 	
- 

Dated . 17 .0 

	

The proceed.n 	
:;e taken up at iioo Flours 

	

in the 0ffice 0f 
the DirectOr posta 5

0 ice5,ImP' 	-, 	 --- 

- 	

-- 	 - 

in the presence of the 	
while the C 0 0 do ot 

tUfl Uo 

To-daY's date i
s  fjxCd for examiflati0fl of 

Yarflgais DBPM P,  pushiQ EDDO , 

EDBPM, haflgSha EDO and 

j a rakh0ng EDBO, and Shri
o O o D Jamafl Singh , 

DVjSOfl 
0fiCe,Im al. Of the above, 

turn

hri.Ro 

yang, DBP1, jtakh0n 	
BO has not 	

ed up. nor 

he ha communiated 	
e reason for hiS 

inabilitY to attend the proCeedings and the reason 

thereO 	
The P00 also is not n a positiOfl to give 

any reason for the 
non_atte afce of the said witneSso 

Yamgaii 

	

sngh are e3iflec as 	
2, No.3 & No44 

CtelY0 
The copieS of depoSiti0fl5 of these 

r2Spe  
witnesseS are endorsedto the .0 and the CO 

ongth the copy of this Order. 

The  proCeed11QS 
are adjourfle 	The evideL 

n behalf of the dSC.auth0tY shall be adduced 

and reccrd atll0° Hours tomorrow in the s e 
piaCeo 

pjjj:Sj:,1NTING O1I1R 

Dtd. at Xmphl the ii.09.99 

ahrJ.N.C.Iialder, preenUna officer & Dy.SUpdt. 

	

of PoBt offioe. Maflipur jVjgofl.ImP 	
for 

- j,nfoaUOfl aloflW4th copie$ of 
d.pO$iUOflh of 

.W.2. .W.No.3 Ic No.*i 

RIGDJl/D. 20 Shri.S.8.HaZani, ChaqSd official Ic Compl*it 

ZnapeCtOX. oo the D$XeatOr  Poetal s.rvicee.Nagala 
for jnfoLU1tiOn 

W 	
ø].Oith copies 

of 	
of 5,,tO.2.5à03 & 
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Deposition of S.W.No.2 

Deposition of Shri. S. Yarngai e  aged. xz 60-years 

S/o, Late. Kachuthung, resident of, Pushing village 

Profession: - ED'M • Pushing EDBO under Ukhrul 5.0 
a - 	- - a - - - S - - e - 	 - a a - - 

i s  Shri S. Yarngai, EDBPM, Pushing EDBO 

in account with U3thrul 5.0 uxver Manipur Division 

do state that I am serving as EDBPM/PUShiMg EDBO 

for the last 36(Thirty six) years. Pushing EDBO 

is under the jurisdiction of BDIPOS/UkhrUl. Sub-'Dn., 

Ukhru].. and Shri. 5, B .Hazari.ka was the SDIPOS/UkhrUl 

Sub-Dn.. U)thiul in the year 1997o On receipt of 

a letter from the Office of the Director Postal 

Services, Manipur asking me to inform whether the 

inspection of my office was carried out by the 

Sub-Divisional Inspector tiii then , on 9.10.97 

I informed the Directoi Postal Services. Mani.pur 

that my office was not inøpected by Shri.8.BiHaZarikB. 

Sub-Divisional Xnspecto3? ,Ukhrul for the year 1997 
till then The Ex.S-70, is the photostat copy of 
my letter Dtd.T901007 written to the Director Postal 

Services. Mantpur,Imphal as mentioned earlier. 

i further state that Shrj.S.B.HaZ1Z1.ka9 SDXPO$ 

neitier inspected my office Gluring the year 1997. 

nor I have not received any Inspection Remark 

Ull date 

EINTI ON-IN-CHIEF OVER. 

No Cross Examination. 

Nori geaaminati0fl. S,L 
DEPONE". 

2. 

PRESENTING oppIcg. 	 I 	0 I 

Cerfifi.ed that the deposition is t ansl te 
explained to the witness in the language  it 
he depoDdil 

Date$-i7.09.1999 	 IN 	0 C 

9 : 

and 
which 



No Croas-Exam.tflatiofl. 
No Re-Examination. 

c _ 

 

 

presenting 

4  Qk kt )( tA~" A ~ it 0 A , 

Deposition of S,W.No.3 Dated47th 8ept'1999 

Deposition of Shrie V.5. Varei.so, aged.38 years 

5/0. V 	Shangkahaos resident of shangehak vi1lage 

ProfessLofl : - EDeVice (EDBW /shangshak EDBO) 
a - -  - - -  - - - - 

I Shri.. v.S.Vareiso, EDBW/Shangshak EDO 
under Lamlong Bazar SO in Manipur Division state 
that I m working as EDB4/ShangShak EDBO since 
1978. On receipt of a letter from the office of 
the Director Postal Services. Manipur. Xmphal 
in the month of $épt/1997. asking me to inform 
whether the inspection of my office was carried 
out t.tl1 then for the year 1997. X inforud that 
no inspection of my office was carried out after 
7k6495, and i requested to visit my office and 
carry out the inspectiofl'. Further I add that no 
inspection was carried out durin

Ao tostat 
the year 1997 

I do agree that the EX.$-69 J  copy o 

my letter stated earlier and i still hold the 

contents as correct and true, 

Exnatiofliflhief over. 

* 



tc' 

	

I 	
Deposition of S.W.No.4 Dated.170.99 

a- 	 - 

Depositton of Shri. 0.' Dwi jamanj. Singh • agad.33-years 
S/c, Lat&. O'. Modhu Singh # resident of Kwakeithel 
ZXiX Moirang Purel Leikaj-, Imphal 

Profession: Govt.Servjce. 

	

-if 	 - 	 - - 	 - 	 - 

It Shrj. 09' Dwtjamanj Singh, resident of 
$wakejthel Moirang Purel. Leikai,, Imphal and working 
as GW= Postal  Assistant o  Divisional Office, Imphal 

• 	- 	do state that X am working in the Poatal Department 

since Sept/1994 And, I am working in the Divisional. 
Office 	s

ix 	sinceApril/1996.' I worked 
in the ZR-Branch of the Divisional office from 
AprZ/1996 to August/1998 -, The XR" branch of the 
Divisional office is dealing with the Z.Rs of various 

• 

	

	 nspeoting authorities and diaries of the inspecting 
officere/otciais and field officers in Manipur - 
Postal Djvjsjon'. During my incumbency in the said 
branch, although I received the fortnightly diaries 

and monthly aunwarjes often irregularly from the 
- •• 

	

	 Ii SDIPQa/Ukhrul during the year 1996, **k I 
had not received any X.Rs from the said SDIPOa 

	

- - 	 for the year 1996. Similarly, although I received 

the fortnightly diaries and monthly summaries, often, 
irregularly, from the said SDXPOs during the year 

1997, I received only 25(Twenty five) out of 70(Seventy) 
Pest Offices shown to have been inspected by the 
said SDIPOs for the year 1997Shri. -SB.Hazar1ka 
was work$.ng  as SDIPOs/Ukhrul SubDn., UJthrul during 

the above period • Under the instructions of cow. 

trolling authory, several reminders were 'issued 

to Shri.S,B.flazarjka for immediate submission of 

rRa, but to no effect'. 	- 

xemjnatjon..in-.chjef is over 

No Cross Examination, - 	 - 

No-Re-Examinatjon. 	
DEPON 

PRESENTING O FVi 



1 

EXTRACT of . DIUIY 01WB ZU THE DARThEtTAL XNQUIRY 
t*D1R RULE-14 OF $(CC & A) RULES 0 1965 AGAINST 

&IRX. 5.B. }ZARDZ?. ThE Th24 SDXPOB. UKHRUL SUB. 
•U}cHRUL HD ON 18-094999 

10 = 	I. — . 	
"_ M0.00 . 	- — - 0006   — ., — - -. - - U. U. 

( 

-- 	•f_• ....................--,  '-' ..". 	.-- .--- - .••- I.. 

0RDE ,No1l. 

Date ci . .18'. 02. 99 

The proceedings are taken up at 1100 Hours 
in theOffice of the -Director Postal Services,Irnphal 
irrthe:presenCe of.P.resentingOfflceZ'o The Charged 
offiqi-al. does , to-clay also , not turn up. Nor he 
comm un-iCtCS the inability of his participation in 
the .prdceedings and tha'reason$ thereof through any 
eoirde.. . T1:proCediflgS are therefore continued ex- 
parte.  

Shri.A.S,ArldersOfl, EDBPM, NungshOflg EDBO 
who was surcunoned for appeari.ng to-day as prosecUtiofl 
witness,. do not tun up. There is neither any iriti-

mation to me for the reason of his absence nor the 
p,O -is• : •jn a positOfl •to give any reason for his ab-
sece. The P.0, howeVer, states that his witness and 
the witneSeS those, failed to appear earlier viz. 
S/3bri. L. Pamchii, EDIML, Chingjaroi and R.Tu.r1gE - 

-aang,DBPM, S.irarakflorig EDDO nd 16.09.99 & 17.09.99 

res1ectiveIY, could not attend , might have been due 

to thefaCt that they :áre 	residing in a remote area 

and thtey might not have received the summon.Qn query 

he added that the - transit time required by them is 
The reasqriS cl]i 	acducec1 in support of 

theLr failure to aThear? on the scheduled daL before 

	

I the-I.Oi mere pèsumption and vague term in nature. 	-- 

I ResjdflCe df the ,- jjtnésses in the remote area can not 
staid;arflid2t the wayofappeariflg at the scheduled tire-'---------
and'd4. as the snñidn were sent out to them by Regcl, 

post 	bofore 10-days-ahead, while the normal transit 

.is3ayS at the mL3t0, It •ts the duty of the proSeCU 

tion - 	see that i€s-witfleSSeS are produced/appeared 
on the appointed date arid time. Generally, a witneSS 
who is not aJ1e to attend the proceedings on a parti-
cular day, should sent direct inimatiofl to the 1.0 

e;laifliflg the circumStanCes in which he is unable to 
attelwl the proceedings. In the instant case, there is 
no such information either directlY or through P.O 
or any other source, it also can not be 	held 

that -during these 10-days, the summons were not received 	* 
by the witnesses. The P.O further added that the pre-
vailing unreStfleSs of the state of Manipur is another 
cauSe for their non -appearance. This point -has got 

- certain force and therefore I am incl.ned to give an 

OppOrtUitY to rosecution for production 'of 

H 

I . . 

4 

• 

•'•.' 

• 	 ., 

• 	
- 

- 	,•I'y 
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these witnesseS 61, the next date positivelY. The 
.'. 

posectibn' shbuld note' that it is their MMY . 

causetOeflsure that their witneSeS are attending :  
on the appointed date and time.. 

There will, be no hearing on  20.th Sept' 99, 

that ordered by me earlier. 

The proceedings will resume on  Akut 
21'iO_99(Thursday) at 1100 Hours in my chamber 

in the. office of the Director postal 
for adducing ftirher evidence on behalf of the pro-
secutiofl. On22-10-99', the evidence onbehalf of the 
Charged official shall be addu \Ced after he suJrnitS 

his written statement of defence. 

SummonS to P rocUtiOfl witries S es 

e who failed -() attend this time, duly signed 

made over to the P.O for serving in the 

may wSh to do0 

copieäof this order *-are edorSed to the 

1).9 and' th e C C O,. 	 . 

presenta.ng offiei / 
) 	

INQUIRY 0FrICER. 

Dtd.at  10p4a3 the 18.9.99 
IS 

14  

'Copy 	WItdb6 $' 

lv lhd.W.C.Halde1?. peentLng 	Si D7.$Uiidt.o 
• 	 Pout 	 jtr. Xr*phS3. for 	attofl'. 

B1*)tEf aø) iatflttoX1ed dbove are 

cra 	ciiI & c4n%p1azAt 

*napCtOr. o/o the DLEeCto Postal aetvLceS, 
raa3.aa, PohiAi4?7COl fr  Inftmu 
:;' 	 : 	•.;,':' 	 , 	 \ 

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

0 01~ 

kcx 	tho 
T 

manner he 
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J 
Dopartxnt of fbsts,India. 

Director Postal Services ;Aø1$Lgartala 
790001. 

Office of the 

01  

Memo.No,INQ.1,DE/g8.Vo1,I. 	Dtd ,at Iznphal the 20.09,90 

Sub- Departmenth]. Inquiry under Rulo14 of CCS 
(CC&)1jule s 1965 agair t hri .5 .B .Flazarika, 
the then DIP0 &1thrul $ub..Dn. Ukhrul, 
& now Comp1ain Inspoctor,O/o he D ,Kobima. 

Further hearing in the aforesaid case will be held 
on 21.10.99 at 1100 Hours daily in the chamber of the under 
signad in the office of the Director Postal fiervices q  Agartala. 
On the first day , evidence on behalf of the prosecution shall 
be adduced and on the r*jxt and subsequent date evidence,. on 
behalf of the charged official shall be adduced after he 
submits his written statenuit of defence. 

Summonses for remaining prosect ion witnssas have 
already been made over to the Presenting Officer for service 
in the manner he likes to do. 

AU concerned are requea ted to take naceesary action 
on their part to ensure that the proceedirga are attended by 
the Presenting Officer, the Charged Otticial ar4 the Witnanses 
On the gg appointed date(s) , -tin and place\ 

C 

DySupdt.of Post 0ffioes 
0/6 the DPS,AgartaIa.799tO1. 
Camp at:Xmpbal. 

1 9  8hri.N.CEa1d0r, Presenting Offiop 
Dy.5s,Impha1 for cmp1ianoe, 

• Shri .5 .B .Hazarika, Charged Of f 10 lal 
& C.I., O/o the DPS, Kohima for compliance. 

Copy to:.. 
The DPS Kohirna for kind information. He is requested 
kindly o relieve the Charged Official attending the 
proceedings. 

The D?S, Imphal for kind information • He is request8d 
kindly to relieve & direct the P.O & the wltnesaes for 
attending the inquiry. 

INQUXay opi?rcjut, 

To. 



01  

I)I,PARR;J:N'1' Oi?PQS'fS:fl.fD1i 
OFF'K'E OF I'IiE 1)U(EC'lOR OF POSTAL SERVICES - 

NAGALANT)::K0I1IIVjA..7971 	- 

NO: i?uIe 14/S BJ/arjJ, 	 . 	
Dated,Ko/,j.,na the 22.09.99 • 	

TO, 

 

Shil. SJi.l in4a 

(1oinpJuni II1ISj)cCtfl 

I)i'visional (ii Eiee .Iiiina. 
p 

Sub:- 	Departineiital itiquiry under Rule-4 of CCS.(CC&A) Rules, 1965 
against Shri. S. l3.Hazarikathe then SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Dive &now Corn-

• 	 plaint Inspectot; 0/0 the Dii'cctor of Postal Services, Nagabnd,Koliiina. 

P!easc 
refer lo Shri; Sunil Das 10 & Dy. Supdt of POs, 0/0 DPS, Agartata camp 

at Implal memo no. INQ1/011/58401-1 d(d. 20.9.99 on the above mentioned subject you ir; 
hereby directed to attend 1ht inttiiy on 21.10.99 at 11:00 lirs in the chamber of Dy. Supdt, of 
Offices, 0/0 dw,  Director of Postal Services, Agai -tala wiihotit Liii. 	 - 

Solo) 
• 	. 	- 	

Director of Postal Services 
• 	 Nagaland::Kohjn'ta..797001 

- 	.-•--•-.,•-. 	 • . 



If 
RER? 

DATED 21.10.99 

Proceedings are t akOn up at 1100 hs, in my 
chønbor. Tho Presenting Of ficr •ttodoI whij,0 the CO 
neither attended nr infonn as to his inability to 
attond and roa,ns thorcof. 

2, 	S/Shrj A.S.Undorson, the BPM }bclthong ED3O, P. 
Thuingaycng, the EDDPM Sirar&chng EDDO and L.Pinchjng, 
the EDPM Chingj arot EDDO were sumioned for apnoaring 
tday as prosocution witneo5 have again failed to turn 
tZp Thoro is either any information to ma about the 
zoens of their absoro,:rr the P0 is in a poiti9n to 
give any roasns for their zbsonco. I, thorofore,docjdo 
not to summons those witnassos any m9ro. 

3. 	Evidonco on behalf of tho disciplinory authority 
is closed. 

4, 	The procdinçj will bo resumed tominor at 1100 
hours at tho sno place for hearing clef ono evidence after. 
the subission of written statont of dofonco by the 00. 

50 	Corios ± this ordorshoot have boon endorsed to 
th a P0 and the CO 

rRS NTING OrER 
5;NCVVU=I9fff OFFIR 

partmont f Pasts,India 
0/0 the DirOctDr Pusta]. 3orv1ces:Tripura tato:Agartalo.1 

No.INQ1/s.D.H/93.Vü1..I. L)tc1 a t Acjartala, the 21. 10.99 

Copy fPrwarded to:- 

1. Sbri. N. C.ilnldor,Prosonting Officer & Dy. SPOs, 
Manipr,Irnpb1 for information. Summons as men-

10 1 thDVO are enclosed0  

B.Hazarika, argod Official & Cbmplaint 
Iflspect0r,0/0 the Director Postel Services, 
NacJaland,Kobima -797 001 for information. 

lor 
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•0 	R,4 
Drr'i) 22.10.99 

pocois ore taken up t 1100 hours in iy 

chanbar in the of rica of the 	tala in the rascflCC 

of the PC &il the CO. 

2. 	TO1f's :Thte i fice1 for hearing dofenco ovLJerec 
after the L1;1Ofl D written statOroflt of ioQoncQ by 
the CO 
30 	The CO Lix1tte1 hi k,Eonco statcmflt 1tcK1 

22.10.9 on:i  prayc: for pruction of monthly tour T 0 1.. 

aiVarco Lila for tho porio'J from July'97 to Mrch'90 of 

DPO3 Ukrol mo int a incv.1by the DPS Imprtl, In sup"ort of 

his prayer ho states that the file will onlicjht the rato 

rid ftct as to the suiissirVflOn cnisuiofl of IR ir' 
questiOns as the OLTLICC used to rabOasO/SrflCtiOfl of T.1. 
advance only on cuLxissiDfl o 11s. Z find that tho. 10r3 

incj hw got certain force ani the tile nay reflect the 

atunl posittOn. I, ti oor 	Cida tO cell the Lila. 

4. 	E'urther he rcroJ to pi1uca shri D.CHa1dOr, 

iOs,itnpbol S offlcC witnoCo to clarify tho cirama.  

stnco unzlor cth c,b1t ox3.67 to oxoN71 wore rocaiVo1. 

I find th t the wi thesS roo oo1 to ho oxwdnod as icfen 

witness is 1VIZO1Y to enhicfi)t certain natatial f ac %p and will 

be im iond in Jua course. 

50 	Th CI).whilu as ad.dc;irO3 no t to oxtraino himocif 
as defence witness, 

Since the PC, Shri • C.Ia Qr,L)sPOs,Xfltal is 
roposo to be exwine1 as dofonOo wttnoflathe i)iocipliflary 

authority Hon'blo DI'S v.0110ma m' kindly appoint anothor 

Prosanting Officor either for th E!S clepo.Ation of the 
said Shri M.C.Haldor or for the antirC period of rest 

proCOacIiflg3. 

7• 	t3th the PC) nd the CO pleadeLl that they 411 rit 
ha availthlo to attend the nroccdiflciS iuring the cnth of 

•bv99 and D'99 as they will 	badly ongzgod wIth 

in2pCtIOfl vrks. The position riine also snoe is such 

the date of next hearing will be c unIctcd inter on. 

8, 	Copios of this order sheet are endorsed tO thu' 

), the CL) ind the di;ciplin€iry authorItye 

c.O 	 r •O. 	 1000 

Doparont of Pots.India 
0/0 the Director PDstal SorvicosxTrpura Statasgartal1 

No. INQ.1/S. B.H/98—Vo 1I Dated at Agartala the 22. 10.99 

Copy frwardod to:.. 
1 SrD N, C.Halclor,P. 0. & Dy, SPOs,Manipur.Imph a]. for 

-fnfornmtio n. 
Shri S.D.Hazzirlka,C.O.& C.I,,0/0 the DPS.Nagalzmd 
flobtma..797 001 for infoinetion. 
The D,P.S.,Xohina,, x 	

kind in The DPS,Irnphal 	I 	
. Afr\ 

oi~: + 1, 
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)EP \R1:1 
 

oFFic: OF 	DIR ECTOR iOsT, SETvlcE, 
o )HIMA-797ii 

No: Rule 14IS.Baril 	 Dated Ko1iva tile 1i2-2000 

in inquiry nnd Ruk 14 of CCS (CC A) RIs, 1.965 is being held ag.ainst Shii SJ3.I tzujka C.I. Divisional othce,Ko1)irna 

And whercs the pesen Piseiitjo Officer Slj. N.C.haidcrnyspn5 
Maninur IrnphaI s unbJe U) ithctjo d.s Presenting OffiêcT; because of being a (1icc 
witnes in the said case.'! 'he undesj ied eonsider that an adhoc 1() should be ap!xi;Cte(1 
to present the cisc on 40 ,; hal I Of the 	dersined. 

1her:fc, the eT Iersjned iT CJ7 C of lhr' o,icr (;nh:'ry' c jy 
rule S (c) of the said Ruh. hc appoinis S]u. Naravan Da 	J)( Aga gala 	ih is;on 	ILL P1 cs r1 'g OJ{ic 	(Adnuc ) it itI  hc \ Id ILL a.S Su 	LILT 1Ii it p of Czunulatjo; in ciuei,ecos 	dJfl 1.[La(to11 re-c 	aiv and  of ShrLN.0 

p 

I)iec.;tc,r of pj Services 
1'agaJaiid, (\ ohilnz'-7971)O 1.. 

Copy 

1. 	Nirayu !)as,ASPQs South Sub-Dn. Agartala for in!. and n/a. 
2, 

	

	Shri. N.C. Hakier (i'O) Dv. SPOs,o/o The DI'S imallipwj'ii phal. I te i; IC- quested O I land OWI' EIIC LiSI OldOcjlmellts f an'; to the 1'rcscriiinp()fjj 
3. 	Shri. Sunil Das (1O) l)y. SPOs o/o The DPS. Agar1a. 

Shri. 5.  B. Iazai'ij (CO) C.J.diid, OIIICC Kolunia (Al Sahroom Aartaia- 
• 

1 	.1 

p 1. 	
I' •.• jjj. 	Ivi1l11pU, 	)Lj 1(ji IflOiti,,UOfl 

6. 	Sp'e. 

• 	

. 	. 



DEPARTMENT OF PosTs: INDIA 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF POSTAL SERVICES 

TRIPURA STATE AGARTALA 

. INQ/SBH 	 Dated at Agartala, the 20.04.2000 

Sub : Departmcntal Inquiry under Rule - 14 oICCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 against Sri Santi Bhusan Hazarika, 
the then SDIPOs, Ukhral Sub Division. (Jkhral. now Complaint Inspector, 0/0 the D.P.S. Koliima. 

Further hearing in the above mentioned case will be held on 101 May, 2000 at II Ut) hrs daily at Agartala 
in the chamber of the undersigned: Summon for the defence witness has already been dcspatched under 
registered post. 

All concerned are requested to take necessary action on their part to ensure that the proceedings are 
attended by the Presenting Officer, the Charged Officer, the defence assistant and the witness on the 
appointed date, time and place. 

(SUNIL DAS' 
I nqu i ry 011icer 

& 
Dy. Supdt. of Post Offices 

O/o the D.P.S.. Agartala - 790001. 

Copy to 
Sri S.B..Hazarika, IPOs, PG. 0/0 the D.P.S., Kohima and the charged omcial for 
in formation and at tending the inquiry. 
Sri S.13.Hazarika, IPOs, PCI, 0/0 the D.P.S., Kohirna now residing at Sabroom, 
Tripura for I nfonmitioii and attending the inquiry. 
Sri Narayan Cli. Das, ASPOs, Agartala South Sub Division and Preseiiting Officer. 
He is requested to attend the proceeding and act as Presenting Officer during the 
period of deposition of Sri N.C.Haldar, Dy. Supdt. of Post Offices, Iniphal who is (he 
Presenting Officer of the case barring the time of his deposition. 
Sri N.C.Haldar, DSPOs, lmphal and Presenting Officer of the case for information 
and necessary action. He will please bring the additional document requisition by the 
charged official as mentioned at pam 3 of my order no. 14 dtd.20. 10.99 and also to 
present the casc on behalf of (he Disciplinary Authority except the period of his 
deposition. 

The D.P.S., Kohiina for information with reference of his office no.Rule - 14/SB 
Hazarika did. 11.2.2000. 

The D.P.S., Imphal for information and necessary action. He will kindly refer my 
letter of even no. did. 10. I tt.'..19 ,  12, 1 .2000 and 23.2.2000 and arrange to send the 
additional documents either through Sri N.C.Haldar, the Presenting Officer or by 
Insured Post before the date Fixed for. In case the requisitioned additional documents 
not received in time, the inference would be drawn accordinlv 
The D.P.S., Agartala for information, 
0/c. 

& 
.l)y. Supdi. of Post Offices 

A 
	 O/o (he D.P.S., Agartala —799(101. 

(T..J 



ORDER NO.15. 

Dated,10-5-2000. 

Proceedings are taken up at 1100 hour in my chamber 
in the office of the DPS,Agartala in the presence of the P0 
(Shri Nartyan Das the adhoc P0) and the CO. 

Todays date is fixed for production of additional 
documents and examination of defence witness. The PO,Shri 

	

- .- 	Narayan Das who is appointed as P0 for the period of deposition 
of Shri N.C.Halder,the regular P0 as defence witness states that 
ho did not receive the additional documents that requisitioned 
by me from the disciplinary authority or from the custodian.He 
further states that he did not receive any communication on this 

	

• 	 score from the custodian. I have also not received the document 
despite repeated reminder. Therefore, the inferenôe can be drawn 
by all concerned. 

Shri .N.C.Halder,the defence witness did not turn up. 
He also did not communicate his inability to attend todays 
hearing. The CO alsonab1e to say the reason of non attendence 
of the defence witness. Shri N.C.Halder in his lettern No.Nil 
dtd28,2.00 addressed to DPS,Nagaland and copy to me expressed 
his unwillingness. The CO did not press for further summoning of 
Shri N.C.11alder as defence witness. Therefor, no further date is 
fixed for recording the evidence of the said Shri Haider. 

The CO produced the following particularised documents 
from his custody as defence evidence and they have been brought 
into recod duly making as noted against each. 

_Photocopy of :- 

• 	 a.) Dte. circular No.28-162/62 P.E.-1. Exd-1. 
dtd. 5.8.65 fdd. 

 No.Rule 14/S.B.Hazarika. 	 • Exd-2. 
dtd. 11/2/2000. issued by DPS,Kohima. 

 Letter No. Diary/SDIPOs,Ukhrul/97. Exd-3. 
dtd. 4.3.98 issued from office of the 
DPS,IMPHAL. 

 Letter No. Diary/SDIPOs-Ukhrul/97 Exd-4.' 
dtd. 16.3.98 issued from DPS,Imphal. 

E) Memo No.Diary/SDIPOs-Ukhrul/92 Exd-5. 
dtd.25.9.92 issued by DPS,Imphal. 

The CO desires to submit argument orally.Since the 
regular P0 did not turn up, it is not' come into light whether 
he also desires to submit argument orally. Therefore, the P0 	• • 
is directed to communicate his view within 25th instant for 
taking decision on fixation of date of argument. 

The case is adjourned to a date to be communicated 
• 	later on. 

I P.T.O. 
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7. 	Copies of this order sheet are endorsed to the 
PO(Adhoc P0) the CO and the disciplinary authority. 

PRESENTING OFFICER. 	C.O. 	 INQUIRY OFFICER. 

No. INQ-1/S.B.H./98/Vol.I.Datedat, the 10th MAY,2000. 

Copy forwarded to:- 

1. 	Shri N.C.Halder,Present Officer & Dy.Supdt.of 
Post Offices,Manipur,Imphal for information. 

2i-iiri S. B.Hazarika,Complaint Inspector,0/0 the 
Director Postal Services ,Nagaland ,Kohima-797001 
for information.A.-pv çf dptiem-of-& - . in.h, 1 PPM  

Shri Narayan Das,Designated ASP,Tura,P0(Adhoc P0). 

The DPS,Kohima for information & necessary action 
please. 

Spare. 

t 
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DEPARTMENT OF POSTS : INDIA 
OFFICE OF TUE DIRECTOR OF POSTAL SERVICES 

NAGALAND : KOKIMA - 797001 

No. Rule 14/ S.B.Hazarika 
	 Dated Kohima the 12-10-2000 

To 
• 	 Shri. S.B.Hazarika 

C.L Divisional Office Kohima (u/s) 
At Anandpara P.0:- Sabroom 
Tripura 

I am directed to forward herewith a copy ofthe report submitted by the Inquiry Officer. 
The Disciplinary Authority will take suitable decision, after considering the report. If you wish to 
make any representation or submission, you may do so in writting to the Diciplinary aulhority within 
15 days of the receipt of this letter. 

(Ki;j7  
Supdtof Posts Office (HQ) 

For the Director of Postal Services 
Nagaland : Kohima- 797001 

1
1  

L/ 
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INQUIRY REPORT 

In the Caar Agauist 
Sri S.B.I'Iazarika, 

Complaint inspector, 
0/0 the D.P.S., Kohinia 

1905. I 	apJhiItIed t)%' (he t)iJ-ecfo,' l'i siaJ Sesices, Maiiipuu Slate, liiijli.il as the Jnquiiv '1111n;n(y to inquire into the charges tanjed against Sti S. 13.1 Lay,aijka. the tiieii SI )tl ()s. I lknil Sub Division, 
(Jkrul in Mainpur I )ivision, now ( oinplalsii Iuspctor, olo_ the I). P.S.. Kohinia "ide his iiejno 	I )ia)'!SI )lVO-UkuL'97 	 I have since COtill leted die inquiry and oti 
(lie basis of the (IocumeIil1wv and oi -aI evidences adduced belórc me prepared my inquiry 
repoil as wick,', 

2. iseit1ü)Uieer: 

Sn N.C.Haklar,,Dy. Supd(. of POs, o/o the L)PS, huiphal was appowled as Presenting 
Oflicer except the date 10.05.2000 on which the said Sri N.CJlalda,' was summoned to 
depose as witness and Sri Narayan Das, ASPOs, Aganala South Sub l)ivision was appointed as adhoc PreNenLmg ( )fliecr hn' the period of deposition scheduled 'to he 

• made. 

3 EgLy 	 ;4Sglicer.j1 tile injtn 	dice 	jijn 	4JJjhjtj Tue C.O. did not pailicipate in the, inquiry till completion of' the stage of presentation of 
• 	f)rosecufjon's d0ct5 and witnesses, 1k, liowv, availed the Oppoilunities of pi'odticin 	l' delenee evide,ies. I le did lioi JItflhiJIi,l any dQjt;jlcu assIsta,il to help turn in pi'udtiejn1i. tli- ease ( )II behalf 441 IJIJI 4, uJtiii 	1I he %V415 .$jlj)I'Isetl ol ihe I isellitles avaiIihIe 10 IIIIII. 

4, 1jiLteo1 llearijW  
• 	The case was heard on 25.8.98, 22.9.98, 27.1.99, 15.9.99, 16.9.99, 17.9.99, 18,9.99, 

21.10.99, 22. 10.99, 10.5.2000 &, I 4.o.2Ooo. 

1.4 Fxhibilcd  
The followtng pailicularized documents Were exhibited in the inquiry. (if' them, the 
documents that particularized at SI. No. 1 to 72 were produced on behalf of Ihc 
Disciplinary Authority while that mentioned a( SI. No.73 to 77 were l)r'odUced on behalf of the defence. They were bi -ouglit on records duly marking as indicated against each. 

Particulars of//ic' documents 
SPOs, Imphal letter no.Inspecnozi/Tow- Programme/I 996 
dId. 19.02.1996 along with a copy of inspection 
progl :amme  for the year 1996 (of S1)IPOs, I Jkrul Sub 
f )ivmsi n) 

E/iibit No.. 
Ex.S - 1(a) to l() 

AX (- 



It 

	 /C) 

30. 

--:( 2):- 

/,. 

	

PcrIic,/cir. o/iIw Jx.'u,nents 	 IivIi,/,,t Nos. 
2.I SP( , fillphal kiter no. liipetioniiour Pg' ailunei 1997 1 Ex.S 2(a) to 2(d) 

did. .9. (ii . 1997 aloflg with J copy Of iflSI)CCtiOfl 
pIugtJnuuc for the year 1997 (of SOIPOs, Ukrul Sub 
Divtton) 

	

.3. 	hi11ght1v I )Lwyol 51)1(P), Ukrul. lor th I Ibilnight of 1x.S 3(a) to 3(b). 
Ich ''( No. A-I 'TharviSJ)i-t1KI 95-6 I)td. I ô.2.9( 

)tI\ Iot SI )I(I'), I 	lot the 2'"' 1I)ltflI)Jit( 	Ix S 	4(i) & 4(b) 

	

I)l Hid ' 	o i)id I h' I ')(, 
I ui'!: 	I 0.11)' ol SI )I(1'), I 'kiul. lot IIic 2" ltntsiigh 	Lx.. 	5(a) & 5(b) 
of l'd 96 No. A- I/i)iarv'SI)J-t IkI. Did.), 

	

6. 	1'orthj11'y Diary of SIM(P), t.lkrul. For the I mt- 

	

$'ortnight 	Lx S 6(a) &. 6(b) 
of NLtr 96 No.A-1iDjaiiSDJ-UIj Dtd.16.3.96____ 

	

7.Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P . ........Ft. he 2'irinig1u 	Ex.S 7(a) & 7(b) 

	

1 N 1.n )6 1"o. \-1 /1)iar,S1'fl-t K1 90 1 )id, I 	
. 

	

H. 	Vol 111101(1v I )iaty of SI )1( I ). ( 1kM. For the I" !oiimght 	Lx. S 	8 
4)1 (4)F 96 No.A-1/Th'SDI-UKJj96 Dtd. 1 7.4.96  

	

9, 	1ortnhflv !)ia,' of SDI(P), Uko 	 igh 	Ex.S9 
of A1 n 96 No. Nil. i)td. Nil. 

	

(I.1 I'oii1110tt1y I )iarv of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the I 	loiliughi 	Lx.S 	It) 
I,, 96 No. A-l1)iary/SD!-t IKI. Id I 7.5.96 

	

II, 	I'olTh!jitIv I )iarv of S1)l(P). I Ikrul. For the 2 111' kniiuJt 	hx.S 	I 1(a) & 11(b) 
of' xIs, 96 No, A-lfI)iarv/SDI-UKj, Dtd.16.96 

	

U. 	ForiitihtIy l)iarq of S1)1(P), Ukrul. 	1 i' fortnight 	l'xS 	12(a) & 12(b) 
of' hun: 96 No. A-j,'Djayi"SDJ-t 1 K1 % Did.) 7.6.96 

	

1 .. 	lot tuj'htIy I )iarvof S1)i(P), t.rkruf For ihc2 	fortnight 	Lx.S 	I 3(a)& 13(b) 
4)! iUii., 96 NO. A-I/Diary/SI )I-t IK} /96 Did.) 

	

14 	l'uits,i'lith I )t.aiv ol'Sf)!(l'), Ukrul. lot' the I 	f'wtitighi 	I'.x.S 	14 
Iof i 	'6 N . .\-1/1)iaj'SI )l-tK1 . I )Id, 1 0 , 7 96 

	

I . 	I o tii)tth I )iary of SD1(P), Ukrul, lot' the 2" lorinighi 	Lx. S 	I 
of' itti ''u NLA-[fDiry/SDI_U 	1)id. I .8.96 

	

I 6. 	1' tit nhøh(k I )iary of SDI(P), t.JkruI. For the I OF Ibimighi 	Lx. S 	16 
of "'L 116 No. A-I /Diarv/SJ )1-1 !KI I )td. 19.8% 	. I 

	

17. 	1 Forin,1'htly I )iary of 5' )l(P) 'ki 	I ' 	''te 	fortnight 	Lx S 	17(a) & 17(b) 
I 4)1 Au 96 No.A-1/I.)jarsi/Sf)f_tJI.:.[, I )td.2.9.9 

	

I& 	F'ortnightly Diary of SD1(P), Ukrul. For the Ifortnight 	Ex.S - 18(a) & 18(b) 
of Sept 9() N4.A-1/DiS1)j(jJ%j)td99()  
FortnighUy Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2"' fortnight 	Ex.S .. 19(a) & 19(bT 
of Sept 96 No. A- I/Diaiy/SE)I-1 1K! 196 Did. I . 1(1.96 
I'oiThi1111y l)iary ol'SDI(P), 1.1kM. For the 2' fOrtnight 	Ex.S 
olO(;t 96 No.A- 1/Djary/SD1..0 	Dtd.1.11.96 
Fori.nipttIy !)iary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the I 	 E>S-'21(a) & 21 oIo. 96 .N 	1/Dy/'SDJ-UKL Did, 16.11.96 

22 	1 l'orliti.IiI)y I )iary of SI)I(P), Ukrul.I"or the 2iu1 fortnight 	22(a) & 22(b) 1 

	

Nu 90 No.A-1/DjaSD14jDid21() 	t 



P,-  N 	$~ 

No. 1 	Ill(ItI/(j, . (./lHt' (/(I('1/?1(FI(,i 	 I1sihit .. 
 L2 5 . 

	J I'iinigiiiIy ia,y olSJ)!(p), LJkru!. 1oi' LILel' 1  loilni&ii 	IEX.S' ­--2 3(-aj&  23(b) 
of L)ec 96No.A- 1  /J)iaiy/SJ)I-tJKl 1)td.  1 •6. I 2.')( 	• 	 __________ 
Fuituigliily Diary ol SDI(P), UkrUI. For the 2 fortnight 	I -Ex.S  - 24 
olDec 96 WO.A-1/Diaiy/SDE-IJKJ, 1)(d.1.I.97 
l , orinigli1y J)iaiy fSl)I(I') Foi iJe A luilni&i 	Ex.S 25(a) & 25(b) 
(if Jan 97 No.A - I fDiarv/S1)J -1jKj.. 1)Ld.I6.1.97
l'OIlflIgIllIy Diary of S1)I(P), Ukrul. For the 	ibilnight 	Ex.S -. 26(a) & 26(b) 

 of Jan 97 No. A- 1/Diaiy/SDJ-UKI 1)td. 1.2.97 
27. 	E'(}I1flIg1I%' Diaiy of SJ)I(P), t .lknzl. 1or the 1 	Ibrliiight 	1.S 	27(a) & 27(b) 

t)i I•;t 97 NI), l\- I ' )ItI)'I )I-I 1K 1 . I )kI. 1 b. 2.97 
2. 	1'oitnightly I)iiy of SIM(P), 1.'krul. For the 2' toilnighi 	Ex.S 28(a) & 28(b) 

of Feb 97 No.A-1fDjajyiSI)j.j 	I )lJ 1.3.97 
Fnlsiiglffly i)iary of 1)I(P), tJkrul, l'oi the I lorinight 	I.S -• 27(a) & 27(b) 
01' Niar 97 No.A-1/Diajy/sDiUj, Did. 16.3.97 
Fortiliglifly Diary SD1(P), I 1 krul. For the 2"fot1nigki  
of i\1ii 97 No,A-1 ,'j )iasv/S1)l-1 IkI , Dtd, I •4)7  

Foi liiigliI1'' Diaiy of SDI(I'), LikruI. For the I knlnight 	E.8 31 
- 

Foilnighlly Diary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the 2'"' loilnighl 	Ex.S 32(a) & 32(b) 01 \pr 97 No. NIL Did. N' 
Foiiniglnly I)iaiy ol' SI)l(1), UkniI, For the v,  Ibilnight 	Ex,S 33(a) & 33(b) 
.Y.2Y 	J!PryDM 	 .....

.. ............... 34 	Forinighily Diary of SI)i(P), tjknil. lot the 2 fiThight 	Ex.S 34(a) & 34(b) 01 I'97 NA.1/1azy. 1SD1I.i)U6.97  

35 	Fortnightiv Diazy of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the I fortnight 	Ex.S - 35(a) & 3 5(b) of June 97 No. A-i i'DiaIy/SD1-.r}(L Did. 16.6.97 
36 	Forinightly Diaxy of SDf(P), Iikrul. For the 2'"' l'ortniglii 	Ex.S 36(a) & 36(b) of June 97 No.A - J./Dja,y'Sl)J - IIKJ 1 )id. 1.7.97 
37, 

 

1 : 01- 11tig1,t1 .  Diary of 51)1(P), I.kvul, lot the 1 	fortnight 	Ex.S 37(a) & 37(b) of' July 97 No.A- 1/Dja,y/Sj)l_L IKJ . U. I b :7)7 
 38 	Forliughiiy L)iaiy of SDI(P), tJ1rut. For (he 2"" Ibrinighi 	1x.S - 38(a) & 38(b) 

of July 97 No. A-] /Djarv/SDJ4.JKJ Did, 1.8.97 9.  

\q..  97 	 DId. I ( . 97 
40, 	FortiiI,iIy l)iiry of Si )1(1 '), I Jki ul. For ilic 2 kntiiigli( 	Ex.S - 40(a) & 40(b) 

.LN2't-)iuy/SDLtDtd, 1  9.97  

Fortnighily Diaiy of SDL(P), U1rul. For the 1fortitigJit 	Ex.S 41(a) &'41(b) 
Did.  

F'ortnigfltly Diary of SDI(P), Vkrul. For the 2' f6ilniglii 	Ex,S - 42(a) & 42(b) of Sept 97 No, A- 1/Diaiy/5f)4 JKL i)t. I . 10.97 
TFoimight1y Diaty of SDI(P), (Jkrul. For the 1' thulnight 	Ex.S 43 

j of ,  Oct 97 No.A-j/1)jajy/S1)14jK1 l)td. 16.10.97 

j
Forinighuly Dia,y ol'SJ)l(P), Likrul. For the 2 "d  ibrinight Ex.S 44(a) & 44(b) ofOct 97No.A-1/Dja'/SDjUKI 
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	/(XUI?Ufltpuniculars  

	

.45. 	Foiiiiiglit!y I)iaiy of S1)1(P), tJktul. Foi the 1 Iönnighi 

..-  . 	 ot• NOV 97 No. 	i /1)ii'l )I-I I 	I • I )td. I 6. I I .97 

	

4
.

. 	Foiini,hI.ly Dkuy of SDflI'), Ukrul. For the 2d loilnight 

	

47. 	Foiimghlly l)huy 01 S1,)i(4)1 	nil. l"or the I ' Ibimighi 

of I )cc 97 No. A-I /Diaiy/Sl)l-( IKI I )td. 16. 12.97 
4ortiiighdy Diaiy of SDI(P), Ukrul, For the 2 fortnight 

I. I .98 

	

49. 	Mønihly Summary ol 51)1(1'), tJkruI. For the month of 
July 96 No.A- 1/Sununaiy/SD1-UKL Did. 1.8.96 

	

50 	MositW 	iitniary of S1)1( I'). I lkrul. !or the nwtIh of 
1/Suminaty  

	

51. 	Monthly Swnmaiy of 51)1(P), Ukrul. For the month of 
Sept 96 No.AI/Sun1ma1y!Sl)IUkL DId. 1.10.96 
Monthly Suiuinaiy of S I, )l( I'). Ukrul. Ioi the nmitlh of 
oct % No :  A Uth1)1ilSUO1htt y/5 	(JKL 1)td.2.9.90 
Monthly Summaiy of SDI(P), LikruI. For the month of 
Nov 96 No.A_lllnspn/SuIumaiy/SI)14iK1 Dtd.2. 12.96 
Monthly Summary of 51)1(P), LlkruI. For the month of 

3 1 .12.96  
Monthly Summuy of SI )1( P), Ukrul. For the month of Jan 

*............
. 97Nu.A-1/Suntmai(Lnspn/S1)1-UK1,Dtd.3.2.97 

Monthly Suramary of 51)101, Ukrul. For the month of 
No.A-I/Swzuny/Inspi/Sl)l4 1K! .1)td.3.3.97 

	

57 	Monthly Summary of SI.)UP). Ukrul. For the month of 

	

58 	Monthly Suminaly of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of 
Ar 97 NA-1/Sunuai'I' on/')'J.. Dtd.i,5.97 
Monthly Sununsfly of,  Si )1( I ), I l!rul. For Ihe month of 
My 	 2 .... 
t lout Iil Sw wnuy of SL)1( P), U1uI. For the utouth of 
Ju1e97 NA-1 /Summa/ KP1L_ 

Monthly Summary of SDI('P), Ukrul. For the month  of 
JuIv 97 No. A- 1 /Su iMn3 l • j- P__. 
Monthly Summary of SD1(P), Ukrul. For the month of 
Au 97 No. A- l/SuJnnliuy/1npn/S1.)!-tJKL Did. 1 .9.97 
Monthly Sunutuy oF SI )1( 1'), 1 Jkrul. Iut the month of 

Sept )7No. A- i/S utnin 	SDI-IJKL Did. 1.10.97 

	

64, 	Monthly Summary of 51)1(P), IJkruI, For the month of 
Oct 97 No. A-i /Summaty! InNim/SI fl-I 1K! I )id. 1 . 11 . 97  
Monthly Summary of 51)1(1>), lJkruL For the month of 
Nov 97 .N:k 	 Dtd. 1.12.97 
Monthly Suiinnaiy of 51)1(P), 1 Ikrul. F o r the month of 
1)ec 97 No. A-1/Suiumary/hispniSl)!-UK.L Dtd.1.l.97 

~r_~ 490  

Exhibit Nos. 
Ex,S 45(a) & 45(b) 

Ex.S - 46(a)&46(b) 

1.S 47(a) & 47(b) 

Ex.S - 48(a) & 48(b) 

Lx.S - 49 

l'x,S 	0 

Ex.S-51 

52 

Ex.S - . 53 

Ex.S ... 54 

b.S 55 

56 

1x.S 57 

Ex.S-58 

- 59 

Lx.S -60 

Ex.S-61 

Ex.S -. 62 

Ex.S - 64 

Ex.S 65 

Ex.S66 

*...... . 	

. 	\ 	. 	. . . 
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7. 	I hoit ieopy of staten lent of Sri I I 'iiueI Hug, Iii M, 

Clthwjaroi EDIJO Iettei did.!. 10.97 addressed to SPOs, 

	

68. 	I'ItOluC()pV ol statenuelit of Sri I . Ill) Singh, I3PM. K4uueng 

kikJung Ii )l30 letter dtd.25.997 addrcsscd 10 SPOs, 

Izuj)IuaI. 	
V 	 V• 

	

(j). 	 Photteup ot staLi cii it Sn V . S,\ ciso, E1.)BI'M, 

Shai I;l)13() lefler did, 29.9.97 addressed to SP( )s, 
Jfl)j)JL.lI. 	V 	

• 

	

70. 	Plk,coI)y of staleuiient of Sri Yarngai. E1)I3PM. Pushing 
DlI( ) tetlei datcd.09. 10. 1997 addressed to SP( )s, 

I x/ishit Nu.y. 
1)7 

E.S 68 

- 69 

Ex.S - 7() 

V 	 71. 	Photocopy ofth1crneiit of Sri R,Tuingayang, 13PM. 	F.S 71 
Sivai 	i ))3( ) letter dtd.9, 10,97 adtluessed to S1'( ), 

!t11IiI. 1 IV 

I'Liotueopy of statdnicuit ol Sri A.S.Andrsoii, IJPM, 	E.S - 72 

Nungshong EDDO address.. . to ..A'S. ..tnphal received at 

	

- 	 VV 	 VV 	 •VV 	 ____ 

Photocopy of Dte. circular No.28-162/62 P.E.-1 dtd.5.8.65 Ed - 1 
ldd. 	

V 

	

11 	t'Ji) 1011v 	I1is'U ih4i dhl II (I) 	(1U i,niij,iI J)Y 	I 	2 

Koltima  
Letter No. Diaiy/SDIPOs, Ukhrul/97 dtd.4.3.98 issued 	Exd 3 

	

V 	
110111  office of the DPS. liuphal; 	 . 

1.,cticu 'No. I )iaiy/SD1P( )s-1 khrii1/7 did. I 6.198 issued 	Exd 4 

l!om DI's, I 11l , 	 V. 

Memo Noi)uuy/SI)1I'Us-LIkIuul/92 dttL2,9.92 issued by. Ld - 5 

	

- 	1).P. S., lnij.thal. 	
V 	 •_• 

• 	5.2. Documents not ethibited : 	

V 

The charged officer (here wider known as C.O.) prayed for production of monthly tour 
I. A. Mv file Ioi the period Iloun  1July 97 to Match 98 of S1)IP0s, tikhrul Sub Division, 
maintained by the o /o the I). P.S., linpks1. Iii 501)15 nt of his elaüii (he C.( ). sLited that (he 

tile would ciiliglil the nhltciial had as to the submission I I)tHI-SUblIiiSsit)iI of IRs ii; 

V. 	 question as the oflice used to release / sanction 1'. A. advance only on submission of iRs. 1 
find that the We might enlight / reflect material fact related to the matter under inquiry 
and pLaced requisition for the samm b,.fore  e DPS, imphal vide my letter no.INQ- 

V V 
l/SBIl/9%-Voi-1 dt.26. 10.99 followed by reminder 12.1.00. 23.2.00 & 20.4.00. The 

ciiskntt;ni of hit: It ii inicnt had 11611wr claillik-41 )h1viIcp (if (lie dociniteni ISO thrwardcd 

lilt ,  4h)tIII1IL'it( Hor ,iiitit .111Y (VtIlittflhhtfl( ilioii 'tliiivi,it (lit' In4UI)  4)1 1i(u.lIidt1111 of tile 

aviuiJatiility ii the u etwltioi icd tk.IetIilien(M. 

6. 1 . 1he puosecuhioll had desited Li cx.uiuii; the kflowing 	 alliong 

- 	 them the witness at SI. No. 2, 4, 5 & 6 were examined on the date shown against each and 

their deposition Were bI'OUgiiI ilit() recoitis as 'Mlfke(l' at the last colunin. rhe, rest 

	

CL

V 	V 

V 



N 

/ c 
(enses did iu ,I (inn U() dcu1üc issiiiutce 	( 	t e.Ietl 	uaiuiuiiis, Neither (hey Itail 

	

Colt 	(lie i es0fl$ of then' iiilihitie'i ((I .11 (cud, lior (lie l'( ) u,uld explant (he 
teasuiis ol (heir ii i-a(Icndaiice. It is the duty oh (he puly o ensure attendance of their 
Witness on the appointed dale, lime and place. 

. No. 	Alwne and Airtwuhirs 	 D..ac' of 	L)t'po.ion 
• 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 .' 	

... Sn LPanIchii!&EDJ3PM Chinjaroi EDB() 	 Nol tuft up 
Sri I ..ho Sillol, EI')UPM, K4Iman K aehin 	091 999 	SW-I. 

'h ED131 1 K Ntmsha,i. 	._ 4. 	Sri ().J)w(jamani Singli, OA (LR / Vk). 	17.09.2000 	SW-4 
DsioiiaJ ()llice 
Sn V.S.VaFeIsc,EDBpMSha)flj 	17.09,2000 	SW-3 

L 6 - 	 17091999 - - SW- 
7. 	j  Sri R. Tuingayang, EDIJPM, SirarakllAlig 	 Not turn up 

- 	El)li 

6.2. The C.O. piayed to produce Sri N.CJ-laldar, 1)SPOs. Imphal and the P.O. of the case to 
clarify the circwnslances under which the exhibit itxs-67 to Exs-71 were received by the 
office of the DPS. Imphal. I find the witness proposed to be examined as defence witness 
is likely to enlight ceilain material fact and he was summoned. In response to the 
summon 11w said Sri N.C.flaldar in his letter no. nil dt.28M2.200() addrsed to DPIS 
Nagaland die discipiutaiy aullionly and copy to me expressed his unwilhingitess to 
depose as deleitce Witness, lie did not t.urn up on the scheduled (late and time. The C.O. 
did not press for flujiher summoning' ' thc id Jiald.ar and vülually dropped. 

	

7. ?Jii 	of charge !M1 . 	igijnitatiop 4.!llio!ihtcj9imJsbel1aviour: 
ilte following two aiiieks of charges have been framed against Sri SB.Ua/Alrika. the 
then SI,)!POs. I Ikhrul Sul) J)ivision. now Complaint Ilispector. o/o the D.P.S., Nagaland. 

/f(I(I(' of earL' - 
Sri S.13.1'lazaijLi. while working as SDIPOs. Ukhnil Sub I)ivision during the period front 
29.01. 1996 (A/N) to 31.01.1998, he had shown to have inspected as many as 54 (fifty 
four) Post Offices in the year 1996, but had not subinined a copy of the Inspection 
Remarks in respect of each of these 54 (lilly lout-) Post ()flices, to the Supdt. of Post 
OlIlces, Manipui- i)ivision, (niphal or any other appropriate authority in place of the 
Supdt. of Post (')fiices. Manipur Division, Imphial. Similarly the said Sri S.B.Hazarika 
had shown to have inspected as many as 78 (seventy eight) Post C)flices during the period 
from 01.01.1997 to 31.12. 1997, but had not submitted a copy of the Inspection Remarks 
in respect of 45 (forty five) Post 011ices, to (lie Sup(1t. of Post ()ft Ices, Manipur Division, 
iInl)h41 or any oilier ap)ropnate authority in place of' the Supdi. of' Post ( )liiees, Manipur 
l)ivisiori, Imphal. fly Iüs above acts, the said Sri S.13.1 lazaiika "iolaicd (lie JH'ovisions of 
Rule-308(2) of l'&l' Man. Vol. VIII tead wlill Depailinetit of Posts. New Delhi letter 
No.17-3/92-InsJ)fl l)ated 02.07.1 992 and RUle-3(1)(jj) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 



--:( 7):-- 

Wa. k _ ri- 

ol ctiai'u& 	I I 
Sti S.U.1 Iazaiika, while working JS SI)ll( )S, t klu'uI SUI) I)ivision, duiiitg the penod 
from 29.01.1996 to 31.01.1998, he had shown to have inspected the following EDI3Os in 
tJkhrul Sub 1)ivision, on the dale noted against each. 

SI. No. 	Name of the E/)/1O 

Cliingjaroi ED130 
Si;'ai'akiwiig E1)l( ) 
N..atnang K.akchin 	:1 ) ( 
Shangshak EDI3O 
Nungshong EDI3() 

6, 	I'u.shjn II)I 5( 

l)aie o/':nspeclion shown by Sri 

25.02.1997 
29),317 
19,05.1997 
18.06.1997 
15.07. 1997 
28,07.1997 

But, in f'acl, the said Sri S.13,liazarika did not at all inspect the above-mentioned EDBOs 
cillici on the dale ut tied a,ainst each or n any tiltet in the year 1997, 't'hei'cfore, by 
his above ael'. the said Sri 5.11.1 Iai.ariLu. violated the I)FOVISIIH1M of Rulc-308( 1) of P&T 
Man. Vol. VIII, IuIe-3(1 )(i) of' ('CS (Conduct) Iuks, 1964 and Rule-3( I )(m) of CCS 
(Conduct) kuks, 1964. 

The Slaleineni ol Imputation of Misconduct or Misbehaviour in support of the charges 
are as I tik nv:. 

Arlkk - 
That as many as 66 (sixty six) EDBOs and one Sc:) in Ukhnil Sub Division were allotted, 
to the share of' Sub Divisional inspector of Post Offices, Ukhrul Sub Division, Ukhrul for 
rnspeclion during the year 1996 vide SPOs, Iinphal letter No.Inspectionl'l'our Programme 
/1996 dtd.19.02.1996 along with a copy of' Inspection Pu'ogi'amine for the year 1996, The 
said Sri 5.11.1 Iaiaiika took over the chiaie of 1S1)IP0s, tJklwul Sub Division on 
29.01. 1996.(A/N) and prior to taking over the charge of' the Sub Division, by the said Sri 

• S.13.1 lazarika, one Sri Moba Maring P. A.. Iniphal 11.0. was officiating as SDIPOs, 
Ukhrul SUE) 1)ivision from 01.0I.996 to ...01.1996 (AJN). Of the sixty-six ED}3C)s 
assigned to the SDU'Os, Ukhrul Sub Division. for Ifl8peCliOfl during the year 1996, the 
said Sri Moha Mining aheadv uIsJ)ectCd as many as 13 (thirteen) E1)lJOs during the 
period liotu UI .() 1 . 1990 to 29.1)1 , 1990. 'I bus, as fiuiUlY as 53 (fitly three) ll )ll(')s and one 
S( ). verç it nl.Uhuul! ho' iItsJ)eCtit)lI, 1w the said Si SI .1 Iaianka, diuiiig the year 1996 at 
the time ol iakun, oVer the charge of t lkhrul Sub I )ivision by the said Sri 1 !azaiika on 
29,() I .1996 (A/N). The said Sri S.13.1 lazajika, itt Ins fuulnigJilly (liafles and monthly 
summaries of the SIMPOs. Ukhrul for the period from 29.01.1996 (A/N) to 31.12.1996 
had shown to have insiecled  all the 53 (fifty three) EDBOs and one S.O. which were 
remaining for inspected by the said Sri S.B.Hazaiika as on 29.01 .1996 '(A/N). The list of 
53 (lili.v Iltiec) EI)BOs and one S.O. shown It) have inspected by the said Sri 
S.B.I Liiu iLi has heeti wiJoiscil as "ANNI'Xl IR1'-A". 

.Similarly, as many as 71 (seventy one) Post Offices, i.e., 69 (sixty-nine) EDROs and 2 
(two) S()s 	crc iissigncd to the SI )IP( )S. lJkhi'ul .5(11) I )iV1SiOI1, for ilisj)eCtiOlL duimg the 
year 1997 vide SSP()s, liuphal lettet' no. huspcetion/'h'ow' Pi'ogranunei97 dtd.29.01 .1997 

vfc - 

ov 
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'llolle, Withc pv of Ispectioii li'ot'yaniine lui the veal/1997,   ( •.If the 9 (sixty flute) 
11D)3( )s and 2 (two) SOn in (. khrul Sub I )ivision, which ei .e assigned for inspection by 

• the said Sri S.13J lazarika as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division, he had shown to have 
inspected all the 69 (sixty nine) E1)BOs and I (one) S.O. on different date(s) during the 
period from 01.01 1997 to 31.12.1997, in his tbrinightly diaries and monthly summaries 
of the SDIP()s. t.flJuul submitted by the said SII I lazartha for the aibrementioned period 
from time to time. The list of 69 (sixty nine) EI)130s and one S.O. which were shown to 
have been lnsj)eetcd by. the said Sri S.D.! lazarika during the year 1997 has been enclosed 
as 4'ANNEX UI&E-13". 

That as per Ruk-308(2) ol' P&'F Man. Vol. VIII, the said Sri 5.13.1 Iazaiika, SDIPOs, 
Uklu'uI had to SUL)1It1t the copy ol' Inspection Remarks, in respect of each of the EDBO 
and S.O. inspected by him, to the Supdt. of I'ost C)flices, Manipur Division, hnphal and 
in accordance with Depu. of Posts, New 1)elhi teuei' no.17-3/92-lnspn dtd.02.07.1992 the 
time limit loi' SLJl)lllISSiOfl / IssUance oI htSI)CC1tflI  1(emarks / Inspection Reports in respect 
of ED1i() nid S.(). are It) (teLl) . : ( lineen) days from the dale of' inspeetioll 
respectively. But, the said Sii S.L3.liazaiika, had not at all submitted the copy of 
Inspection Remarks in respect of 53 (filly three) EDBOs and I (one) S.O., which were 
shown to have been inspected by him in 1996, as pet "ANNEXURE-A", to the Supdt. of 
Post Offices, Manipur Division, Imphal either within the prescnhed time limit as 
specified abovc, or mi any suhs'qucut dale. Similarly, the said Sri S. II.! Iaiaiika had not 
i( 'iII suluiiiticd the copy Ol liujicctu ut Iciii,ai ks ill I etq)ect (l 14 ( tuity linn') EDIW)s aild 
1 (one) S.( ).. which were showit to have inspected by the said Sri I Iizaiika on di11rctit 
date(s) dwiug the year 1997. The list of 44 (lwty Ibur) EDBOs and I (one) S.O. which 
were shown to have been inspected by the said Sri Ilaziuika in the year 1997, but he did 
not submit I ks has been enclosed as ANNJ X IJRI-C". 

• - 	Thetefote, it is imputed that the said Sri 5.11.1 lazatika. by his above acts, violated the 
• • provisions of RuIe-308(2) of P&'I' Man. VoL Viii and orders contained in Deptt. of Posts. 

New Delhi kiter iio. I 7-3/92-lnsjni d1d.02.07. 1992 antl also laikd to maintain absolute 
devotion to his duties in violation of kute-3( 1)(ii) ult,'C'S ((oidue) Rules. 1964. 

• 	 Article — Ii 
The fi)IlowiIIn El )hJ( )s.in tJkhrOl Sub I )ivisinm, which were assigned to the SDIPOs, 
tikinul Sub l.)ivision, for annual inspection br the year 1997 vide SS'l'( )s, Imphial letter 

• 	 110 lnspeetioiti Jour Pi'ograiiune 1997 dtd.29.0I .1997 were shown to have been inpected 
• ) 	by the said Sri S.13.1-lazaiika as SL,..4>O, LJkit1, on the date noted against each. 

• 	 Si Na, 	Mmcoj'i/wET)/?() 	Datefjjçcfion 
Chingjai'oi ED13() 	 25.02. 1997 
Sw1miakhong El )iiI( ) 	29.03. 1997 
hiuu4iiim kaLlwi 1,1 )l t ) 	I 9.05, 1997 
5IlisIL1,111ak Ii )I IL) 	 I 	199 / 

5. 	Nuugshaiig E1)1iO 	15.07. 1997 
• 	. 	 6. 	Pusliiii, JI)I 10 	 26.07, 1997 
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The said 	S I . I lai.aiika was vuikii, as Si )ll'( )s ( !khrul (101mg the period from 
29.() 1 I C)96 ( i N) in .31.01.1998 and he had shown to have inspected the above Post 
()!iices as ii icittinued above in Ills (C w(niglttiv diaiies pertaining to that period and also iii 
the m(nithlv suninlaneS of the SI )llk)s. I JkIu'ul Sub I )ivision. Likhiul, subnuued by (lie 
said Sri 1laiaiika. mi the iespective months on which those ollices had been shown to 
have been inspected. But, the LI)BPMs ol the above E1)B( )s have intimated, to the 
Duector Postal ServiceS. MIIUpUI, imphal, in writing that the said Sri S.B.1-iazaiika, 
SDIPOs, Ukhrul did not inspect (1 ir t .pee.. •.e EI)tIOs in the year 1997 till the time of 
submission of respective intimations by each of ,  the F])BPMs of above EDBOs in th 
months of Sept 97, Oct 97, Nov 97. 

lheitoie. it is imputel that the said Sri S.B,I iaAuiLl diii not at all tiLpet liii; 
aloi'eiiicntioiied E1)BOs on the dis tiotd against each and Iheichy vtulatd the 
provisions of Rule-308(1) of J'&'I' Man,VoI.Vlhi. In addition, the said Sri Ibzarika, by 
his act of SUI)tHjsSIOfl of false inl'onnation regarding Inspection of those abovementioned 
EDI.3()s failed to maintain absolute integrity and also acted in a manner Unbecoming of a 
Goa seivani. and thereby violated Rule-3( I )(i) and 3(1 )(iii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 
1964. 

8. case of the t)isc1y...utlioiity: 
A. The prosecution in article-I impute that inthe year 1996 as much as 66 EDBOs and 

1 S.O. wete assigned to the SI)LPOs, Ukhrul Sub 1)ivision I ir inspection for the said 
year. The C.O. took over the charge of the SDI, Ukhrul on 29.01.1996 (A/N) and till 
(lien (lie prece(fing IPOs had already inspected 13 EDBOs. Thereby leaving 53 
IJ )JU k and 1 SC), for the ,esi of the veat. The CO. in his thi'tnig)iilv diary for the 
period 11 ,0111 29.01. 1 99 to ii. 12. 19% had iiutcd down iltat all the ollices were 
inspected. The prosecution further mentioned that similarly as many as 69 EDBOs 
and 2 SOs were assigned to the C.O. for Inspection during the year 1997. The C.O. 
in his Ibrtnightiv diaiy fru 0.01.'97 to 31.12.1997 had reported that the 
inspection work of the offices had been completed. The prosecution further added 
that the C.( ).. although reported inspection 01 all the ofhices assigned to him during 
the year 1996 and 1997 did not at all submitted (he Inspection Remarks of 53 
liD130s and 1 S.O. in respect of 1996 and 44 E1)13Os and I S.O. in respect of the 
year 1997 and thereby violated the provision of the Rule-308(2) of P&T 
Man. Vol. VII! and Deptt. of Posts, New Delhi letter No.! 7-3/92-ltnspn dtd. 2.7.92 
according to which the time limit of submission of 1k is fixed 10/15 days from the 
date 01 inspection and attracted the Rule-3( 1 )(ii) Of UCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

Ill SUppoit oh the allegation the P.O. )leiuded the followings - 

0 Since the C.O. did not atlend the proceeding till completion of adducement of 
vudeiice on behall' of the prosecution / disciplinary authority, it is clearly proved 

that he has nothing to say on his delence, 

cinphiasises O%'CI the CICIR)SitioII of S W-4, Sri ( ). LMjaiiumni Siugh, 
l)eihin 	,ssistaztI, JR lirauch, I )ivni. C iliee, Mmmipui who stated that he 

I i!t•)iLiwqi._ 
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received the lortnighuly di.iiv and inoffluilv .su,innar of the ('.(.). olten irregularly 
dunnL' the ve,u' 1996 & 1997, lIe added that he received 25 IIs out uI 70 In' the 
yea,' 1997  and none 1kw the year 1996 !i'oin the CX,). despite several reminders 
LSSUCd Li) the (.0, under the lnstfuction ol the controlling authority. From this 
deposition the P.O. asserted that the charge is proved and the C.O. neither 
isiIed (lie 54 ofijees listed In (lie ANNJX1 JR l "A" to (lie e1iarc sheet and 

IICIICC tJiIsIu UI docs iwl ;iiise .ih tII IIIC I'CLCIf)I ti the I R of 1990,   hniila,Iy he 
einpli.i.iscd tlii the ( '.( ). iiciilier visited the 45 I ( )s as listed In AN NI' X ( 11th 
"C" ol the eliai'ge sheet nor inspected during the Year 1997 and the question of' 
SUb iIIi.sjOJi of' fl( does not arise. 

iii p.u'a 7 of his hi'iel pleaded that despite i'epeated i'eiuiidei the C.0. 
did fliil sUlitlilt th II(s and eveit i'es)uiid to the ie,innde,s, 

The P.O. asserted that the ('.1). being inc in-charge of a SUE) Division, it is his 
fundaitiental duty that he should response the letters received from the Higher 
Authority. Keeping himself mum, it is proved he has nothing to say and 
neglec tcit the oider of the hihe' authoi'ity. 

'1 'lie I '.( ). ftirilicr added that in reply to (lie question to the fact going against him 
made by the 10. The C.O. reply "uiicorroborated" which means the official has 
notltiutg to say against those points and thereby the charge is proved. 

B. In article-Il the 1)rOseCUtiOfl pitt U that the ('.0, in his fortnightly diaiies and 

	

ni'fflhly MUfihlilafles t),' (lie 	H.'iiU(t 10)111 01.111 (997 I 	U .1 .', I9)7 iio(ed the 
Hlspecttoii i 1 (he loflowiti1, tt( Is Ui (he (1.ie sllfwflI? .I'JIhI.( CaLls. 

( 'hingjai'ai I'] )l O( ) 	25.02 1997 
Sirarakhong Ii)1J(.) 	29.03. 1997 

C) 	Kamang Kadching EDI3O 19.05.1997 
Sahgshak EJ)B(I) 	10.06.1997 
Nungshang iflIff) 	1507. 1997 

1) 	Pushing EDJsO 	28.07.1997 

The EDI3I'MA of these offices 'intimated to the Director Postal Services in wiiting 
that their offices had not been ir' 'e ' hi. 'ie year 1997 by the C.O. till wziting of 
the said, communications by each of theni and alleged that the C.O. did not at all 
inspected these offices on the (late mentioned against each violating the provision of 
RuIe-308( 1) uI P&i' Man. Vol. VIII md kuIe-3( 1 )(i) & 3(1 )(iii) of UCS (Conduct) 
Rules 1964. 

The following pleadings had been put foiward by the P.O. toward sustaining of the 
charge. 

i) 'I'Iiat (lie S \V- I. Sii 1.. Ito Siiigh, 11)1 l 'fyi. icainang I...mkelthmg El )L30 in his 

	

ikj'issjo,,i s1a1e41 (hat (lie 	i )hh' )s, I llusd, 	;, 	 1.1 Ia.'u'iLi ui any other 
had fbI visited Ills o.111 	011,, 	197 iiidd not icceived any 

/on 



lnsl)eCtiC)Ii Remarks till then and ckuly 	oved (hat Sti S. Il

- 

 l Lai4uika did not 

\'isit or ti1S1)el the olfice.  

That the SV-2, Sri S.Yarangai, EDBPM, Pushing EDBO in his deposition stated 

that his office was not inspected by the C.O. till 09.10.1997 and thereby proved 

that the C.G. did not .isii and uispect his office till then, 

that the SW-3. Sri \".S. \'aIaiso, I'i)l 1't\f. Saht.,nshak I'] )li( ) in his deposition 

stated that his otlice was not inspected altei' 07.061995 till September 1997 fbr 
the ycar 1997 and thereby proVed that the ( '.( ). did no( visit and iiisvcct the 

ollice ott the year 1997. 

lh.t on direction of the higher autliotity. the couceined otfices. had been asked 

to know the fuel whether the olliec was actually visited And inspected by the 
Cs). in reply 25 offices intimifled non-uLspcctIolt ol their ü!liees and 

aCCi)idifl,ly the repoit was submitted to the Chief P.M,G., ShiUoflg on 

11.12.1997. 

	

1 : 	 v) 'i'hal out oF 7 enlisted witnesses 4 wei .e e.iniind. l'he iesl 3 could not attend 

the lieai'iit due to 11fl11CCCII)1 ol t4UhiUhiI)I IS as these Ohhices UC situated in hilly 

and very haekwaid aica. Ihot'".h tbi' were aske(I again to aitnd the heating at 

Agartala, they could not due to tin distance. 

vi) 'ihat Sri Anderson, BPM, Nungsang in his letter dtd.14.10.1999 intimated that 

his health do not permit him to travel the long distance and as far the enquiry he 

I)ef ,ged to state that he (11(1 not know who was I 1a,uika, Inspector because he 

(I Liiaiika) ILCVCI' visited his office. 

9. • 1lL4 the dcleijdeguL 
The C.O. denied the charge and hold that the prosecution miserably hiiled to prove the 

chai'ges hiought against tUtu. He pleaded the following in support of his claim. The points 

under 4 are in i/o article of ehauge No.1 and under IS' in rio article of charge NO.11. 

A. 1) Nofl-submission of written defence in response to the charges and non-attendance 

to the inquiry cannot be held as nothing to say in defence. 

The plea of the PA that the reminders were issued asking submission of IR is not 

oiiec1 and the P.O. did not produce any such reminder to sustain the plea. The 

EXS-I & EXS-2 not at all proved that the fits were not submitted. 

lii) l'X 5-3 lo lS-66 are not at all th documents to prove that (he IRs were not 

submitted, they are not tr'1sp:ItinL, lme submission i non-submission of IRs. The 

dep )M1IU)iI of S W-4, Sti ().Dwkiainafli Singh is not colToboiatecl by the 
ductiimueimiaiy evidences. Ike de1usititni utiglut have been niade on the basis of 

	

- 	 some records not 1ioiu mueiiioiy as it was not epeeted to keep the figuies of IRs 

siili fflite(l / lI ()tlHUtI*iltt¼(' by dii hreiit inspecting authoiity of,  the I)ivision in his 

I 
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memcny. Non-production of the said doctmnents leads the deposition to be false 

and lalwicat4 

Non'j H'oduetiOH of Ihind-lu-hand I e(;Cij)t hook of leeeiJ)l aiid tiespatch branch of 

the Divisional Office for the peiioi from January 96 to April 98 had failed to 
show the actual fact as to han(hng over the Hs to the inspection branch. 

 

v) Noii-1uoduclioii of add.itioii.1 documents ShVn by the ('.0. viz. Monthly 'four 

T.A. advance file for the period Il'uni July 97 to March 98 of Si)lPOs, Ukhrul 
inaintaind by the 1)ivisional (1)fiiee, huphal and the reasons thereof has intelTed 
that the (1o(;wnents if produced be uni.avourabk to the person who withholds it 
i.e.. pcoseeuton. 

II. i) EXS-68 to EXS-72 re not original ones. hut photocopy. 'l'hereiOre secondary 
evideimec and can only be acceptahk when the original destroyed or lost or cannot 

be produced in reasonable time. in this case no such reasons are explained and 
hence not admissible. 

It 	 ii) The deposition of SW-i, SW-2 & SW-3 are suffered from short coming of(a) the 
original letter stated to be written by them to SPOs, Iniplial WCEC not shOWfl to 

theiii at the linte ot theiv kposition & (h) (he Cvidoliccs are not eOflelUiVC. 

Inspection of a 130 cannot be conlirmned only on the basis of oral statement of the 
I3l'tl who not alone constitute the cstablisluuent. There are other staff and they 

are equally relevant and matemial. 

Account hook. 130 JournaL 130 receipt hoflk are the IIIU11IHUIII documents, which 
requited to he signed by the üispecti (In .iuthoiity in course of ilI4pct1tJfl of 0 

UraiiJm (. )1 tiec. these &tocunieul 	vel": hot 1jodueed because, it produced, they 

wOuld be uiitavourable to the charge. 

The veracity of the letter written to the SPOs by those witnesses who did not turn 
up befOre the inquiry authority could no( be tcted & the tiisr of fton-UispeCtlOfl 

of these u11ies is dried up. 

Examination of Sri N.C.l laldar, DSl0s. imphal was very essential as he 
cnginered the whole episode in collaboration with SW-I to SW-4. But he did not 

P turn Ut) & iitlrence goes against the said Sri N,(.'.hlaldar agreeable to the section 
114 of Indian Evidence Act third which emphasis that the cowl may presume if a 
man iekrs to anwci a question which he is not cotnpelkd to answer by law. the 

- 	answer if given, would be unfavourable to him, 

10. Arjiysis and 
(i) 	The .uiick of charge-I is for non-submission of IRs in respect of the 54 offices 

enlisted in ANNExvRl: A' to time charge sheet 1el)OI'ted to have been inspected 
by time •( .( ). in the year 1996 as Sl)Il'( )s, t klmriil Sub l)ivision. Manipur l)ivn. 
Also for non-submission of IRS ol 44 offices enlisted in ANN1X1.'RE 'B' to the 
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:liaigc sheet reported to have been insj)eeted ill the veal' 1997 to SDIPOs, Ukhru! 
;uh I )ivision in MaIÜpUI Divu. by the ( .( ), To prove the ehare, the frllowing 

redieIs are to be saliitcd. 

1) 'Thai the CX)., during the period in question, worked as SDIPOs, Ukhrul 
Sub Division. 

7) 	'that the olilees enlisted iu ANNEAURF.'A' & A4lXUJtL '13' to the 
charge sheet were allotted to the SL)IP(,)s 101 nIspecuon dUIThg the year 

996 	1997 respectively. 

(3i 	That the aloresaal enlisted utiees ate FCFHH'ICd to have been inspceted on 

111V tiate shown iw. ,  'Sl 	Al i,  itheresl)ccliVe 	0IR by thC (1( ), 

(4) 	'l'hat the C.O. did not submit the IRs in respect of' those offices mentioned 

in tile said ANNEXUR.h 'A' & ANNEXIJRE '13'. 

I. 

The C.O. in no stage of the inquiry (Ienied the tact of his working as 
SDIP(')s. I !khrul Sub I )ivision, in Manipur I)ivision during the period 

from 29.01.1996 to . 101. I 998. Ihe lXS-3(a) to lXS48(h). the 
Ibrtnightly diaries of the (.'.(.). reflected that the C.O. worked as 
SDff'Os. UkIu'ul during the said period except the period from 
05.08.1996 to 108.1996 audagain from 07,04.1997 to 21.04.1997. 
On both the otcasioils he was on EL. In addition, those exhibits 
manifest the enjoyment of El. and rstiicted holiday during the penod 
troin () I 0. 1997 n 17 tO 1997 by Ike I I ). I ticueloic. it can easily ho 

held that the ( ,( ). W0IICd as Si )l I'( )s, I Jkhrul Sub I )lvlsiofl to the 

sti'enth mentioned herein above. 

The EXS-1 & EXS-2 clearly revealed thai the otlices patliculatized in 
the ANNE,X1.JRE •A' & ANNLXI.JRE '11' were allotted to the 
Sl)U>()s, lJkluul Sub 1 )ivisiun br eanyug out inspeehon for the year 
19% iid 19)7 icspeelivdy. Ihicie was no denial of the (1,0, on this 
poatl 1101' Lh dot..anei 	were in question. i'hus it can be easily held 
that these office vei'e allotted enclosed for inspection by the C.(), 
during the year 1996 and 1997 as categorized in the said 
ANNEXI RE 'A' & ANNEXI RF1 '13'. 

The exhibit EXS-3 to EXS-48 are the fortnightly diaries of' the 
SDIPOs, tikhrul Sub 1)ivisitni lot' the period of Feb 96 to Dec 97 
stibmitted to the SP( )s, the SS1'( )s and the 1)1>5, 1tnphal by the (1.0. 
The EXS-49 to EN S-(6 are tile titonthly sunlfllal'v for the peiiod from 
July 96 to I )eeemheu' 97 submitted 1w the ( '.( ). in the capacity ui 
SDIP()s, I klu'ul to the I )ivisioutal l,Jçad. ) '1c authenticity of' these 
documents ate not qLieMt U ned. n( r 	rd'eted them 1w the C.O. in any 

d umuuii'y 	I lie..: 	l . IllileuitS 	4111 l)t 	taken imitu account as 
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..,ithtntic and of,  ('0's. these docunients ettli,ltted tLial the C.O. 

re1)011ed the inspection of the oflices enlisted in ANNEXURE 'A & 

ANNEXURE 'B on the date shown against each. 

(ci) The P.O. pleaded that the non_atlendance of the C . O. clearly proves 

that the CO. has nothing 10 say in his (letcnCe. While the C.O. argued 

ih;I I)O1)-SUhWlSSio)fl of ,  WUhtCIl t1ehUX W lespoilSe It) the charge and 

non-attendance to the hearing of the inquiry not at all iiihr de1eiencY 

in defence. The law of the natwal justice is that no adverse inference 

can be drawn br non-submisstOl) of wiitteii delence statement and 

nonattendanCe to the heaiing by the C.O. And 1 don't think this will 

automatically 1wove the charge. 

--:( 14 ):-- 
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(ii) 	The i'.( ). eml)hasis over the depoition of' SW -
4. Sn O.Dwijarnafli Singli, the then 

Dealing Assistant, IR branch of the Divisional Office, Imphal who has stated that 

he received 25 IRs out of 70 for the year 1997 and none for the year 1996 from 

the C.O. From this deposition.. the P.O. pleaded that the charge is proved and the 

C.O. ucithet' visited the offices particulaiized in ANNEXURE 'A' & 'B' to the 

ehai'ge sheet on the dates si" °'ain'' each and hence question does not arise 

about the receipt of' the I.R. the C.( ). averted that the deposition of SW-4 is not 

coirohorated by the documenta.IY evidences and the depositioll might have been 

made on the lasis of some records not horn his ineinoly as it was not expected to 

keep the figure of IRs submitted I not submitled by the different inspecting 

authoity of the Divisiàn in his memoly and nofl-1)IOdUCtiOfl of the documents 

leads ih deposition to be hilse and fabricated. Although the veracity of the 

tkposil oii (I SW-4 was not tested by the ( .( ). in C0Ui'SC of' heating, but putlilig 
y 

iti 1'k" vc arLunent. a tjIIcS(n n mark is initel, ( )ne cannot keep in his mernol 

how ii iuch what s what unless lie maintains a ICCUFd. NOuj)FlJdUct1&m of the 

iecoit is really a deficiency towards sustaining the charge unless and otheiwise 

COiTOb( i'ited by the otliet' documents jijoduced. 

The l'.C. fuilher pleaded that despite i'epeated icininders the C.O. did not submit 

the I l s and even paid no ispoflSe to the i'niiiltIci' III COUrSe of inquily no such 

pleading except in the brie! was put lom'wai'd by the P.O . and not any docurndntalY 

proVe wa.s produced. The allegation was also not brought in the charge sheet or in 

the statement of imputation therein. It is an extefloUs and have no weightage. 

• (iv) The ('.0. twitter added that the liand - to-haild receipt hook föi thc piiod iorn Jan 

96 to Apfll 99 of the receipt and despaich bianch is a vital document to the instant 

charge and Iiofl-j)1OdUctiOL ui .e ac this cicated cktieiCiIcY ill proving ))C 

charge 'Ike argument ol' the C.0. cannot be ltekl as collect. This document is not 

the Nit a l document or primary document but the secondary. This document is 

Ieqwme4.l t()I' COlTObt)rtt1011 to the truth-ness of inaulteflance of' primary document 

i.e., the account of receipt of' IRs. The 1.0. has got the poweF to recall document I 

willie" fl .ise .IliV laeiuici arises oim the evidence alfea(ly adduced. But he cannot 

v itiies oi neW kc&Ilflellt untes', .iimd uti iWic ,n'i,iu'iicd by the eitliF patty 

n 	_Ieo 
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and dipped tatci on. (.)r. iiaiii of winch not conic UI) In course of inquiiy or mention in the statement of itnputatioti or misbcliavjouj or ntiseondut. Calling of such docwiie11t / Witness is talilaniowit to 
bnnging of penonaI knowledge. flieielore. the reg.stcr Of receipt ot' IR was not calle(l fur, 

(v) 	1'he C .O. strongly I)leaded that nOfl-produetj, of additional document sougJit by 
the C.U. and pennitted by the 1.( ). viz. liiuitthjy tow 'I. A. advance tile for the peziod from July 97 to Maii 'o of L)11-'Os, Uldirul nuthi1ind in the Divnl. Offie. linphal and non-diselo of reasons of flon -pruductjo, has handicapped him iii s l)iIW5ioi* of ci 	 I Ic uIcM too inici' ih.it the (locuIIleffl,s if produced. die wthiVoUrable to the person who withhold it. i.e.. prosecutioji. Thus argument has got irresistible fbrces. In course of requisition of (he document the C,()..hown the relevancy ui the (Jocunlcnt to the CJ.se as 1'irst I A. advances 
er not relçsd on (lie giouiid that no IRs wc subjtted. J3ut, later on, when the LUs weze subiiiid IA. adviuiees were also relasd subsequently. It is cce il otsecilali ti uitdu what cUewntincs the tour T.A. advances released 

subsequently", This relcuijicy was accepted by me and requisition for the 
documents was made followed by several ieiniiijcis but no eI1ct. Even no reason of ,  Witholu)ldnIg 01' the docwiiciits by the cuIodian was cuilununieated, the P.O. 
also could not explain the ieison of zion-discoveiy of the document either in COUESC 4' inquiry nor in his brief. 1 he I'. J., in his brief' is quite silent on this score. \nd IhL i'ch ole, I can draw the i!ilcl C1Ic that ii the hMIIueffl l)fodueed, (hic P°siti( 'II ot tIUIi -8UbIJj55j()g) of IRs would have not been supported what alleged to have. 

1"t'oni what (ficusscJ above at PL 1(4) U 10) it is stootl that while the ingredients (1elineated at p,ua 1(1) to) I (.1) arc salisi ic(l, the nipi cotients at oai'a I (4) is not satislied and IIii'lo', hiaodl' sii'Iiiuetf (lie ;i'ikk' cot 

10. 1 	In .ortiek 	i .tiai cc No.11 it is ahiec,ed that the ( .( ). while vvol hiilg as SDIJ'Os, Ukhrul duiiii the period Iloin 2901.1996 to 31.01.1998 had shown inspection of following pai'liculazjzed ollices on the date shown against each during the year 1997 in his foi'tiiighitiv diaiies of [lie veat but he had not practically inspected on those dates oi any subsequent dates of' the veal' as asserted by the EI)RPtis of those oflices iiid (hie cbv violated (lie h)I'ovision ul R ule-308( I ) of I '&'l' kfall. Vol.VIfl and htiled to ii lamlaiii absolute intrity. exhibited himself in a maimer unbecoming of a Govt. scr ant attracted the proision of Rule-3( I )(i) and 3(1 )(iii) 01 CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1963. 

(I'hiingj.uu El )l i( ) on 25.02. 1997 
Sirarakhoiig ILDBU on 29.02.1997 
Kazuaiig Ktkclthig El )13( ) on 19.05. 1997 

iv) 	Sahgshak E0130 on 10.06. 1997 
Nungshang EDLIO on 1 507.1997 

i ) 	 PtIshuiIL', l;I)lic ) UJI 28,07. 1997 
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10.2. a) TO SLISUku' l the charge, the loikiwuig C01Ul)oIienlS 11'C rec1ued to be sustained. 

That the C.( ). woiLed as SDIM)s dwing the peiiod horn 29,01.1996 to 

31.01.1998. 

that the offices mentioned in the sub-paia were allotted to the SI)ll'C)s, 
kltiul Ioi cairvilig oUt inspection dwing the year 1997 

IlLit the oflices were Iej)(Mted to have beeti iflS1)CCICd by the C.O, oti the 

dale showfl against each. 

(4). that the C.O . did iio' uia ficahi' inspected these ofliceS on the date shown 
.igaiusl cacti and thIeiCt)y VU)1att41 the pl''isiOfl of Ruk-308( 1) of P&'I' 

	

hw VolVill and 1 ole ( 1 )(i) 	( 1 )( iii) ol ( ( 'S (( onduct)1uks, 1964. 

As ohseved in sub-pata 1(a) supra it is well stt1ed that the C.O. worked as 
I ikiut duiing the peiiod htuiti 29.01 1996 to 31 01 . 1998 eXcej)l the 

petiud from 05.08.1996 to 18.08.1996. from 07.04.1997 to 21.04.1997 and from 

06. 1(), 1997 to 17. 10. 1997 during which he was on F!. & Cl.. 

The 1XS-2 I)ostU1IteS thuit the ollices j)al1ieulaned in the s1aIutnt of 

unputation of misconduct or rnisbehaiour Ui SUpp011 ul charge of article-U were 

allotted to the C.O. toi eaii ying out inSt)Cctjon during the year 1997. There was 
no denial of the CO. on this 1)oult nor the document is disputed. Therefore, it is 
stood that these offices were allotted to the C. 0. for carrvng out inspection in the 

v.ir 1 1)97.  

The exhibits EXS-280) & (h). L\S-3tJ. I.'\S-34(a) & (b). LXS-35(a) & (b) 

EXr37(a) & (b) and LNS-38(a) & ( b) ue the diaioh the C.( ). Ibi the 2'"' 

fortnight ol Feb 97. 2' fortnight of March 97, 2"' forinight of May 97, 1' 
fortnight of Juiie 97, 1' lorinight of July 97 and 2'"' fortnight of July 97 reflected 

that the I .( ); tepoiled to h4VC inspected I 'hin,jarai El )1i( ), Strarakilong EDI.30, 

kaivaiig 1'aehing LI)! ( 	Sa':',shI'' It )U( I. Ning.slu'ng EDI30 and Pushing 

El )l l( ) on 25.02. 1997. 29.03. 1997, 19.05. 1997, 10.06.1997, 15.07. 1997 & 
2807.1997 respectively, the authenticity Of the documents were not questioned 
nui' disowned by the C.O. ihierefore. these documents can be taken into account 
as iuthentie and therefore it can easily be held that the CO. had lef)OrtCd to the 

l)ivnl. I lead inspection oh these offices uii the date shown against each. 

(i) 

	

	The CO. pleaded that the EXS-68 to EXS-72 are not the originals 

(}fleS. but photocopy. 1hlel'el()l'C seeondaiy eVIdCIICC and eitIiflOt be 
accepted unless the original is reported destroyed of lost or not able to 

produce in reasonable lime. 	s no such reasons are explained or 

disclosed 1w the pit )SCL LIII' 11 ihe (toe uiiiefll cannot be taken into 
aecoutit . 1k luiihei pleaded that the veracity of the letter written to the 

"P()S. Iinphal l 	lhwsc 	 wlitt thid Ii 1 tutu 	tI) hefoic the 

I! 
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IlkI(IEry aiiilioiitv could hut hg (csIc(f and lug LlI.IFgc 01 11 (JI1 -UhSpctjo1I of their ollices is dIe(I up, 'ilie contention of the C.(.). is examined and 
lind that the EXS-68, IXS-70 and EXS-69 were authenticated by the 
SW-I, S\V-2 & SW-3 in Course of deposiiio made before me and 
hence these documt ai' authentic docutnenis and can be taken Into account viIJ)out ally queiit n. 'the VCIaCIIV of EXS-7 I to EXS-72 
could not be tested' Ifl)I could he aUll)ehltjeaIe(l ill COUfe Of inquity du 
to flOfl-t1fld;tiic of the respective %vIter who were swlunoned in two 
Occasjo Silice these dociiiiii5 WC1' Submitted beyond the ktiowkdc ol' the Cu. and these ale the l)ho(ocoJ)ies of the reported 
letters, these (luew))efll,s cannot be euteittined as authentic. 

(n ) 	Ilie P.O. to .sustain tile Llhi'ge uiainly depend upon the deposition of the SW-1 SW-2 & SW-3 and Pleaded that they have categotically stated their office Were not inspected by the C.('), on the date shown 
against each in tile illipula(ion of charge of article-il. The C.O. pleaded • 	that the (lepositijii 01 .SWL SW-2 & SW-3 are sullred liotit 
shl(1l'lcorlling of (a) time )I'iihm,,i letter stated to he will ten by flicill to the - 	
S l'( )s, imuplial were in ii shuwii hi Ilietti at the tiiii ul deposition and (b) 
the evidence are not eunel'e. lie further added that inspection of a 

cannot be Coffljr'nid olhlv on the basis of oral statement of a 13PM 
who is not alone constitute the estzihijsh,me,ii lhem'e are other staff and 

- 	 e&iUallv relevant and material, ihe avernielli of the ('.('). is not at afl on 
correct putlin. The PhOtflc If)Y oF the letters written by tile W- I, SW- 

S. SW-3 wer' sIluwh) to tiieiii at ilic hulL' 'it dcjhmiii(,i) uit,nk: b1ot (lie U 	and 111ev adIlhjllL'd 111.11 'iii 	 Were %"ittejI by tliiii • 	•.. 	 and sent to the SPQs coitcemeci It also cannot be held that their 
cidenees are not eoiichjsive its 110 other stall of the ollices is 
produced as %Vittlss, lucy ale helili in-charge ol the fespective ohlice.s 

• 	 li'e mainly cOnccl'it to tile inspection and without llietii fl1r oltic calulot be inspected wlitle oilier stall' of the establisltniejit II UIV Of lIia not 'IC prese:it. I inless IIIQ 	oh the deposition of a Witness is in 
(iutiun no euJbj)orafjye cidjie is Ilecessary. '1 he SW-i. Sri L.lto 

• 	 Si:igh. ED13PM. \a1na11g Kahelung EDI3O categorically stated that the ('(). did 1101 visit his office till 25,09,1997 and also he did not VCCcjVe any ui.speetioii reti iu'k till Lileii, 'I he S V-2, Sri S. \al'allai. El )BPfvJ, l- 'usldng EDIo authcmit;ejicd 'ti EXS-70 as a photoeop' ol' his letter 
and cafegotically siatcd tilal 16N ollwc was not inspected 1w the CO. 

— 	 tIll 09.10,1997 A11 5 	 J:DlIpxj. Sahganshak 

	

• 	
1LI)1J) also aufficnilc 3 led that the 1:?\S69 as of photocopy of his letter 
nd efliphasised that his of fic 	zls hot )itSI)ected by tile Co. up to Sept • 97, 'I'Iie dcpoiiioui 	it all these 	VitIicsse5 have not been • ', • 

	

	
tt1e,Iii,iied 1101' aI ) j )eaj'ed al i'. doubt 011  the truth of their depositjøti. 
liki L'h)I'C, the ilcJ) 'sihiuui:,k,111 lc (aLcu, Ititi P •l.i iuliul as ,u t,aLt. 

• 	• 
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The P.O. lutiher pleaded lli,iI (lie hiplicr authority .isLetl 10 know the 
I .It whether the (Ill ICCS \\L1C  act ui.ill 	'iited .111(1 inspected by the 
C.O. On query, 25 olliecs ititintated non- Lspceuon ol' their ollices and 
accordingly a rej)oIi was subitiltied to the C.( ).. Shillong. Nothing is in 
this soil Was' eitunterated ill the change of statement Of imputation nor 
.iiiv document ' on this hehall 'vas pioduced during the enquiry. 
'I herefore. it is an extraneous mailer and eanin )t he %vailed. 

The P.O. agaüt pleaded that the tlu'ee enlisted witness could not attend 
the hearing due to non-i'ecetpl. of sununors as their offices are situated 
in very hacbwai'd and hilly area. Although they were sununoned again 
to attend the hiearüig at .garLila, they did not due to tar dmst4uice. This 
is not baSed oii fact. The SUIIUI1OIIS WCFC Sent to the l',O. for 8CfVU1, on 
lime prosecution witness undet' Regd. Post vide Agailala 110. RL 
No.234 dtd.24.8.99 wIi A' and the said RL was received by him on 
2.9.99 while the dale of apliealanee of these witness was 17.9.99 and 
there was ample lime to teach the sunununs to the respective witness. 
The transit can at the 1)est requu'es 5 days to reach the corner of the 
Diyision. However, an opportunity was given .10 them to attcna at 

gat'tiLs. '1 lie iiist.tt ICC eJitlit tt lie a 'aiid reason on the way of 
at(ending the pioceediinis, 'lhe P.( ). should have ensured that his 
v itnesge.s were attended oti time fixed date and lime. It is inactiveness 
mi the pail of the prosecution that (heir witnesses did not attend the 
hearing despite Oppoliututies are oflei'ed. 

the 	l'.( ). 	1ik';itled 	111.11 	gi 	..S..tI(lCIThtIi. 	I t1'f.l. 	iNtiImgsaIlg 	l,s,( ). 
iiitiniated lmiimm iii lette,' did. 1 .1. I 0.99 that Sti Anderson could not attend 
due to his illness and categorically stated he do not know who was 
1 lazarika. Inspector because he (1 la'zaiika) never yisited his office. No 
such leitei' is reeived by mc. nor this type of document could be taken 
into account and therefore discarded, 

	

Jvi) 	The C.0. pleaded that time account book. 13.0. Journal and 13.0.. 
Receipt 1)00k arc the nmininmuin documents are required to be signed by 
the IflS)ecting a'uthioiity in CuUrsc of inspection of a 13,0. Time  
documents were 'ot "od' d because if produced they would be 
UImlavow'al)he to th chu'g. 'Ihis arguimmctmt cuiimot be held it valid one. 
'l'Iii.s document could be produced in support of the allegation but 
'ithmout Illeill time issue can he decided one-way or the other way, 

these doewneimis ai' not at all a pail of a document or series 'of' 
documents without which the series will not be completed. As a result 
these documents are not rei1uii'ed to till UI) time lacuna or in ejdence 
pi uduced l)elorc Inc. 'ilicse are otlici independent set of (lOcUImlelitS. 
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• /i) 	ftc C.0. again pleaded that thc eauiinatiuIi of Si NC.! laldar. 1)y. 

J 	Supdt. ol' io, iniphal was veiy essential as he cuigineeted the whole 

cpL5ode in collaboration with SW-i to SW-4. but he did not turn up and 
emphasise that the infei'ence may be drawn presuming that if a man 

refuse to answer question who is not compelled to answer by law, 
answer if given, would be unfavourabk to him agreeable to the section 

114 of Indian Evidence Ac;. The N.C.11aldar, Dv, Supdt. of POs, 

lnmphal was cited 'as dehnce witness by the C.O. and summon was 

issued accordingly. Sri I laldar (11(1 not turn up for recording deposition 
on the date fixed for, instead expressed his williniess to the Disc. 
Authority endorsing a copy to the 1.0. 'Ike C.O. did not press for 
lümiher sunuioning of Sri N.C.lialdar as defence witness. Therefore, 

he was dropped. Again the 1.0. was got no statutory power unless 
(lovi. of India empower ilijil Under the enquily act and in this instant 

iSC tins was fbi dtntc. UHICSS a 1)C1'Sfl appeared before the 1.0, for 

recording (k1)OSiliOiI and P' It lIUCStiOfl thereoL ii cannot be said he did 

1101 answer the question anti peSUtI1J)tiO11 CUI be drawn thit if 

answered it would be uiilivoui'able Id the 1)1OSCcUt10tt. It can be 

untavourable to the deince also eivail'. 'l'his depends upon the 

lliestnnm what wutiki have t''ui illI it .ittciitted. the novisiui of  

• • eetioii 114 ol India I.vidcii.c .\cI is ilOt aj)phcablc. Moreover, the 

witness was of,  the deknce miol of the prosecution. Nowhere in the 

charge sheet or in time statement of imputation time name of Sri 

N.C.Haldar 01' the designation of the Dy. Supdt. or the Supdt. was 
• mititiotied and thei'elirc the deposition of the said Sri N...I -IaJdar 

. aitnol he said ummalei'ial. Ilk (Ieposition WS I) P0MC(l for elartfittioii 

Of circumstances under Mitch the exhibit EAS-08 to EXS-72 were 
addressed to the Supdt. of P(i)s, In'mphal. The circumstance under which 

• the EXS-68, EXS-69 & EXS-7() written by time author of the letters, 
could have been got clarified by the cross examining them by the C.O., 

who did not avail the opportunity offered to him. l'hei:efore, the 
.ii'gUflwItt mentioned t() Imne made in this pama by the CO. is not 

sustained. 

t Indcl. 'tile coim.spcclus ul what discussed iii pu'a 10.2  to above, it IS 

estabhshed that time CU. had shown in his tom'titightiv diaries. EXS-
34(a) & (b). EYS-3 (a) b) and EXS-38 (a) & (b) had reported 
inspeCtiOn of Kamamig K akehiugh lh )UO. Sahgsaiik EDI)() and 
Pushing E1)13() on 1 9. 97. 10.6.97 & 28,7.97 but he did not actually 

isiI the (,lhiee on thii 	I.ii; ui .tnv uth'i' ukiv till 17,1097. Sept 97 

.Utl 9. I U. 97 i 	CLII 

.' 	, 	,#-.-,,,*•m•"_ ,,..., 	• 

I 
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I ( )n the basis of doQuI lIcIl lary a ml ot d evidoccs ad(Itwcd ill the ec bclore me and in 

view of the reasons given, I hold that the ailicle of charge-I not proved and article of 
)l)i)s paiiiculaiised at para 10.2 (e)(vii) out of 

charge no.11 proved to the strength of 3 E1  

six alleged to. 

(Sunil l)as) 
I). Supdt. ol1ost ()fTices 

I).P.S., AgiutLl4i 
& 

tinuiy ( )Ilicer 

I 	 - - - 	 - 
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TO 
- The Director of postal services. 

.; Nagalafld,KGhilfla"797 001. 

sub:— Representation against the inquity report 
submitted by sri Suni]. Das,Dy.Supdt. if 
Pest Offices,Agartals(Inquizy officer). 

Ref a- Your letter No.Rule'-14/S.B.Hazarika Datod 9 I2. 1O.00 

.' 
- 

'p 

SLCIP 

The representation against the inquiry report submitted 
by the Inquiry Of ficor has bess 44tted as feU.•ws. 	, 

• •\M * 

' The I.0.has reported in the findings if his inquiry report 
'that the chargeunder Article-I has not been preyed and the 
charge undor .Mtic ic-fl his been partially proved %*.,tho..oxtent 
Of 3ED8Os Out if 6 EDBOS.as thoso three EDaOs viz.kalflong Kak-
Chtng.shamshak and Pushing wore fsund to be not inspected by 
theC.O. 

2. The findings of the 1000 in respect of AZ'ticl.'I is cerrect 
while the fjndinqg of the Article-tX In respect of th,e above 3 
BOs is net cerct the reaSons for which have been enumerated 

belew in the succeeding paraé. 

39  That, the •ffices mentioned in para—i above were found to 
be net inspected on the basis of written statomontsand oral 
.yidonCes(dOPOSitiOflS) of the BFMs of those EDB0s vi*. 

p 	 'singh,EDBPM,icamongicakching- 
'2' 	 •-• ' 's.yaxngai, 	DB1,Pushing. .• •.. 	•, 
(3)V.S.V8r8iso,EDBW 9Shamshak 	... 	•, SW*3. 

•••• 	4. That.the dates of examination of these witnesses were 
• 	fixed first by the I.O.from 16.9.99 to 20.9.99 at Imphal in 

- 	the s/s the DPS imphal when the C.O.was functioning as C.I. 
in the s/s the 65,Kohima. 

5 9  That,the C.O..was not relieved sf his duties by his contro-
lling authsrityi.e the DP$,Kohimafer attending the inquiry at 

• Imphal and so the G.O.could net attend the inqyir y. 

6. That,the I.0.hold the inquixyex-partc and the aws were 
,i. 	allawed to be examined by thc P.O. in the absence otho C.o. 

• 	and thereby the G,0.was denied the opport.,ity to cries examine 
the $W5 to preve his innocence .and thereby the princi plos of 
natural justice were violated. , • 

• 	 • 	• 	then • 	p  7, That,the j.0.was appointed by tho/DisciplinarpiAuthority 
i.e. the DPS,Imphal On 895.98 and the i.o.h.id the regular 

• 	• 	hearinq of the case for examination of the $ws 0n 16.9.99 to 
V 200V9.9 (15.9.99 for production of documents for .bringing into 

roà',rd),It is soon that the I.O.tóok morethan 1* yrstime to 
',. fithe fisst date of examination of the sws ;but he could not 

aferd even one month's time to the C.0.by adjourning the 
hearinf.It is not understood why the I90.was so hurry, and 
hustle to hold the inquiry ex-prte and to allow to eximino 
the swe in absenc9f.—the C.O. The I.Oalse did not assign 

- 	 COntd ....... p/2 
• 	

c 
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.l 	róa$Ins in his, orders dated. L5 0 9.99,16.999.17. 9. 99. 8 

	

.. 	. 

	
18.9.99 justifying his action in holding the .nqu1rY. x-parte 
and why thi pcceedtngs cCu1.dnt beddjounod ttUa furtherz 

	

- 	 date Cr vàat misCairiage .f just.Ce would have hapi*n*d had 
th pr.ceedings been adjourned. 

	

:: 	 --.•.' 	 . .. 	...'. 	
r 	• 	 . 	. 	 : 	 ' 	•'' 

8, Thet, the dec*sian of th 	 in i.o.tO hold the quiry 

	

- I 	 .*áAVtO end t allow the examinatiOfl af the $18 1' iabsonCO 
of tho G.O. Was unjust,unfairnc unWarrant*d.BCEU3e,t 0tal 

6 SW5 WOX0 summoned to be examined during the perio4 from 

	

. :' 	
• . 16.9.99 to 2O.999 in support of the charges UndOX' *rticlo.II 

. I •VtOfLCh,!'y 3  sws turned:uPafld other 3 sws;did.not 

I • • 	turn up.If 1.O.was just,proper,sparing and uprightthen it 
was his upright duty to disall•w the examinatiOn .f other 

. $Ws;afly:mrelbUt the i.Oga'athOr chance ter,kmiflation 
• the sWs who did not turn up. ,... fixoddate 21.10.. for 

	

'

: .; ''•! • " 	th*jt..VidenCe and summons t0..$Ws:WQ1 G. hand ed •ver. t9 • he P.00 

, 	f•r' service to them.By the above act the I.O.ga'Ve more time tø t 

	

. 
.: .:.- 	

tho,Oi1e .the-C.0.waS denidd itho for cr.ssexaati 0a 
.p  

	

:.1.: . .. :..• . 
	 •f . ths $s.Tho 1.0. 1therofore,aCted in a partisan ;ahnr 

giving weightage to the scalei.fl favOur of the preeocution. 

	

- 	Principles of natural justive demand that justice shu1d not 

.' 	. 	: 	• 	• 
 only be done t also hou1d be shown that 

	

-- 	. 	dsne.Xfl this case it has not bee'n sOon .that justice has boon 

- 	done. 
.-. - 

9.That. noppea1 could bGfod/cgaiflSt the decision of 

	

-- 	. 	the i.o.as no appeal lies against.afly order passsd by.an 
i.O.in the course ofán inqu. 	e±u1l4*S per PFOVI 
jns 	RU1O-22(iii)Of the QC(CCA)rU1e$.1965.N0rth 0 b055 . 

t • , • 	1 	• 	 • .,, 

is was vehemC?fltly objectodbOforP the I.0.OT' 22.10.99 in th  
CeureG of inquiry ;but the I.Q.djd St xoco;d *h.; pLea and 

'. ;. 	objection of thO c.o.in his order dated 22.1O.'99.HoflCS,it 
was.'felt •f . use to raise thu. :issuebfore, the 	and 
it was left to be agitated befero the Diplinarthority 
in the event of adverse report by the 1.0. 

10. That.undoritu10-J(2) of' the CCS(GCA)RUIOS91965  the 
disciplinary authority may rej,ct the findings of the 1.0. 
.n any article of charge if 1evioncO record If *uffieient 

the purpose.The flswjflsqrethe sufficient rOcord for 

	

purpOsol 	 I. 

	

- 	 '.o.'s inquiry NOtiCe dated 12/23.8.99 ;i3O'a Orêes NOS. 
dated 1.9.99..order NO.9 dated 16.9.99. Order NO 10 datod 

1h9,99. OidqrS N O.11 datodl8.9.99. and inquiry,  ,nottce 

	

- 	dtd 20.9.99 and order No.14 dated 22.10.99 
/ .. 	. 	 .,..., 	

.. 

It is,therefor°.OarfleStlY prAyed that havingregardS 
/tv,4iat has been submitted above you would be just and kind 

1 to exhinOrate fully the C.0. of all the charges rejocting. 
/1 he'findinqs of the i.0.ifl respeó'tof 3 ,EDBO5. found te-'be 

/1 not inspected by the c.O.under the charge of *rticleII. 
• 	 II. 	) 	'".......... 

/1 \ : 	 .. . 	.. - 	. YOS fIithu1ly, 
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DEPAREMENT OF POSTS: iNDIA 

OFFICE OF THE IM.RECTOR OF POSTL SERViCES 
NAGALANI): KOlJL\L - 797001 

No. Rule 14/S.B. Hazarika 	 Dated Kohirna the 8-6-2001 

In the office memo No. DiaiyiSDIPOs-UkhrUI'97 Dtd, 19 2.98 of DPS Manipur : Imphal. it 
was proposed to hold an inquhy under Rule 14 of the CC.S (CCA) Rules 1965 against Shri. S.B. Hazarika 
the then SDUOs, Ukhrul Dn, Ukluiil. A slatenient of articles of Charges and a statement ofiinputation of 
mis-conduct and mis-behaiiour in support of the article of charges and a list of documents by which and 
a list of witnesses by whom the articles of charges were proposed to be sustained were also enclosed 

with the said memo. 

2. 	Shri. S.B. Hazarika as given an opportunity to submit within 10 days of the receipt of the 
memo a written statement of defence and to state whether he desires to be beard in p'• 

- 	 Statement of articles of charges framed against Shii.S.B.Hazarika the then 

SDOs Ukhrul- Thi, LUdirul. 

ARTICLE-I 

Shri. S.B. Hazarika. while working as SDIIOs Ukluul Sub- Dn, during the period from 29ff 
01-96 (A/N) to 3101-98, lie had shown to have inspected as many as 54 (filly four) Post Offices in the 

- year. 1996, but had not submitted a copy of the inspection remarks in respect of each of those 54 
(fiflyfour)POSt Offices, to the Supdt. of Post offices, Manipur Division Imphal or any other appropriate 
authority in place of the Supdt. of Post. Offices, Manipur- Dn Imphal. Similarly, the said Shui. S.B. 
1-lazarika, had shown to have inspected as many as 70 (Seventy) Post Offices during the 

period from 01-

01-97 to 31-12-97, but had not submutied a copy of the inspection remarks in respect of 45 (fortyfive) 
Post Offices, to the Supdt. of Post Offices. Manipur- ].)n lniphal or any other appropriate authority in 

place of Supdt. of Post Offies, \1am1)UI -  Dn Imphal . By his above acts, the said Shri. S.B. Hazarika 

olated the provision oi Rule- 300 (2) of P & T Man. Vol VIII read with DEpt. of Posts! New Delhi 
letter No, 17-3/92- Inspn. Dated 02-07-1992, and Rule-3 (1) (ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

ARFICLE- II 

Shri. S.B. Hazarika , while working as SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub-l)n, during the period from 
29-01-96 to 3 1-01-98, he had shown to have inspected the following EDDOs in Uklirul Sub-Dn, on the 

date noted against each. 

UV: 
¼ 	

0 	 oL 
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Name of the EDBC) a. 	Date of lnspn. shown by 
Shri. S.9. I-Iazaiila 

Chingjarai EDI3() 25-02-1997 
SirarakhangEDl3O 29-03-1997 
Kamang Kakciiing EDB() 19-05-1997 
ShangshakEflBO 10-06-1997 
Nungshong EDBO 1 5-07-1 997 
PushingEDBo) 20-07-1997 

But. in fact, the said Shii Hazaika did not at all inspect the above mentioned EDBC)s either 
on the date noted against each or on any other dale in the year 1997. Therefore, by his above acts, the said 
ShrL S.B. Hazarika, violated the provisions of Rule 300(1) of the P & T Man. Vol. VIII, Rule- 3 (1) (i) 
of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 and Rule-3 (1) (iii) of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

4 	3. 	1 have gone througji the ease careiimtiv. Briefl) Shri.S.13.Hazarika, was chargsheeted under 
Rule 14 of the CCS (CCA) Rules 1965 vide I )PS, \ lanipur Imphal menio no.Diaiy!SDOs Ukhrul/97,. 
did. I 9.2.98 with the following charges:- 

While working as SDI (P) Ukhrul Sub-Divu from 29.1.96 to 31.1.98 he failed to submit 
inspection reports of 54 Post Offices in the year 1996 and 45 Post Offices in 1997 which were shown 
to have been inspected by him 

For having shown as inspected but did not inspect 6 EDI3Os in TJkhrul Sub-Di between 
25.2.97 to 28.7.97. 

Shri.Sunil Das, the then Supclt. ol Post Offices, Agartala Divn, Inpura was appointed as the 
inquiry officer to inquire into the charges framed against Shri.S.13.Hazarika. After adducing both oral 
and documentan' evidences Ihe iimquir ollicer submit ted his inquiry repo:i.\ide his letter no.SP-1/INQ, 
dtd. 27.9,2000. 

As per the findings of the inquiry officer Article I of the charge is not proved and Atiicle-II 
of the charge as partially proved to the strength of 3 EDBOs out of 6 alleged not to have been inspected. 

A copy ol' the report of the inquiry officer was supplied to (he chaifled official for making 
representation, ifanv. Shiii-Iazaiki subiiuued his representation which was sent by RL. NO.3096. did. 
25.11.2000. \Vhule agreeing with the findings of the JO in respect of Article I. ShiiHazarika disaeed 
with (lie findings of the 10 in respect of Article-Il of the chaige on the following grounds:- 

The BUs alleged not to have been inspected was on the basis of wmitien siatements and oral 
evidence of the BPMs of those three BUs viz. Kameng Kakching. Pushing and Shamshak BUs. 

The dates of the examination of those witnesses ei'e fixed from 16,9.99 to 20.9.99 atlmphal 
when the CO was functioning as C.T in the Oo Ihe DPS Kohima. 

The enquiry 1wis held exparte and the state witnCsses Were allowed to be examined by the 
PC) in the absence of the CO and he was cknied the opporturuilv of crass examination of the state witnesses. 
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The 10 held regular hearing expaile in a 11 I'll-ly in the absence of the CO arid (id iot record reasons for holding the enquiry exparte. 

The decision of the 10 to hol(I the enquiry exparte and to allow the 
examination of the stale Witflss5 in the absence of the CO was unusl. unfair and unvarran ted. 

Non examination of the state %villicss"es was objected to 1w the CO before the 10 on 22.10.99 
but the JO oveniiled the Objetjon and did not record the plea and objection of the CO. 

The CO. thieicThie J)ra\ecl to the Disciplinaiv Authority to exonerale him fhl of all the 
ehaies rejecting the lindinQg ol the 10 and in iesI.)ect of 3 ED]30.s Ibund to be not inspected by the CO under the chaige olAilicle Ii 

	

7. 	
1 have examined the chareshcet. deposition of state witnesses, wiitten briefs of the P0 and 

4 	the CO. the inquin Proceedings, report of the inquiry officer and the representation of the CO against the 
inquii report. 	\•\'lüle accepting the flndings of,  the inquiii' officer in respect of the article II of the 
chaies. the disciplinary aulhoril\ disagrees \\:ith the 10 in respect of 10's findings on Ailicle I of the 
chame for the fhJloving reasons:- 

,Uthottidi there are short comings on the part oft lie then DLseiplma,' Authority in not incJuding erlain impoilant documents in the liste(I (lOcunlents on the basis of which the articles of chaises. were proposed to he proved and tue presenting o1iii in riot producinQ all the witnesses and additional documents as asked 1w the Co -) and permitted 1w the 10 (hnn the hearinQs, sufficient documentary and 
oral evidences have been 1)1orluced durinr Ilic oral inquin' to establish the chaise against the CO. 

The deposition of , 
 S \V-4. Shi.O.fljjainurij Sigh, the then Dealing Asstt, m branch, C)/o the .DPS Manipur, Jmphal was c.nlciaj in suhstantjatj 	Article. I of the chan!eS SW'-4 deposed that he received 25 IRs out oUCh ibu the year 1 997 and none br the year 1996. S\V-4 also deposed that the CO 

did not submit Ihe IRS flispite of repeated reinindeis. The CO challenged that the deposition of SW-4 
was not corroborated by documentar' evidence and thighi have been made on the basis ofsonie records 
and not from his meiiorv as he was not expected to keep the figures of the IRs submitted! not submitted by the different inspecting authoiitx' 01 the clnision and non pioduction of documents leads the deposition 
to be false and fabticatect. The plea of the CO was accepted by the 10 who concluded that non production of the record is really a I owardis sustaining the chaie unless and] otheiwise 
corroborated by other documentary c\.idence 

The contention of the 1() is not acceptable. SW-4 
was a mere witness and he was supposed 

to answer what he knew to he the iiiuili. He was not supposed to bring the documents along with him 
until and unless he was asked to do SO lie had deposed befOre the inquiry as he was asked for and it 
was the duty of the CO to contest what SW-4 deposed clwing the inquiry 



The contention of the CO that S\V-4 catuiol be expected to keep in nienioiy all the flgwes 

of IRs submitted I not SutuTuttC(l by 1flS)ectiJlg officers and which has been accepted b the JO is also 

not convincing. SW-4 had been working in the IR branch for a considerable petiod and it was not an 
impossible task to remember the numbers of ll.s not subriutled by the CO in 1996 and 1997. It was 
not only one or two but the IRs of all (lie P(I)s stated to have been inspected by the CO in 1996 wee 
alleged not to have been submitted by the CO. 53 lls of 1 997 were alleged not to have, been 
submitted by the CO. it was, thereh.ie. no( a di.IThuit thing Jör the S\V-4 to keep in mind ihc"number 
of IRs submitted/ not submitted by the CO. 

Mother point raised by the CO and accepted by the 10 is non-production of additional 
documents like monthly tour TA advance tile for the penod from July 1997 to March 98. It was atgued 

by the CO that if the additional documents were produced these would be unfavorable to the prosecution. 
By this documenis the CO liied to prove that subsequent TA advance was not granted unless IRs were 
submitted. This inference was accepled by the JO. The prosecution should have produced the 

4  additional documents as asked by the CO amid permitted b' the 10. 1 Jowever, on perusal of the records 

it is seen that though the 1(1) in pari 3 of his order no. 4 (ltd.22. 10.99 mentioned that he decided to call the 
file, he did not specifically ask the P() or the competent authority to produce the documents. Even if the 
documents as a4ed for were produced they arc not likely to help the (jefence of the CC) in the absence of 
any specific order which the CO should have pi'oduced if there was any. 1hieiiore. in the absence of 

-. - 	any specific order in support of the plea of the Co it as wrong o draw any inference due to non- 
production of certain additiona ( docunien s. 

The charge against the CO was that he did not submit some IRs of the POs which he 

claimed to have inspected in 1996 and 1997. lie was given ample opportunities to deny the charge &. 

establish his innocence. However. ironi the records of time inquiry proceedings it is seen that he did not 
attend the preliminary and regular hearings and took part in time oral inquiry only after evidence on behalf 

of the disciplinary authority was closed. For his deh.nce the Co has raised issues like non-production 

of certain additional documents, non-production of original documents and lacuna in (lie deposition of 

state witnesses. But the CO has not produced any documentary or oral evidence to show that he had 
indeed submitted the IRs of the POs which were stated to have been inspected by him. Copies of the IRs 
or receipts of registered letters by which the iRs were submitted which are crucial document.alY evi-

dence were not produced by the co to establish his innocence and disprove the charge. 

In view of the above, article I of the charge against Shri.S.B.flazarika is clearly established. 

As far as Article-il of the charge is concerned the IC) has concluded that the charge is partially 
proved to the extent that out of 6 EDBOs alleged not to have been inspected, non inspeclion of three BOs 
namely KaniengKakching, Pushing and Shamshak BOs has been proved. Even though the inspection of 

the remaining three BOs has not been established the Disciplinary Authonty inclines not to dispute with 
the findings of the IC) and hold the Article-il of the cliuge against the CO as partially proved. 

The points raised by the CO in his representation against the report of the Inquy Officer 

have also been.considered:- 



A 	 / 

1) 	The oral e.dence as well as the written statements of the three B.PMs whose offices were alleged 
not to have been inspected are crucial and suffieienl evidence to prove that the three BO were not 
inspected by the CO in the 'ear 1997. The BPMs are the custodians of all thc BO records and as such 
their oral depositions and rinen statements as to whether the BOs have been inspected or not cannot be 
dismissed lightly. The other BC) staff like E])DAs and EDMCs may or may not be present at the BOs 
during inspections. But no inspection of BC)s can he carried out in Ihe absence of the BPMs who are 

- I - 

	

	responsible for safe custody of the BC) records. Therefore, unless contraly is proved, their written 
statements and oral eidence have to be accepted. 

The CO was not del)arred from attending the enquiry at any point of lime. in fact he was 
directed to attend the hearing at hiiphal on 21,10.99 vide DFS Kuhima memo of even no. dtd.22.9.99. 
But the CO deliberateh' chose not to allend the enquiry. As such the CO cannot claim that he was not 
relieved of his duty as CL in the 0/o the DPS. Kohima by the controlling authoiitv and as such could not 
atten(l the enc!uily. Sufficient oppollunity was given but the (I) did not avail (he opportunity to attend the 
inquiry and cross examine state witnesses. Therefore, he was not denied but he did not avail the 
oppoi'tllnitv to cross - examine state witnesses. 

As the CO failed to attend the oral hearings fIxed by the JO on several dates the enquily was 
held expai'k: uplo the completion of the stage of presentation of prosecutions, documents and witnesses. 
As such non cross examination of State witnesses was due to non attendance of (he hearings by the CO on 
the dales fixed for examination and cross examination of Stale itnesses. 

When the CO deliberately chose not to attend (he inquiry on numerous dates fxed for, 
pi'eliininai-v and regular heariuigs b the 10 and sufficient opportunities afforded to the CC), no specific 
reason is required to he recorded as to why the enquiry was held exparte. 

'T'he decision of the 10 to hold the enquiry exparte and to allow the examination of State 
\\itnesses  was in oi'der. \Vhen the CO chose not to attend the previous hearing there was no question of 
postponing the examination of witnesses due to the absence of the CO. If for any reason the CO could 
not attend the hearing on a patliculat' date fixed by the 10 he could have infoimed the JO and prayed for a 
postponement I adjournment. But there was no written communication to the JO from the CO's side. 

10. In shod sufficient opportunities were given to the CO to deny the chaies and establish his 
innocence. But Shri.S.B,Hazarika just ignored the enquiry upto the stage of presentation of prosecution, 
docum enis and witnesses. Apart from pointing out deficiencies iii the inquiry, he has not produced any 
relevant documentary or oral evidence to establish his innocence and disprove the c-hares. The chaises 
against Shri.S.B.Hazarika are yen seriu. One of the main dulics and functions of a 
Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices, is the anni.ial inspection of Post Offices. But SIui.Hazarika 
failed to carry out this main ftmction of an IPO while working as SDI (P) Lkhrul Sub-Division between 
29.1.96 to 31.1.98. Such kind ofan in'esponsible ofhcial is not fit to he retained in service. However, 
considering the facts and circumstances of the case. I fee! that Shri.Hazarila should be given another 
opportunity to i'efbrm himself by retaining him in sen-ice and impose the following punishment on 
Slti'i, S.B. Elazarika 

-a 
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ORDER 

Therefore, I Shri.F,P.Solo . Director of Postal Services, Ngaland Kohima and the 
Disciplinary Authoriuyhei'ebyordeI'that the pay of Shri.S.B. Hazarika., the then SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub-Do 

• now C.IDivisional Office, Kohima (U1 1 S) he reduced by 6 (six) stages frorn Rs66501- to Rs.5500!- in the 

time scale of Rs. 5500-175-9000/- fra period of three years w.e.f. 1-062001 with cumulative effect. It is 
further directed that Shri. S.B.Hazarila, C,LDivl. Office, Kohirna (U/S) will not earn increment of pay 

dof reduction and that on the expiiyol this period, the reduction will have the effectof duringthe perio  
posponing his future increments of pay. 

(F. P. Solo) 
Director of Postal Services 
Nagaland: Kohima - 797001 

0 

Copy to : 
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The CPMG (INY) N,E.Circle, Shullong for information 
The PosaiKohirna HO. fbr information and n/a. 

Kolkata (Through the Postmaster Kohima 11.0.) 
The Director of Postal services, Manipur Imphal for infomation 
Shri. S.B.Hazarika. C.I. Divi. Office Kohima (ui's) 
PF of the Official 
CR of the Official. 
Office COpy. 

'---1.P. Solo) 
Director of Postal Services 
Nagaland Kohima - 797001 


