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o for Ry sl ¢ nucd wide | ‘
; IPO/B ;_c S(P?? '}8‘ ) i ~ Ths order dated 8.6,2001 imposing the
} Dlted,......_;l } &5 = } psnalty of rsduction of pay by six stages is
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} and discriminatory and violative of the article
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at this stage. SinCa on the ouwn shouingﬁiﬁrn
oHazarika the ordar gseiled here is appsalable.
"1 am thersfore of the épinicn that the snds of
§3u3t1ca will be met if a direction is given tc the
anplicant to prsfer Statutory Appeal befors the
icompatant authority. Sri Hazerike, is aczcordingly

grnated three wesks tims to prefer an Appeal, if

{such Appeal is filed tha appslate authority shall
axamire tha sams and pass @ reasoned ordex prefere
ﬁably within two months from tha rsceipt of ths
lappeal, 'he appelate authority is orderad ta
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\/‘,gv/ ' lconclude ths sams within the period spscifisd
i pre ferably within 2 months. Till tha completion
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
| GUWHATI BENCH : GUWHATI-5

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 19 OF
THE CENT. RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ACT. 1985

Title :- S.B.Hazarika
Vs. |
Union of India & Others

COMPILATION NO-1

APLLICATION AND THE IMPUGNED ORDER
(WITH INDEX)
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FQRM NO.L
(SEE ROULE 2)

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 19 OF THE
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ACT.1985,

Title of the Case :S.B.Hazarika

VSb ’
Union of India § Others.

T‘SI «No |Description of documents relied upon Page

“ COMPILATION NO.I

11 Application 1-28

| 2, Impugned order dtd.08.06.01 29~ 34

1} COMPILATION NQ.2

i3« |Anmnexure. A-I (i=x) Copy of charge-sheet dtd.19.2.98| 35-44

1 4, " A-2 Copy of Appointment 0% ef 10 45

5. " A=3 Copy of Appointment Order of PO| * 46

| Be " A-4 Copy of Inquiry Notice 47

| dtd.12/28.8.99

7. " A-5 (i-vi) Proceeding dtd.15.9.99 48-53

; 8. " A=6 Copy of Proceeding dtd.16.9,.99 54

) 9 " A-7 (i-ii) Copy of Deposition of SW-I

‘j dtd.16/9/99., 55-56

10, " A-8 Copy of Proceeding dtd.17.9.99 57

fill. " A-9 Copy of Deposition of SW=2

‘l dtd.17.9.99 58

12. " A=10 Copy of Deposition of SW-3

‘ dtd.17.9.99, 59

’%13. " A-11 Copy of Deposition of SW-4

“ dtd.17.9.99. 60

14. " A-12 (i-11) Copy of Proceeding dtd.18.9.99 |1 - 62

.?15. n A-13 Copy of Inquiry Notice

i dtd+20.9.99, 63

}%16.‘ " A=14 Copy of Order DPS,Kohima

; dtd.22/9/99. 64

17, " A=15 Copy of Proceeding dtd.21/x/99 65 |
;@ /
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—tescription of ‘documents relied upon. Page
n A-16 (i=11) Copy of List of DW § Addl,
documents dtd.22.10.99, 66=~67 .
" A«17 Copy of Proceeding
dtd. 22.10,99. 68
" A-18 Copy of Order of appointment '
of Adhoc P.O,. 69
n A-19 Copy of Inquiry Notice
o - dtd+20.4,2000, - 70
n ﬁ-;f t D @fc'gﬁm of Enﬁor;é:e'lﬁlmhmg Fim 72—
Inquiry Report, 73 i
" A=22 (i=xx) Copy of Inquiry Report s
dtd.27.9.00, 4<93 &
n A-23 (i-i1) Copy of Representation
against Inquiry Report. | 76525 3
n

Date of filing :=

A-24 (i-vi) Copy of Final Order dtd.8/6/01

Signature of the applicant,

FOR USE IN TRIBUNAL'S OFFICE,

Date of Report by Post :- Submitted in person.

Registration No, :-

Signature
For Registrar,

| 78+ Lo/ I



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
"“GUWAHATI BENCH:::GUWAHATI~5,

Sri S. Bs Hazarika

S/0 Lts Khargeswar Hazarika
Csl. (Postal), Divisional Office
Kohima=797001 |
NAGALAND:

1, The Union of India
Represented by
The Director General of Posts
Dak Bhawan
New=Delhi=110001,

2. The Chief Postmaster General
North Eastern Circle,
Shillong=793001 4

3s The Director of Postal Services,
Manipur, Imphal=795001.

4. The Director of Postal Services,
Nagaland, Kohima=797001,

5« The Postmaster,
Kohima=797001,
Nagaland.

seeessApplicant,

veswesssasROSpondents,

Contdesssls
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DETAILS OF APPLICATION

PARTICULARS OF - THE ORDER AGAINST WHICH THE APPLICATION
IS MADE,

Impugnéd punishment order No.Rule=14/S.B: Hazarika
L datecvl‘ Kohima , 8-.’632001 passed by the respondent No.4
- imposing the major penalty on the applicant that
- his pay be reduced by 6(six) stages from Rs:6650/= -
to Rs.5500/= in the time scale of Rs.5500-175-9000/~
for a period of 3 years w.e.f. 1.6+,2001 with cumutative
effect with further direction that the applicant will
not earn increments of pay during the period of reduction
end that on the expiry of the period, the reduction
will have the effect of postponing his future mci'ements
of pays

JURISDICTION OF THE TRIBUNAL :

The épplicant declares that the subject matter of
the order against which he wants redressal is within
-the. Jurisdiction of the Tribumal,

LIMITATION :

The epplicant further declares that the application
is within the limitation period prescribed in Section
21 of the Administrative Tribunal Acts 1985,

R R

FACTS OF THE CASE :

Contdsss3s



4.1

4,2

(11)

That, the applicant joined the Department of Posts on 18,72
as Postal Asstt, and was promoted to the post of SubeDivisional
Inspector of Post Offices through Departmental Competitive
Examination and worked as such from 1.6.1983: On 29.1,1996
the applicent was posted as Sub=Divisional Inspector of Post
Offices (S«D.IPOs for short) at Ukhrul under Manipur Postal
division under the edministrative control of the Resp. No«3s

That, on 19:2,98 the Resp. No.3 issued a charge-sheet under
Rule 14 of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 19656 against the applicant,

The charge-sheet consisted of two Articles of charges viz.
Article~I and Article~ils

(1+ ) In Article~I it was charged that during the period from
29,01.96 to 31.01:98 the applicant had shown to have
inspected 54 post coffices 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 heve inspected 70 Post Offices in the year
1997 but he had not submitted inspection reports in
respect of 45 Post Offices to the Resp. No.3 and by
the above act the applicant violated some Departmental
rules and Rule 3(4) (ii) of the CCS (conduct) Rules,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) vED’BOs
(Extra Departmental Branch Offices) on varm.i‘s dates
viz,

Contdseede
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4.3

Shangshak EDBO
 Nungshang EDBO
' Pushing EDBO

E O AT i

" Chingjarol EDBO 26:02,97
Sirarakhang EDBO 2908487 ' o
" Kameng Kakching EDBO 19.06,87 it

19’606".97' o
' 15407.97 ©

8 8 88 8 8

28507.97

M

But the applicant in fact, did not inspect the above

. Offices on eny date and, therefore, the applicant violated
' the Departmental rules and, Rule 3({). (1) & {(iil) of
" the ‘CCS' {Conduct) Rules, 19644

A copy of the Charge-sheet dt:19+2.98 is annexed
herewith and marked as Amnexure A=l

That, oh 8.5:98 the Resp. No.3 appointed Sri S.CiDas~
the Dy. Supdt. of Post' Offices, Agartala as Inquiry
:thid'ei'* to inquire into the charges and appointed Sri
N«Cs Halder-the Dy. Supdts of Post Offices, Imphal
as .‘ Prééﬁxting Officer to present the case on behalf
of the Disciplinary Authority .es the Resps Nou3s

A copy of the appointment Order of Inquiry
Officer is amnexed herewith and marked as

Annexures A=2s

o " And
‘A copy of the appointment Order of Presenting
" Officer is ennexed herewith 'and marked - as

Annexure, A=3s

Contdeseds
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4.5

446

S’— I\

That, thereafter, the applicant was transferred and
posted as C.I. in the Office of the Resp. No.4 and
the applicant joined the new incumbancy on 02.02.99

and as per rules the Resp. No«4 became the Disciplinary

Authority in place of Resp. No.3.

That, on 12/23.,08,99 while the applicant was working
a8 Csls in the Office of the Resp. Nos4 the Inquiry
Officer '(150‘. for short) issued notice to attend inquiry
at Imphal in the Office of the Resp. No.3 from 15.9.99
to 20.9.99 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 Resp. No.4 with direction
to relieve the applicant of his duties to attend inquiry.,

A copy of the inquiry Notice dtd«12/23,08,99
is ammexed herewith and marked as Amexui'es
A~4,

That, the applicant was neither relleved of his duties
nor any order for relief of the applicant was issued
by the Resps: No.4 in compliance to the direction
of the 1.0« for attending the inquiry at Imphal on
the appointed dates {.e: from 15.9.99 to 20.9.99:

Contdasesbe

v
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4.8

That, the applicant, for being not relieved of his
duties by the Resps No.4, could not attend inquiry
on 15.9:99 at Imphal and the 1.0 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 1s ammexed herewith and marked
as Amnexure, A=5

That, on 16:9.,99 i.e. the following day also the

. 1:0% held the inquiry ex-parte and allowed the State

Witnesses (SW) to be examined by the Presenting
Officer and on that day SW-I, Sri L. Ito Singh was
examined in absence of the applicant without ordering
Jor cross-examination by the applicant at a later stage,

A copy of the ex-parte proceeding dtd.16.,9,99
is ammexed herewith and marked as Annexure.
A=8,

And
‘A copy of the deposition of Sri L.Ito Singh
(SW=I) is ammexed herewith end marked as
Amnexure., A=7.

C@tda sy >



4.9 That, on 17.9.99 1{i.e. the following day also the
I.0. held the inquiry ex=~-parte and allowed the P.O.

(Presenting Officer) to examine the SWs who &atended.
On that day 3 SWs VizSri S. Yarngai-SW-2, Sri V.S,
Varecso-SW.3 and Sri O. Dwijamani Singh-SW.4 were
examined in the abserce 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 1s

amnexed and marked as Annexure. A-8,

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

and marked as Annexure. A=9,

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

herewith and marked as Annexure. A-10,

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

‘herewith and marked as Annexure. A-11.

4,10 That, on 18.9.99 i.e. the follewing day elso ex=parte
hearing was held by the 1.0, As the SWs who were
summored for examination on that day did not turn up

the proceeding was adjourned.

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

annexed herewith. and marked és Annexure. A-12,

Contde.se8s
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4,12

That, on 20/9/99 the I.0. issued notice of Inquiry
to be held on 21,10.99 at Agartala in the Office of
the Director of Postal _Seryices. Agartela the copies
of which were endorsed tc all concerned 1ncluding"
‘he Resp. Nc.4 to relieve the épplicant cf his duties
to attend inquiry at Agertela. The Resp. Nc.4 also
issued orders this time on 22/9/99 tc attend inquiry
on 21/10/99 at Agertala fbut nct et Imphal as mejntained
by Resp. No.4 in his finzl order at para 9 (ii) §
(111). |

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

herewith and marked as Annexur'e._' A-13,

And.

A ccpy cf the order dtd.22/9/99 of Resp. No.4 is

annexed herewith and marked Annexure. A-14,

That, on 21.10.99 the inquiry wes held, but it was

ad journed immediately after sitting before the epplicant

A

attended the inquiry as the SWs who were summonéd -

for examination did not turn up.

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

herewith and marked as Annexure. A-15.

Cvontd eeede



4,13

414

4.16

That, on 22/10/99 the inquiry was held again for
defence of the applicant who attended the inquiry

and submitted his defences The applicant gave also
a list of one defence witness and one additional document
to be dilscoverad and produced before the inquiry

as there was a possible line of defence.

A copy of the list of defence witness and additional
document to be produced as submitted by the applicant
on 22.10.99 is amnexed herewith and marked as Annexure.

A=16%

That, the relevancy of the defence witness and the
additional document was accepted by the 1.0, and

decided to summon the Defence witness and call for
the additional documents,

A copy of the proceeding dtd.22/x/99 showing the
orders of the I,0., is amnexed herewith and marked

as Amnexures A=17,

That, on 112,2000 the Resps No.4 appointed one
Sri Narayan Das, ASPOs, Agartala (South) 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 Ofticer
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.



4:16

4417
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A copy of the appointment order of the adhoc Presenting
Officer is annexed herewith end marked ss Annaxures

A=-18¢ ,

That, on 20/4:2000 the I«Ov issued notice to attend

inquiry on 104500 at Agartala for production of additional
documents and examination of the Defence witnesss

A copy of the inquiry Notice dtd.20s4.2000 is annexed

herewith and ordered as Amnexure; A-19s

That, on 10~.~5:00 the mquiry was held at Agamla
and the applicant attended the inquirya The adhoc
Prasanting omoer. 51 N. Ce Das also attended ;

but ‘the Defenoe wltness who was the regular Presenting
Officer did not attends The additmml document as

 demanded by the applicant end called for by the

Is0s was also not produced before the inguiry, Thé‘:
Defence witness was reported to be not willing to
appear as suchs

A copy of the proceeding dtd. 10/5/00 1s ammexed
herewith and marked ss Annexure. A-zov .

Contdessils
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418  That on 10.5,00 the evidence on behalf of the applicant
hed to be closed as it was useless on the part of
thé applicant to press for summoning of the Defence
witness and production of additional documents because
the Inquiry Officer was not armmed with powers of '
a Civil Judge vested under Section 5 of the Departﬁmtal
Inquiries (Enforcement of attendance of witnesses
"end production of documemts) Acts 1972 to inforce
the attendance of the defence w;mss and pmductim
of additional documentss The Inquiry Officer was
appointed simply under Sub-rule (2) of Rule 14 of
the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 without authorisation of
thé Central Govts to exercise . the powem'smciﬂad
in Section 5 of the Inquirfes Acts o

A copy of the Order of appointment of Inquiry Officer
is already annexed herewith and marked as Amexure:A=- 2.

4,18 That, on 12410,2000 the Resps Nos4 under his endorsement
NosRule=14/5,Bs Hazarika dtd«12:10,2000 forwarded

a copy of the inquiry report submitted by the 1.0s
on 27/9/00 efter taking into consideration of the written
briefs vsullamitwd by both siders and asked the applicant
to represent if eny, against the inquiry report within
15 days of the date of receipt of the endarsement.

Contdssssl2s



4+20

4:21

f___

12=

A copy of the endorsement dtds 12,10:2000 is annexed
herewith and marked as Ammexures A=21s

That, as per inqtmry report submitted by the I.0.
on 27+9s00 the Inquiry Officer found that the Charge
under Article-I was not proved but the charge under

Article-II was partially proved because in that Article
-

6 offices were alleged to be4mlpoctod by the applicant

but on inquiry 3 offices were found not inspected.

A copy of the Inquiry Report dtds 27.9:00 is annexed
herewith and marked as Annexures A-22s

“That, on 25/11/00 the applicant submitted his represen-

tation against the Inquiry report and pleaded that
tinﬁm!tnssafthel:ﬂ.; in respect of Article-1 was
correct but the findings in respect of Article-II was
m’cmm’mMmihobuuof
whichthocharsomﬂor!\rﬁcle—ll iul’wndtobe

paruany proved was mly the oral widm (dopmiﬁm)

of the sm. SW2 and SIIS who uro examined in nbunoa

'of thu applimnt wha was at ttut time workins m

thc o!ﬁco of the Rosp‘ Nou but was neither ronovod

othhdutiunoruzwdmdtobemuwodby

Reopu Nou for whicb he cmld not nttnnd inquiry
and thereby he was denied the reasonable opportcmity
t0 Cross-examine the Stats Witnesses which viclated
the principles of Naturel Justice and requestsd ths

Resps Nos4 to exhonerate the applicent filys
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A capy of the representation against the inquiry report
is amexed herewith and marked as Ammexure. A=23.

4422 That, on 08/6/01 the final order disposing the desci-
plinary proceeding was passed by the desciplinary
authority ises the Resps Nos 4 who disagreed with
the findings of the Inquiry Officer in respect of
Article-I and agreed with the findings in respsct
of Article-II and imposed the pemslty of reduction
of pay of the applicant by 6(eix) stages from Re.6650/-
to 'RssSSOOI- in the time scale of Res5500=175-9000
for a period of 3 years weesfs 01:6:01 with cumulative
effect with further direction that the applicant would
not earn increments of pay during the perfod of reduction
and that on the expiry of the period the reduction
will have the effect of postponing his future increments
of paye | y

A copy of the final order dtds8/6/01 is emnexed herewith
and marked as Amexures A=24s o

!

5s Grounds for relief with legal provisions :

(f)Denal of Cross-examination of State Witnesses viclates
the principles of Natural Justice end vitiates the
inquirtsss

Contdsvelds
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The applicant was denied the reasonable opportunity
to Cross-examine the State Witnesses which 1s a valuable
right of the delinquent to prove his innocences The
1505 also did not assign reasoms in his orders as
to why the proceedings could not be adjourned on
15,9409, 1649.99, 17.9:99, 18:9:08 8 20,9:89 tlll
a later date end what miscarriage of justice would
have been caused had ihe proceedings been adjoumd
without examining the State witnessess Statutory provisions
pmacrlbtng the mode of inquiry was, therefore, dis-
regarded which vitiated the entire procesdings .ab-
initlo, The order of penslty is, therefore, bad in
law and is liable to be eft esides o

\

'LEGAL PROVISIONS RELIED . UPON.
% [

(1) Rule 14(14) of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965

(i1) The prosscution witnesses must, ordinarily be
examined in the presence of the delinquent,
60 that he may hear their evidence m;aixpport
of the charge & Cross-examine them betore he
is called upon to enter into his defences .

-AIR 1963 SC 1719 (1720).

L

Ny

Contdess15s
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(1i1)The delinquient should be given a reasonable
opportunity of Cross-examining = the witnesses
~who are examined for the pmsem_ztim for the
Departmental inquiry.

-AIR 1958 SC 300,
(iv) The requirement is satisfied if a witness examined
~ in the absence of the delinquent at an earlier
slnge'or the proceeding is offered for Crosse

examination at a later stages

~-AIR 1963 SC 375,

Non-production of additional documents also relied

upon § demanded by the delinquent amounts to denial
of raasdnable opportunity and violates the. principles
of Natural justice =

The additional documents relled upon by the applicant
was not produced by the Resp. Nos3, because, if
produced, it would be unfavourable to the prosecution.
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 hims The VI‘Oa was elso
not intimated by the Resps No.3 that the productidn

Contdss 416,
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of the Additional Document would be against the public

interest or semrity'or'vthe‘sta;jes The imwgned order |

of penalty passed by the Resps Nos4, therefore,
is malafide and capricious which is liable to be
struck downs

LEGAL PROVISIONS RELIED UPON,

(1) Govts servant entitled to give notice for the |
discovery and production of unligted ises additional

: documentss

-Rule 14 (11) (iif) of the CCS (CCA)
Rules, 1965,

(1) The Is0s to give requisition to the Custodian
of the additional documents for its discovery

and production before the I:0;

-Rule 14(12) of the CCS(CCA) Rules,
1965,

(111) The Custodisn is required to produce the additional
document before the Is0: and if the production
of the document is considered opposed to public
interest or security of the state its reasons
for refusal should be intimated. |

=Sub-rule(13) of Rule 14 of the CCS(CCA)
Rulas-. 19655

Contdesi?s
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(1v) Raizada Trilok Nath Vss Union of India 1967(SC)
SLR 959, | |

AIR 1961 SC 1623;

(v) - State of MsP; Vs, Chintamam Waishanpayan

(vi) The delinquent is entitled to inspect even documents

- ot ralied upan by the Govis for-purpose of

his defence and refusal to let him inspect them

vitiates the inquiry: Inspection of such dooummts
arhisdefmcecanbeinsisteduponbyhim
even before filing written statements

AIR 1971 Delhi 133
(Delhi) 1970 SLR 400,

Refusal of Pmsmting Officer to be examined by the
delinquant amounts to denial of reasonable opportunity

L4
.

The Presenting Officer who was summoned

as Defence witness refused to attend the mquiry'm

the gromd that he was not willing to appear as suchs
The - willingness of the Pi'esmting Officer to appear

as Defence witness is irrelevent and what is relevant
is his relevancy of evidence in the inquiry« Being

a Departmental employee he cannot refuse to attend

Contdsss18s

~ the inquiry as it is opposed to disciplines The attendance
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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 Depertmental

Inquiries (Enforcement of attendance of witnesses and production
of documents) Acts 1972 for which the applicant had to

be affected adverselys By not vesting the I:Os ‘with the
powers under the Inquiries Acts 1972 for enforcing the
attendance of the Defence witness in the Inquiry the applicant
was denled to inspect the Defence witnesses and the reasonable
opportunity to prove his imnocence which vitiates ths proceeding ,
The order of penalty is, therefore, a nullity which should

be quasheds

LEGAL PROVISIONS RELIED UPON.,

{1) Tha inquiry authority must teke every possible step
to secure presence of defence witnesses during the
inquiry, specially if they happen to be the employees
of that Departments |

-Krishna Gopal Vs Director Telegraphs
60 CWN 692 (1956)«

(11) It is the duty of the inquiring authority tc 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 inquirﬁ '
It would 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,

Cmtdsstho
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Because it is futile to expect the employees to come forward
voluntiarily without employer's permission, during the
office hours, to' appear as witness against their em_ployars
and in favour of the delihquenté B |

-Shiv Dutt - Vss State
AR 1962 Punfab 355,

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 IO
was informmed of the reason for non-production of the said.
document though the Custodian of the document ises Resps
No:3 was requisitioned by the I[sOs repeatedly to produce
the sames Tha I.0s held that the document was not produced
because, if produced, the charge under Artigla-l would
not- be sustatned.

The Disciplinary Authority i.es the Resp: Nos4
did not agree with the findings of the I.Os and held that

the charge unde Article-I was proveds In support of his
finding the Resps No.4 over emphasized the oral evidence
of SW-4 Sri Dwijamani Singh whose deposition was held

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

Contdss«20s
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But the Counter finding of the Resp. No.& 1s mot corrects
Bocause SW~¢ was examined on 17:9.99 in absence of the
applicant who wes at that time working in the Office of
the Resps No.d, but he wes neither relfeved of his duties
nor any order was issued for his relief to sttend inquiry
by the Resps Nos  4 whereby» the applicant was denied
the most valuable right to Cross-examine the SWe4 who
was not offered for Cross-examination even at a later stage
alsos The Resps Nos4 has bypassed this point and tried
to divert the attention from this point saying in para 9(ii)
"of his punishment order as follows :

"The C.,0., was not debarred from attending the
inquiry at any time. In fact, he was directed to
attend the hearing at Imphal on 21,10.,99 vide DPS,
Kohima Memo of even No.dtds22:9.99%

“The above contention of the Resps No0:4 ié not
at all cornecta The DPS, Kohima's memo NosRule-14/S.B.

Hezarika d1d.22:,9.99 (Amexure.A-14) was issued to attend
inquiry at Agartala on 21/10/83 and not at Imphal where
inquiry was held from 15/9/99 to 20.9:89 as per inquiry
notice dtd«12/23,08499 in respect of which no order was
issusd by the Resps Nos 4 to attend the inquirys 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 not sustainables

Contdsss2ls
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(1) Similarly, in respect of Article-II the I.Os reported
that the charge mdar Article~II was found pertisily prdved
because only 3 EDBOs cut of 6 EDBOs were found not inspected
by the hpplicant as out of 6 SWs who were the Branch
Postmasters of those Offices only 3 SWs depoeed before
the inquiry. The kesps Nos4 accepted the findings of
the 1.0+ in respect of this Articles The findings of the
1,0 and agresment thereon of the Resps Nos4 was based
on the depositions: of SW-l, SW-2 and SW-3; but those
SWs - weﬁe also examined in absence of the applicant on
1659499 § 17¢9:99 vide Annexuress A-6 § A-8 when the
applicant were working in the office of the Resps Nosé
but 'hsarwa'awmueved of his duties by the Resps Nosé

. to attend  the mquiry at Imphal which is at a distance
of about 150 Kms: and thereby the applicant was denied
the reasonable opportunity to -Cross-examine the SWs even
at a htar stage of the inquirys This is the quality of
aral evidence depossd by SW-1, SW-Z and SW-3 and on
the strengh of such evidence the I.0s has found the charge
a8 proved In respect of 3 Offices whiqh was agreed to
by the Resps Noid i.es the Disciplinary Authority. and
the penalty was imposed accordinglys

(5) The order of punishment is with retrospective effect 5:-_‘
' The order of penalty was passed by the Resps: Nl’olsi"ai‘
“ 846501 ' ; but its effect was ordersd to be givdn ﬁ'om
01406401 1ses with retrospective effect which is not permme}i
by ruless The order of penalty is to take effect éi

4

tromﬂwdateotusmurfmalaurdatemtmtw
CmtdntZZA
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& deste prior to the date of issue of the orders The order.
of pemlty is, therefore, vold which camnot operate and
is liabla to be set eside,. '

DETAILS OF REMEDIES EXHAUSTED;

‘The application has besn submitted without exhsusting
departmantal remedies becsuse of some peculiar circumstances
of the case for which remedies could not be exhausted,
Tho case has weight end merits examination,

(1)  Firstly, the punishment order was to take affect

from 01.06.01. There is no provision in the CCS (CCA)

Rules, 1965 to stay the operation of the punishment orders

tiil the disposal of the appesl by the appeliste authority

if sn appeel is preferred against the orders of pensltys
As the penalty was impossd during ths psriod of suspension

of the applicant in connection with another case against

him the pemaity could not be effected from 01,0601 ;
but now as the suspension has been revoked end the applicant
resumed duties on 10.08.01 the order of penelty would

be effocted on 31,08.01 by the Resp. No.5 who is the

DDO, on mption of dutios by the applicant, By preferring
ah appoal agsingt ﬂn‘ptnnny it 1s not possible to secure

an order shying tha operation ¢f the order of pemalty

80 earlys
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I mder the Cea(GCA): Rules, 19&1 aﬁa guided by whimé

Sesmdly. the appellate authorities am:l revisimary aﬁthorities

ané aespo&ism as ﬁ the sky is the limit af powers and |
not guided by the primiples of natural justica and’ maes o
of fair: play and deaide the -appeal ‘and revisim petitiens |
more in breach’ than m observance  of rules - govennng-’f‘ 5 _
the dispoml of the. appeals etce Hence, 0 appeal to- ‘the ‘:;;‘f.
-=appenate authorities implies appealing to - "Just amther | )
Julias Gaeaer" S ” RPN f: SR |

. e Larten tee e
. X EER P BN ' N
o, v Ly .

4;,':. . , "‘.,-:".""2'
fof st ;<a=2: [ A A TSR T E LR B O

| Therefore, this applicaﬂm has been submitted‘

"witlneut mmausting departmental ramedies because oi' its .;_." |
| 'urgmt natam anﬂ. therefwe; unless this applicatim isf”

'iadmitted and an mterim erder 15 issued as prayed far

; ‘arderc it is. therefore. aamstly ‘preyed that Ymr Loraship B

o ’shan be pleased to admit’ the applicatim as the pemlty '

 hes been ‘imposed ‘in utter disregard & tatal violatim
of the primiples of namral justices S 1 v T

s

._in para 9 nf this appiication your humbie applieant shall R
be badly suffaﬁng from fimncial loss because af the impugn

,'I

MAT‘I‘ERS mr PREVIQUSLY FILED 3 PENDING wrm Amr‘ "
: o*mzn ceun'r :- .

Tha applicant further declares tnat he had : mt

}<’} f,:}z.,"‘i
N by A

'Aprevimsly fﬂed any application; wm; petiﬁm or siﬂt

regarding the matmer m respect of which this appnaaﬁm;\
has been' made, before any eourt or any other aumarityj\ //.

or any othar Bmch of the Tribmal nor any such applieetim\ \
| IR
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writ petitin or suit is pending before any of thems

[ T

In case the applicant had previously filed’ any .

such application; writ petition or suit, the ‘stage at which
it is pending, anﬂifdeclded,theustofﬂwdecisims"
should be given with reférence to ths mumber of ' Annexure

tobagivaninsupporttharaah ‘ | S

RELIEF(S) SOUGHT

En view of the facts mentimed in para 6 above[,ﬁ
the applicant prays for the fonowing reliei’(s) H

It 1s prayed that Your Lordships would be pleased
to admit this application. call for the entire mords

~of the case, ask the opposite parties to show cause a8

to why me impugned order dtds846.01 (Ama:mresA-Z«n
should not be set aside and after perusing the causes
shm;ﬂany;andheaﬂngﬂmparﬂessetasidnﬁn
impumd crder and pass such any other order or ordars

- as Your Lordehips may deem fit & pmpare

: And for this act of your kindness your applicant
‘@8 in duty bound shall ever prays . "

| G;mmsg

For the gmumis amted in sub-paras (1) to (5}

ofparasabovatheorderofpmnltyisamuitymbesldes

cm'ltdbu 3258
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being en arbitrary and faulty disposal of the diécipumry
proceedings The order being worse than the worst one
that may happen was issued in total disregard of statutory
provisions or rules pmsmbmg the mode of inquirys _The
principles of natural justice were violated because the
State Witnesses, which may be well described as  Stock
_wilnassés-.- were examined in absence of the delir;qumt
official ; because the delinquent was denfed the right
to Cross-examine the SWs ; because the additional documents
is0s 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 disciplmary
authority was based on no evidence and because the cmclusim
of the proceadmg was 80 wholly arbitrary and capricims
that no reasonable person could have easily m'lved at
the conclusion, The order of pemalty is with mtrospective
effoct and the adequacy of pemalty is also malarides The
order of penalty is, therefore; so bad in law that "nf,
is commonly uncommon in the history of violation of 'pﬁnc:ip@és
of Natural Justice end eo, it 1s liable to be struck down
as defunct and . malaclouss o ‘:‘-‘

LEGAL .PROVISIONS RELIED UEQN« R

(1) The right to Cross-exemination is a very valmble\
right and; hence, prevention in any way by the mquiry‘

officer of its erfectiva exercise would vitiaw the proceedhxgsw
GmtdsthBh \\’
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=Chintamam's Case-AIR 1961 SC 1623
~~Kashiprasad's Case-1975 SLJ(Cals)i9: =
(1) Ore of the reason for adopting the procedure of
recording ell evidences in presence of the accused employee
is '.tha*t‘ a witness probably might not dare to make the
statement which he might make in his absence,

~=Madhi Ram Vs, D.F.O.
AIR 1955 Pepsu 172.

(iii) It 1s essential that evidence of all witnesses should
be recorded in the presence of the accused emplayees

- Union of India Vss TR, Varma
AR 1957 SGC aaz.

- 8 Nanjmdeswar Vse State

AIR 1960 Mysore 159,

(iv) Request for eccess to relevant documents is ﬁolattvel
of principles of Natural Justice and IK{\_Q requirements of

article 311(2) of the Constitution of India which vitiates
the proceedings.

. B 'I\ I
-State of M.P. Vss Chintaman Vaishampayan Co0
AIR 1961 SC 1623, |

INTERIM ORDER, IF ANY PRAYED FOR :

Pending final decision on the application, the applicant
seeks the following interim relief(s) :-



10,

11,

R

(1) The aperation of the impugned order dtds 8.6.01
{Annexum. A=24) may please be stayed nrgently till the
final decision on the application and the RBSD; Nos.4
& 5 may be directed to keep in ‘abeyance the operation

of the 1mpugned order till the final decision on the application

preventing the loss caused to the applicant.

OR

(2)  The Resp. No, 2 fse. the appellate authority may
be directed to issue an order to Resp. No. 4 and Resps

- Nosb staying the operation of the impugned order dtd.8:6.01

under the inherent powers of the appellate authority under
Rule 27 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 within 15 days

of the receipt of en appeal preferred by the applicant
against impugned order till the final decision on the appeal,

" DOES NOT ARISE,

Particulars of Bank Draft/Postal Order filed in respect
of the application fee :

Postal order Nos76-548878: for Rs.50/=
Date of issue 27;8.01

Offica of issue @ Guwahati GsPsOt
Ori'ice of payment : Guwahati=781005,

Particulars of the payee : Registrar,Central Administrative
Tribunal,Gauhati Bench,Guwahati=- 5

Contd,«+285
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LIST OF JHWNGWURNE ~ENCLOSURES :

1s The 1mmg:nd Oﬂlﬂ‘ dtd. 8,6.01,
2. I.P.0 No,7G-548878 dtd.27.8.01 for Rs,50/~
3, Amnexures, A-l to A-24 in compilation No.2.

VERIFPICATION

1, Sri 8, B. Hazarika S/0 Lt. Khargeswsr Hazarika

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

the Director of Postal Services, Nagaland, Kohima, resident
of Vill-Bhaluckmari, PO, Goshaiberi, P.S. G Dist- Nowgong
(Assam) do hereby verify that the Cantents of Parasssfssss
to 5 L% are true to my personel knowledge and parss
S to [ bellevatobatruamlegalndviceand
that I have not suppressed any materisl facts. |

/

AR )

Date : Jp.&0] Signature of the applicant.
Place : Guwahati-8. '

To

The Registrer,

Central Administrative Tribunal
Guwahati Bench

Guwahati=6,
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DEPARTMENT OF POSTS : INDIA
(.)I"l ‘ICE Q)F THEDIRECTOR OF POSTAL S ERYICES
NAGALAND : KOHIMA - 797001
Mit Rute 14'5.B. Hazarika Dated Kohima the 8-6-2001

I thie office mento No. Diary/SDIPOs-Ukhrul/97 Dtd. 19 2.98 of DPS Manipur : Imphal,, it
twise m:)&:bs:mc(‘ fi)ltul. aningulry under Rule 14 of the CCS (CCA) Rules 19635 against Shii. $.B. Hazarika
f{w then SDIFPOS, ,Ulzl ul i, Ukhrul . A statement of articles of Charges and a statement of imputation of
tis~conduct ah(# mis-behaviour in support of the article of charges and a list of documents by which and

a M of w{messcs by whem the articles of charges were proposed to be sustained were also enclosed
with fhe said inemo.

2. Shei. 8.3, Hazirlka was given an opportunity to submit within 10 days of the receipt of the
mettio a whitlen Wateient of defence and to state whether he desires to be heard in petson.

Stafetient of arijcles of charges framed against filri.S.B.Hazarika the then

SDIPOs Ukhral- D, Ukdiru

ARTICLE -1

Shri, 8.B. Hazarika, while working as SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub- Dn, during the period from 29-

Dl-@‘ﬁ (A/M) o 31-01-98, he had shown to have inspected as many as $.4 ( fifty four) Post Offices in the

ar 1996, bt had hog submitlod a copy of the inspection remarks in respect of cach of those 54

mji’f,l. tlt']if‘u‘sea Ofues, fo the Supd). of Post Offices, Manipur Division Imphal or any other appropriate

, Hn'(t;t} i ﬂ:» dce of the Nupd‘ ol Post Offices, Manipur- Dn Imphal. Similarly, the said Shri. S.B.
Huzgeikd, {

0141 | 2

_}nm: wltowit fo hase inspected as many as 70 (Seventy) Post Offices during tlic period from 01-
13} lifh:wn, o the Supdt, of Post Offices, Manipur- Dn Imphal or any other appropriate authority in

b g e

1250 but had ot shibinitted a copy of the inspection retinrks in respect of 45 (fortyfive)
g (f ch:»ﬁl. ol Pout OMses, Manipur- Dn Imphal . By his above acts, the said $hri. $.B. Hazarika

"' t)r.'rit!t\ m ] "n.- Wivegt ol fale- 300 (2) of P & T Man. Vol VI read with DEpt. of Posts/ New Delhi
eftieh Moy {

e p—

Bedd fisper Dopedd 112-07-1992, and Rule-3 (1) (ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964.

ARTICLE-1

Shpd B4 Hazarfky |, while working as SDIPOs Ukhritt Sub-Dn, during the period from
29-01-96 1p 3 } A11-08, hie his) n‘m turi to have inspected the following EIDOs in Ukhryl Sub-Dn, on the

’d:fxlc floted dgaini HM;:‘I.
=
AT
944



' Matr of they DO Date of Ingpn. shown by
Shri. S.0. Hazarika

| Chingjarai FDBOY 25-02-1997

2 Sirrakhanp FDBO 29-03-1997

I Kamdng kabhing EDBO 19-05-1997

I Hhangshab 11DBO 10-06-1997

8 Sunpshong EHBO 15-07-1997

b Pushing EDhoO 20-07-1997

But in fact. Ihe sald Shri. Hazarika did not at all inspect the above mentioned EDBOs either
ot Che et oo Igains weh of on any other date in the year 1997. Thicrefore, by his above acts, the said
H’M Sg ‘.'u;lvlk.'l, viohated the provisions of Rule 300 (1) of the P & "I Man. Vol. VIIL Rule- 3 (1) ()
of the €U Cmduc) Miles, 1964 and Rule-3 (1) (iii) of the CC'S (Conduct) Rules, 1964,

3 Thawe gone throuy the case carelully. Briefly, Shri.S.1B.] lazarika, was chargsheeted under
Ruile 14 althe UCS (0C A Rulles 1965 vide DPS, Nanipur Imphal memo no.Diary’SNIPOs Ukhrul/97,
dtd. 19.2.98 with the following changes:-

i) While working as S191 (P) CUkhrul Sub-Divn from 29.1.96 to 31.1.98 he failed to submit
inspection 1'::{7":.11# of 84 Pogj (Mfices in the year 1996 and 45 Post Offices in 1997 which were shown
fo fm\-'u: tmum napected by im

i) For having shown s inspected but did not inspect 6 EDBOs in Ukhrul Sub-Divn between
2529710 28.7.97.

1, 8hri. Sunil Das, the then Supdt. of Post Offices, Agartala Divn, Tripura was appointed as the
mquiry officer to inqllim into the charges framed against Shri.S.3.Hazarika. After adducing both oral

zlmi‘ documetany evidehees the inquiry officer submitted his inquiry report vide his letter n0.SP-1/INQ,
el 279 2000, .

5 A p;:r the findings of the inquiry officer Article I of the charge is not proved and Article-II
of the clm g a9 partially proved to the strength of 3 EDBOs out of 6 alleged not to have been inspected.

6. A vopy of {he report of the inquiry officer was supplicd to fhe charged ofticial for making
fopreseiytatioh, ifany. Shit.1a zanika submitted his representation which was sent by RI.. NO.3096, did.
25;.11.2()0(). While agreeing with the findings of the 10 in respect of Article I, Shri.Hazarika disagreed
witly the findings of the 10 in respect of Article-1I of the charge on the following grounds:-

i} © The BOs alleged not to have been inspected was on the basis of written statements and oral
evidenece of tl,‘n:: BIPMs of those three BOs viz. Kameng Kakching, Pushing and Shamshak BOs.

WY The dates of the exantitiation of those witnesses were fived from 16.9.99 10 20.9.99 at Imphal
when |he CO wag fiunctioning as C.Lin the O‘o the DPS Kohima.

i) The enc Hiry was held exparte and the state witnesses were allowed to be examined by the
POn the absence of the OO and he was denied the opportunity of cross examination of the state witnesses,

]
M



iv)  The JO held regular hearing exparte in a hurry in the absence of the CO and did not record
reasofys for halding the enquiry exparte. '

v THe decision of the IO 1o hold the enquiry exparte and to allow the
tax;’tnlﬁin@inn of the state witnesses in the absence of the CO was unjust, unfair and
vhivareanied. ,

Vi) Non examination of the state witnesses was objected to by the CO before the 10 on 22.10.99
but (he 10 overruled the objection and did not record the plea and objection of the CO.

The €O, therefore, prayed to the Disciplinary Authofity to exonerate him fully of all the

X l-u:npu:s bizfecting the I lm;ling,s of the 10 and in respect of 3 EDBOs found 10 be not inspected by the Co
R the chaige n} Abticle I, ' '

7. Thave examined the chargesheet, deposition of state wilnesses, written briefs of the PO and
the CO), lie inquiry proceedings, report of the inquiry officer and the representation of the CO against the

inquiry report.  While accepting the findings of the inquirv officer in respect ol the article I of the
c

¢

targe for the following reasons:-

0 Mliongh there are short comings on the part of the then Disciplinary Authority in not including
ceraitt fiporlint documenls in the listed documents on the basis of which the articles of charges were
[ !"Ogitisccl o be pruved and ihe presenting officer in not producing all the witnesses and additional
documents as aked by the €O apd permitted by the IO during the hearings, sufliclent documentary and
aral evidences have bee produced during the oral inquiry to establish the charge against the CO.

i T clupmi‘i e of” SW-4, Shri.O.Dwijamani Singh, tlie then Dealing Asstt. IR branch, O/o
fhe RS & fanlpu, i

ficely «:-qP A5 I out of 70 1ol the vear 1997 and none for the vear 1996, SW-4 also deposed that the CO
did ftol subinis thie [Ry inspile of repeated reminders,  The CO thallenged that the deposition of SW-4
Wik 0t cprrobiedted by docuimentary evidence and might have been made on the basis of some records
e et fvom 1w merhory as e was not expected to keep the figures uf the IRs submitted / not submitted
W he ylieeen wtspeeting authority of the division and non production of documents leads the deposition
{ {': ; z;l':éla.‘ i ﬁl"v'l"iu:!hfd. Yhe plea of the CO was accepted by the 10 who concluded that non
i 0l o the recond s really a deficiency towards sustaining the charge unless and otherwise
raly I‘I"ﬂ‘l, dhy other dorunentary evidence, ‘

P comtention of the 10 is not acceptable.  SW-4 was 2 mere witness and he was supposed
gttt bt hus b oew o be the truth,  He was not supposed to biing the documents along with him
T raned s by i dshed o do so. e had deposed before the inquiry as he was asked for and it
Wt the duibe of the cor g cofitest what S\W-4 deposcd during thie inquiry.

N

iinges, the discipfinary authiority disagrees with the [0 in respect of 10’ findings on Article I of the -

Ml wits crucial in substantiating Article T of flie charges SW-4 deposed that he -



L

fi1)  The contention of the CO that SW-4 cannot be expected to keep in memory all the figures
of tRs submitted / no{ mﬂnmincd by inspecting officers and which has been accepted by the 10 is also
if cortvineiiig.  SW-4 had been working in the IR branch for a considerable period and it was not an
r’:\m&ﬂlﬂ# tauk to remember the numbers of IRs not submitted by the CO in 1996 and 1997. 1t was
it nly one ot two but the IRs of all the POs stated to have been inspected by the CO in 1996 wee
Mi:iﬁcd tto to have been submitted by the CO. 53 IRs of 1997 were alleged not to have been
h’lniﬁc:d by the CO. 1t was, therefore, not a difficult thing for the SW-4 to keep in mind the number

(1]
t}“' ‘ U8 subiiitted’ not sibmjtted by the CO.
fv') Q\;Pmthcr point raised by the CO and accepted by the 10 is non-production of additional
dociithenis Hké: monthly tour TA advance file for the period from July 1997 to March 98. 1t was argued
by o CO that if the additional documents were produced these would be unfavorable to the prosecution.
By ml}s documents the CO tried to prove that subsequent TA advance was not granted unless IRs were
su‘)';‘,tted,. This inference was accepted by the [0, The prosecution should have produced the
add tional docurnents as asked by the CO and permitted by the IO, However, on perusal of the records
itis et} t?mt Ihoug;h t‘m 10 in para 3 of his order no. 4 dtd.22.10.99 mentioned that he decided to call the
file, he did not spcmll[icalljv ask the PO or the competent authority to produce the documents.  Even if the
doct,.ij‘n;:nk; as asko fof were prodiced they arc not likely to help the defehce of the C'0) in the absence of
any speul'l ic ui'd:::l Mljic;h tlie CO) should have produced if there was any,  Therefore, in the absence of
any specific order in support of the plea of the CO it was wrong to draw any inference due to non-
IJl‘ociJct'[mi of centaln ;h,l_dil‘i(mnf; documents.

oy

V) 'Tl‘f.'\;: charge against the CO was that he did not submit some IRs of the POs which he
c!dil}rhﬂ?g fn Have fipected it 1996 and 1997, He was given ample opportunities to deny the charge &
establish) Mﬁ h‘ noase. Fowevet. from the records of the inquiry proceedings it is secn that he did not
a?_(c 1d fhie preliminary and ge g,uﬂ:!u‘ Ilc:mings and teok part in the oral inquiry only after evidence on behalf
f t:‘\e iﬂsuiu"ﬂ wry authority \MIH closed.  For his defence the CO has raised issucs like non-production '
c&k certain nc\«litimm' documents. tion-production of original docunictits and lacuna in the deposition of
stdls witrivengs.  But the €0 Has not produced any documentary or oral evidence to show that he had
fivleed ml‘lh'u, ited the li"{ sl the tz’If X which were stated to have been ingpected by him,  Copies of the IRs
gk gw:r:i.pha of fegislersd latiers by which the IRs were submitted which are crucial documentary evi-
dletto were ol produced by the CO to establish his innocence and disprove the charge.

T wicse of the above, arficle T of the charge against Shri.S.13. T lazarika is clearlv established.

{ Ab fav ns Article 11 of the charge is concertied the IO has cotteluded that the charge is partiatly
j th ﬂ | f i i ctend it ot of 5 1 DBOs alleged not to have been inspected, non inspection of three BOs
' dﬂr {1 lt.l{x thestgs By b hivg, 1'ushing and Shamshak BOs has been proved. Even though the inspection of
{fiz fon li‘ﬂ" g (e 130 dun o been established the Disciplinary: Authority inclines not to dispute with
e j’lm}imgm b the (0t old e Article-11 of the charge against the €'0) as partially proved.

9. Tlhe points raigs d by the CO in his representation against the report of the Inquiry Officer

have ai'.sn Hewn: <o fniderid: /
L0\
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1) The oral evidence an well ag the written statements of the three BPMs whose offices were alleged
lIrJl ty v been inspected are crucial and sufficient evidence to prove that the three BO were not

mpuc:,au. v the COHit the year 1997, The BPMs are the custodians of all tl'.:c BO records and as such

fefr okl depostdon and Wﬁ“(:ll statements as fo whether the BOs have been inspected or not cannot be
Himpissed iiag‘nll.\:, The other BO staff like EDDAs and EDMCs may or may not be present at the BOs
d.lja'iri(; insslfu'::czlin.rns. But no inspection of BOs can be carried out in (he absence of the BPMs whq are
tesponsibla Jor wafe custouly of the BO records.  Therefore, unless contrary is proved, their written
statemehts aid oral evidence lm,;wc: to be accepted. )

i) The CO was aof debarred from attending the enquiry at any point of time.  In fact he was
lirected to attend the hearing at Imphal on 21.10.99 vide DPS Kohima memo of even no. dtd.22.9.99.
Eui tiw €O defiberalely chose not to attend the enquiry.  As such the C'O) cannot claim that he was not
upc\[c‘l of his dutv 4s C1, ih the 0.0 the DPS, Kohima by the controlling authority and as such could not
dttend the enquiry.  Sufficient opportunity was given but the CO did not avail the opportunity to attend the
inquiry and cross exarmine state witnesses.  Therefore, he was not denicd but he did not avail the
opporhitity fo ctoss - examine state witnesscs.

@i i) As the CO failed to attend the oral hearings fixed by the IO on several dates the enquiry was
'iseld expartc apto the completion of the stage of presentation of prosceutions, documents and witnesses.
A8 sUch non cross examination of State witnesses was due to non attendance of the hearings by the CO on
(lie dates fixed for cxamihation and cross examination of State witnesses.

[v)  When the CO deliberately chose not to attend the inquiry on numerous dates fixed for
) u!ln, iy and regular licarings by the 10 and sufficient opportunitics afforded to the CO, no specific
redson {s r::c]ljirr:d to be recorded as to why the eriquiry was held exparte.

v) - The decision of the 10 to hold the enquiry exparte and to allow the examination of State
Witnesses was in order. When 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
hot dttend the hearlng on a particular date fixed by the IO he could have informed the 10 and prayed for a
postponement - adjournment.  But there was no written communicatiofi {o the IO from the CO’s side.

(0. In shot{ sufficient opportunities were given to the CO to deny the charges and establish his
innocence. l?igj S8hil.3.B.Hazarika just ignored the enquiry upto the stage of presentation of prosecution,
tochritehts an ] wimesses. A tait from pointing out deficiencies in the inquiry, he has not produced any
relevdtit documentaty or ora) evidence to establish his innocence and disprove the charges. The charges
against Shri.!‘?%.l?l.I‘},z;zarikq gre very serious.  One of the main dutics and functions of a
Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices. is the annua inspection of P'ost Offices.  But Shei.Hazarika
failed 10 carry onl this maih fehetion of an IPO while working as SDI (Py Ukhrul Sub-Division between
2919610 3].1.9%. Such ‘x,nf{ of an irresponsible official is not fif to bie retained in service, However,
c(msi(lci'i{ig the facts and vircumstances of the case. T feel that Shri.Hazarika should be given another
spportudift to reform himself by retaining him in service and impose the following punishment on

Slik. S.10 Haznika - E
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Therefore. I Shri.F.P.Solo , Dircctor of Postdl Services, Nagaland Kohima and the
Disciplinary Authority hereby orderthat the pay of Shri.S.B. Hazarika, the then SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub-Dn
now C |.Divisiottal Office, Kohima (U/S) be reduced by 6 (six) stages from Rs.6650/- to Rs.5500/- in the
time scale of Rs. 5300-175-9000/- fora period of three years w.e [. 1-06-2001 with cumulative effect. It is
further directed that Shri. 5.8 Hazarika, C.1.Divl. Office, Kohima (L1/S) will not earn increment of pay
during the periodof reduction and that on the expiry of this period. the reduction will have the effectof
posponing hig future increments of pay.

<d_

(F.P.50l0)
Director of Postal Services
Nagaland : Kohima - 797001

Citpiy Lo - ' ,
‘. The CPMG (INV) N.E.Circle , Shillong for information
2. I'he Postmaster Kohima H.O. for information and n/a.
3 Thets. \(P) Kolkata (Through the Postmaster Kohima H.0.)
1. ’,I,...f""""l"|\c Ditector Of Postal services, Manipur : Imphal for infomation
w, *’ Shri. 8.8.Hazarika, C.1. Divl. Office Kohima (u/s)
6. ' of the Official
T. ("R of the Official.
8, OHice copy.

. u‘& —
/ .~ &\B;r
- -=tFP.Solo)
Director of Postal Services
~ Nagaland : Kohima - 797001




- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
GUWHATI BENCH : GUWHATI-5
‘' APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 19 OF
THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ACT, 1985
Title :- S.B.Hazarika |
Vs.
Union of India & Others
“ COMPILATION NO-2
b 4 DOCUMENTS RELIED UPON
N (WITH IDEX)
N




FORM NO.I
(SEE RULE 1)

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 19 OF THE
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ACT.1985.

Title of the Case :S.B.Hazarika

Vs,
Union of India § Others.

INDRLX
514No | Description of documents relied upon Page
COMPILATION NO,1
1, Application , 1-28
2, Impugned order dtd.08.06.01 29- 34
COMPILATIQN NQ.2 _

3, Annaxurg, A-I  (i-x) Copy of charge-sheet dtd.19.2,98| 35-44
4y " A=2 Copy of Appointment orger of 10 45
b, f A-3 Copy of Appointment Order of PO 46
6, " A-4 ‘Copy of Inquiry Notice 47

dtd.12/28.8.99
7, " A=5  (i-vi) Proceeding dtd,15.9.99 48-53
", " A-6 Copy of Proceeding dtd.16.9,99 54
', " A-7  (1-11) Copy of Deposition of SW-I

dtd.16/9/99, 55~56
0, " A-8 Copy of Proceeding dtd.17.9.99 57
1, " A-9 Copy of Deposition of Sw-2 -

dtd.17.9,99 58
12, " A-10 Copy of Deposition of Sw-3

dtd.17.9.99. 59
1, l A-11 Copy of Deposition of SW-4

dtd.17.9.99, 60
14, . A-12 (i-11) Copy of Proceeding dtd.18.9.99 (g1 - 62
15, " A-13 Copy of Inquiry Notice

dtd.20.9.99, 63
1, " A=~14 Copy of Order DPS,Kohima

' dtd.22/9/99. 64

17, " A=15 Copy of Proceeding dtd.21/x/99 65

Contd. seoll.
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Hignature
IF'or Registrar,

U e tipiton of documents relied upon, Page
1’ B A-16  (i-11)  Copy of List of DW & Addl,
{ documents d1,22.10.99, 66-67.
| A-17 Copy of Proceeding
| dtd. 22.10.99, 58
Ho, A=-18 Copy of Order of appointment
of Adhoc P,0), 69
N K A=19 Copy of Inquiry Notice
AL o) AN 5 s
2, " A=21 pof Pnd(rscrmnt luxniehing FI—T
Inquiry Report. 73 ,
" A-22 (i=xx) Copy of Inquiry Report
dtd.27.9.00. 74-C"f3
PA : A=23 (i-i1) Copy of Representation
against Inquiry Report. 37@4-'7“5*"
20, ! A-24 (1-vl)  Copy of Finul Order atr.n/6/01 |24 - oy
{ \
= V
Signature of the applicant.,
FOR USE IN TRIBUNAL'S OIFICE.
NTIVER T I R N TTYY
bt ob vepent by Post = Submitted in persbn.
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BEPAR (MENT U POSTS, IND IA
gFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR POSTAL SERUICES:MRNIPUR:IMPHAL-795001.

“De DlaW/SDIPOS'-m(hrul/97 Dated at Imphal the 1902. 98

—— o mm Sam S e twan S e

The undersigned proposes to hold a inquiry against

Shr i SeBe Hazatikae SDIPOsvUkhrul Sub-DneUkhrul . « sunder

Rule =14 of the Central Civil Services ( Classification,Controla
and Appeal’ Rules 1965. The shstance .of the imputation of mis-
donduct an@ or misbehabiour in respect of which the inquiry is
prpposed to be held is set out in the enclpsed statement of arti-
cles of charges ( Annexure-1). A statement of the imputation of
fisconduct or misbehaviours in support of each article of charge

is enclosed (Annexure =II). A list of documents by which and a list
of vitnessnes by uhom, the articles of charge are proposed to be
sustaned are also enclosed (Annexure III and IV).

1o Shri S.ResHazarika,. SDIPOS-Ukhrul Suk-0n,Ukhryl. is directed
to submit withiny 10 days of the receipt of this memprandum as '
uritten staktement of his defence and alsp to state whether he

desires to be heard ir . person.

30 He is infprmed 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

chargee
low Shri Sp !Be.Hazarika,sSDIPOs~Ukhryl Sub-Dn, UKhIukejsfur-
cher informed that if he does not submit his written statement =
iefence oh or before the date spedified in para 2 above, or doec.

't appear in person before the inuiry author ity or ptheruwise

“2jls or refuses to comply with the provision of Rule =14 of t'.
.2S(CCA) Rules, 1965 or the orders/directions issued in pursuar .
~. the said rule, the . ", inquiring authority may hold the
inqur iy against him . . EX-PARTE. ' :

. . 1
5. Attention of ShrifeBs, Hazazika, §DLPQs{Ukhiul supPfe TKhrELe
invited tp Rube 20 of the CCS(C6nduct) Rules , 1964, under

which no Govte. Seruant shall bring or attempt to bring any
pqlitddal or putside influence tp bear upon any superdor autho~
rity to further his intesbst in respect of matters pertaining

to his service under the Governembnt. If any representation is
reziiveg_o? his gehelfhfrom another person in respect of any

matter dealt with in thses roce®dings_ i i

that Shri®eBeHazarika,SpLpos,Ukhyul 3}38"9&3 .Uiilattjirgri?usmﬁgh

a representation and that it has been made at his in ‘stance

and action will be taken agsinst him for violation of Rule =20

of the CCS(Conduct) Rules 1964, ‘

6o ~ The receipt of the Memerandum may be~acknolédged.

esipnstion of
./'Ki 7e

Director Postal Sexvices
N Manipur Division, ln:phal-795001¢

«A%/

SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub=Dn, Name a(lé
Ukhrul . competan

2, Viag/Stt.

: L .
- o e D e
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ANNEXURE-1

Statement of article sf charges fremed against
Shri.saﬂoHazarika, SQIPO S/UkhrUl SULQR.,Ukhrul.

Articl e-1

S$hri.S.8.Hazerika, while usrking as SGIPE s/
Ukhrul Sub-8n., euring the perisd frem 29/01/96(A/N)
te 31/81/98, he had shewn to have inspected as
many as 54(Fifty Feur)Pest 6ffices in the year
1996, wut had not submitted a capy of the Inspectisn
Remarks in respect sf each sf these S4(Fifty feur)
Pest Offices,ts the Supdt.of Pegt 8 ffices, Manipur
Bivisien, Ilmphal er any sther spprepriaste authe-
rity in place sf thse Supdt.sf Pest 8ffices,Manipur
Bivieisn, Iwphgle Similarly, the said Shri.S.8.
HaZzarikae, had shswn. ts have ingpected as meny as
78(Seventy) Fest 8 ffices during the perisd frem
01/61/97 to 31/12/97, dut had net submitted a

cepy ® 6 Inspectisn Remarks in respect of
M¢'}5 4 v ~Pest O Fffices, te the
Supdtoof pes et Bffices, Manipury@ivisisan, Imphal

or any other apprepriste authority in plgce ef

the Supdteef pPost 8ffices, Manipur 8ivisisn,Imphal.
By his amve acts, the said Shri.S.B8.Hazarikg
vislated the previsisns of Rule-.388(2) ef P&T
ManeVeleVIII read uwith Depttesf Pesta/Neu Belhi
letter Nee17-3/92-Ingpn. Bated.02/87/1983, and
Rule-3(1)(ii) of CCS(Cenduct)Rulea, 1864,

Acticlo=Il.

Shrie SoB8.Hazarika, while werking as SBIpp g/
Ukhrul Sub-One., during the peried frem 29/81/96
te 31/81/%%8, ho had sheun ts have inspectad the
felleuing ERMs in Ukhrul Suk-Bn., en the date
nsted ggainst each,

Name of the EB SO . Bate of Ingpne shewn
By ShrieSeBoMazgrika
.+ 1e Chingjersi ENER 2582~ 1997 ’

2, Sirargkhsng EDR 29-.03-1997
3¢ Kamang KakchingEQme- 18.95..1997
4, Shangshak ED®B . 10-86-- 1997
5S¢ Nunesheng EBW. 1587~ 1887
6« Pushing EBNS _ 28-07~ 1997

But, in fact, the said Shri.Hazarika, did net gt
all inspect the above mentiencd ERBBs sither en

the date neted ageinst each sr en any sther date
in the year 1997, Thorefore, By his gheve acts,
the said ShrieScBoHazarike, vislated the previsisns
of Rule-388(1) of P&T Man,Vol,VIII, Rule~3(1) (i)

of CCS(Conduct)Rules,1964 and Rule-3(1){iii) et
CCS(Cenduct)Rules, 1964,

(LWCHLUNAY
< Birecter Pestal Services,

0}7*@\/ Manipusilnphal 1795881,
i

oL
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ANN EXURE=11

Statement of imputatisns of miscenduct and/er miskshavisur /
in suppert of the articles of chargﬁs framed geainst
Shrie SeB.Hgzarika, SBEPEs/Ukhrul Sub-8n.,Kkhrul.,

- e ar M ar WE EE R g W G0 W GO m EP B s e em -t R e e

Article-1

s an G0 PPy 49¢ mut G e

That as many as #6(Sixty six) EBRs and 1(Bne)
Se0 in Ukhrul Sub-Dn., were alletted ts the shamm of
Sub-Divisional Inspecter of pust 0ffices, Ukhrul Sub-in.,
Ukhrul for inspectien during the yeer 1996 vide SP®s/
Imphal letter Ne.Inspectinn/Teur Prearamme/ 1896 dtd.
19/82/96 alenguith a copy of inspection presramme for
the year 199%6. 6 sald Shris$eBsHazarika, task sver
the charge of SBIPS s/Ukhrul Sub-Bn en 29/81/96(AAN)
and prier ts taking over the chgaree sf the Sub -bn,,
by the said Shri.Sc.R.Hazarika, ene Shri.Moma Maring
PoAe, Imphal He® uwas dafficiating as SBIPO s/Ukhrul
Sum-8n from 81/81/96 to 29/81/96(A/N). Of the 6&(Sixty six)
EDMGs gssigned te the SPIPDs/Ukhrul Sim-Bn., fsr inspec-
tion during the year 1996, the said Shri.Moba Maring
alregdy inspected as many as 13(Thirteen) EDM g during
"the poriad fram 81/81/96 to 29/81/96. Thus, as many
as 53(Fifty thrae) EOMB g and 1(Bne) S.8 were remaining
for inspection,dy the said Shri.SeB.Hazarika, suring
the year 1996 at the time of taking sver the charae of .
Ukhrul Sub-®n by the said Shri.Hazarika on 29/01/%6(A/N).
The said Shri.S.B.Hazarika, in his fertnightly diaries
and monthly summaries of the SRIPG s/Ukhrul for the peried.
fram 29/81/96(&/N) to 31/12/96, had shown te have ins-
pected all the 53(Fifty thres) EB®s and 1(Bne) S0
which wer® remaining for inspection By the said Shri.
S.8.Hazarika as sn 29/81/96(A/N). The list sf 53(Fifty three)
EB®g and 1(0ne) 5.6 shoun to have inspected bz the said
ShricoHgzarika has been enclesed as “ANNEXURE-a®,

§imilarly, as many as 71(Sevemty one) Past Offices

10069 (Sixty nine)Eal}s and 2(tw) S.8s were assisnod ts

the SBIPOs/Ukhrul Sub-bn.,for inspection during the year.

1997 vide 55P0s/Imphal letter No.Inspection/Teur Preqramme/

1987 Dtde29¢1e'97 alwnguith a cepy of Inspectien grogramme

fer the year 1997. 0P the 69(Sixty nine) EDM s and 2{Tuo)

S.08 in the Ukhrul Sum-Bn., vhich yere assigned for

inspection by the said ShrisS.BsHazarika as SBIPO s/Ukhrul

SuB-Bn., he had shoun to have inspectsd all the 9(Sixty nine)

EB®s and 1(0ne) S«0 on different date/dates during the

perisd from 01/01/97 te 31/12/97, in his fertniahtly diaries

and monthly summaries of the SBIPES/Ukhrul submitted by

the said Shri.Hazarika, for the eforementioned perisd from

time te time., The list of &9(Sixty nins) EDMOs and 1(one)

g;ﬂ.ugithwereisho;n fa have been inspected by the said
IleveBylaZzarika during the yezr 1987 h [

a8 ANN EXURE. BN, q Y as been enclesed

That, as per Rule-388(2) of P&T Man. Vel.VI1I
the gaid Sh'x'-i.S. PeHaz arik a, SBmPgs/Ukhml had to '
submit the cepy uf Inspection Ramarks, in respect sf kk«
gach of the EOM and S.0 inspected by him, to the
Supdt.af Post 0ff ices, Manipur Oivision, Imphal, and
in accordance with Bepteof Posts/New Delhi Le tter

Nn.17—3/92—1n8pn. Btde82/87/92 the time limit fer

< ContdeP/ 2. oo
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submission/issuance of Inspection Remarks/Inspectian
Reports in respect of EBE0 and S.0 are 18(Ten)days
and 15(Fifteen) days from the date of inspectien
respectivelye But, the said Shri,S.B.¥azarika , had
not, all all, submitted the cepy of Insgpection remarks
in respect of 53(Fifty three) EB®Ms and 1(Gne) S.8, _
which were shewn to have been inspected by him we in 1996, as
per ANNEXURE-H4 , te the Supdt.sf Past Of‘fices! Manipur
®ivisisn, Impghal either within the prescribed time

1imit as specifisd awsve, or sn any subsequent/ date.
Similarly, the said Shri,S.B.Hazarika, had net; at

all submifted thq cegy of Insgectien remarks in respect

of 44 E0Bs and 1(0ne)S.6), which

were shouh "te have been inspected By the said Shri.Hazarika
en different date/datas during the year 1987. The list

of 44 ITU&LI f) E0Ws and 1{0ne) S.0, uhich

were shown td have been inspected By the said Shri.Hamarika
Rxt in the year 1997, sut he did not summit I.Rs has been
enclessed as ANNEXURE-C.

Therefore, it is imputed that the said
ShrisSeB.Hazarika, by his awve gcts, vielated the
provisions of Rule-386(2) of P&T Man.Vel.VIII and
erders centained in Deptteof Posts/New Delhi letter
No.17-3/82-1Inspne Datedo02/07/1992, and alse falled
te maintain absolute devotisn to his duties in vielation
of Rule-3(1)(ii) of CCS(Conduct)Rules, 1964, :

Article-I1

The felleuwing ED® s in Ukhrul Sub-On, which
were mssigned te the S0IP0s/Ukhrul Sub-Bn., fer annual
inspection for the year 1937 vide SSPOs/Imphal letter
No.Inspection/Tour Programma/ 1997 Btde29.,814'97, werse
shewn te have been inspected by the sagid ShrieSeBoHazarika
as SBIP0s/Ukhrul, on the date noted against sach.

Ndhe of the EDE Date of Inspn.
1e Chingjarei €0 25-02-1997
2¢ Sirargkhenyg B0 29031997
3. Kamang Kakching E£080 - 19=05- 1997
4. Shangshak EDBO 18- 6- 1997
S5 Nungshoms EDBQ ° 15=~87=1997
8. Pushing EORD 28~087-1997

The said Shri.S.B8.Hazarika was wrking as SDIPO s/ Ukhrul
during the period from 29/81/96(A/N) te 31/01/%8 eand,

he had shown to have inspected the gheve pest offices
as mentioned agkove in his fortniehtly diaries pertaining
to that perisd and alse in the am monthly summaries ef

. the SBIP0 s/Ukhrul Sub-Bn., Ukhrul, submitted by the said

Shri.Hazarika , for the respective menths on which these
effices had meen shoun to have meen inspected. But, the
EDBPMs of the akeve EDBDs hagve intimated, to the Director
Postal Services, Manipur, Imphal, in weiting that the said
Shri.S.B.Hazarika, SRIPBS/Ukhrul did not ingpect their
respective EDBs in the year 1997 till the time of sUM=
missien of respective intimatbens By each of the B BPMs
;: aove EBRIs in the months of Septt97/0ct'97/Novte7,
o R

Therefore, it is imputed that the said Shri.S. B,
Hazarika, did net at all inspect the aforementioned ER® s
on the dates neted against sach and theremy violated the
previsions mkﬂule-:’mm(n oF P&T Man.Vel.VIIl, In addition

/
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the said Shri.Bazarikae, By his act of submissicn of false

information regarding insp

EDMs, failsd te maintain
gcted in a mannex unbegcam
vielated Rule-3(1)(i) an
1904,

sctinh of these adove mentioned
aksolute integrity and alss

ing of a Govteservant; and theraby
d 3(1){111) of CCS(Cenduct)Rules ,

Ly
l{a.m:r« LUNR)

Birectsr Pgstal Services,
ManipursImohal 3795861,
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List of documents by which articles of Charees framed againét
Shri.S.d.Hazarika, SBIP08/Ukhrul Sub-Bn,, Ukhrul are nreposed
to be sustiaineds .

1s SP0s/Imphal letter Ne.Inspection/Tour Pregramme/ 1996
Dtd.18/82/96 alonguith a cepy of inspection prmgramme
for the ysar 1996 (of SDIPG s/Ukhrul Sub.Dno,s

2 950 g/ Imghal letter Ne.Inspection/Tour Programme/ 1397
0tde29.01.'97 alonguith a capy of inspectien pregramme
for the year 1937(ef SBIP0s/Ukhrul Sub-8n.,)

3o Flrtni?htly diary 5 for the 1st‘f'l'rtnight of Fom/9¢

* of $81(P)/Ukhrul ¢ NG o i 1/04 avy/ SDI-UKL/95-96 dto16/2/96.
be - for the 2nd fortnight of Jan/9é
Nooh~1/01 ary/SBI-UKL/96-96 dte1/1601.86
Se . - do- for the 2nd fertnight of Fon/96
, - Noolh=1/0iary/SOI-UKL  dtele3.96
6o - e fer the 1st fortnight of Map/9¢
- N®oA-1/Biary/SBI.UKL/96 dtde16.3.96
7o -d8. for the 2nd fertnight ef Mar/es
. Noo#R=1/8iary/SBI-UKL/96 dtds1.4486
8. - g8~ fer the 1st fortnight of April/vé
Nooig-1/Biary/SBI-UKL/96 dtde17.4.96
s, - d- fer the 2nd fertnight of Wpril/sé
NéoNIL BTR.NIL. :
1. ~do- for the 1st fortnight of May/%s
‘ NooA~1/DBiary/SRI/UKL dtde17.5.96
11 - do- + for the 2nd fartnight of May/e6
. NooA~1/0iacy/SBI/UKL dtds 3yey96.
120 -0~ for the 1st fertnight ef June/96
. . . N.oﬂ"1/aiarY/S&I-UKL dtdo17oit"|
13¢ - de- for the 2nd fertnight of June/94
Nooh-1/0iary/SDI-UKL/96 dtd.1/7/96.
14, - dg- for the 1st fortnight of July/9é -

Noo=1/Diary/SBI-UKL dtds16/87/96.

. 154 -0 for the 2nd fertnight of July/es

NoeA-1/@iary/SBI-UKL dtd.81/08/96,

16 ~do- for the 1at fertnight of Aua/96
No.#A-1/Biary/SBI-UKL dtde1s 08/9%6.

17, - o for the 2nd fortnight sf iu /96
) NeoA-1/8iary/SBI-UKL dtd.lZ;ls/Sio
18, -doe- for the 1st fertnight af Sept/96
. NooA=1/01ar y/SRI.UKL/96 dtd.16/9/96,:
19, - do.. fer the 2nd fertnight of Sap t/96
Neoa~1/0iary/SOI.UKL /96 dtde1/18/96.
28, ~ do~ for the 2nd fortnight of Oct/96,

Nood-1/01iary/SB L-UKL dtde 1/11/94,

Cantd.P/Z.oo-.

ﬁ%¥X

W
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21e Fortnightly diary } for the 1st fortnight of Neu/96
of SBI(P)/Ukhrul NDeR=-1/01ary/SBI-UKL dtde16. 1196
220 -de- for the 2nd fortnight of Nov/%é
. NoeA-1/Diary/SDI-UKK dtde2 «12.96
23. - do— for the 1st fertnight of Bec/9é
NooA=1/ 8 ary/SBI-UKL dtde16s 12:96,
24 o - do- fer the 2nd fortnight of Dec/96
NoeA-1/Biary/S81-UKL dtd.81/81/87
25, - d0- for the 1st fortnight of Jan/97
No.#k-1/0iary/S0I-UKL dtdg16/01/97,
26 o= GO~ fer the 2nd fertnight nf Jan/97
No«A-1/Diary/SOI-UKL dtde81/02/97,
27, - i fer the 1st fordnight eof Fed/97
: Neoh-1/Dlary/SDI-UKL dtd.16/02/97.
28. - A i the 2nd fortnight of Foi/97
Aoy #h-1/D1ary/SOI-UKL dtdeqs3.87,
29, o CHhen for the 1st fortnight of Mar/97
No«A-1/Biary/SBI-UKL dtd, 16.3.97,
30, - do- fer the 2nd fertnight of Rarch/97
Nooh-1/01iary/SDI-UKL dtdelo4e97a
31 - da- for the 1st fertnight ef April/97.
NooR-1/B1ary/SBI-UKL dtde21.4497
32 - do~ fer the 2nd fertnight of April/97
: v UKo AXAXRXERNXBREXUKK X MER NS NIL dtaNIL
33, - do~ for the 18t fertnight sf May/97
. Ne o = 1/01 azry/SOL-UKL dtda16/5/97.
344 - do-- fer the 2nd fortnight of May/97
Neo i 1/81 ary/SBI-UKL dtd.82/06/97.
35, - g~ for the & 1st fertnight of June/97
. Noe&-1/0iary/SBI-UKL dtds16/6/97.
36, - fer the 2nd fsrtnight s f June/97
. . NooA=1/01ary/SOI-UKL  dtde1/7/97.
87, . for the 1st fertnight of July/e7
NosR-1/Diary/SDL.UKL dtd, 16/7/97,
38, - @0 for the 2nd fortnight of July/97
| No.#&-1/Biary/SOI-UKL dtd.1/8/97,
39, - dd- for the 1st fertnight of Aue/AR 97
NooA=1/Diary/SBI-UKL dtde1608097.
40, - do- fer the 2nd fortnight ef Aug/97
Ne.o A 1/Biary/$§I-UKL dtde 14997,
41, - o fexr the 1st fertnight of Sapt/e97
NOe/A=1/0iary/SDI-UKL dtde 16,997
42, - do- ' for the 2nd fortnight af Sept/97
Nood=1/Diary/SBI-UKL dtdeto10.87
48, - fer the 1st fortnight of O0gt/97
A Noo#h~1/81ary/SBI-UKL dtde 16416497
44, - e fer the 2nd fertnight ef 0ct/97
| Neo-1/Biary/ BI-UKL dtdet.11.97
45, - 8- Pex the 15t fertnight of Nav/97
Noo#-1/DLary/SBI-UKL  dtde16.11.87
46, - (Ben

for the 2nd fortnight of Nov/97

k&\{ Nu.a-1/Biary/S@I-UKL dtde 1612487



)

47,

48.

48, Menthly summary

50

51,

52.

53,

54,

55.

56

57

58.

59,

6.

61e

2.

83,

8.

65,

870

1N

s,

70.

Fertnightly diary
%FO/Ukhrul

of SBI
-w-

of SDI(P)/Ukhrul
- ds- |
—“-—

-~ U8

f-‘.—
- @0

- 4o
- -
-
e
- @0~
- @ o
_ do-
-

mdbe
= @
e

—m((3)m

,, 4‘3\”%‘4”/@‘7‘9 P éoz;,

for the 1st fortnight of Bec/97 -
No«h-1/0iary/S0I-UKL dtde 1601297

for the 2nd fertnight of Bec/97
NooR-1/081iary/ SB1-UKL dtdo81.81498.

for the menth sf July/9é
No o A-1/Summary/SBI-UKL dtde1.8496

for the menth o f Aug/96
Np o A=1/Summary/SBI-UKL dtde2.3.96

for the menth ef Sept/9é
No o A=1/Summary/SDI-UKL dtdole 18,96

for the menth eof Bct/%é '
Ne o A-1/SUKKREY Inspn/Summary/ S8 1-UKL
dtdel.11.96 ‘

for the month of Nev/96
No « &-1/Summary/ Inepn/SBI-UKL dt.2.12.96

far the menth eof Dec/96
Nu.‘s—‘l/Summat:y/Si/lnspn. dtdt3.1o120'950

for the menth of Jan/97 7
NeoA-1/Summary/ Inspn/SRI-UKL dto3e2497

for the menth af Fob/97 =~ .
No o A-1/ Summary/Inspn/SBI-UKL dte3.3.97

for the menth of March/97
No.A-1/Summary/ Inspn/S01-UKL dto1e4.97

for the menth of Asril/97 ‘
No«A=1/Summary/ Inspn/SBI-UKL dte1.5.87

for the menth sf May/97
NeoA-1/Summary/Inepn/S8I.UKL dte2.6097

fer the menth of June/97
Ne o R=1/Summery/Inspn/S@ I-UKL dte 107497

fer the menth ef July/97
NG o A-1/ Summary/ Inspn/ 98 I-UKL dte1.8097

for the month of Rug/97 <
No « &= 1/Summary/ Inspn/SB I-UKL dte 149097

far the menth sf Sept/97
No « A-1/Summacy/ Inspn/SBI-UKL dte 1. 18097

fer the menth of B8ct/97
No. A-1/Summary/Inspn/SRI-UKL dte1e11497

for the menth of Nev/97
No « A=1/Summary/Inspd/S8I1-UKL dto1c12.97

for the month of Bec/97

‘NooA-1/Summary/Inspn/ S0 I-UKL dte1¢1.90a

ShrieLePamching, BPM,Ching jarei EBQL letter dtd.s/18/87
addrossed ts SPO0s/Imphal.

Shriol.Ite Singh, BPM, Kamang Kakching EBSBO letter dto25.9.97
addregsed tes SPOs/Imphals .

Shri.V.S.Vareiss, EDEPM, Shangbhak EDEO letter dtd.29/08/87
addressaed te SPBs/Imphale

Shri.S.Yarngai, BPM, Pushing EDBD letter dtd.e9/1¢/87
addrossed ta SPBs/Imphalo -

’ . Cﬂntd.l’/lto.. .0

‘v‘qmﬁﬁ/
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71e ShriyR.Tuingayppg, 0PM, Sirargkhong EDBBO letter dtc.%/18/97
addressed to $FDa/Imphal e

72. Shri.aS.#nderesn, OPM, Nungshong EQBD addressed te OPS/
Imphal received at Bivisienal sffice sn 84/11/97.

Ll

.Birectsr Pastal Services,

@\E | Manipursimphal-75508 14

o 0

~
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ANNEXURE.TV

List of Uitnesses by uhich the articlus of chgrges framed

. against Shri,S.B8.Hazrika, SUIPD s/Ukhrul Sum-Dn., Ukhrul
are propesed to ke sustained.

2.
3e
" b

7e

- v« =t

ShrisLePamchingL08PM, Chingjarei EBBB
ShrisLeIlts Singh, ELBFM, Kamang Kakching EBBS
ShrioVeS,Vareise, EBBPM, Shangshak EBIO
Shri.S.Yarngai, EGBPM, Pushing EBBO |
ShriesRe Tuingayunsg, EBPM, Sirarekhong EBE

ng zﬁm

Shri.#9. Andersen, EBWPM, Nungs

Shri,0¢Buljamani Singh,

BeA(IR/VR),Nivisinnal ( ubia)
.office, Imghale - Birecter Ppstal Services,
. & ManipursImphals 79568 1,

P
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‘ Department of Post:India.
Office of the Directur postal Services ManipursImphal.
795001, :

RARKRRN

ORDER RELATING TC APPOINTMENT OF INQUIRING AUTHORITY
(Rule 14 (2) of C.C.5,(CC&A) Rules 1965)

Memo No. Diary/sDIpOs=-Ukhrul/97 Dated at Imphal,
the 8.50980

Whereas an irquiry under Rule 14 of the Central Civil
Services(Classification, Contrul and Appeal) kules, 1965 is
beirig hald against Shri s, 1. Hagarika, SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sube
Division, Ukhrul,

And whaereas the undersigned considers that an Enquiry
Authority should be appointed to inquire into the eharges
framed against the gaid Shri, H.0. Hazarika, SDIPO8,Ukhrul

. 3‘«&)"[’". lmhml."

Mow, therefore the undersigned, in excersie of the
povexe confarred by Zub-=Rule (2) of the sald rule, hereby
appodnts Shri 4.C. Das, Supdt, of Post offices, Agartala
Division, Tripura &8s he has been riominated for appointnent
of I/0 4a this case vide CO No. Stafi/8-92/83 datd. 29.4.98,
as the Inquiring Authority to inquire into the charges framed
against the said shri S.iie Hazarika, 8DIPOs, Ukhirul SubeDn,

Ukhxul,.
(LALHLUMA}
Director Postal Servicas
Manipur Divn, Imphal 795001,
i
Copy tosge

Lo Shri Se.C. Das, SKOS, Agartala=799001 for infore
mation and uecessary action.

2. shri K.C, Halder, SPOs&, Imphal=-795001 for infore
mationr and n/action,

o« Shrd S.Be Fazarika, SDIPCs Ukhzul Sub+-Dn, Ukhrul
for infurmation,

4. The DpS, Agartala bn, Tripura State for informe

ation and neco:,ﬁary'actiun.(i/1
Y g

< ~
UQ : {LALHIL%IA)
Chl nirector poustal Services

Manlpur Divne Torhal «795001,

%ﬁﬂ
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Department of rostiIndia.
Office of the Dircctor postal Services:ManipursImphal,
795001,

LA S RS

ORDER RELATING T0 THE APPOINTMENT OF PRESENTING OFFICER
(Rule 14{5)(c)

Memo Mo. Diary/SDIPOs~Ukhrul/97 -Dated at Imphal,
- the 08,005,968,

QRD

-t  are

i
ire

Whereas an inquiry under ﬁule«lqsof the Central Cilvil
Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965,
i8 being held against Shri S.B. Hazarika, S$SDIFOs, Ukhrul
Sub=Division 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 whargey

Now, therefore, the undersignad in excercise of the pow_rs
conferred by Suberule (S) (¢) of Rule-14 of the said
rules, hereby appoints shri N.C, Halder, SPOs-Imphal as
the presenting officer,

Solf =

(LALHLAUNA)
Director Postal Services
Manipur Divn, Imphal~795001,

Copy to:=~-
1. Shri N,C. Halder $POS, Imphal=795001 for infe
omagion and necessary action.
7shri S.M. Hazarika, SDIPOs/Ukhrul Sub-pn,
N Ukhxul for information.
] 3. Shri S.C. naﬁ{%os. Agartals799001 for
= informationsc 2 , '
. ' (LALHLUNA)
}jb Director Postal Scrvices
- Manipur Divn, Inphal«~755001,

P

o
L=

o 7
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Departmont of Poots,Indla
0/0 tho Mroctor Postal ScrvicossTripura StatcsAgartal om

ol

Chambgr 0f thq D wwwwm
KIvRRA
1O e I Gm1/53/96mY0 14 X ntode t Agertolas the 12, 03, 99

; 53
subs Dopartmentsl Incuiry under Rule 14 sf
CoCalia (CoCoy) RuLes, 1965 initiated

ogainst sh, o.B.anarika.Ipos(PG) »0/0,
the M rmctor Post gl l:{‘l‘- ]

The rogular hoaring in the abovo nentionad . Y
cagse will Do held wecefe /59 09 €0 2¢.9.99 at 1100 hras
daily in the offico of the DIP,3, »Implhicle Tho firstd ay
is fixed for bringing the listed documents On rocords,On
2nd, 3rd and 4th day cvideonce on behalf of tho Discinlinory
Mmthority chell be adduced and on 5th dey ovideonce on

behal€ of tho Cherged officlal shall bo adduced oftor he
- gabmits his written statoment of defonco,

surmongos Lor production witnasses July signey
by me aro boing sont to tho P,0, for cffecting sorvice in
the monner he moy like to do, Swmmonsos for defence dtnoase
as W0 arc considored relevant €8 the defonce of the
charyad official,

( sunil Das )
Inquiry Officer,
mD
Dy.oup.lt:.of Pnat Officos,
0/0 the DPS, Agartal o=799001

1, The DNDircctor Postal Services,Immhal for infomoe
tion, He is racuested to reliove tho presenting
officor and the witnogses for sttanding tha inquiry.

2, Tho Diroctor Po.tal Scrvices,Kehima for infopmaotion
He 1s rocucestod €0 rolicvo Shei S,B.Hazarika,IPO
(pG),Hohimao, the charged official for atteniding the
onguiry,

30 5):'1 Z";QC.HOJ.QQX:O W. SPOfJJImhal ém:l PQOC fgr inf@r"
notion ind to attend tho onauiry. lle will please
£ind hoxowith sumoong fosued to the prosecution
wltnogoos and arrange o sorve on tham in the
nanjor ho mey likes, ;

. & url 5,0, Hacarikao, IPO(PG),00 tho DP:.Kohima and
" chargod officigl {or infomation nad attending
the cnculry.

Se C/G
6e SpParce

JAVAN?

:%mi%@b %:E;ﬂj

— PR

- @ Dy, SUp 1t,0f Post Officos,
W 0/0 tho DPS,rgartal 799001

Wi
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RIKT OF IMSLY ORDER SNSET IN

~ & G DK ,
(B LR 3.4 OF coa(oc & A) RULES,A065 NGAINET
HKRE s SHANTE BUUSHAN HAZARIKA, TIE THAN SIQ Vo
SVH DIVXSION, UxHKUL URDER MaNILUR nxvzszcugp' oA 1
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ORDER No.8 Dtd.15.9.99 o

"
'
4.

. . . . l [ s
Ui The proceedings are taken up at 1100 Hars e —
in the office of.the Director Postal Serviced,Imphal

in the*presence of: the Prese nting Officer. e T~
charged of ficlal has not turned up. Nor has'he :
c ommunicated through any source, Eh@ intimation o
hisgiinability to attend the proceeding s and the

roasons thereof «.The cage is, therefore, proceeded .
ExoParte . Documnts that 1isted at S1.1 to 66 in
thehannexure@IIIgpo the charge sheot and particula-

rised below are produced'in'original and brought
on.record:duly making them as feflsctaed at the

G aios 3 L e

v iyt !

lagt column againgt each.

articularsof:ithe documents .~ ' Exnipit
| . ~ Nos . P e

":8P0g/Imphal 1e‘t’r,er-No.Inspection/ ' |
.:_i-‘.{fz,Tou'rs;programmé'[l's% Dt3.19/02/96 Ex.S-1{a) to 1(c)
+ii'alongwith a-'copy:-of Ingpection
. "“pprogramme for ‘the year 1996 (of
- SDIPOg/Ukhrul. Subebna,) _
o, SSPOs/Imphal letter No.Inspection/

‘Tour Programme /1997 Dtd .29.C1.'97 Ex.S-2(a) to 2(d)
alongwith a copy of inspection -
programm for the year 1997( of

. :SDIP0s/Ukhrul Sub-bnes)
Contd CD‘ og/fﬁ/ s
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Particulars of the docﬁmants

~

Exhibit
Nos.

.---.-m'ﬂ‘---ﬂ'.----.—d.‘-.

%htly diary{ for the 1lst fortnight of Ex S-3(a)

) /0khrul 1§ Feb /96 No.A-1/Diary/SDI- to 3(b).

UKL/95-96 Dtd 116/2/96.

for the 2nd fortnight of Bx.S~4(8)
Jan/96 No.A-l/Diary/SDI- & 4(b)
UKL /95-66 dt.1/16.1.86

 for the 2nd fortmight of Ex «S«5(a)
' Feb/96 No.h-1/Diaryp . & 5(b)
- SDIQUKL dt .1 03 096 * ' .

for the 1lst fortnight  Ex.S-6(a)

of Mar/96 No.A-1/Diary/ & 6(b)
SDI-UKL /96 dtd .16.3.96

for the 2nd fortnight of

Mar /06 efxighdkx%8 No.A-l/ Ex.8=7(8)

3, Fortni
of SDI(P
4, -d0=
e Be . =do-
S
" B P ' 6, =G0=
Sl [Te e
! ' : T e
‘i. ‘ “( AN i 8° ’ .dOnl
‘ e -
IR T RN L
Y 't Qe ~d0-
TR i o
JURCE | 3
b :.‘?‘,.u"."' ! P
Sl [ 106y, G0
Eo i o
Cy b
. R 1 1le 0 =G0

.15,

‘Diary/SDI-UKL/96 dtd. & 7(vb)
104 096 , . RN
for the 1st fortnight™~

of April/o6 No.A-1/ Ex.S-8

- Diary/SDI-UKL/96 ftd. SRR

17.4 096 e -

for the 2nd fortnight
of MK¥¥ April/o6
'NOoNIL dtd NIL,

. for the lst fortnight =~ Ex.85-10

" May/906 No.A-1/Diar
SD%/UKL dtel?{go%Y/

E)C os"g ) \\‘_,

" for the 2nd for tnteh ¢ . -
of May/96 No.A-1/Dlary/ ExoS=11(a)
SDI /UKL dtd 36,96 & 11(b),

for the lst fortnight Ex.S=12(a)
~.of ‘Juna /96 No.A-1/ & 11(b)
Diary/SDI-UKL Dtd'17.6.96

;}‘.'ror the 2nd fortrnight

‘. of Jume /96 No.A-1/ Bx.S-13(a)
:'.__=_'.*Diary/SDI..UKL/96 dto & (b)
. 1.7.86 ‘

for the lst fortright

of July/06 No.A-1/ Ex.S-14
Diary/SDI-UKL dtd,

Lo 1607.96.

" for the 2nd fortnight Ex.Se15
of July/96 No.A-1/Diary/ "’

Diary/SDI-UKL Dt,.1.8. 96

for the lst fortnight of
Auﬁ/% No.A-l/Diary/SDI- Ex Solf
UKL dtd.l9.8.96 .

ey -
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y ;3'; pParticulars of the documents Exhibit NOSo
; 17, Fortnichtly for the 2nd fortnight
: diary of of Aug/$6 No.A-1/ Ex.S=17(a)
| SDI(P) /Ukhrul} Diary/SDI-UKL dtde & 17(b)
- ' 02,09,96
18, -do- for the lst fortnight .. o_
: - of Sept/96 No.Afl/ “xgcs igég))
Diary/SDI-UKL/96 . :
Dtd.16/09/96, '
19, ~do= for the 2nd fortnight -
: - of Sept/96 No.A-1/- Exés fg(;?(a)
 Diary/SDI=-UKL/96 :
. Dtd.1.,10,96 i
1 20, - =do- for the 2nd fortnight Ex.S$=~20(a) 5
. - of 0ct/96 Noo.a-l/Diary/ & 20(Db)
) SDI-UKL dtdolollog6
l .
i 2L, ~do- . for the 1lst fortnight -
i of Nov/96 No.A-l/Diary/ Exgcs gigg;
v SDI -UL, dtdol6o11096 !
. 1 22, ~do~ for the 2nd fortnight Ex.S-22(a)
- : ' of Nov/96 No.A-l/Diary/ & 22(b)
) »}. N Lo : SDI—UKL dtC102012.96 _
S 23, do- ¥ for the lst fortnight
S e b gy .. Of Dec/96 No.A-l/Diary/ Exés ggégg b =
§ S . SDI-UKL dtd.16,12,96 YL -
R 24,7 ,430— ‘ for the 2nd fortnight, .
S ‘ : of Dec/96 No.A-l/Diary/ Ex.S=-24"" ~—0u0
] . © SDI ~UK.L dtde01.01,97
qol 25, - =do- . for the lst fortnight L
SR g o - -0f Jan/97 No.A-l/Diary/ ?Xés ggfg;
T SDI-UKL dtde16,01,97 :
e 265 ;. =do- , vfor;the 2nd fortnight _
S W .. 0Ff -Jan/97 No.A-1/Diary/ Bxésvggégg
o L8DI UKL dtd.01.02,97
27, 3o~ for the 1lst fortnight.' e e
. of. Feb/97 No.i-1/Diary/ “kés gzzg%
7 ' SDI -UKL dtdb160m097
5 28, :_thor the 2nd fortnight T . )
- . S of Feb/97 No.A~ l/Dlar}/ hh;S %gégg
| { '-?,'.“"QDI UKL dtdele3097.
. ’ L 29, ~ ﬂT£or the 1lst fortnight -
' ‘ o Lo Mar /97 NooA-l/Diary/ hxéS-gzggg
| L EDI~UKL dtde16.3.97
20, ,;do- for the 2nd fortnight N
- of March/97 No.A-1/. B, 830
; Diary/SDI-UKL dto 1,497
31, ~do- for the lst fortnight . o_
L of April/97 No,a-l/ Bxe S-31
§ Diary/SDI-UKL Dte21.4.97
32, ~do = for the 2nd fortnight gy g3
. of Anril/97 Moo ki) NIL x,z g;ég%
DT, NIL
33, __sdom for the lst fortnight EX.S=-33(a)
. of May/97 Nol.A-l/Diary/ & 33(b)
' \ DI -UKL dtd.16.5.97
| é 2 Contd,F /sukesd %r
1



xgi: Particulars of the documents Exhibit Nos.

-'-‘.-—-—.‘--—.._—.‘—u-——_——-‘-.-n..--.-.

. 40\. 2 g i o n ] i .
3 Fortnightly g for the 2nd fortnight Ex.&~34(a)

diary of of May/97 No.&-1/ & 34(b)

SDI(P) /Ukhrul] Diary/$DI-UKL dto
‘ 2.6@9’1 .
. 35, ~-do- for the lst fortnight -
' of June/97 No.A-1/ Ex.5-35(a)

% ' ' Diary/sDI~UKL dtde & 35(b)
? - 16,6,97
L 36, ~do - for the 2nd fortnight - :
Lo of June/97 No.A=1l/ E¥°Z ggig;
5 Diary/SDI=UKL Dtol.7.57
1 37s  =do- for the lst fortnight Ex.5-37(a)
o . of July/97 No.A-1/ & 37(Db)
l : , ' ¢ DiarY/SDI -UK L. dto¢1607 ° 97
' 38, . ~=do- for the 2nd fortnight ' Ex.s-38(s
; ST - of July/97 No.A~l/Diary/ & ggﬁg;
‘. SDI-I.H(L dtd0108097
39,  -do- ' for the 1st fortnight _-=  o_
| :  of Aug/97 No.A-1/Diary/ EX“E ggé;g
T - T = - gy~ SDI ~UKL, dtd. 16580 97 . .
it S ‘ . ’ S
40, edo= . for the 2nd fortnight Ex.S~40(a)
' of Aug/97 No.a-l/Diary/ & 40(b)
SDI~UKL dtds1.9.97 @ . T
g 41, ¢ ~do-  for the lst fortnight

widl]
of Sept/97 No.A=l1/ Ex.S=41(a)

Diary/SDI-UKL dtel6.9.97 & 41(b)
5,42;'.‘jﬁdo~ ' for the 2nd fortnight Ex.S-42(a)
S of Bept/97 No.A-l/Diary/ & 42(D)
BT . SDI-UKL Atdel.10.97. - 4
43, - i=do=- . . for the lst fortnight

' of 0ct/97 No.A-l/Diary

/ Ex.5-43
. /SDI-UKL Atdel6.10,97 .

" for the 2nd fortnight

44, 3 Ex.S =
, SR | of Gct/97 No.A-1/Diary/ Ex’z ii §§§
| ' SDI-UKL dtoelo.11,97 .
I B |
45,  -do- _ for the 1st fortnight Ex,5-45 (a)

© of Nov/97 No.A-1/Diary/ & 45 (b)
; SDI»"'U}(L dtd¢)16011097 ’

oo

ol .'£67 the 2nd fortnight  EXx.5-46 (a)
! e o £ Hov /97 No.A-l/Diary/ & 46 (b)
‘ D T BDI-UKL Atdoel.12,97

47g;h*’:do— " for the lst fortnight -4
of Dec/97 No.A-l/Diary/ Ex°§ 432§;
 SDI-UKL Gtdel6,12,97 o

48,  =do- ~ for the 2nd fortnight of Ex.S=-48(a)
: Dec/97 No.A=-l/Diary/SLI- & 48(b)
K1, atdel.1.98 '

49 ,Montklp-Summary ffor the month of July/¢e6
of SDI(P)/UkhraliNo.A-1/Summary/SDI-UKL Ex.S-49.
: © *ded.1.8,96 |

50 “;<;@5f ' for the month of Aug/96 . o _cq
No.A-1/Sunmary /SDI~UKL -

contd. PR E ..
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particulars of Documents . Exhibit Nos.

. ' c _ . - . :
v o 51, Monthly Summary { for the month of sept/96Ex°S - 51

of SDI(P)/Ukhrul} No.A-l/Summary/5DI-UKL
‘ dtd.1.,10,96 ‘
for the month of Oct/96

'j?”VJ Noo.A~1l/Summary /SDI-UKL EX,S=52
dtde1.11,96

32, ~do ~

for th7 month of Nov/96
onpn/  NooA=l/Summary/SDI-UKL ExX.S=53
w) dtd020120'96 A/ ’

54, -do- for the month of Dec/96 Ex.S=-54
No.A=l/Sunmary /JUEKNEK /96 /
BAXAY Inspn dtd.31.12,96

55, ~-do =~ for the month of Jan/97
' ' Nol.A-1/Suumary/Inspn/
SDI -UKL dtdo 3 ° 2'0 97

EXoS"SS

¥ FL‘V 56. -  ~do- for the month of Feb /97
o L No.A=~1/summary/Inspn/ EX.S-56
SDI =UKL dtC.3.3.97

57, ~-do - : for the month of Maxch/97
- No.A=l/Sunmary/Inspn/SDI~ Ex.S=57
UKL dtdele4,97 -

58, ii-f’fldb— : »b for the munth of April/97 .
S . Noo,A- 1/uummaly/1nspn/9DI- EX,S-58
UKL Dtdelo5.97

59, . =do=- ~ for the month of’hay/97
' - . Noo.A=~l/Summary /Inspn/SDI-
UKL dtde2.6,97 -

60. ) ~do~ for the month of June/°7
B ' _ No.A~l/Sunmary/Inspn/~ . EX.5-~80
DI ~UKL dtdelo7.97

[c3]

XS =59

‘ R 61, ; -, .~do- - for the month of July/97
L . oL "'?‘«Il,t‘.'z Lo Do i S L NAOWA - e SDT —
A0 R R L SHIAN P Bl ¢ % NowA=l/Sunmary/Inspn/SDI

’ ’ Y UKE dtdel.8,97

4\05""61

r N\ -

e B 62,1 . . ~do= ¢ for the month of Aug/97
e ' oLl o No,a=-l/Summary/Inspn/SDI -
' I UKL dtdel, .97 T
“85Y the month of Sept/97
o fe fUUNOB A —l/aumnary/InSPn/SDB—
1 RGP "i.{_"-'v"UKL Atdel.10,97

63, i

el {64°f~lfgﬁwdd~ . . for the month of oct/97
Sy ! e . Noeh=-l/summary/inspn/
S ‘ R o SDI-UKL  dtdel.11.97

65, . - ~clo- for the mcnth of Nov/97 - -65
: Noo&~l/Sunmary/Inspn/SDI~ Ee
UKL dtdele12,97

‘66, . =do- for the month of Dec/97 :
i Ko.A-l/Swamary /Inspn/ EX.5 =66
SDI “":UKL dtoiﬁa 1 ° 1 0'98

!
|

20 - The original documents in respect of serial No.E7
iro 72 enlisted in the aforesaid Annexure-IIl are reported
'to have been rested with the Circle Office, The Presenting
lOfflCDE, however, produces the photostat coples of all

@WWW o
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(- . these: documents, These documents are the correspondences
o | that made ky to the Divisional Office, Imphal by certain
EDBPMs, and all these EDDPMS are the enlisted Witnesses, .
Therefopgivthe photostat copies of these documents are
broughtjonwrecordpsubject to their confimation to be .
.made'byuthe'rGSpectiveﬂissuing authority in each case,
and, marked them as noted against each belows -
c N )
gof'pgrtigglars Qf the documents gggfblt
1, fShri.L.Pamching, BPM, Chihgjaroi EDEO Ex 5467
-~ letter Btd.1.10,97 addressed to Sros/ °
Imphal, - ,
2, Shri.L.Ito Singh, BPM, Kameng Kakching Ex, 8 =68
SDBO letter dtd.25,9,97 addressed to °
SPOs /Implial,
. 3. Shri.V.S.Vareiso, EDBINM, Shangshak EDBO - — o S=69
letter dtd.29,09,97 addressed to SPOs/ -
— Tnoal o PR :
R TR - [ <o - T
4.i'Shri;YarngaibePM;HPushing EDBO letter = s-70 - -
dtd.09/10/97 addressed to SPOs/Imphal, hem ,
e '. . . \
5. ShriOR.Tuingayang, BPM, Sirarakhong EDBO Ex,S~71
letter Ntd.9.10,97 addressed to Sros/ ’ *
Imphal .- ' '
- 6. Shri,A,S.anderson, BrM, Nungshong EDBO Ex,S=72

3.

4,

‘

24 sheliNoCiHalder, Pt

i
I

QI

addressed to DPS/Imphal received at
Divisional Office on 04,11.97 - » ’

The proceedings are adjouned till 1100 Hours of
16.9,99 (ie. tomorrow) and will be resumed at the same
place for mishrmss adducing the evidence on behalf of
the disciplinary authority. ' ‘

Extract of this crder is endorsed to the'P.Oland
the COO ! ’

| ,st/‘\ » B | 5%/@

P INQUIRY OFFICEX,
I\Ioo;[;\fQ?l/S.B.H/98-;Void  Dtd,at Imphal 15,09,99,
| Cupy Soxwarded tore ~ -

Officer & Dy.Supdtiof Post
. Offiaen, Manfpur Division, Imphal.

| W%;mss:n,m:m. Grarged Offialal & Complaing I oy,

0/0 the Director Posta) Services,Nagaland, Xohima=797001)
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’l‘I BHUSHAN HAZARIKA. THEN SDIPOS,UKHRUL SUB-BN —

;UKHRUL

'
+
¢

.ﬂp.----ﬂﬂ-..-ﬁu---ﬂﬂ--ﬁﬂﬁ-'.-\

ORDER N0,09

——

DATED,16,09, 99

-

: ...~ The: proceedlngs are taken up at 1100 Hours
in thefofflce of the Director Postal- Serv1ces sImphal

-.-‘_.

ln the presence of the P.0, while the C 0 did not
turn upo-. : ' '

*

t

To—day date is fixed for examinatlon
f uhrlob ILo Sinqh EDBPM Kameng Kakchlng EDRO
and Shrl.L Pamcblng ’ LDBPM, Chlngjaroi EDBO under
Ukhrdl'_;.o. | OfjtHat,. Shri.L.Ito Singh attended
the proceedlngs, ‘and his Jdepositdon jis recorded
as Q.WoNOol. while . Shri. Le.Pamching did not turn
up and nor he conmunicated the reason for his in-
ability to attend the‘proceedings. The P.0 also
failed to inform bhe reason for the .non=-attendance,

The case'will be taken up» at 1100 Hours
tomorrow in the same place for recording ev1dence

on behalf of the:Disc. Authority.

" Copy of this order is endorsed to the
PoO and the C.0, (under REGD.A/D).

Kf‘b\ ey

- GILY

No‘"INQ-l/S.B.a/%;‘VoJ..I Dtd,at xinphal the 16*.‘.?9-“.‘99

| mpy forwarded t'.m-

ﬁhri.u.qmalder. sesant Of£ficer & ny.Supdt.ot
.'-‘Post Ocﬁtcea. l!anipu:. Imphal for information.

:2'_&1' ahrils B.Hasa:ika. Complaint Inspecter, o/o the .

‘Director Postal Services, Wagaland, Kohima«797001
8ok Anfommations A co{z of deposktion of 8.W.No.l
’vthiiboIto Sitigh, EDB Jlanang'x ing EOBO is

encloseds
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DEPOSITION OFeM S.W.Nov 1 /
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~

Deposition of Shri, L. Ito 8ingh , aged.4S~Years
8/0s Late, L. Kanhal Singh, Resident of , Kameng
Kakching village , EDBPM,Kameng Xakching EDBO under
Lamlong Bazar 8,0

I, 8hri. L.Ito Singh, EDEMM, Kameng Kakching EDBO
in account with Lamlong Basar 5.0 do state that I am
working as EDBPM/Kameng Kakching EDBO with effect from
17-10~1977. 1In the year 1997, 8hri.S.B.Hazarika was
the SDIPOS of Ukhrul Sub~Dmd On 25.9.97, I received
a letter from the Supdt.of Post Offices/Imphal asking

me to intimate whether my office was inspected by the

- 8DIPOs/Ukhrul, and whether I had received the Inspectiocn
5D1P08 /UK nspectior

Remarksy In reply, I intimated the said Supdt.of Pest
Offices that til) that date , the SDIPOS/Ukhrul, Shrii
8,8 Hazarika or anyother snxpos had inspected my office
and no Inspection Remarks was received by mei The exhibit

| Jparkeds Exi8=68 , 1s shown to me and I agree that this
- R S ) ‘
@ 48 my letter what I wrote to the Supdt.of Post Offices,

Manipur, Imphal , on 25, 9,97,

EXAMINATION IN CHIEF I8 OVERW

Question®s by the I,03=

Tt on D Gngy G S Sage - e

Mr.L.Ito S8ingh, you have stated that the inspection of
your office for the year ,1997 was not done till 25,9497
Whether the office was later inspected by anybody?

Answer 3=~ Within a month of my above communication to ,

-_— the Supdt.of Post Offices,Imphal, Shri,S.B.Hazarika,
8DIPOs/Ukhrul visited my office and simply signed
the M,0 receipt book and did not issue any Inspecw
tion remark in the whole year of 1997¢ The date
of signing wae shown as 19,5497, He did not sign
on any other recerd, and even did not count the
cash and stamps in the office \

\
\
\
. \\

Question No.23~ Would you please clarify as to why you .
did not object the record signed by the

SDIPOs/Ukhrul Shrgs%uma by putting’
( ntd.’l:{. see .




’ ' ' | Y,
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- (2) -

the back Qate?

_Answers=~ 8ince the record was examined and scrutiniczed

by a higher authority, I have not gone through
the dates etc., and just few days back I could
4et st)that & back date was puty

Oho 3ot
b 4)95

‘wt S DEPONINT (8. =Noul)

PRESENTING ovmtdr ' KA O K

mm&ted t'.hat;

Of‘

&aposiuon was translated and explained
SRR . i axmdx to the wttuesa in
tzho lamuace 1n uh:.m he w depos &




, 4‘%Mﬂ‘f’l&~4-g - \Q—\\N g

EXTRACT OF DAILY ORDER SHEET IN THE DEPAmem-INQUiE&? |
AGAINGT SHRI.S.B.HAZARIKA, THE THER SDIPOS, UKHRUL SUB=DN,
UKHRUL = HELD UNDER RULE-14 OF ces(ce & A) RULES,1965.

RS

| . |
; OPDER No.10 ' | SW/LV
L Dated.17.09:29 ' |

The proceedings re taken dp at 1100 Hours

— e i 3! aripecer . ERES o

in the office of the Dircctor postad Services,lmphal . PR
in the presence of the T.0, while the C.0 do not
turn Upe ' - A e

. ro-day's date 1is fixed for examination of
s/shri. varngal, EDEPM, pushing EDBO » Shri.VeS.Varelsos,
A spBPM, Shangshak =pB0 and Shri.R.Tuing»ayang,EDBPM

| girarakhong EDBO, and _Shri,O.Dwijamani Singh, PePes
Divisional Office,lmphal. Of the above, Shri.R,Tuinga—
yang, ESDBPM, sirarakhong EDBO has not turned Ups nor
he nas -communicated pgsximadax the reason for his
inability to attend the proceedings and the reason

' thereof. The p.,0 also ig not in a position to give

any reason for the non-attendance of the said witnessSe

s/shri. vyarngal, V.S.Vareiso}&O.Dwijamani
. wix singh are examined as G H-N0.2, NOe3 & NOo& |
respectivelYe The copies of depositions of these

| witnesses are endorsed-té the P.0 and the C«0O

alongwith the copy of this ordere.

! ' The prqceedings are adjournede. The evidence
T | 4f on behalf of the aisc,authority chall be adduced

and recorded at.1100 Hours tomorrow,in the sale place.

! TR L~ :
i VA R P
l et o

|

. [ } ’ .
| PRESENTING 01"3‘13“;};;1.‘,\ .
N°_~‘IN€I'-_1/8‘6*3-"1!/98-.-?01'.:  ptd, at Imphal the 17:09.99

ST of P:;t tc;:ficags. u:nﬂtlpur pivision,Imphal for
-\ infoxmation alongw copies of 4 sitd £
. BeWew2, S.WeN0s3 & No, &l .po one 9

mm R sm::...-mc.r-xaldat. presenting officer & Dy.Supdte

REGDJA/De  2¢ ghr&.sg.ﬂazarikl. Charged Official & complailt
. - Inepector, O/0 the Director Postal Service
Kohima~797001 fox information ¢ icee agarand

of depozsttions of S5.WH0e2,8+

ongwith coples
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Deposition of Shris S. Yarngai, aged, xiexk 60-years
8/o0¢ Late., Kachuihung, resident of Pushing village
professions = EDBPM, Pushing EDBO under Ukhrul S.0

m----ﬁﬂoa--—-h----ﬁ----ﬁﬁﬁih

Deposition of S.W.No.2

I, Shri. S. Yarngai, EDBPM, Pushing EDBO
in account with Ukhrul S,0 under Manipur Division
do state that I am serving as EDBPM/Pushing EDBO
for the last 36(Thirty six) years, Pushing EDBO
is under the jurisdiction of 8DIPOs/Ukhrul Sub=Dn.,
Ukhruly and ShriiS.B.Hazarika was the SDIPOs/Ukhrul
Sub=Dn., Ukhrul in the year 1997, On receipt of
a letter from the Office of the Director Postal
Services, Manipur asking me to infomm whether the
inspection of my office was carried out by the
Sub=Divisional Inspector till then , on 9,10,97
I informed the Director Postal Services, Manipur
that my office was not inspected by Shri.S.B.Hazarika,
Sub=Divisional Inspector,Ukhrul for the year 1997
t111 theni The EX.5=70, is the photostat copy of
my letter Dtd.9.10:97 written to the Director Postal
Services, Manipur,Imphal as mentioned earliers
I further state that Shri.S,BiHazarika, SDIPOS
neither inspected my office guring the year 1997,

. nor I have not received any Inspection Remark
till datel

EXAMINATI ON=IN=CHIEF OVER,

No Croas Examination.

No§ Re-Examination’s

Xfﬁt‘éf\“«‘zﬁ_ & {e .
PRESENTING OFFEILLJ,-,\ || ]

Cerfified that the deposition 1‘1\5 translate
explained to the witness in the language

he depo sed!

Dates=17,09.,1999
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Deposition O0f S.WeNO.3 Dateds17th Septfl1999 )

{ .
Deposition of Shri. V.Ss Vareiso, aged,38 years

8/ov Vi8y Shangkahao, resident of Shangshak villages
Profession s~ ED-Sexvice (EDBRM /Shangshak EDBO) -

.-----ﬁ-—--‘-“ﬂ--&‘-ﬂh-ﬁ-"

I Shri. V.S.Vareiso, EDEPM/shangshak EDBO
under Lamlong Bazar S.0 in Manipur Division state
thet I am working as EDBPM/Shangshak EDBO since
1978, On receipt of a letter from the office of
the Director postal Services, Manipur, Imphal
{n the month of Seépt/1997, asking me to inform
whether the inspection of my office was carried
out till then for the year 1997, I informed that
no inspection of my office was carried out after
746,95, and I requested to visit my office and
carry out the inspection’s Purther' I add that no
inspection was carried out during the year 1997 &
I do agree that the EX‘;‘S-G%}% ggtbstat copy of
my letter stated earlier and I still hold the
contents as correct and true,

Examination=in~Chief aver.

No Cross—Examination.
No Re-Examinatione

(7 -F-F7.

~

DEPONENT o

GRes

\E la
Presenting ofﬂi}: rh

')

e

e}
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Deposition of Shri, O Dvi jamani Singh, aged&33-yeara
S/o. Latew 0y Modhu Singh , resident of xwakeithel
axxxxy Meirang Purel Leikal, Imphal

Depoéition of S,H.No.4 Dated.17o9.99

Professions - GovteService,

h-ﬁ--q-n--—-uuuq--—ﬂn-’n—-p

I, S8hri., O+ Dwijamani Singh, resident of
Kwakeithel Me.tr:ang Purel Leikal, Imphal and working
as XXX Postal Assistant, Divisional Office, Imphal
do state that I am working in the Postal Department
aince Sept/1994% And, I am working in the Divisional
office selcidrimé fectavsrem since April/1996, 1 worked
in the IR-Branch of the Divisional office from
Apr11/1996 to August/l998. The IR~ branch of the
Divisional office is dealing with the I.Re of various °
inspecting authorities and diaries of the 1nspect1ng
officers/officials and field officers in Manipur
Postal Division, During my incumbency in the said
branch, although I received the fortnightly diaries
and monthly summaries often irregularly from the
xxi SDIPOS/Ukhrul during the year 1996, wiiks I
had not received any I.,Rs from the said SDIPOs
for the year 1996, Similarly, although I received
the fortnightly diaries and monthly summaries, often,
irregularly, from the said SDIPOs Quring the year !
1997, I received only 25(TWenty five) out of 70 (Seventy)
Post Offices shown to have been inspected by the
said SDIPOs for the year 19973,?_5,3)1:1‘.18%‘3.‘!!41231:1){&
was working as SDIPOs/Ukhrul Sub-Dn.,, Ukhrul Guring
the above period . Under the instructions of con-
trolling authory, several reminders were issued
te Shri.8.B.Hazarika for immediate submission of
IvR8, but to no effectd

Bxanination~in~chief is over'

No Cross Examination,

No-Re-Examination’s

v kit L‘L
PRESENTING orﬁq[&' I“

Qe
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EXTRACT OF DAILY ORDER IN THE DEPARTMENTAL INQUIRY

UNDER RULE=14 OF CS(CC & A) RULES,1965 AGAINST
 8HRX. SeBe HAZARIKA, THE THEN S§DIPOS, UKHRUL SUB-~IN,

UKHRUL HELD ON 18=09~1999 W

)
o e o W™ & o -Il-.-n,,-!.!n-u-h-nmun-.-uﬂ---

)

S B el b et et s e e e e s 4 I e m s s et oAt

e o0 .Y ORDER Nosll
Dated .+ 18,0999 -

s

, The proceedings are taken up at 1100 Hours
in the!0ffice of the Director postal Services,Imphal
in’ the: presence of Presenting -Officer, The Charged
official does , to-day also , not tum up. Nor he
communicates the inability of his participation in
the proceedings and the 'reasons thereof through any -
source. - The proceddings are therefore continued ex=-
parte. . .
_ Shri.A.S.Anderson, EDBPM, Nungshong EDBO
who was sumamoned for appearing to-day as prosecution
witness, do not turn up. "There is neither any inti-
mation ‘to me for the reason of:his absence nor the
P.O is:in a position to give any reason for his ab-
sence, .The P.0, however, states that his witness and
the ‘witnesses those. failed to appear earlier viz,’

S/SpgiﬂghQﬂPamchlgéﬂ:EDBPM, Chingjaroi and R.Tuingys -
—ayéng', " EDBPM, Sirdrakhong EDBO-and 16,09,99 & 17.,090.99
respectively, could not attend , might have been due

to the fact that they‘are residing in a remote &rea
and th®y might not have received the summon._On querry
he added that the transit time required by them is

_two daws. The reasons adsued adduced in support of

it

their,failure to-appear, on the scheduled date beforet — 77 %
the 1.0°is mere presumption and vague term in nature.
Residence of the witnesses in the remote area can not
standjamidst the way of appearing at the scheduled time™——
and ‘date,’ as the 'sinmons were sent out to them by Regd.

post jsbefore 10-days:ahead, while the nommal transit

iz :3~days .at the mdst, It is the duty of the prosecu-:

tion to ‘see that itswitnesses are produced/appeared
on the appointed date and time. Generally, a wimness
vho is not able to attend the proceedings on & parti-
cular day, should sent direct infimation to the I.0
explaining the clrcumstances in which he 1is unable to
attend 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 bx=® held
that during these 10-days, the summons were not received
by the witnesses. The P.O further added that the pre=
vailing unrestness of the state of Manipur is another
cause For their non appearance., This point ‘has got
cartain force and therefore I am inclined to give an
Oppqrtugity to the prosecution for production of

O b sep] of_—
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’
these witnesses an the next date positively. The

" prosectution’ should note’ that it is thelr gx¥,
R ' cause to -ensure that thelir witnesses are attending
. on- the appointed. date and time.. :

, ., There will.be no hearing on 20th Sept'99,
. that ordered by me earlier. . : ‘ ‘
T ‘ " The proceédings will resume on FimenSrepiekdQ

» RUNER A i mis ' 21'=10~99(Thursday) at 1100 Hours in my chambexr
SRR . in the.office of the Director Postal Services,Agartala
i .. for adducing further evidence on behalf of the pro-
T i secution. on.22-10-99, the evidence on .behal £ of the
' ' Charged Official shall Dbe adduced after he submits
. his written statement of defenceo ‘

summons to. Prosecution witnesses fmkyxsigned

R TIT ; . e who failed’to attend this time, duly signed
om0 by e are made over to the P.0 for serving in the

VIR ahner he may wish to doo. . : -

kyxme thos

-are eqdorSed to the

—

e .- Copies.of this order XH
p.oo -and the .Coo‘o “- . ! | .

Y

‘r~l, ‘ P~resent1ng Offl eéo .)

Lt

INQUIRY OFFICER«

.
L
¢

;Noﬁfﬁaﬁtibanwﬂlés3?@1532g ‘ﬂﬁd.gu Tmphal the 18.9.,99

< icopr doxwncded e -
| 16 Shga.C Halder; presenting Officar & DyeBUpAt.of
e . Post 0LF €8 ; Maniplr, Tmphel £ox - infbrmations
P L8 e as)uantioned abgve are.enclosed.

L REGD,A /D= \Re_@iich. 5,8, Hazagska
o id . T Snepectof, 0/0: the
: ¥agaland, Kol 4

::’3‘;".!.n o o
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v Departmnt of Posts,India,
- Office of the Director Postal Services sHEREEKX:&gartala
. . S 7990010

Momo No,INQ-1/SBH/98eVol,I,  Dtd,at Imphal tho 20,0899

Subi= Lepartmental Inquiry under Rulel4 of CC8
(CCdA)hules,1965 agaims t Shri,S,.B,Hagarika,
the then SDIP0s, Ukhrul Sube-Dn.,Ukhrul,

& now, Complain% Inspector,c/o-%.he DPS ,Kohima,

Further hearing in the aforesald case will be held
on 21,10,92 at 1100 Hours daily in the chambar of the undere
signad in the office of the Dirzetor Postal 8arvices, Agartala,
On the first day , evidence on behalf of the prosscution shall
be adduced and on the moxt and subsequent date evidence on
behalf of tha charged officlal shall be adduced after he
4 submits his written statemant of defence,

: Summonsas for remainins progecgtion witndeses have
already been made over to the Presenting Officer for service

in the manner ha likes to do,

All concernsd are requested to take macessary action
on their part to ensure that the proceedings are attonded by
the Presenting Officar, the Charged Ofticial ani the Witnag
on the xpyux appointed date(s) , time and place [

DylSupdt.of Post Offices
To. /o the DPS,Agartals«709001,
Camp att:Imphal,

- l¢ &hri N,C Halder, Presenting Officer
A Dy .SP0syImphal for compliance,

» Shri.S,B.Hazarika, Charged Offioial
& CoI.y O/0 the DPS, Kohima fol' compliance,

Copy toie '
1. e DP8, Kohima for kind information, He is requested
kindly %o reliave the Charged Official attending the
~ proceedings, v .
2, The DPS, Imphal for kind information. He ig requasted
kindly to relisve & dirset the P.O & the witnesses for
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© DEPARTMENT OF POSTS:INDIA
: . OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF POSTAL SERVICES
NAGALAND:KOHIMA-79700]

NO: Rule 14/8. B.lazarika . -

TO,
} shri, S48 azarika
Complaint Iuspector
' Divisional Office, K ohima, |
Sub:- Departmental  Iuquiry  under Rule-14 of CCS (CC&A)  Rules, 1965

aguinst Shri. S.B.Huzarikn the then SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Divp & now Com-
plaint Inspector, O/0 the Diﬁruclor of Postal Services, Nagaland, Kohima.

. . Please refer to Shri. Sunil Das IO & Dy. Supdt of POs, O/O DPS, Agartala camp
at Implal memo no. INQ-1/SBIY/S8-Vol-T did. 20.9.99 on the above mentioned subject you are
hereby directed o attend the inguiry on 21.10.99 at 11:00 hrs in the chantber of Lly. Supdy, of Pou
Offices, O/O the Director of Postal Scrvices, Agartala without fail.

F.P.Solo )

Director of Postal Services
Nagaland::Kohima-797001

" Dated Koltima the 22.49. 99

-——— e

e~ -

e el
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ORDER NG, 13
DATED 21,10,99

Prococdings aro t sken up at 1100 hrs, in my
chanber. Tha Praosenting Officer attended whila the €O

neither attonded nor infem as te his inability to

attend ond roasons theroof,

2¢ S§/shri A,S.,Undcrson, the BPM RMagthong EDBO, R,
Thuingayang, thce EDDPM Sirarakheng EDBO and L,Pamching,
the EDBPM Chingjaroi EDBO were summonoed for aprearing
teday es prosocution witnesses have agein failed to turn
up, Thore is cither any infomation te meo about the
reasdns 8L their absence,mr the PO is in a positien to
givo any roasens for thoir absonce, I, therefere.decide
mt to sumions those witnesses any merc,

3. Evidence on behalf of the disciplinery autherity
is closeod,
4e The proceeding will be resumed tommor at 1100

hours at the samc place for hoaring defence evidence after.
the submission of written statoment of defence by the 00,

Se Coples ¢ this ordershoct have boen endorsed to
the PO and tho Co, '

INGUIRY OFFICER

Department of Poste,India
0/C the director Postal 3ervices:Tripura StatcsAgartalao-i

NOINQ-1/Se B.H/98=VolmI, Dated at Agartala, the 21e 104 99
Copy Borwarded toi-

1. Shri N,C,Haldcr,Presenting Officer & Dy, SPOs,
Manipdr,Imphal {for informmation, Sunmmons as meone

iopegd above arce enclosed,
REGD. 1ri S,B.Hazarika,Charged Official & Complaint
s Inspector,0/C the Director Posteal Scrvices,

ﬁjf +  Nagaland,Kohima =797 001 for infomation.
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Procondings are taken an at 1100 hours in oy
chanbor in the offico of the WS, Agortala in tho »resoence
of the PO ond the CO, '

2e fodayts date is fixed for hearing defence avidence
aftar the saliission of written stotomant of dafonce by
tho CO,

3¢ The 00 submitted bis defence statoment dated
22,1099 anl prayed for praductisn of monthly tour T4 Aa.
advance £ile for tho poriod from July'S7 to March'98 of
DIPOs Ukrol maintainod by the DPS Imphiale In suport of
his prayer ho states that the £ilo will cnlight the matos
rial foct os to the subnmissisn/non aubmission of IR ine
questions os tho olfice usced €O rokoase/sanction O£ Tele
advance only on sulxaission 0 IRg I £ind that tho nloads
ing has ¢ot certaln force and the £ile may reflect the

b avtual position, I, thorc:ore,dcelde to call the filce
- 4 Marther ho proyed to produce Shri 1, Cplialder,

2608, Impbal as Jefenco uitness O clarify the Circlioe
stanco undor which cxhibit oxp-67 to oxg=71 ucre receivods
1 f£ind that tho witness »rondsed to bo oxanined as defonee
witnoss ig 1ikely to enlicht cortain natorial factgand will
bo sumwnd in dug COUTsCs

Se The O,iiile askod,desires not to oxaaine himself
as defence witnoss,
GQ Sinco tho PO, 51){’1 : !. C’ Hal (10:'((.\(5?0 3e IMﬁl7 al ig

sroposod tu be oxanined as dofenco witnass,the Disciplinary
authority Hon'blc DPS Kohoma may kindly oppoint anothor
Prosaenting Officor cither for the Aals deposition o€ the
sald Shri N, GHeldor or for the ontire period of rest
procosdings,

7e Poth the PO ma the @ pleaded thet thoy will ot
ba availsble to ottond the proceedings aring thoe month of
Mev? 99 and Dea'99 as thay will be badly cngaged with
inspoction works, The pogsition mino olso smmoe As such

the dete of next hoaring uill be cornmundcarted lator O

Be Copies 0f this oxder shect are onbrsed to g
PO, the 0 gnd the discinlinery asuthority.
- ' 0
e Sl B
C.Q PQOO I.QO (

Departmaont of Postse.Indla
0/0 the Director Postal SorvicessTripura StatesAgartal ol

N0, INQ~1/SeBeH/98-Vo1,I Datod at Agartala, the 22.10,99
Copy forwarded toi- , '

1o Si NeCoHalddor,PeOq & Dy.SPOs,Manipur.Imphal for
Shnfomation.

° rli S.B.,Hazarika,CaOe& CoIl,,0/0 the DPS,Nagaland

" Kohima-797 001 for informations rradate

3. T'he D.P.S.oKOhima.

4, Thoe DPS,Imphal { for king in

Mﬁ

g
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Sl EPARTA H T OWPOSTS: INDIA
il ” OFFICE OF T8 DIREC ~§’{.}‘R POSTAL SERVICRS
NAGALAND K OHIMA-797801
. “ , : , . . e . ° -
Ui . NooRule 1478.B Hazarika Dated Kohima thie 11-2-2000

_ '\J‘acrc 'S an mnquiry undc" Rule 14 of f”CS (CCA)Y Ruley, 1965 is being held
against Shri.8.B. Huzarik: a, C.L Divisional oftice, Kohima.

And whereas the present Frosenting Officer Shri. N.C.Iy alder, Dy. S £ 0
Manipur Imphal is unablc to function as Prese nting Officer, because of | being a defence
witness in the said case. [he undersigned considers ihat an adhoc 10 should be apponded
y o - to presen the case on behalf ot ihe unde signed,

Now therefore, the ¢ ndersipned in exercise of 1he vower conforrod by Sai-

Moo
nule 5 (c) of the said Rudes, ereby apuoms Shy, A Narayan Das, ASPOs Aganiata, Houll

S  Sub- (h\ ision s the Presenting Officer (Adnoc) und he will act as suci during the peod
. of examination in (A‘.lbj,vlu: $ exunination,re-oxaminaiion and furdior SIGSE EXANH it
e  of Shri.N.C.Haider. :
o “
~ ?

. . S
S ‘ {156k

Direclor of POstal Services
Nagaland, Kohimn2-797001-

C(; :{a.
ST 1. Shri, Nar ayan Das ,ASPOs South Syb- -Din, Agartala for inf. and n/a.
20 Shi N.C. Halder (PO) Dy. SPOs,00 The DPS M lanipur,Imphad . [1¢ is re-
quested o Hand over the Tist of documents, if anv {o the Pre senting Officer,
S Eb Sunil Das (I0) Dy, SPOsg ofo The DPS, Agartala,
St 8.8 M nzarika (CO) CLdivnl, ollice lxoinmc‘ly\.f sabroom Agartaja-

‘the DJ’o Manipag, i il 1o inforraation.

S U

of3e.
S -——«-.NQ("
- . 'd T —
: / N te \2 Lc»( 3
ii',' (’.
‘j l/
' : Director ol 1” (J,uxl Survices
- / \“U[l“""!;.u;h M- 77U

‘&’é\ow?/
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DE‘PART‘MENT‘ OF POSTS : INDIA
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF POSTAL SERVICES
TRIPURA STATE | AGARTALA
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J. INQ/SBH Dated al Agartala, the 20.04.2000

Sub : Departmental Inquiry under Rule ~ 14 of CCS (CCA) Rulcs, 1965 against Sri Santi Bhusan Hazarika,
the then SDIPOs, Ukhral Sub Division, Ukhral, now Complaint Inspector, o/o the D.P.S. Kohima.

Further hearing in the above mentioned case will be held on 10" May, 2000 at 11:00 hrs daily at Agartala
in the chamber of the undersigned: Summon for the defence witness has alrcady been despatched under
registercd post.

All concerned arc requested 1o take nceessary action on their part to ensurc 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.”

Me—mrm—m

(SUNIL DAS)
Inquiry Officer
&
Dy. SupdL. of Post Offices
Olothe D.P.S., Agartala - 799001

Copy o : ' ,

” Sri S.B.Hazarika, IPOs, PG, o/o thc D.P.S., Kohima and the charged official for
information and attending (he inquiry.

2. Sri S.B.Havarika, 1POs, PG, oo (hc D.P.S., Kohima now residing at Sabroom, \
Tripura for information and attending the inquiry.

3. Sri Narayan Ch. Das, ASPOs, Agarlala South Sub Division and Presenting Officer.
He is requested to attend the procceding and act as Presenting Officer during the
period of deposition of Sri N.C.Haldar, Dy. Supdt. of Post Officcs, Imphal who is (he
Presenting Officer of the casc barring the time of his deposition.

4. Sri N.C.Haldar, DSPOs, Imphal 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 para 3 of my order no. 14 d(d.20.10.99 and also to
present the case on behalf” of the Disciplinary Authority except the period of his
deposition.

5. The D.P.S., Kohima for information with reference of his officc no.Rulc — 14/SB
Hazarika did.11.2.2000. '

6. The D.P.S., Imphal for information and necessary action. He will kindly refer my
leller of even no. did. 106, 10,99, 12.1.2000 and 23.2.2000 and arrange o send the
additional documents cither 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 accordingly.

7. The D.P.S., Agartala for information.

8. ofc

) i l . +

P Inquiky Officer
&
Dy. Supdt. of Past Offices

M Ofothe D.P.S., Agartala— 799001,

\.“

o he
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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 PO
(Shri Narayan Das the adhoc PO) and the CO.

2. Todays date is fixed for production of additional

documents and examination of defence witness. The PO,Shri

Narayan Das who is appointed as PO for the period of deposition ,
of Shri N.C.Halder,the regular PO as defence witness states that

‘he 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 inference can be drawn
by all concerned.

3. ' Shri N.C.Halder,the defence witness did not turn up.
He also did not communicate his inability to attend todays
hearing. The CO alsol4nable to say the reason of non attendence
of the defence witness. Shri N.C.Halder in his lettern No.Nil
dtd,28,2.00 addressed to DPS,Nagaland and copy to me expressed
his unwillingness. The CO did not press for further summoning of
Shri N.C.Halder as defence witness. Therefor, no further date is
fixed for recording the evidence of the said Shri Halder.

4., 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.

hotocopy of :-

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

b) No.Rule 14/S.B.Hazarika. , "Exd-2.

_ dtd. 11/2/2000. issued by DPS,Kohima. ‘

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

d) 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.

5. The CO desires to submit argument orally.Since the
regular PO did not turn up, it is not come into light whether
he also desires to submit argument orally. Therefore, the PO
is directed to communicate his view within 256th instant for
taking decision on fixation of date of argument.

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

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

Cd[— Sl S—

PRESENTING OFFICER. C.0. 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,Jmphal for information.

u‘/S-ﬂn S.B.Hazarika,Complaint Inspector,0/0 the
' Director Postal Services,Nagaland,Kohima-797001

for information.A-copy of depositien—ef—5:W Kot
S%m—L.Lto—Smgb,EQB_P_M_‘Kameng—K&kshang_EDBQ_Js
enclesed—

3. Shri Narayan Das,Designated ASP,Tura,PO(Adhoc PQ).

4, The DPS,Kohima for information & necessary action
please.

5. Spare.
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DEPARTMENT OF POSTS : INDIA
: OF?ICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF POSTAL SERVICES
: NAGALAND : KOHIMA - 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.o:- Sabroom
Tripura (S)
: .‘
3 ' |
' I am directed to forward herewith a copy ofthe report submitted by the Inquiry Officer.
P The Disciplinary Authority will take suitable decision, after consldermg the report. If you wish to
i make any representation or submission, you may do so in writting to the stclplmary authority within
15 days of the receipt of this letter.
:
ﬂgﬁ;;?
Supdt. of Posts Office (HQ)
For the Director of Postal Services
Nagaland : Kohima- 797001
.v N ‘;53;:4"‘
: jl ]
ol l
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INQUIRY REPORT

In the Case Aganst
Sri1 S.B.Mazarika,
Complaint Inspector,

o/o ic D:P.S., Kohima

. —- . ———— a2 o e a0

Under Sub-Rule (2) of Rule-14 o ¢ SCCA) Rules, 1965, 1 wies appointed by' the

Director Postal Seracen, Mampur State, Tmphal as the Inquiry Authority 1o inguire into

the charges framed against St S.B.Hazarika, the then SDIPOs, Ukrul Sub Division,
Ukeul in Manipur Division, now Complaint Inspector. o/ the DP.S.. Kohima vide his
memo no. Diey/SDIPOw-Ukrub 97 408,598, 1 have since completed the inquiry and on
the basis of the documentary and oral evidences adduced before me prepared my inquiry
report as under, : '

Pregenting Olficer

Sri N.C.Haldar,.Dy. Supdt. of POs, o/o the DPS, Imphal was appointed as Presenting
Officer except the date 10.05.2000 on which the said Sri N.C.Haldar was summoned 1o
depose as defence witness and Sri Narayan Das, ASPOs, Agartala South Sub Division
was appointed as adhoe Presenting (fficer tor the period of deposition scheduled 10 be

‘made.

Participation by the Charged Ofticer in the Inquiry and detence Assistant available fo him
The C.O. did not patticipate in the. inquiry till completion of the stage of presentation of
prosceution’s  documents and  wilncsses, te, however, availed the upportunities of
producing of defence ovidences. e did not nomimnate any defence assistant to help him in
producing: the case on behall of him, althongh Lo wan apprisd of the faclies available
{0 lum, '

Date of heanng of the case
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 & 14.6.2000.

5.1, Documents Exhibited -

The following particularized documents were exhibited in the inquiry. Of them, the
documents’ that particularized at Sl No. | fo 72 were produced on behalf of the
Disciplinary Authority while that mentioned at SI. No.73 to 77 were produced on behalt
of the defence. They were brought on records duly marking as indicated against cach,

[ SI. No. Particulars of the documents Exhibit Nos.

I SPOs. Imphal letter no.. Inspection Tour Programme/1996 | Ex.S ~ 1(a) to 1(c)
dtd.19.02.1996 along with a copy of inspection '

progiumme for the year 1996 (of SDIPOs, Ukrul Sub
Division) L
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Particulurs of the documents

did. 29.01.1997 along with a copy of inspection
programme tor the year 1997 (of SDIPOs, Ukrul Sub
Division)

leh 0 No.A=1/DiaryrSDI-UKL /9596 Did. 16,2.96

DB oty Diary of SDIPY, Ukrul. For the 2™ forimph
of Lo a0 v ) l’l.li'\ SEH UL 9y saind 1 e | v
Forwaghily Pinry of SDKP), Ukial. For the 2™ lottnight
‘ ol Feb 96 No.A-1/Dhary'SDI-U KL Dud.1.3.90

| Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the 17 fortnight
.0t Mar 96 No.A-1Diary/SDI-UKL/96 Did.16.3.96

SPC dmphal letter no. Inspections Tour Programune: 1997

P

.f'.'.\'/l}bllf N?; o
LEX.S  2a) to 2(d)

1
i
|
|
i
!
|
|
1
I

]

- Fortnghily Diary of SDI(P), Ckrul, For the 1% fortnight of | Ex.S  3a) i 3(bj ] -

l

LA S ) & 4(b)
|

LEAS Sy & S(b)

Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P} "Tki ... Fi. he 2 fortnight
rof N 96 NOA-TDHany: SDI-UKT 90 Did. 14,96
|| Fortmglitly Diary of SDI(P). Ukeul. For the 1* lortught
of Apr 96 No.A-1/Diary/'SDI-UKI/96 Did.17.4.96

i ol Api 96 No.NIL Dtd.NIL

FFortightly Diary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the 1* fortmglu
of Ny 96 No. A-LDiary/SDI-UKL DH.17.5.96
Fortuhtly l)iax)_'ﬂol: SDIP). Ukrul. For the 2" lortmght
| of May 96 No. A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL Dtd.3.6.96

of unc 96 No. A=1/Diary SDI-UKL 96 DId.17.6.96
Fortmpbily Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2% Torinight
of Jun: 96 No. A=1/Diary/SDI-UKT /96 Dtd.1.7.96
Fotimehty Dy of SDIP), Ukral. For the 1 fortght
Lot luls 96 N«».;\-!{Dj_a;y/SI )I-U!\']. ING16.7 90

! Foringduly Drary of SDIP), Ukrul. For the 2™ lortmight
Fol b Nn.;\_-lLI?@'&’b_‘D!-LJKL Id.1.8.90

! Furinnduly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 14 fortnight |k

i ol Aug 96 No, ,A\-_!(I)iary/’Sl)I-l INY| l)t(l.l9,8.‘)_()

| Fortnhtly Diary of SOIPY ket Je- e 2 fortnight

ot Aup V6 N()./\-l/l.)iary/Sl)[-UKL td. 2.9.96

Fortmghtly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul, For the 2™ fortnight

3 AL D369 o
Fortnuduly Diary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the 1¢ fortnight

|

:T ExS 6(a) & 6(b) |
J{t\s 7(a) & 7(b)
ixs 8 7 ‘
ExS 9

Ex.s 10

-

xS 11(a) & 11(b)

ExS  12(2) & 12(b)

lExs 13y & 13(b)

Py 14
|
|EXS 15

ExS  17(a) & 17(b)

l"ormightly-Didr&?fugl_jiv(ﬁ)j{m_._%rwﬂ{;i“ fortnight
QESept 96 No. A-VDiary/SDI-UKL96 Did. 16.9.96

of Sept 96 No. A-1/Diary/SDI-UKT /96 Did.1.10.96

| of Nov 96 No. f‘\j_l/l)_iag'{'_bpﬁlr_({_}_{L__[)ld. 16.11.96

4 ’-l"urlni,\'lnly'l)iuf)-' of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2 ['(;rlngll o
- LOF Nov 96 NoA-VDiarySDI-UKL Did.2.12.96

T
M’i o4

Fortnighuty Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2™ fdﬁhighl T

Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2 fortnight
- .01 Qet 96 No. A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL Did.1.11.96

S— vt

Formiphtly Diary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the 1* fortnight

Ex.S - 18(a) & 18(b) |
Ex.S - 19(a) & 19(b) |

EXS  20(2) & 20(b)’

EX.S - 22(a) & 22(b)

!

B\



Aoonspine - 4-—17/(,@ | ﬁ)r %

S No. larteuda . of e ((':z('::fflgf{:c:.\_' . 1 I"\_/Nf).I!lVQ;\_ ]
23. | Fortighly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 1" fortnight EX.S - 23(a) & 23(b)
' “of Dec 96'No. A-1/Diary/SDI-UKI, Md.16.12.96 o
24. | Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2™ fortnight
| OFDec 96 No.A-1/Diary/SDIEUKL Did 1,197
25, ‘l"'nrlnithy Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 1 fortnight lx.S - 25(a) & 25(b)
. Lofdan 97 No.A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL. Dtd. 16. vy

26. | Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2 forinight
of Jan 97 No.A-l/Dimy/SDI-U'_Igf__Qgg.‘glg._gz o
27. | Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. Vor the 1% fortnight Ex.S  27a) & 27(b)
OLEC 97 No.A-V by SDI-UIN], o297
’ 28 | Formightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2 fortnight
| _ of Feb 97 Not;.‘*.~l/'I)ianvSi)l-_!.Kl,. I1d.1.3.97

Ex.S - 24

| Ex.5™-26(a) & 36(b)

Ex.S - 28(a) & 28(b)

29. | Forightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukral. For the 1" lortnight | Ex.S - 27(a) & 27(b)
| of Mar 97 No. A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL 11d.16.3.97 S
oo B 30. | Formightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. Tor the 2% fortnight LEx.S 30
| of Mar 97 No.A-1/1 Ny SDI-UKL, I 14,97 o
3. | Fornightly Diary of SDIP), Ukeul. For the 1% fortnight | Ex.S 73]
e e OEAPE 97 No. A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL. D1d.21.4.97 '
32| Fortightly Diary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the 2™ fortnight ™| Txg - 32(a) & 32(b)
3 | | of Apr97 No. NI, Did. N1,

o bt ot A s ]

4

33 Fortightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul, For the 14 fortnight Ex.S.- 33(a) & 33(b)
e OF May 97 No A-UDiany/SDI-UKL, D 16,5.97 ]
34. | Formightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. Tor the 3 fortnight Ex.S 3d(a) & 34(b)
e JOEMay 97 No,A-1/Diary/SDI-UKI. Did.2.6.97 '
35. | Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 1* fortnight EX.S - 35(a) & 35(b)
of June 97 No. A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL DId.16.6.97 S D
36. | Forightly Diary of SDIP). Ukrul. Tor the 2% fortrigh Ex.S - 36(a) & 36(b)
|0t June 97 No. A-1/Diary'SDI-UKI. td.1.7.97 —
37. Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul, For the 1+ fortnight | Eix.§ - 37(a) & 37(b)
| OF July 97 N()./\_:l/l,)iu!y/ﬂl)l-,l IKI. Did. 16.7.97 S |
38, | Fortmightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2% fortnight | Ex.S - 38(a) & 38(b) |
of July 97 No.A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL Did.1.8.97 .
,‘ 39. | Fortnightly Diary of SDI(R), Ukiul. T'or the 17 fortnight EX.S - 39(a) & 39(b)
- of Aug 97 No. A-1/Diary/SDI-1 KL Ind 16.8.97 .
40, Fortmightly Diary of SDI(I), Ukiul, For the 2™ lortnight EX.S - 40(a) & 40(b)
of Aug 97 No.A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL Did.1.9.97

} 41. | Formigiuly Diary of SDKP), Ukrul. For the 1% fortnight Ex.S - 41(a) & 41(b)
B ' of Sept 97 No. A=1/Diary/SDI-UKL D1d.16.9,97 U .

42. | Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 3 fortmight ~ | 1 s ™ 42(a) & 42(b) |
of Sept 97 No. A=1/Diary/SDI-UKL Did 1, 10.97 o
-, 43. | Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Jkrul, For ihe ™ ”ff)}'i}{il;lnt xS 43
0ol 097 No, A=1/Diary/SDI-UKLL D 16.10.97 e
44. | Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2" formight | 1ix.S™-44(a) & 44(b)
of Oct ‘)_Z_.,_NQ-_é:!_/Pim'/SDl—U,KL Did.1.11.97 .
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- kixhibit Nos.

Sl No. | Pwl:cu/u/s o/ lhu Jucumum o
48, I*onmghllv l)ury ry of SDl(l’), Ukrul. For the 14 tonmghl Ex.S ~ 45(a) & 45(b)
ol Nov 97 No. A= 1/Diay/SDI-URE DUl 16, 11.97 -
“4o. - | Forightly Diary of SDI(P), Uksul. Lor the 2 fornight | Ex.S - 46(a) & 46(b)
of Nov 97 No. A-1/Diary/SDI-UKL. DWd.1.12. ‘)7 i
47, lonmghtly I)uuy wy of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the 1 !omuglu Ex.S 47(a) & 47(b)
| LofDec 97 No.A-1/Diary/SDI-URL Did.16.12.97
8 TFormightly Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2" fortnight | Ex.§ ~ 48(a) & 48(b)
___1efDee 97 No.A- 1Diary/S. .U, D L1 8 : .
T Mumhly bmuuw) of SDIF?), Ukrul. For the month of Ex.S - 49
July 96 No.A-1/Summary/SDI-UKL Did.}.8. 96 e
50, Mnulhlv ‘\unmmw “of SOIP). Uikrul, TFor the month of ISP SR LY
| Aug o No.A- L/Summary SDI-URT I, 2.9 ) ) ]
51. | Monthly bummax) of SDI(P), Ukrul. For ‘the month of Ex.S - 51
] Sept 96 No.A-1/Summiry/SDI- UKL Dud.1.10.96 o
52, | Monthiy Sumnmw of Sl)l(l ) Ukrul. For the month ol bix.y - §2
1Ot 96 No.A-T/ MnsprySummary/SDI- -UKL D1d.2.9.90 . .
53. Momhly Summary of SDI()’), Ukrul. For the month of Ex.S -- 53
| Nov¥o No.A- 1inspn/Summary/SDI-UKT, DUd.2.12.96 L
54, | Monthly Summary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the month of Ex.S - 54
Dec 96 No. A-1/Summary/96/Inspn Dtd.31.12.96 ]
55. | Monthly Summary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of Jan xS 58
197 No A Sunmary/spr/SDEURL 3297
56, | Monthly Suramary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of | Ex.S - 56
b 97 No.A-1/Summary/lnspn/SDI-UKL Dd.3.3.97 - I
57. Monlhlv .Sunmlarv of SDKP). Ukrul. For the month of Ix.S - 57
Masch 97 No.A-1/Summary/Inspn/SDI-UKL Dtd.1.4.97
58. | Monthly Summary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of Ex.S - 58
Apr 97 No.A-V/Sumeary/I~on/ SO L DWES97 - L
59. | Monthly Smnmm ary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of Ex.5 -~ 59
P May 97 No A-VSununanyi lnspw/SDI- UKL DW.2.09T
6() NMonthly Summary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of Ex.s - 60
June 97 No.A-1/Summary/Inspr/SDI-UKL Dtd.1.7.97
61. | Monthly Summary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of Ex.S - 61
July 97 No. \-]/Suxmmw/lnﬂm/Sl)l UKJ. Dud.1.8. 97 :
62. Momhly Summary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of Ex.S - 62
| Aug 97 No.A-1/Summary/lnspvSD1- -UKL Did.1.997 L
63, | Monthly Summary of SDI(1), Ukeul, For the month of xS 03
Sept 97 No.A-1/Summary/lnsprvSDI-UKL Did. 1.10.97
<64, | Monthly Summary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of Ex.S - 64
1097 No.A- VSummary/lnspr/SDI- UKL Dt 111,97 N
65. | Monthly Summ.\ry of SHIP), Ukrul. For the month of ExS 05 B
Nov 97 No.A-1/Summary/Insp/SDI-URKL Dd.1.12.97 | R
66. | Monthly Summary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of EX.S - 66
Dec 97 No.A-1/Sununary/Inspr/SDI-URL Did. 1.1 97

S
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Sl No., Particulars of the documents ' Ixhibit Nus.
67. | Photocopy ol statcment ol Soi L Pamching, BIPM, Ex.S -« 07
"1 Clungjarot EDBO letter did. 1.10.97 addressed to SPOs,
| Imphal. - L
08. l’huluu)p\ of statement of Sri k. o Smgh BPM, l\.umng Ex.S 08
Kahching EDBO letter dtd.25.9.97 addressed to SPOs, '
| lmphal. o L
69. | Photocapy of slatement of Si V.S Vavciso, EDBPM, Ex.S - 69
Shangshak EDBO letter d1d. 29.9.97 addressed to SPOS,
Imphal.

70. | Photocopy ofstatcmcnt of $ri Yarngai, EDBPM. Pushing ExS-70
EDIO tetter dated.09.10.1997 addiessed o SPOs,

S5
4‘KMKMM*4PM/ CVJ

s = e =gy e 11 4

| Imphal. o o N
71. | Photocopy “of statement of Sri R, Tuingayang, BPM, Ex.S ~71
Sirarakhong, EDBO fener did 9.10.97 addressed 10 SPOs,
Implial.
72. l’hlnmopy ol statement ol Siv A.S. Anderson, BEPM, Ex.S - 72
Nungshong EDBO address. . (6 oPS. wphal received at '
& ‘ Divisional Office on 4.11.97 -
B 73. | Photocopy of Dte. circular No.28-162/62 P.E.-1 dtd.5.8.65 | Exd - 1
PRI 1dd - ——ar e b mee My
T | No, Rale LS80 azantha, dido ) 1022000 mwicd by bad 4
D5, Kohima - Inongial.

75. | Letter No. Diary/SDIPOs, Ukhrul/97 “did.4.3.98 issucd Exd-3
[ from office of the DPS, Tmphal. : L
70. l/cllu ‘No. l)t.uy/Sl)ll’( s-UKhrul/97 dieh.16.3,98 tssucd Exd - 4
from DPS, lmphal. L

77, | Memo No.Diat Y/SIMWOu-Ubhwul/92 didd. 23.9.92 wsued by . | Lixd - 5
A DRSS, Imphal.

5.2. Documents not cihibited :
The charged officer (here under known as C.0.) puayed for production of monthly tour
T.A. Adv file for the period from ,lul_v 97 to March 98 of SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division,
maintained by the oo the DS, Tmphal. In suppost of his claim the CLOL stated that the
file would calight the material fact as o the submission / non-submission of IR in
) question as the office used to release / sanclion 1. A. advance only on submission of 1Rs.
find that the file might enlight / reflect material fact related to the matter under inquiry
.and placed requisition for the sams before the DPS, Imphal vide my letter no.INQ-
*1/SBH/98-Vol-I d1.26.10.99 followed by reminder 12.1.00, 23.2.00 & 20.4.00. The
custodian of the document had acither cliimed privilepe of the docnmaent nor forwardod
the document Moe sade any commumnication dhowing, the reason of non-making of tho
avatlubility ol the requisitioned documents.

0.1, The prosceution had destred 1o examine (he following paticulanised witnesses, wmong
- them the witness at SL No. 2, 4, 5 & 6 were examined on the date shown against ¢ach and
their deposition were brought into records as ‘Marked” at the last colunmn. The rest

L




- 6 ) \W’\

4\9\0\.0(01)& ' 4*"1 - CV’D

witesses did not i up despite issoance of tepeated sunmmons. Neither they had
communicatc the rcasons ol their inabilitics 10 attend, nor the PO could oxplan the
reasons ol ther non-attendance. 1t iy the duty of the party to cusure aticndance of their
wilness on the appointed date, time and place.

Sl No.  Name and /)‘I-I;l(l([(ll_S()/ iness " Dute of Deposition
o _ ‘ e | depostion. | marked as.
L 8ti 1. Pamching EDBPM, Chingjarol kDO ™| ™| Noi turm up
2, Sri 1.1lo Singh, EDBPM, Namang Nakching 16.09. 1999 SW-1
3. 81 A8 Anderson, EDBPM. Nungshang.” ™ 7| Not known_|
4. Sri O.Dwijamani Singh, OA (IR / VR), 17.09.2000 SW-4
Divisianal Office . _ e
5] VS Vareise, EOBNE Stmgshak B0 [ 17.092000 | §WE T
~ 6| 848, Yamgai, EDBPM. Pushing EDBO 17.09.1999 SW-2
7. Sni R.Tuingayang, EDLPM, Sirarakhang Not tumn up
[ EDBO

6.2. The C.O. prayed to produce Sri N.C.Haldar, DSPOs, Imphal and the P.O. of the case to

!

clarify the circumstances under which the exhibit Exs-67 to Exs-71 were received by the

. office of the DPS, Imphal. I find the witness proposed to be examined as defence witness

i8 likely to enlight certain material fact and he was summoned. In response to the
summon the said Sri N.C.Haldar in his letter no. nil dt.28.02.2000 addressed 1o NDPS,
Nagaland, the disciplinary authority and copy to me cxpressed his unwillingnesy 1o
depose ay defence wilness, 1le did not turn up on the scheduled date and time. The C.O.
did not press for further summoning - “ the .id ..« Haldar and virtually dropped.

Atticle of charge and substance of imputation of misconduct or misbchaviour ;
The following two articles of charges have been framed against Sri S.B.Hazarika, the
then SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division, now Complaint Inspector, o/o the D.P.S., Nagaland.

Asticle of chiaroe — |

Sri S.B.Hazarika, while working as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division during the period from

29.01.1996 (A/N) 10 31.01.1998. he had shown (o have inspected as many as 54 (fifly
four) Post Oflices in the year 1996, but had not submitted a copy of the Inspection
Remarks in respect of cach of these 54 lity four) Post Offices, (o the Supdt. of Post
Offices, Manipur Division, Imphal or any other appropriate authority in place of the
Supdt. of Post Offices. Manipur Division, lmphal. Similarly the said Sri S.13.Hazarika
had shown to have inspected as many as 78 (seventy eight) Post Offices during the period
from 01.01.1997 10 31.12. 1997, but had not submitted a copy of the Inspection Remarks
in respect of 45 (forty five) Pos Offices, 1o the Supdt. of Post Oflices. Manmipur Division,
Imphal or any other appropriate authority in place of the Supdt. of Post Otlices, Manipur
Division, Imphal. By his above acts, the said Sri S.B.Hazarika violatcd the provisions of

Rule-308(2) of P& Man. Vol VI read with Department of Posts, New Delhi letter

No.1 7-3/92-Inspn Dated 02.07.1992 and Rule-3(1)(ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964.

Npermnr AT aasteA 2
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Article of charge
SinoS.B. ll.mml\.n wluk waorking as SDIPOx, Ul\qul Sub Dmision, during the penod
from 29.01.1996 to 31.01.1998, he had shown to have inspected the following EDBOs in
Ukhrul Sub l)msum on the date noted against cach.

Sl. No. Name of the EDDBO Duate of inspection shown by Sri
’ oM Hazarika 3
1. Chingjaroi EDBO 25.02.1997
2. Strarakhang EDBO , ) 29.03.1997
3. Kamang Kakching Do 19.05.1997
4. Shangshak EDBO 18.06.1997
5. Nungshong EDBO 15.07.1997
0. Pushing EDBO 28.07.1997

But, in fact, the said Sri S.B.Hazarika did not-at all inspect the above-mentioned EDBOs

cither on the date noted against cach or on any other date in the year 1997, Thercfore, by

his above ‘acts, the said Sri 8.1 Hazarka, violated the provisions of Rule-308(1) of P&T

Man. Vol VIIL Rude-3(1)(6) of C'CS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 and Rule-3(1)(iii) of CCS
ﬁ (Conduct) Rules, 1964,

The Statement of Tmputation of Misconduct or Mwhchawour in support of the charges

are as {otlows
A[tk‘lc o |

That as many as 66 (sixty six) EDBOs and one SO in Ukhrul Sub Division were allotted
to the sharc of Sub Divisional Inspector of Post Offices, Ukhrul Sub Division, Ukhrul for
inspection during the vear 1996 vide SPOs, Imphal letter No.Inspection/ Tour Programme
/1996 did.19.02.1996 along with a copy of Inspection Progranune for the year 1996, The
said Sei S Hazarika ook over the charge of SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division on
29.01.1996.(A/N) and prior to taking over the charge of the Sub Division by the said Sri
. S.B.Hazarika, onc Sri Moba Maring P.A.. Imphal 1.0, was officiating as SDIPOs,
Ukhrul Sub Division from 01.01..39¢ 0 _.-.01.1996 (A/N). Of the sixty-six EDBOs
assigned to the SPIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division. for inspection during the year 1996, the
said Sri Moba Maning already mspu,u.d as many as 13 (thirteen) EDBOs during the
period from Q1011996 (o 29,01, 1996. ‘I hus, as many as 53 (fifty theee) EDBOs and one
8.0 werg remaiting for inspection, by (the said Sk S azaika, during the year 1996 al
the time of taking over the charge of Ukhrul Sub Division by the said Sri Hazarika on
_‘) 29.01.1996 (A/N). The said Sri S.B.1azarika, n lis fortightly diarics and monthly
' summaries of the SDIPOs, Ukhrul for the period from 29.01.1996 (A/N) to 31.12.1996
had shown to have inspected all the 53 (fifty threc) EDBOs and one S.0. which were
remaining for inspected by the said S S.B.Hazarika as on 29.01.1996 (A/N). The list of
53 (hfty thice) EDBOs and one S.O. shown o have inspected by the said Sr
S.B.Hazaniha has been enclosed as *"ANNEXUIRE-A™, , , 4

Similarly, as many as 71 (seventy one) Post Offices, i.c., 69 (sixty-nin¢) EPBOs and 2
(two) SOs were assigned to the SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division, for inspection during the
year 1997 vide SSPOs, Imphal letier no. Inspection/Tour Programme:97 dtd.29.01.1997.
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along, with a copy of Inspection Programme lor the year/1997. Of the 69 (sixty nitic)
EDBOs and 2 (two) 8Os in Ukhrul Sub Division, which were assigned for inspection by
the said Sn S.B.Hazanka as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division, he had shown to have
inspected all the 69 (sixty nine) EDBOs and 1 (one) S.O. on different date(s) during the
peniod from 01.01.1997 to 31.12.1997, in his fortnightly diaries and monthly summanes
of the SDIPOs, Ukhrul submitted by the said Sti Hazanka for the aforementioned period
from time to time. The list of 69 (sixty nine) EDBOs and one S.0). which were shown (o
have been inspected by, the said Sn S.B.Hazarika during the year 1997 has been enclosed
as “ANNEXURE-B",

That as per Rule-308(2) of P&T Man. Vol VIIL the said Sri S.B.Hazanka, SDIPOs,
Ukbuul had 10 submit the copy of Inspection Remarks, in respect of each of the EDBO
and S.0. inspected by him, to the Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur Division, mphal and
in accordance with Deptt. of Posts, New Delhi letter no.17-3/92-Inspn dtd.02.07.1992 the
time limit {or submission / issusnce of Ingpection Remarks / Inspection Reports in respect
of LDBO and 5.0, are 10 (ten)  ys . 0 (liftcen) days from the date of inspection
respectively. But, the said St S.3.1azarika, had not at all submitted the copy of
Inspection Remarks in respect of 53 (fifty three) EDBOs and 1 (one) S.0., which were
shown to have been inspected by him in 1996, as per *ANNEXURE-A”, (o the Supdt. of
Post Offices, Manipur Division, Imphal cither within the preseribed time limit as
specilicd above, or o6 any subsequent date. Similarly, the said” Sri S.B.1Tazarika had not
ab all subnntted the copy of Inspection Remarks i respeet of 44 (lorty Tour) EDROx and
1 (one) 5.0 which were shown to have inspected by the said Sri Hazarika on dillerent
date(s) dunng the year 1997, The list of 44 (forty four) EDBOs and 1 (one) S.0. which
were shown to have been inspected by the said Sri Hazarika in the year 1997, but he did

*not submit 1Rs has been enclosed as *"ANNEXURI-C™,

Theretore, it s imputed that the said Sri S.B.Hazanka, by his above acts, violated the
provisions of Rulc-308(2) of P&T Man. Vol.VIII and orders contained in Deptt. of Posts,
New Delhit Ictter 510.17-3/92-Inspn did.02.07.1992 and also failed 1o maintain absolute
devotion to his duties in violation of Rule-3¢1)(i) of CCS (Conduct) Rglcu, 1964.

Article = 11

The following EDBOs<in Ukhral Sub Division, which were assigned (o the SDIPOSs,

Ukhral Sub Division, for annual inspection for the vear 1997 vide SSPOs, Imphal letter
no. Inspection Tour Programme; | Y97 did.29.01.1997 were shown (o have been ingpected
by the said Sei $.13.Hazarika as SL .2Os, Ukiwtl, on the date noted against cach.

SI. No. Nume of the EDBO Date of inspection
! Clungjarot EDBO 25.02.1997
2. Swwarakhoug LDBO 29.03.1997
. KNamang Kahclung 14)130) 19.05.1997
| Shingaliah 11O TR0 1991
5. Nungshang EDIBO 15.07.1997
0. Pushing EDBO) 26.07.1997.
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The said - Si S B Hazarika was working as SDIPOY Ukheud during the perod from
29.01.1996 (AWUN) 10 31011998 and he had shown (o have spected the above Post
Offices as mentioned above in his fortnightly diarics pertaining (o that period and also i
the monthly summarics of the SDIPOs, Uklwul Sub Division, Ukhrul, submitted by the
said S Hazarika. for the respective months on which those oftices had been shown 1o
have been inspected. But, the EDBPMs of the above EDBOs have intumated, to the
Dircctor Postal Scrvices, Manipur, nphal, in writing that the said S S.B.Hazarika.
SDIPOs, Ukhrul did not inspect €@ i ¢ _pec.. e EDBOs in the year 1997 ull the tume of
submission of respective intimations by cach of the EDBPMSs of above EDBOs in the
months of Scpt 97, Oct 97, Nov 97.

Theretore, ot 15 imputed that the said St .8 lazariha did not at all mspect the
aforementioned  EDBOs on the datss noted against cach and therchby  violated  the
provisions of Rule-308(1) of P&T Man. Vol VIL In addition, the said Sri Hazarika, by
his act of submission of false information regarding inspection of those abovementioned
EDBOs failed to maintain absolute integrity and also acted in 2 manner unbecoming of a
Gowt. servant, and thereby violated Rule-3(1)(i) and 3(1)(ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules,
1964. :

Case of the Disciplinary Authonty :

A. The prosecution in article-1 impute that in the year 1996 as much as 66 EDBOs and
1 5.0. wete assigned to the SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division for inspection for the said
year. The C.O. took over the charge of the SDL Ukhrul on 29.01.1996 (A/N) and till
then the preceding IPOs had already inspected 13 EDBOs. Thereby leaving 53
EDBOS and 1 8.0, for the rest of the vear. The .0, in his fortnightly diary for the
pentod from 29.01.1996 10 31.12.1996 had noted down that alf the oflicos weie
inspected. ‘The prosecution further mentioned that sunilarly as many as 69 EDBOs
and 2 8Os were assigned to the C.O. for inspection during the year 1997. The C.O.
in his fortnightly diary fro..e 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.O. although reported inspection of all the offices assigned to hisn during
the year 1996 and 1997 did not at all submitted the Inspection Remarks of 53
EDBOs and 1 S.0. in respect of 1996 and 44 EDBOs and 1 S.0. in respect of the
year 1997 and thereby violated the provision of the Rule-308( 2) of P&T
Man.Vol.VIIl and Deptt. of Posts, New Delhi letter No.17-3/92-Inspn dtd.2,7.92
according to which the time limit of submission of IR is fixed 10/15 days from the
date of inspection and attracted the Rule-3(1 Xit) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964,

In support of the allegation the P.O. pleaded the followings -

1) Since the C.O. did not attend the proceeding till completion of adducement of
evidence on behalf of the prosceution / disciplinary authority, it i3 clearly proved
that he has nothing to say on his defence.

*

i) The PO, cmphasises over the deposition of SW-4, Sri Q. Dwijamani Singh,

Dealing - Assistant, IR Branch, Dival. Otfice, Manipur who stated that he
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receivied ihe fortnightly diary and monthly summary of the €O, often regularly
during the year 1996 & 1997, e added that he reecived 25 IRy out of 70 for the
vear 1997 and none tor the year 1996 trom the C.O, despite several reminders -
issucd 1o the C.O. under the instruction of the controlling authority. From this
deposition the P.O. asserted that the charge 15 proved and the C.O. neither
‘ visited the 54 offices listed 10 the ANNENURE “A™ (0 the charge sheet and

- S henee question does not arise about the recatpt of the IR of 1996, Similarly he
cimphasised that the C.O. neither visited the 45 BOs as listed in ANNENURE
“C™ ol the charge sheet nor inspected duning the year 1997 and the question of
submission of IR docs not arise.

iti) The IO in para 7 6f his brict pleaded that despite repeated reminders the C.0O.
did not submit the s and cven respond to the remindors,

iv) The P.O. asserted that the C.0, being e in-charge of a Sub Division, it is his
fundamental duty that he should response the letters received from the Higher
Authority. Keeping himself mum. it is proved he has nothing to say and
i neglecied the order of the higher authority. -

v) The P.O. further added that in reply (o the question o the fact going against him
made by the 1.O. The C.O. reply “uncorroborated” which means the official has
nothing, to say against those points and thereby the charge is proved. ‘

B. In article-11 the prosecution put up that the C.O. in his fortnightly diaries and
monthly summarics for the peiod from 01.01 1997 0 3112 1997 noted  the
mspection of the following BOws on ihe date showig agamst cach.

i) Chingjarai KDRO 25.02.1997
b) Swrarakhong EDBO 29.03.1997
<) Kamang Kadching EDBO  19.05.1997
d) Sahgshak EDBO 10.06.1997
¢) Nungshang 1'DBO 15.07.1997
1) Pushing EDIO 28.07.1997

The EDBPMs of these offices intimated to the Director Postal Services in writing

3 that their offices had not buen ir- =¢t " fo. e year 1997 by the C.O. till writing of
the said. communications by cach of them and alleged that the C.O. did not at ali
inspected these offices on the date mentioned against cach violating the provision of
Rule-308(1) of P& Man.Vol. VIl and Rule-3(1)1) & 3(1)(iii) of CCS (Conduct)
Rules 1964, '

The following pleadings had been put forward by the P.O. toward sustaining of the
charge. ’

1) That the SW-1, Sii L.lto Singh, EDISPM. Kamang Kakching EDRBO in his
deposition: stated that the SDIPOs, Vikheal, Su0 5081 Lazarika or iy other
SINPO: had not visited s oftice Gl 25091997 and_b—ditl not received any




Cw)
[nspection Remarks ull then and clearly ploved that Sri S.B3.Hazavika did not
visit or inspect the office. ’

That the SW-2, Sti 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.C. did not visit and inspeet his office ull then,

iii) That the SW-3. Sri V.5, Varaiso, EDBPN. Sahgnshak EDBO in his deposition

= stated that his office was not inspected atter 07.06.1995 till Scptember 1997 for

' " qhe vear 1997 and thereby proved that the 0. did not visit and inspect the
oftice on the year 1997.

y iv) That on dircction of the higher authority. the concermed oflices-had been ashed
' (0 hnow the tact whether the oflice was actually visited and inspected by the
C.O. In reply 25 offices intimated non-inspeetion  of  their - offices and
: accordingly the report was submitted 10 fhe Chief P.M.G., Shillong on
| : 11.12.1997. '

Ll . v) That out of 7 enlisted wilhesses, 4 were examined. The rest 3 could not atiénd
the hearing due (0 nonsreedipt ol sumons as these offices are wituated in hilly
and very backward arca. Vhoveh they were ashed again to attend the hearing al
Agartala, they could not due to far distance. : :

vi) That Sri Anderson, BPM, Nungsang in his letter did.14.10.1999 intimated that
his health do not permit him to travel the long distance and as far the enquiry he
bepged 1o state that he did not know who was Hazarika, Inspector because he
(1 Lazariha) never visited his oflice. ' :

9. The case of the delendend.
. The C.O. denied the charge and hold that the prosceution miscrably faded to prove the
: charges brought against him. He pleaded the following in support of his claim. The points
ander *A" arc in v/o article of charge No.l and under *B" in /o anticke of charge No.dL

A.i) Non-submission of written defence in response to the charges and non-attendance
(o the inquiry cannot be held as nothing to say in defence.

i) The plea of the PA that the reminders were issued asking submission of IR is not
correct and the P.O. did not produce any such reminder 10 sustain the plea. The
EXS-1 & EXS-2 not at all proved that the IRs were not subnutted.

i) ENS-3 1o EXS-66 are not at all the documents o prove that the IRs were nol
submitted, they are not tr-aspe-ating the submission / non-submission of IRs. The
deposition of  SW-4, S O.Dwijamani - Singh is  not corroborated by the
documentary ovidences. The deposition might have been made on the basis of

- some records not from memory as it was nol expected to heep the figures of IRs
submitted 7 nonssubmiticd by difterent inspecting authority of the Division in his
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memory. Non-production of the said docyfnents leads the deposition to be false
and fabnicated.

Non-production of hand-to-hand teccipt buok of receipt and despateh branch of
the Divisional Office for the period from January 96 to April 98 had failed to
show the actual fact as 1o handing over the IRs to the inspection branch.

v) Non-production of additional documents shown by the C.O. viz. Monthly Tour
T.A. advance file for the period from July 97 10 March 98 of SDIPOs, Ukhrul
maintaingd by the Divisional Oftice, Imphal and the reasons thereof has interred
that the documents if produced be unlavourable to the person who withholds 1t
1.¢.. prosecuton, ‘

B. i) ENS-68 to EXS-72 are not original oncs. but photocopy. Therefore secondary
' evidence and can only be acceptable when the original destroyed or {ost or cannol
be produced in reasonable time. In this case no such reasons are explained and

hence not adnussible.

( i) The deposition of SW-1, SW-2 & SW-3 are suffered from short coming of (a) the
original letter stated to be written by them to SPOs, Imphal were not shown to
them at the time of their deposition & (b) the evidonces are not conclusive,
Inspection of a BO cannot be confinmed only on the basis of oral statement of the
BPM who not alone constitute the cstablishment. There are other staff and they
are cqually relevant and matenal,

i) Account Book. BO Joumal. BO reeeipt book are the minimum docwments, which
requited 1o be wigned by the iaspection authority in- course of inspection of a
Branch Oftice. These documents were not produced because, o produced, they
would be unfavourable to the charge. '

iv) The veracity of the letter written to the SPOs by those witnesses who did not turn
up before the inquiry authority could not be tested & the charge of non-ingpection
of these offices is dricd up.

v) Examination of St N.C.Haldar, DSPOs. lmphal was very cssential as he

: engincered the whole episode in collaboration with SW-1 to SW-4. But he did not

} turn up & inference goes against the said Sri N.C.Haldar agrecable to the section
114 of Indian Evidence Act third which cmphasis that the court may presume if a
man refors (o answer @ question which he is not compelied to answer by law, the
answer if given, would be unfavourable to him.

1. Analysis and asscssment of evidences
(i) The article of charge-I is for non-submission of IRs in respect of the 54 offices

enlisted in ANNEXURE *A” to the charge sheet reported to have been inspected
by the .0, in the year 1996 as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division. Manipur Divn.
Also for non-submission of TRs of 44 offices enlisted in ANNEXURE ‘B’ to the
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charge sheet reported o have been inspected in the vear 1997 to SDIPOSs, Ukhrul
Sub Division in Manipur Divi. by the C.O. To prove the charge, the following

ingrredicnts are 10 be satiated,

(2)

hH

(1) “That the C.O, during the period in question, worked as SDIPOs, Ukhrul

Sub Division.

That the offices enlisted in ANNEXURE ‘A" & ANNEXURL ‘13 o the
charge sheet were alloticd 1o the SDIPOs tor ingpection during the yoar
1996 & 1997 respectively.

That the atoresaid enlisted offices are reported to have been inspected on
(he date shown ag st shi o ihe reypective annexure by the C.0.

That the C.O. did not submit the IRs in respect of those offices mentioned

in tie said ANNEXURD ‘A" & ANNEXURE ‘I

(@) The C.O. in no stage ol the inquiry denied the fact of his working as
SPIPOs. Ukhrul Sub Division, in Manipur Division during the period
from 29.01.1996 10 31.01.1998. The EXS-3@) to 1LXS-48(h). the
fortnightly diaries of the C.0). reflected that the C.0Q. worked as
SDIPOs, Ukhrul during the said period except the period from
05.08.1996 10 18.08.1996 and-again {rom 07.04.1997 10 21.04.1997.
On both the occasions he was on EL. In addition, those exlubits
manifest the enjoyment of EL and restricted holiday duning the period
from 06, 10,1997 16 17 10 1997 by the €7 O Theretore, it can oasily bo
held that the C.O. worked as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division o the
strength mentioned herem above.,

(b) The EXS-1 & EXS-2 clearly revealed that the offices particularized in
e ANNENURE ‘A" & ANNEXURE ‘B’ were allotied to the
SDIPOs, Ukheul Sub Division for carrying out inspection for the ycar
1996 and 1997 respectively. There was no denial of the C.O. on this
point nor th. dovunicne Were inquestion. Thus it can be casily held
that these office were allotted enclosed for inspection by the C.0.
during the ycar 1996 and 1997 as categorized in the said
ANNEXURE ‘A" & ANNEXURE "B’

(¢) The exhibit EXS-3 to EXS-48 are the fortnightly diaries of the
SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub Division for the period of Feb 96 to Dec 97 -
submittcd 1o the SPOs, the $SPOs and the DPS, lmphal by the C.0).
The EXS-49 to ENS-006 are the monthly summary for the peried from
July 96 to December 97 submitted by the CLO. in the capacity of
SDIPOs, Ukhral 1o the Divisional Pead. Jhe authenticity of these
dacuments are not questioned, nor disordered Them by the CLOL in any
stape of maguiy. These docuinents can be faken into account as
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authentic and of CO's. These documents enlighted that the C.O.
reported the inspection of the offices enlisted in ANNEXURE ‘A’ &
ANNENXURE ‘B’ on the date shown against each.

(d) The P.O. pleaded that the non-aticndance of the C.O. clearly proves:
that the C.0). has nothing to say in his defence. While the C.O. argucd
that non-submission ol wrilien defence in response to the charge and
non-attendance 1o the heanng, of the inquiry not at all infer deficiency
i defence. The law of the natwal justice is that no adverse infercnce
can be drawn for non-submission of writlen defence statcment and
non-attendance to the hearing by the C.0O. And 1 don’t think this will
automatically prove the charge.

The P.O). emphasis over the deposition of SW-4. S O.Dwijamani Singh, 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.0. From this deposition, the P.O. pleaded that the charge is proved and the
C.0, ncither visited the offices particularized in ANNEXURE ‘A’ & ‘B’ to the
charge sheet on the dates gheyn ~ainet cach and henee question does not anse
about the reccipt of the IR, The C.O. averted that the deposition of SW-4 is not
corroborated by the documentary evidences and the deposition might have been
made on the basis of some records not trom his memory as it was not expected to
keep the figure of IRs submitted / not submiticd by the different inspecting
authority of the Division in his ‘memory and non-production of the documents
fcads the deposition to be false and fabricated. Although the . veracity of the
deposition ol SW=-d was nol fested by the C.O)L in course of hearing, but putting
the above arpament, 8 (uestion mark i invited, One cannot keep in his memory
how much what is what unless he maintains a record. Non-production of the
record s really o deficieney towards sustaining fhe charge unless and otherwise
corroborated by the other documents produced.

The 1.0, further pleaded that despite repeated reminders the C.0. did not submit
the 1Rs and cven paid no response 1o the reminders. In course of inquiry no such
pleading except in the bricf was put forward by the P.O. and not any documentary
prove was produced. The allegation was also nol brought in the charge sheet or in
the statement of imputation therein. I is an extenons and have no weightage.

The C.0O. turther added that the hand-to-hand receipt book for the period from Jan
96 ta April 98 of the receipt and despatch branch is a vital document to the instant
charpe and non-productioi ol e e has created deficiency in proving the
charge. The argument of the C.O. cannot be held as correct. ‘I'his document is not

the vital document or primary document but the secondary. This document 18

required for corroboration to the truth-ness of maintenance of primary document
i e the account of receipt of IRs. The 1.0, has gol the power to recall document /
wilitess i case any licuna arises on e evidence already adduced. But he cannot
call vitiiess oF new document unless nd otherwise mentioned by the cither party
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and dropped Later on. Or. namie of which oL come up in course of inquiry or
mention in (he statement of imputation or misbchaviour or misconduct. Calling of
such  document 7 witness is tantamount to bringing of personal knowledge.
Therclore, the register of receipt of IR was not called for,

(v) The C.O. strongly pleaded that non-production of additional document sought by
the C.O. and permiited by the LO. viz monthly tour T.A. advance il for the
period trom July 97 10 Maen vo ol SDIWPOs, Uklwul maintained in the Divnl,
Office. Imphal and non-disclose of reasons of non-production has handicapped
him in submission of ¢ffective defence. He urges 10 infer that the documents if
produced, ihe unfavourable 1o (he person who withhold it, i.c.. prosccution. This
argument has got irresistible forces. In course of requisition of the document the
C.O. shown the relevancy of the docunient 1o the case as “Fust T AL advances
were not released on the ground that no IRs were submiticd. But, later on, when
the IRs were submitted T, A, advances ware also released subsequently. It is
necensatly ancertained under what circumstances the tour 1. A. advances released
subsequently”, This relevancy was accepled by me and requisition for the
documents was made followed by several reminders but no effect. Even no reason
of withholding of the documents by the custodian was communicated. The P.O.
also could not explain the reason of non-discovery of the document either in
course ol inquiry nor in his brict, The P.O.. in his briclis quite silent an thiy score,
And thactore, T ean draw the infercnee that it the document produced, the
position ol non-submission of I would have not been supported what alleged to
have. '

From what discussed above at para Ha) to 1¢d) it is stood that while the ingredients
delincated an para 1(1) 10 1(3) are satisticd, the mpredicnts af para 1(4) w not satistiod and

ol

therctore, hardiv sustained the aricle ol charpe-d

0L o article of charge Nooll it s alleged that the C.O). while worhing as SDIPQs,
* UKhrul during the period from 29.01.1996 1o 31.01.1998 had shown inspection of
following particutarized offices on the date shown against cach during the vear 1997
i his formightly diarics of the vear but he had not practically inspected on those
dates or any subsequent dates of the year as asserted by the EDBPMs of those
oftices and therehy violated the provision of Rule-308(1) of P&T Man. Vol VIT and
Lled to maintain absolute integrity. exhibited himsell in a manner unbecoming of a
Govt. senvant attracted the provision of Rule-3(1)(1) and 3(1)(iii) of CCS (Conduct)
Rules, 1904,

i) Chungjarat EDBO on 23.02.1997
i) ' Sirarakhong EDBO on  29.02.1997 /
i) Kamang Kakching EDBO - on 19.05.1997 '
V) Subhgshak EDBO) on 10.06.1997
v) Nungshang EDBO on 15.07.1997
Vi) Pushing, I'DBO) o 28.07.1997

C@R\K}(\w | » .
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10.2. a) 7o sustain the charge, the following components are required to be sustained.
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e s

b)

¢)

(1) That the C.O. worked as SDIPOs during the penod from 29.01.1996 10
31.01.1998. '

(2) That the offices mentioned in the sub-para were allotted 1o the SDIPOs,
Cikhirul for carrving out inspection during the year 1997

(3) Phat the offices were reported to have been inspected by the C.O. on the
date shown against cach.

(4). That the C.0O. dtd not pravticallv inspected. these oflices on the date shown
against cach and thereby violated the provision of Rule-308(1) of P&T
A Lan. Vol VI and Rule 3(1)(1) & WD)y of COS ((‘nmluct).l?_ulm, 1964.

As observed in sub-para 1(a) supra it is well settled that the C.0O. worked as
SDIPOs, Ukrul during the pafod from 29.01.1996 1o 31.01.1998 except the
period trom 05.08.1996 1o 18.08. 1990, from 07.04.1997 to 21.04.1997 and from
06.10.1997 1o 17.10.1997 during which he was on B & CL. ‘ '

The EXS-2 postulates that the offices particularized i the statement of
imputation of misconduct or misbehaviour in support of charge of article-II wete
allotted (o the C.O. for canvving out inspection during the year 1997. There was
no denial of the C.O. on this point nor the document is disputed. Therefore, it is
stood that these offices were allotted to the C.O. for carrying out inspection in the
vear 1997, .

The exhibits EXS-28(a) & (b). EXS-30. I.*L.\'.\'-'.H(a) & (b). LXS-35(a) & (),
EXS-37(a) & (b) and ENS-38(a) & (b) are the diary of the C.O. lor the pa
fortnight of Feb 97, 2™ fortnight of March 97, 2 fortnight of May 97, 1"
fortnight of June 97, 1% fortnight of July 97 and 2" tortnight of July 97 reflected '
that the C.0O: reported 1o have inspected Chingjarar 1:DBO, sirarakhong EDBO,
Namang haching EDBC Satsshe' EDBO, Nungshang EDBO and  Pushing
ENBO on 25.02.1997.. 29.03.1997, 19.05.1997, 10.06.1997, 15.07.1997 &
28.07.1997 respectively. The authenticily of the documents were not questioned
nor disowned by the C.O. Therefore. these documents can be taken into account

as authentic and therefore it can casily be held that the C.O. had reported to the

Dival. Head inspection of these offices on the date shown against cach.

(H The C.O. pleaded that the EXS-68 to EXS-72 are not the onginals
oncs.- but photocopy. Therctore sccondary evidence and cannot be
dceepted unless the original is reported destroyed or lost or not able to
produce” in reasonable time. As no such reasons are explained or
disclosed by the prosceution the document cannol be taken mio
account. He further pleaded that the veracity of the letter written (o the
S0, Tphal by those witnesses - who did not tarm - up hefore the

/
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inquiry authority could not be tested and the charge ol non-mspection
of their otfices is dricd up. The contention of the C.0, is examined and
find that the EXS-68, EXS-70 and EXS-69 were authenticated by the
SW-1, SW-2 & SW-3 in course of deposition made before me and
henee these documents are authentic documents and can be tahen into
account without any  question. I'he veracity of 1:XS-71 to LEXS-72
could not be tested nor could b authenticated in course of inquiry due
o non-attendance of (he respective writer who were summoned n two
occasions.  Since  (hese documents  were  submitted bevond  the
Knowledge of the C.O. and these are the photocopics of the reported
letters, these docusments cannot be citertained as authentic,

The PO 1o sustain the charge mainly depend upon the deposition of
the SW-1, SW-2 & SW-3 and pleaded that they have categoncally
stated their office were not mspected by the C.O. on the date shown
against each in the imputation of charge of article-II. The C.O. pleaded
that the deposibon o1 SW.1. $W-2 & SW-3 are suffered from
shortcoming of () the original letter stated 10 be writion by them to the
SO, Imphal were not shown (o them at the time of deposition and (b)
the evidence are not conclusive, 11e further added that inspection of a
B.O. cannot be confirmed only on the basis of oral statement of a BPM
who is not alone constitute the cstablishment. There are other staff and
cqually relevant and material, The averment of the C.O), s not at all on
correct putting, 'he photocopy of the letters writicn by the SW-1, SW-
2 SWAR were shown 1o them at the e ol deposition nude betore
the LO, and they admiticd that These documenis were writien by them
and sent 10 the SPOs concemned. Tt also cannot be” held that their
evidences are not conclusive as no other stall of the offices s
produced as witness, They are being in-charge of the respective offices
are mainly concern o the inspection and without them their office
cannot be inspected while other staff of the establishoient may oy may
not be present, Unless the vetacity of the deposition of a witness is in
(uastion no collaborative evidence is necessary. ‘The SW-1, S L.to
Stngh, EDBPM,. Kamang Kahching EDBO categonically stated that the
C.OL did not visit his olfice 1ill 2509 1997 and also he did not receive
any inspection remark ll then, e SW-2, Sri 8. Yarangai, EDBPM,
Puslung EDBO authenticated M LEXS-70 as a photocopy of his letter
and categorically swated that lus office was not inspected by the (LO.
Wl 09101997, Again SW-3. S VoS Variso. EDBPAL Sahganshak
LEDBO also authenticated that the EXS-69 as of photocopy of his letter
and emphasiscd that his office was not inspected by the €.0), up 10
Sept 970 The deposition of  all these witnesses have nol been
questioned nor appearcd any doubt on the truth of their deposition.
Tharetore, the depositions can be Lthen st account as a act.
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The P.O. further pleaded that the hipher authority ashed 0 know the
lact whether the oftices were actually visited and aspected by the
(10. On query, 25 oflices mtunated non-inspection of thewr offices and
accordingly a report was submiitied to the C.0).. Shillong. Nothing 1 in
thas sort was cnumcrated i the change of statement of imputation nor
anv document “on this behall was produced during the  enquiry.
Therefore, it is an extrancous matter and cannot be waited,

The P.O. agamn pleaded that the three enlisted witiiess could not attend
the hearing duc to non-receipt of sunmons as their offices are situated
in very backward and hilly arca. Although they were swmoned again
to attend the bearng at Agartala, they did not due to far distance. This
is not based on fact. The sunmons were sent 1o the P.O. for serving on

the prosccution witness under Regd. Post vide Agartala HO. RL

N0.234 dtd. 24.8.99 with A1y and the said RL was received by him on
2.9.99 while the date of appearance of these witness was 17.9.99 and
there was ample time o reach the sununons (o the respective witness.
The transit can at the best requires 5 days to reach the comer of the
Division. However. an opportunity was given 1o them o attend al
Agartala. The distance cannat be a valid reason on the way of
atending the procecdings., The P.O. should have ensured that his
witnesges were attended on the fixed date and time. 1t is inactivencss
on the pait of the prosceution that their witnesses did not attend the
hearng despile opportunitics are oflfered.

The PO pleaded that S0 S Anderson, BPNL Nungsang, 13.0).
intimated him i feter did. 14.10.99 that Sii Anderson could not attend
due 1o s diness and categorically stated he do not know who was
Hazanka, Inspector because he (Hazariha) never visited his office. No
such letter 18 received by me. nor this type of document could be taken
mto account and therefore discarded.

The C.O. pleaded that the account book, B.O. Journal and B.O.
Receipt book are the minimum documents are required to be signed by
the inspecting authority in course of inspection of a B.O. These
documents ‘were ot ~vodr :d because if produced thev would be
unfavourable to the charge. This argument cannot be held a valid one.
This document could be produced i support ol thi:_ allegation but
without them the issuc can be decided one-way or the other way.,

These documents are not at all a part of a document or series of

documents without which the scries will not be completed. As a result
these documents are not required o Gll up the lacuna or in evidence
produced before me. These are other independent set of documents.

-
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/(ii) The C.0. again pleaded that the examination of St N.C.Haldar, Dy.
: Supdt. of POs. Imphal was very essential as he engincered the whole
. episodu in collaboration with SW-1 to SW-4 but he did not tum up and
' - cmphasise that the inference 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 unfavourable to him agreeable to the section
114 of Indian Fvidence Act. The N.C.Haldar, Dy. Supdt..of POs,
tmphal was cited ‘as defence witness by the C.0. and summon was

: issued accordingly. Sri Haldar did not tum up for recording deposition .

on the date fixed for, instcad expressed his willingness to the Disc.

' Authority endosing a copy o the LO. The C.O. did not press for

further summoning of Sri N.C.Haldar as defence witness. Therefore,

he was dropped. Again the 1.0O. was got no statutory power unless

Gowt. of India cmpower him under the enquiry act and in this instant

case this was not done. Unless a person appeared before the LO. for

recording deposition and put question thercofl it cannot be said he did

nol apswer the question and  presumption can be  drawn that f

! . ' answered it would be unfavourable 16 the prosceution. It can be

unfavourable 1o the defence also equally. ‘This depends upon the
question what would have been put o attendad. The provision of
section 114 ol India bvidenee Act is not applicable. Morcower, the
witnéss was of the defence not of the prosecution. Nowhere in the
charge sheet or in the statement of imputation the name of Sn
N.C.Haldar or the designation of the Dy. Supdt. or the Supdt. was
“mentioned and therefore the deposition of the said Sn N.C.Haldar -
cannot be said material. His deposition was proposed for clarification
of circumstances under which the exhibit EXS-08 (o EXS-72 were
addressed to the Supdt. of POs, Imphal. The circumstance under which
the EXS-68, EXS-69 & 1iXS-70 written by the author of the letters,
could have been got clarificd by the cross examining them by the C.O., t,
who did not avail the opportunity offered to him. Therefore, the
argument mentioned o have made i this para by the C.O. is nol
sustained. '

;'1',)-'45 A b
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(Vi) Uinder ‘the conspectus of what discussed in para 10.2 0 above, it iy
established that the C.O. had shown in his fortnightly diaries. EXS-
“3d(a) & (b). ENS-35 (a) % (b) and EXS-38 (a) & (b) had reported
inspection of Namang  Kakchingh  EDBO. Sahgsahk  EDBO - and
Pushing EDBO on 19.5.97. 10.6.97 & 28.7.97 but he did not actually
visit the oflices on those dates or anv other day Gl 171097, Sept 97
and 91097 respectinely
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FINDINGS

i1 On the basis of documentary and oral evidences adduced in the case before me and
o  view of the reasons given, I hold that the atticle of charge-1 not proved and article of
R charge no.Il proved to the strength of 3 EDBOs particularised at-para 10.2 (e)(vii) out of
six alleged to.

“a

(1Sunil Das )
Dy. Supdt. of Post Offices
(1o the D.P.S., Agartala
&
Inyuiry Officer
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> _ ‘the Director of postal services,
Nagaland ,Kehima=797 0Ol.

. Subs= Representation against the inquity repert
T . submitted by sri sunil Das Dy.Supdt. eof
: Post Offgges.Agartala(xn gy officer).

Rof:elydur letter No.Rule~14/s.B.Hazarika Datod,12,10.00.

L X The representation against tho inquiry report subm;tted
i, - by the Inquiry officer has been‘submitted as fellews,

G‘.' ,lv..l

Q"f“" - The I.0.has roported in the findings of his 1nquiry report
7 I thai the chargeunder Article=I has not bcen preved and the
o charge undor Article-II has been partially proved te the extent

- " """ of 3EDPOS sut of 6 EDBOS.as those threo EDBOs viz.Kameng Kak=
...« ., ching,shamghak and Pushing were found to be not inspected by
‘. s \ the C.O. .

R Tho findings of the 1,0. in respoct of Article=] is cerrect
i on, . while the findi of tho Article=1I in respect ef the above 3 B
et EDBOS e traangs 2T et :Qgsons fg' which have beenhonumorate
Tt below in tho succecding paras,

e 3. That, the effices mentiened in para=l abeve were found to
il be net inspected on the basis of written statomonts:and oral
i evidences(depositions) of the BRMs of those EDEOs Viz.

'“zrfﬂﬂ?’ i L.Ite singh,EDBPM.Kamang‘Kakphing- 'éﬂﬁ?j

SeYarngal, EDBPM,Pushing. . eve oo, SW"2.
(3’VO SovareisO.EDBPMoShamshak YY) oee SW=3,

wi@wai 4, That,the dates of examinatioh of these witnesses{were
AN A fixed fidrst by the I.0.from 16,9.99 to 20,9.99 at Imphal in
} : the e/e t.fégvsﬁgsphal vhen the c.o.was functioning as c.x.

Lo LU T m the o .Koh ma.

SR 9, That,the C.O.was not relievad of his duties by his ocontro=
R lling autherityi.e. the DPS,Kohimafer attonding the inguiry at

e Inphal and se the C.0.could net attend the inqyir y.

‘iiii::%:f_ 6. That,the I.0.held the 1nguiry ex=parte and the Sus were

R allewed te be examined by thc P.O. in the absonce of the C.O.

:;%;;.3 .. and thereby the C.O.was denied the opportunity te cress examine
‘4;,m@ .. the sws te preve his innocence .and thareby the principles of

L,@@ﬁ,;. natural justice werc violated, , |

Chdi

'a§:¢ Ty P rhat.thc I.Oowas appointed by tho/bisoiplinary Authority

G < 4,0, the DPS,Imphal ©n 8.5,98 and the I.0.held the regular

‘ﬂd

L e hearing of the case for examination of the s on- 16,9,99 to
Lt e 2009099 (1949.99 for production of documents for bringing into
'S"f‘:;"u,tv;f .. re 'rd).It is socn that the IoOotOOk morethan g* yLs. ime te
JTET Y 4% the fisst date of examination of the SWs gbut he ceuld not
Lo mioo afferd even ene month's time to the C,0.by adjourning the
var et hearing.It 1s not understocd why the I.O.was 80 hurry and
w7 hustle to hold the inquiry exw~parte and to allew to examinc

' the SWs 4n abseni§<9£/the CeO. The I.o.also did not assign

N
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. J"reasons in his erders dated. 15, 9.99,16.9.99.17.9.99,
A ' . 18,9.99 justifying his actien in helding the inguiry ex-parte
and why ths proceedings could net be ddjourned till 2 furtherzgz

i;j’, N date er what miscarriage of . Justzce,weuld have happonod had
T b .“:'ni.‘th’ prweedings be@n a jOu!.‘l'lQ *. . ‘. .

~‘ r~v.l

LR :p{ﬁjw;_ a. thct. the dechsion of the I.o.tq hald tho inq“1ty
Tl VT exeparte and. to.allow the. examinatida ‘ef tho 'sws:'‘i:mvabsence
5. v of Bhe .GeDe W8S unjust,unfair “and unwarranted. Because,total
L a5 N6 8Ws were ‘summoned to be ‘exsmined during the perioed freom
PALE ST 16.9.99 te 20.9.99 in suppert of the charges under Article.1l
; ru;;.ut of -which :enly. 3 sWs turned: up;and other 3 swsiid.not
*turn UpoXf T«O.was Just.p:oper,sparing and upright‘then 4t

o5 was h¥s upright duty to disallew’ t o' examinatien:efdther
‘i« GWs --any meregbut the 1.0.gave, another chance ger- 023m1n8t19ﬂ

of the SWs who did not turn up.,aﬁa’fsxed ‘date 21410499
.5,3_,th01r :evidence and. summons to.§Ws, were. handed ever. to. the poOo
. 3 ‘sorvice ‘to:them,By the above gct the. I.o.gava.more time to t
" .. . the Pe.Oswhile the- CeOewas denied time fer cross—examination

- of the sws.The I.O..therefore,acted in a partisan gshner
+-21. giving weightage to the scale-in faveur of the prosecution.

- principles of natural justive’ demand’ that justice shpuld not
" enly be dene but alse should be shown that justice ‘has been

rteotefily fe dene. ' o ‘ “' O
_’;i?;ﬁ:itt " -9,That, ne appeal could boutiled against ‘the ‘decision of
o B < the I.0.as ne appeal lies against any order passed by.an
T s I.0.in the ceurse of an inquiry: ‘under -Rule=14 as per E:ovi-
“T s e ~“siens of Rule~22(4i1)ef the GGS(GCA)rules,1965.Nevnrt less,
i sy this was: vehemently objected .befere. the I.0.6n 22.10.99 4n
¥ i geurse ‘of inquiry ‘3but” the. T+Os! d.net rocerd ghe. plea-and
f ! i - objectien ef the G.0.in his order .dated 2?.10. 9.ﬁeneo.1t
- Yo - was felt Of e use te raise this issue befere t a
&é o4t was, 1eft to'be agitated beferc, the. Disciplinarv‘ ﬁthority
o - 4?« 1n the event of adverse report by the 140s o
) ffr L 10, rhat.undox Bule-ls(z) of.xhe CCS(CCANRules,1965 the
T “disciplinary authority may reject the findings of the'1.0.
%?ﬁvf‘f" "0n’any article ef charge if the.evidince recerd i “sufficient
otk ,JTﬁ ,{dr\tha purpose.rhe followinsmaxeathe eufficient récord for
-t &mﬁw.mﬂ ;,, xth’r\‘ purpese’ -H""-" ¢ w < Ay -1;4'3'-;‘%%‘-‘-:»!-»
1;__*;4*1il an.'s anuiry Notica dated 12/23.8.99 lIoO's ordets NOSe
wo L 8 e¥ed 154! ,99..order No.9 dated 16.9.99, order Ne 10 dated
P l,ﬂun,rlq ,99. gorders No.ll dated18,9.99, and .inquiry. notgce o
e e d 20.9.99 ‘and “erder N©.14: dated 22,1099 o 0

. s AN 9‘;»-\

S It is.therefore.earnestly prayed that having re yards
LT ‘tn what has becn submitted abéve you would be Just and 1nd

g TR AN T ¢ ‘exhenerate fully the C.O. of-a 1 the charges tojccting

N 4~*~#~¢ /‘ ‘theufindings of the 1.0.in respeétiof 3 EDBOS f te.

T not‘inspe d by the c.o.under the chargo of Article-ix.
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DEPARTMENT OF POSTS : INDIA
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR QF POSTAL SERVICES
NAGALAND : KOHINA - 797001

No. Rule 14/S.B. Hazarika Dated Kohima the §-6-2001

In the office memo No. Diarv/SDIPOs-Ukhuul/97 Dtd. 192.98 of DPS Manipur : lmphal , it

. was proposcd {o hold an inquiry under Rule 14 of the CC3 (CCA) Rules 1965 against Shri. $.B. Hazarika
" the then SDIPOs, Ukhrul D, Ukhrul . A statement of articles of Charges and a statement of imputation of
- mis-conduct and mis-behaviour 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 werc also enclosed

_ with the said memo.

2. Shri. §.B. Hazarika was given an opportunity to submit within 10 days of the receipt of the
memo a wiitten statement of defence and to state whether he desires to be heard in person.

‘ Statement of articles of charges [ramed against Shri.S.B.Hazarika the then
SDIPOs Ukhrul- Dn, Ukhrul . — /J———

ARTICLE -1

Shri. S.B. Hazarika, while working as SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub- Dn, during the period from 29-

01-96 (A/N) to 31-01-98, he had shown to have inspected as many as 54 (fifty four) Post Offices in the
. year- 1996, but had not submitted a copy of the inspection remarks in respect of each of those 54

(fiftyfour)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 Shii. S.B.
Hazarika, had shown to have inspected as many as 70 (Scvenly) Post Offices during the period from 01-
01-97 to 31-12-97, but had not submitted a copy of the inspection remarks in respect of 45 (fortyfive)

Post Offices, to the Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur- 12n Imphal or any other appropriate authority n

- Offices, Manipur- Dn Imphal . By his above acls, the said Shri. S.B. Hazarika

place of Supdt. of Post arika
violated the provision of Rule- 300 (2) of P & 1 Man. Vol VLI read with DEpt. of Posts/ New Delhi

letter No. 17-3/92- Inspn. Dated 02-07-1992, and Rule-3 (1) (i) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964.

ARTICLE-O

AR S et

Shr. S.B. Hazarika , while working as SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub-Dn, during the petiod from
29-01-96 to 31-01-98, he had shown to have inspected the following EDBOs in Ukhrul Sub-Dn, on the

aphe,

- date noted against each.
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Name of the EDBO " Date of Inspn. shown by
. Shri. .13, Hazarika )
1. Chingjarai EDBO 25-02-1997 .
2. Sirarakhang EDBO .’ 29-03-1997 -
3. KamangKakching EDBO 19-05-1997
4. Shangshak EDBO 10-06-1997
5. Nungshong EDBO 15-07-1997
6. Pushing EDBO 20-07-1997

But, in fact, the said Shri. Hazanka did not at all inspect the above mentioned EDBOs either
on the date noted against each or on any other date in the year 1997. Therefore, by his above acts, the said
Shri. S.B. Hazarika, violated the provisions of Rule 300 (1) of the P & T Man. Vol. VIIL Rule- 3 (1) (1)
of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 and Rule-3 (1) (iii) of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964.

3. Thave gone through the case carefully. Bricfly, Shri.S.B.Hazarika, was chargsheeted under
Rule 14 of the CCS (CCA) Rules 1965 vide DPS, N fanipur Imphal memo no.Diary/SDIPOs Ukhrul/97,,
did. 19.2.98 with the following charges:- '

1) While working as SDI (P) Ukhrul Sub-Divn from 29.1.96 to 31.1.98 he failed to submit
inspection reports of 54 Post Offices in the vear 1996 and 45 Post Offices in 1997 which were shown

to have been inspected by him
i1)  For having shown as inspected but did not inspect 6 EDBOs in Ukhrul Sub-Divn between

$25.2.971028.7.97,

4. Shri.Sunil Das, the then Supdt. of Post Offices, Agartala Divn, Tripura was appointed as the
inquiry officer to inquire into the charees framed against Shii.S.13.Hazarika. After adducing both oral

and documenlary evidences the inquiry officer submitted his inquiry report-vide his letter no.SP-1/INQ,
dtd. 27.9.2000.

5. As per the findings of the inquirv officer Article 1 of the charge 18 not proved and Article-11
of the charge as partially proved to the strength of 3 EDBOs out of 6 alleged not to have been inspected.

6. A copy of the report -of the inquiry officer was supplied to the charged official for making
representation, ifany. Shri.Hazarika submitted his representation which was sent by RL. NO.3096, did.
25.11.2000. While agreeing with the findings of the 10 in respect of Article I, Shri.Hazarika disagreed
with the findings of the 10 in respect of Article- of the charge on the following grounds:-

i) The BOs alleged not to have been inspectod was on the basis of written statements and oral
evidence of the BPMs of those three BOs viz. Kameng Kakching, Pushing and Shamshak BOs.

1i)  The dates of the examination of those witnesses were fixed from 16.9.99 to 20.9.99 at Imphal-
when the CO was functioning as C.1in the -0 the DPS Kohima.

i) The enquiry was held exparte and the state witnesses were allowed to be examined by the
PO in the absence of the CO and he was denied the opportunity of cross examination of the state witnesses.

gy |
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iv)  The IO held regular hearing exparte in a huny in the abscnce of the CO and did not record
reasons for holding the enquiry exparte. ' . h

V) The decision of the 10 1o hold the enquiry exparte- and to allow the
examination of the stafe witnesses in (he absence of the CO was unjust, unfair and

unwarranted. . .
vi)  Non examination of the stafe wilnesses was objected to by the CO before the 10 on 22.10.99

but the IO overyuled the objection and did not record the plea and objection of the CO.

The CO, therefore, praved to the Disciplinary Authority to exonerate him fully of all the
charges rejecting the tindings of the 10 and in respect of 3 EDBOs found 1o be not mspected by the CO
under the charge of Article II, S

7. Thave examined the chargesheet, deposition of state witnesses, written briefs of the PO and
the CO, the inquiry proceedings, report of the inquiry officer and the representation of the CO against the
inquiry report.  While accepting the findings of the inquiry officer in respect of the article IT of the
charges. the disciplinary authority disagrees with the 10 in respect of 10 findings on Article T of the
charge for the following reasons:-

i) Although there are short conungs on the part ot the ticn Disciplinary Authority in not including
certain important documents in (e listed documents on the basis of which the articles of charges. were

proposed to be proved and the presentng officer in not producing all the witnesses and additional’
~ documents as asked by the CO and permitted by the 10) during the hearings, sufficient documentary and

oral evidences have been produced during the oral inquirv to establish the charge against the CO.

1i)  The deposition of SW -4 Shii.O0.Dwijamani Singh, the then Dealing Asstt. TR branch, O/o
the DPS Aanipur, Imphal was crucial in substantiating - Article T of the charges SW-4 deposed that he
received 25 IRs out of 70 for (he year 1997 and none for the vear 1996, STW-14 also deposed that the CO
did not submif the Ry inspite of repeated reminders.  The ('O challenged that the deposition of SW-4
was not corroborated by documentary evidence and night have been made on the basis of some records
and not from his memory as he was not expected to keep the figures of the IRs submitted / not submitted
by the different inspecting authority of the division and non production of documents leads the deposition
to be false and fabricated. The plea of the CO was accepted by the 10 who concluded that non
production of the record js really a deliciency towards sustaining the charge unless and otherwise
corroborated by other documentary evidence,

The contention of the 10 is not acceptable.  SW-d was a mere witness and he was suppaosed
to answer what he knew (o be the truth.  He was nor supposed to bring the documents along with him
until and unless he was asked (0 do s0.  1e had deposed before the inquiry as he was asked for and it
was the duty of the CO to contest what SW-4 deposed during the inquiry.
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iii) The contention of the CO that SW-4 cannot be cxpected to heep in memory all the figures
of IRs submitted / not subumitted by inspecting officers and which has been accepted by the IO is also
not convincing.  SW-4 had been working in the IR branch for a considerable period and it was not an
impossible task to remember the numbers of IRs not submutted by the CO in 1996 and 1997. 1t was
not only one or two but the IRs of all the POs stated to have been inspecicd by the CO in 1996 wee
alleged not to have been submitted by the CO. - 33 1Rs of 1997 were alleged not to have been
submitted by the CQ. It was, thercfore. not a diflicult thing for the SW-4 to keep in mind the number
of IRs submitted/ not submitted by the CO.

iv)" Another point raised by the CO and accepted by the 10 is non-production of additional
documents like monthly tour TA advance file for the period from J ulv 1997 to March 98. 1t was argued
by the CO that if the additional documents were produced these would be unfavorable to the prosecution,
By this documents the CO tried to prove that subscquent TA advance was not granted unless IRs were
submitied.  This inference was accepted by the 10, The prosecution should have produced the
additional documents as asked by the CO and permitted by the 10. However, on perusal of the records
it is seen that though the 10 in pard 3 of his order no. 4 dtd.22.10.99 mentioned that he decided to call the
file, he did not specifically ask the PO or the competent authority to produce the documents.  Even if the
documents as asked for were produced they are not likely to help the defence of the CO in the absence of
any specific order which the CO should have produced if there was any.  Therelore, it the absence of
any specific order in support of the plea of the CO it was wrong (0 draw any inference due to non-
production of certain additional documents.

v)  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, He was given ample opportunities to deny the charge &
establish his innocence.  However. from the records of the inquiry proceedings it is seen that he did not
attend the preliminary and regular hearings and took part in the oral inquiry only after evidence on behalf
of the disciplinary authority was closed. For lis defonce the CO has raiscd issues like non-production
of certain additional documents, non-production of original documents and lacuna in the deposition of

state witnesses. - But the CO has not produced any documentary or oral evidence to show that he had
cted by him. Copies of the IRs

indeed submitted the IRs of the POs which were stated to have been inspe
or receipts of registered letters by which the 1Rs were submitted which are crucial documentary 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.Hazarika is clearly established.

8. As faras Article-II of the charge is concerned the 10 has concluded that the charge is partially
proved to the extent that out of 6 EDBOs alleged not to have been inspected, non inspection of three BOs
namely Kameng Kakching, Pushing and Shamshak BOs has been proved. Even though the inspection of
the remaining three BOs has not been established the Disciplinary Authority inclines not to dispute with
the findings of the 10 and hold the Article-I1 of the charge against the CO as partially proved.

9.  The points raised by the CO in his represenlation against the report of the Inquiry Officer

have also been-considered:-

\
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i)  The oral evidence as well as the written statements of the three BPMs whose offices were alleged
not to have been mspccted are crucial and sufficient evidence to prove that the three BO were not
inspected by the CO in the year 1997, The BPMs are the custodians of all the BO records and as such
their oral depositions and written statements as to whether the BOs have been inspected or not cannot be

- dismissed lightly.  The other BO staff like EIDD As and EDMCs may or may not be present at the BOs

during inspections. But no inspection of BOs can be carried out in the absence of the BPMs who are
responsible for safe custody of the BO records. Therefore, unless contrary is proved, their written
statements and oral evidence have to be accepted.

1i)  The CO was not debarred from attending the enquiry at any point of time.  In fact he was
directed to attend the hearing at Imphal on 21.10.99 vide DPS Kohima memo of even no. dtd.22.9.99.
But the CO deliberately chose not to attend the enquiry.  As such the CO cannot claim that he was not
relieved of his duty as CL, in the Ofo the DPS, Kohima by the controlling authority and as such could not
attend the enquirv.  Sufficient opportunity was given but the CO did not avail the opportunity to attend the
inquiry and cross examine slate witnesses.  Therefore, he was not denied but he did not avail the
opportunity to cross - examine state witnesses. -

iti) - As the CO failed 10 attend the oral hearings fixed by the 10 on several dates the enquiry was
held expartc upto the completion of the stage of presentation of prosceutions, documents and witnesses.
As such non cross examination of State witnesses was due to non attendance of the hearings by the CO on
the dates {ixed for examination and cross examination of State witnesses.

iv)  When the CO deliberately chose not to attend the inquiry on numerous dates fixed for.
prelminary and regular hearings by the 10 and sufficient opportunitics afforded to the CC ), no specific
reason is required to be recorded as to why the enquiry was held exparte.

v)  The decision of the 10 1o hold the enquirv exparte and to allow the examination of State

)

Witnesses was in order. When the CO chose not to attend the previous hearing there was no question of

postponing the examination of witnesses due 1o the absence of the CO.  If for any reason the CO could
not attend the hearing on a particular date fixed by the 10 he could have informed the 10 and prayed for a
postponement / adjournment.  But there was no writen communication (o the IO from the CO’s side.

10.  In short sufficient opportunities were given to the CO to deny the charges and establish his
nnocence. But Shri.$.B. Hazarika just ignored the enquiry upto the stage of presentation of prosecution,
documents and witnesses.  Apart from pointing out deficiencics in the i inquiry, he has not produced any
relevant documentary or oral evidence to establish his innocence and disprove the charges. The charges
against Shri.S.B.Hazarika are very serious.  One of the main duties and functions of a
Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices, is the annual inspection of Post Offices.  But Shri.Hazarika
failed to carry out this main function of an IPO while working as SDI (P) Ukhrul Sub-Division between
29.1.96 10 31.1.98. Such kind of an irresponsible official is not fit to be retained in scrvice. However,
considering the facts and circumstances of the case, 1 feel that Shii.Hazarika should be given another
opportunity 10 reform himself by retaining him in service and impose the followi ing punishment on
Shri. S.B. Hazarika :-
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Therefore. I Shri.F.P.Solo . Dircctor of postal Services, Nagaland Kohima and the
Disciplinary Authority hereby orderthat the pay of Shri.$.B. Hazarika, the then SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub-Dn
now C 1 Divisional Office, Kohima (U/S) be reduced by 6 (six) stages from Rs 6650/ to Rs.5500/- in the
time scale of Rs. 5500-175-9000/- fora period of three years w.e.[.1-06-2001 with cumulative effect. It is
further directed that Shri. $.B.Hazarika, C.LDivl. Office, Kohima (U/S) will not earn increment of pay
during the periodof reductionand thaton theexpiry of this period, the reduction will have the effectof
posponing his [uture increments of pay. :

4;4(‘

' . (F.P.Solo)
. ' Director of Postal Services
' Nagaland : Kohima - 797001

¢ Copy to :-
1. The CPMG (INV) N.E.Circle , Shillong for information
2. The Postmaster Kohima H.O. for information and n/a.
3. ThePA(P) Kolkata (Through the Postmaster Kohima H.O.)
4. The Director Of Postal services, Manipur : Imphal for infomation
5 Shri. S.B.Hazarika, C.I. Divl. Office Kohima (u/s)
6. | PF of the Official |
7. - CR of the Official.
8. Office copy.
I | /[ C yy&'\e\o\'
S ——(T.P.Solo)
' ' Director of Postal Services
v . ' Nagaland : Kohima - 797001
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