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O.A. 59002 	 ;. 

2932 	No written statement is forth 

coming. Mr. A.K. Choudhury, learned 

Addi. C.G.S.C* for the respondents 

3L prayed for time to tile written 

statement. List on 27.5.2002 for 

written statement. 

Vice-Chairman 

Mt 

27.6.02 i 	On the prayer of Mr.A.K.Ch0U 

hury, learned dl. 0  four,  

éks 
time iS allowed for filing 
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' 	 . &itten. st.átenent. List on 3147.02. Wz 
Ear orders. 
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310.02 	List again on 28.8.2002 to enable 

'... ..- r.A.iz.C.howhuryp learned Mdj. C.G.S.C. 

• 	 . . forthe Respondents to file written 

staernent, 
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11.11.02 	On the prayer of Mr. A.K. 

Choudhury, learned Addi. C.G.S.C. 

for the respondents further two 

weeks time is allowed to the respond-

ents to fIXW written statement. List 

the matter on 29.11.2002 for orders. 

Member 	 Vice-Chairman 
mb 



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

The Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Hajra, 
Administrative Member. 

Office to indicate as to when the 

order dated 29.11 .2002 was cnmunicated 

and report. 

List the case again on 22.1 .2003 for 

hearing. 

Member Vice-Chairman 

0.A. Mo. 59/2002 	 - 

Thï' 

29.11.02 ,  1 	Written statement has been Piled. 

C7f& aw 	 List the matter on 21.1.2003 for hearing, 
(20 ,y,i , u,1q/ed J - -- 	 orfice to inform the applicant about the 

date of hearing, 
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!icesChajrman 
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25.2.2303 

mb 

Present : The on'b1e Mr. ust'Ice D.N. 
Clxwdhury, Vice-Chairman. 

The Honble Mr  S.K. Hajra, 
'dministrative Member. 

Perused the Office note. It 

seems that the order of the Tribunal 
dated 29.11.2002 was sent by the speed 

post to the applicant on 16.1.2003. Let 

the matter be posted for hearing on 

25-2-2003. 

Member 	 Vice-Chairman 

List on 9.4.2003 for nearing. 
before the' Division i3ench. 

Vice-Chairman 

DEPUTY  REGISTRAR 1121 22 • 1.03 
Theorderof the 

Trjbuna. dated 29-114 

2002 was sent to the 

applicant on 16.1.03 

The Deputy Rjistrar,  

to obtain necessary 

explanation from the 

responsible officer 

and put uthe matt 

forthwith. 
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2-9&2UO3 i 	present: The Hori'ble Mr.JustiCe D_.-. 
N. 	Chowdhury, ViCCha1rIth 

The Hon'ble Mr.S. .Hajra, 
dministrative 	ber. 

• 	 put tp the ra ter on 7.7.2003 again 

for hearing thn •ree e of )lr.A.Deb Roy, 

learned Sr. .G.S.C. 

ember 	 Vice-Ct irman 

• 29.5.2003 	present: The Hon'ble "r.JustiCe D.N. 
Chowdhury,' vice-Chairnan 

The Honble Mr.S.K.Hajra, 

• 	1 	
Amfhstt'e Nember 

No representation fran the applicant 

side. The case is accordin1y adjourned 

and again listod for hearitig on 7.7.2003 

Member Vice.Chairman 

bb 
\ 7.7.2003 	i. 	PUt up the case for heating againsb 

• 	the first available Division Bercb. 

L
Vice~h 

I 	bb\ 
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15.7.2003 	The appiibant who apears in 

f 	 person is not present today. Put up 

,-the matter again for hearing on 

I 
 29.7.2003. office to intimate the 

' datef hearing to the applicant in 

the meantime. 
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7.8.2003 	 Judgment delivered in open 

Court, kept in separate sheets. The 

application is alled in terms of 

the order. No order as to costs. 

rnber 	 Vice -Gha irrnari 
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CENTFAL AiJMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

GUWA1-IATI iENCH 

	

R.A No, 59 	 2002. 

DATE OF DECISION1!hPQP3 

Sri S.B. Hazarika 

	

a p a a p a p a a a a a a p p • a p 	 a a 	 a a .PPLICt%N'I' ( S) 

pplicant appeared in person 	• . . 
	 ..PPOVATE FOR THE 

APPL ICANT 
( s) 

- VERSUS 

Union of India & Ors. 
pp I. 	. p p p p p p p 	 p p 	 a . a . a 	RESPONU.rNT(s). 

Sri A.K.Choudhuri, Addl.C.G.S.0 
ADVOCATE FORTH 1  
RESPONDENT(S). 

THEHcN t BLE MR JUSTICE D.N.CHOWDHURY, VICE CHAIRMAN 

THE HqNt  BLE MR N.D.DAYAL, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

hther Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see 
he judgment ? 

Tobe referred to the Reporter or not ? 

3.Jhther their Lordships wish to see the fair copy 
jugment ? 

4. whether the judgment is to be circulated to the ol 
Benches ? 

ugment delivered by Ho t ble Vice-Chairman 

Yl< 
~, 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, GUWAHATI BENCH. 

Original Application No. 59 of 2002. 

Date of Order : This the 	Day of August, 2003. 

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

The Hon'ble Mr N.D.Dayal, Administrative Member. 

Shri S.B.Hazarika, 
Son of Late Khargeswar Hazarika, 
C.I.(Postal), Divisional Office, 
Kohima. 	 ... Applicant 

Applicant appeared in person. 

- Versus - 

Union of India, 
represented by the Director General of Posts, 
Dak Bhawan, New Delhi-l. 

The Chief Postmaster General,. 
North Eastern Circle, 
Shillong-793001. 

The Director of Postal Services, 
Manipur, Imphal-795001. 

The Director of Postal Services, 
Nagaland, Kohima-797001. 

The postmaster, 
Kohima Post Office, 
Kohima, Nagaland. 	 ... Respondents. 

By Shri A.K.Choudhuri, Addl.C.G.S.C. 

ORDER 

I 	CHOWDHURY J.(v.C) 

This 	application 	under 	Section 	19 	of 	the 

Administrative Tribunals Act 1985 has arisen and is directed 

against the order imposing a penalty of reduction of pay by 

six stages vide order dated 8.6.2001 passed by the Director 

of Postal Services which was upheld by the Chief Postmaster 

General in appeal vide order dated 29.1.2002 in the 

following circumstances. 

A disciplinary proceeding was initiated against the 

applicant by memo dated 19.2.98 for the alleged misconduct 

as cited in the communication. The full text of the article 

of charges are reproduced below : 

.5 	 ,-.. 
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Article-I : 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 (fifty four) 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 Sri S.B.Hazarika had shown 
to have inspected as many as 70 (seventy) 
Post Offices during the period from 01-01-97 
to 31-12-97, but had not submitted a copy of 
the inspection remarks in respect of 45 
(forty five) Post Offices, to the Supdt. of 
Post Offices, manipur-Dn. Imphal or any other 
appropriate authority in place of Supdt. of 
Post Offices, Manipur-Dn. Imphal.By his above 
acts, the said Sri S.B.Hazarika violated the 
provision of Rule 300(2) of P&T Man. Vol.VIII 
read with DEpt. of Posts, New Delhi letter 
No.17-3/92-Inspn.Dated 02-07-1992 and Rule 
3(1)(ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules 1964. 

Article : Shri S.B.Hazarika while working as 
SDIPOs Ukhrul Sub-Dn., during the period from 
29-01-96 to 31-01-98, he had shown to have 
inspected the following EDBPOs in Ukhrul 
Sub-Dn. on the date noted against each. 

Name of the EDBO 	Date of Inspn.shownby 
bhri b.Js.Hazar11a 

Chingjarai EDBO 	 25-02-1997 

sirirakhang EDBO 	 29-03-1997 
Kamang Kakching EDBO 	 19-05-1997 
Shangshak EDBO 	 10-06-1997 
Nungshong EDBO 	 15-07-1997 
Pushing EDBO 	 20-07-1997 

But, in fact, the said Sri Hazarika did 
not at all inspect the above mentioned EDBOs 
either on the date noted against each or on 
any other date in the 1997. Therefore, by his 
above acts, the said Sri S.B.Hazarika, 
violated the provision of Rule 300(1) of the 
P&T Man. Vol.VIII, Rule 3(1)(i) of the 
CCS(Conduct) Rules 1964 and Rule 3(1)(iii) of 
the CCS (Conduct): Rules 1964." 

The applicant submitted his written statement and the 

d  authority appointed Enquiry Officer to enquire 

into the charges. The Enquiry Officer on completion of the 

enquiry submitted his report exonerating the applicant from 

the charge No.1, wherein he held that charge No.1 was not 

iproved and Article-Il of the charge was partially ov to 

the extent of three EDBOs out of six may not to have been 

supplied to 1inspected. A copy of the enquiry report was  
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charged official for submitting his representation. The 

disciplinary authority disagreed with the findings as regard 

the charge No.1 and found the applicant guilty of the charge 

No.1 by assigning reasons therefor and accepted the findings 

of the enquiry officer in respect of Article No.11 

accordingly imposed the punishment of reduction of pay. The 

applicant preferred an appeal and the appellate authority on 

consideration of the same rejected the appeal.. Hence this 

application assailing the legality and validity of the order 

as arbitrary and discriminatory. 

The respondents contested the application and 

submitted its written statement denying and disputing the 

contention raised by the applicant. In the written 

statement the respondents asserted that applicant was given 

full opportunities to defend his case and after enquiry and 

on consideration of the report of the enquiry officer as 

well as evidence on record the disciplinary authority found 

the applicant guilty of the charge and imposed the 

punishment which was upheld by appellate authority. It was 

asserted that the respondents althrough acted lawfully and 

therefore question of interference under Section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act does not arise. 
before us 

The applicant conducted the case/ in person. 

Referring to the pleadings the applicant contended that he 

was denied with the procedural safeguard thathi caused 

miscarriage of justice. The applicant contended that the 

enquiry officer fixed the date of enquiry from 15.9.99 to 

20.9.99 for evidence vide notice dated 12/23.9.99 with a 

direction to respondent No.4 to relieve the applicant. The 
be 

applicant could not,/present himself before the enquiry for 

hearing at Imphal since he was not released by the 

respondent No.4 and conducted the enquiry ex-parte even 
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without giving further opportunity to the applicant to 

cross examine the witness. The enquiry was held on 16.9.99, 

17.9.99 1  and 18.9.99 in the absence of the delinquent 

officer. Shri Hazarika invited our attention to the records 

of the proceeding and contended that he was also denied 

reasonable opportunity to examine witness. He particularly 

mentioned the name of N.C.Halder .but'thadepartmerit failea 

to produce the said witness, thereby causing arT 

prejudice to the case of the applicant. Mr A.K'.'ChOUdh11ri, 

learned Addl.C.G.S.0 referring to the records submitted 

that the applicant was given full opportunity in the 

enquiry and the applicant failed to avail of the 

opportunity. The applicant was aware of the hearing at 

Imphal but without any just cause avoided to appear before 

the enquiry authority. Mr Choudhuri also stated that due 

notice was sent to Sri Halder, the witness for the 

applicant but he did not appear. It was for the applicant 

to cause production of his witness and the department was 

eager to extend all possible help. 

4. 	We have perused the records and on consideration of 

materials on record it did not appear to us that there was 

any 1apss: on the part of the department in providing the 

procedural safeguard to the applicant. The applicant was 

made aware of the date of hearing and it was for him to 
along with hi§ witness 

appear in the enquiry proceeding and defend his caseA The 

contention of the applicant on that, count therefore fails. 
1•  

'Shri Hazarika further submitted that the disciplinary 

authority as well as the appellate authorityfaltered in the 

cision making process and acted arbitrarily in imposing 

the punishment. The applicant next contended that the respondents 

authority examined four departmental witnesses at Imphal in 

the absence of the applicant. For the sake of fairness the 
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Enquiry Officer was duty bound to provide an opportunity to 
contërded Sri Hazarika. 

cross examine the witnesses by rcalling them' The appellate 

authority considered the appeal of the applicant but did not 
relying 

ffjiq any illegality in i:/Y  upon the testimony of these 

witnesses. Admittedly, the applicant was made aware of the 

enquiry it was his duty to be present there or otherwise 

intimate the enquiry officer for postp.onment of the 

proceeding but he did not ask for any adjournment. The 

Enquiry Officer recorded the testimony of the witnesses 
also 

those who were present. The applicant even thereaftei/Ldid 

not make any request for recalling of those witnesses 

subsequently when he attended the enquiry. Therefore we do 

not find any illegality on that count also. Shri Hazarika 

streneously urged that the disciplinary authority fell into 

obvious error in rejecting the finding of the enquiry 

officer as regards to the charge No.1. Shri Hazarika 

contended that the disciplinary authority under the rules 

was free to disagree with the findings of the enquiry 
041 

authority on any article of charge and record his/finding 

on such charge if-f  the evidence on record is sufficient for 

the purpose. Emphasising on the statutory provision 

mentioned in 15(2) Shri Hazarika contended that the 

disciplinary authority while disagreeing must satisfy as to 

the materials in support of the conclusion on the basis from 

the materials on record. In other words Shri Hazarika 

contended that the finding holding the applicant guilty in 
'is 

charge No.1L.contrary  to the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
armed 

anderse perverse. The disciplinary authority 	with 

the power to differ with the finding of the enquiry 

authority in terms of sub-rule 2 of Rule 15 of the CCS(CCA) 

Rules. That power is not absolute. The disciplinary 

authority can act as such only on the basis of the materials 



\/ 
6 - 

on record and reach at his own findings if the evidence on 

record is sufficient for the purpose. The finding and 

recommendation of the Enquiry Officer are not ip so facto 

binding on the disciplinary authority. The disciplinary 

authority is required to consider the findings of the enquiry 

authority and is empowered with the discretion and freedom to 

depart frbm the findings. The discretion however, is not 
and unfettered. 

hPt. The disciplinary authority my1  disagree and record 

his own finding if the evidence on record is sufficient to 

reach such finding or conclusion. The Enquiry Officer on 

assessment of the materials on record found that the charge 

containing Article NO.1 was not established. The enquiry 

authority to that extent evaluated to the deposition of SW-4 

who was crucial in establishing the Article-I of the charge. 

The enquiry authority did not act only on the mere ipse dixit 

of the witnesses to the effect that the charged officials did 

not submit the inspection report in the year 1996-97. In the 

absence of any documentary evidence in support of the 

statement the enquiry officer was not inclined to accept the 

same. The Inquiry Officer while reaching the said conclusion 

he also referred to the fact that the documents were 

requisitioned but not produced to support the same. The 

Enquiry Officer on the basis of requisition of the charged 

official requisitioned the documents pertaining to monthly 

tour T.A. advance made in Divisional office, Imphal. The 

enquiry authority held adverse inference for non production 

of the records. The disciplinary authority also agreed with 

the department ought to have produced the additional 

documents and also found that by order dated 22.10.99 called 

for the file but found fault with the enquiry authority that 

lit did not specifically asked the P.O. to produce the 

documents. The disciplinary authority acted upon the 
without ny supporting document* 

wordL of the SW-4/ The disciplinary authority while holding 
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the charge No.1 proved based on the oral statement of sW-4 

without any support of documentary evidence and found fault 

with the order of enquiring authority on the score that in 

the absence of any specific direction to the P.O. to produce 

the documents non production of the documents was not fatal. 

In this case the enquiry officer allowed the prayer of the 

charged official for additional documents and made 

requisition for the same and an order was made by the Enquiry 

Officer. It was incumbent upon on the part of the respondents 

authority to produce the same on whose possession documents 

are/were kept. The aforesaid act of the enquiry officer was a 

direction under sub-rule 12 of Rule 14 and therefore there 

was not justification on the part of the authority in not 

producing the same at the time of enquiry for correct 

0:11 

apprisal 	of 	the 	fact. 	Failure 	to 	produce 	the 

F.' 
documents/evidence called for adverse inference. The 

statement of the sW-4 was based on documents. The documents 

were not claimed to be a privileged documents or related to 

State security. The respondents did not assign any reason for 

non production of the said documents. In the circumstances 

adverse inference drawn by the Enquiry Officer against the 

department for non production of documents cannot be said to 

be perverse, unreasonable or unjustified. The other ground 

for rejection of the finding of the enquiry officer in 

respect of charge No.1 was that the enquiry was held whereby 

the delinquent officer was given opportunity to prove his 

innocence. In other words according to the disciplinary 

authority it was the burden of the charged official to 

disprove the allegations and prove his innocence. The 

disciplinary authority in coming to the said conclusion fell 

into obvious error in overlooking the scheme of the statutory 



rules. As per scheme of the rules the burden rests on the 

department to prove and establish the charge of misconduct on 

preponderence of probability. It is not for the delinquent 

officer to disprove the allegation. The disciplinary 

authority in its decision making process for rejecting the 

findings of the Enquiry Officer on this count fell into error 

by taking into consideration irrelevant and extraneous 

considerations overlooking relevant considerations. The 

finding of disciplinary authority in the facts and 

circumstances of the case as regard the charge No.1 is 

perverse and therefore unsustainable in law. The appellate 

authority also fell into same error in upholding the finding 

and the disciplinary authority in respect of charge No.1. The 

finding of disciplinary authority dated 8.6.2001 upheld by 

the appellate authority as per order dated 29.1.2002 in 

respect of article No.1 of the charge is therefore 

unsustainable in law wherein both the authorities held that 

article of charge was established in respect of charge No.1 

is therfore liable to be quashed and accordingly quashed. On 

consideration of the materials on record the findings of the 

Enquiry Officer, disciplinary authority and the appellate 

authority, we do not find any illegality as regards their 

finding in respect of article No.2. The Enquiry Officer 

rightly considered the evidence on record and reached his own 

conclusion. The article II was partially proved. There was 

material to show that out of six offices alleged to be not 

inspected by the applicant, there were evidence to arrive 

conclusion that atleast three offices, namely, Kamang 

Kakching, Shangshak, Nungshong and Pushing EDBOs were rightly 

found to be not inspected. The disciplinary authority rightly 

addressed its mind to the relevant facts and on consideration 



-9- 

of the facts situation aggredwith the finding of the 

enquiring officer and held that article II of the charge 

against the charged official was partially proved. No 

illegality is discernible in holding the applicant guilty in 

charge No.11. 

5. 	On consideration of all aspects of the matter we 

partially allow this application in view of our conclusion 

that article NO.1 was not proved and applicant was found to 

be guilty in respect of article II we are of the opinion that 

matter should now be sent back to the disciplinary authority 

for appropriate order in terms of sub-rule 4 of Rule 15 for 

imposition of appropriate penalty as per law. Consequently 

the order of disciplinary authority dated 8.6.2001 in respect 

of its finding on charge No.1 is set aside and respondents 

are directed to impose appropriate penalty as per law in the 

light of the findings in respect of charge No.2 as per law 

keeping in mind the observations made by us. The appellate 

order is also accordingly set aside to the extent indicated. 

The disciplinary authority is now directed to pass 

appropriate order as per law on the basis of its finding in 

respect of charge No.2. 

The application is allowed to the extent indicated. 

There shall, however, be no order as to costs. 

N.D'TL .'" 
	

D.N.CHOWDHURY 

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 
	 VICE CHAIRMAN 
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IN TFIE CENTRAL ADM1NTSTRAT WE TRIBUNAL 
GUWHATI BENCH : GUWHATI-5 

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 19 OF 
lYlE CENTRAL ADMINISTR4 TIVE TR!BVNAL ACT 1985 

Title :- S.B.Hazarikq 
Vs. 

Union of India & Others 

COMPILATION NO-i 
APLLICATION AND THE IMPUGNED ORDER 

(WITH INDEX) 
yi 
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(SEE RULE 4) 

?IPPLICA7I0NUIDER SEC1EON 19 OF THE 
CENAL ADI NIS'IRATtVE 'IRIBUNAL ACT, 1985 

Title of the Case : S.B.Hazarika 

Vs. 

Union of India & Others. 

I N D E X 

•• :scription of documents relied upon 'Page 

001APILATION_10.1 

1. Application 1.23 F 
2. Punishment order dtd.8,6.01 24-29 
2A Appellate order dtd. 29, 1.02 3034 

OMPILA'II0N m.2 

3. Anncure 1 	(ix) Copy of chargesheet dtd. 35-44 
19. 2.98 

4. of 
 A-2 Copy of Appointment order 45 

of 10 
5. to  3 Copy of Appointment order 46 

of P0 
5, " 4 Copy of Inquiry Notice 47 

dtd.12/28.8.99 
7, " A...5 	(i_vi) Proceeding dtd,15.9.99 4853 
S. A-6 Copy of pro ceedi rig dtd • 16.9. 54 

99. 

91 7 	(i_il) copy of psition of $w1 5556 
dtd. 16/9/99 
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DETAILS  OF APPLICA71ON 

1. PARtCULARs OF ThRDR AGAINST MCH THE APPLICAIflON 

IS MADE. 

Impugned punishment order N).Ru1e_14/$.B.Hazarjka 

dated Cohima 8.6. 2001 passed by the respondent Nb.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 	1.6.2001 with cumulative 

effect with further direction that the applicant will 

not earn increments of pay during the period of 

reduction and that on the expiry of the period 1  the 

reduction will have the effect of postponing his 

future incrernts of pay. 

Appellate orders of the Chief P.M.G.,Shillong vide 

his Memo ND.Staff/109...14/2001 dtd. 29.1.2002 rejecting 

the appeal. 

:2•  JRISflEcflON OF THE TRIBUNAL : 

The applicant declares that the subject matter of 

the order against which he wants redressal is within 

the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. 

3. 	LIMITA'ITON 

The applicant further declares that the application 

is within the limitation period prescibed in Section 

21 of the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985. 

Contd, 3 
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4. FACTS O THE CASE : 

4.1. That,' the applicant joined the Department of posts on 

1.8.7 2 as Postal Asstt. and was promoted to the Post of 

Sub..Divisional Inspectoo of post Offices through Depart 

mental Conetitive Examination and and vorked as such 

from 1.6. 1983. On 29.1.1996 the applicant was posted as 

Sub.Divisional Inspector of Post Offices (S.D.IPOs for 

short) at Ukhrul under Manipur Postal Division under the 

administrative control of the Resp. Ib. 3. 

4.2 That. on 19.2.98 the Resp ND.3 issued a chargesheet 

under Rule 14 of the CCS(CCA) Rules,' 1965 against the 

applicant. The charge..sheet consisted of two Articles of 

diarges vi z,Articl e_I and Artici eII, 

In Article_I it was charged that during the period from 

29.0 1.96 to 31.0 1.98 the applicant had shown to have 

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

not submitted any inspection report in respect of any 

of the said 54 Post Offices; that the applicant had 

shown to have inspected 70 Post Offices in the year 

1997 but he had not submitted inspection reports in 

respect of 45 post offices to the Resp.1b.3 and by 

the above act the applicant violated some Departmental 

rules and Rule 3(1) (ii) of the CCS(Conduct) Rules,1964. 

In Article..II it was. charged that the applicant while 

acting as SDIPOs, Ukhx'ul SubDivn. during the aforesaid 

period he had slDwrl to have inspected 6( sir) EDBOs 

(Extra Departmental Branch Offices) on various dates 

viz. 

ODntd. • 4 



chingjaroi EDBO 	on 	25.0 2.97 

Sirarakhang E1O 	on 	29.03.97 

Kameng Kakching EDBO on 	19.05.97 

Sha ngshak EDBO 	on 	19 • 06 • 97 

Nungshang EO 	on 	15.07.97 

Pushing ELBO 	 on 	28.07.97 

But the applicant in fact, did not inspect the alxve 

Offices on any date and, therefore, the applicant violated 

the Departmental rules and Rule 3(i) (i) & (iii) of 

the ccs (conduct) Rules, 1964. 

A copy of the Charge-sheet dt. 19.2.98 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure-A-I. 

4.3 That, on 8.5.96 the Resp.Ib.J 3 appointed Sri S.C.Ls 

the Dy.Supdt. of Post Offices, Agartala as Inc.iiry 

Officer to inquire into the charges and appointed Sri 

N.C.i-lder the Dy.Supdt. of Post Offices, Irrha1 

as Presenting. Officer to present the case on behalf 

of the Disciplinary Autrity i.e, the Resp.I'b.3. 

A copy of the appointhent Order of Inquiry 

Officer is annexed herewith and marked as 

Annexure-.-2. 

And 

A copy of the appointment order of Presenting 

Officer is annexed herewith and marked as 

Annexure-A...3. 

cont 1  . 0 5 
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4.4 That thereafter, the applicant was transferred and 

posted as C.I. in the Office of the Resp.N3.4 and 

the applicant joined the new incumbency on 02.02.99 

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

AutiDrity in place of Resp. No.3. 

4.5 That, on 12/23.08.99 while the applicant was working 

as C.I. in the Office of the Resp.No.4 the Inquiry 

Officer (1.0. 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 cxpies 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 annexed herewith and marked as Annexure..A...4. 

4.6 That, the applicant was neither relieved of his duties 

nor any order for relief of the applicant was issued 

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

of the 1.0 *  for attending the inquiry at Imphal on 

the appointed dates i.e, from 15.9.99 to 20.9.99. 

Contd. .. .6 



4.7 That, the applicant for being not relieved of his 

duties by the Resp. Nz.4,could not attend inquiry 

on 15.9.99 at Imphal and the 1.0 *  held the inquiry 

exparte 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. 

15/9/9 9 is annexed herewith and marked 

as Annexure..IL 5 

4.8 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 

0 ffi cer and on tha t day SP.. I, Sri L • Ito Si rig h was 

examined in absence of the applicant wit1ut ordering 

for cross.. examina tio ri by the applicant a t a 1 a ter stacy e. 

A copy of the ex..parte proceeding dtd. 16.9.99 

is annexed herewith and marked as Annexure-A-6. 

And 

A copy of the deposition of Sri L.Ito Singh 

(SW_I) is annexed herewith and marked as 

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

1.0, held the iniry exparte and allowed the P.O. 

(Presenting Officer) to examine the ñs who attended. 

On that day 3 5As Viz-Sri S. Yarngai_SW2T. Sri V.8. 

Varso--3 and Sri 0. Dwijamani Singh 	4 were 

examined in the absence of the applicant wittt 

ordering for Cross-examination of them by the applicant 

at a later stage. 

A copy  of the exparte proceeding dtd,17.9.99 is 

annexed and marked as Anne re8. 

A copy of the deposition of S-2 dtd.17.9.99 is 

annexed and marked as AnnexureA-9.' 

A apy of the deposition of 	dtd. 17.9.99 is 

annexed herewith and marked as AnnexureA- 10,. 

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

annexed herewith and marked as AnnexureA-11. 

4.10 That, on 18,9.99 i,e, the following day also exparte 

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

summoned for examination on that day did not turn up 4 
the proceeding was adjourned. 

A copy of the exparte proceeding dtd.18.9.99 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure-A-120 

Contd...8 
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4,11 That, on 20/9/9 the 1.0, issued rotice of Inquiry 

to be held on 21.10,99 at Agartala in the Office of 

the Director of Postal Services, Agartala the copies 

of Which were endorsed to all concerned including 

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

to at tend inquiry a t Agar tal a • The Re sp . No • 4 al so 

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

on 21/10/99 at Agartala but not at Imphal as maintained 

by Resp. No.4 in his final order at para 9 .( ii) & (iii). 

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

herewith and marked as Annexure_1L13. 

And 

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

annexed herewith and marked as Armexure14, 

4,12 That, on 21.10.99 the inquiry was held., but it was 

adjourned immediately after sitting before the applicant 

attended the inquiry as the S'1s wto were summoned for 

examination did not turn up. 

A copy of the proceedings dtd. 21. 10/99 is annexed 

herewith and marked as AnnexureA15, 

Contd. 1,9 
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4. 13 That, on 22/10/99 the inquiry was held again for 

• defence of the applicant who attended the inquiry 

and suitted his defence. The applicant gave also 

a list of one defence witness and one additional document 

to be discovered and produced before the inquiry as 

there was a possible line of defence. 

A copy of the list of defence witness and additional 

document to be produced as submitted by the applicant 

on 22. 10.99 is annexed herewith and marked as Arinexure 

4,14 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. 22/10/99 sIwing the 

orders of the 1.0., is annexed herewith and marked 

a sArrnexure.A-17. 

4.15 That, on11.2.2O00 the Resp. Ib.4 appointed one 

Sri Narayan Is, A0s, Agartala (South) as Adhoc 

Presenting Officer as the regular Presenting Officer 

S1i N.C. Halder was named as Defence witness by 

the applicant and asked the regular Presenting Officer 

to hand over the document to the Adhoc Presenting 

Officer who was to represent the case on behalf of 

the prosecution during examinationin-.chief and Cross-

examination of the regular Presenting Officer. 

cbntd... 10 
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A copy of the appointment order of the adc Presenting 

Officer is annexed herewith and marked as Annure 

A18. 

4.16 That, on 20.4/2000 the I.O issued notice to attend 

inquiry on 10..5.2000 at Agartala for production of 

additional documents and examination of the Defence 

withess. - 

A copy of the inquiry Notice dtd. 20.4. 2000 is annexed 

herewith and ordered as Annexure_2L 19. 

4, 17 That, on 10.5.00 the inquiry was held at Agarta1 

and the applicant attended the inquiry. The adFoc 

Presenting Officer, Sri N.C. Das also attended. ; 

but the Defence witness who was the recu1ar Presenting 

Officer did not attend. The additional document as 

deaanded by the applicant and called for by the 

1.0 *  was also not produced before the inquiry. The 

Defence witness was reported to be not willing to 

appear as such. 

A copy of the proceeding dtd. 10/5/00 is annexed 

herewith and marked as AnnexureA20. 

Contd..,11 
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4.18 	IThat on 10.5.00 the evidence on behalf of the applicant 

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

the applicant to press for summoning of the Defence 

witness and production of additional documents because 

the Inquiry Officer was not armmed with powers of 

a Civil Judge vested under Section 5 of the Departenta1 

Inquiries (Enforcement of attendence of witnesses 

and production of documents) Act, 1972 to inforce 

the attendance of the defence witness and production 

of additional documents. The Inquiry Officer was 

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

the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 witlout autIrisation of 

the Central Govt, to exercise the powers specified 

in Section 5 of the Inquiries Act. 

A copy of the Order of appointment of Inquiry Officer 

is already annexed herewith and marked as Annexure.A..2.. 

	

4. 19 	That, on 12.10. 2000 the Resp. No.4 under his endorsement 

No .Rul e- 14/S .B. Hazarika dtd, 12. 10 • 2000 forwarded 

a copy of the inquiry report suthtit ted by the 1.0. 

on 27/9/00 after taking into cxrnsideration of the 

writ:en briefs submitted by both siders and asked the 

applicant to represent if any, against the inquiry 

report within 15 days of the date of receipt of the 

endorsement. 

Contd...12 
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A copy of the endor'sement dtd. 12. 10 • 2000 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure.21. 

4.20 That, as per inquiry report su.nitted by the 1.0. 

on 27.9.00 the Inquiry Officer found that the chage 

under Article_I was not proved but the charge under 

Article_Il was partially proved because in tht Article 

6 offices were alleged to be not inspected by the 

applicant but on inquiry 3 offices were found it 

inspected. 

A copy of the inquiry Report dtd. 27.9.00 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure.A-22. 

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

tation against the Inquiry report and pleaded that 

the findings of the 1.0 *  in respect of ArticleI was 

trect but the findings in respect of ArticleII was 

flt Correct. 

A copy of the representation against the inquiry report 

is annexed herewith and marked as Annexure.A23. 

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

plinary proceeding was passed by the desciplinary 

authority i.e, the Resp. N. 4 who disagreed with 

- 	 Contd.,.13 



the findings of the Inquiry Officer in respect of 

Article1 and agreed with the findings in respect 

of ArticleII and imposed the penalty of reduction 

of pay of the applicant by 6(six) stages from Rs.6650/-

to Rs.5500/- In the time scale of Rs.5500175-9000 

for a period of 3 years w.e.f.01.6.01 with cumulative 

effect with further direction that the applicant would 

not earn increments of pay during the period of reduction 

and that on the expiry of the period the reduction 

will have the effect of postponing his future increments 

of pay. 

A oDpy of the final order dtd.8/6/0 1 is annexed herewith 

and marked as Annexure.A-24. 

4.23 That, the applicant noved an application under 

Section 19 of the Central Administrative Tribunal 

Act,1985 in the Central Administrative Tribunal,Guwahati 

Bench on 308.2001 against the impugned order and the 

I-bn'ble Tribunal directed the appellant to file an 

appeal to the appellate autlority within 3 weeks and 

the appellate authority was ordered to dispose of the 

appeal preferab1 t 411-- 

within two months from the date of 

submission of the appeal vide order cltcl.31.8.01 in 

Case No.OA 347/2001. 

A copy of the CATS order dtd.31.8O1 ts annexed 

herewith and marked as AnnexureA-25. 

Contd. • 14 
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4.24 That, accordingly, the appellant preferred an apoeal 

on 12.9.2001 to the chief Post Master General,N.E, 

Circle, Shiliong ie, the appellate authority against 

the impugned order of punishnent dtd.8.6.01 passed by 

the Respondent No.4. 

A copy of the apeal preferred on 12.9.2001 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure.A.26. 

4.25 That, the Resp.No.2 i.e., the appellate authority 

diosed of the appeal and rej ected the same on 29101. 

2002 vide its Memo No.Staff/109._1 4/2001 dtd.29..0l, 2002. 

A copy of the appellate order dtcl. 29101. 2002 is 

annexed herewith and marked as AnnexureA.27. 

5 • GROU NDS FOR REL El F WI TM LEGAL PROVI Sb NS 
F 

5,1 cROSS.EXMINATI0N OF STATE WITNESSES DENIED : 

State Witness(S) - I was examined on 16.9.99 and S_2, 

S3 & L4 were examined on 17.9.99 in absence of the 

applicant who could not attend the inquiry as he was 

no#relieved of his duties by the Resp..4 who was at 

that time the controlling authority of the applicant. 

The Inquiry Officer also did not assign reasons in his 

orders as to why the proceedings could not be adjourned 

Contd.. . 15 
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till a later date and what miscarriage of justice 

would have been caused had the proceedings been 

adjourned witut examining the State witnesses and 

wIat compelled him to 1x)ld the inquiry exparte. The 

applicant was not offered to cross.ecarnine the State 

Withesses even at a later stage also when he attended 

the inquiry. The applicant was, therefore, denied the 

reasonable opportunity to prove his innocence whereby 

the Principles of Natural Justice were violated. The 

statutory provisions prescribing the node of inquiry 

was, therefore,, disregarded which vitiated the entire 

proceedings ab...initio. The order of penalty is, thereforC 

bad in law and is liable to be set aside. 

LaAL PROVISIONs RELIED UPO N. 

The requirement is satisfied if a witness examined 

in absence of the delinquent at an earlier stage of 

the proceedings is offered for Cross-examination at 

a later stage. 

AIR 1963 SC 375 

5.2 ADDIEONAL DOCJMENTS RELIED UPON & DEMANDED BY THE 

APPLICANT NT PRO13JCED FOR INSPECEON : 

The additional documents relied upon by the applicant 

were not produced by the Resp. 	.3, because if 

Contd,. 16 
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produced, it would be urifavourable 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 him. The 1.0. was also 

rt intimated by the Resp. No. 3 that the Production 

of the Additional document would be against the public 

interest or security of the state, The irnpugnedorcler 

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

is malafide and capricious which is liable to be struck 

down. 

L3AL PROVISIONSRELIED UPON. 

The Custodian is required to produce the additional 

document before the 1,0 4  and if the production 

of the document is ozrisidered opposed to public 

interest or security of the state its reasons 

for refusal siDuld be intimated, 

_Sub..rule( 13) of Rule 14 of the CCS(cCA). 

Rules, 1965. 

The delinquent is entitled to inspect even documents 

not relied upon by the Govt. for pwose of 

Contd. • 17 
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his defence and refusal to let him iripect them 

vitiates the inquiry. Inspedtion of such documents 

or his defence can be insisted upon by him 

even before filing written statement. 

IR 1971 Delhi 133 

(Del hi) 1970 SLR 400. 

5. 3 DEFENCE WI TNESS WHO WAS A D'AR14ENTAL 34PLOYEE WAS 

T OIVEIJLED LO ATTEND IUIRY : 

The Presenting Off icerwho was summoned as 

Defence witness to attend inquiry on 10.5.2000 refused 

to attend the inquiry and did not attend on the ground 

that he was not willing to appear as such. The Inquiry 

Officer also did not issue summon again for his attendance. 

The willingness of the Presenting Officer to appear 

as Defence witness is irrelevant and what is relevant 

is his relevancy of evidence in the inquiry. Being 

a Departmental employee he cannot refuse to attend 

the inquiry as it is opposed to discipline. The attendance 

of the Presenting Officer as Defence withess could 

not be enforced as the Inquiry Officer was not vested with 

powers of a Civil Judge under Section 5 of the Departmental 

Inquiries (Enforcement of attendance of witnesses and 

production of docuemtns)Act, 1972 for which the applicant 

Contd,.18 
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had to be affected adversely. By not vesting the 1.0, 

with the powers under the I nquiries Act, 1972 for enforcing 

the attendance of the Defence witness in the Inquiry 

the applicant was denied to inspect the Defence witnesses 

and the reasonable opportunity to prove his innocence 

which vitiates the proceeding. The order of penalty, is, 

therefore, a nul1i$y which suld be quashed. 

LDThL PROVI $10 NS RI ED UPO N. 

The inquiry aut1rity must take every possible step 

to secure presence of defence witnesses during the 

inquiry, specially if they happen to be the 

employees of that Department. 

- Krishna Gopal Vs. Director Telegraphs 

60 CWN 692 (1956). 

It is the duty of the inquiring authority to summon 

the defence witnesses and for that purpose to write 

to their employees to direct the witnesses to appear 

before him for the purpose of examination in the 

inquiry. Itt would be highly ixroper,perverse and 

unjustified on the part of the Inquiry Officer to 

expect the deligquent to produce the withesses on 

his own responsibility, Because it is futile to 

Contd.. . 19 
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expect the eiaployees to come forward voluntarily without 

employer' s permission, during the office hours, to appear 

I 

	

	as withess against their employers and in favour of the 

delinquent. 

-Shiv Dutt Vs 1  State 

AIR 1962 Punjab 355. 

5,4 PUSHMENT HS BEEN ThPOSED WITIDUT EVIDENCE:-. 

As per inquiry rort the Inquiry Officer found 

that the charge under Article_I was not proved as the 

additional document demanded by the deling.ient was neither 

discovered and produced before the inquiry nor the 1.0, 

was informed of the reason for nonproduction of the said 

document though the custodian of the document i.e. Resp. 

No, 3 was requisitioned by the I .0 .repeatedly to produce 

the same. The 1.0, held that the documentwas not produced 

because, if produced, the charge under Article_I would 

not be sustained. 

The Disciplinary Authority i. e, the Respondent ND. 4. 

did not agree with the findings of the 1.0, and held that 

the charge under Article_I was proved. In support of his 

finding the Resp. ND. 4 over emphasized the oral evidence 

of SW..4 Sri tx.zijamani singh whose dosition was held 

by him to be crucial in sustaining the charge under Article-

I. 

Contt.. 20 
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But the Cbunter finding of the Resp.ND. 4 is not correct. 

Because -4 ws ecamined on 17.9.99 in absence of the 

applicant who was at that time working in the office of 

the Resp. No4, but he was neither relieved of his duties 

nor any order was issued for his relief to attend inquiry 

by the Resp. ND, 4 whereby the applicant was denied 

the most valuable right to Cross_examine the S4 who 

was not offered for Cross_examination even at a later stage 

also. The Resp. !b4 had by passed this point and tried 

to divert the attention from this point saying in para 

9 (ii) of his punis1unent 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 

IPS,Kohima Memo of even Ib.dtd.22.9.99". 

The abzve contention of the Resp. N34 is not 

at all correct, The II'S, Kohima' s Meo No,Rule_14/S.B. 

Hazarika dtd.22.9.99 (Annexure...14) was isued to attend 

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

inquiry was held from 15/9/99 to 2009.99 as per inquiry 

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

issued by the Resp. No.4 to attend the inquiry.. Hence, 

the evidence of -4 is no evidence at all and any finding 

of guilt on the strength of dosition of S114 is not 

sustainable. 

Contd, . . 21 



(ii) Simi1arly, in respect of Article...II the 1.0. reported 

that the charge under Article-.II was found partially proved 

because only 3 EDBOs out of 6 EDBOs were fotind not inspected 

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

Postmasters of those Offices only 3 SPIs deposed before 

the inquiry. The Eesp. ND. 4 accepted the findings of 

the 1.0, in respect of this Article. The findings of the 

1.0, and agreement thereon of the Resp. No.4 was based 

on the depositions of St.1, S12 and SW.3; but those 

Ss were also examined in absence of the applicant on 

16.9.99 & 17.9.99 vide Annexures. A-6 & A-.8 when the 

applicant were working in the office of the Resp. No. 4 

at'ii he was not relieved of his duties by the Reep. ND. 4 

to attend the inquiry at Inhal which is at a distance 

of about 150 kms. and thereby the applicant was denied 

the reasonable opportunity to Crosscamine the, s even, 

at a later stage of the inquiry. This is the quality of 

oral evidence deposed by SW1, SW 2 and . 3 and on 

the strenght of such evidence the 1.0. has found the charge 

as-proved in respect of 3 offices which was agreed to 

by the Resp. No.4 i.e, the Disciplinary Authority and the 

penalty was imposed accordingly. 

5. 5. THE ORDER OF PENALTY IS .WI Th RE'IR0SPECVE EFFT :... 

The order of penalty was passed by the Respondent No.4 on 

8.6.0 1 ; but its effect was ordered to be given from 
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01,06.01 i.e, with retrospective effect which is not 

permitted by rules. The order of penalty is, therefore, 

void and liable to be set aside, 

5.6 APPELLATE ORDER WAS PASSED WI THDUT A2FORDING PERSONAL 

HEAR,iM AS REQUESTED BY THE APPLICANT : 

In para 5 of his appeal dtd. 12.9. 2001 the applicant 

reaiested for allowing a personal hearing before the 

apocal is decided as the appeal was preferred against 

a major penalty. But the appellate authority did neither 

allow the pernal hearing nor assigned his reasons in 

his appellate orders why the appellant could not be 

allowed a personal hearing. Though it is within the 

disE.j - of the appellate autbority the disgA'/ 

cannot be exercised by the appellate authority as if the 

sky is the limit of disc 	The appellate authority 

did not speak a single word in his order about personal 

hearing requested by the applicant. The appellate 

autlrrity, therefore, exercised his authcrity arbitrarily 

and in a phejudicial manner, The ap;)eliate order is, 

therefore, a nullity. 

LEGAL PROVISIONS RELIED UPON. 

"it is one of the fundamental rules of our constitutional 

set up that every citizen z is protected against exercise 

Coritd. • .23 
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of arbitrary autinrity by the State or its officers. 

flty to act judicially would, therefore, arise from 

the very nature of the function intended to be performed; 

it need not be slnwn to betQ4,added.  If there is 

power to decide & determine to the prejudice of a 

person' a duty to act judicially is implicit in the 

exercise of such power. If the essentials of justice 

a person is made, the order is a nullity". 	- 

AIR 1967 S.C.1269 at P.1271 

" Discreetioñ means sound discretion guided by l,aw. 

It must be governed by rule, not by humour, It must 

not be arbitrary,vague,.and fanciful," 

AIR 1967 S.C..1427 at P. 1434. 

5•7 APPLLA'IE_AUTFIDRITY WASJUST AIDTHER JULIAS CE1SER_: 

The appellate order passed by the appellate autl - rity 

is just a mechanicaj order of the order passed by the 

Disciplinary autinrity. Neither the appeal was tlnroughly 

examined mr objective assesment of the finding of the 

disciplinary autinrity was made by the appellate 

autinrity , The overall asesment of the appellate 

authority is that as the applicant did not attend the 
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inquiry in some stages the inquiring authority was 

justified in 1lding the inquiry ex..parte and the 

applicant has no point to eoraplain of denial of reaso-. 

nable opportunity to prove his innocence. But the 

appellate authority did not like to admit that even in 

exparte inquiry the entire gamut A Rule 14 of the CcS(ccA) 

Rules, 1965 should be follow4d which was not followed 

by the Inquiry Officer. There is no rerd to slow that 

the Inquiry Officer offered the State witnesses to the 

applicant for cross examination by him at a later stage 

when he attended the inquiry. 

The appellate auttority was silent on this point. 

It has not been denied by the appellate autlority that 

the applicant was not relieved of his duties by, the 

Resp.1b.4 to attend inquiry on 15.9.99, 16.9.99, 17.9.99 

when state withesses were examined, it was not denied 

that additional document demanded by the applicant was not 

produced, it was not denied that the Defence Withesses 

which was a departmental of fic.ial was not oDmpelled to 

attend the inquiry, it was not denied that the order of 

penalty was with retrospective effect: but still the 

appellate autlority went on defending the findings of 

disciplinary autlority. The burden of proof which lies 

on the prosecution was thrown to the sloulder of the 

applicant. The disagreement of the disciplinary autlority - 
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with the findings of the Inquiry of ficer in respect 

Article _I was not at all discussed & left to the 

di s cretio ri of the di scip 1 i. nary autFxr i ty. The app ella te 

authority, therefore, did not apply his mind to the 

appeal and mechanically decided w1 - . t was decided by the 

disciplinary authority. The appeal . the appellate 

was,.therefoe, appealing just to another Ju.lias Ceaser, 

	

6, 	DEIL S OF R4EDIESEXHAIYSTED: 

In compliance to orders dt&31,8.2001 of the rb&ble 

Central Administrative Tribunal.Guwahati Bench, in Case 

N3.OA. .347/200 1 the applicant preferred an appeal to 

the post master General,N.E.Circle,Shillong(Appellate 

Autrity) on 12.9.2001 but it'was rejected on 29.1.2002 

by the Appellate authority vide its order I\b.Staff/109-

14/2001 dtd.29.1.2002,. 

A copy of the appellate order is annexed below 

to this application at 	and also marked as 

Annexure..A27, 

H, 	7, 	MATTER NOT PREVIOUSLY FtLED OR PENDIW3 WITH ANY OTHER 

cOURT: 

The applicant further declares that he had not previously 

H 	 filed any application, writ petition or suit regarding 

the matter in respect of which this application has 
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been made, before any oourt or any other authority 

or any other Bench of the Tribunal nor any such 

application,writ petition or suit is pending before 

any of theme  

8. 	.REIF(S) SOUGHT : 

In view of the facts mentioned in para 6 above 

the applicant preys for the following relief(s) : 

It is prayed that your Irdships would be pleased 

to admit this application, call for the entire records 

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

to why the inu.gned order dtd.8.6.01 (Anriexure - A24) 

siDuld not be set aside and after perusing the causes 

slwn, if any, and hearing the parties set aside the 

impugned order and pass such any other order or orders 

as Your Irdships may dei fit & proper. 

And for this act of your kindness your applicant 

as in duty bound shall ever pray. 

GROUNDS 

For the grounds stated in sub-paras (1) to () 

of para 5 above the order of penalty is a nullity one 

besides being an arbitrary and faulty disposal of the 
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disciplinary proceeding.The order being worse than the worst 

one that may happen was issued in total disregard) of statutory 

provisions or rules prescribing the mode of inquir The 

principles of natural justice were violated because the 

State Witnesses, which may be well described as Stock 

withesses, were examined in absence of the delinquent 

official; because the delinquent was denied the right 

to crossexamine the Ws ; because the additional documents 

i,e, defence documents relied upon and demanded by the 

delinquent were not supplied by the prosecution ; because 

the defence witness was not produced for examination 

I 	by the delinquent ; because the findings of the disciplinary 

autrity was based on no evidence and because the conclusion 

of the proceeding was so w1lly arbitrary and capricious 

that no reasonable person could have easily arrived at 

the conclusion. The order of penalty is with retrospective 

efect and the adequacy of penalty is also malafide. The 

order of penalty is, therefore, so bad in law that it 

is comnonly uncom-on in the history of violation of principles 

of Natural justice and so, it is liable to be struck down 

as defunct and malacious. 

9, I NTERIM ORDER, IF ANY PRAYED FOR : 

Pending final decision on the application, the applicant 

seeks the following interim relief(s) : 

The operation of the impugned order dtd. 8.6.01 

(Annexure_A24) may please be stayed urgently till the 
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final decision on the application preventing the loss 

caused to the applicant, 

10. ]X)ES NOT ARISE, (Submitted in person). 

ii. Particulars of Bank 1aft/Posta1 Order filed in respect 

of the application fee : 

Postal order No. Guwahatj Postal Order Ib.7G550465 

Date of issue 2Q/2/2002 

Office of Issue : Guwahatj G,P.0.(Njght) 

Office of Payment : Guwahati...5 

Particulars of the Payee : Registrar,c'entral Aninis.. 

trative Tribunal ,Guwahati 

BenchGu\;aha ti. 

12. LIST OP ENcLOStJflES : 

The impugned order dtd.9.6,01 

Appellate Order dtd, 29.1.2002 

I ,P .0 • 1b.0 .P .0.70550 465 dtd. 20/2/2002 for Rs, 

Annexures, A_i to A-27 in compilation No. 2.' 
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• 	 ___ 

I, Sri  S.B. Harika, son of Late Khargeswar Hazarika,• 

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

Director of Postal Services, Nagaland, Kohima resident of 

vjlL.Bhaluckmari, P 00.Goshaibari, P.S. & Dist.Nowgong.,(Assam) 

• 	doherebyVerifythattheCfltefltS0fParaS .......... ..... 

to • . . 	 are true to my personal krw1edge and 

paras 	 to 	 believe to be true on legal advice 

and that I have not suppressed any material facts. 

Date: 21. 2. 2002. 	 Signature of the applicant. 

Place : Guwahati-5. 

to 
The Registrar, 
Central Administrative Tribunal 
Guwahati Bench 
Guwahati-5. 
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T)EPARI'MENT OF POSTS: INDIA 

OFFICE OF THE I)IRECTOR OF POS'LL SERVICES 
NAGALANI): :KOHiMi - 797001 

No. Rule 1411S.B. I-Iazarika 	 Dated Koiiima the 8-6-2001 

In the office menio No. DiaiyISDIP0s-UkhruL'97 Did. 19 2.98 of DPS Manipur : Imphal, it 
was proposed to hold an inquiry under Rule 14 of the CCS (CCix) Rules 1965 against Slui. S.D. Hazarika 
the then SDJPOs, iJkhnil Dii. Ukhrul. A statement of articles ofChaies andastatenient of imputation of 
mis-conduct and mis-beha'iour in support of the article of charges and a list of documents by which and 
a list of witnesses by Wioni the articles of liiges were proposl to be sustained were also enclosed 
with the said memo. 

2. 	Shri. S.B. Hazaiika was given an opportunity to submit within 10 clays of the receipt of the 

menlo a written statement of defence and to state whether he desires to be heard in person. 

Statement of articles of charges framed a ispst Shri.S.B.Hazarika the then 

SDIPOs Ukhrul- Dn, Uldi 

2- 9  - ' - ~ ~ ) 	KI-A 

cj 	S 	l 
- 

Slifi. S.B. I-zara. while woddng as SDII'Os Uldul Sub- Dn, during the peod from 29 -  

01-96 (A/N) to 31-01-98, he had shown to have inspected many as 54 (filly four) Post Offices in the 

year 1996, but had not submitted a copy of the inspection remarks in respect of each of those 54 

(ftflvfour)Post Offices, To the Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur J)ivision Inpha or any other appropriate 

authority in place of the Supdt. of Post. Offices, Manipur - 
 Dii 1mpha1./Simi1ari the said Slui. S.D. 

Ha7Lnka, had shown to have nspectcd as any as 70 (Seventy) Post Offices during the pcnocl from 01-

01-97 to 3 1-12-97, but, had not submitted a copy of the iiispeetiiu remarks in respect of 45 (fortyfive) 

Post Oflices, to the Supclt. oF Post Offices, Manipur-  i)n l.mphai or any other appropnate authority in 

place of Supdt. of Post Offices, j\Ianipur- Dn Imphal . By his above acts, the said Slid. S.B. Hazarika 

io1ated the i'°'.°' of Rule- 300 (2) of P & 1' Man. \l VIII read with DEpt. of Posts! New Delhi 	 - 

letter No. 17-3'92- hispn. Dated 02-07-1.992. and Rule-3 (1) (ii) of CCS (ConciCS,. 

Shri. 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 qjspected the following EDBOs in Ukluixl Sub-Dn, on the 

datc noted against each,  



 

Name of the EDBO 

 

Date of lnspn. shown by 
Shri. S.B. 1-lazarika 

25-02-1997 
29-03-1997 
19-05-19c7 
10-06-1997 
i507-i 997 
20-07-1 997 

 

 
 

6. 

Chingjarai ED130 

Pashin EDB 

2-0)  F. 

pJ 

13u1. in fact, the said Shii Hazaika did not at all Inspect the above menüonecl EDBOs either 
on the date noted against each or on any olher dale in the year 1 997. Tlieref&e, by his above acts, the said 
Shri. S.B. Hazarika, violated the provisions of Rule 300(1) of the P &. TMan. Vol. VIII, Rule- 3 (1) (i) 
of the CCS (Conduct)Rules, 1964 and Rule-3 (1) (iii) of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

1 have gone (1) roul-91 the case carefully. 1-'3iieily. ShrLS.B.Hazarika, was chargsheeted under 
Rule 14 of the CCS (CC1) Rules 1965 vide ])PS, \Ianipur imphal memo no.DiaiyISDfiOs Ukhrui/97, 
(Ltd. 19.2.98 with the following charges:- 

m) 	While working as 51)1 (F) Ukhrul Sub-Di'ii from 29.1.96 to 31.1.98. he failed to submit 
inspection reports of 54 Post Offices in the year 1996 and 45 Post Offices in 1997 which were shown 
to have been inspected by him 

ii) For haing shown as inspected but did not mnspccl 6 EDBOs in Ukhrul Sub-Divn between 
25.2.97 t6287.97; IT 

ShrLSunil Das, the then Supdi. of Post Offices, Agariala Din, 1npura was appointed as the 

	

•.,. 	inquiry 	oflicer to inquire into the chaies framed against .SluiS.13.Hazarjka. After adducing both oral 
and.doc'uni.eillary eidenees the nqtiwv officer submitted his inquiry reprt vide his letter no.SP-1/1NQ 
did. 27.9.2000. 

As per the fIndings of the mquirv officer Article 1 of the charge is not proved and Article-fl 
Of the ch:irge as paulially proved to the, s1renth of 3 EDBOs out of6 alleged not to have been inspected: 

A copy of (he report of the inquiry officcr was supplied to the ehalEed official for making 
representahion, ifany. Slui.Hazajka submitted his representation which was sent by.RL. NO.309, did. 
25.11.2000. \VhiJe apreeing with the findings of the IC) in respect of Article 1, Shti.Hazarika disaeed 
with the findings of the 10 in respect of Article-il of the charge on the following grounds:- 

The 130s alleged not to have been rnspeced was on the basis of written statements and oral 
evidence of the BPMs of those three BOs \iz, KamcnL,  Kakching. Pushing and Shamhak DOs. 

The dates of the examinalion of those witnesses were fixed from 16.9.99 to 20.9.99 atlmphal 
when the CC)s fiin1inhings CI inihekY (he DPS Koliirna. 

The enqtiiry was held expaire and the slate wiIncsses were allowed to be examined by the 
PC) in the absence of the CO and he was den11e opportunity of cross examination of the stale witnesses. 



The 10 held regular hearing exparte in a hun in the absence of the CO and did ot record 
reasons for holding the eJquiry exparfe. 

The decision of the 
10 to hold the enquiry exparte and to allow the examination of the state witnesses in the absence of the CO was unjus(, unfair and u rlw;j mm ted. 

Non examjnaEjoi of the state witnesses was Uhjectd to 1w the CO before the 10 on 22.10.99 
hut the 10 overruled the objection and did not record the plea and Ohjctjo of the CO. 

The CC), therefore, prayed to the DiscipJimi,' Authorjt to exonerate him Jl of afl the CiIaI'QCS rcjectjn (lie lIldiflQ5 
of the 10 and in lespeet of' 3 EDl305 found to be not thspectj by the CO uncle, the chan?e Of Article II. 

7. 	1 have exanecl the chaieslcet. -depositio n  of state witnesses wthtn° bef.s of the P0 and 
tile CO. 

the inquü ptoceedthgs report of the thquir offlce and the representatjoii of the CO against the mquii' report. \\ile 
 accepting the nding of the inquin' officer th respect f the aiele II of the chaies, the I iscipIinai authority disa'ees with the JO in I'espec of JOs findings on Allicle I of the chan for.th ThIlow eaons:- 

ltliou 	there aje Shc)fl co,.nin on the p,it 0 1 the then Disejphjna:' u1harity in not chuding certain inhI)orrant documents lil the listcd(locumer,Is on the hnsjs of' which the articles 

all the witnesses and addjljoi1 (IOCUflflls as asked by the CO  
oral evulences h 	 and ave been produced dining the oral inquiry to establish the c1iane 

against the CO. 
ii) The deposition of, 

 S \V-4, Singh, (he then Dealing Ass. branch, C)/o the DPS i\Iaptir Imphal was crucial in stihstantiatinc Article I of the ehaies SW-4 deposed that he rCCeive(h 25 rns otit of 70 1'01' the veai 1997 and none fin the \'eaj 1996. SW4 also deposed that the CO d i d not SUb 1 i)CS 
thsp1t) lepear I reminders. The CO challenged that the deposition of SW-4 

was not CoITobolted by dobument'ai'. evidence and migh have been made 
Oil the basis of some records and not from his t11emoi as he was not exl)ee(ed to keep tile figures of flRg SLiI)ifljttl / not submitted 

by the difli'eiit Iflspec(iiig authoijty of the diisioflafl(I noti Production of documents leads the deposition 
to b thJe and (abijealed The J)Iea of 

the CO was accej)le(I by the 10 who concluded that non procfiic1jo of lIi 
record is really a deflciey Iowaids sustanmlg the chaie unless and othetwise con'obotaiecl I other doeumeniai -y evidence 

The COfltCfl(jorj of the 10 is not acceptabl e  .S W-4 was a mere witne and he was suppo sed to answ what he knew to he the truth. He was not supposed to hung ilue docwnents along viffi him until and unless he was asked to do so. 1-Ic had ckpeI betbre, the inquiry a.s he was asked for and it as the (1u(\' of (he CO tOconlest what SW-4 dejecl dining tile inquii 

id 



The contention of the CO that SW-4 cannot be expected to keep in rnemoiy all the figures 
of IRs submitted I not submitted by inspecung officersand which has been accepted by the JO 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 rcinemhei the numbers of IRs not submitted by the CO in 1996 and 1997. It was 
not only one or two but theiRs of all the POs stated to have been inspected by the CO in 1996 wee 
alleged not to have been submitted by the CO. 53 IRs of 1997 weie alleged not to have been 
submitted by the CO. it was, therefore, not a diThcult thing lbr the SW-4 to keep in mind the miinber 
of IRs submitted/ not subrnittedhv the CO. 

Another point raised by the CO and accepted by the TO is non-production of additional 
documents like monthly tour TA advance file for the penod from July 1997 to March 98. it was aigued 
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 suhsequcnt.l'A a(1 vance Was not granted unless IRs were 
submitted..Thsinfncwas accepted by the. JO. The prosecution should have produced the 
additional documents as asked by the CO aiidj3ermitied by  the liD. ]lowever, on perusal of the records 
it is seen that though the 10 in para 3 of his order no. 4 dtd.2 2.10.99 mentioned that he decided to call the 
file, he did not specifically ask the P0 or (lie competent authority to produce the documents. Even if the 
documents as asked for were produced they are not likely 10 help the defence of the CO in the absence of 
any specific order which the CO should have produced it there was any. Therefore, in the absence of 
any specific order in support of ih plea of the CO it was wrong to draw any inference due to fbi)-

production of certain additional documents. 

The charge against the CO was that he did not submit some ls of the POs which he 
claimed to have inspected in 1996 and 1997. He was given ample opporithuties to deny the charge & 
establish his innocence. However. from the rcords of We inquiry proceedings it is seen that he (lid not 
attend the prehniinaiy and regular hearii igs and look pad in the oral inquiiy only afler eidence on behalf 
of the disciplinary authority was closed. For his dctnce the CO has raised issues like non-production 
of certain idditional dcuments, non-production of original documents and lacuna in the deposition of 
state witnesses. But the CO has not 1)i'oduced any documentary or oral evidence to shosi that he had 
indeed submitted the Is of the POs which were stated to have been inspected by him. Copies of the iRs 
or receipts of registered letters by which the IRs were submitted which-are crucial documenuiiy evi-
dence were not produced by the CO to establish his innoôencc and disprove the charge. 

In viesv of the above, article I of the chane aainsf Shri.S.B.J-Iazari.ka is clearly established, 

8. 	As far as Article-il 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 thi'ee 130s 

namely Kameng Kakching, Pushing and Shamshak BOs has been proved. Even though the inspection of 

\  t
he Authority inclines not to dispute with 
he findings of the IC) and hold the Article-Il of the chai',e against the CO as partially proved. 

9. 	The points raised by the CO in his 
have also been.considered: - 

TIfation against the report of the inquiry ullicci 



- 	 - 	 - 

I) 	f lie oral evidence as well as the whiten statements of the three BPMs whose offices were alleged 
• 

	

	not to have been tnspectecl are crucial and sufficient evidence to prove that the three 130 were not 
inslectecl by the CO in the year 1997. The BPMs aie the custodians of all thc 130 records and as such 

• 	their oral depositions-and whiten statements as to whether the BOs have been inspected or not cannot be 
dismissed lightly. The other BO staff like EDDAs and EDMCs may or may not be present at the BOs 
duing inspections. But no inspection of BOg can he canied out in the absence of the BPIvls who are 
responsible for safe custody of the BO records. Therefore, unless contrary is proved, their written 
statements and oral-evidence have to he accepted. 

The CO was not debarred from atteiidin the enquiry at any point of time. In fact lie was 
directed to attend the heating at linphal on 21.10.99 'de DPS Kuhim.a memo of even no, dtd.22.9.99. 
But the CO deliberately chose ndt to attend the enquiry. As such the CO cannot claim that lie was not 
relieved oflus duty as CL in the O/o the DPS, Kohima by the controlling authority and as such could not 
attend the enquiry. Sufficient opportunity was given but the CO did not avail the opportunity to attend the 
inquiry and cross examine state witnesses. Therefore, he was not denied but he did not avail the 
oppoiiiinitv to cross - examine state witnesses. 

As the CO failed to altnd the oral hearings fixed by the JO on several dates the enquiry was 
held exparte upto the complelion of the stage of presenialion of prosecu(ions, documents and witnesses. 
As s14ln •.czs e nat of Slate witiees wasdue to non ttendance othe heathigs by the CO on 
the dates.fjxed for examination and cross examination of Slate-witnesses, 

• 	ii.') When the co delilei•atelv chose not to attend the iiiquiiyon numerous dates fixed for 
pidwuiiauy and regular hearings by the 10 and sufficient opportunities afforded to the co, no specific 
reason is required to be recorded as to why the enquiry was held exl)arte. 

The (lCeISiOfl oL the 10 to hold the eflqwrv exparte and to allow the examination of State 
\Vitnesses was in orcki'. When the CO chose not to atiencl (he previous heating there was no question of 
J)OStponwg the examination of witnesses due to the absence of the CO. If for any reason the CO could 
not attend the heating on a pailicular date fixed by the 10 he could have infoiñted the JO and prayed for a 
l)pstl)onemenl / adjournment. But there was no written communication to the JO from the CO's side. - 

10. In short sufficient opportunities were given to the Co to (icily the charges and establish his 
innocence. But ShiiS.13.Hazaril<a just ignored the enquirvupto the stage of presentation of prosecution, 
docwnents and witnesses. Apart from pointing out dehciencies in file inquiry, lie has not produced any 
relevant documentary or oral evidence to establish his innocence and disprove the charges. The charges 
against Shri,S.B,Hazarjka are very serious. 	One of the main duties and functionsof a 
Sub-Divisional Jnpector of Post Offices, is the annual inspection of Post Offices. But Shri.Hazarika 
thiled to cariy out this main function of an ffO while working its SD! (P) Ukhrul Sub-Diision between 
29.1 .9 	 h4idf an iiTspl;3hleofficjal is not f: to be retained in erVce. However, 
considenng the facts and circumstances of the case. I fe1 that Shii.Hazarika should be given another 
opportunity 10 reftn-ni- himself by retaining him • in servicejjd iniposrt1ic- following punishment on 
Slui, SB. Hazarika :- 

w 	
4t27' 
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Aft I 
ORDER 

Therefore. I Shri.F.P.SOIO. Director of Postai,ServicS, Nagaland Kohima and the 
DiscipIiaiy Authorii.yherehY orderthat the pay of Shri.S.B. Hazarika il he then SDI POs Ukhrul Sub-Dn 
now C.IDivisional Office, Kohima (U,'S) he reduced by 6 (six) stages ftm Rs.6650/- to Rs.55001- in the 

time scale of Rs. 5500-175-9000/- fr a period of three years w.e..f. 1-06-2001 with cumulative effect. It is 

further directed that Shri. S.B.Hazaril;a. C.l.Divl. Office. Kohima (UIS) will not earn increment of pay 

duringhe periodof reduction and that on the expiryol this period, the reductiofl will have the effectof 

posponng his future increments olpay. 

(F.P.Solo) 
Director of Postal Serices 
Nagaland Kohirna 	797001 

Copy to :- 
 The CPMG (INV) N.E.Circle, Shillong for information 

 
The Po 	rKohima H.O. for itfonnation and n/a. 
TKolkata (Through the Postmaster Kohima H.O.) ii1A(P)  

 The Director Of Postal services, Manipur : imphal for infomation 

5 Sun. S.13.Hazadka, C.J. Divi. Office Kohi.ma (u/s). 

(.. PF of the Official 
 CR of the Official. 
 office copy.  

---1P. Solo) 
Director of PostaJ Serces 
Nagaland: Kohima * 797001 



J)EPAIUFMENT OF POSTS 

4 	OFFiCE OF TIlE CHiEF' POSTMASTER GENERAL, N.E. CIRCLE 
S1IILLONG-793 001. 

ME'1O NO. STAFF/i 09-1.4/2001, 	 Dated at Shillong, the 29.1.2002. I _ 
ORDER 

This is a decision oii the appeal dated 12.9200 1 of Shri S.B. Häzarika, 
at present wrking as Complaint Inspector (Postal), DMsional Office, Kohinja, 
against the order of DPS, Kohima issued in Memo No.Rule-14/S.13. ijazarika dated 
8.6.2001 vide Which the punishment of reduction of pay of the official by 6(six) 
stages fin' a period of 3(three) years with cummulative effect was imposed on the 
official. 

2. 	The chronology of ei'ents in this case in brief is as follows:- 

Charge-sheet under Rule 14 of CCS CCA) Rules, 1965 issued 
to the official on 19.2.98. 
inqiury completed and 1.0. submitted his reporton 27.9.2000. 
The,Disciplinary Authority issued the punishment referred to 
above on 8.6.2001. 

Normally an official to whom a punishment is awarded, is supposed to 
make the appeal to the prescribed Appellate Authority. However, in thiscase, it is 
seen that the charged official approached the Hon'ble Central Adnilnistrative 
Tribunal (CAT), Guwahati Bench, Guwahati vide O.A. NO.347 of 2001. The 
Hon'ble CAT,Guwahati was not inclined to go into the merits of the case at that 
stage and directed the appellant - Shri S.B. Hazarika to.prefer a statutory 
appeal before the competent authority within'three weeks vide their order dated 
31.8.2001 in OA NO.347/2001. Further, the Hon'ble CAT, Guwahati directed the 
Appellate Authority to conclude the appeal preferably within two months from the 
date of receipt of the appeal if preferred by the appellant Pursuant to this decision 
of the Hon' ble CAl', Guwahati, the offidal Shri S.B. Hazarika submitted his appeal 
directly to the Appellate Authority and copy endorsed to the Disciplinary Authority. 
The 'case alongwith the comments of the Disciplinary Authority was received in 
Circle Office, Shilloug on 28.9.2001. The appellant had quoted some case Laws in 
his appeal and correspondence was entered with the appellant for supplying' copies 
of records relied by him in his appeal. After protracted correspondence, no 
satisFactory reply w received. 

The text of the Articles of charges against the offlcia! Is reproduced 
below :- 



.4 	 . 	AR1'ICLE-I 

"Shri S.B. Haiarika while working as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Division 
duriig the period from 29.01.96 (A/IN) to 31.01.98 he had shown to4ave inspected as 
many as 54 post offices in the year 1996 but had not submitted a copy of the 
inspktion remarks in respect of eadi of these 54 post offi,es to the Supdt. of Post 
Of1les, Manipur Division, Iniphal or any other approprhite authOrity in place of 
the Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur J)ivision, Imphai Similarly, the said Shri S.B. 
IIazrika had shown to have inspected as many as 70 post bffices 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 post offices to the Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur 1)ivision, Imphal or 
any,other appropriate authority in place of Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur 
DMjion, imphal. By his above acts, the said Shri S.B; Ilazarika violated the 
provision of Rule 300 (2) of P&T Man. Vol.111 read with Department of Posts, New 
Delhi letter No.17-3/92-inspu. dated 2.7.92 and Rule 3 (1) (ii) of 'CCS (Conduct) 

Rules, 1964." , 
AR'!' IC LE-ll 

"Shri S.B. Ilazarika while working as SDIPOs, Ukhru Sub-Division 
during the period from 29.1.96 to 31.1.98 he had showà to have inspected the 
following EDI30s hi Ukhrul Sub-Division on the date noted against each. 

Name of the ED1IO 	Date of hispection shown 

 Cbingarai EDBO 25.2. 1997 

 Sirarkhang EDI)O 29.3.1997 

 Kamang Kakching EDBO 19.5.1997 

 Shanshak ED.B() 10.6.1997 
 Nuugshong EDBO 15.7.1997 

 I'ushingEDB() 20.7. 1997 

But, in fact, the said S'hr.i 1 lazarika did not at all inspect the above mentioned 
EDBOs either on the dale noled 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 Manual VOL VIII. Rule 3 (i)(i) ofthe CCS (Conduct) Rules, 
1964 and Rule 3 (1)(iii) of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964." 

3. 	'[lie main points put forward by the appellant in his appeal are as 
follows ..... 

I) 	That 1.0. held the enquiry on 15.9.99, 16.9.99, ,17.9.99, 18.9.99 
ex-parte. Thus, he did not ge.t the scope to defend his case. 

J'hat he could not attend the enquiry on a&ove dates as he was 
not relieved by the controlling authority i.e. DPS, Kohima 
although the copy of notice dated 12123.8.99 was endorsed to 
DPS, Knhalso by,  (he 1.0. 

. 	 . 	 .'.. 	'i• ..... 



4 , 	
iii) 	.1 hat the additiuiial documents demanded by him which were 

accepted by the 1.0. and called for production during the 
inquiry on 10.5.2000 were not produced and examined. 

is') 	The defence witnàs, Shri N.C~11 Haldar, Dy. SP, imphal 
although was summoned to attend the enquiry declined to 
become a defence s1tness, and no action was takeii to compel 
him to depose before the. 1.0. 

That the prosecution witnesses - (1) Shri L. ito Siugh (SW-i), 
(2) Shri S. Yarngai (SW-2), (3) V.S. Vareso (SW-3), (4) Shri 0. 
1)wijamani Singh (SW-4) were zxamined in absence of the 
appellant without ordering for cross examination. So these 
witnesses cannot be treated as valid. 

Shri 0. .Dwijamani Singh (SW-4), dealing assistant of the 
Divisioti'al Office, Imphal, deposed that the appellant did not 
submit the IRs as listed in the charge-sheet i.e. 54 (fifty four) 
IRs of 1996 and 45 (forty five) IRs of 1997. This deposition 
made from his memory without support of any documents. The 
appellant argues that nobody can remember such information 
correctly without any support of evidence. 

a) That the 1.0. In his Inquiry report held that charge under 
Article-I was not proved. 

b) That the 1.0. in his inquiry report also held that the charges 
under Article-Il was partially proved, because out of six 
offices, alleged to be not inspected by the appellant only three 
offices were found not inspected. But these findings also should 

4 	
' 	 not be treated as correct because the appellant was not given 

reasonable opportunity to cross-examine the state witness. 

That the punishment order with retrospective effect with effect 
from 1.6.01 while the order was issued on 8.6.01 which is not 
admissible as per rule. 

The appellht, therefore, prayed that the punisnient order should be 
set aside. 	' 

4. 	I have gone through the appeal thoroughly with reference to relevant 
• 	records. it is seen that - 	 - 
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(i) 	The appellant evaded attending the inqtiiry not only from 15.9.99 to 
18,9.99 but on earlier dates also (i.e. 25.8.98, 22.9.98 and 27.1.99) he did not attend 
the enquiry. As regards his ;wi-reiief, lie alleged that D?S, Kohima did not issue 
any release order. The appellant was workiig in the offlce of DPS itseLf. He was 
summoned to attend the enquii'. it was incumbent on him to seek release order for . 
attending the enquiry but he thd not do so. As such, it cannot be said that he was 
denied chaiice to attend the enquiry. Moreover, he did not send any information 

• also to the 1.0., intimating the reasons for his inability to attend the enquiry. 
Therefore,' the 1.0. was Justified In holding the enquiry ex-parte. The claim of the 
appellant stating that he did not get reasonable oppotunity to defend his case, 
therefore, does not stand. 

It is found to be a fact that the additional document i.e. the tour T.A. 
advance file of Divisional Office was neither furnished nor any reason for non-
production was intimated to the 1.0. Bift, in rny, opinion, T.A. adane file has no 
direct relevance to submission of IRs. Because, T.A. advances are generally 
sanctioned if the tour programme is approved and. adjustment, of previous T.A. 
advances are generally watched over. 

Regarding lou-attendance of the defence witness, Shri N.C. Haidar, it 
is found that the official expressed unwillingness in writing to be a defence witness 
and he did not attend the hearing on 10.5.2000. As recorded in the order sheet dated 
10.5.2000, his further summoning was also not insisted upon by the appellant. 

The state witnesses were examined during the hearing from 15.9.99 to 
18.9.99 while the enquiry was held ex-parte. The appellant was himself responsible 
for not attending the enquiry. .. Hence, it cannot be said that he was not given 
opportunity to defend his case. Further, lie did not request for recalling those 
witnesses for cross-examination when he attended the enquIry on subsequent dates. 
Hence, there Is no ground to treat those witnesses as invalid. 

The SW-4 deposed regarding non-submissIon of IR from his personal 
knowledge. Even if lie might not have recollected the numbers correctly, the fact of 
non-receipt of some liRs from the appellant was established. The appellant also. did 
not furnish any proof of submissio,i of any of the IRs from his side to disprove the 
statement oISW-4 and the substantive charge against him. 

	

(ii) 	, it is correct that the inquiry Authority held that the charge under 
Article-I was not proved. But the Discinlinary Authority disagreed with this finding 
of the .1.0. and recorded his own findings with reason for disagreement. This is 
permitted under RuIelS of CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965. Therefore, DPS; Kohima the 
Disciplinary Authority was well within his power to disagree with the findings of the 
1.0. in respect of charges under Article-I. 

	

(vii) 	• 	Regarding the effect of the punishment retrosped,ively, the controlling 
authority intimated that it was an inadvertent mistake. it would be effective either 
from the date of issue of order..or nrosnecthlv. 

4 
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On a careful consideration of the whole case I find that the charges 
against the official are quite grave Inspection of offices under IllS control is the 
primary and important duty of a Sub-Divisional inspector. Equally important is his 
duty to promptly subnit all the Inspection Reports to his superb . In the entire 
enquiry, the chairged official has not brought any evidence to prove that he had fully 
discharged his duties of preparation and subiuissioii of inspection Reports listed in 
the charges. lie is trying to rely only on one premise that jibe had not submitted his 
IRs he would hot have been given further TA adváncë. I am surprised that a 
responsible officer of the rank of a Sub-Divisional Inpector should take recourse to 
such flimsy excuse in support of his case. Had lie really submitted the Inspection 
Report.s, there is no reasoh why they would not be available in the Divisional Office., 
Similarly, office copies and the forwarding letter relating thereto would be 
avaHab1e in the SI)I 's oiiLe also 1 he Disciplinary Authority in its decision, 
especially para-7, sub-para-S has dealt with this aspect in detail. 

In my view the charged official deserves a much harsher punishment' 
of removal from service. however, I take a overall: rather liberal view of the case 
ind treat the punishment already given to the officialaj. 'adequate with a view to 
giving him a chance to improve as he has got se .inaly 'years of service lefL The 
appeal of the official is, therefore, hereby rejected. 

I 	- 

 

---- 

(VIJAtTALE) 
Chief Postmaster General, 
N.E. Circle, Shillong-793 001. 

Copy to:- 

The Director Postal Services, Nagaland-DivIslon, Kohlnia-797 001. 

"SIIri S.B. IIã"za'rika, Complaint Inspector (Postal) through the 
Director Postal Services, Nagaland Division, Kohirna. 

( VIJA C. . TALE ) 

69 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWHATI BENCH: GUWHATI-5 

41-PLIC'4 TION UNDER SECTION 19 OF 
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.Jnion of India & Others 

COMPILATION NO-2 
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POiN NO.1 

(sULi4) 

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 19 OF THE 
CEN'IRAL ADtE NIS'IRA'I!LVE TRIBUNAL ACT, 1985 

Title of the Case : 	S.B.Hzar}za 

Vs 1  

Union of India & Others 1  

I N D E X 

-' - 	 - - 

Si 
• ' Description of documents relied upan 

: 
Page 

ODMPILATSON 1Z.1 

 Application 123 I  Punishment order dtd,8 • 6.01 24. 29 
Vt ArJ1?ei1 1 te order  cftd. 29. 1.02 30_34 

COIIPILATION :o,2 

3, Anriexure 	A..i 	(i-x) Copy of charge_sheet dtd, 3544 
19. 2.98 

4• 1  -2 Copy of Appointment order 45 
of 10 

5. 'I  A..3 	•. Copy of Appointment order .46. 
of P0 

6. 	. A..4 Copy of Inquiry Notice 
dtd.12/28..99 

47 

7 I  A..5 	(i.vi) Proceeding dtd,15,9.99 43-53 
8. JL6 

. 
Copy of proceeding cltd. 16.9, 54 
99. 

9 1  A..7 	(ii1) Copy of Papasition of 5w1 5556 
dtd 16/9/99 

101 So A8 Copy of proceeding dtd.17,9, 57 
99. 

11. 	. 9 Cor)y of Deositio 	of 50 
dtd.17,9.99, 

12. ?..10 Copy of Deposition of 	4_3 59 
dtci, 17,cqc) 

13. A11 Cojy Of i)eositton of 	L4 60 
dtdi7,9.99,, 

14. A,12 	(i_li) py of Proceeding dtd.9, 5.62 
99 

Cond.,.2 
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upon  

15. Annexure 	-13 Copy of inquiry Notice 63 
Ld20,9,9 

16. A-14 LOj o 	de 	fl3,Kohima 
dtd. 22/9/99 

17. A-15 Co2y of Proceeding dtd.21/10/ 
99. 

184 u 	 A-16 (i-u) Cov of 1st of 11 &A&U. 6667 
documLnts dtd.22,10.99 

1911 ". 17 Copy of Proceeding dtd.2210, 68 

• 20. 2L18 Copy Of order Of appointment 6. 
of Adhoc P.O. 

21. A-19 Copy of Inquiry r'btice dtd, 70 
20,4. 2000. 

22,A u A-20 4 11) Copy of proceeding dtd.10.5. 71-72 
2000 

,53 
23, *1 A-21 Copy of endorsement furni 73 

slung inquiry Report. 

2 A-22 (i-xx) Copy of Inquiry Report dtd,27.7493 
9.00 

25. 2L23 (i-u) Copy of Fepresentatiori 94.,95 
against Inquiry \eport 

26, 24 (i_vi) Copy of fna1 order dtd. 96101 
8/6/01 

27. L25 (u-u) orcors 04ted 31.8.01 of CAT/ 1Q2-10 

\26 (_xv:ni) Appeal dtd.l?.9.Ol l04.12 

291 A7 (u. - r) T)I011 	tc 041 	3 dLd.29,1,02 1-16 

Signature of the app1cant 

FOR USI IN IF3UflL'S OFFICE. 

D-ate of Piling :- 
Date of Received by post : 	Submitted in person. 
Registration lb. :- 

E3icjnature 
For 	egusLrar. 

- - 



Copy to:- 1  

S.B. Hazarika 
SIiIPOSD Ukhrul Sub-Dri, 
Ukhrul. 

24 Viq/Stt. 

	
491p¼&& 
	 ¶'I 

	

I 	hI III 	
Ii 

RPAH I f"IENI U1 POST 1 1NDI 

iFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR POST!L SERUICES:MNIPLR:It1PHhL? 9 SOOl' 

. DiarY/SDIPOSUkhrUl/ 97 	 Iatod at Imphal the 19G2.98 

M E MO_R_ILN_D_U_cI_ 

The undersigned proposes to hold a inquiry against 

Shr j.S,,B.. 	 bPOyUhVu1 $ub—ntJthtt11. • •under 

Ruie '-14 of the Central Civil .Ser\JiceS  ( ClassificationpContrbla  

and appeal Rules 1965. The sbstance of the imputation of mis-
donduct an or misbehabiour in respect of uhich the inquirY is 
proposed to be held is sot out in the enclosed statement of arti- 
clesof charges ( Annexure—I) \ statement of the imputation of 
misconduct or misbehaviours in support of each article of charge 
is enclosed (pnnexure —II). 1 list of documents by which and a list 
of uitnessnes by whom, the articles of charge are proposed to be 
sustaned are also enclosed (knnexure III and hi). 

1. 	Shri $...HazarLka,.SD 	s-JJthu1 S 	fln,UhrlL1. is directed 

• 

	

	to submit uithinj 10 days of the receipt of this memorandum as 
written stabement of his defence and also to state whether, he 

• 	desires to be heard ir, person. 

30 	
He is jnf0rmed that an nquiry will be held only in 

r.espect of those articles of charge as are not admitted. He 
should therefore, specifically admit or. deny each articles of 

charge. 

Shri 
her informed that if he does not submit his written statement 
efence on or before the date spedif'ied in para 2 above, or doo 
ot appear in person before the inuiry authority or otherwise 
2ils or refuses to comply with the prOviSion of Rule —14 of t 

(cC) Rules, 1965 or the orders/directions issued in pursual.. 

	

the said rule, the .1 	•.. inquiring authority may hold the 
.quriy against him : EX-.PRTE4 

nJ.. 

1ttention of Shri.. ijazaçilça., 	 '? i 
invited to R.ue 20 of the CCS(Cnduct) Rules , 1964, under 
which no Govto Serviant shall bring or attempt to bring any 
politchial or outside influence to bear upon any superthr autho- 

• 	rity to further his inteBst in respect of matters pertain.flQ 
to his service under the Governerntnt. If any representation is 
received on his behalf' from another person in respect of any 
matter dealt with in thees 	orocedinns it will be presumed 

that 	 .A 	. is aware of' such 
a representation and that it has been made at his in. stance 
and action will be taken against him for violation of Rule —20 
of the CCS(Conduct) Rules 1964. 

6a 	The receipt of the Memorandum ma y  be •acknoledged. 

Name a 	jesi n4ion of 
C ompet ant1AuthDr/i,tY. 

(TJTE11fA) 
Director Postal Servka 

Manipur Division, inph10Oo1' 
F1 



'I  

Statement of artióle of charges framed ajainst 
Shy i,. .Hazatik , SD Ip s/UkhEul Su 	$ Ukhrul. 
- -, - -. -. - 	 - - - -- - - - a ----- - - - - 

—
Ar tiCle-01, 

Shr,i.S..Hazerika, while working as 
Iikhrui. 5ub-n., during the pBtiOd from 29/1/51(/N) 
to 31/1/, he had shown tO have inspected as 
many as 54(Fifty Four)Pest Df'fices in the year 
156, but had net submitted a copy of the Inspection 
Remarks in respect if each if these 54(Fifty feur) 
Pest Ut'fjcee,ta the Supdt.of Pest 9fficee, Pianipur 
ivjsjin, Imihal or any othat appropriate au tha-

rity in place of the $ipdt.f Post Officee,Naflipur 
Oivisin, imphal. Similarly, the oaid Shri0S.O 
azarika, had shown. to have inspected a s many as 

7O(Sevonty) [ost Of'ficeaduring the period ?om 
ii/1/97 to 31f12/97 but had net submittaS a 
cepy . te Inspection Remarks in respect of 

i~f
----'-- PestUffices, to the

S$Jpdt*W1' Ps at 	tf'ces, fanipur,ivieiafl, .Imphal 
, 

s any ether aprepriate authority in place if 
.tha Suit.sf pest Offices, Pianipur aivieian,imphal. 

By his abeve acts, the said Shri.S.S.Hazcrike' 
vilated the previsions of Rule-30(2) of 
Plan.Vi10VIII read with Uptt,øf Pests/New Delhi 
'letter Ne.17_3/92Inspfl. atedo62/57/iZ and 
Rul3(1)(ii) of CCS(Canduct)RUlee,.14o 

• 	•.r tic1 	II 

Shri,$a5.HaZotika, uhila working 2sSIP/ 
UkhrulSu.b-Ufl., during the p@tiød from 29/e1/6  

he had shown to have inspected the 
feilawing EQ,Wsin Ukhrul Su1-Dn, on the date 
neted against 'OaChc 

Name of the EUCO 	sate of Inspne shown 
by Shri.S.,F12zarika 

1. Chingjersi EOW 	25.42..1997 
2s. Sirarakhsng EUM 	29-D3-1997 
3, Kumang Kakchir gEl -' 1.-05197 
4. $hangshakOD 	1006.1997 
S. Nungshong ED. 	157197, 
6. Pushing Eam 	 20.07- 199? 

ut, 'in fact, the said'Shri.Hazarika, did not at 
all inspect the above mentiened EDS either an 
the date neted against each or on 	y  ether. date 

• in the year 197. Therefore, by his abeve acts, 
the said 5hri.S,.HaZarika, violated the previsions 

• 

 

of 'Ru1e-3(1) of F&T Mi,V91..VIIl, Rule3(1)(i) 
if CCS(C9nduct)ftules,1964 and Rula-30j(iii) of 

• 	CGS(C.nduct)Rules,1. 

d 	 . 	
(L iCTT[UN IA) 

pv 	 Uirecty Postal Sorvices,, 
\J..J 	 • 	 • 	 Planipur1Imphal:7501. 

t •. 

4. - 



NNEXUR- U. 

/ 
Statem en t . P irnu tatin a of mi sc• nduc t an d/ez ni seh avi aur 

• in supp.rt of the articles of charas framed aeinat 
Shri. S. O.Hazarjka 9  SE1PC s/Ukhru3. ,Su b-.n. ,lkhrul 

- - * 	- - - - - - 

That as many as Ii($ixty'six) UIs and i(Cne) 
S.D in'Ukhrul Sub-.Dfl., were allitted to the sharn of. 
Sb.Divisinal Inapectir of Post Qf'rices, Ukhrul Sub..n., 
Ukhrul.Po.r insectien during the year 1996 vids $P$s/ 
Imphal 'letter Neolnepection/Ijur Pr,ramme/19 dtd. 

a copy or inspection progrmme ?r 
the year 196. The saidhri.$aaHazariko, tookover 
:thechargo . of SL)Ips/Ukhrul Sub- 	on 29/1/,(AhN) 
and prior to - taking over the charge of the Sub -Qn., 
by the said Shri.S.i.Hazarika, one iri.PoIa liarjng 
P.A., Imphai. H,0 was SfPiciatin as SBIPCs/Ukhrul 
Suøn from 01/11/51 to 2/21/N). Qfthq 1(Sixty six) 
EIOassigned to the 'SOIJOs/Ukhru1Sib-Dn., for inspoc.. 
tien during the year 1,the said 5hrifoba Mannq 
already inspected as many'as13(Thirteen)ELa during 
the poniad Pram 81/111/ 	to 2/61/. Thus, as many 
as 53(Fifty. three) EDIaan 1(ene) S 	were remaining 
for inspection,by the said Shri.S.1.Hazanika, during 
the year 1996 at the time of taking over the charge of 
Ukhrul Sub-On by, the said ShnioHazarika on 29/01/1(/N). 
The said Shy i.,  3 Hazatik a, in his Po rtnightl y diaries 
afld monthly summaries of the 	IPD s/Ukhrul for the periad 
from 29/$1/9(/N) to 31/12/9, had shoin to have ins.., 
pooted all the 53(Fjf'ty three).s and 1(Une) S.0 
which, wer.remaining'fer inspection by the saidShnie 
SeI.Kazajka as in 2/1/(WN).  The list at 53(FlPty three) 

Qs and'1On,e) 5.0 shown to have inspected' iy the 'said 
ShriHazanika has been enclosed as CANNEXURE..4C. 

• Similarly, as many as 71(.Seveity one) Post Offices 
io.(Sixty nino)EOs and 2(tuo) SeOs were assigned to 

• 	the .SIPOs/Ukhrul Sub-Un.,f'or inspection during the year 
19 	vide SSPDs/Imphal letter No. Inspection/Tour Programma/ 
1997 Utd0290,t7 alenquith a capy. of Inspection programme 
for the year .197. P the !(Sixty nine) EDs and 2(T) 
S.0 a in..thoUkhrul Sub-On., uhichuere assigned for 
inspection by the said Shni.S. oHazanika as SIPO s/Ukhrul 
Sub-On., he had shown to have inspected all the 9(Sixty nine) 
EOEs and 1(One) 3.0 on different date/dates during the 
penied from 1/i/0 to 31/12/97, in his Portni!htly. dIaries 
5d monthly sUmrnaniesof, the SDIPCs/Ukhrul submitted by 
the said Shri.Haz8nika, for the aferonntioned period ?roni 
tine, tatlme. The list of !(5ixty nine) £Es and 1(One) 
SQ uhih were shown. to have lean ingected by the said 
Shnj.S.i,Hazanjka dur.ng the year i'i has been encl.sed 
as'NNcXUR.P. 

That, ,as per Rulé..3li(2) of P&T Mane V.1.VI'iI, 
the said Shri.S..Hazarika, SOUPOs/Ukhrul had to 
submit the copyP Inspection Remarka,lri respect of kk* 
each of the 'OU and S.Q inspected by him, to the 
Spdtoøf Post Offices, Pianipur Division, Imphal. 9  and' 
in accordance with eptoof 9osts/New Qeihi Letter 
We. 17-3/92..Ina .td.2/7/!2 the time limit for 

Con 

t 
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subm i ss ig n/-issuanceOf Insp 	
O 

Bctiofl -  Remarke/IflSPeCtiOfl 
r.  

Re1er.ta in reapect.Of' EOO and S. are iO(Ten)daY8 

and i5(Fifteefl) days from the date io? inspectiøfl 
respectivelY. Uut, the said Shri.S.0.15aZarika 9  had 

not, all all, suiiitted the copy Of IflSp8Ctl.Dfl remarks 

in respect of 5(Fi?tY three) Eases and 1(One) 5.0, 

whIch were shøt$i to have been inspected by him M in 19969 as 

per MNNEXURE..tA , 	to the SupdtoOf Post 01'fices, (aniput 

UjiSiOfl, Imphal either within ,the prescribed time 
limit as specifi$d aboVa, or :onany subsequefl.tI dateo 
Similarly, the said hri q S..HaZrika, had nut, at 

all aubmi M th c y of inspection remarks in respect 

if 	4j 	 EOs and i(One)S.0), uhich 
were showN to have been inspected by the said Shri.Hazarika 
on dif'ferenft da e/ato.s during the year 1997. The list 

4+-L 	
and 1(0 no) 5.0 9  which 

were shown 't• have Ie"ên inspected by the said Shri.Haarika 
katt in the year 197, but he did not submit IRs has been 

enclg8d as ANNXUft—C. 

TherefDre,it siinputed that the sèid 
Shri.S.9.Hazarika, by his above acts, violated the 
provisions of Ru1Q_306(2) of P&T pi,.Vol.VIII arid 

,:.. 

orders contained in Deptt.oP posts/New Delhi letter 
No.17..3/2.-IflSPfl. Oated.02/07/1929 andalso failed 
to maintain 5bsoluta devotion to his duties in vie-lotion 

o f Rule._3(1)(ii) of CCS(Conduct)Rules,196 4 . 

Article-1 1.  

The following DWeifl Ukhrul Sub-On, uhich 

were assigned to the 	IP0s/Ukhrul Sub-tin., for annual 
inspection for the year 1997 vide SsPcs/Imphal letter 
No. Inspection/TOUr Programrno/1997 Dtd.29001. 1 971 were 

shun to have been inspected by the said Shri 0 S,8.HaZarika 

as 5OIPOs/UkhrUl, on the date noted against each, 

1, Chingjaroi EDED 	 25.-2-1997 

Sirarakhon £D3 	 29..13-1997 
Kamang (akChiflg EO Ev 

Shshak EDSO 	 1m.-01997 
S. Nunshonq LOUD, 	- 	15..s7.197 	- 

. 	 .4 Pushing E) 	- 	2$7-1997 

The said Shri.So.HaZarika was working . as SOIPOs/Ukhrul 

during the period from 29/S1/9(A/N) to 31/21/91 and, 

he had shown to have inspected the above pOSt offices -. 
as mentioned alcove in his fortnightly diarias pertaiflifl 

to that period and also in the dot monthly summaries .f 
the StIp0s/Ukhrul Sub-Dn., Ukhrul,sUbrflitted by the said 
hri.HaZarika , for the respective months on which those 

offices had been shown to have been inspected* lut, the 

EDPMs 6f the above EDflDs hive, intimated, to the Director 
• Postal Services, (lanipur, Imphal, in writing that 1 the said 

Shri.S.&LHaZarika, SDIPDs/Ukhrãl did not inspect their 

- I respective LOUDs in the year 1997 till the time of sub-
mission of respective intimatPnS by each of the EiflPMs 
of above EDUDs in the months of Septt97/0ct97/NOVt97. 

fton 	
Therefore, it is imputed that the said Shri.SoUo 

Hazarika, did not at all inspect the atorementioned EDs 
an the dates noted against each and thereby violated the 
prvisiofl, )f Rule.. 3QU( 1) of PCT Man. Vol • VIII • In addition 

Contd.p/)1X, 3..... 
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I. 

thO amid hr3.,RaZar3.ka ty his act of suamsidti of falsa 
in?ormtiofl regarding insp8tiOfl of those aov mnt1on*ei 
ELstaiiOd ta maintaifl abso1u.integrity and a1s& 

acte ina<m8flflO Uflc)m1fl) f a Gvt,setvant and thereI3y j.l
vi1atd • Ru10-3(1)(i) and 3(1)(iii)Of CCS(Cihduct)Ru1 	, 

/ 

tiLUN) 
ioctor P9ta1 $ervicOs,: 

11 an ipur: Iñh 1:795 OR 1. 

• 	•• 	: 



List of thcumeflts y which articles of charges framed against 
Shri.S..H8zariI(a,1h/l Su.On., Ukhrul 

are propOse 

to Ia sustlifled.. 

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

14 SPOs/Imphal letter N0.Ifls1eCti0fl/T0Ur Programme/19 

Otd.1/82/ 	alonguith a COpY Of iflspGCtiOfl prigramme 

for the. year 1991 (of SD1P3s/UkhrUl SUUfla,) 

29 SSPUs/Imhal letter No.InspGCtioflfToUr Programme/i7.... 
Dt.2,11.4 97 al,nguith a cvy of inspection prQranma 
for the year 197(af SIPDsfUkhrUl SuI4in.,) 

3. VsrtnihtlY diary 	for the Istleftnight of EeI/9. 

* 	' of SDI(P)/Ukhrul 	No.1/11,iY/S0 	L/95-96 dt1/2/91e 

46 	 -do.. 	 for the 2nd fortnight of 3anf9 
N 004 -1/0iary/S)I_UKL/96 dt.1/100 

for the 2nd fortnight of reI/ 
N.11/iary/5L-UKL 	dt.1.3a9 

for the let fortnight ofMar/96  
dtd*16.3096  

for the 2nd fortnight of Iar/9
No.M.1/Diary/SQI-UKL/96 dtd,14.9 

	

-do- 	 fur the 1st fortnight of Apiil/96  
No0/ i/Qiary/SDItJKL/ 	dtd. 17.4.9á 

	

-do- 	 for th e 2ñd fortnight f 	ril/.9 
Na.NIL D1LNIL. 

	

1$. 	-d3- 	 for theist f'orthiht offV1ay/ 
Ne.4-1/()iary/Si/UKL dtd017.5,9 

	

11. 	-do.. 	 for the 2nd fortnight of t1ay/1 
No. A. 1/Qi ay/SI/UL dtd. 

120 	-do-. 	 for the 1st fortnIght of 3uno/96 

	

• 	 No.A._1/QaVy/SQ1-UKL dtd. 17I.6. 

13. 	-do.- 	 fsr,tha 2nd fortnight of 3unB/1 

	

• 	 N0._1/0iary/SD1_UKL/ 	dtd,i/7/0 

14 	-do.. 	 for the let fortnight of.July/9i. 
No,i_1/Diary/Sil-UKL dtd.i/Q7f6. 

150 	-do- 	 for the 2nd fortnight vf uly/ 
No.A-i/1iary/DIaUKL dtd.a1/U/9. 

	

-do- 	 Per the let fortnight of Au/91 

	

-- 	 No.-1/8iaVy/SEI_UKL dtd6:19718/966 

170 	-do.. 	 for the 2ndfortñight of IAuà/ 
Na0-.1/Uiary/SEuI-.tJKL dtd.v2/i9/. 

1$, 	-do- 	 for the let ?ortniht of Sept/96  

	

• 	 N,.. - i/aiary/5s1-UKL/1. dt.11//rs. 

for the 2nd fortnight of Sept/96  

	

- 	 - 	 dtd1/1/9. 

2$. 	-do- 	 for the 2nd fortnight of Oct/90 
- 	 No.i1/0iary/S0I-.UKL dtd. l/11/9 6. 

Con td.P/2. 



21. rortniqhtly diary 
or 5I(/Ukhrul 

220 	di- 

23 

 

r. 
 

 

 

2. 

25. 	-do- 

3$. 	- do-. 

- di-. 

-do.- 

330 	-dm- 

 

 

36. 

ri. 	.. do- 

31. 	-di-. 

35. 	-di- 

4.. 

41 0. 

42., 	-do- 

4. 	-di.- 

44, 

-di- 

46. 

0 	

4/ 
/ 

(2).-.. 

for the 1st fortnight of Nov/56 
Ns.-.1/DiarY/SIl- dtd.16. 11,56 

for th 	2ndfortniht of Nov/56 
No.A..1/Diary/SDI-UKI dtth2 .12.96  

for the let fortnight of Oec/56 
No._1/Dtary/SPI-.YKL dtd.160 12.91. 

for the 2nd fortnight • iif0eC/56 

No.A_1/Uiary/S8L.UKL dtd,$1/11/57. 

for the. fstf.rthiht if Jan/57 
• Ni.-i/Qi ary/SQ I-IJKL dtd.1/11/57. 

for the 2nd fortnight of Jan/57 
No.A_1/Ojary/SIUKL dtd,1/I2/9?o 

for the let fortnight of Feb/97 
,-1/iary/5DI.-LiKL dtd.16/$2/7. 

the 2nd f.rtnight of r/97 
,i/Diary/S0I-UKL dtd.1.3.579 

for theist fortnight if fiar/57 
No. _i/i ary/SI_UKL dtd. 16. 3.57. 

for the. 2nd'farthiht if átch/57 
No.-i/Diary/5OI-UKL dtd.1,4.97o 

for the stforthght if 	rLi/574 
No,A_1/DiarY/SUI-.UI(L dtd.21.4,57 

for the 2nd fartniht of April/97 
k. X 	 .N IL dt.NIL 

for. thO. let fartniht if May/97 
N90 IA-. i/i ary/S L..UKL dtd.16/5/57. 

far tM 
I

2nd1'.rthihtef Nay/57 
Ns.i.1/iary/SI-.UKL dtd.12/16/5700 

for the 1 1st fortnight of June/57 
No.lA..i/Diary/S1I-.UKL dtd.16/6/97. 

for the 2nd ferthight if June/57 
N.. .-i/Ui ary/S L.-UKL 	dtd. 1/7/97. 

for the 1st f.rtniht if July/57 
Ns.R.1/Diary/SL4JKL dtd. 16/7/570 

for the 2ndfertniht if July/57 
Na • I i/Qi ar y/SD 1-UKL d td. i/us?. 
for theist r.rthight if iAy 114W 57 
No,_1/Diy/SDI_UKL dtd.16.1,57* 

for the 2nd fertnight a? 1Au/57 
• 	N• 0 .-1/Diary/SI_UKL dtd01.5.7, 

for the 1st.f.rtniht if Sot/97. 
Ns.!A-.1/iary/SI.-UKL dtd. 16.5.57 

for thó2nd f.rtnj!ht of Sept/57 0 

N...s1/Diàry/SDI-UKL dtd. 1.11.5? 
0 

far the 1stfprtniht if oct/57 
Na,-.1/Uiy/SI-UKL dtd.1i. 11.57 

for the 2ndfarthight if Oct/57 
Na,i*_1/Uiary/I.-UKL dtth1.11.17 

for ithe let f.rtniht if Nav/57 
N9,*.-.1/81.ary/SDI-.UKL dtd. 16. 11.57 

for the 2ndfortniht if Nov/57 
N..-1/Diary/SL..UKL dtd.1.12.5? 

Contd.P/3.... 
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47. F.rtniyhtiy diary 	for the 1st fortnight of ec/7 
of SUI(P)/Ukhru). j No.A-.1/Diary/50I-UKL dtd.1.12.7 

41 	-di- 	 for the 2nd f!artniht if ec/7 
No.iA.-1/Iiary/SUI...UKL dtd0Il.V1,9l0 

4, tlsnthly summary 	for the month of Ju1y/6 
of SDI(P)/Ukhrul J No.A-1/Summary/SDI.-UKL dtd0t.8.96 

50* 	 for the month at Rug/9 
No.A..1/Summary/SDL..UKL dtd,2.,1 

510 -do- for the month of Sept/91 
No.é-1/Summory/S01..UKL dtd,1.10,91 

52. ...O for the month of 	ct/1 
Ns.A- 1/aM11* Inspn/Summary/SaI...UKL 
dtd.1.11.91 

53, for the month of Nov/96 
No a41/Sutnmary/ Ifl8pfl/SDI..s(JKL dt.2. 1296 

54 9  .O- for the month if 	ec/1 
Nso-1/Summary/1/Inapn. dtd.31.12.91. 

550 for the ninth if 	Jan/97 
Ns9A.-1/Summary/Inspn/5(L..UKL 	dt.3.2.97 

51, -di.- for the rnonthet Feb/97 
No-1/Summary/Inapn/S)L.LJKL cit.3.3.97 

570 -do-. for the month at tarch/97 
No. A-1/Sumrnary/Inspn/SDL..UKL dt, 1.4.97 

5$0 .... for the m.nth if 4ril/97 
Ns.A-1/Summary/Inen/SI...uKL dt.1.5.57 

590 for the month if 1ay/97 
Ns.R-1/5ummary/Inan/Sj..UKj. dt.2.17 

110 .-di-. for the month of june/97 
Na.A1/Surnmary/1nspn/3I..UKL dt.17.97 

11. -di- for the m.nth of July/97 
Ni .A-1/Summary/Ingpn/SOL..w(L dtq1.$997 

1218 for the month of aug/97 
Nw.-1/Summary/Inspn/5DI_uKL ctt.19907 

13. -di.- for the month of 5pt/97 
No • 	1/Summ ary/ lnspn/S I-UKt. dt. I • II .97 

-di.- far the manth if Gct/7 
Ns.-1/Summary/jnsn/5&)1_UKL dt91.11.97 

15. - di-  for the month of Nov/97 
• - 1/Summ ar y/IflspO/SII_UKL dt. 1. 1 2o 97 

-di.- for the month of Dec/97 
No.A-1/Summary/Inspn/3I_UXL dt.1.1.s, 

67. ShrioL.Pamching,pP1,Chingjaraj £J letter dtd.$/12/97 
addressed to SPs/1niphal. 

1*., Shrl.L.Its Singh, 	BPM ,  Kajnang Kakching E10 	letter dt.25.9.97 
addressed to SPOs/Imphal, 

19. Shri.V.S.Vareiso, EDPP1, Shangbhak EDOD letter dtd.29/09/97 
.addressed to SPOs/Imphal. 

70. Shri.S.Yarqp.ej, 	8P1, Pushing LOBO letter dtd,&9/1/97 
addr9sseta SPOs/Imphal. 

Can td.P/4...., 

4 



71 	hri.H,Tujngyu 	, irarakhu 	EU 	tterdtd,g/1O/97 addressed to SPOs/im,pj. 

•72 	
OPM Nungshan@ E61m addressed to OPS/ 

Imphal received. at Divisional ofPjc9 On  cI  (L:+L P1k) 
ir.èctor ist.ai Service3, 

Il aflitiur:.Xmphal...795gl 0  

: 



h 
ANN:EXU}C...IV 

List of ijitnesses by which the artic1is of charges framed 
against Shri.$.B.Haz arika, SLIPOs/Ukhru1 SUUn., Ukhrul 
are proposed to be sustained, 

/ 	1. Shri.L.Pamching #EDOPP1 0  Chingjargj EOMO 

Shri.L.Ith 5inh, Q.pP1, Kaman . g Kakchinq £OO 

Shri,V.S,Vareiso, EDLp'1, Shançjshak EOM 

40 $hri.S.Yarngai 9  EPii, f%shing EUJ 

5. Shri,R.Tuingayun, ELP11, Sirarekhang EW 

. Shri.1S0ndorsn, ELP11, Nungspg qufa 
7, Shri,.QwiJameni Singh, 	 (Q 	" 

3.IR/Vf),iuiaiona1. 	 (U7Ufl UJi) 
office, Impha10 	 Qirector Pstj Services, 

lanir2ur: I mphal: 795I 1i 

 



Department of , postandia. 
14 	office of the Iirectcr Postal 8'etViceE3 ManipurtIniphaiv 

795001. 

OP.DER FULATING T Ai>POINXNFNT OF XNOUI RING AUTHORITY 
(Rule 14 (2) of C.c.5.(CC&)RuleS 1965) 

Memo Voo Diary/SDIPOs-UkhrUl/97 	Dated at Imphal. 
the 8.5.98. 

4hereas an irquiry under Rule 14 of the Central Civil 
£iorves(Classificatiofl. Control and tppeal) Rulesp 1965 is 
being held against Thri S.Th. Ilazarika, SDIPOS, Ukhrul Sub 
Divjsior • ukhrul. 

And whereas the undersigned considers that an Enquiry 
Authority should be appointed to inquire into the charges 
framed against the said Shri. 	Hazarika, SDIPOS.Ukhrul 
ub-Dn 1  tlkbrui. 

Mow, terefore the 1.,nelcrnigned a  in excersie of the 
potrC 	r'1 L 	uh-Rt1 (2) of the said rule, hereby 
appoints Shri s.C. Das updt. of Put offices. Agartala 
Divlsicn, Tripura s he, hn been nominated for appointment 
of i/c) in tl)is case vido CO No. Eta f:4i.92/83 dtd. 29.4.98, 
as the Inquirir 	ior t' o iquir into the cbar;es framed 
against the said Th1 3.ii. Flazarika, S1)XPOS, tikiirul ub-Dn, 

UKIIEU&. 

(LW4LUNA) 
Director Ppstai Ziervices 

ManipUr Divn. intphal795001. 

Copy to: 

l Shri :;.c. DaS, 	os, Açart;aia-799001 for infor' 
naiJ.on and necessary .  action. 

2. Shri M.C. ualder, ;POs, tmphaiu.795001 for infor 
1ti4)n id n/CtiOfl. 

b.L. Pazarika. EIFO Ukhtl Sub-Dn, Ulthrul 
fr £nfcz ation. 

4 The DP$. Aga talk Dn. Tripura State Lor jnform 
atior& and r coisary - ac, tIono 

!)irector P3tl JerViCeS 

147 
	

Mi aipi Divn. ThI '745QOl. 



C 
Department of 	cst:ini. 

OffiCe of the DircCtôr postal evices:ManipUr:ImPh8l. 
795001. 

0RDfl. RIJAIJO TO THE APPOIN i ENT OF PRE$ENTItG OFFICER 
(Rule 14(5)(c) 

Nemo No. Diary/$DIPOStJkhrUl/97 	Dated at Imphal. 
the 06.05.980 

t 
IThereas an inquiry under Ru1e-14of the Central Civil 
ServIces (Claifcatiofl. Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965 0  
is being held against 3hri 5, Hazarika, 5DIP05 iJ}thrui 
Sub-Division Ukhrul 

And Whereas the undersigned considers that a Presenting 
offiàer should be appointed to p resent on behalf of the 
undersigned the case in support of the zirft.icies of harge' 

Now, therefore, the undersigned in excorcise of the po'srS 
conferred by Sthruie (5) (c) of Kule-14 of the said 
ru1es, hereby appoints Shri N.C. Uaider, 5?Os-Ifflphal as 
the piesentiflg officer, 

Director Postal Services 
Manipur DiVn., Irnphal.-795001 

Copy to:- 

1. Shri N.C. llaldcr SPOs, Irnphai-795001 for inf-
ormaIon and nocéssary action. 

Z<hri S.1. liazarika, SDIPOs/UkhrUl SubDn, 
ththrul for inforntiaton. 

. 

shri S.C. DaOS, Aga'rta]799001 for 
informationi 	 '7 

   

I,  

-v7 

(LLHLtJWA) 
Drectbr Postal Servicea 

Manipur Divn. Impha1795001. 
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)Or)irtMont P.) f P tn21 
0/0 th. )irctr Pot1 bcrv!cc:1 rpurb fltrto:Tql.j 

Dto] t g -ti, the 12. 83.99 

subs :M.go.rtmental Inui•xy un]or 1r&lp 14 of 
C.00  (C.c.i.) &1o,1965 init!ctod 

IS 

rist h. . fl. ; 	ri4PO9(PG) .0/0. 

The ro-gulcir hoorthcj in the obovo, montionod. 'i 
cao will bo hold w. o. f. ,i.c p p, th -Q p 9,9 	e 1100 brt 
Uily in th oftic3 o the D.?..,Inphci1. Thc, rjrtay 
is thd ft.r brinçingj the 3.i5tei bcumonts dn rixord,On 
2nd, 3rd and 4th day oviUonco on boh&C of the Dicipliny 
I4uthority Jiell bo EtJJucori anA on 5th Qr Qv11enco on 
bohlf 0 £ thc Chorcje1 0Cici l shall bo 3ucoi ftor he 

iIt3 ii3. writtan 

UtflDfl2OS 
by rae ro boinç sent t 
the mnnør he facy like 
os 4io cro cronsidorcul  
lio1 0 ff1ciol. 

Err proIuction siitnosscs duly signoii 
D the P• OØ  £O. &-recting octVio in 
to d. S anOnr3os for 10 fence t1ioa. 

?'1 ovnt to th 	rcnco C) f the 

( Sunil ) 
Xntiiry Officer. 

Pj  •i  D 
Dy. Su1t.ôf Pt 0f2ics, 
0/0the 	g Ac1,799OQ1 

TID 

1. 

LZO 

Tho Director Poctal 	vioc,Irnt2 ftnozmti 
tion, Uo is rorfucated to rrlievc tho r"scntthg 
officer and the ttno ros for attandinej tho incpIry, 

T11a D!. rector P t al Sovico, i(ohiia or i ifomtior 
He is voutcii to roltevo 311cl .ZJ.!!czoriko,IPO 
(G).Johfio, t"I-1. thrgod o1fici€1 fbr rttnrr1jnq the  

o ncopiZyi 

ri .0Idcr*Uyo,3, POs*InmAia1 end P.O. for infor.  
rntion cn 1 t o ttona the oniiryo  o will pieno 
find herewith irnons i&cuod to the oocutjon 
vitnassas emid arriango to servo on thom in tho 

ha mr' likes. 

j 	 4p0 (P0),O/0 th 
ch rgod .  o f ft  cJ. 1 fo 4n1tion 

it: onc UJL 	 -- 

6. £pro. 

DP,ohfm& &icl 
an2 ttonling 

• X 	M1dór) ) 
MID 

y.1plt.o Pt O5tcos, 
0/0 tho Dcrt1-799OO1 



'4 
fO9Kk9 	 .• 	 5b 

H 	. 
RX1UiCi OP fli4LY (L L ;REW ZN Tht D2iR1%2?M WQUZY 
WIDZE (ULU 44 CflP CC8(CC rs 4 kULU,1965 AOPIZI5? 
WUZ. LiHAt Mup :M m2AR2xil'o bm fartz $DXh'OD .*HIU& 

• 	UU Z)ZZZO. ttRUJ UgDHV. U4IUR DZflLZC1 	. 

, J. 

( 

/ 

ORDER No.8 Dtd.15.9.09  

II  

The proceedflg5 are taefl up at iiqo HS 

in..thGOffiC0 
of..:the Director Postal ServiceImPhai. 

jn.the:pr3SeI 	0f.thO  Presenting Officer 
• ~hl e '  

charged: official:;has not turned up. Nor has' he 
communicated through; any  source, th intimatiOfl cC 

js; inabi1ity to attend the proceedl3 and the 
reasons horeofs*Th0 caso is, therefore, proceeded 

Ex.Parto.- Docurrorits that listed at 61.1 to 66 in 

the anfleXure 	to. :' the charge sheet and partiCUla 
risedbeIow. are produced. inorigirial arid brought 

on.racord duly rnalcing 
them as teflectod atthe 

last column agairst each. 

Sj 	Part.icU1arS0't 	
dJfltS 	Exhibit 

NOS. 

- .- - - 	•-.- - 
. ._ - - - - - • - . 	- a S 5 - 

1.p6/Iinphal 	t,;•.ro.inspection/ 

	

.....T0..prograrnmo.A996 Dtd.l9/O2/ 	E,c.5i1(a) 
to 

. al6TgW1th acopyof I8p0cti0fl 
Prog ram me for the year 1996(Of 

• 

-•.- 

1(c) 

2 0 
 SSPOs/Imr1al letter No.IrlspectiOfl/ 	 (d) 

Tour Prograrnfl /1997 Dtd.29 .01 • '97 	• .2(9) ..to 2 

alongwith a copy of inspection 
prOgramca for,,the year 1997( of 

..:;sDIPps/Iru.°' 

Cant d .. . 



0 

- - - - 0 

A 

/ 

Si0 Particulars of the docunurits 	
Ihib'it 

0. 	 Non. 

3. Fortnightly diary for the 1st fortnight of 
of SDI(P)/tlkhrul 0 Feb/96 No.A.1iarY/5I" to 3(b). 

UKL/9596 Dtd.16/2/96 . 

40 	 -do 	 for the 2nd fortnIght of 3x.S-4() 
S 	 Jan/96 No.A-1/DIarY/SD 	& 4(b) 

	

1' 	
U1cL/9596 cit .1/16.1.96 

* 	 5 0 	-do- 	 for the 2nd fortnIght of 
Feb/96 No.A-1/DI8rYZ 	& 5(b) 

S 	
SDIUKL dt .1.3.96. 

6. 	.do- 	 for the 1st fortnIght 	Ex.S..6(a) 

• '. 	 . 	 of, Mar/96NOoA_1/DIY/ 	& 6(b) 
SDItKL/96 dtd,16.3.96 

70 	 ado- 	for the 2nd fortnIght of 

Mar /96
No.Asl/  

DIary/DLUKL/96 dtd. 	& 7(b) 

1.4.96 	 . 	• 

H 
8. 	.do- 	for the 1st fort night 

of A pril/96 No.A-1/ 
-- 	Diary /SD I -UKL /96 dt. 	 — - 

17.4 • 96 	 - 

9 
*5 	

do- 	 for the 2nd fortnight 
of XW April196. 
No.NIL dtd.NIL0 

S 	 p'r . 	.• 	 t,-. 	—, 

0 	 L.5 	• 	
. • 

1O 	-do- 	..... 	for the 1st fortnight ' Ex.5-10 
;0 , 

	

:' 	

•,, L 	 May/96 Noj.5lfDIary/ 

	

, t,• 	 . 	
S 	

SDI/UKL dt.17.5.96 

, 	. . . 	110 
••••S dO- 	 for the 2nd fortnight 

'of May/96 No.Al/DiarY/ E.$u.11(9) 
• . 	SDI,Ldtd.3.6.96 	. & 11(b)0 

120 	 for the 1st fortnIght 	.S12() 
& 11(b) 

..of:JunG/96 No.A-1/  
Diary/SDI.T1L Dtd .17.6.96 

13 	do 	 for the 2nd fortnight 
of Jur/96 No.Ai/ 	E,.S13(a) 
DIary/DI..T31L/96  cit. 	& (b) 
1 0 7,96 

• 0 	 0 	 5 '  SJ 	
• 	 • ,• e •  ...... 

14. 	-dOw 	 for the 1st fortnight 
of July/96 No.A.1/ 
DIary/DIsUKL dt&. 
16.7.96. 

15. 	-do- 	for the 2rx3 fortnight X 15 
of July/96 No.A51/DIarY!  
D1ry/SDIu.UKL Dt.1.8, 96 

160 • AOP 	
for the 1st fortnight of 
Aug/96 No.A51/DiarY/' E.S"16 

(yMr ) 	 UKL dtd.19.8.96  

C ont ci.  

— 



.1 

27 

-do- 

31 ' 	-do - 

4ø particulars f the documents 	 Exhibit N0S0' 

No0 

17 	Fortnicht1Y 	for the 2nd fortnight of ?ug/96 No0i1/ 	EX0Z-17(3) diary 	
j  £D1 ( L) /ukhrul Diary/SDI-UKL dtd0 	& 17(b) 

020 9. 96 

18 	-do- 	for the 1st fortnight ExS-18a) 
of sept/96 NooA7l/ 	& 18b 
• Diary/5DI -1 /96  
Dtd 0 16/09/96o 

'19 	-do- for the 2nd fortnig1t 	Ex.5 1 	1 9(a) 
of 	ept/96NOeAh/ & 	19(b) 
Diary/SDIUKL/96  
Dtd,101096 

20 	
r 	

-do- '1-dr the 2nd fortnight. 	Ex.S-20(a) 
& 20(b) of Oct/96 No A-1/DiarV/ 

•SDIUKL dtd0l,11.96 

21' 	-do- f-or the lst.fortflight 
NOV /96 N0 0 A-1/DiarY/ of 

E 	21( 
21(b) 

• 	 , SDI-UKL (3td 0 16011096' 

22 	-d o- for the 2nd fortnfght 
No 0 A_1/Diary/ .  

EXoS-22(8) 
& 	22(b) of NoV/96 

DI-UKL dtd.2012.96 

23 	-do- for tifle 1st fortn.ciht 
Dec/96 No0A-l/Da/ of 

E 	S 23( 	' 
23(b) 

DI-UKL dtc.1016012o96 

-r-- ,-,, '- he 2nd 	fOrtn3ht 24. 

	

: —ucj— 	••.•'. 	-.'-,•- 	 ---'--- 	 ' 	 17  
-.IcZ Me-s 	-1 /nirvJ Ex05 - 24 - • 	•.:. 	o. 	- 	-, __-- , 

DIWL dtd,01.01o97 

25 	''-do- 	H'or' the 1st fortnight 	E S-25'(a) 
:••• 	Jan/97 NO0A_1/Diary/&  25(b) 

..''5DI-(L dtd 0 1600197 

	

26r.-do- 	for the 2nd fortnight 	c 5-26(a) 
of Jan/97 N00A-1/Dlary/ & 26(b) 

' 	DI.JJKL dtd00100297 

for the 1st 'fortnight E•5-77a 
N of. Feb/97 	o.A-1/Di-ary/ & 	27(b) 
dtd16002.97 

for the 2nd fortnight E) 0 5-28a 
ofFeb/97 No0A1/D1ar/ & 	28(b) 
DIUiL 
for the 1st fortnicjht 

Mar/97 NO0A-l/DiarY/ 
Ex,S-27(a) 

& 	27(b) 
DI-UKL dtd01603.97 

for the 2nd fortnight Ey-30 
• of March/97 NO0A-1/ 
Diary/SDIUKL dtOlG 4.97 

for the 1st fortnight EyS-31 
of'Aoril/97 No.A-1/ 
'Diary/SDIUKL Dt021497 

-do- 	
, for the 2nd fortnight 	-, 
of April/97 NooX$ NIL 

XOS 

DTD0 NIL 

for the 1st fortnight 	Ex0S-33(a) 

of. May/97 NO0A-1/Diary/ . 
	& 33(b) 

SDI-UKI dtd01605097 
COntC10?/04 



part1ci1ars of the documents 	 Exhibit Nos0 

Fortnightly 	for the 2nd fortnight . 	3( ) 

	

diary of 	of May/97 No-l/ 	 34( 
SDI ( P) /Ukh rul Diary/SDI-UKL dt. 

• 	 2.6.97 
-do- 	 for the 1st fortnight ExS-35(a) 

of June/97 No.A-1/ 	& 3' bY 
Dia]y/SDI-UKL dtd. 
16.697 

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

	

• 	 Djary/SDI-UKL Dt.1.7.97 

a 	37r 	-do- 	for the 1st fortnight Ex.S-37(a) 
• 	 of July/97 No.A-1/ 	& 37(b) 

• 	I 	 Diary/SIJI-UKL dt.16.7.97 

38 , -do- 	 for the 2nd fortnight 	Ex S 	- 
of July/97 No.A-1/Diary/ 	& 38b) 
SDI-UKL dtd.l,8.97 

	

• 	 39. 	-do- 	 for the 1st fortnight 	 39(a) 
• 	 of Aug/97 to.1-1/Diay/ 	& 39(b) 

SDIUKL dtcl.16.8097 

	

• 	 40 	-do- 	for the 2nd fortnight 	Ex.S-40(a) 	-- 
of Aug/97 No.à-1/Diary/ 	& 40(p) 

• 	 • ' 	
SDIUKL dtd.'1.9.97 

41. 	-do- 	tor the 1st fortnight 	4 , Ex.S i. a 
of Sept/97 No.A-1/ 	& 41(b) 
Diary/SDI-UKL dt.16. 9.97 

42 	-do- 	for the 2n fortnight 	Ex.S-42(a) 
of 3ept/97 No.A-1/Diary/ & 42(b) 

• 	 •• 	 SDI-UKL dtd.1.10. 97 	- 

43 	'-do- 	 for the 1st fortnight 
• 	

0 	 •• of Oct/97 No.-1/Diary/ 
X0 

DI-UKL dtd.16.10.97 
4 	

44 

: 	
440 W. 

 '-d-- 	• 'for the 2nd fortnight 	5-44 1 \ 

of cct/97 No.A-1/Diary/ x•& 44 
• St)I-TJKL dt,1.11.97 

-do- 	,. for the 1st fortnight 	Ex.$-45 (a) 

	

• • 	 • 	 of Nov/97 No,A-1/Diar'/ 	& 45 (b) 
SUI-UKL c'Lcl.16.11.97 

-do- 	. ?forth e  2nd fortnight 	Ex.S-46 (a) 
I 	

' of Nov/97 1o.A-1/DiarY/ 	& 46 (b) 

$DI-UKL atd 0 1.12,97 

47' .. 	o- 	00for he lst fortnight 	Ex S-47() 
of Dec/97 No.A-1/Diary/ 
SDI-UKL 6td16o12,97 

48. 	-do- 	for the 2nd fortnight of Ex08-48(a) 

• 	
D2c/97 No.A-1/Diary/5tI 	& 48(b) 

t3J 	 • 	 UKL dtd. 1 0 1 98 

49.Moriti -SUmrnarY for the month of july/96  
of SDI(P)/ukhrulI 	A1CSnl Y/SDIUKL Ex.5-49. 

Yt  
50. 	-do 	 for the month of Aug/96 E 

No.A-1/STlmarY/SDIUK 
• 	dtd,2.9.96 

Coritd. 



/. 

I 

Si. 	 •- 
'ccu.i.ars oj J)ocuments 	• 	lXfl1D1t Nos0 No0 

51 Monthly £unlmaLy 	for the month of Sept/96E, 
S -  51 

of SDI(P)./Ukhruil No0A-i/Summay/3DI-UKL 
dtcl01,10096 	 - 

52 	-do.- 	 for the month of Oct/96 
No0A-1/,ummary/DI-UKL Ex 0 5-52 
dtdO 1. 110 96 

530 	-do- for the month of Nov/96 
o0A-1/Sumrnary/SDI-UKL Ex.S-53 

I 	td 0 2,12 0 96 VAV 

for the month of Dec/96 Ex 0 S-54 
A -3. /Suruuary/i/96/ 

X 	Inspn dta 0 31,12 0 96 

for the month of Jan/97 
No 0 A -1 /Su.itimat/I nspn/ 	Ex0 S -55 

SDI-tJKL dtd0302.97 

540 	-do- 

-do - 55 0  

5.6 -cia- 	 for the month of Feb/97 
N6.A-1/Summary/Inspn/ . 	Ex.S-56 
SDI -UKL dkd. 3.397 

-do- 	for the month of March/97 
• 	 . No.A-1/Surrunary/Inspn/SDI- Ex0S-57 

• (L dtd0104.97 	 - 
? 

'. •. •Y4o- 	for the rncnth of April/97 
No0A-.1/SurnLnary/Inspn/DI- Ex.S-58 
UKL.Dtd.105 0 97 

Isgo 	-do- 	tar the month ofiay/97 	E.S-59 
NooA-1/Su;ai/Inspn/SDI- 

dtd02.60 97 

for the month of June/97 
• 	 - 	. 	• •• 	.• 	 No.A-1/Surtia/Inspn/ 	- Ex05-60 

SDI-UKL dtd01 0 7 0 97 

i:. 	 61 	•,-do- 	for the month of July/97 E" S-El 4 	 No'A-1/Sumrnry/Inspn/sDI- 	0 

• • 	 . ..... p-'. 	M'L dtd0108097 
___ _______ 	- 	 - . •-- 	 • 

	

-' 	* . 	• 	 ,• 	
7 	 • 

62o1 ,  ;.. do- 	for the month of Aug/97 • 	 . No0A-1/ummn 	 Ex. o ry/Inspn/SDI- 
• 	 .;•• 	•..UKL dtd.1.9.97 	. 

1 63 	Jo- 	'ñ'r the month of Sept/97 E 5-63 
NoA_1/3un1mary/Inspn/SD_ 

ice 

-- 	 ' UKL dtd01.10 0 97 

6 4
1 	•py 	 , 

t 'foL the month of Oct/97 
, 	o0A-1/Summary/.Lnspn/ 	

Lx,S- 

1 DI-UKL dtd01.11 0 97 

1 65..: • 	10- 	 for the month of Nov/97 . Ex 0 3-65 
r 	A 	 . 	• 	 Noo-1/uiivary/Inspn/SDI- 

• 	UI<L c1td01012.97 

6 	i-do- 	for the month of Dec/97 

• 	

• 	 toA-1/Suinrnary/Inspn/ 	Ex.3-66 

• 	 2 	H 	The original documents in respect of serial No.67 
to 72 enlisted in the aforesaid Annexure-Ill are reported 
to have been rested -ith the Circle Office 0  The Presenting. 

!Officer, however 0  produces the photostat copies of all 

• 	 Contd.P/..e 

570 

I 1 58 0  



/ 

• 	 •• . 	 -' 

L thesedo.UmefltSo • Thee iocuments,are the correspondences 
I that made 	to the Divisional Office, imphal by certa1 

t)BPI'lS 9  and all these EDDPMs are the enlisted Uitnesseso 
Therefore, the photostat copies of these documents are 
broughton recordbubject to their confirmation to be 
made by the rspective iscing authority in each case, 

I and marked them a noted against each be]ow. - 

• 	
El0. 	.' 	 Exhibit 
N particulars o the documents 	 Ns 

H0:- - ----- -------- -------------- -- - -------- -- 
10 	hri0L0Pamcniflg, UPt Chingjaroi EDBO 	Ex 5-67 

:1 	;'letter ptd 0 .10097 addressed to POs/ 
Impnal0 

2 	ShriL0Ito S..ngh, BPM P  Kamerig Kakching 	Fx -68 
D3O letter dtd.25,9097 adQessed to 
p/ImpLal0 

• 	 • • .- 

30 $hri0V0S0VareiSO, EDBPM, Shangshak  ED130 ._E <  s-69 
letter dtd029009097 addressed to 5POs/ 

1• 
' 

- . \•, 	 - 

4 • ; 	 Pushing EDBO letter 	c S-70 
dtd09/10/97addressed to Spos/Imphal. 	

0  

.50  5rjflTuingayafl,BPM, Sjrarakhong, EDBO E 	71 
letter td 0 9.10,097 addressed to SiOs/ 	

. 

Imphal 

6 	Shri,A.S.Andersofl, .r3PI", Nungshorlg EDE3O 
addressed to DPS/Imphal received at 	

.. X0 

Divisional Office on 0411.97 , 

- . - - - - - - - - 	-  -- - 

he proceedings are adjouned till 1100 HourS of 

16.9.99 (je, tomorrow) and will be resumedat the sarr 
plce for zcDjj2xxsx adducing the evidence, on behalf of 
the disciplinary authority. 	• 

Extract of this orderiS endorsed to theP,O and 

theC.0 •' 	• 
• 	 • 	 .,•. 	 . 

INOUIR OFFICEo 
-. 	 -- 	 - 

.NO0INl/SoB.H/98b0' •' 	Dtd,at Imphal i5O9.99 

cbpy swadcid to, 

SL$LUE4de.. ftoa*ntiraç OLcer at Dy.Bt1p6ti1O Poet 
o f4Ce*. $afl*pE" DLV$$.tofl. iph&t. 1  

gJca, aaçji6 1DE.taia3 & 	pL&t11t ipDató.o 

c/o the Director P"WIXse 	etaga13Sd, ohj?97OOZI 

iW 



• 	 •4- . 

• - 	 1!Ylh( 	nrLy --oRJER HEE? IN ThE DEPAW14ENTAL INQUIRY 
,uL4{O?CCS(CC&A) RULES,X965 AGAINST SHRI 	-: 

1W4TX. BTIUSHAN HAZARIKA, 1'HE THEN SDIPOE,UKHR 	SU8EN - 

Si Si S S Si Si — Si Si Si - 	s 	 — 	 — — 	 — 

ORDER No.09 

T)ATED46.09099 

The prpceedings are taken up at 1100 Hours 
inthe office of the Director Postal ServLces,Imphal 
n the presence o the P.O 0  while the C O O dd not 

$ 	turnup0 

• 	H 	To-day's dateis fixed for examinatiop 

of Ehri 0 L.Itoingh, EDBPM,Kameng Kakching EDQ 

and Shri.L.Pantching., EDPM, Chingjaroi EDBO under 

Uhrul $O. Of ythat, Shri.L,ILo Snqh attended 

the proceecU1 ngs, and his epoiton 4s recorded 

as S.U0NQ01, while 	hri. L.Parnching did not turn 
• 	• 	up and nor he conunicated the reason for his in- 

	

• 	 ability to attend theproceedings. TheP.0 also 
failed to inform the reason for the.non-attendanceo 

The casewillbe taken upat 11100 Hours 

tomorrow in the same place for recording evidence. 

	

• 	 I onbehaif of the,t Disc. Authority. 

	

• 	 I 	 • Copy of this order is endorsed tb the 

	

• 	 P0 and the C.O. (under REGD.A/D) 

PRSNTIUGPFI441T1 

Dtd,at Xmphal the 16.9''99 

	

• • .: 	• 	copy gorwarde to*- 

Z 	hri'.N.C.Ba3.4e,P:eent officer & Dy.SUpdt.Of 

	

4 	

38t Office. $siiipur. Imphal for inormatiofl. 

2 	hri.B.flBzøri. Coap]atht Inspector. 0/0 the 
pjrecor Vost1 Serviae8. aga1nd. Kohiva.797001 

tz, 



 NA 

1 __ l1  
DEPO _ I

'  
TI0N 	F'

,4  
4 

Deposition of Shri.L. Ito Singh , aged.45Year$ 

S/o. Late. id Kanhai. Singh. Reeident of . Kameng 

Kakchiflg village , EDBPM ,Kameflg Icakchiflg EDO under 

am1Ong Bazar 5.0 

— 	a. — 

i t  Shri.4  L.ItO sirigh. rwDsM &  Kameng Kakchifl9 EDBO 

0 in account with LamlQng Bazar S.O do etate that I am 
• 

working as' EDBt/Cameng Kakching EDBO with 
effect from 

l7u.1Ol977. 	In the year 1997. 
shrii5oB.'Hazarika was 

V • 
the BDIPOS of Ukhrul. $ub'DU 	OYa 25.997. xrqevd 	

V 

alettarftom the 
me to intimate whether my office_was inspected by the 

SDXPOB/UkhrUlp and whether I had received the Xnspectiofl 

RemaXkW.' 	In reply. I inUmated the said Supdtof PoSt 

offices that till that date , the SDIPOS/Ukhrul. Shri 

S.B.Hazarika 	or anyother BDIPO8 had inspected my offies 

and no Inspection Rnarks was received by me.i The exhibit 

- 	maz)ied.! 	xS-68 • is shown to me and i agree that this 

letlér what I wrote to the 5pdt.f Post Offices. 

Manipur. laphal , on 25. 9,97. 
p. 

V 

4 1ATI0N INCHIEP IS OVER. 	 V 

11  
f 

MZ.L.XtO 
Singh, you have stated that the inspection o 

your office for the year ,1997 was not done till 25097. 

Whether the office was later inspected by anybody? 

?.nswer S Within a month of my above couEnUniCatiOfl to 
the Supdt.of Post Of £ices,ImPhal. $bri.S.B."HaZaT! 
5DXPO$/Ukhr%11 visited my office and simply signet 
the t4.0 receipt book and did not issue any Inspec 
tion rnark in the whole year of 1997J The date 
of signing was shown as 195o397 He did not sign 

on any other record, and even did not ccMnt thO11 
caah and stamps in the 0ffice.1  

Question No2s Would you please clarify as to why you 
dt not object the record signed by 

• V 	 V 	SDIPOS/ukhr'ui. Sh 	 by puttiric= 

QUeSUOfl8 by the V.Os_ 

.? 

	 V .. 	_.sa...Im 



(2)"- 

the back date? 

Answers- since the record was examined and sctinized 

by a higher authority. I have not gone through 

the dates etc.:... and just few days back I could 

\ detecthat a back date was put& 

4 

(s.W 'Øo.]) 

PRE$ZNG 
4& 'T  c.rUfied that tie a4oaition was translated and explained 

_ to the witness in 

the, language. in which he 69MONO  



EXTRACI OF DAILY ORDER SHLET IN ThE DEPARIM ENTAL XNQUIt 
AGIN8T 8HRI, S * B *HP.ZAR1KAv THE THEN SDIPO 8. UKHRUL $UBN 
UKHRUL HELD UNDER RULE-.14 OF CCS(CC & A)RULES 1965. 

- 0 D 'RNo. 10 

Dated.17.0999. 

The proceeclinciS re taken up at 1100 Hours 

in the office of the Director Postal services,Irflphal 

in the presence of the P.0, while the C O O do not 

turn up0 

To-day's date is fixed for examination of 

S/3hrio Yarngai, r.DBPI,I, Pushing EDDO , S1 ,lri 0V.5oVare0, 

EDI3PN, Shangshak ED30 and hri. R. Tuingayang , EDBPM 

Airarakhong EDBO, and $hri.O.Dwijamafli Singh, P.A,, 

Divisional Office,Irnphai. Of the above, hri.R.TUincJa -

yang, EDBPM, Srarakhong EDO has not turned up, nor 

he has communicated 	 the reason for his 

inability to attend the proceedings and the reason 

thereof0 The P.O also is riot in a position to give 

any reason. for the non-attendaflCe of the said witness. 

s/tm 
1Z Singh are 

respectivelY 

witnesses are 

aiongwith the 

i0 Yarngai, v.5.VareiSO,&OoDwjjani 

examined as 0.W-No.2, No.3 & No04 

The copieS of depositions of these 

endorsedto the P.O and the CoO 

copy of, this Order. 

The proceedings are adjourned. The evidence 

on behalf of the djsc,authority shall be adduced 

and recorded at.11OO Hours tomorrow in the s- e place0 

0111. 
pRSrNT1NC 01 FIiR \ 

No. N4/6a.11/98.&o1.r 	Dt4. at Irnpbal the 1749.99 

.xig(i. i. 5hr1.N.c1H4xder, Preaenttng ofi.cer & Dy.supdt. 
• of Poet Offices, Manipur Diviaion4mphal for 

£nfoLmatton alongwith copies of depositions of 
S.04 5.W.No.3 & No.40 

RGD.A/D. 2& 	ja8Razarjka. charged Official & .Compla*t 
Inspector. 0/0 the Director Postal s.rvices.Nagaland 
Kohima.797001 for infozmation ongwith copies 
of depositions of S.W.No.2,S. No.3 & 

• • 	

0 	ER 



kWi ~ , 7 	'Q~ 
Deposition.of S.W,No.2 

,1 

Deposition of Shri0 5 4  Yarngai, aged. 	60yeara 

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

P ro feuion s EDBPM • PushIng EDBO under .Ukh rul S, 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

I, Shri. S. Yarngai, EDBPM O  Pushing EDED 

in account with Ukhrul 5,0 under Manipur Division 

do state that I am serving as. EDBPM/Pushing EDDO 
for the last 36(Thirty six) years. Pushing EDBO 

is under the jurisdiction of SDIPOS/Ukhrul Sub-Dn., 

4 

	

	 Ukhrul, and Shri:.S.B.Hazarika was the SDXPOs/Ukhrul 

Sub-Dn., Ukhul in the year 1997. On receipt of 
a letter from the Office of the Director Postal 

Services, Manipur asking me to inform whether the 

inspection of my office was carried out by the 

5th-Divisional. Inspector till then , on 9.10.97 

I informed the Director Postal Services, Manipur 

that my office was not inspected by Shri,5.B.Hazarika, 
Sub-Divisional Zrispector,Ukhrul icr the year 1997 
till then ,OA The Ex.S-70, is the photostat copy of 
my letter Dtd.9.10097 written to the Director Postal 

Services, Manipur,Zmphal as mentioned earlier. 
I further state that Shrj.$.B.Razarika, SDIPOB 
neither inspected my office gluring the year 1997, 
nor I have not received any Inspection Remark 

U11 date 

EXAM XNA'IT ON-IN-CHIEF OVER. 

No Cross Examination. 

Noe Re xamin ation. 

1 1e, j 
OPIC

1
R.

\ 
 I 

DEPONE. / 3"q 9 

tlM, Vt1 Cerfified that the deposition is tansl 
1V ecplaLned to the witness in the language 

he depoad.i 	 AAV 
Dates -17094999 

ed" and 
in which 



'4 

Dosition of s.w.o.3 Dated.11th Sept 6 1999 

Deposition of Shri. V.5. Vareiso, aged.38 years 

8/0. V.8. Shangkahaos resident of $hangshak village. 

Profession , - EDService (EDB'M /shángshak DB0) 

- - 	 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 	 - - - 

I Shri. V.'$.Vareiso, DE3W/5haflg8hak EDEO 

under Lamlong Bazar £.O in Manipur Division state 

that I am working as BDBPM/Shangshak EDBO since 

1978. On receipt of a letter from the office of 

the Director Postal Services, Manipur, Imphal 

in the month of Sept/1997, asking me to inform 

whether the inspection of my office was carried 
out till then for the year 1997, .1 informed that 

no inspection of my office was carried out after 

7695, and I requested to visit my office and 

carry out the inspectiona Firther I add that no 
jnspectiofl was carried out during the year 1997 . 

I do agree that the EX5u-69j p1tostat copy of 

my letter stated earlier and I still hold the 

contents as correct and true, - 

Examinatiofl'.iflhief over. 

No Cross-Examination. 

No Re-Examination. c/'c4J 

/;i- c_$:7 

presenting oth4J ) 

iF 



4aux m~ L- it 
Deposition of SpWoimo.4 Dated.17.9.99 

Deposition of Shri. 0. Dwijamani Singh, aged.33 -years 

$10. Late 0. Modhu Singh resident of Kwakeithe3 

SIXZW Moirang Purel Leikai, Imphal 

Profession: -  Govt.Service. 

I, Shri. 0.,  Dwijamani Singht resident of 

Kwakeithel Moirang Purel Leikai, Imphal and working 

as WCX Postal Assistant0 Divisional Office, Imphal 

do state that I am working in the Postal Department 
since Sept/1994V And, I am working in the Divisional 
Office 	lEftwoul fam since April/1996. Z worked 
in the ZR-Branch of the Divisional office from 
April/1996 to August/1998. The ZR- branch of the 
Divisional office is dealing with the I.Rs of various 
inspecting authorities and diaries of the inspecting 
oLficeri/offiCialB and field officers in Manipur 
Postal Division. During my incuithency in the said 
branch, although I received the fortnightly diaries 
and monthly summaries often irregularly from the 

RX*IA SDIPOs/Ukhrul during the year 1996, Kk±3C* I 
had not received any I.Rs from the said SI)IPOI 

for the year 19960 Similarly, although I received 
the fortn.tghtly diaries and monthly sulTunaries, often, 
irregularly, from the said SDIPOs during the year 
1997, I received only 25(Nerity five) out of 70(SevefltY) 
Post Offices shown to have been inspected by the 
said SDIPOB for the year 1997Shri.S.B.HaZar1ka 
was wozing as SDXPOS/UkhrUl Sub-Dn., Ukhrul during 
the above period • Under the instructions of con-

trolling authory, several reminders were issued 
to Shri.S.B.Razarika for immediate submission of 

but to no effect. 

xaminatiOflinu1.chief is over. 

No Cross Examinationi 

o-Re-ExamtflatiOfl 
DEPON 

PRESENTING OM 	I, . A~Q 



• 	
. 	/ 

1 	 / 

MMACT OF . DAxxY ORDER. IN THE DEMRENTAL INQUIRY 
UNiR Rux4 OF as(CC &a) RULES,1965 AQI¼XNSI 
SHRI. S.B. HhZARXK?. THE ThEN '5D1P08. UIU SUB'Dt4 

UKHRUL HJD ON 1$..094999 	 • 

(/ 

H •:• ORD1RNo.1l. 

Dated . 18*,0999 	. 	
•0 

• 	
. • : The proceediflg$are taken up at 1100 Hours 

in theO,ffice o:the Director postal Services,imphal 
in: theHpre.Se1Ce ofP.r,eentiflg Offic0 The Charged 
offiqiál,.does , totay.a1So , not turn up. Nor he 
conuLiunicateS the inai1ity of his participation in 
the proceedings nd the 1 redsons thereof through any 
eourdeThe proced1ngS.&re therefore continued ex- 

	

. 	 . 

	

parteo. 	. 	. •, 

• 	. 	. 	. 	 Shri.A.S.AfldersOn, D13P4, NungShOflg EDBQ 

who wa& .surnmorled for apeari.ng to-day as prosecutiOn 
wiuless, do not turn up. There is neither any inti 
mati.n to me for the reason of hs absence nor the 
P00 is in a position to give any reason for his ab-
seice. The P.O, however, states that his witness and 
the witnesses those failed to appear earlier viz. 

S/Shri, L. Pamchirg, EDOPN, Chingjaroi nd R.TUiflgE - 

-ayc1nQ, iDI3PM, s.ráraktiorig EDDO and 16.09.99 & 1'7.09.99 

	

• 	respectively, COUldIñÔt: attend , might have been due 

• 

	

	 to the fact that they are residi rig in a remote area 
and Uy might not have received the summon._Qfl querry 
he acicJed that the transi-t time required by them is 

reasqriS... *fl 	addUCed in support of 

ther,ai1Ure to apear, on the scheduled dat before 
the l.Ois mere presumption and vague term in nature. 

I 
 Resider1C of the witnesses in the remote drea can not 

st.apd amidst the way of appearing at the scheduled tirne ----

and 	as the suij'imons wore cent out to thorn by Rogd. 
Post , before 1O-ciciys 1ahead. while the normal transit 

ii-dayS dt. the rnot. It is thc' duty of the prosecu- 

I tiá n td:.èe that 1 •:itnesses are produced/appeared 

• 	. .•. 	on. the appointed date and time. Generally, a witneSS 
who is not aUle to attend the proceedings on a parti-
cular day, should sent direct inEirnation to the 1.0 
e;p1aifliflg the circumstflCeS in which he is unable to 
atterci the proceedings. In the instant case, there i-s 

• 	 no such jnformatiofl either directly or through P.O CWn 
 

or any other source. It also can not be 	held 

• 	 jj/ 	 that duri.n.j these 10-days the summons were not received 

by the witnesses. The P.O further added that the. pre- 

• 	 ai.1inc' unrestrieSs of the state of ManipUr is another 
cause for their non appearance. This point has got 
certain force and therefore I am inc1ned to give an 

	

I' 	opportUitY to the prosecution for production of 



.these witnesses dn the next date positiVe1Y The 
posec1iibn shbi.ild note tht it is their 
cause to en8Ure that their witnesses are attending 
on the appointed, date and time3. 

There will, be no hearing on 20th Sept'99, 
that ordered by me earlier0 

The proceedings will resume on 
21-10-99(Thursday) at 1100 Hours in my chamber 

office ofthe Director Postal Services,Agartala 
for adducing ftirther evidence on behalf of the pro 
secut ion. On 22-10-99, the evidence on behalf of the 

• '.': 	'' 	Charged Official shall be adduped after he submits 
his written statement of defence0 

yxxj summons to Pro5cutiofl witnesses 
ky those who failed to attend this time, duly signed 
by me are made o'er to the P00 for serving in the 

• . 	e , 	•'' . - 	
,..* 	•...At,1'. 

ndnner he may "Tiibh to do0 

s of this order x-are eqdorsed to the Copie  
P 3 0 and the C 0 0. 

Presenting Offie4 / 	 INQUIRY OFrICER0 

NojoX44,S.LhH/9BVä3dto 	Dtdat Zcnphal th• 180.99 

copy foiw,zc)ed tb 

Alvdf an 

& 	. 	.• 	., 	• 	- 	 r 	c: 	. 	...... 

• 	 ',': 

as)eU,os 

2napctor. DIG th 
Koh1..i 

DWl#I74 1JiiJ 

2nph1 fair.LnrfltatoX& 
ied a*V4* are enio?a. 

011a&vd.o2cL11 & Cop3ait 
' Direotor Postal øsrVLces, 



A a 
I)epartint of Posts,India. 

(ff ice of the Director Postal ervicesA1I$ø:igartala 
798001. 

Memo.No.INQ.1/BH/98.Vol.I a 	Dtd ,at imphal the 20.09.99 

ub2- Departmental Iripiry under £ulo14 of CCS 
(CCA)iules,l965 agair t Shri..B.Hazarika, 
the then DTPO Uthrul Sub..Dri. Ukhrul, 
& now ,  Comp1ain Inspector,0/o'hO D,Kchima. 

Further hearing in the aforesaid case will be held 
on 21010099 at 1100 Hours daily in the chamber of the under. 
sigd in the office or the Oirctor Postal Bervicos t  Agartalav 
On tha first day , evidence on behalf of the prosecution shall 
be adduced and on the rxt and subsequent data ovidee. on 
behalf of the charged afficial shall be adduced after he 
submits his written statement of defence. 

8umznonses for remaining prosect ion wit!se3 have 
already been made over to the Presenting Officer for service 
in the mazirr he likes to do. 

All concerned are requested to take rcessary action 
on their part to ensure that the proceedir!gs are attended by 
the Presenting Officer, the Cargd Official an the Witn sos 
on the zix appointed date(s) ,  time  and plaee\ 	-J 

('- 

DySupdt.of Post Orfi'ces, 
/o the DP$,Agartala90010 
Camp at:Imphai. 

1.. 3hri.N.CJIa1der, Presenting Officer 
Dy.SPOs,Imphal for cmpliance. 

• 

 

3hri.8.B.Hazar1ka, Charged Official. 
& C.L, 0/0 the DPS, Kiaa for compliance. 

Copy to:- 1, The DPS Kohima for kind information. He is requested 
kindly lo relieve the Charged Official attending the 
proceedings. 

20  The DP, Imphal for kind information • He is requestGd 
kindly to relieve & direct the P.O & the witnesses for 
attending the iriuiry. 

To. 

O~ 

INQUIRY OUtCR, 



-a 

4""" 4'1~ 

DEPARTMENT or POSTS :I1I 
OFFICE OF TI-IE DIRECTOR OF POSTAL SER\'ICES 

NAGALAND::KOHIMA-797001 

• 	NO: Rule 141. B.Haztu/ca 	 I)ted,Kohjrna the 22. (9. 99 

/ 
TO,'

YComplaint 
Shij. S.Bj-Ia7arjka 

 Inspector • 	
Divisional ()ftice,Kohima. 

Sub:- 	Departmental Inquiry under Ru1-14 f CCS (CC&A) Rules,, 1965 
against Shri. S.B.Hazarjka the then SD1POs, [Jklirut Sub-J)ivn & now Coin-
plaint Inspector, 0/0 the Director of Postal Services, Nagaland,Kolijrna. 

Please refer to Shri. Sunil Das JO & Dy. Supdt of POs, 0/0 DPS, Agartala camp at Implal memo no. INQ-1'01-I'58vb11 dtd. 20.9.99 on the abo' iricntionecl subject you are 
hereby directed to attend the inquity on 21.10. 9 at 11:00 hrs in the chamber of Dy. Supdt. of Post Offices, 0/0 the Director of Postal Seiviccs, Agaita idiu Lu. 

tt

- 	

•- 	___7 

Director ol Postal Services 
• ' 

	

Nagth.ad::Kohinia_797oo 



ER 
DATED 21.10.99 

/ 	 b 
/ 

Pcoodings ore t akorL up at 1100 bra. in my 
chunor. Tho Presenting Officer attended wbila the 00 
noithor attended nr inform as to his inability t 
attend end reasons thereof. 

2. 	5/Shri J.S.Unc]orson, the I3PM fligthong EDI)O, R. 
Thuingcyanç, the EDDPM Sirarakhong EDDO and L.P,nching, 
the EDBPM Ohingjaroi EDT0 were summoned for apecaring 
today as prosecutIon witnesses have again failed to turn 
up. There is either tiny information to no about the 
reasons of their absoncc,zr the POis in a position to 
give any roans for thotr absence. X, thorofore.docido 
ixt to sunnons those wItnesses any more. 

30 	Evidence on behalf of the disciplinary authority 
is C1950(i. 

4 9 	The proceoding will bo resumed tomOr at 1100 
hours at the sane placo for hearing defence evidence after 
the stthnission of written statrtont of dofonco by the CO. 

50 	pio o± this ordorshoc3t have beon endorsed to 
tho P0 and th a CO. 

Ncm1r oicn 
P7ES NflNG OFXCER 

Department of Posts,In1ia 
0/0 the i)jroCtor Postal Sorvices;Tripura Stato:.Zgartaia.1 

NO.I1qQ-1/S.13.H/98-V01-.1. Datoi a tAgartala, the 21.10.99 

Copy forwaracd to:- 

1. Shri N. C.flaldor,Presonting Officer & Dy. SPOs, 
Manipr,Lnphal for information. Surnnns as men-

A 	
above are enclosod 0  

iriS.B.Fizizarika,hargod Official & 	rnplaint 
Inspector,O/O the Director Postal Services, 
Nocja1ndKohima -797 001 for information. 

J9fr3tJ 
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Dit,TD 22. 10.99 

. .. 	 P'eoQai3 aro 1:ikOfl U) Zt 1100 hUr$ lfl ZJ 
d)ai)iar in the offf ed'  O f.  tha tP,AgrtE1( ft tho p rosancle 
o f tho P0 cmd the c0. 

20 	5:" S Ito is flx for hoaring acc ovL1onco 
tor tho inissiOn f writ ton s teraont of &orro by 

theco. 
30 	The CO sthittei his iofcnco s t itament Iate cl 

2210.99 in:t prc'o1 fo r pr4tictin of monthly tour T.. 
a1vc3rxo file EnCr tha poric1 from 17)uly' 97  to Mijrch90 of. 
D1POs ykrz)l tzici oined by tho ta'S Inri&1. In suvxrt of 

his pryor he sttto$ tht th fiIQ will onllcjit the ticto' 
riD 	ct s t the ubraissifl/flOfl 	iE3tOfl øf IR 1fl 4  
cjiiopttOfls o the of ice uod to roboaso/s;flCtiOr1 of T.t.o 

enco only on thnissin of. XRs. I find tht the p10 
jjzz çpt certzin frco &mfl1 the file rr rfloot the 

octuel pO5itiOfl. I, thorooroJoC.'JO ts cell the £ilc 

4 	 thor ho I.'I1OI  tO pCO Shri fl1 C0 HQ1&)r, 
O,phc s iofoncowitnoos to clorif? the cira 

stincc un3or -jAdi obit x61 to oxe.71 ucro rocoio1. 
I find that the witnoso eposo.i to bo ox noJ as Jofeno 
withos is itholy to enlijt certein ntorial cend will 

ba sm i ipnd in duo doursoo 

S. 	ie Q),whilo askcd,dosiros not t o>nino himself 
as defence witness. 

Sjnco the P0, Shri 
popO sod ta be cxcrinod as defence wttnosG. the Di sciplina' 
euthoritp Hon'blo DPS 1hna m' dndly mpoint arthor 
Prosontinq Officer either for tha da'i-! s deposition Of the 

id Shri xtCoHnItlar or fr the ontl t.o period Of rCt 
poceedin9s. 

3Oth the P0 and the CO pleaded th et they will tX 

be zw U a to attend the pr)coodtn9s during the month 
rv 99 Oro D06' 99 a's thay will o b' fly ençgo I with 
insp.etion vrk. The position nine c1so szno. is ,uch 
the thto of next hearing will ho e nmunictad lotar On. 

as 	Copies of this ardOr shoot arc on rsed t thtr 
P0, the CO grid the dicipltnary authority. 

CIO; 	
'•O. ( 

Department of Po3tIridi 
0/0 the Director P08tel $orvicos:Trpura S.tatesgartal1 

13.H/98VO1.I 	itod at Agcrtaiaiv the 220 10.99 

Copy fDrwardod to:.. 

, Sj.rD .C.Haldor,P.0.& Dy.SPOs,Man1pur,Imph al for 
nformatio n. 

• Shri S.fl.Hazarika,C0C. & c.i. ,O/O 
Kh1zAZp0797 001 Zr ifoatiOn. 

30  The D.P.S,,KOhiMa. x 
44. The DPS,Xmi)al 	I 

the DPS,Thgeiand 



• ;. •. 

	 4 	 . 

OF POS'f: N!)f A 
OF'.[?C OF 1IIE DRCTOR 	[R1 E.; 

AGALANKDH 

iNo. Pue 1.4i.i3.11, azan 	 . 	I )alec! 	'.Iiiii 	the 11 -L'2UcJ 

\VherCa3 an inquiry under Ruk 14 0 CS (CC A) RS, 1.965 is being held 
against Shri. S.B,Hazaiika, C.I. Disiona1 otiice,Kohirna. 

• 	. 	 d whers Uie present Presenling Queer Shii. N.C.iialdcr,J)y.SJOs 
i\4nipur ,Jnipha is ik to finiedon is Presenting OI1ic;beeausc Of being a 
W1(iCS i he SIIU cLse 11 iC ndcrswnd eoiisidei s 	n adiioc P() 1ioi&k1 1e Ippoa d 

to lresent the ease o.i hehaf ot ihe undersigned. 

therefore. ti 	TidCrSigtiCd ]T;. eXC1'CsC Of IUC power 	by S ub'- 

rule S (C) of Ihe said RUles, J'iercb appomiS Shii.Narayai D.'..SP ( . ..giu 	ou[Ii 

• . H •Sub-dwiSiOrt aS the Presenbng, Officer (AcIhoc) and lie Will act as SULh during. uu pC:u(t 

.of.enrnin.aiion in ehifci'oss examnattOii,re'eXaiPJJi3iiOfl and iurthr i'us; 	uuiui 

• 	of Shri.N.C.ftddcr. 

(I I ili) 
})ieetcir 0fJ)(  )staI Ser"ce 

• 	 Naga1and,isoiiin!9i'i 1.•, ' 

Copy 
I. 	Sht'j. N''an Das,ASPOs Sor,th ub-On. i\aita fbi' nd. 

2. 	Shri. 	l Jaider (P0) i)'i. i0s.u,'o !l'IC QF 	ftnip in hal • 	is 
quested to Uand over the list of documents, if any to the Presenting 

• . , • 	3. 	Shtj. Sutul DaS (10) DY. SPOs O/() The DPS, AgaliaILL. 

Shri. S.13.i 	arika (CO) C.1.diil. ollice Ko]iimaM Sabrooni Marta!a- 
799145) 

• 	. . 	5. 	The DPS Manipur, ri!phai lbr 	rt infon;.aion. 

6. 	pue. 

• 	

• 
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DEPARTMENT OF POSTS: INDIA 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF POSTAL SERVICES 
- TRIPURA STATE: AGARTALA 

'iNU. INQ/SBH 	 Dated at Agartala, the 20.04.2000 

Sub: Departmental Inquiry under Rule— 14 ofCCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 against Sri Santi Bhusan Hazarika, 
the then SDIPOs, Ukhral Sub Division, Ukhral, now Complaint Inspector, 0/0 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. Sunmion for the defence witness has already been dcspatchcd under 
registered post. 

All concerned are requested to take necessary action on their part to ensure that the proceedings are 
1 attended by the Presenting Officer, the Charged Officer, (he defence assistant and the witness on the 

appointed date, time and place. 

(!UNIL DAS) 
Inquiry Officer 

& 
Dy. Supdt. of Post Offices 

O/o the D.P. S., Agartala —799001. 

Copy to: 
1. Sri S.B.Hazarika, IPOs, PG. 0/0 the l).P.S., Kohima and the charged official for 

iifrma1ion and attending the inquiry. 
Sri S.B.Hazarika, iPOs, PG, o/o the D.P.S., Kohinia now residing at Sabroom, 
Tripura for information and attending the inquiry. 

3. Sri Narayan Cit Das, ASPOs, Agartala South Sub Division and Presenting Officer. 
He is requested to attend the proceeding and act as Presenting f1icer during the 
period of deposition of Sri N.C.Haldar, Dy. Supdt. of Post Offices, Imphal who is the 
Presenting Officer of the case barring the time of his deposition. 

' 	 -- 	 - f' 	T1..l 	 ,r 	r 	iiiArltinn 

	

. 	sri IN.Lj-jaiaar, JJrLJS, iiipiiai 411U riiLLJiI 

and necessary action. He will please bring the additional 	 the 
charged official as mentioned at ara 3 of my order no.14 dtd.20.10,99 and also to 
prescI_ecisc on be ialf of the Disciplinary Authority except the period of his 
deposition. 

Kohima for information with reference of his office no.Rule - 14/SB 
Hazarika dtd. 11.2.2000. 
The D.P.S., Imphal :for information and necessary action. He will ldndly refer my 

/ 

	

	
letter of even no. dtd. 16.10.99, 12.1.2000 and 23.2.2000 and arrange to send the 
additional documents either through Sri N.C.Haldar, the Presenting Officer or by 

,Z 

	

	 Insured Post before the date fixed for. In case the requisitioned additional documents 
not received in time, the inference would be drawn acr'irdi11ol1 
The D.P.S., Agartala for information. 
o/c. 

D.Y. Supdt. of Post Offices 
O/o the D.P.S., Agartala-79900i. 



ORDER NO.15. 
- 

Dated,10-5-2000. 	 \. 

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

	

2. 	Todays date is fixed for production of additional 
documents and examination of defence witness. The P0,Shri 
Narayan Das who is appointed as P0 for the period of deposition 
of Shri N.C.Halder,the regular P0 as defence witness states that 
he did not receive the additional documents that requisitioned 
by me from the disciplinary authority or from the custodian.FIe 
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 alsonable to say the reason of non attendence 
of the defence witness. Shri N.C.Halder in his lettern No.NiI 
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 duli making as noted against each. 
 _Photocopy of :- 

 Dte. circular No.28-162/62 P.E.-1. Exd-1. 

dtd. 5.8.65 fdd. 
 No.Rule 14/S.B.Hazarika. 'Exd-2. 

dtd. 11/2/2000. issued by DPS,Kohima. 
 Letter No, Diary/SDIPO5,Ukhrul/97. Exd-3. 

dtd. 4.3.98 issued from office of the 
DPS ,IMPHAL. 

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

E) Memo No.Diary/SDIPOs-UkhrUl/92 Exd-5. 

dtd.25.9.92 issued by DPS,Imphal. 

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

6,. 	 The case is adjourned to a date to be communicated 

later on. 

IP.T.O. 



'vt9 

C, 

\ 

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

PRESENTING OFFICER. 	C.O. 	 INQUIRY OFFICER. 

No. INQ_1/S,B.H./98/Vol.I.Datedat, the 10th MAY,2000. 

I. 

Copy forwarded to:- 

1. 	Shri N.C.Flalder,PreSeflt Officer & Dy,Supdt.Of 
Post Offices,ManiPUr,ImPhal for information. 

2riDri S.B.Hazarika,COrnPlaint Inspector,O/O the 
Director Postal Services ,Nagaland,K0hima79 700 ' 

for information 
hri LJ.o 

3 	Shri Narayan Das,Desigflated ASP,Tura,PO(AdhOC P0). 

The DPS,Kohima for information & necessary action 

please. 

Spare. 

Gil 



4L 
- 

DEPARTMENT OF POSTS: INDIA 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OP POSTAL SERVICES 

NAGALAND : KOHIMA - 797001 

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

To, 
S.B.Hazarika 

Cl. Divisional Office Kohuna (u/s) 
At Anandpara P.0:- Sabroom 
Thpura (S) 

I am directed to forward herewith a copy ofthe report submitted by the Inquiry Officer. 

The Disciplinary Authority will take suitable decision, after considering the report. If you wish to 

make any representation or submission, you may do so in writting to the Disciplinary authority within 

15 days of the receipt of this letter. 

Supdt. of Posts Office (HQ) 
For the Director of Postal Services 

Nagaland : Kohima- 797001 

CIAO W, T ~ 1Mq 
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I NQUIRY R FPdRT 

hi thr, Casc Agunt 
Sri S.I.1Iazirika, 

(;oinptaint Inspector, 
the I).i>.S., Kohuna 

( Jnder Siah-kule (7) Of R lile-  11 ot ('C 'S(( 'C A) I<iiles. 	OS. I 	appoil l ickI by the 
I )Iree(or I'iaI SCv%4, cvf4 ,  t'Iauipitr State, I111p1iaI 1i the 111(pilly Aiithui ity l41 1 

. 

l iquilc In f o 
tile charges It'ained against Sii 5.11. 	iari1.,a. the then SIAI N )s. I )ki'uI Sub I )i'isiou, 
I Jkiul In Mauipui' l)ivisitm, now ( (iflJ)141111( Itispeclos'. '/o the I '). I '.5 . KCiunia vidc, his 
IHCUR) 110. 1 )'v/SI )f1'0s - Vhnj,'97 d. 8.5.98, 1 have inre completed :he inquity and on 
the I)asiS of the ducunieiittcy and oral evidenees adduced I)ClOre inc prepared my inquiiy 
tepoil as under. 

4 

Prcseitthtg 011icer 
Sri N.C,Haldar, . Dy. Supdt. of POs, 0/0 the L)PS, linphal was appointed as Presenting 
Oflicer except the date 10.05.2000 on which the said Sri N.C.1 laidar was sununoned to 
depose as defence witness and Sri Nai'ayan Das, ASP(.)s, Agartida South Sub 1)ivision 
wan appointed an adhoc Presenting C )I fieer hn' the period of' drpunüiun scheduled to he 
made. 

Ljiticipuipu  by the ( i rged)fljcej the lnquuv .uid deIiice 	isiant 	jJjijjj,j 
The C.O. did not 1)articipate in the ulquu'y till compklion of the stage 01 presentation of 

Prosceuon 

's documents and witnesses, .1 Ic, however, availe(I the opportunities 01  
PEdIIflt!, of IeIeiiec evidences. 1 Ic did iii it inniiniaL asiy tktenre assistant to help him Ui 

the ease 	ji behalf , 	I' Ith,t 	ihlhuii Ii Ist; was •itipg'isel of  the Iiciliti 	
4IV4I$1> 

L?tc of heaiing of the case 
The case was heard on 25.8.98. 22.9.98, 27.1.99 1  15.9.99, 16.9.99, 17.9.99, 18.9.99, 
21.10.99, 22. 10.99. 1 0.5.200() &. 14.6. 200(1. 

5'. 1 . cnnI !:! 
'l'he following particukuized documents were exhibited in the inquiry. Of them, the 
documents' that particularized at SI. No. I to 72 were produced ()fl bc-liall ,  Of the 
Disciplinary Authority While that mentioned at St. No.73 to 77 were 1)fodUced on behalf 
of the defence. They were brought on records duly marking as indicated against each. 

Pardcu Iq~~_ clocuments  
SPOs. Imphal letter no. Inspectionfl'ouiProgi'amnnieil996 
dId. 19.02.1996 along with a copy of inspection 
programme for the year 1996 (of SDrPOs, IJki'uI Sub 
L)ivisii in) 

Evliihit Nos, 
Ex.S - 1(a) to 1(c) 
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/ 

a 

/ 

4 

--:( 2):-- 

'il 	 ParI,u/or e/tIw Iou,utpns 	 / 

	

2. 	Si'( i, linphai loiter no. IItpeetu)wi'our Pi'ogianunoi 1 997 	Lx.S 2(a) to 2(d) 
dic. 29.01 1997 along with a COPY ot inspeetion 
ptogiatirni for the year 1997 (of SDII'Os, Ukrul Sub 
Div:.u) 	 I 

	

.3, 	f"ortrughdv I )iaiy of SD1(P), Uknjl. For the i fortnight ol' 1'x.S 3(a) to 3(b). 
I Fch ''o No.A-I/Diai'/SJ)I_tJKJj956 Did. 16.2% 

	

'I 	Ii tii 'htl I i.uy of SI )i( 1 1 ), Lkrul, lot the 	toi tntht 	I'.. S 	4(a) & 4(b) 
I)i,u 	,11 III.J,'l' 	lI,.I,I I 	to I 	o 

I (HlII111k 	of 51)1(P), 1 Ikl ul. lot the 2"' l'niztiItt 	'(a) & (b) 
oil' : h 96 No. A- I /Diarv'SI)I-t IKI,. 1)1d. 1 .3.96 

Fortitighily Diary of SDI(P), U1rul. For the ' fortnight 	Lx S 6(a) & (0) 
of N1g' 96 No. A-1'Djaiy/SDI-U}.J 196 D(d.16.3.96 
Fortnightly Diary of SD1(P '..Tk ... Ft.. he 2 fortnight 	Ex,S 7(a) & 7(b) 
01 %Lir 96 No. A-I /flijrviSflj-t IK1 )96 Did. 1 4% 

	

K. 	Ft ti liti,jitiv I )uty of SlM(l'), t JkI'UI. 1"OI' the I 	loitntght 	Lx.S 	8 
01 Ap 96 NO:AThf'SDIUKIJ96DtcLI7.496  

	

9, 	I'ortrouhih' Diary of SDI(P), lJkrul. For the 2IId fortnight 	Ex..S 9 
of 	96 No, NU. Dtd. Nil. 

	

10. 	t'oiinwjuly I )iary of SDI(P). Uk.rul. For the a l'oriniJ 	I'x.S . 10 
of N L 96 No. A- 11)ia:'/SI)!-1 .INI. I )td. I 7. 5.90 	 . 

	

ii 	i"oilingitiiv 1 )iary of S1)1( I'), ( JkruL For Lhc 21u1 fortnight 	Ex.S 	11(a) & 11(b) 
, ...... 	?. 	-1 	 JDd.16.96  

Fortnightly 1)iaiy of 51)1(P), IJkrul. For the 1 fortnight 	Ix.S - 12(a) & 12(b) 
of Jwii 96 No. A_1,Djary/5J)f4T'9 DId. 1 7.6.96 
FortntgMy Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2 fortnight I Ex.S 13(a) & 13(b) 
of June 96 No. A-1/Diarv/51M4 IKI./96 Dtd. 1 

	

14.I I' &)I'tItlL'IltJ I )t.uy of .SIiI( P), Ukiul. For the a fortnight 	Lx. S 	14 
of .Jul 96 No. ,'-i/i)iaiv'S1)I-UKI. Did, 16.7 1)0 

	

15. 	1 '
0111 110'hdy 1)iary of SD1(P), Ukrul. For the 2" fortnight 	Lx.S - 15 

- ...........oUJuI 	 Did.  

	

16 	Forinighily 1)iary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 1a thilnighi 	Ex.S -. 16 
of Aw' 96 No. A-I/Diary/Si )1-1 IKL I)td. 19.8.96 

	

17 	Fotini'.htly 1)ian' of S(P) tk ii*t 	 e ?"' fortnight 	Ex,S 17(a) '& 17(b) 
I of AU', 96 No. A- l/Djary/Sf)j-tJKt, I )td. L9.9(, 

	

iS 	Fortiiiglitly Diaty of SD1(P), Ukrul. For the 1fortnight 	Ex.S - 15(a) & 18(b) 
- (I(S9)! %N.A-I/Diary/S1)1VKJj9jfo99(> 

	

19 	Fortnightly !)iary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2d fortnight 	Ex.S -- 19(a) & 19(b) 
of' Sept 96 No. A-I/T)iaiy/SD!.I TKIi96 Did. 1.10.96 

	

20 	I"ozlniglnly 1)iaiy of' SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2' fortnight 	Ex.S 20(a) & 20(b) 
of Oct 96 No.A-1/Djary/SD1.U}, Dtd.1.11.96 

21 	Fortnightly Diary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For the 1" fortnight 	Ex.S - 2 1(a) & 21(b) 
of No 96 No.A-1/Dia'/SDI4JDtdI61I96 

22, J 	 I I'xS 22(a) & 22(b) 
of Nu' 96 No. A- i/Djax'y/SD1-1,J 	Did. 2. 12.96 

-...--.-... 

w9 



I 
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F' II'tI1iJli1y 1 )aiy ui SI )I(P), Likiul. I'ui' the 1 	Iortuighi 
of Dec 96'No,A- I/I )iaiy/SD- 1K 1 I )td. 16 12% 
It itiiiigl iily Diary ui 81)1(1'), Ukruj. For the 2"' lortnighi 

- 	oiDee 96 No.A-1/Djary/Sj)f(jJ Dtd.1. 1.97 
Ft'i .ini1it1y I)iaiy of 81)1(1'), 1.Jki'uI. I"oi the I 
of Jan 97 No.A- I /Diary/SDI-L&L i)t.1. 16. 1.97 

J Forinighily Diary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 2'"1 1, 111light 
L 	f Jan 97 No. A-I /Diaiy/SDI-IJi<j. Did. 1.2.97 

l'ot'tlugiliI%' Diary of .SDl(P), 1 .1knil. For the 	hn't nil 
I'clt 97 NtL A- I/I ),an"SI )1-I Ih I . I )td. 1 b. 2.97 

I'ui'tiüghtly 1.)üuy of 81)1(P), lJkruI. For the 2' toilniglit 
of Feb 97 No. A- I ?'"'Y'81'- .INI I )kI. 1 .3.97 
I(n'lIIjhtIy I)tar,' of 81)1(P), 1 .Fkrui lot' the I 	loilnight 
of Mar 97 No.A-I/Diajy 	Did. 16.3.97 
hwliughily Daiy of 	I'or the 2"" tuiinight 
of i\ 1I 97 NiL A- I/I )iry,Sj )l-1 k 1, I )id. I .1.97 
F'ot tngJilIy Diaiy ol SD1(I), LJk.rul. For the I 1611nht 
Of Apr7 N 	Did. 21.4.97 

32, 

	

	Forinighily Diary of 81)1(P), ttkrtil. For the 2"" lorinight 
ut Apr 97 No. Nil.. Did. N 1 '. 

lX/,1/)II ,W. 
Ex.S 23(a)&23(t 

I ES- 

25(a)&25(b) 

Ex.S 26(a) & 26(h) 

F\.S 27(a) & 27(b) 

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

27(a) & 27(b) 

30 

31 

Ex.S . 32(a) & 32(b) 

J"oituihtly 1)iaryof 81)1(1'), L ikrul, Jo,' the I 	loimighi 
7 NJ!I"y 1, t IKI. I )id. 16.597  

Foriiüghily Diary of 81)1(P), 1 Iknd. For the 2'"' loi'inight 	Ex.S oiMay 97 No.A-J/I)jaly/sJ)1( IKE Did.l 697 

33(a) & 33(b) 

34(a) & 34(1)) 
35 	I Foiinijhiv Drtr' ol SDI(P) Uki LII 1 01 the 1 101 Unglil 	I X S 35(a) & 35(b) 

of June 97 No. A-I /Diaiy(S1)I_(.IKJ., Did. 16.6.97 
Foriiiightly Diary of 81)1(P), iJkrul. 1'o,' the 2"" fiwinigh,i 	E.S .36(a) & 36(b) of June 97 No.A-1,fDia,y!SJ)1_LIKI , 1)td. 1.7.97 
Foi'iiiightly 1)iary of SDI(P), LI1'u1. J"oi' the 1 " fortnight 	37(b) - , 	01 July 97 No.A-1/Dia,y/sg:)J_ IN!. l)(d, 16.7.97 
F'oi'uiigjuly Diaiy ol'SDI(P), L)kruL For the 2"" ibrlitiglll 	Ex.S - 38(a) & 38(b) 

Fortnighfly 1')iary of 81)1(P), U1.ru1, For Ih 1 Foilnight 	Ex.S . 39(a) & 39(h) oi Aw 97 NJ 	t _i ii '.... .,• 	. .. ............ L' 	....'' 	'I4uiy.)Jj 	l\I . i 'Ri, iO.t.Vf 
/ F'oi'iniy1i(I I )iaiy of' 81)1(1'), I JIoul, It if the ." Iustit:y.Iii 	1. S 

Forinighily Diary of SDI(P), 1.Jkrul. For the 1 1wtiüght 	[Ex.S 
Lp!. 97 No.A-J/Djaiy/sIyj4jJ 	1.9.7 	I 

40(a) & 40(b) 

41(a) & 41(b) 
47 	;..i.i.. r:...... .'................... 

tis IIlI.II(1)' lJhuy 01 .V1(1'), L)kiuj, For the 2"" Ios'tniglis 	Lx.S -42(a) & 42(b) of Sept 97 No. A-1/Di;uy/SD!41K1 Dt1, 1.10.97 
43. 	"otmiitiiy Diaiy of SDL(P), t.JknIl. For die 1 ln'inigjii 	Fx 	43 I 01 Oct 97 No.A- 1/j)iaiy/s1)j_LJK! Did. 16.10.97 
44. 1 Fomii'IiJy J)iy 	IIJ ((knil. For the 2'"' Ibilniglit 	E. S 44)&4(b) Jofot ? ..No.A-1/Dia1)J1J),(jJ)l97

I 



SI. No. 	 Purtzcu/in c'/tIw Iciiniia'its 	 hvliib,'i A1 s, 
45. 	Foiliuglilir i)iaiy of SI)1(P), IJkruI. J'ui the I 	Ibrinight 	E.S 45(a) & 45(h) 

ot Niov 4)7 	I /I)i.u" /51 )H JJ\  Ii )id, I 0. I 1.97 

	

eo. 	rortigtw uIaly of S1)I(1'), Ukiul. For Ilic 2' ioitiiight 	Ex.S - 46(a) & 46(b) 

ioiiiiiglidy 1 )uiy of 51)1(P), t Ikrul. l"(r th 	tiThigl 	Ex. 	47(t) & 47(b) 
of I )cc 97 No. A-i /Diary/SDI- UKL I )ttI. lb. 12.97 
Fortnightly Diaiy of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the 	foimiglil 	Ex.S 48(a) & 48(b) 
of Ike 97 N .A1/Djag'yiS. ..( 1•,4 , I 	1.1 •)8 
Mozithihy Suziisiuy of' 51)1(P), lJkruL 1"oi the imnith of 	Fx.S - 49 
JuI' 96 No. A-llSuniinary,SDI-UK1, I)id. 1 .8.96 

	

SO. 	Mt)nhly Smillimly of ,  S1')I( ()), Ilhriil. For 111C n niiI isi' 	i'. . 

)(i No. ,% I /Suiiisiiauy SI )i-i 1K I I )kI. 2. 92Jb 

	

51. 	Ivlonihly Summaiy 01 51)1(P), Ukrul. For the month of' 	Ex.S - 51 
Sept 96 No. A-1/Swuinary'SI)l-UKJ., Did. 1.10.96 

	

52, 	Motuhlr Sutninat of 51)1(1'), ljknil, lot the uttmth oF 	Ex,S 52 

	

. 	 0 : ' 1R 	iitayl)14jK1.. 1)td.2,9.96 
Monthly Suinma,ty of 81)1(P), tikrul. For the month of 	Ex.S 53 
Nov 96 No.A-l/1nspn/Suinmaiy/SflI1J 	Did.2. 12.96 
Monihly Stmtnurv of 81)1(P), tikrul. For the month of 	Ex.S . 54 

_J2 

	

55, 	1\'lini(hly SIU)Lfllilfl' 01 51)1(P), ( . Ikrul. i'or (he mofflh oh' Jaii 	Fx, S 	55 
97 Ni,,, A- I ISUinmal/Lns1)n/SIM-IJKj I )td... 2.97 	 - 

	

6, 	Monthly Surirnaiy of 81)1(1 1 ), Ukrul. For (he month of 	Ix.S - 56 

	

.. 	° 	ly!Inpn/SI)I-1 IN!. I)L3-07 
57 	Monthly Summar' of 51)1(P). (ikrul, For (lie month of  

March 97 No.A-1/Sutuniar'f1nspn/S1)t4Iki Did. 1.4.97  
58 	Motiilily Summaiy of SD1(P) Ukrul. For the month of 	Ex.S - 58 

... : 	 ".1. J)td. 1.5.97 
59. Ivbnulily Suinmi'y of Si )I( I'), t 1hrill. For (he iinmlli of 

_. 
Fx.5 . 59 

ijj . 	td. 2.o.'E 
60 h1uiIiit.SnisIii4ry oISl)I(V), UhjuI. J'ui the iui,,iUi of E..S —60 

61. Monthly Summary of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of 
A-1muary i 

62, Monthly Summary of SDI(P), Uknil. For (he month of Ex.S -•62 
7 Nu.AI/Swwnuy/1nspsJ)14JKJ Di(1. 1.9.97 

 Monthly Sumin;u'y of SI )I( P), I .UruL For the iw,ntlt ol 1'.S 	63 
7 NthA1/SULu1nrV/hiSiSDI:UFJDLd!IO97  

 Monthly Suiumaiy of 81)1(P), tJkniI. For the month of E.S " 64 
( )ci 97 No. A-I /Sumswny'Iiitipnisl >1-I 1K 1. I )td. I . I I 4)7 

 Monthly Suutmaiy ol' 51)1(P), 1 Jkrul, For ilic iiionth of I.S 	65 
Nov 9 iylii/)1-UK1 i)id. 1.12.97 

 Monthly Suiiunaiy of S1)J(P), 1 iki'uI. For LI1C month of Ex,S . 66 
iuIiit14JkL Did. I. 1.97 
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4-2- 	5 N - 

/,,iiti/apv 0/1/h' /(I(11,flelS1S 

1 'IioI( ieoi) s' ol staten iciti ol Si I ,. i'ainei ni ig, I l 'M, 
Chingjaroi F:DBo letter did. 1.10.97 addressed to SPOs, 

............... 
Photocopy ol staictilcut ol Sri I . Ito Singh, I 1 M, Kameng 

K.akLhiIlg ii )1 10 letter dtd.25.9.97 addressed to SP( )s. 

I ItOh )eOp ol statemenI o Sri 'v . S. \'Hel"), 13)111 M, 

invdtak Jl)I3() kiter did. 29.9.97 addresMed to S10s, 

Photocopy of statement of Sri Yarngai, EI)BPM. Pushing 
Ei)I( ) kiter (tated.09. 10.1997 addressed to SPOs, 

Phoi 'copY of staterneiil of Sri R, T'uingayang, J3PM. 
Sirai AJ long 11 )I1( ) kiter d1d.9, 10.97 addressed to SI'( )s, 

i'holoeopy of statenieiit of Sri A.S.Andeistni, 13I 1tW, 
Nungshong EDJ3C) tddiess to ,PS. npha1 received at 
Di'isiona1 Office on 4. 11 .97 

Photocopy of Dic. circular No.28-162/62 1.E,-1 dtd.5.8.65 

i'.Jo. I tile I .I/) JJJ hiai iki dkL I 1 3. Ituo 1m411ed by 

......................... 
Letter No.. Diay/SDIR)s, UkluuI/97 dtd.4.3.98 issued 
front OITKC of lite DRS, huphal, 

I.ettci No. I )iaiy/S1)IP()s-t Jkhrul/97 did. I 6.3.98 siietI 
[lout DI'S, liuphal. 
1'Jcnto No.Duu'y/Si)fl'()s(.Jk1uul/92 dtd.25.9.92 issued by. 
1). P. S., 111IJ)ItIl. 

M] 
\ 6% 

/'X/Sl/iI( Nos.  
61 

Ex.S 68 

Ex.S -.. 70 

71 

- 72 

Exd-1 

Ld 2 

Exd - 3 

ItI . 4 

hxd 5 

5.2. Documents not eklubiled 
The charged officer (here under known as C.O.) piayed for production of monthly tour 
T.A. Mv tIle hn the period (j  ,July 97 to Mneh 98 of SI )lPOs, tJkhrul Sub Division, 
nisinlaiucJ hr (lie ol"o (lie I). t.S., tinpkil. lit sujpurt ut his el.tiiii (he ( '.( ). stated that the 
Ilk would enliglit [lie material tact as tu the SlIbIlki.sSloll I 11oll-4ui)tIvStiOn of,  IRs in 
question as the ofliec used to release / sanction T.A. advance only on submission of IRs. 1 
find that the file might enlight I reflect material fact related to the matter under inquiry 
and placed requisition for the same, brfoie "e DPS. Irnphal 'vide my letter no.INQ-
1/51311/98-Vo1-I di.26, 10.99 followed by reminder 12.1.00. 2.2,0() & 20.4.00. The 

eu.slodiiii of the dttc,i,nit had neither eI;iiiiied ttt ik1e of (lie k,ciintcnt nor Iiwwardud 
the IIoAIult'nt Not itsade any uosi,isiipsiia(io,s 'ilsi ''Vist'. Ilk: I 'i5It I& Z,)tI !II.M!t itt (lie 

availability ul I lie i etitusiiknied doe tiumemits. 

6. 1. 1he piosceutiolt had desired to exantine the ksiluwing pailaciihinucd vt1nesses; tunotig 
• them the witness at SI. No. 2, 4, 5 & 6 Were examined on the dale shown against each and 

their dposiiiuis were brought into leCoI(ls as 'Marked' at the last column. The rest 



Dale LI 

6.09, 1 )9') 

],.09.2000 

Lh'po,ilIon 
marked 4ZS'. 

Not iun up 
Sw-I 

Not known 

S W-4 

	

1 7.09.2000 	SW-3 

	

17.09.1999 	SW-2 
Not turn up 

4 . 
Wilms'scs did 11111 urn up deHpitc issi iw_e ,i cp.;ed nii tin iuii:i, Neither (hey hiiti onui)uijeitc ltIc i ei; 	(ii thtir piiih)jltlies lu al icuil, 114 u the P( ) could 	xplIiJi the reasoits 4)1 (lieu 1lotidl(Cfldg,çc, Ii is the duty of (lie pu1y to ensure attcuicjaiiee of their Witness On tue apponited dale. tinie and place. 

SI. No. 
 

2. Sri I .. Ito Sinh1,El)13PI ,l, I'dlil14ln 

,' 
4. Sri ().flwijamani Sin,h, ':.)A (I.R. I Vk), 

• DIVIS1 0111,31 ()flic 
5 

. 	. 
Sn \ S ' ii 	eFDBpM1 Shh1k IDDO 

 
. 

L_ 81  

7 R.Tuingay 	 iiaraklunig 

6.2. The CO. piaved to produce Sri N.C.1Ialdar. i)SPOs. Irnphal and the P.O. of the case to 
' clarify the circuinsOnices under which the exhibit Exs-67 to Exs-71 were received by the 

ofliec of the 1)PS. Imphal. I find the w1tiies propose(1 to he examined as defence witness 
is likely to citlighu certain material 1ict and lie was summoned. In response to the 
SUMITIOn 11w said Sji N.C.JItld in his letter no. nil (It.28.02.2000 addressctl to DPS, Nagalanci, the disciplinajy authority and copy to inc epnsscd his unwiIliiijne to LICI)t)SC Ut de!crucç witness, 1 Ic did not hint up on the scheduled date and time. The CO. 
did not press ku further summoning ' Ihi. id .... Jiaithtr and 'rtua1Iy dropped, 

7. 	J 	 atu 	St!1 ccfujpfflaIion 01 mieon 	or misbeJ,avjoI4r 
The lbllowin8 two ailicks of charges have been framed against Sri 8.11 hI'/Auika. the 
then SDIPO5, t Ikhruj Sub I)ivislon, HOW Cotnplai,il Inspector. o/o the D. P. S., Nagaland. 

'tIck' of 
Sri 8.13.1 -iat,jka, while working as SDIPO5. Ukhrul Sub J)ivision during the period from 29.01.1996 (A/N) to 31.01.1998, he had shown to have inspected as mimy as 54 (filly 
Ibur) Post Ohlices in the year I 99, but had not subuujijed a copy of the 11,spection 
Remarks in rcspec( oI each of these 54 (11th kui) P<,st ()111cs, to (he Supdt. of Post 
Offies, I\'laxupui Divtsto. Imphal or an other appropriiic authoriiy in place of the 
Supdi. of Post C )tIices. N'lanjpur l)ivision, Implial. Similarly (he said Sri 5.13. flazaiika 
had shown to have inspected as many as 78 (seventy eight) Post Oilice.s during the period 
from 01.01.1997 to 31.12.1997, but had not submitted a copy of the Inspection Remarks 
in respect of 45 (forty five) Post Offices, to the Supdt of I'o,si ()il Ices, Maitipur Divisio,i, 
iinphal or ally other appri 'na1e authority ill Plec (it (lie S updt. ()1 Post C )i I ices, Muüpur 
I)ivjsjon, htiuphal I ly his above acts, the said Sri 511.1 laiarika v1 utaled the provistolls of 
kule-301(2) ol P&l Man. Vol \'JIJ icad with i)eparltiuent of l'osls. New Delhi letter 
No. 1 7-3'92-lnspui 1)aid 02.07. 1992 and RuIe.3( 1 )(ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules 1964. 

5i 
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ArlIcli (• d;arg - I I 
Sti 5.13.1 Iazaiika, while working as S1)IP( )s, Ukhrul Sub 1)ivision, dtiiii, the 1)erlod 
from 29.01.1996 to 31.01.1998, he had shown to have inspected the tbllowing EDBOs in 
Ukhrul Sub Division, on the date noted against each. 

Si. No. Name of the Ei)BO 	1)aie n/inspection .ihcwn by Sri 
S. ii. / l,;:w'iAt 

 (.'hingjaroiEDB() 	 25.02.1997 

 Sirarakhang E1)110 	 29.03.1997 

 Kamang Kakehmt' 	i)P') 	 19.05.1997 

 Shaiighak EDBO 	 18.06.1997 

 NungshongEDBO 	 15.07.1997 

 Pushing ED13() 	 2807.1997 

But, in fact, the said Sri S.B.Iiazaiika did not at all inspect the above-mentioned 1DBOs 

cillict on the date Ot ited against caeli 	F 4)1) .riiv ( lhci dale in the year 1997,  	Fhcrchwc, by 

his above 'at.t. the said Sri 5.13.1 Iaiarika. violated the 	wovisions ol tu1e-308( 1) of P&T 
Man. Vol. V Ill, l ule-3(1 )(i) of CCS (Conduct) l uks, 1964 and Ruk-3(] )(iii) of CC'S 
(Conduct) Rules. 1964.   

The Statement ol Imputation of Misconduct or rlisbehaviour in Suppoll of the charges 
alt; as b rib w 

Asikk' 
That as many as 66 (sixty six) EDB()s and one SO in Ukhrul Sub Division were allotted 

to the share of Sub Divisional Inspector of l'osl (1)liices. 1.lkhrul Sub Division, Ukhrul for 
inspection during the year 1996 vide Sl'Os. Imphal letter No.luspceiionil'our Programme 
/1996 did. 19 02.1996 along with a copy of Inspection Programme ft)r the year 1996. The 

said Sd 5.111 la,aiika took over the charc of Sl)IP()s. I lLhrul Sub Division on 
29.01 . 1996. ( A/N) and prior to taking over the charge of the Sub I )ivision by the said Sri 
SAl.] 1a7Lnka, one Sri MOba Mzinng P. A.. Iniphal 11.0. was ofliciating as SDllOs. 
Ukhiul Sub l)i\'isiorl horn 01.0 I . 99C tO _.01 . 1996 (AJN), Of the sixtysix EDI3Os 
a.SSigne(1 to the SI )lPUs. Ukhrul Sub Division. for inspection during the year 1996, the 
said Sri Moba Mating already nispected as many as 13 (thirteen) lil)13(.)s during the 
pefl4)d litrur (It .01 1990   to 29.()i . 996. •t hus. as nuv as 53 (lii lv three) El )Ii( )s and one 

S . L were IL 	niii ft r inspection, 1w the sald Sri S. 11.1 I;ii,i1or, t1UrIIII tire year 1996 art 

the time of takine oVer the charge ol' t ikhrut Sub 1.)ivision by the said Sri 1 tazarika on 
29.01.1996 (A[N). The said Sri S.D.! lazaiika. in his hninigiitiv dianes and monthly 
summaries of the Si)lPOs, Ukhrul for the period from 29.01.1996 (A/N) to 31.12.1996 
had shown 14) have inspected all the 53 (fifty three) E1)130s and one S.O. which were 
remaining for inspected by the said Sri S.B.i-lazaiika as on 29.01 .1 996(A1N). The list of 
53 (lilly three) EI)BOs and one SX). Shown to have inspected 1w the said Sri 
5.11.1 Ia,uiLt has l)eeI) enclosed as "ANNEXI IRE-A". 

Similarly, as many as 71 (seventy one) Post Offices, i.e., 69 (sixty-nine) EDI3Qs and 2 
(two) SOs were assigned to (he SDIP(.)s, Ijkhrul Sub l)ivision, lot itlsl)eCtiOH during the 
year 1997 vide S S P()s, 1n!J1ta1 letter no. inspectiOn! lour Programme 97 (11(1.29.01. 1997 
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Ong,  with i copy oF Inspection hianiiue Ioi the year 1997. ( )f the 09 (sixty nine) 
D13( )s and 2 (two) SOs in I lkhmt Sub I )ivision, winch Were assi.ned br inspectiOn by 

e said Sri 5.11.1 lazinika as SI)11308, Ukhrul Sub Division, he had shown to have 
spected all the 69 (sixty nine) EDI3Os and I (one) S.O. on different (Late(s) during the 

penod from 01.01.1997 to 31.12.1997, in his thrinightly diaries and monthly summaries 
of the SDIP(.)s, 1 .lklirul submitted by the said Sri I 1.aziuika for the atoremenlioned period 
from tillic to time, The list of 69 (sixty nine) EDB(r)s and one 5.0, which were shown to 

have been inspected by the said Sii 5.13.1 lazatika during the year 1997 has been encloscd 

as ANNEXUkE-i - 

fiat as per Rule-308(2) 01 P&F Man. Vol. V1U. the said Sri 5.11.1 lazarika, SDW()s. 
Uklu'ul had 0) suhniit the copy Of ,  liispection Remarks in respect of each of the EDI3() 

and S.O. iispected by hixn to the Supdi. of,  l'ost (:)thiees, Manipui' Division, linphal and 
in accordance with Depti. of Posts. New Delhi letter no.1 7-3/92-1nspn dtd. 02.07.1992 the 
time limit 10i' sUtinthIsion / issuance of hispeet(m Remarks / inspection Repoils in respect 
oF E[)Ii(.) 'aIRI S.H. are 10 (tell) vs .. (lilteeii) days horn the (Lite of inspection 
respectively. i3ut, the said Sri Sill Iazaiika, had not at all submitted the copy of 
inspection Rrnàrks in respect of 53 (filly three) EDBOs and 1 (one) S.0., which were 
shown to have been inspected by him in 1996. as per ANNEXURJi-iV' to the Supdt. of 
Post ()fliecs, Manipui' Division, Ituphat either within the prescnhcd time limit as 
specified illu Ivc, 01 cn any subsiqucul date. SünilaiIy, the said Sri S.1.1 htiuika had not 

at all 501)11111 led the copy ui LItM 1cettuI h eni,u ks ill I clipcd of ,  .14 ( it irty t' un) EDI 1()H and 

1 (one) S.(),. which were shown to have inspcetcd by the said Sri 1 La,arika on diUircnt 

date(s) during the year 1997. The list of 44 (foiiy four) E1)130s and I (one) S.O. which 

were shown to have been inspected by the said Sri Ilazarika in the year 1997, but he did 

hot SUE)Iflil IRs has been enclosed as ANNiXl IRE-C". 

Therefore, it is imputed that the said Sri S. If. I lazarika. by his above acts, violated the 

Provisions oh Ruic-308(2) of P&1 Man. \'ol.V LU and orders contained in Depti. of Posts. 
New I )elhi letter ui .1 7-3;92-Inspu dtd. ()2.( 17. 1 )92 and .utst I aIled lii 1liaint4uJl absolute 
devotion 10 his duties in 'iu1aiion ol 1ule-3( I )(d) ol ('L'S (('onduet) ktes. 1964.   

Article * 11 
the following t.I )13( )s in tik11101 Sub I )ivisitui. which were assigned to the SIMP(A, 
I 4JuuL Sub I )ivision, lot' annual inspection 1(11 the Veat 1997 vide SSi'( )s Imphal letter 

rio. lnspectioni'Iour Progl'antme/ 1997 dtd.29.01 .1997 were shown to have been iilpcted 

by the said Sri S.IJ.Ilazaiika as SL_2(,), Liki.. ol, 01) the date noted against each. 

LNQ. 	LrLJJLViQ. Date  Of/flJet!O?1  

Chingiaroi EDI3O 	 25.02.1997 
2 	Sirai'aLhong LI )i 1( 1 	 29.03. 1997 

i'anom kaLhiuii1, II )t I( ) 	1905. 1997 

1. 	Shauidod hi )t It 	 I 8,tio. 1997 

5 	Nungshang L1)BU 	 15.07.1997 

* 	 6. 	I'uslung Fl)1lO 	 26.07.1 '$)7 
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iv7t. 
• vi S. 1.1 iaiirik.i was workinji., as S I )IP( )s. I ILlinit (iunii, the peijod from 
)b (A/N) to 31 .01 I 99l and he had slmwii to have itispec ted the above Post 

ulenhioned above in his twtnigIuIv diaries pertaining to that period and also in 
11IN suinmanes of the S1.)iPOs. l,lkhrul Sub Division. tikhrul SUbIiIItLCd by the 
HIazanLa. l'Or the respective months on which those ottices had been shown to 

o inspected. But, the iDBPMs of the above E1)13( )s have intimated, to the 
Postal Services, Manipur. Imphal. in writing that the said Sri S.B.L-lazaiika, 
Ukhrul did not inspect t ii pee.. e E1)BOs in the year 1997 till the time of 

in Of tespective intimations by each Of the EDBPN'ls of above E1)l)Os in the 
f Sept 97, Oct 97, NOV 97. 

Ilieretote. it is unputeil that the saul Sii 5.11.1 Ia oLa did Out at all inspect the 
afiietnentioiicd hi )liUs on the dats tiotd against each and thiereh'y ,  voI4itd the 

provisions of Ruk-308( 1) oF P&T MaILVOI.\' Ill. In addition, the said Sri lIatrikL by 
his act of ,  suhnussion of false infomiation regarding inspection of those abovementioned 

EDI3()s 1ikd to maintain absolute integitv and also acted in a manner unbecoming of a 
Govt. seivant. and thereby violated Rule-3( I )(i) and 3(1 )(iii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 
1964. 

. Case of the l)isciphiniuy Authonty .. ; 
A. The prosecution in article-i impute that in the year 1996 as much as 66 EDBOs and 

1 S.C) wele assigned to the SD1POs, Ukhrul Sub i)ivision fi.n inspection for the said 
year. The C.C). took over the charge of the SD1, Ukhruh on 29.01.1996 (A/N) and till 
then the preceding IPOs had already inspected 13 EDI3Os. Thereby .  leaving 53 
Ii )Ft( ), and 1 5,0. for the rest ut the year. The (X). in his tntiiijitIv diary Jr the 
pe0t from 29.01.1990 to 3 1 • 1 2. 1996 Iia1 ituted down that all the ollices were 
inspected. The prosecution further mentioned that sitnilaily as manY as 69 EDBOs 
and 2 SOs were assigned to the CO. for inspection during the year 1997. The C.O. 
in his fortiughtiv diaty fre 0 .01. i97 to 31.12.1997 had reported that the 
inSpection work of the offices had been completed. The prosecution further added 
that the (',( ). although reported inspection of all the offices assigned to mm during 
the year 1996 and 1997 did not at all subinitled the Inspection Remarks of 53 
EDBOs and 1 S.O. in respect of 1996 and 44 E1)B0s and 1 S.O. in respect of the 
year 1997 and thereby violated the provision of the Ruhe-308(2) of P&T 
Man.VoL VIII 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 oh• inspection and attracted the Rule-3( l )(ii) of GUS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

Lit sUpj)OIt 01 the allegation the P.O. 1)lea(led the followingi 

Since the C.O. did not attend the proceeding, till completion of adducement of 
evi(knce on behalf of the prosecution / disciplinary authority, it is clearly proved 
that he has nothing to say on his dehnce. 

the P( ). einphasises over the deposition ol S\V-4, Sri ( ) i.)iaiiLtili Sitigh, 

Dvaling ,\ssistani,-11iihch I )ivnj. ( tjice, !vlanipui who stated that he 



rccei*d the Ibrinighily di;uv and monthly sunuriary of the C.(J often irregularly 
duing the year 1996 & 1997. lIe added that he received 25 il's out uI 70 for the 
year 1997 and none fir the year 1996 horn the C.O. despite several reminders 
issued to the U.0. under the instruction of the controlling autliotity. From this 
deposition the P.O. asserted that the charge is provcd and the C.(). neither 
visited tlw 54 oflices listed lo the ANNI X I IRE A" to the ehire sheet and 
henee 1ieS11oU 416CS not arise ,thotit the receipt of the 1I (if I 	imilarIv lie 
euI)!Ia.ase(l that the (. 	). neither visited the 45 I 1( )s as listed in .\NNhXI 1R1 
C" of ,  the charge sheet nor inspected during the veal 1997 and the (Iuestioti of 

suhuiissoit of,  fR does not arise. 

The I .( ). in p.ua 7 of his briel pleaded thai despite tepeated luukkl the C.O. 
did nui subniil the IRs and even respond to the ictuitideis. 

The P.O. asserted that the C.O. being ole in-charge of a Sub l)ivi.sion, it is his 
tiindawcnial duty that he should response the Icuers receive(I horn the 1-ligher 
Authority. Keeping himself mum. it is proved he has nothing to say and 
neglected The otder of the higher authority. 

'Ike P.( ). further added that in reply to the question to tile tact going against him 
made by the 1.0. The C.O. reply "uncolToborated" which means the official has 
nothing to say against those points and thereby the charge is proved. 

B. In article-li the prosecution put UJ) that the CO. in his ioilnighulv dians and 
Ilm ml Illy ;iin,naijcs lot the ted limo 01 lIt 1 997 to II. I .' 1997 iiiitcd (iw 
Inspection t the luI1owio II( }s on the date si wiii .ig.iitil cscli. 

a) 	( hingjaiai EL )U( ) 	2502. 1997 
h) 	Sirarakhong El)iiO 	29.03. 1997 

Karnang Kadching EDBO 19.05.1997 
Sahgshak EDB0 	10.06. 1997 
Niushang EDB() 	15.07.1997 

1) 	Pushing EDLR.) 	28.07. 1 997 

The EDBPMs of these offices 'in iiniated to the Director Postal Services in wiiting 
that their offices had not been Ic. ie year 1997 by the C.O. till wiiting of 
the said, communications by each of Iheni and alleged that the C.O. did not at all 
inspected 1hcs offices on the (late inentiotied against each violating the j)lOVISiOII of 
Ru1e-309( f) of P&]' Man.Vol.V1ji and •l{ule-3( I )(i) & 3(1 )(iii) of CCS (Conduct) 
Rules 1964. 

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

i) Thai the S \V- I . Sri L..Ito Siugh, EDI3PM. Kainang Kakehing LI )13() in his 
dpoitiuii st,itct that the SI )Wi 	. 1 iIJiiiil. s i s, i.i hii.uiLi ui an  

had not visited his uL!ice till 25.09. 1 997 aiat lie did nut rceeivud any 



Inspection Remarks (ilt lieu and eleady proved that Sri S. U. I Iaaiika did not 
\'lsit or rnspecl the olhce. 

ii) Thai the SW-2, Sri SXarangai. EDI3PM. Pushing E1)BO in his deposition stated 
that his office was not inspected by the C.O. tifl 09.10.1997 and thereby proved 
that the C.C. did not visit and inspect his otlice tilt then 

Th.t the SW-3. Sri V.S.Vaiaiso. 1l)1 WM. Sahgnshak EDI3( in his deposition 
stated that his office was not inspected alter 07.06.1 995 till September 1997 ldr 
the year 1997 and theichy proved that the (.( ). did not visit and jnspect the 

on (he year 1997. 

That on (lifeclioll of the lughci auliwlily. I I te cuiicnie(l Offices had t)ecll asked 

to kiu)w the tact whelhei the of lice was actually visited and inspected by the 

C( . lit reply 25 oliices intimated non-tnspccUon ol their ollices and 

accordingly the repomi was submitted in the Chief P.M.G., Shillong on 
11,12.1997. 

, 1 Itat out of 7 enlisted witnesses. 4 were examined. The mesl 3 c uki not aticud 

the lmeaiütg due Iti t1I)n-Icccil)1 of suiimmiuns as these ol bees aw situated in hilly 

and very backward area. 1lioi' 'Ji tiv were asked again to attend the heamin. al 
A(:Z:1

artala ,  they could not due to tir distam ice. 

That Sri Anderson, I3PM, Nungsang in his teller dtd. 14. 1 0 1999 intimated that 
his health do not permit him to ti:avel  the long distance and as far the enquiry he 
he: 'ged to slate that he did not know who was I 1a7.alika, itispeelor because he 
(1 Lizatika) never visited his office. 

9 The case of (he detimdend. 
lite C.G. denied the charge and hold that the prosecution nuscrably lailed to prove the 
c1maie hIC>UgIiI against him. I Ic pleaded the following in support of his claim The points 
tinder i\ are Ili i/O article ni cham gc No.1 amid under IS in rio article f ehsaige N0.11. 

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

The plea of the PA that the reminders were issued asking submission of 1k is not 
correc( and the P.O. did not produce any such reminder to sustain the Pica The 
EXS-1 & EXS-2 not at all proved that the ilts were not submitted. 

IX S-3 to EXS-66 are not at all the tincuments to proVe that the IRs were not 
subiiiitted, they are not I....ispt - :llin the submission I non-submission of IRs The 
dp )MttiQIl Of S\V-4, Sd O..Dwijamani Siugh is not corroborated by the 
documentaty evidences. Ike del)(  sitiomi iiiight have been mmmdc on the basis, of ,  
some records not Imiti IUCII1OFV as it was not expected to keep the figures of IRs 
5UhiiiIIt(I / tton-sut)ITlitted by (til tereol iitsj)eeliiig authonty of 'the l)ivision in his 
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menu ny Non-production of the said docwnents leads the deposition to be false 

and 1.ibiiciie(I. 

lv) Noi'ptudUAi0fl Of haitd-tu-haild i eceipt book of i ecupt and (Iespatch branch of 

the l)IVISIOIIat OfIke for the period from Januaty 96 to April 98 had failed to 

show the actual fact as to handing over the IRs to the inspection branch. 

v) Nonioducliofl of addittointi docuitnts shown by the C.O. viz. Monthly Tour 

1'. A. advance file lot the period from .Iulv 97 to March 98 of SDIPOs, Ukhrui 
maintaind by the i)ivisional Office. bnphal and the reasons thereof has interred 

iltat the (k)cuIflenls LI produced be UfltVOUftbk tO the pClSOfl who withholds it 

IC.. jul()5eCL1t()fl. 

IS-% to 1X 5-72 af not ongmal OfltS. but photOCOI)Y. IherCiflie secondaiy 

evidence and can univ be acceptable when the otignial dCSlfl)yC(l or los! or ctmnot 

be produced in reasonable time. lit this case no such reasons are explained and 

hence not adnussible. 

The deposition of SW-i, SW-2 & SW-3 are suffiied from shoil coming of (a) the 

original lelici stated to be wijtten by them to SPOs. Imphal were not shown to 

theni at the time ui their deposition & (h) the videncc are not concIuiV. 
Inspection of a 130 cannot be conliriued only on the basts of oral statement of the 
13i'1%4 who not alone constitute the establishnient. ihete are other staff and they 

arc equally relevant and material. 

Acunsul I 'ook. 13(1) JournaL 130 icceipl book are the minimum documents, which 

rcqtni ed Ii he si 1 ite&S by tite IU$1)CC lit tit atIIIIt miitV ifl Ct liii C ( it inspection of U 

liraneh ( )I lice. these d cuinents • era: no( 1tiduçd because, ii produced, they 

wbukl be unfavourable to the eharge. 

The vuracity of the letter written to the SPOs by those witnesses who did not turn 

UI) l,etOie the iflqUUy authoiily could not be tstd & the charge 01 nun-inspectiOn 

of these tilliecs is (Iried Up. 

Examination of Sri N.C.1 laldat. l)SPOs. imphal was very essential as he 
engineered the whole episode in collaboration with SW-i to SW-4. But he did not 
turn up & inkrence goes against the said Sii N.C.I laldar agreeable to the section 

114 of Indian Evidence Act third which emphasis that the couti may presume if a 

mall terM to aitsWcl a qileslit in which he is not compelled 10 41JIMWCI' by law. the 

answer if given, would be unfavourable to him. 

10. Analysis and assessment of evidences 
(i) 	The :ulick of charge-I is for non-submissi9n of IRs in respect of the 54 offices 

eflhis$C(l in ANNEXURE A' to the charge sheet 1el)oiiect to have been inspected 

1w the (( ). in the year 1996 as Sl)IP( )s, I. iklwiil Sub t)ivision. Manipur Divn. 
Also for non-submission of s of 44 offices enlisted in ANNEXURE I3 to the 

120 
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charge sheet reported to have been inspected in the year 1997 to SDIPOs. Ukhrul 
Sub Division in Manipur i)ivn. by the ( .( ). I o PIVe the charge, the tillowing 

ar to be satiated. 

(1)_ ''iliat the ('.0., during the period in question, worked as Sl)lPOs, tikhrul 
Sub l)ivision. 

] hat the ofliccs enlisted in A N NEXt 'Rl 'A' & AN NEXURE 'B ,  to [he 
charge sheet Were allotted to the SIJIPUs br inspcclioii duiiug the year 
1996 & 1997 feSl)CCLJVCIY. 

thai the aforesaid enlisted of bees are repoiled to have been inspected on 
the date shown a.' 	sI 	JI i the rcspectivc Tl1Ic'tlre by the C.O. 

I 

• 	(4) 	That the C.O. did not submit the IRs in respect of those offices mentioned 
in the said ANNEXI IRE 'A' & ANNEX( IRE '11'. 

i) 	the CO. in no stage Of the Inquiry denied the fact of ,  his working as 
SDIPOs. I Ikhrul Sub I )ivisiun. in Manijur Dision dining the period 
from 29(11 19% to 

 
3 I. 01 1998 .   The N >5-3(a) to i',X 5-48(h). the 

!ortnnhtIy diaries of the C. 0. reflected that the C.O. worked as 
SD910s. Ukhrul during the said period except the period from 
05.08.1996 to 18.08.1996 and again horn 07.04.1997 to 21.04.1997. 
On both the OCcuSiOns he was on EL. In addition, (hose exhibits 
manifest the Cflj(.)VfliCUI Of I 1. an(1 restricted holiday during the J)eflod 
from O(. 10. 1 9o)7 7 II) 1997 by the ( ' ( ) Ilici Iuie, it  can easily hc 
heki that the ( '.( ). worked as SI )I t'( ). I. Ikhrul Sub I )ivision to the 
strength nientioned hei ciii above. 

(b) The EXS-1 & EXS-2 clearly revealed that the of iices particularized in 
the ANNEXlJRJ A' & ANNEX I iRE. 'II' were allotted to the 
SI)lPOs. Ukliruj Sub I )ivisioil lt)1 carrying out luspectiun br the year 
1 990 and 1997 Fcs1 neetivIv. there %S no dciiial of HIC (2,0. on this 
ponit noi• th ilOLL Ikt were in question. Thus It can be easily he!d 
that these office were allotted enclosed for inspection by the C.O. 
dining the year 1996 and 1997 as categorized in the said 
ANNEXI IRE 'A' & ANNENIIRE 4 11. 

• 	(c) the exhibit EXS-3 to EXS-48 are the fortnightiv diaries of the 
SDIPOs. Ukhrul Sub l)iision fbr the period of Feb 96 to Dec 97 
submitted to the Sl'Os, [lie SSP( )s aiid the l)PS. liiiplrai by the (2.0. 
The EXS-49 to EN 5-66 are the monthly sunimarv fbi the period from 
July 96 to Decuinbcr 97 • submitted by the ( ,( ). in the capacity of 
SDE PC )s. I Jkiuul to the I )ivish n iah I,Jçad. , J tie authenticity of' 1hee 

a 
an.: ifi 1 1uestim uied. iior 44Mtrderecl them hiy the ("C') in any 

st,Ic ut 	iiiutiiv. 	l'hiea: 	(Il)CImIlIcIIt,4 	uil 	I)i' 	t.ikeu iiitu, aecu'uiil 	as 
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atithiti and of CO s. 1 tiese documents enlighted that the C.0. 
repoiled the inspection of the oil ices enlisted in ANNEXIJRE 'A 1  & 

ANNEXURE 'W on the dale Shown against each. 

(d) The P.O. pleaded that ilie non-attendance of the C.O. clearh' j)IOVCS 

that the ('.0. has nothing lo say in his deFence. While the C.O. argued 
I Iiit non-suhnwiuii of ,  wimell defence in response to (he charge and 
non-attendance to the healing of the iiiquiiy not at all in16 -  deficiency - 
in defence. The law ol the natural lustiec is that no adverse inference 
can be diLWn for noii-subiiss&uii of written dcl cncc statement and 
non-attendance to the heating by the C.O. And I don't think this will 
iuiomatica1h' prove the charge 

emphasis over the depoition of SW-4. Sn 0,l)wijamani Singh, the then 
Dealing Assistant, IR branch of the Divisional 0fiice hnphal who has stated that 
he received 25 IRs out of 70 br the ycal 1997 and none for the year 1996 from 
the C.O. From this deposition, the P.O. pleaded that the charge is proved and the 
CX) neither visited the ofhces paiiiculafliC(l in ANNEXURE 'A & 'B' to the 

charge sheet on the dates " vn 'am' each and hence question tiocs not arLMC 

about the leept of the 1k. The (.'.( ). avertcd that the depot3itU)fl ol SW-4 is not 

coiTohorated by the documentary evidences and the deposition might have been 
made on the Lasis of some records not horn his nicinoty as it was not expected to 
keep the figure of IRs submitted / not submitted by the different inspecting 
aullioitv of the Division in his memory nd non-production of the documents 
leads the deposition to be hilse and abricated. Although the -veracity of the 
(teposu i ni I N V-4 was n ii tested by the ( . . in e misc of heating, but )Utli1ig 

(I C a1' VC ar (Itnetil . a qIicsli in inail is iiiitetl. ( )nc cannot }cep in his neinorv 
110W 11 tuch vlust is what unless tie iiiaititaüis it recc id. Nti-pn iduetion of the 

ieeoid is' teally a deficiency towards sustaining the charge unless and otherwise 
COITObI trated by the otler documents produced. 

The P.O. thither pleaded that despite repeated reminders the ('.0. did not submit 
the IRks and even paid no isponse to the reminders. In course of inquiry no such 
pleading exccI)t in the bnel was f)(lt loiSvai d by the 11.(). and not any docuinentaty 

prove was produced. lhc allegation was also not brought in the charge sheet or in 

the sIIeiiiciiL of imputathm therein. It is an eXIenOUS and have no weightage. 

• (/

Cllargc

The C.O. thither added that the hand-to-hand receipt book for thc period from Jan 
96 to April 99 of the receipt and despaieh branch is a vital dOcument to the instant 

 and non-productio 'ui .c ;iC has created tklklciicy in proving the 

charge. ihe aigunient of the CO. cannot be held as correct. This document is not 
the iial document or ptiinaI' document but the secondary. This document is 
requited for eorroboiation to the truthi-iiess of inaintenance 01 pflfllaly document 
i.e.. the account of receipt of lls. the I.( ). has got the iiowr to recall document I 

witiiess iii ise ativ lacuna arises on il ic  evidence already adduced. But he catulot 
call 	'ituess or new doeunieiiI ,ttilcss .iiid oflictwisc ,llcnIa)ite(l by the either paiiv 



and diopped later on. (ii. iliuue,/ol which not conic Up in course of nquiiy or 
mention- in the Statement of imputation or misbehaviour or misconduct. Calling of 
such (lOCUl1Ient / Witness is talitainourit UI hnngiiig of personal knowledge. 
Thcretiie. the registel of receipt of IR was ilol ealkd fur. 

(V) f 

VIAPIP0  

The (.(). strongly pleaded that non-produclion of additional document sought by 
/ the (.'.t ) and pennitted by the l.(.), 	titoitihlv tow l.A. advance tile for the 

peiiod horn July 97 to M4n 	of L)hI'Os. Ukluul inaiivained in the l)ivnl. 
Otliec. liuphal and non-disclose of reasons of non-pimJe.tiitt has handicapped 
him io •suhnii,sun, ol' elleclive dc1cttc. I Ic uies to hilci iliat (lie ducwiicntn 11' 
iroducd. ihe untavourable to the person who withhold it, i.e.. prosecution. This 
argument has got irresistible fnrccs. In C()llrSe of rc(Jui.sitioii of the doctiinent the 
CC) .hwii the rckvwev of,  the docullicficlo the Csc as "l'irsl 1' A. advances 

C1C iiot released on the groumid that no IRs Were submitted. But, later oii, when 
the il's ei°e subiitiLtd 'LA. advances weic als released subsequently. it is 
ocCssti ilv ascetlained under %l1at CIILUiIIstat ICeS the Low l.A. advaimecs released 
subsequently". This relevanc' was acjncd by inc and requisition for the 
documents was made followed by .seveal ieminde,s hut nof1ci. 1'ven no reason 
Of ,  will tlt;Idiiig ol' the doew Sneuts by the en n(iui was cojnitiiniicaled. 1 he P.O. 
also c4 uld iwl explain the reason of n'm-discoveiy of,  the document either in 
cuw of' imi&luu'v nor in his hiiel. 'Ihe ),( ), in his hie1 is ciuite sileflt Ott this SCUI'C. 
.\tid 	ieInte, I 	all (hiaw (lie 	ICICIILC that ii' the tlociiitiiit tnoduectL Ilte 
pm ;siti; u; ml' in 'n-.ubusioit of IRs Would I Live not becti su1)1)uI'led what alleged to 
have. 	 - 

From what di'eusscd above at pala .1(a) to 1(d) it is stood that while the inredicntg 
delineated at lisa 1(1) Iii 1(3) aic salistied. the It lilt c(licills at pai'a 1(4) is not s;ttislietl and 
tlici'elote. l;;t; 41R smi'l,imed tIle ;i1'tiei; of 

10. 1 	In article 	ii 

 

eAutrgc Nm mit it is alk,ct1 tlma lime ( '.( . while wum iimmg as SI)l,')s, 
Ukhtrul (lUt1riL (he pemiod from 29.01 1996 to 31.01.1998 had shown inspection of 
1bllowiin I)al'ticuiauzed olfiees on the date shown a2aiiIs1 each duiiiig the y0ar 1997 
in his flrittightJv dianes of the veat' but he had not practically inspected on those 
dates or any sulmscit dates of the year as asserted by the El)flPt is of those olhees and Lhie ehv violated the JW(MSufll of 1< ule-301( I ) of I &'l N'lan.VoI.VhIJ and 
ltiicd to itlamlain absolute i1ite,nty. Cllil)ited Iiuimsell iii a muammnci' unhecoinimig of a 
Govt servant aUi'aeted the provision of RuIe-30 )(i) and 3(1 )(iii) of CCS (Conduct) 
Rules. 1964. 

(4iuh)'jataj LI )JJ( ) on 5.02. 1997 
Siraiakhong ILDBU on 29.02. 1997 it 	Kainang Ka1clting Ii )13() on 1 9.05. 1 997 
Sabgshak ED1iO on 10.06.1997 

v) 	Nunsliang EDI3O Oil 1 5.07.1997 
i) 	Pushing FDIIO on 28.07.1997 

VC,x-Z  

-1 

- 	. 	. 
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a) To sustain the eharf,e the following eOnhl)oneflts are required to be sustained. 

Thai the ..O, woiLed as S1)11 1Os during the period trom 29.01.1996 to 

31.01.1998. 

That the offices nientioned in the sub-para were allotted to the SDIPOs, 
lklirul for caIT''II1g out inspection dwing, the year 1997 

That tile offices were reported to have been inspected by the C.O. on the 

date shown against each. 

That the C.O. did nol otaiticall' inspected these ollices on the date shown 
against each and thereby violated the provision of Rule-308( 1) of P&T 

\ 1ut,Vol.V11l ind Ridc-3( 1 )(i) & 30 )(iii) of (( 'S (('onduct)ftUk$, 1964. 

As observed in sub-para 1(a) supra it is well settled that the CO. worked as 
I Jkrut during the period from 29.01 .1996 to 31.01 .1998 except the 

penkld front 05.08.1996 to 18.08.1996. from 07.04.1997 to 21.04.1997 and from 

0. in. 1997 to 17.10.1997 during which he was on El. & Cl.. 

i'he EXS-2 postulates that the olinxs patticulanixd in Uie statement of 
imputation of misconduct or misbehaviour in support of charge of article-il were 
allotted to the CC) for canying out inspection during the ycai 1997. 'ihere was 
no denial of the CO. on this point nor the document is disputed. Therefore, it is 

stood that these offices were allotted to (he C . O. for carrying out inspection in the 

veai I 9)7. 

ci) The exhibits EXS-28(a) &. (b) EXS-30. LNS-34(a) & (b): LXS-35(a) & (b). 

EX37(a) & (b) and EXS-38(a) & (b) are the dia,v 01 the (.0, lot the 2" 

fortnight of Feb 97. 2" fortnight of March 97. 2hhdl fortnight of May 97, i' 

fortnight of June 97, ' V l'ortnight of July 97 and 
2nd  fortnight of July 97 reflected 

that the ( '(, ); tepoiled to have U1S)ecIe(l ( hingjarai 1:1 )13(), Sirivakhong EDI30, 
Kamang kaehfhg LI )13( . Sa"slia' 11)11(),  Nungsltang LDI3(.) and Pushing 
LDII() on 25.02.1997. 29.03,1997, 19.05.1997, 10.06.1997, 15.07.1997 & 
280,1997 respectively. 'ftc authenticity of the documents were not questioned 

nol disowned by the CO. Therefore. these documents can be taken into account 

as a titImitic and therefore it can easily be heki that the C.O. had reported to the 
Divol. I lead inspection of these offices on the date shown against each. 

e) 	(i) 	The CO. pleaded that the EXS-68 to EXS-72 are not the originals 

ones, but photocopy. TherefOre secondai'v evidence and cannot be 
accepted unless the ongna1 is reported destroyed or lost or not able to 
produce in reasonable lime .As no such reasons are explained or 
disclosed by the pI'OSectItn)fl the documefli cannot be taken into 
account, lie further pkadecl that the veiacitv of the letter written to the 

I '('s. hnphal by those witiics'cs. who did n t turn up before the 

3144  

:: 
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• 	 4- 
iuqutry authority could lot be teSted aiid tile charge of ItOfl-tflspection \ 
of their offices is dried up. i'he contention of the C.O. is examined and 
find that the EXS-68, EXS-70 and EXS-69 were authenticated by the 
SW-i, SW-2 & SW-3 in course of deposition made before me and 

• hence these (locuments are iulhcn(jc documents and can be taken into 

ac0unt without any (lueli)n. the Veracflv of EXS-71 to EXS-72 
could not be tested' noi• could be authenijeateti in couFse of inquüy due 
to flOfl-ahlenda;icc of (lie respeelive writer who were summoned in two 
occa51Ofl. Since these documents %VCfe submitted beyond the 
knowledge of the C.O. and thc are the I)Ilo(ocopies of the reported 
letters, these documents cannot be entertained as authentic, 

	

(i1 	Iii P.O. to sustain the charge mainly depend upon (lie deposition of /7 
the SW-I, SW-2 & SW-3 and pleaded that they have categorically 
stated their othce Were not .nspected by the CX). on the date shown against each in the imputation of charge of article-il. The C.O. pleaded 
tliatlie depin,n 01 SW•l. SW-2 & SW-3 are sul1red from 
sirteonn1gir (a) the oniiit letter stated to he %rilkn by them to the I ( )s, J4Iai were 11411 shoii i ihiun it the 1ii,e of de1iusitjoii and (b) the 	'dnce are not conclusive, lie further added that inspection of a 

	

/ 	
Bj. cannot be COnfirmed oul on the basis of oral statement of a BPM 

is not alone COrLstitute the csIbhishnictii. 'l'heic are other staff and 
equally relevant and n)aterial. 'the avermeni of the C.('. is not at all on 
crrc putting. 'l'he photocopy (4f the letters mitten by the SW-I, S\V- 

& SW- Wer& Shfl4%Il to thciii at tile (line 	( ticniiii,i j  Ilidde beloi (he l,( ) and they admitted tli.it thcsc doumneis Wete 	mittcit by them 

	

• 	
and sent to the SI'Os concenicti It also cannot be' held that their evidences are not 	

other stafF of the ofliceg is 
produced as Wilness.They are being ii-chai'ge of,  the respective offices 
ale  

111aih — iiej11 • to the inspection and without them their office 
ciwiiirx 	inspected while other stafF of the est;ihhishiiie,it 111,1N ,  or univ 

he present. I tmiless the vetacilV 1) lIme (ICJR)sjtjolj of a Wl1less is in 
question no eølläbrjv evidence is necessary The SW-I. Sri L.Ito 

EDBPM. amang Kakching_EDI3O categorically staled that the 

A (lid not isi(ljffl llOi997 and also he did not fCCcjVe 
tillIheim, 	SW-2, Sri SYarammgai EDI3Png EDIiO autheimticjtc&{ tiat EXS-70 as a photOCoj)V ofhisletter ategoticafty sss1ed that h 	i fiicenotinspected by tl c.o,. 10.1997. Again SW-3. mi V.S.Variso. El)h3lM, Sahtganshal 

EDJ3O also aulhentjcate(j that the EXS-69 as of photocopy of his letter 
and emphasised that his office \as not inspected by the C.C. up to 
Sept 97. The deposition of all these 

WILIICSSCS have not been 
questioned nor appeaicd amiv doubt on the truth of their deposition. 
There 1or, the del) 'SI(ic)Jl chin he t.iIeim 1i11, ;iet.olli ii as a ( t ic 

ok" 



The P.O. fiuiiher pleaded that the higher authoiiv asLed to kntw the 
tact whether the officcs.  vcic actually visited ual inspected by the 
(.O. On query, 25 ollices iiitinialed lion-inspection of their oftices and 
accordrngh' a report was submitted to the CO.. Shullong. Nothing is in 
(his sort Was enumerated in the change ni statement of imputation nor 
any document on this behaii vas produced during the enquiry. 
Therefore. it is an extraneous mailer and cannot be waited. 

The P.O. again pleaded that the three enlisted witness could not attend 
the heaiing due to non-receipt of summons as their offices are situated 
in very backward and hilly area. Although they were sununoned again 
t attend the heaiing at Agartala. they did not due to hir distance. This 
is not based on fact. The summons were sent to time P.O. br serving on 
the prosecution witness under Rcgd. Post vide Agailala FLO. RL 
No.234 duL24.8.99 with M'i 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 to teach the summong to the respective witness. 
The ansit can at the best requires 5 days to reach the corner of the 
Division. liowever. an  Opportunity was given to them to attend at : mgaililla . The tlistaiicc e.unmot be a valid reason on the way of 
attending the i)roceedulgs. the l.U, should have ensured that his 
witnescs were attended on the Iixj date and time. II is inactiveness 
Oil the pail Of the J)fO.SCCUIIoII that their Witnesses did not attend the 
hearing despite opportunities are offered. 

l'.( 	ikided tl.i 	Sli \. . .ilcin. I IPI\ I,  
iuiliuimateti him in kiter (lId. 14. 1 O.9) thai Sri Andizsoum could not attend 
due to his illness and categorically stated he do not know who was 
liazauika, inspeetor beeau.se he (Ilazalika) never visiied,his office. No 
such letter is received by me. nor this type of document could be taken 
into account and lherefhre discarded. 

the C.U. pleaded that the account book. B.O. Journal and 13.0. 
Receipt hook are the minimum docuniclits are required to be signed by 
the rnspecling authoril\ in course of inspection of a B.O. These 
documents 11vere ot - od' d because if produced they would be 
lmnfavotual)le to the charge. This aigulneni cannot be held a valid one, 
This docwnent could L)e pi(}dUced in support ol the allegation but 
without them the issile CLII1 be decided nile-way or the other way. 
1 itese docwncnts arc not at all it pail oh a document or series of 
documents without which the semies will not be completed. As a result 
these documents are not required to fill up the lacuna or in evidence 
J)l oduced l)eforc Inc. These are othet lnckJ)eflden( set of documents. 

- 



19 

• /Gi) 

 

The C.O. again pleaded that the examination of Sri N.C.11aldar, Dy. 
Sujxlt. of POs, implial was veiy essential as he engineered the whole 
episode in collaboration with SW-I to SW-4 but he did not turn up and 
eanphasise 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. vould he unfavourable to him agreeable to the section 
114 of Indian Evidence Act. The N.C.Ualdar. Dy. Supdt. of POs, 
Imphal was cited as detënec witness by the C.O. and summon was 
issued accordingly. Sri Hakiar did not turn up lot recording deposition 
on the date fixed for, instead expressed his willingness to the Disc. 
,uthority cndorsin a copy to the 1.0. The C.O. did not press for 
further swnnioning of Sri N,C.lIald.ar  as defence witness. Therefre, 
he was dropped. Again the 1.0. was got no statutory power unless 
Oovl. of India empower him under the enquiry act and in this instant 
case this was nol done. Iiukss a person appeared be! ire the 1.0. for 
recording ckposition and pill (fUeSliOfl thereof, it cannot be said he did 
not answer the question and peSum)tion can be drawn that if 
answered it would be unfavouiabk to the prosecution. It can be 
UfliaVourable to the defence also equa1l'. This depends upon tue 

what v ukI lin'e t 'ccii ns1 it afletided. I he pro6mioll of 
section 114 of India LideI1Le .'U is not applicable. Moreover, the 
witness was of the delence not of the prosecution. Nowhere in the 
charge sheet 01 in the statement of imputation the name of Sri 
N.C.Haidar the designation of the Dy. Supdt. or the Supdt. was 
mentioned and therdbrc the (lCj)OSitiOfl of the said Sri N.C.1Ialdr 
cannot be said material. I us (1eposition was proposed for clarification 
of circunistanees under which the cxIiibil EAS-6H to EXS-72 were 
addressed to the Supdt. of POs, hnphal. The circumstance under which 
the EXS-68, EXS-69 & EXS-7() written by the author of the letters, 
could have been got clarified by Ike cross examining them by the C.O., 
who did not avail the oppomumity offered to him. Therefore. the 
•trgunieiil inenlnmed to ha.c made in this pala 1w the CO. is not 
su.stained. 

0 iii) I hider the conspectus ul k0iat discussed in pala 10.2 to above, it is 
esiablished that the Co. had shown in his fin'tnightiv diaries. EXS-
34(a) & (b). EXS-3 (a) . (b) and EXS-38 (a) & (b) had repomleci 
inspection of t'amamlg ikclüiigii EDBO. Sahgahk Ei)130 and 

• 
"I'llshin, g E1)FO on 19. 5.97. 10.6.97 & 28.7.97 but he did not aiially 

isit the olfices oil Ow-,c tI.iles o r ;,nv other day till 17.10.97,  Sept 97 
.iiid 9. 10.97 1 cpeLticlV. 

I 
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FIN1)INCS 

11. On the basis of documentary and oral evidences adduced in the case before Die and in 
view of the reasons given, I hold that the article of charge-I not proved and article, of 

• 	charge no.11 proved to the strength of 3 EDDOs pariiculaiiscd atpara 10.2 (e)(vii) out of 
six alleged to, 	 - 

f\ 

(SunilDas) 
1v. Suridt. of Post Offices 
Oo thc i).P.S., Agaiiala 

• 	 • 

inquiiy Officur  

Li 	 • 	 ' 	 • 
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The Director of postal Services, 

Nag aland ,KOhima797 001. 

subs — 
 Repro 9entatiofl against the inquity report 

submittEl. by sri Sunil D8S0DY.SU~t. if 
poet 0ffjcos,Agartala(1flq141Y officer). 

Ref z- your letter NO.RU1014/SIB.H 
Dik8 	tod 1 1291 0 ° 

site 	 .' . 

The ropresofltatiOfl against the inquiry report submitted 

by the jnquiry f ficor has be9n s4bnittOd as follows. 

• ', 

The X.b.has reported in tho'f indiflgs of his inquiry report 

tha the chargeunder ArtiC1elX has, not 
been proved  and  the 

, charge under .Artic lu-il as boon partiallY proved to the .oxtOflt 

.ut •f 6 EDBOs.aS those three EDDOS yj.KamORg 
Kak-" 

	

-- 	 %S W1+ intnctd by 
Chiflg,Shamshak and pushing wore lounu w 

the C.P. 
ct of ArtiClO i is correct 

2. The findings of the 1.0. in respo  

while the fjndinS of the Artic.lOU 
inresg

eave
Ct of ,  th,e,,abOVe 3 

	

ED$ I nit  c.rtCt the reasons for whiCh 	been enumerated
77  

below in tho 5ucceoding para''' 

3o  that, the off ices mentioned in para"l above were found to 

be net inspected en the basis of. written statomOfltS 'and oral 

•idoflCeS(d0P05038) of the BRAS 
of those EDBOS  

2).yarngai. 	p,PushiTg 	..• 	
•.. 

(3)V.S.V3t0i50,', 	
...• 	 ... 

4. That,the dates of examination of those 
witflOSSOS wore 

fixed firet by the I.O.from L6.9.99t 0  20.9.99 at imphal in 

the 0/i tieXeS 
jmphal when the G.0.WSS

fnCti0fling as C.I. 

in the 0/s 	6PS.K0hi. 	'•':'r.' -' 

. That.th C.O.waS nit relieved of his duties by his c.ntro' 

US.ng authorityi.0. the DPs,Kohimaf or. 
ttonding the inquiry at 

imhai and 80 the C,0.00U1d not attond the inqyir y, 

That.the I.O.held the inquiry, ex"paxtQ and the $WS were 

" 	 alliwOd to be examined by thc P.O. in the absonCO o tho C.0. 

and thereby the C.O.waS denied the opportunitY to cross examine 

the SWS tO prove  his  jnnQceflCO and, th
ereby the prinCP1°S of 

natural justice were violated. then 
That,the i.O.was appointed by thO/DiSCiP1Y Authority' 

i.e. the DPS,VflPhal 0 8.5.98 and the i.O.hOld the regular 

hoarinci of the case for. examination of the SWS in").6.9.99 to 
2O.9.9) (15.9.99 for Production of documents for. bringing into 

roc.rd),It is soon 	i,o.toOk morothan 	yrstiEDO to 
that the 	 t he could not 

• fiX.the fist date of examination of the SWS ;dtime 
  

aflSrd even On, month's 	
to the C.O.bY adjourflifl9 the 

hea4T4 It is not understood why the I.O.was so hurry and 

stle to hold the inquiry exiYrt0 and to allow to hu 	
examine 

• 	the swe in ab ncc of the C.O. The I.0also did not assi 

• 	 • 	 . 	 . 	

COntd.......P/2 
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reasins in his•rdors dated.15,9.99,16.9099,1709.99, & . 

	

	•18.9.99 jutif.ying his action In holding tho j.nquiry. ex-parte 
. and why thO pr.cøedingscou 1d not bôddjwnod tiU....a furtherz 

date or vthat miscarriage •f justice would have happened had 
the proceedings been adjourned. 

That, the decision pf th X.O.tO hold tho inquiry 

0 '•• 
• • • • ex-parte and to allow :  the examination . of the Sws .i fl absence 

of.  the G.O. was unjust,unfair and unwarrantcd.E3eCaU$O,total 
6 sws were summoned to be examined during the period from 

' 	16.9.99 to 20,9,99 in support of the charges under Article.II 
•ut of which only 3 sws tuxned up and other 3 sws did not 
turn up.If I.0.was just,propor.sparing and upright,thon it 

4w 	 was his upright duty to disalJ,owthooxamiflatiOn ofothr 
SWS any more;but the I.o.gave another chance for examination 
of the SWs who did not turn up*  nd fixed date 21. 1009 for 
their evidence and summons to sws were handed over to the P.O. 

• 	. for, service to. them,By the above act the I.0.gaVe more time to t 
the P.O.ile the C.O.was denied timQ for crossexamination 
of the $ws.Tho I.O.,theroforo,acted in a partisan wanner 
giving weightage to the scale in favour of the prosecution. 
Principles of natural justice demand that justice should not 
only be done .t also should be shown that justice.has boon 
dono.Xn this case it has not. been aeon what justice. has been 
done. 	 . 

- 	 •4• .. 	
- 

9.That, n. appeal could be filod against the decision of 
the .X.o.as no appeal lies against any order passed by.. an 

• •.. 	I.0.in the course of an inquiry und:RUlO14 as per previ 
I 	sons f Ru1e.22(iit)Of the Cs(cCA)rulos,i965.NeVertheleSS, 

this was vehemently objected before the I.0.Qfl 22.10.99 in 
course of inquiry -;but the i.O.4id-nt record ho plea and 
objection of the C.-0.in his order datOd 22.10.99.I-IenCC,it 

............-. was felt of no use to raise this issue before the i to. and 
it was left to be agitated before the DisCiPlinarY authority 
in the event of adverse report by the 1.0. 

10. That,undor Rulo-1(2) of the CCS(CCA)Rule -s, 1965 the 
disciplinary authority may reject the findings of the 1.0. 

any article of charge if thoevidence record is sufficient 
, 	-.for"the pUrpOse.The f911owinsar* the sufficient record f or 

tiI• 	ti..ppOsG2 	.•• 	 . 	..•, •*••. 

4oO a IslflquiryNOti.edatcd 12/23.8.99 ;I.O's order-s Nos. 

, - Bdated 15.999.,order No.9 dated .16.9.99, Order NO 10 dated 
i*,99 ;ordqrs NO.11 datod18.9.99 and inquiry notice 
4td 20.9.99 and order. No.14 dated 22910.99 

.............
.- 

/ 
b - : - . //t 	'. 	It js,therofora,earnestly prayed that having regards 

to- what has been submitted aboveyou would be just and kind 
''•''I toxhenerate fully the C.0. of all - the charges rejecting 

the -.findings of the I ooin respect-of ,  3.EDBOs found to 
• 	/ n.tinspeCted by the C.O.under.-tLó charge of Article-Il. 

Dat:-ãI C • 0. 
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1)E1'!. UiJ\'l OF' 1')S]'S : INI)IA 
OFFICE OF' '[lIE I)l.REC'iOR OF' I>OSl'.-\L S EI\ ICES 

NAGL\i\l) KOl EL\J2\ - 797001 

No. Rule 141S.B. Hazarika 	 Dated K.ohima the 8-6-2001. 

In the office memo No. Diaiy;SDIPO5-Ukhl'U1197 Did. 1'9 2.98 of DPS Manipur : Imphal, if 

was proposed to hold an inquiry under Rule 14 of the CCS (CCA) Rules 1965 against Shri. SI). Hazarika 

the then SDIPOs, Ukhrul Dii. U'khrul A statement ofaiicics of Charges and a statement ofiinputation of 

mis-conduct and mLs-beha'iour in support of the article of charges and a list of documents by which and 

a list of witnesses by whom the ailicks of charges were )i.'oposecl to be sustained were also cnloscd 

with the said memo. 

2. 	Shri. S . B. F1azaika 	as given au opportunity to submit witliio 10 (lays of the receipt of the 

memo a wiitten statement of deft.nce and to state whether lie desires to be heard in 

Statement of articles of charges framed against Shti. S.13 .Hazarika the then 

SDIPOs Ukhrul -  Dii, Ukhrul, 

Shri, S.B. Hazarika. while working as SUIPOs Ukluul Sub- Dii, during the peflod from 29-

01 -96 (A!N) to3l-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 rctiarks in respect of each of those 54 

(fifivfour)POst Offices, to the Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur 1)ivision Implial or any other appropriate 

authomity in place of the Supdt. of,  Post Offices, Manipur- Dn Imphal. Shnilarl; the Sai(l Slui. S.B. 

Hazarika, had shown to have inspected as many as 70 (Seventy) Post Of1icc during, the pciiod from 01-

01-97 to 3 1-12-97, but had not submitted a copy of the inspection jeinarks in respect of 45 (1rt)five) 

Post Offices, to the Supdt. of,  Post. Offices. Manpur- 1.)n Imphal or any other appt'opi'iatc authority in 

place of Supdt. of Post Offices. Manipul -  Dn liuplial . 
By his above acts, the said Shri. S.D. i1azamka 

o1ated the pro\iSiOfl of Rule- 300 (2) of P & T Man. \l Vli1 read. with DEpt. of Posts" New Delhi 

letter No. 17-192- Tnspn. Dated 02-07-1992, and Rule-3 (1) (ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

Aj~[JQ:tE ---U 

Shi. S.B. Hazarika , white working as SI)lPOs Ukhrul Sub-Un, (luring the ped from 

29-01-96 to 31-01-98, he had shown to have inspected the following LDBO.s in Uklu'ul Sub-Un, on the 

date noted against each. 	
0 
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Name of the EDB() 

/ 

 Chingjarai EDDO 
 Sirarakhang EDBC) 
 KamangKakching EDB() 
 Shangshak EDBO 
 Nungshong EDBO 
 Pushing EDBO 

<V 

i)ate oilnspn. shown by 
Shri. S.D. Hazariha 

25-02-1997 
29-03-1997 
19-05-1997 
10-06-1997 
15-07-1 997 
20-07-1997 

But, in fact, the said Shii I lazanka thd not at all inspect the above mentioned E1)BC)s either 
on the date noted against each or on any other dale intlie year 1997. Therefore, bvhis above acts, the said 
Shri. S.B. flazaika, violated the provisions of Rule 300(1) of the P &. TMan. Vol. Viii. Rule- 3(1) (i) 
of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 and Rulc-3 (1) (iii) of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

3. 	1 have gone through the ease carefiullv. Bi'ietly. Shri.S.B.1-Jazarika, was chargsheeted under 
Rule 14 of the CCS (CCix) Rules 1965 vide 1)PS, Manipur Imphal memo no.Diarv/SDIPOs Ukhrul/97, 
cltd. 19.2.98 with the f'ollowing charges:- 

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 year 1996 and 45 Post Offices in 1997 which were shown 
to have been inspected by him 

For having shown as inspected but did not inspect 6 EDBOs in Ukhrul Sub-Din between 
25.2.97 to 28.7.97. 

4. 	Shri.Sunil Das, the then Supdt. of Post Offices, Agartala 1)ivn, Inpura was appointed as the 
mquity officer to inquire into the charges framed against Shi.S.]3:1iazaiika. After adducing both oral 
and documentan' evidences the inquiry offieei' submitted his inquiry report idc his letter no.SP-1/fNQ, 
dtd. 27.9.2000. 

5. 	As per the findings of the inquily officer Article 1 .  of the charge is not proved and Article-il 
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.Hazaiika submitted his representation NNInch was sent by RL. NO.3096. dtd. 
25.11.2000. \Vhule agreeing with the findings of the JO in respect of Article 1. Shri.Hazarika disaeed 
with the findings of the IC) in respect of Article-li of the charge on the following grounds:- 

The BOs alleged not to have been inspected was on the basis of wntten statements and oral 
•vidence of the BPMs of those three BOs viz. kameng Kakching. Pushing and Shamshak DOs. 

-. 

ii) 	The dates Tthe examination of those witnesses ere IL"ed from 16,9.99 to 20.9.99 at Imphal 
when the CO s'as functioning as C.1 in the (To the 1)1'S Kohima. 

iii) The enquiry as held exparte and the slate witnesses were allowed to be examined by the 
PC) in the absence of the CO and he was denied the opportunity of cross examination of the state witnesses. 

-A 
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The 10 held reaular hearing exparle in a himy in the absence of the CO and did not record 

reasons for holding the enquiry exparte. 
The decision of the. 10 10 hold the enquiry exparte and to allow the 

examination of the state witnesses in the aI)Seflee of (he CO was unjust, unfair and 

unvananted. 
Non examination of the stale wilnesses was objctd to by the CO before the 10 on 22.10.99 

but the 10 ovenuled the objection and did not record the plea and objection of the CO. 

The CC), therefore, prayed to the Disciplinary Authoity to exonerate him filly of all the 
charges rejecting the findings of the 10 and in respect of 3 EDBOs found to be not inspected by the CO 

under the charge of Article U. 

7. 	I have examined the chargesheet. deposition of state witnesses, written briefs of the P0 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 II of the 
charges, the cliscJi)iinary authority disagrees with the 10 in reS!)eCt of TO's findings on Aijicle I of the 
charge for the following reasons:- 

i ) 	Although there aic short comings on the part of the [lien l)isciplinary .\ulhority in not including 
certain imporlaifl documents in the listed documents on he basis of ,  which he articles of charges were 
proposed to be proved and the presenung officer in iiot producing all the witnesses and additional 
documents as asked by the CO and permitted by the 10 duing he hearings, sufficient documentary and\ 
oral evidences have been produced (lunng the oral inquiry to establish the charge against the CO. 

ii) 	Fhe deposition of SW-4, Shii.O.Dwijamani Singii, the then Dealing Asstt. IR branch, 0/o 

lhe RSdManipur,  Jmphal was crucial in su1Thtiating 	 deposed that lie 

reived 25 IRs out of 70 for the year 1997 and none for the ear 1996. SW.4 a _. lso deposed that the CO. 

did not submit the IRs inspile of repeated reminders. The CO challenged that the (lel)OSitiofl of SW-4 
was not corroborated by documentary evidence and might 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 fabicated. Tile plea of the CO was accepted by the 10 who concluded that non 
production of th.e record is really a deficiency towards sustaining the charge unless and otherwise 

corroborated by other documentary eicke' 

The contention of the 10 is not acceptable. SW-4 was a mere witness and he was supposed 

. to answer what he knew to be the truth. He was not supposed to bring the documents along with hjm 

until and unless he was asked to do SO. He 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 S\V4 cannot be expciecl to keep in memoiy all the figures 

of JRs submitted I not submitted by inspecting officers and which has been accepted by the 10 is also 
not convincing. SW-4 had been working in the JR branch for a considci'abk period and it wa.s not an 
impossible task to remember the numbers of IRs not submitted by the CO in 1996 and 1997. It was 
not only one or two but the lls of all the POs stated to have been jnspectccl by the CO in 1996 wee 
alleged not to have been submitted by the CO. 53 IRs of .1997 were alleged not to have been 
submitted by the CO. It was, therefore. i'iot a diTheult thing ibr 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 l)enodt from July 1997 to March 98. It was argued 
by the CO that lithe additional documents were produced these would be unfavorable to the prosecution. 
By this documents the CO tijed to prove that subsequent -F,,k advu.ce was not granted unless ERs were 

submitted. This inference was accepted by the JO. The prosecution should have produced the 
additional documents as asked by the CO and permitted by the 10. 1 lowever, on. perusal of the records 
it is seen that though the lOin para 3 of his order no. 4 1td.22. 10.99 mentioned that he decided to call ljc 
file, lie did not specifically ask the P() or the competen.t autliityto Produce (he documents. Even if the 
documents as asked for were proc1ec1 they arc not likely to help the etice of tile CC) in the absence of 

any specific order vhicli the CO should have produced II there was aty. Therefore. in the absence of 

any specific order in support of (lie plea of (he CC) it was wrong to draw any inference due to non- * 

production of certain additional documents. 	c 

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 1,997. J1e 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 pail in (he oral inquiry only after evldei1ce on behalf. 
of the disciplinary authotity was closed. For his (Ielencc the CO has raised issues like non-production 

of certain additional documents. non-production of original documents and lacuna in the deposition of 

state %vitnesses. But the CO has not produced any documentary or oral evidence to show that he had 
indeed submitted the IRs of the POs which were stated to have lecn insfectecl by him. Copies of the IRs 

or receip df registered letters by which the IRs were submitted which are cruciqi documentary ei-
denc crc not produced by the CO to establish his innocence and disprove the charge. 

In view of the above, ailicle I. of the cliaige against Shii.S.13.Flazarika is clearly established. 

As far as Articl'e-11 of the charge is,concemed the IC) has concluded that the charge is partially 

proved to the extent that out of 6 EDBOs alleged not to have been inspected, non 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-Il of the charge against the CO as partially proved. 

The points raised by the CO in his representation against the report of the Inquiry Officer 

have also been. 'considered:- 



4 

/ i) 	The oral e4dence as well as the written statements of the three BPMs whose offices were alleged 
not to have been inspected are crucial and sufficient evidence to prove that the three BO were not 

inspecteciby the Co in the year 1997. The BPMs are the custodians of all th 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 lile El)DAs and EDMCs may or may not be present at the BOs 
dining inspections. But no inspection of BC)s can he 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 eidence have to be accepted. 

2ed~to( atlend 	

-
0\ The 	was not debarred from atlendi.ng the enqui ry  at any point of time.In fact he was 

di 	the heating at hnphal on 21,10.99 vide DPS kohima memo of even, no. dtd.22.9P. 

the CO deliberately chose not to attend the enqwiy.' As such the CO cannot claim thathëvas not 

7, 

r'lieved of his duly as CI. in the O/o the DPS. Kohima by the controlling authotity and as such could not 

attend the enquiiy Sufficient opportunity was given but the (7O did not avail the opportunity' to attend the 
inquiry and cross examine state wi1nesseS' Therefore, he was not denied It ie did not avail the 
opportunity to cross - examine state witnesses. c 

As the Co failed to attend the oral hearings fixed by the 10 on sevral dates the enquily was 

held exparle upto the complel ion of the stage of presentallon of prosecutions, documents and wilnesses. 
As such non cross examination of State witnesses was clue to non attendance of the hearings by the CO on 
the dates axed for examination and cross examination of State witnesses. 

When the CO deliberatel' chose not to attend the inquiry on numerous dates fixed for 

prdiniinaiy and regular heatings by the IC) and sufficient opportunities afforded to the CO, no specific 

reason is required to be recorded as to why the equi;y was held e.xparte. 

r) 	The decision of the JO to hold the etiquirv exparte and to allow the examination of State 

\JtIIeSSeS 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 CC). if for any reason the. CO could 
not attend the hearing on a pailicular date fixed by the 10 lie could have informed the 10 and prayed for a 
postponement 1 adjournment. But there was no written communication to the 10 from the CO's side. 

10. In short sufficient opportunities were given to the CO to deny the charges and establish his 
innocence. But Shri.S.B.Hazarika just ignored the enquirvupto the stage of presentation of prosecution, 
documents and witnesses. Apart from pointing out deficiencies in the inquiiy, he has not produced any 
relevant documentary or oral evidence to establish his innocence and disprove the charges. The chaises 
against Shri.S.B.Haarika are very serious. One of the main duties and functions of a 
Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Oflices, is the annual inspection of Post Offices. But Shri.Hazarika 
failed to carry out this main function of an IPC) while working as SDI (P) Ukhrul Sub-Division between 
29.1.96 to 31.1.98. Such kind of an irresponsible. official is not fit to he relaineclin service. However, 

considering the facts and circumstances of the ease. I fe! that Slui.Flazarika should be given another 
opportunity to refonn himself by retajnmg him in service and impose the fbllowing punishment on 

Slui. S.B. Hazarika :- 

r,J 



-4 'r 	

vl~ 

~Yt  / t 

Therefore, I Shri.F P.Sol . Director of Postal ServiceS, Ngaland Kohima and the 

Disciplinaly AuthorityherehY0!'de1'tt the pay of Shri.S.B. Hazarika, the then'S Dl POs Ukhrul Sub-Dn 

f

\ now C.l,Divisional Office, Kohima (Ui'S) he reduced by 6 (six) stages fm R. 6650!- to Rs.5500/- in the 

time scale of Rs. 5500-175-90001- for a period of three years w.e..f. 1-06-2001 with cumulative effect. It is 

urther directed that Shri. S.B.Hazarika. C.l.Divl. Off ic Nohima (U1S will not earn increment of pay 

uring the periodof reduction and that on the cxpii'y of this period, the reduction will have the effectof 

\osPon ing his future increments of pay. 

(F.P. Solo) 
Director of Postal Services 
Nagaland Kohirna - 797001 

Copy to : 
The CPMG (INV) N.ECirck, Shillong for information 

The 	 H.O. for information and n/a. 

~nThe 
 (P) Kolkata ( Through the Postmaster Kohinia H.O.) 

rector Of Postal services, Manipur Iniphal for infornalion 

5 	Shii. S.B.Hazarika, C.I. Divi. Office Kohirna (u/s) 

PF of the Official 
CR of the Official. 
Office copy. 

---ç1. . Solo) 
Director of Postal Services 
Nagaland Kohima - 797001 

QRDER 



Heard r.S.B.HaZikap in persOn and also 

I 1r.A.LIab Roy, learned Sr.C.G..C.. 

The order dated 13.6.2001 impo3inc3 the 

pefl4lty 3f reductiOn of pay by six staee is 

assailsd in this proceeding. Sri Hazarika, who 

argued his caae,strUflU0BlY urged that the impugned 

order of penalty is liable to quashed as arbitrary 

and discriminatorY and violative of the artiQle 

14 of the Constitution of India. 	am however, 

not inclined to go into the merits of the decision 

at'this stage. Since on the own showingjr. 

Hazari<â the ord!r a8iled here is appealable* 

em therefore of the àpiflicifl that the ends of 

ijustice will be met if a direCtiOn is given to the 

applicant to prefer statutOrY Appeal befOre the 

competnt authoritY. Sri Hazrjkj, is 	
cordinglY 

grnate( three weeks time to prefer an Appeal, if 

1suh Appeal is filed the appelate authority shall 

exanifle the same and pass a reasoned order prefer 

lably within two montha from the receipt of the 

lappeal. The appelate authority ie ordered to 

1conclucle the same within the period specified 
preferaDlY within 2 months. Till the completion 

of the exerciSS, the penalty imposed on• the 

Contd/- 

I 	 FCRII rio. 4 W"Xk-MOU, 4!1 
(Sae Rule 42) 

 

: 
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• 	31,8.61 •-.., 	Present I Mr.Justice O.N.Chowdhury, 
Vice-Chairman. 
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!:.• 	 31.e 6 01 	appIicnt order dated 8.6.2001 by L)irctOr 
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APPEMJ 

TO 
The Chief postmaster (eneral, 
N.E. Circle, shil1ofl.7930010 

(SUW) 

Subs. Ippeal u/r 23 (ii) of cCs(CC1) Ru1cs 1965. 

INDEX 
- - Am - - 

Dezcti$iàfl of dOCUBtetltS rciicd UOn 	 - 	 pge 

rio, 
— - 	- 	 - 	- 	 - 

IA- 	Copy of orders do 	.01 ocAT.Ouahati. 	1A - 2A 

Appeal 	 1.16 
17 - 2$(a,er1.eft 

2o 	 irnigned order dtd, 08.06,01 	29 	34 

3. Anncure. A..1 (x) copy of ch-rgshc?et dtd. 	35 • 44 
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A ..2 , copy of Appointment order 
Of tO. 

N A. 3 COpy of AppOiflLflCflt order 
of P0 

• iu 	4 Copy of Inquiry No ice 
dtd. 12/28.5.99. 

* p 	5 (v 1) proceed .ng dtd , 1 b .9 .99. 

* . 6 Copy of proccodifl 	dtd. 
16.9,99 

N A. 7 ($..ii) Copy of Deposition of 
swX dtd, 16/9/99. 

A. 8 CO7 of proccxUng 
dtd, 17.9.99 

A. 9 N C0/ of 	roS it on of 
s2 dtd. 17.9.99. 

• 10 copy 	of Deposition of 
sw3 dt. 17.949. 

• 11 copy of Depos it ion of 
sw.-4 ata. 11.9.99. 

• 12 (u.U) copy of proceeding cftd. 
18.9.99. 

• i$3 copy of Inquiry tob. ice 
dtd. 	20.9.99. 

N .14 Copy of Drder DpS,Kohtrr 
dtd. 22/9/990 

• A45 copy of proceeding 
dt. 21ft/99. 
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59 
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1. AnneXUEe.A-16 (i-Li) Copy of List of 11 & AddLe 
documents dtd.22.10e90. 	66 67 

	

19 0 	 A-17 	copy of proceeding dtd. 
22.10.99. 	 68 

20.' A'18 Copy of order of appoint- 
ment of AdIloc.P.09 69 

21 A-19 copy of inqtairy notice 
dtd.20 0 4120000 10 

22. A-20 (ii.i) Copy of proceeding dated 
10.5.2000. 1] - 12 

23, A-21 Copy of endorsement fur- 
n1tsflin 	Inquiry report. 73 

24'64, A-22( i-xx) copy of Inquiry Report 
dated 	21.9.2000. 74 	93 

25 0  -23 (i-Li) Copy of representation 
agairu3t inquiry repQrt. 94 - 95 

26. Anrlexure. '4 (i-iv) ppy of FinaL order dt 96 -12 
91 * 6jOle 

.( 5.n,HZ1XKA) 

Date : 12,9.2001. 	 signature of the appeLLsnt. 



...APPEL- 

To 

The Chief postmaster .  General 
North Eastcwn C :Lrc l,--lo  
Shilioflg7930019 
(Appellate AUthotitY) 

Sul-  Appcal under Subru1e (ii) of ru1e 23 

of the CCS (CCA) iules, 1965 against the 

orders passed by the DPS. Naalafld, 

~In 
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DE'AILS OF 1PPEAL 

,1, PART TCULARS OP THE ORDER 7AIN 1HICH THE APPEI%L l 
PRFFERRFD. 

i Impugned punishment order No .Rul 141S .B. 
ifazarika dated Kohina 9.6,2001 pas8ed by 

DpS, iohima impos irig the major penalty on the 
appellant that his pay be reduccd by i(s) 
stages from ps. 6550/. to its. 5500/- in the 
time scale of . 5500.1759000/- for a period 

oh3 	 • K.COJ jWitIiv 

appellant will not earn irren1CfltS of pay du-
ting the period of redact ion and that 
on the expiry of the period, the redact ion 
. ill have the effect of postponing his 
future thrccnent$ of pay. 

ti i 	* 

The appellant fur thor declares that the 
appeal is within the limitation period 
prc*cribed by the central Administrative 
pribunai, cuwahati Berch in its order 
dtd. 31.8.01 in Case No. O.A. .347/2001. 

FAC'rsOF THECASE $ 

3 .1 	Tat, the appellant was poSted as sub. DLVi- 

s ional Tnspector of post Off icc S (S .1) slOPS 
for short) at Ukhrul under Maniplr postal 
d ivis ion under the admin istrat ive c ntZ 1 
ot the DPS, ?ani*1V, imiat on 29.1 .1996. 

• 	 3.2 	That, On 19.2998 the IPS, 3nba1 issued a 
a charge.Sh et under Rule 14 of the CCS 
(.) RuleS. 1965 against the appel].arAt.. 
T1W charge.sheet eons istod of to Articles 
of charges v is • Art Ic is.... I and Art Ic le II, 

i) in Article-I it was charged that during 
the period from 29.01.96 to 31.01.98 the 
appellant had shown to have inspected 54 

post officEs in the year 1996, BUt ho had 
not submittc ci any irns poet ion report in 
respect of any of the said 54 rst offices, 
that the a ppeilant had th own to have 
inspected 70 post Off icc.s in the year 1997 
but he had not submitted insp€ct ion reports 
in rcpect of 45 pO8t offices to the DPSg 
Xmrital and by the abre act the appellant 
violated x some Departmental rules and Rule 
3(1) (ii) of the CCS (conthot) Rules, 1964. 

contd....3 



4- d~pv 
\ 

(ii) In Arkl-II it was charged that the 

appellant while acting as SDIPOSp 

UkhrUl &DiVfl • during the aforesaid 

period he had shown to have ispccted 

(six) EDEOS (Extra Departmental 
Bratth Off ices) on various cLcJi~ . 

aruviaroi EDSO 	on 
.jrarakhang EDBO 	on 

i(arnCng j(akchthg iDBO on 

Shangshak EDBO 	On 
ungshang EDBO 	On 

pushing EDBO 	On 

25.02,97 
29.03.91 
19.05.91 
19.06.91 
15,07.91 
28.07.91 

But the appellant in fact, did not 
inspect the above officeS on any date 
therefore, the appellant violated 
the nepartmefltal Rules and Rule 3(1) 

of the CCS (contht) 

RuleS, 1964. 

A copy of the 	rge_Sheet dt. 

19 02 .98 is annexed herewith 

and marked Wneoxcure 

3,3 	That, on 8,s.98 the ps,jrnpha]. appointed 

Sri S.C. Das the ry. up1t. of post Offices 

Agart ala, as rnquixl officer to inquire into 

charges and appointed Sri W.0 • 
Hal der.. the 

ij • Supdt • of post off Ices, tiapha 1. 

as presenting officer to present the case on 

behalf of the Disc iplinE3ry Mithority i.e. 

the DPS, Ima 1.Id 

A CODY of the appointment arder of 

Inquiry officer is anneXed herewith 

and marked hereWith and marked as 

_Vnexure 

A COY of the appoint Order of preseT'-

t ing ff jeer is annexed herewith ad 
marked as AnnUr? 4, 

34 	Tht, thereafter, the appellant was transferred 

and posted as C 
,i. in the ff ice of the DPS, 

V,ohima and the appellant joined the 
new 

incurnbflY on 02.02.99 • s per rules the 

t)pS, Lt -  became the new Disc i p1 iria ry 
Authority in p].ace of D5, Imphal. 

3 	
'Ithat, on 12/23.08.99 while the appellant was 

working as C.X. in the office of the DPS, 

KOhn' the inquiry officer (ro ,  for short) 

issued not ice to attend inquiry at imphal 

contd. .. ' .4 
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in the off ice of the DPS Tmpha 1 from 15.9 .99 
to 204 .99 for evidere on behalf of the 
prodcüiori and defence vide his Notice 
No t  XNWSSFV98.Vol..I dtd. 12/23.09099 
the copies of which were endorsed to 
all concerncd including to the tpS, ihina 
with dirt ion to relieve the appellant 

h is dut ics to attend inquiry. 

A copy of the mgi iry rt ice citci. 
12/23.0849 is anrxed herciith 
and marked as AnnEXUre A-4. 

3.6 	That, the appellant was neithcr relieved of 
his dut ice nor any order t r relief of the 
appellant was issued by the I)pS, 14Zohiia 
in complathce to the direction of the 1.0. 
for attending the inquiry at Imphal on 
the appointed dateS i.e • from 15.9.99 
to 204.99. 

3.7 	That, theagetliant for being not relicved of 
hi duties 	 éDPS. 1ohima could not attend 
inquix on 15.9.99 at Iraphal and the I 
held the inquiry ec..prte nd, on that day 
the listed documents on beha if of the 

pros ecut ion were pr xui, c cd and brought into 
records. 

A copy of the cx.1.parte proceedings dtd. 
15/9/99 is an ncxed h row ith nd marked 

as AnneXure.A.5. 

3.8 	That, on 164.99 i •e • the following day al 
the 1.01 held the inquiry c..parte and allowed 
the State witriecsea (SW) to be OC4gMjjXd by 
the present ing off ic or and on that day 	I 
Sri L. ito Singh was examined in absence of 
the appellflt without ordering for cross.. 
examination by the appellflt at a later stage. 

copy of the ex..parte p ceeding dtd. 
16.9.99 is annexed hereszith and nirked 
as Aflexure.. j,.6. 

And 

A copy of the deposition of Sri L.Ito 
Singh (swut) is annced herewith nd 
riiarkcd as Arinexure. .7. 

3.9 	That, on 17.9.99 i.e • the following day also 
the 1.0 • held the inquiry ex..pare and a liowed 
the p.o. (chting off ixer) to examine the 

contd...5 
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sws who attended , On that day 3 sws viz.Sri 
S. YarangaL. sn..2., Sri V,S. Vareso..7.3 
and Sri O. zijanisingh.SW.4 were 
examined in the absence of the appellant 
without ordering for Crosscaminat ion 
of them by the appellant at a later stage. 

A copy of. the exparte proceeding dtd. 
17.9.99 is annexed and marked as 

necure, A,_a. 

A copy of the deposition of s.2 dtd. 
17.9.99 is añnexcd and marked as 
Anflexure. A.9. 

A copy of the deposition of s-3 dtd. 
17 1,9,99 is annexed her6with and marked as 

A Copy of the desitiOn of sw.4 dtd. 
37.9,99 is annxed herz :Lth and marked 
as Annexure. .il. 

3,10 	That# on 18.9.99 j,e, the following day 
aLso expzte hearing was held by the 1.0. 
As the SWs who werc. suiuTnoned for exam that ion 
on that day did not turn up the proceeding 
Was adjourned, 

A copy Of the cxparte proceeding dtd. 19,9.99 is 
annexed her 	and markcd as AnflexurE' ,A.. 

3 411 	That, on 20/9/99 the 1.0. issued notice of 
rnjury to be held on 21.10.99 at Agartala 
in the off ice of the Director of postal 
Serv'ices1 Agartala the,opies of which were 
endorsed to all concerned including the 
DPS, Kohima to relieve the appellant of 
his duties to attend inquiry at Agartala. 
The DES,. Koha also issued orders this 
time on 22/9/99 to att ei4J.nqui on 
21/10/99 at AgQrtala (butAat irrnhal as 
titined by the DP$, icIhima at pars 
9 (ii) & (iii) of ,  his final order dtd. 
8.6.01). 

A copy of the I.O.'G 
is annexed hercw ith 
AnnEDcitre. 13. 

ot ice dtd 20 9 .99 
and marked as 

MI 

A copy of the order dtd.. 2/9/99 of Resp., 
1o. 4 is annexed herewith and marked 

IA 

contd.. 9 .6 
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342 	Tht, on 2140,99 the inquiry was held, but 
it was adjourned immediatelY after sitting 
before the appellant attended the inquiry 
as the SPs who were sumoncd for cxaminat ion 
did not turn up. 

A COPY of the proceedings dtd. 21ft/99 is 
annccd, herewith and narked as Annexure .A..15. 

3.13, That on 22/10)99 the inquiry was held aqain 
for efence of the ap1lant who attended 
the inquiry and submitted his defence. The 
appellant gave also a list of one defence 
witness and one additional theumerit to be 

discavered and prduced before the inquiry 
as there was a possible line of defence. 

A C3pY of the list of defence witness and 
additional thcumcnt to be produced as 
submitted by the appellant on 22 .10 .)9 
is annced herE-with and marked as 
AxnXure. A16. 

am 

334. That, the relevancy of the defence witness 
and the add it ional document was ace erted 
by the 1.0 • ar)d dcc idcd to aumnon the 
Defence witness and call for the additional 

dctncntS. 

A COPY of the proceeding dtd 22/c/99 
showing the orera of the i;o, is 
anrt*xe'd hetew ith and marked as 
Anexuro-I' 17. 

3.15, That, on 11.2 .2000 the DPS, Kohim3 appointed 
one Sri 1,zrayan Das, 1SPO'S Agartala (south) 
as AdhOC presenting offccras the r9u1r 
prescnting officer Sri N ,C • Raider was named 
as Defence Witncss by the appellant and 
asked the regul: r present trig off icer off icer 
to hand over the docunwnt to the Adhoc 
pre3ent trig Officer who was to rerresent the 
Case on behalf of the prosect±Ofl during 

caminat ion of the reg'ilar present ing officer, 

A COJ of the appointment order of the adhoc 
present lug officer is anneced hercw Lth and 
marked as jnnecurs.Z.4. 
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346. That, on 2/4/2000 the 1,0. issued notice to 
attend inquiry on 10.5.00 at Agartala for 
prodt ion of add it iona 1 documents and 

aminat ion of the Defe1e witness and 
asked the ipS, Truithal to send the additional 
cbcuments either though the presenting 
officer or by insi red post. 

A copy of the inquiry Notice dtd. 20.4.2000 
is anflE€d herew ith and ordered as  

nexure.. A P,19 6 

347 • That, on 10.5.00 the inquiry was held at 
Agaala and the appellant attended the 
the inquiry. The adhoc presenting officer, 
Sri N,C, Das also attended but the Decxe 
witness who was the regular presenting 
Officer did not attend, The additional 
rg document as demanded by the appellant 

and called for by the 1,0, was also not 
produced before the inquiry. The refence 
witness was repoted to be not willing to 
appear as such 

A copy of the proce€dir.g dtd, 10/5/00 is 
ann€ed herew ith and marked as 
Minecure. A..20. 

348. That on1005.00 the cvidence on behalf of 
the appellant had to be closEd as it was 
useless on the part of the appellant to 
prcs for stmonthg of the Defence witness 
on prodirt ion of additional documcnts 
because the Inquiry Officer was not arnned 
with powers of a Civ1 Juige vested /cct ion L A_- 
5 of the Departmental 1nquiree (Enforcement 
of attendance of itness and product ion of 
dcuments) Act, 1972 to tnforce th attenda'ice 
of the defence , witness and productIon of 
additional documents • The Inquiry officer 
was appointed simply under Sub..rule (2) of 
Riie 14 of the CCS (Cc) Rules, 1965 without 
authorisation of the central (ovt • to ecercise 
the powcrs s ox if led in Sat ion 5 of the 
inquiries Act, 

?.COpy of the order of anointment of inquiry 
officer is already annea herei.th and 
marked as Anncxure. A.2Q 

QJ- 	
contd... 8 



3.19. That, on 1240.2000 the DPS, Kohima under 
his Endorsement M e Ru1e..14/S.D. zarika 
dtd. 12 .10 .2000 forwarded a copy of the 
inquiry report submitted by the 1,0 On 

27/9/2000 after t aking into C'Ji/ 
of the written briefs submitted by both 
side and asked the appe11nt to represent 
if anyg  against the inquiry report within 
15 days of the date of receipt of the 
endorsement. 

A copy of the endorsement dtd. 12.0.2000 is 
annced horcw ith and m:rked as nncure .1.41. 

3.20. That, as per iuZ1r  report submitted by the 
1.0. on 27,9,00 the Znquiry Officer found 
that the ch - rge ur4er Axt ic lc I was not 
proved but the chtrge under ?rticle..it 
was pertially proved because in that Article 
6 offices were alleged to he not inspected 
by the appellant but civ inquIry 3 off ices 
were found not inspected. 

A COPY of the Inquiry Report dtd. 274,00 
is anncec1 herewith and marked as 
Anniré. 	2, 

3.21. That, on 25/11/00 the appellant submitted 
his representat9n aga inst the inqLiiry report 
and that the findings of the 1.0 in respect 
of tbie..X was correct but the finclincjs 
in respect of ArticleiI was not crroct 
because the evidence on the basis of which 
the charge under Art ic1o.tI was found to be 
partially proved w.s only the oral. evidence 
(deposition) of SW 1, SW2 ar5 Sw 3 who were 
camthed in absence of the appell nt who was 

at tht time working in the office of the 
DPS, Kohmt •bU 4áS rci er eleved of 
duties norwas ordered to be releved by the 
DpS, Kohima for which he could not attend 
Xnquiry and thereby he was den iE'd the rcasonahle 
opportunity to cross- examine the State 
Wit nstes which violated tIv princ! iplea of 
Natural 3ust ice nd urged the tpz3, rohima 
to ethonerate the him fully. 

A copy of the representation agaInst the inquiry 
report is annced herewith and marked as 

icicure A.30 

eontd, .. .'. .9 
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3,22 • That on .08/6/01 the final order dispQsing 
the &iscipLinary proceedlnq was 
by the disc iplinai-y sit hority i. 
the DPS, Kohima who disagreed with the 
findings of the Inquiry Officer in 
respect of Art Ic le..I and a greed with 
the findings in respect of Azt icl..iC 
ar1 imposed the penalty of reduction 
of pay of the appelant by 6 (sIx) stcjes 
from p,. 6650/ to p, 5500/.. in the 
scale of p. 5500..175..9000 for a period 
of 3 years w.e.f. 01.6 001 with cu1ative 
effect with ftrthor direct ton that the 
appellnou1d not earn irrernents of 
pay during the period of rcxluct ion and 
that on the expiry if the period the 
reduct ion will have the effect of postp3riing 
his future increments of pay., 

A copy of the final order dtd. 8//01 
is annced hercrjth nd marked as 

7 	urE4. 

4. 	Grounds for relief with legal priisions 

4.1 . 	Denia of Cross..examintjon of State Witnesses 
Violates the principles of Natural austice 
and vit iates the inquiries 1. 

The appellant was denIed the reasonable 
Opportunity to Cros..e:amine the State 
Witnesses which is a valuable right of 
of the delinquent to prove his innocence. 
The 1.0. also did, not asign reasons in 
orders as to why the proceedings could 
not be adjourned on 15,9.99, 16.9.99, 
17.9990  18.9.99 & 20.9.99 till a lter 
date arid what miscsrrlage of just ice would 
he been caused had the proceedings been 
adjourned without caminInq the state 
Witneaces • Statutory provisions prescribing 
the mode of inquiry was, therefore, disreqaraed 
which vitiated the er-it ire the entire proceedings 
abinitio. The order oi pmlty is, therefore, 
bad in law and is liable to be set aside. 

LECAL P OV!S IONS PIMEM  

Rule 14(14) of the CcS(ccA) Rules, 19S, 

The prosecution ;itnesseo must, ordinarilv 
be exaxined in the presence of the deiinquent,. 
so that he may hear theIr evidence in support 
of the chax e & cross-examine them before 
he is called upon to enter into his defence • 

Vide Case 1w 
(1120) 

coritd. ,.,10 
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The ae1inquent should be given a reasonable 
opportunitY of Cross- ccamining the witnesses 
who are examined for the prosecution for the 
Departmental inquiry 

Vide Suptrt? Court case law - 

- MR 1958 SC 300, 

.v) 	The røuiremeflt is satisfied if a wtfleSe 
examined in the absere ',f the delinquent 
rb an canter st:ge of the proceeding 
is offered for Cross-examinat ion at a 
jater stage. 

Vide supreme court Case II'& - 
MR 163 SC 375, 

4,2 	
relied ur& dcnded by the delinquent 

ion of additioj 
	 a 

anunté to denial of resonab1e 
v iolate 

1 

The additional documents relied upon by the 
appellant iias not produced by the DPS.. 
Imithal,, because, if producedo it would 
be favourable tG the pros ecut ion. iy not 
producing the additional cocumeflt the 
appellant was dented the reasonable 
0ppotuflitY to prøve his innocence which 
also violates the pniripleS of Natural 
justice as the appellant was denied to 
inspect the docunv:ntS relied upon by him. 
The i.o, was also not intimated by the 
DPS, DnpIGl that the praduct ion of the 
Add it ixnal Document would. be aga inst the 
public interest or securIty of the state. 
The Impugned order of penalt.Y passed by 
the DPS K0hi, therefre, is malafide 
and capricious which is liable to be 
struck down. 	- 

AI 	is! S R EL I EN. 

(i) 	govt • Servant entitled to give ncat ice for the 
discY'7erY and, production of unlisted i.et 
additional documents. 

Rule 14 (ii) (iii) of the ccs (ccA) 

Rutes, 19650 

4  (42-0--K 
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The ZaO,, to give requisition to the Custodian 
of the additional documents for its discovery 
and product ion before the x • o. 

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

The Custodian is-  requiicd to produce the 
additional document before the i.o and if 
the production of the documcnt is cons 1ered 
opposed to public interest or security of the 
state its reasons for refusal be intimated. 

Su.rule (13) of Rule 14 of the CCS 
(ccA) Rules, 1965,  

Raizadd Triloic flth VS • Union of india 1967 (SC) 
SIR 959, 

Supreme Court Case La;.. 

State of M,P, VS • Chintamam Wa ishanpayan 
AIR .961 SC 1623. 

Supreme Court Case ww- 

The delinquent is ent it led to inspect e1ven 
dDcumnts not relied upon by the Govt • for 
purpose of his defence and refusal to let 
him inspect them vit ites the 
In€rectioi of such doe nent for his defence 
can be insisted upon by him even before 
filing written statement. 

Vide Delhi High Court Case Laws- 
Am 1973 Delhi 133 
(1e1hi) 1970 SIR 4000 

4.3 	Refusal of present inc Of.Eicer to be examined bhe 
del in uent amountthto_denial of reas nab le opporti?iTity , 

The Presenting Officer who was sTrnoned as Defere 
witness refused to attend the inquiry on the 
ground that he ws not willing to apr as such. 
The willingness o the presenting Officer to appear 
as Deferce tiitness is irrelevant and what is relevant 
is his relevancy of evidence in the inquiry. Being 

• 	 & Departments 1 employee he cannot refuse to attend 
• 	 the inquiry as it is pijposed to disc inline. The 

attendere of the presenting Officer as Deferce 

'J'O, 
~G 

3\j4 
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witness could not be enforced as the tnquiry 
officer was not vested with powers of a 
C ivil 3udge under Sect ion 5 of the DeparL 
mental inquiries (Enforcement ofatteridaflce 
of witness and product ion of 4ocentS) 
Act 1972 for which the appellant had to 
be affected adversely,. By not vesting the 
i..o. with the powers under the inquiries 
ACt, 1972 for enfoTc ing the attendance of 
the Defence witness in the inçiiry the 
appellant was deiedo inspect the Defence 
witnesses and the reasonable opporunity 
to oroVe his innocence which vitiates the 
proceeding.. The order of pena ty is, therefore 
a nullity which should be quashed. 

LWAL 	vtsEt 

(i) 	The inquiry authority must take every posathie 
step to secure presenc of defence w:LtnesseS e  
during the inquiry, specially if they happen 
to be the Epioyees of that Departmert.. 

vide Case La.. 

., krishna Gpal 	Director legras 
60 CWN 692 (1956).0 

- Xt is the duty of the inquiring authority to 
• 	surnon the defence witnesses and for that 

purpose to write to their Employees to direct 
the-witnesses to appear before him for the 
the rpose of' xarninat tori in the inquiry, 
It would be highly improper, perverse and 
unjustified on the part of the tnquiry officer 
to expept the delinquent to produce the 
witnesses on his own ,responsth1ltY., Because 
it is futile to e9Oet the emolayecs to come 

forward voluntality without employer!S 
permission, during the office hours, to aIpear 
as witness agaLnst the Disc i.p1inry, Authority 
and in favour of the 	delinque1* 

Vise purijab Hiqh Court Case LaN.- 

shiv Dutt v. state 
AIR 1962 Punjab 355* 

pun. ishment has been I=ed. kl the absence of 

supporting ctrk1enCe .S. 
---------- - 

(1) is per inquiry report of the Inquiry officer found 
that the charge under Ai.t ic1e.1 was not proved 
as the additional docrnent dennded by the 
delinquent was neither discovered and prothCd 
before the iniiiry nor the 1.0 • was informed 

contd.,,.13 
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the reason for flØfl..t)ttCiUCtiOfl of the said 
document though  the custodian of the document 
i.e., the DpS, Xrnftal was requ is it ioned by, 
the x ,o, repeatedly on 2 1 40.991 12 ,01 .2000 
23,02 .2000 and 20 4 .2000 vide pars 6 of 

nexure A19 to produce the same • The 
t .0. held that the document was not rroduced 
the charge under Art iclI would not be 
susta med. 

• 	
The !) izcipliflaY Authortty i.e, the .DPS, gohima 
did not agree wth the fthdings of the i' and 
held that the charge under Art 1i le.i was rrCNed 

in suppoxt of his finding the DiS, i<ohirm over- 
E1a8iZCd the oral evidence of Sw..4 Sri tziijarnani 
singh whose deosit1ori was held by him to be 
criic1 in sustainLng the chrge under 

Et: the Oouter ndg of the 
DPS, ioh1nia is not correct, Recause i..4 was 

• 	 examined on 11.9.99 in 5bsenee o the appellant 
who was at that t irne wrk ing in the officC of 
the DPS, iohirn but he ws neither relieved of 
his dties nor any order was is ucd for his 
belief to attend inquiry by the Dp8, KOhim 
w1ereby the appeWnt ws deri€d the most 
valucble riqht to croes 	mLne the 	4 who 
zas not offered for crossexamint ion even 
at a later at 	also. The DP$, iohia has 
bypassCd tiis po.tnt and trted to Civcrt 
the attent ion from this point caying in -ra 
9 (it) of his punLthmcflt order as followS 

'rhe C .2. was not debarred from  
attend .ng the inquiry at any t ime. 
in fa(,.t, he wS directed to attend 
the hearing at Irnph3l on 2: .'0.99 
V ide DIPS, ch i Memo of even 
No. dld. 22.9,99" 

j'he aboVe cntenti0fl of the IPS, Kchima is not 
at all correct, The nrs, Koh.rna 's memo o. 
Rule-I 4/s ,3 ffazarika dtd, 22,9.99 (Anne%Ure 

..14) was Issued to attend inquiry at Aqartila 
on 21/3.0/99 nC1 not t Diith3 I whcre ,..naiflry 
was held from 15//99 to 20.9,99 as rr quir 
notice dtd, 2/23.08.99 in respect of which 

• 

	

	 no order was issued by the DpS., tohima to 
attend the thquiry.. Hee, the evidenc of 

i4 is no evidence at all and any finding 
• of guilt on the strength of depitiofl of 

is not sutainab1e. 

,. .14 
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4.4 (ii) imilar1y
, 

 in respect of Article.0 the i.o. reported that the charge under Art icleZI 
was fyj pt ially pr(Wed bacuuse only 3 

)BOS out of 6 ID9Os wore found inspected 
by the appellant as out of 6 Skis who were 
Brarch postmasters of those offices only 
3 skis deposed before the inquiry . The 
DPS, i*,hima accept ed the findings of the 

in respect of this Article • The findings 
of the i.o • and agreement thereon I

of the 
nps, Kohima was based on the depositions of 

..1, Z..2 and ti.3g but those SW were also 
examined in absence of the appellant on 
16.9.99 & 17.999 vide Annexures, Ar.6 & A..8 
when the apcllant was working in the officG 
of the DPS, Robim tm z but he was not 
relieved of his duties by the DPS•  Kohirr 
to attend the inquiry at Dnjhal which is at 
a dish ance. of aboth 150 I(rrts . and thereby the  
appellant Was denied the reac'nable opportuny 
to Cross.. examine the &Ws even at a later stage 
of the Inquiry *  This is the quality of oral 
evidence deposed by SW_i, SP3T.12 and S..3 and on 
the strength of such evidence the i.o. has four-d 
the charge as proved in respect of 3 offices which 
was agreed to by the ps, xohira i.e. the 
Disciplinary Authority and the penalty was 
iiiposed accordingly 

	

4.5 
	

The order of punishment is with restrospectjre - ------ - 

The order of tenalty was passed by the bPS,, 
Kohixm on 8.6.01 : but its effect was ordered 
to be given from 01.06.01 i.e, with retrospective 
effect which is not perm.itted by rules • The 
order of penalty is to taie effect either from 
tho date of issue or from a later date but not 
from a date prior to the date of issue of the 
order. The order of penalty is, therefore, 
void uhich cannot operate and is liable to be 
set aside. 

	

5. 	flELIEb' (s) soucirr , 

In view of the facts ment ioned in para 4 abave 
the appellant prays for the £ollqing relief(s) 

It is prayed that you' would be pleased to actnit 
this appeal, call for the entire records of the 
case, ask the 1.0, to send the entire enquiry 
file maintained by him and hearing the appellant 
in person (allowing - personal hearing) and set 
ase the impugned order dtd • 8.6.01 passed 
by the nisciplinary authority i.e. DPS, Kohlxaa, 

cont.d...15 
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And for this act of your kindness your appeliant 
as in duty boud shall ever pray. 

GR O1J1)S. 

54 	For the grounds stated in ° Sbparas (1) to (5) 
of para 4 above the order of penalty is a nullIty on 
bcs ides being arb trary and faulty disposal of the 
dic ipi mary proceeaing • The order b t rig worse than 
the worst one a that may happen was issued in total 
disregard of statutory pvsons or rules prescribtng 
the mode of inquiry. The priitipies of natural justice 
were vtolated becu,se the Stte WItnesses, which may he well 

described as stock witnesseà, were amthed in absence 
of the de1inqient official 7  bcCLSe thr,  delinquent 
was denied the right to C sau .ne the Js bause 
the additional b ci rents i. ,e • defence,  documerts relIed 
Upon bnd dema rd ed b the delinqucrit were not supplied 
by the prosect ion 1 }ciu C the def. ncc ttncss was 
not produced for exn inst i.on by the clelinqucnt 
because the find'rigc of the dsctTinry authrity 
was based on no evidence and because the conclusion 
of the proceeding was 	wholly arbitrary and capri 
cious that no reasonable pern could have easily 
arrived.  at the cnciusion, The order of penalty is 
witht rest rspcct ive cfc'ct and the adequacy of 
penalty is a iso majEffide. The ord cr of penalty is, 
thereiorc, so bad in law that it is cornonly uncommon 
in the history of violation principles of L Lural 
Just ice and s, it is fiable to be struck down as 
defunct ai-4 malac bus. 

LIO1XtPON 	 Af 

54 (1) The right to Crossexarriination is a very 
valuable r lcht arid, hence, preventat ion in a nv 
áy by the inquiry officer of its effective 

exerciso would vit Late the proceedings.. 

Case yaws referred 
L Chjntamam 1 s casa i. 191 SC 1623 
- T<ashiprasad's CaSE 1975 SLTCal.) 1. 

• S.4 (Li) one of the reasri •f2r £doinq the procedure of 
recordirj all evidences in presence o the accused 
employee is that a tness probably might not dre 
to make the statement whh he might make in his 
absence. 

Case Law referred 

Medhi nan Vs. D 0 F.4 00 

AIR 1955 resu 

Contd..,. .16 
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.1 (iii) It is essential that evidence of all witnesses 
should be recorded in the presence of the accused 
employee. 

Case Laws reera : 
Union of India Vs. T.R.Varma.AZfl 1957 3c 382 ,  

b.I4efljufldeswar Vs. state, AIR 1960 Mysore 159. 

51 (iv) Request foe access to Jetevaflt dOcuznnLs 18 vioLative 
of the Principles of Natural justice and the require 
ments of Article 311(2) of the Constitution of 
India whIch vitiates the proceedings. 

Case laws referred:' 
/ 	 state of 4.P. Vs,itainam V4shmpayam 

AIR 1961 SC 1623. 

6. IW4OR aFY,PRAYEDR. 

The pinaLty imposed on the appellant by the Discipti 
nary AuthorIty i.e. The Director of Postal. Services 
t')agaland.Kohima has alrady been SUSPENDED by the Hon'ble 
CentraL Administrative ribunal.Guwahat1 Bench vide 
its Order dated 31.3 9 2001 in Case No.0,A.-347/2001(cOpy 
enclosed at the top of.-thi= Appeal)tilL th disposal 
of the appeal by the AppeLlatc Authority who has been 
directed to dispose of the appe&d within 2(two) months 
from the date of receipt of the appel from the appellant 
who has been granted three weeks time to preferthe 
appeal.. 

Thanking yoy. 

Yours ait.ful y, 
Enc,O: 	OoY of 

1.The impugned Order. 
2 0 nnexures.A1 to A24. 	 (S.30HAZARIKA: 	ifl/b1 
3.CAT 0 S Order, 	 C.I.(PostaL)tivisionat Office 

Kohima'191 00141 

Copy to:- 
The DIrector of Postal. Services.Nagalafld,Kohima 
t/r to his Memo. 14o.RuLe44/S 9U.Hazarika dtd. 
08.6.01 for 1nfOrnati 	and n/a please. 

INN 

(S .fl.HAZARIKA) 	lq ~ j oj  
C.Z.Nagaland.Kohimao 
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J)EPABT MENT OF POSTS 
E OFFICE OF TH CHiEF POSTMASTER GENERAL, N.E. CIRCLE 

SIIILLONG-793 001. 

MEMO NO.STAFF/109-i4/2001, 	 Dated at Shillong, the 29.1.202. 

ORDER 

This Is a decision on the appeal dated 12.9.2001 of Shri S.B. Hazarika, 
at present working as Complaint inspector (Postal), Divisional Office, Kohirna, 
against the order of l)PS, Kohima issued in Menio No.Rule-.14/S.B. Hazarika dated 
8.6.2001 vide which the punishment of reduction of pay of the official by 6(six) 

., stages for a period of 3(three) years with cummulative effect was imposed on the 
official. 

- • . 0 	 2. 	The chronology of events in this case in brief is as follows:- 

Charge-sheet under Rule 14 of CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 issued 
to the official on 19.2.98. 
Inquiry completed and 1.0. submitted his report on 27.9.2000. 
The Disciplinary Authority issued the punishment referred to 
above on 8.6.2001. 

Normally an official to whom a punishment is awarded, is supposed to 
make the appeal to the prescribed Appellate Authority. However, in this case, it is 
seen that the charged official approached the Hon,'ble Central Administrative 
Tribunal (CAT), Guwahati Bench, Güwahatl vide O.A. NO.347 of 2001, The 
Homi'ble CAT,Guwahati was not inclined to go into the merits of the case at that 
stage and directed the appellant - Sliti S.B. Hazarika to prefer a statutory 
appeal before the competent authority within three weks vide their order dated 
31.8.2001 in OA NO.347/2001. Further, the Hon'ble CAT, Guwahati directed the 
Appellate Authority to conclude the appeal preferably within two months from the 
date of receipt of the appeal if preferred by the appellant. Pursuant to this decision 
of the Hon'ble CAT, Guwahati, the official Shri S.B. Ilazarika submitted his appeal 
directly to the Appellate Authority and copy endorsed to the Disciplinary Authority. 
The ease aloiigwith the comments of the Disciplinary Authority was received in 
Circle Office, Shillong on 28.9.2001. The appellant had quoted some case Laws in 
his appeal and correspondence was entered with the appellant for supplying copies 
of records relied by him in his appeal. After protracted ;correspondence, no 
satisfactory reply was received. 

The text of the Articles of charges against time official is reproduced 
below :- 



/ 	 c,l 

AR'l'ICLE-I 

"Shri S.B. Hazarika while working as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Division 
during the period from 29.01.96 (A/N) to 31.01.98 he had shown td'have inspected as 
many as 54 post offices in the year 1996 but had not submitted a copy of the 
inspection remarks in respect of each of these 54 post offices to the Supdt. of Post 
Offices, Manipur Division, linphal or any other appropriate authority in place of 
the Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur. Division, Imphal. Similarly, the said Shri S.B. 
Hazarika had shown to have inspected as many as 70 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 post offices to the Supdt. of Post Offices, Manipur Division, imphal or 
any other appropriate authority in place of Supdt. 'of Post Offices, Manipu! 
Dision, I.nphai By his above acts, the said Shri S.B. Hazarika violated the 
provision of Rule 300 (2) of P&T Man. Vol.111 read with Department of Posts, New 
Delhi letter No.17-3192-Inspfl. dated 2.7.92 and Rule 3 (1) (ii) of CCS (Conduct) 

Rules, 1964." 
ARTICLE-lI 

"Shri Si). Ilazarika while working as SDI?Os, Ukhrul Sub-Division 

• 	during the 'period from 29.1.96 to 31.1.98 he had shown to have inspected the 
following LDBOs iii Ukhrul Sub-Division on the date noted against each. 

Name of the EDBO 	Date of inspection shown 

Chingjarai E1)13O 	25.2.1997 
Sirarkhang EDI3O 	29.3. 1997 
Kamang Kakching EDHO 19.5.1997 

4, 	Shanshak E1)1)0 	10.6.1997 
Nuugshong Ei)BO 	15.7. 1997 
Pusliing'EDB() 	20.7.1997 

But, in fact, the said Slirl ilazarika 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 Manual Vol. Viii, Rule 3 (1)(i) oithe CCS (Conduct) Rules, 
1964 and Rule 3 (1)(iii) of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964." 

3. 	The main points put forward by the appellant in his appeal are as 
follows :- 

I) 	That 1.0. held the enquiry on 15.9.99, 16.9.99, ,17.9.99, 18.9.99 
ex-parte. Thus, be did not get the scope to defend his case. 

That he could not attend the enquiry on above dates as he was 
not relieved by the controlling authority i.e. DPS, Kohima 
although the copy of notice dated 12/23.8.99 was endorsed to 
DPS, i<ohima also by the 1.0. 

2 



That the additional documents demanded by him which were 
accepthl by the 1.0. and called for production during the 
inquiry on 10.5.2000 were not produced and examined. 

The defence witness, Shri N.C. Haldar, Dy. SP, Imphal 
although was summoned to attend the enquiry declined to 
become a defence Witness, and no action was taken to compel 
him to depose before the 1.0. 

That the prosecution witnesses - (1) Shri L. ito Singli (SW-i), 
(2) Shri S. Yarngai (SW-2), 3) V.S. Vareso (SW-3), (4) Shri 0. 
i)wijamani Singh (SW-4) were examined in absence of the 
appellant without ordering for cross examination. So these 
witnesses cannot be treated as valid. 

Shri 0. Dwijamani Singh (SW-4), dealing assistant of the 
Dyisional Office, Jinphal, deposed that the appellant did not 

bniit the IRs as listed in the charge-sheet i.e. 54 (fifty four) 
Rs of 1996 and 45 (forty five) IRs of 1997. This deposition 

made from his memory without support of any documents The 
appellant argues that nobody can remember such information 
correctly without any support of evidence. 

a) That the 1.0. In his Inquiry report held that charge under 
Article-I was not proved. 

b) 'l'hat the 1.0. in his inquiry report also held that the charges 
tinder Article-lI was partially proved, because out of six 
offices, alleged to be not Inspected by the appellant only three 
offices were found not inspected. But these findings also should 

• 

	

	not be treated as correct because the appellant was not given 
reasonable opportunity to cross-examine the state witness. 

That the punishment order with retrospective effect with effect 
from 1.6.0 1 while the order was issued on 8.6.0 1 which is not 
admissible as per rule. 

The appellaht, therefore, prayed that the punishment order should be 
set aside. 

4. 	1 have gone through the appeal thoroughly with reference to relevant 
records. It is seen that - 

JAY ,  3 
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(i) 	The appellant evaded attending the inqtiiry not only from 15.9.99 to 
18.9.99 but on earlier dates also (i.e. 25.8.98, 22.9.98 and 27.1.99) he did not attend 
the enquiry. As regards his non-relief, he alleged that DPS, Kohinia did not issue 
any release order. The appellant was working in the office of DPS itself. He was 
summoned to attend the enquiry. It was incumbent on him to seek release order for 
attending the enquiry but he did not do so. As such, it cannot be said that he was 
denied chance to attend the enquiry. Moreovei, he did not send any information 
also to the 1.0., intimating the reasons for his Inability to attend the enquiry. 
Therefore, the 1.0. was Justified In holding the enquiry ex-parte. The claim of the 
appellant stating that lie did not get reasonable oppoitunity to defend his case, 
therefore, does not stand. 

It is found to be a fact that the additional document i.e. the tour 'LA. 
advance file of Divisional Office was neither furnished nor any reason for non-
production was intimated to the 1.0. But, in my. opinion, T.A. advance file hasno 
direct relevance to submission of IRs. Because, T.A. advances are generally / 
sanctioned if the tour programme is approved and adjustment, of previous T.A. 
advances are generally watched over. 

Regarding non-attendance of the defence witness, Shri N.C. Haldar, it 
is found that the official expressed unwillingness in writing to be a defence witness 
and he did not attend the hearing on 10.5.2000. As recorded in the order sheet dated 
10.5.2000, his further summoning was also not insisted upon by the appellant' 

The state witnesses were examined during the hearing J'rom 15.9.99 to 
18.9.99 while the enquiry was held ex-parte. The appellant was himself responsible 
for not attending the enquiry. Hence, it cannot be said that he was not given \ 
opportunity to defend his case. Further, lie did not request for recalling those ) 
witnesses for cross-examination when he attended the enquiry on subsequent dates.J 
Hence, there is no ground to treat those witnesses as invalid. 

(v 	lie SW-4 deposed regarding non-submission of IR from his persoii\ 
knowledge. Even If he iiiigh not have recollected the numbers correctly, the fact of 
non-receipt of some ffis from the appellant was established. The appellant also did 
not furiiish auiy proof of submission of any of the IRs from his sid&to..disprove the I 

------. statement of SW-4 and the substantive charge against him. 

it is correct that the Inquiry Authority held that the charge under 
Article-I was not proved. But the Disciplinary Authority disagreed with this finding 
of,the 1.0. and recorded his own lindings with reason for disagreement. This is 
permitted under Rule15 of CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965. Therefore, DPS; Kohima - the 
Disciplinary Authority was well within his power to disagree with the findings of the 
1.0. in respect of charges under Article-I. 

Regarding the effect of the punishment retrospectively, the controlling 
authority intimated that it was an inadvertent mistake. It would be effective either 
from the (late of issue of order or prospectively. 

4 



5. 	On a careful consideration of the whole case I find that the charges 
against the official are quite grave. Iiispectlon of offices under his control is the 
primary and important duty of a Sub-Divisional Inspector. Equally important is his 
duty to promptly submit all the Inspection Reports to his superiors, in the entire 
enquiry, the charged ofiucial has not brought any evidence to prove that he had fully 
discharged his duties of peparatioii and submission of inspection Reports listed in 

• the charges. lie is trying to rely only on one premise that if he had not submitted his 
IRs he would not have been given further TA advance. 1 am surprised that a 
responsible officer of the rank of a Sub-Divisional Inpector should take recourse to 

• such flimsy excuse in Support of his case. Had he really submitted the Inspection 
Reports, there is no reasoft why they would not be available in the Divisional Office,, 
Similarly, office copies and the forwarding letters relating' thereto would be 
available in the SI)t's office also. The Disciplinary Authority in its decision, 
especially para-7, sub-para-5 has dealt with this aspect in detail. 

6. 	In my view the charged official deserves a much harsher punishment 
of removal from service. However, 1 take a overall rather liberal view of the case 
and treat the punishment already given to the official4 adequate with a view to 
giving him a chaiice to improve as he has got se many years of service left. The 
appeal of the official is, therefore, hereby rejected. 

(VIJ4 I TAL 
* Chief Postmaster General, 

N.E. Circle; Shihlong-793 001. 

Copy to:- 

1. The Director Postal Services, Nagaland Division, Kohlma-797 001. 

Shri S.B. Ilazarika, Complaint Inspector (Postal) through the 
Director Postal Services, Nagaland Division, Kohima. 

IL 
(VIJA( CthTALE) 
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statà,nt of, bebL of all the repodente,. 
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at the reepondenta at the outset beg to give 

the applicant brief history of the Case as follows : 

COmpZaint Thapector in the otfice of Brector of 

Potal Svce, Kchima was chageceted i aider 1,u le 14 of 

Ccs(c.cA )1uleo, 1965 vide WS t4an i1pur neiuo No. 

iirui/97 dated 9•2 4.98 (AnnezTe  i) 

(a X6 Por having shown to have in spected e nan; 

54 post offices in the year 1996 but had not 60140  

rtftted any copy of the inspectIon renarks and 

claimed to have inspected 10 post ofi Lees in 1997 

but had not shmitted in epection reniarks in 

spOt of 45 pOet Offices while working as zb 

Divi sioral in spector of Post Off Ices 1kbrul during 

the period 25.01 .96 to 31.01 48 &.d 

IL shaving shom to have inspected but did not inspect 

6 Eztra• Departmental Branch Post Offices in D1:ul 

b DivIson between 25.2.97 to 284 .97 

(b) Shri &M11 Des the tIen 	Supdt. of 1o:st Offices 

Agar1ala who was aplointed as the Inquiry Officer in 

his inquiry report 4"nrz:e2 )rheLd  artieie1 of the 

charge as not Pr cved whereas artioleiX of tlè• cha±e 

as partially proved to the extent that 3 IMBOs, out of 

6 vere not i.eotedo The discIplinary authority 
Inquiry officer 

disagreed with the findings of the 	in respect of 

artiole4 Of  tie charge but agreed with the Th4u1ry 

officer in respect of artIcle- tof the charge ad ir posed 
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1. 

the ajor penalty, of.  reduction Of pay of the charge4 

of icia1by •• stgSsfi' a period of 3y6aG 4th 

cuLatve efect vide punis:ent .oder 	Bule 14/ 

S.B.. ; UZSDi1a dated,8.642OOt( 	e 

(c ) 1ot satisfied with the punishment order, the app1icat 

a.mochd the lioi 'ble CIT Giwahail l3ench vide 0. 

34712001. The 1on'bLe CAT Guwithati did nbt go into 

the rneit of tbe case at that stage and di;eeted the 

appLtcant to prefer a atatutory appeal be fore the 

copetent authority withn. 3 weeka vide Its odei 

dated 31.8.2001 (knnure:4. 	 ., 

(6 ) The applicøt bnitted his appeal to the appellate 

authority who had disposed oU the appeat upholding 

the decision of the di sciplin:ary autho'ity Vide Memo 

to. 3tsff/10-14/2001 dated 29.1.2002 ( Annexure5). 

BMj 	I$ 

That with regard to para i(i and (ii) Of the appli 

cation, the re spon dert s beg to offer no comments. 

4 . 	That with regard t,o per a 2 ot the app)ióation., the 

respondents beg to offer no coents except that the appUcant 

has not ethuated the Departmental remedies by,  of filihg 

a reviev petitcn to the P±e:sident of, lndiia ,  before £iLbg 

thisappilcation. . • 	• 	• 	. 
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5. 	That with regard to para 3, 4, 4,1 9  4.2, 4 1,2(1), 

4.2(ii) 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 of the application, the ?eapondents 

beg to of r tio •coents, 

	

6, 	That with regard to the statemetrts made In para 4.6 

of the applicatio, the. respondents beg to state that the 

ImIry zotie dated 12/234P8,99 (Anneaare6) for respondent 

NO .4 use inadrtently scnt to DPZ Xmplal as missant Hóever 

if the applicant was rea1ly interested in attendiig the hearing 

at Xnphal from 15.9.99 to 20.949 he could have asked the cone' 

trolling officer to be relieved instead of passivel.ywaiting 

for any .direotion of relie. Tie&pplcant intentona1Iy did 

ot àak to ié be relieed nor brthzght to the notice of the 

ontrollin of tier about the J*qjry to be held at Ipiia.l. 

That vith regad to the stateiaents made in p'a 4 .7 

f the appieat ion the respondents beg te state that 4hó 

espondent to..• 4 did not ree to relieve the appellht to 

ttend the in•ixr at Thpba1 ion 15.9.99. As the inquiry notice 

was served dctty to the app1iit by the ;qfry CXce 

XC fo' ort ), the applicant could have •d the cotrolLtr 

fLtcer for relief. It is not mandatory on the part of the 

ontrolling officer to issue further direction the chaiged 

to attend the oral inquiry after the inqui'y notice 

was directly served to the charged officer by the Inquiry 

)fZieer. On the other band the applicant de liverate ly  eho so 

to attend the inquiry at that Stage. 



6, 	That wiih regard to the stterient madepaa 4.8 

b.nd.44 of the appiicatioii the respondents beg to offer rio 

oopmen -ItA except that the apLieat eou ld have sought for oroás 

ezaninatjon of thO vitnesses at a later date, if be was really 

3terested. 

9 • 	That with regard ,  to pax*a 4,10 of the .pp1icatior,., 

the, respondents beg to offer no C6Cnt8o 

106 	That with regard to the staternents made ii paz'a 4.11 

Of the appLteatiøn the respordents beg to state that on receipt 

of the inquixy, notice for 1nqary to be held at Agartala on 

-20*9*99t the appti.cant vas 4reoted to attend the Inquity, by 

respondent no 4. 	e, appUcant is hajjng On not b,ein,g rplieved. 

Of his. .duties to attend the Inquiry at ,Iipba.ls. The ,pp1i6a.t 

vas directLy, sred the Ln4thy flotica and orLy a copi was 

endorsed to re.spondent ,. noo4* The ppljct the,à .ske d the 

controlling offffc6r to.be té].erGd of 

That with regard to para 4.12, 4 ,13, 4.14, 405, and 

4.16 of the application the respo:..den,ta beg to Offet 

12. 	Thai 	h rar4 to the statements made 	paft 4 .7 

of ..è applLcation the respordents beg to sate that the 

rep,la peting , of f i cer G for short .) V5 directed tá attend 

the inquiry as defence ithe.esi but thó TPO vas not *4fl4rg to 

appear :s ch... If earnination of the pre, wnting ,  óffier as de 

defence writness, was so vijaL for his defence, the applicant 

:could have pessed for it as the ?resenting Officerwas a Govt 

ernt official who could be compelled to appear before the 
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Inquiry by the Oontrolling aathority Similar lr if the 

applicant had Insisted upor, the additional dooLncnt, tbouh 

not relevxit to the case 4  couLd have been produced before 

the inquiry. 

I 	
with regard to the statements na4s In pra 4,18 

of the appii<aton the 'rezPOx)dentb beg to .stte that if 

eaminat ion of a partiotxler defence vithess and additnal 

doCument,, as adked for,by tkne applioant s  exe so vita 1 for  

establishing tbe innoCence ofr,the chared, offioer f , the .appU 

cant wotUd n6t, have gin up '&thoat their proUction heore 

the inqui_ry w  Mc.recver, if the Qhage& officer. bad ornaU, 

a4ed for and proper requisition wa s.,p1aced. before the conptent 

authority the defenoe witeas. as U as the a4dL'tiona 4et 

coud ba'e been produced befoTh the inquiry. 

14. 	That with Degard to tk paa ,4 .19, 4 .2O 4 2i 4 .22 

4.23, 4.24 and 4.25 of the application the respondeita beg to 

0ff5' fl:3GOfltc 

150 	ht with regard to the taterient made in para 50.  

of the application the respondents beg to state that the 

inquiry notice 	' hearing at Z,pbaL frg 15999 s det1y 

nt to and duiy topeived by the apiLcant.. •Oly 

ñ otice. was erdorsed to the rpondezt no.4* The 	1iat 

ne ire submjtted anr appticatjo. seekhrt permisioi: to at tend 

the inquiry nor, permisaion vas. denied to hi., It Is thd duty 

of the applicant to, apply and request to be relieved of 14s 

. dutiel for attexidg the inquiry . •ut he remained, 

silent even, after receipt of the inquiry.  .notce frorn the 
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Inquiry officer • Moreover, for any reason if be could not 

attend the inquiry on a parttcular date the applicant should 

have informed the inquiry officer and seek adjournment of 

the bearing • Thit the applicaflt never communicated h is 

1nablity to attend the Inquiry held at Xmpbal from 15.9.99 

to 20.9.99.,  it was# therefore, obvious that the applicant 

was not intere sled in attending the inquiry at imphal and 

the inquiry was held exparte • Even though state witnesses 

wore examined in the absence of the obaed offIcer, the 

applicant could have asked for crosszamination of the 

witnesses at a later stage • But the applicant did not 

produce any evidence to show that he had asked for cross 

examination of the witnesses after receipt of the daily order 

sheet alongwitb the statements of witnesses . 

The applicant was given reasonable and sufficient 

opportunity to defend bmself and establish his innocence. 

But he delirate1y ignOred the inquiry upto the stage of 

presentatIon of prosecution, documents add witnesses • As 

such his contention that he was denied of reasonable opportuniti 

to prove his. innocence i is not supported by facts. 

16., 	That with regard to the statements made in para 

5.2 of the application the respondents beg to state that the 

additional document Like monthly tour PA advance for the 

period fron July 1997 to Marcb 1998, as asked by the cbargdt 

officer a a permitted by Inquiry OffIcer was not produced befO 

the Inquiry.. However, from the records it is seen that though 

the Inquiry Officer in para 3 of his order no4 dated 22.10.99 

(Annere-7 ) mentioned that be decided to call the file, he 

'4.  
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did not specifically or formally ask the Presenting , Officer 

or the coipetent authority to produce the document, The 

charted officer bdd not insisted on production of additional 

doounent nor had be established any relevancy of the additional 

docuuient to the subm I ason of the in spect ion reports or the 

cc-reLation between the addItional doctiment and the charge,. 

Without establishing the relevancy of the additional docwnen't 

to the charge, it was presurPttzU,s on the part of the charged 

officer to draw any inference. 

17. 	That with regard to the statements made in para 

5.3 of the application the respondent a beg to state that the 

Presenting Officer of the case, Shri L.C. Ualder expressed his 

unwillingness in writing to be examined as a defence ?Itnesa 

and did not attend the bearing • B ut if examination, of the 

Presenting Officer as defence witness was vital for defence 

of the charged officer, the applicant should have in sisted upon 

and pressed for attendance of the Presenting officer as defence 

witness. The Presenting officer also being a Govto servant 

could have been compelled to attend the inquiry as defence 

witne ss by the con tr o hint officer • But the In qu fry Officer 

in his order sheet dated 10.5.2000 (ArincZuDe'8)had noted that 

further summoning of the Presenting officer as defence wttness. 

was not insisted upon • llOrPappeaDanCe of the Presenting office-

as defence witness had not vitalted the inquiry nor the appli, 

H 	cant was denied the reasonable opportunity to prove his Azz, 

Innocence. 
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That vith regard to the statements made in para 

5. 4(1 ) arid .3(11 )of the application the respondents beg 

to state that the charged offloer did not insist upon the 

attendance of the Presenting officer as defence witness. If 

the charged officer had insisted upon, the inquiry Officer, 

was willing to compel the attendance of the Presenting officer 

as defence witness. 

That with regard to the statements made in para 

5.4. ) of the appleation the respondents beg to state that 

the Inquiry Qffice, did not specifically or formally ask the 

Presenting Officer or the competent authority to produce the 

additon.al  document. as aaid by the charged officer sri d admitted 

by the Inquiry officer.. The charged officer also dd not 

insist upon p oduction of the additional document. 1enoe, the 

inquiry was f,tnal sed without production of the addLtional 

document. 

The disciplinary authority who is respondent no.4 

is not bound by the findings of the Inquiry Officer.6 tinder 

the provision of Rule 15(2 ) of CCS(CCk )Ru]s, 1965, the dia 

ciplinary authrity may disagree with the findings of the 

inquiry authority, record reasons for such disagreement and 

record its ow findings on any particular charge. 

It is also not correct that the disciplinary authority 

over empbasized the oral evidence of $W4, ri,. Devijawan.i Sirigh. 

As many as 77 (seventy seven ) documents were produced by the 

prosecution as Annexure *111 to substantiate the charges • So 

while disagreeing with the findings of the inquiry authority, 

the documents in Annexure III were relied on by the disciplinary 

authority before forming its Dvin conclusions. The applicant 



has been over emphasizing the plea of not getting the oppo?tunity 

to cross ezai.ine the state wtress No.4 • But the app1jcant 

htself as to be blamed for not availing the opportunity of 

attending the earlier state of inquiry and orossecamining the 

state witnesses as elaborately discussed i para 3.1 above. 

Dae to typographical error the venue of hearing on 

2100.99 was shojn as Xmphal instead of A ta garla in the pwnsh- 

ient order, As pointed out earlier the inquiry notce for 

hear.ir at Imphal from 15,9.99 to 20.909 vas directly moeed 

by, the applicant. It is not mandatory on the part of the cone' 

trolling,  offi.cer to issue another dfretion to the applicant 

to attend the inquiry. On receipt of the Inqufry note di.rectly 

fron the inqu.fry officer, the applicant should have applied 

to the controlling officer ,  for relief of duties • But the 

app1ica.t deliberately decidednot. to attend the in<ufrr at 

XjhaJ at that st6ge and 'emained silent instead of seeking 

permission of rel.ef from duties. The applicant also did not 

in form the in qu fry officer about his inability to attend the 

iyiqufry from 15.9.99 to 20.9.99* As non attendance of the 

iqu fry held from 15.9.99 to 20.9.99 is due to the fal ult of the 

applicant, the validitr of the inquiry as well as the £oourientary 

and oral evidence adduced during that inquirr cannot be questioned 

by the appIioant. 

disciplinary authcrity flLd 	inq.iy thrity 

are two sepittte .entittes hang. indepn4t. ximle vieis of their 

a, . iThe discip1inary ai1hor•ity ay•  or 	not .:ree with 

finding of the 'inqufry oUicer as pointed out in pam :54 Obow e  

Hovever ~ p in respect of article IX''oZ the ehrges, the diciplináry 

authority agreed with thetindings of the inquirjr of fier . The 
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The firdirg of the inqalry ofToer and the ai'oemeit of the 

alsaipunary wre not meriely based on the depoition of 

SW1, 	2 and W3 but also on the docuenta?y oviderioe of 

the documento mentioned in kvinexur6 nX to the chargesheet. 

e appUeant 	given thá Inqu 	Ali ntLe •d the oppr 	.• 

tut,ity to crosxaTine the state witnesses dung the inquiry h 

held at XphaI. ft  on,  15..9099 to 20.9.99. But the  applicant 

±it ignored the inqti1y notice and did not attend the 	* 

Inqujr.y., hen the notic€ of nquirf as received by' the 

appUcant wall 6,n tine tut:  dH not 'attend the inquiryt the 
11 

appU cant cannot olaiD that be vae denied of reasonb1e 

•opportnLty to c osxain.e the state eitne:sscso 

2:0. 	That 4th iegd to the statements Made in para 5.5 

± the app icatori the respondents beg to sate that the dte:'. 

of effect of the punhritent order s ad'vertently &OW1 as 

1 .6.01 gilereas the order was issued on 8.6.01.. Howe ver a  the 

unihiten,t oder was given effect from the ,  date of issue ,  of 

the order or prospective Li and not retrospectively. 

21 	That with regard to hë statements made in Para 546 

of the appUcaUon the re'si4ent s beg to state that the 

personal hearing is not niandato 	it is aptótbe appeUte 

eathority to grant or not to grant any personal bearing to 

the appellant • In this case the appellate authority did not 

.conider 'it ,necery to grant person •hearig to the appellant. 

22o 	that with regard to the statem&Ab iade in para .7 

of the applicatIon, the responderita beg to estate that te 

• 	 .• 	 •. 
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appellate authority bad con sidered all the reLevart documents 

and facts of the case beforei arriving at its O. CoYLClUSlOfl. 

The state witnesses were em1ned In the absence of the 

applIcant as the applicant failed to attend the 1nquiry 

despite receipt of the inquiry notice well In advance. Ivo 

at later stage, the applIcant did not demand for crossgii 

nation of the state witnesses. 

The appellate authority In para 4(1 ) of the appellate 

order clearly diecusBed about non ttondanoo of the inquiry 

at Imphal by the applIcant • The claIm of the applIcant that 

he was not relieved of his dutice to atterd the inqu:Iry and 

denIed the opportunIty to cross examine the state witnesses 

was refuted by the appellate authority The additional 

document was not denied to the applicant, but fcrl proper 

requisition was not placed be fore the appropriate authority 

H and the applicant also did not insist upon production of the 

me. Attöndanee of a defence witness was also not insisted 

upon by the applicant as may be áeen from the order sheet dated 

10.5.2000. The punishment order dated 8.64001 though inadver 

teritly stated be effective from 1 .6.2001 would have effect from 

the date of issue orprospectivety. 

The appellate order dated 29.1 .92002 running Into 

five pages would show that the appe hate authority too1 great 

pains to disCuss the relevant points and all the poInts raIned 

by the applicant. Therefore, the allegation that there is no 

I 	application of mind by the appellate authority is base less. 
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2 • 	ha vtth 'regard to para 6 vand 7 of the appiictionp 

the repOLt&beg to 	Uer no ,  commentvs:' ,'  

24. 

 

That withregard l  to the statements flade in para 8, 

ol' the pp1iat2o the respondents beg to state that the 

entire iscipU.nary proceedthgs gai'st the appLicant were 

ndxcteO. as per pre soribed procedurd The itiquiry aa 

con&oted by an Inquiry Officer and the applicant was given 

aufficiezit opportunitr to disprove the charges and estabLish 

his innocence The report of the Inquiry Officer vas duly 

con Eidered by the discipilnary, authority before forriing its 

orn oono1ssiOn After cons.deratiozt of the entire gamut of 

the case, the disciplinary autborit finalLy passed its order, 

ated 8a;6.2QO %shich :i a øpealdng order The appeal of the 

PP Ltcant again at the order o the disc ipi inary authority we 

also duly ',considered by the appelLate thority end finally 

diaposed ,,of the appeal vide order dated 29+1 .2QC2 As such 

Thcre is no justification as to vby the order dated 8462001 

huId be set side 

$e orer dated 846.2001 i:? neither arbitrary nor 

auLty as it mas 1sie4 after obeervbg al). the statutory 

provisions In d rules.  The state tdtnesse vere examined in 

the, absence of the 'appLicant, ,s the applicant failed to 

attend the ini±y despIte receit of the inquiry notice 

ycli in advance and no intzation about the inability of 

the açplicant to attend tbe inquiry as L,en to the 'frLquiry 

1icer. The additional docuient desaded halfheartedly by 

the applIcant had no direct relcvance to the charge 

pplicant did not insist on appearanCe of the 'defence wLtness 

after the latter expressed his unwflingr'ess to attend the 
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inquiry as defective witneas. 5 In fact the mhole dinc±plinary 

prooeedina jere oonductd in a fair and jat. manner giving 

auZficent opportunity to the applicant to etabiieh his 

innocence a Thzt since the applicant nieerably tailed té dis 

pDo, the charges and etabUsb his innocence, he is making 

all 'kinds of baseless allegations against the discipliniry 

authority iq  

250 	That with regard to para 9 of the application the 

respondents bog to state that the applicant is not entitled 

to any interim rolief sought for in the application, 

26. 	That with regard to para 10 , 11 and 12 o the 

appliøation the respondents beg to 'offer no eorLenta. 

2:7, 	That the applicant is not entitle&to any relict 

sought for in the application ad the s&ie is liable to be 

diSZO'd With cOst. 

ver Lficatáoi... i•0 
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I, iT .}. j)atta, AWG (Mu) office of the Chief 

Potriaster Geierai, N .. Ofréle,Shil long,#being authoriEd 

and coPipetet to-  sign the 	Lfication do hereby o1er04 

firrn and tate tbat the etateènts made in 

Ii 'J4 	are true to edge 

d belief,#',thooe made in pit 	.2, I, 'i412,3,/f- 2 I/ 

beIng atter of 	 true to 	ornat I oh deried 

therefrom and the ret: are hWlbllP swbniemiqn6before the 

Hon 'ble ribura1, I ba'e not wppfesced any material facts. 

nd I sign this verification or this /4 th day of 

at G3tt ha Uong. 

YOYZLb 

-t 

RH 
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CCS(LC) Rules, 1965 or the order's/directions issued in pursuance 

of th s5id. rule, the •. 	.. in quiring authoritY may hüld the 

1nur iv aauinst him : EX—PRTE.  
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ty to further his inteBst in respect of netters portaining 	- • 
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tte 	
iealt with ih thses.! •.jrbocgdjflg& it will bepresunied 	• 

1) 	atflthUI t 	• is aware of'l S1UC 	
-' 	 I  

•• 	gjrOSentat Ion! an 	hat it Fas. ber made at his - in. stanc 	I  

nd 'ctlon will be taken agsinèt hin for violation of Rulø' 2O 
r,f Itho CCS(Coiduct) Rloc' 1964 

 

• 	. 	
I 	• 	El 	• 	• 	0 	 • 	/ 	

/ 0 	 I.! 
6. 	The rocoipt fHho ,MemorandJm may be •ncknolec*J°(i.  

• 	I'- 	• 	
I 	 •. 	I 	 • 	',t1 	•! 	i:' 

	

• 	• 	•1\.____'_j 

Lo)P too"  

11A 	 Namo 	and cj o j 	t1mr .t.ViS •(  

• 	;txvJi0 rhrt1 	 ant. 	M sion 11 p 	
r 



1. 	 <N 
I 	

' 	

- 

H  

-. -: 

om  

	

I 	Statnasnt if 'article of Charçoe framed oiainst 
3hrL. 5 .U.I4nzQrj;(,1.SDIPIe/LJktlrul Suh..On.,Iikhrul. 

	

• I 	 •• a a, 	 a, 	a, — a a 	* 	a, 	 a a a, 

Shri, a fl oz or ik a l f ulile u.rking 829SDI'l.f 
Iikhru], 	 urincj the period from 29/91/I(./N) 

• 
to 3f/o1/l, he hid sho, to have inetentsd as 
msny a. 54(rifty riuz)P.ct f3fficse in thuyear 
19li, ut h0t4 not .uitnittcd ocapy of the 1n.i.aton 
R(sm.rke in reect of •.ch of these 54(Fifty tsur) 
Post Ificea,t. the Supdt.af P80tøfficea 9  ileniput. 

• •ivieip,n0 Imph.J or u'y other a,p,repriet. auth.- 
• 	1 	rity in pleas a?, the Surdt.ef Peat Rfricnn,nip,ur 

91v1e1en 0 Iaiphal'.  Similarly, the said Shri.S.8. 
H,zaijk., had nhaisl to have inisatsd ne many as 
7Sevnnty) psotOfric'ss durin2 the peried from 
II, /fl to 31/12/7, but had not i'ubmittsd e 	 H 

PsY of the Inopectien Remarke in rospeot if 
• Ifficia, to the 

u1dt.sf' Puit 1f1'Ice., flonlautrBivisian t  Iah.l 
or any •th - a!lprapriata autherity in p1cc9 at 
the Su.dt..f psot ofrioie, Piii,ur 41v1a1unImpha1. 
ly his •i, 	'acts tho oid hrj.S.$.Hazarjk. 

I  vJ.eloted th'a pravietefle if Ruls398(2) or I'ai 
Psn.V.l.VI11 roa1 uLth Qeptt.o? )eete/Nauo1hi 
latter Na.I7352..1nepn. i,ted.e2/117/17,, and 
Ru1.3(1)(ii) if CC(Ciaptluct)Ru10e 0 1964, 

Shrj,S.5,Hnzarjke, uhilo warking .5 
Ukhrul uh-tn'., Ishiring the piti.d from 2q/01/96  
to 31f91/ 1 9,l I,.' had &1n%1 to have inspected the 

• 	I.! 	flllsidne Uao in Ukhru]. 6ub.Dr,., an the dat' 
noted o.inet açch. 	' 	 0 

• 	j 	I 	 Naiis of the DUO I 	Date of Inepn. sh.i,n 

I 	 by5hrj. S.O.Haziuika 

1. Chinj,t'o'j 
• 	2. Sirprekligng EDID 	2-.I3-17 

3. Kun&nq KkchinE1Q 	$ae5..1597 
4 Shanh,,k  E9 10 19!? •1 	 s. 	 Ella 	15-07-1997 	I 
. Pushin; (00) 	 21-17-I997 

tut, in Pact,' the said Shri.Haxarika, did not at 	
• all lfløpit the ove' mentioned ED. •ithnr an 

the data nutod eqainet each or on iy ether data 
In the yg9r 1997. Therefore, by his above acts, 
t.hD cud 	 vieltnd the pIvieisne 
of Rul..3e0(1) CV P&T Ih1an.V0191I1I, Rulo..3(1) (1) 

I e CCS(COflczUct)Ru19a,194 and Rulo-3(1)(111) of 
CcS(C.nduct)nu1,, 1964. 

• 	 • 	 H 

I 	 Directer P'atital Servicee, 

1 

• 	 • 	 a 
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aDojflat1 
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prcrmb. for the yOr 

19 I(ar SDIr !/Ukhru1 SUb..D.,) 
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3* rQtfl1htl diy 	for tho mt 	tnht f fab/96 
of 

SiI(p)/Ukf)rul 	No..1/01y/s,LL,s 
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I 
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for the 2nd ftfljqh'0 J/ 

' 	 fr t 	2d arflight of Fa/g 

	

do—I 
	NU.1/Djary/SoJuXL 

	

I 	
far .th, 	fortrljflht or 1  a/96 

	

HI  L 	
dtd,'1G.3.9 
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for tho 2nd f'nrtnlqht of 

for the lt fortnjt D  
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for tho 2nd fártn1ht of 
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23. 1 	 for the 16t fortnight r 

	

24 ; 	..d... 	 fi tho 2nd Nrthiqht of Dc/9 
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No.'_l/1ry/f1_Uy.L dt.I//97 
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LJ.at of 53 (fl€ty thce)DI30 and l(one)B.o nhow to / have been 
ir8pected by Shri.5.fl9zrjkaptpOØpLph 

' during theeiLr'1996jbut flO'i.,Rs were eubnijtted to 
the 8updt,of Pbat Officeg, Minipur Diviaion,Zrnphal 

------------------------ 
I Sl I 	i 	'Date on whIch the office waa No6 	 1 6hown to haves  been 1  inf9pectc1 I 	

by Shr1.$.B.Ha7arj.kaDI(I)) 
- - 	4 	 tfljj 

F W ' 1. 	Noa2a 1 
'2. 	Sawornbung ii 

' 	07.02.96 	II 
08,0396 ff r 

:3. 	Yourbung 
Ugaimu .4.' 

i 0602,96 
I J 

5. 	Phaeng cl I O7.o596 I 

64 	Bijang Moflgjang I 11.05,96 
15.5,96. 

Loute .Targ'u1 kh 2302.96 
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• 	•: 
Chadong 	I '13,03.96 ' 

li 
JIundung 
5hiroj. 

I  : 0,3.04.96 
tl lla.Chingmang 

12, 

' 19.02,94 
'10.06,96 

•;' ' 
, Semol 

13. 	Taretkhu,j,i . ' 	I 22.024.96 	1.' • 
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I.." 
14. Grhang 
15,, AJ.&ij.- - 1 

. 
103/04.7:96 

.23,02,96  
' 16, fluiin. I • 

,I 05.O796 	- 
H' 
v 

l7.Xho1gdej Shimphung 
1 8fi 

' 12.07 6 96 	, 
l3ø07o96 	I I.4 Maokot, 	I 	I r 	I 

19, Nongc3am Tan  3ej.pjj, 
29O7,96 

'I. 
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20. Phaknung 1 26.06,96 	1 	4 
17.0796 • 21, Thawajj , 19.06.96 	I 

Sirarakloiig I 
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05 0 03,96 	I 

24, Paoyej 	. 23.04,96, 
4 	25.04.96 
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26,O4,9 
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'WPÂ.,flUnQU 

NUnchOng I 
23, 07, 96. ' 	I 	• 
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04.09 0 96 
0607.961 32 

33 6  
fluidrom 
Shangcha I 	2o

.
5,6" 

 Kongpat lthunou 
. 07/08.706 

27.08,96  Lamlong Oate I30,08,96  
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33, Mo1ran, Purel 
28.08,96 
17.10.96  
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•04,11,96 
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14.11,96 

46sj Ngarj. Khullen 
:Ij, jj. 

20.11.96 47. 
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TUshem 21.11.96 
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10. Loute Tangkhuj. 	05.03,97 	 V h 	 11, 8irarakhong 	 29.03.97 :1 	 12. awombung 1 	Y 	06.03.97 

• • 	 13. Chadon 	 I. 	? 13,03,97 
14,  }funung 	 2 9,0 4e 97 
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21, Huldrorn Village 03.05.97 
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30. Tujnern 	1 	05,06. 97 

Grihang 	 29.05.97/03,09,97 
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UnderJSubule (2) of Rufe-14 lo1c S(CCA) Rls 1965, 1 Was ippoi(ccl by 1 ih 

	

ccor Postal Serces, 4al)r stag, Iinpliaj as the hiquiiy AuUio,j to inquie itó 
	¶. He clialges frrncd against Sii SB jaij 	the then SDipü5 UkI Sub Disio, 41 in Maiijijr Diji 	

hlSJ)CC(oi' 0/0 ti 	; p..,  
• 	 'liCfliO no. Diary/sDjpQ31197 (lt.&593 

I have since COlflpI(ed tlle.iiiquhy and1on (he basis of the dOCUInCI(a. zid oraiede11ceg adduced beforc nie prePared my inqu 
rpoii as under. 	

I 	I 	

I 1H 	 I 	H•. 	H 	i1,j 2.lPresentuiO1. 	

F 	I 
Sm 	.C.I1aldai•, Dv. Supdt of P05, 

0/0 'the DPS. lwplial was appointed as lçrcseniing CCC1)t the date 10.05,2( )00 	the said Sij N.C,Ilaldar' as sUuflnoiicd o depose as defence 'tness and Sij N/wa'an Das, ASPQ, Agaijala Soüh Sub 
Diid 

pothted as adhoc 
Preseng Other for the pemiod of depositiofl scIieuJecf 

(0 be 
made. 	

I 	. 
3. 

I 	•, 	 , 	 • 	 .. 	 . 
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The C.O. did not pallicipate in the inquiiy till Compleijor1 of (lie state of presenfation f prosecution's documents and 
Wj(flC5ç ,  lie. liOWCvj availed the (1 I )1 )Oilurij(jcq of,  Prcducing of deferce edences lie 

(id not Ii0llII11l( ally (ICICI1CC assisfarip I() llCl) (mu Ifl 
l )fl'tlticing (lie case Ofl behalf of (mimi1: al(Iiotm&i lie was appmisecl of file 'facilities aVaiIaI)le 
tOlui, 	 I  

14. Daeofheamiiig0jcase
i 	. 	 , 	

.' 

The case was heard on 
25.R9R• 299 27 1,99, I S990 1619.9e).17.9.9(),I 21,1 0.49, 	

S.20u &  

I' 

	

3. 1 . I)0cu5 l.JHL)j(C(l

documenis were eiibifc 	iii (lie fnquiiy, Of flmclii,. (he docmnctits that palliculalizcd al Si. 
Nb, 1 to 72 vcie f)roducd on hlmajf 'Of (lie Disciphimiaiy Authiot while that ucntjomi(l at 

51. No.73 to 77 WCUC pu1(t(lee(t On l)ialf 
f,lhe defence, Titer VC1C 

brough,' on rc(ds duly itiikimmg as iuidica(en( aajlisf each 

I 	did. 19.02.1996 along With a coj OLliIspcc(Jo,, 	
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I.u1Iuy i.iiy 01 	i)1(1'), iji<rui. ror we r - 	zoriniglu 

of Feb96 
Ix.S 4 5(a) & 5(b) 

6. Fortnightty JJIIrY of SDgp), Uknil. For the IC 	fortnight E.SL. 	(a) & 

• ___________ 
of Mar96 No.A1 Diaiy/SDJ-UKJJ96 Dtd.1.4.96 

niDjalyo 	I(P), Ukrul. Foi -  (fie I" fortnight Ex.S - 8 	i 
- 

oil 
2LekPr 96 No.A . 1 ,Dj)wy,sJJJ96 Thd. 17.4.96 1 
1ortnigInIy Darv of SDJ(p),1jJuii1. 1 ;or the 2d  foilnight Ex.S - 9 

jj oiApr 96 No.NIL Dt1,N1L  _ I 	
I 19 FIgI1t1vD1vof5) Ukrul Toi (lie 1" foitniglit 

1. 

 Fór(nIlyDia 	of SDI(P). lJkrul. For the 2"" fortnight • Ex.S - 11(a) & 11(b) 
of May96 

 FoIThii5iaIyo'j5I(p) Ukrul. For the 1 	fortnight - Ex.S 	12(a) & 12(b) 
of JUnC 96 No A-1!Di 	D1-UK1J9S D(d.17.6.96  

 Forinightly J)ia,y of 51)1(P). lJkruI. For (he 2u1( 	foi1iiigIt Ex.S - 13(a) & 13(b) 
9L!t lfly/SDIUKIJ96 D1.1.7.96 

 Foimigliiy D1aIY0fSDI(p) Ukrul. For (he i 	foilnighi 
____  

Ex.S 	14 
of July96 	 DId.16.7.96 I 

i 113 	IThF:i - a 	•i1r" i; 	i 
• ol •hilv 96 No.,\- I ,'I)iai'/J-ukL IJid. I .(,96 

I ( I oi tmpiuh 	I 	f)I) 	 f 	(ffl?I(r•' 
I 

Bx.S 	17(.1) & 17(b)  Forinighily Diary of S])1(P) Ukrul. For the 2'"' fortnight 
of Aug 96 No. A-!/Diai -y/5D1.UKL Dtd.2.9.96 	° 	• 

 Fortniglitly Diar 5 j5jk, ul For the 1' finmight Ex..S 	18(a) & I 8(b) 
DkLI6.9.96  

 Fortnighuly Dia 	of SDI(P) L'krul. For the 2"' fortnight Ex.S 4 19a) & 19(b) 
of Sept 96 No.A-1fDai -y/5J)JUU9 	Dtd.1.10.96 

-  Fortniglnly Diary of SDI(P),i lJkrul. For the 2hhhi fortnight Ex.S - 2(1(a) & 20(b) 
• of Oct 96 No.A-1/Djap -y/S1)I_UNJ. DkI.1.1 1.96 1 

 1oiThighUy Diary of SDI(p), Ukrul. For (iI 	fortnight . Ex.S - 21(a) & 21(b) 
of Nov 96 No.A-1iDja1C/SD1..UK1,1((1 161196 
Foimighily Diary of SDI(P). Vkrul lror  the 2 	fortnight 	ExS 	220) & 22(b) 

I 9LN2i2 	 SD:JKL 1)1(1.2,12.96 

• 1 
I 	 - I 	 I 

I 	 I 	 I  
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, 	I 2 	I Fot 1iiig1tIv Diu v ol, SDI(P) 	kitil tot (lie I 	foi 	 h 	L\ S 	( 

t) & 2(I)) 

. 	 . 	. 	. 	' 

4 	I 01 tfli&tl\ 1)iai of SI )i(P) Uk 	For the 2" ' 101 might 	1 \ S 	2 t 	 I 

; 	L 	
.-. 	. 

ioiinight1y I)iary of SDI(P). Ukutil. For 
ii1F fofiijgIit 	Ex.S 25(a) & 25(b) j 

I 	oflan97 No A-1/Dn'iiS1)I-UK1- llMd 16 1 97 
	t_-__i 

I 	
: 6. 	Foriniglitly 1)iiy of S1)(1)),!kI•t For e2o31ight 	I !EXSJ 26(a) ,& 26(1') \ 

LLi± ofJafl97NO.A-1  /Diiy'S1)I-(.1KL Dd. 1 .2f97 	• 	 t 	l  . 	 • 

27 I 	
Forttiigh(l\ 1)1ai , olSl)l(P) ( •i II 1 (if he •iWTluitmgJi( 	f; :c: 	?:() & 27(b) 

I  •' 	ofFeb 97No.A1iDia/SDIU 	Dtc1.16.2.7 	' 

28. 	FortnghtIy Diary, of Sfl1(P).UkrUl.F()ithe 2tt fortnight 	.EdS -- 28(a) & 28(b) 

of Feb 97No.A-1/1)iar/SD14J 	Dt!.. 1.3.97 I 	 I 
29 	1 orinightiv Dianof 	

Iii oriIic 1T foitnight 	ES 27(a) & 27(b) 

of Mar 97 No. A-IIDI i /SD1-ULD1t. 163.7 . 

30 I 	Foitnighth Thar 01 SI1(P) Uki ul' 191 thL 	'joilnight 	L 	'30 I! 

Of Mit 97 NO A4/DH 	 _J 	 - 
31 	1 ot tnighth' Diati of S 1(P) t 'hi ul br lhc I 	fot tnighl 	L S' 11' 

I 	of Apr 97 No.A-IID a'1SD1 - !24' :7__.-.- 	L........... 

32' 	Fortnight Diary of1SDI(P). Uhiul. For the )11'. fortuighi 	
32(a) & 32(b) 

JJ_ 
NIL 

1 otmighth' I )ni ol "1)1(P) t 'hi iii 1(11 (ilLtnight 	E S 	3( i) & 33(h) 

r of Ma 97 No 	Di 	'S1)l4 Id I )td 1 h 97 	II 

I 	3 	loitnigh(1Yi u V of D1(P) UkI ul Foih 2 fot might 	
LS 34(a) & 34(1)) 

_..JL No. A-i /' 1 v/SI.-t.IN.1. 	:7__ ......... 

I 	1 	lot t,ii1iitiv I )t nv of fli(I') :1 Ut iii lot the Il lot might 	I 1 \ S 	3 5(t) & 35(b) 

lunc 97 No A j !/Ihl)I4 '  

36 	1 1oi nigh(lv 1)111 vol 51)1(P) 11k, ul I UI thL 2"' lotinighi 
	I 	S 	36(t) & 16(1)) 

I. 	
of June 97 No.A-I )DiarYISJ.)1UKI. D.d. 1.7.97 	• 	I 

37. 	
FoPnightly 1)iaty of SDl(P) Uhnii. Fur the i f'oi1nl1t ! E.S •!- '37(a) & 37(h) 

i 	Of July97 No.A-I/bia1'iSihl 	DtI.16.7.97 	
'I 

I  J' 5 38(a) & 38(b) 

.. Foiinightiy Diary of 31)1(P), Ukrui. For the 1 fotlriight 	
E.S -39(a) & 39(b) 

• .orAug97 	
' 	H 

--.------•--.---.---.----. ..-. 
.... 

. 	
Fortiiightly Diary df 31)1(P), Ukrul. For the 211 fortnight 	

I.x.S - 40(a) & 40(b) 

of Aug 97 No. AIIDiaFVISDI- Dtd.1.9.97 	I  
--.-- 

'I 
1'ortmghtIi Diary of SDI(P). Ukrul. For th 1 ;  fortnight 	L:.,S - 41(a) & 41(b) 

of Sept97 NA1/l)iat'/SD14JKT Did. 16.9,97 	 I 

. 	 hghfl 

of Sept 9 	 Dtd.1.]9.9 7  I 	flL_-_--__------- 

. 	FortnightlyDial'Y hf SDI(P), UkfllL For the 1 tot tnwt' Ex.S -- 43 

fOt 97 	
Dtd.h16.IO,97  

4I 	
L S 4i(a) &44 th )  

i ' CI 97 No.A1/Di /SD1-M Dtd:1.1 1.97  
------..--- 	 . 	, 	
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- 2 foi1nig1t 	Ex. 	46(a) & 46(b) 

fNov  97 No A- l/D jav/SD 	P. 	 J.L 	------ 
Fo1niglitlY DiaofSII(P),t01 the 1 fortnight 

	47(a) & 47h) 

of Dec97 No.A1/Dia1U 	
Dtd. 16.12.97 

• 	
b 	

ui. 	
- 

of Dec 97 No.A11Dia1'SD1 	D1cL11.98 

------ I 	49 	
MonthlY SummalY of I)l(P, Ukil. ror the onth of 

	Ex.S 49 

July 96 	
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I 	50 	

LS So 

Surtunaiv Aug 96 
Monthly Suminaly oSDl(P), Ukrul. For the month of 

	.S 51 
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S2. 	

Monthly Sutnmry o 51)1(P), Ukrul. Fo lhc month of 
	S 52 
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. ---- - -- 
53. 	

MonthlY Summaly 0SD1(P), Uu1. For the month of 
	Ex.S -- 53 

	

F 	
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Monthl/ Suturnaly of SDI(P). Uknl. For the inohth of 
	Ex.S 54 

DecN 	 26LJ. 	 - 

	

• ;• 	 55. 	Monthly SummalY 	
SDJ(P) Ukrul. For the month pf 3an Ex.S - 55 

97 No.Al/Summ1PfhS1) JKL Dtd.3.2.97 56  

Ii 	

---• 

7, 	4oitlhly 	iilhlarY 	UlruI. 	thC tflOflth of 	E.S 	57 

I 	
March97N0* 	

. L. 
58, 	Monthly suma rylif SDL(P), Ukiul For the month of 	

F 
 Ex.S - 5I 

	

F • 	 Apr 97 No.A.l!SUh11u11h1 	ILKL (d. 1.5.97 

I 	59. Still 
Mav F 	

-- 	97 NoAPWW 	piSD1 	47_---- 

	

• 	 • 60. 	Monthly Sutnina1 of SDl(1'). I Ikilil. ForthC month of 	Ex.S - 60 

	

• 	 June97 	
J)td.L7.97 

• 61. 	
Monthly Stimma 0ISDRP), Ukruh. For the ;onth df 

	Ex.S —61 
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Monthly Sumina of SDI(P), Ukrul. For the month of 
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63. 	Monthly SummaY of 5DI(P),Uk 	
Vol the'motith of -• 63 
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Monthly SunimtY of SDI(P). 'kfLtl. For the month of 	
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65. 	Monthly Suinifl1Y o( Sfl1(P). T :.lkrUL For 1he month F 	
Ex. - 65 
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• 	 Nov9l N ,\-1S 	lWht 	)lkl. 1)td.1 .12.97 
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Monthly SummatY of SD(1Y Ukrul,. For (he month of 
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I DivisonatOffice on 4i197  
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iTTTNo. - iTi 

D.P.S',Kohirna-.-------Jn original. 	.. •. 	
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• 	75 	J..ticr No. 	 (lId.4.3,98 issued 	Exd —13 
], froinofliceoftheDPS,1jnphaL  

	

76J 	Letter No. 1)iary/SDIPOs-Ukjitiiij97 dtd.16.3.98 issued. 	Exd!4 
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771 	lenio I'Jn.l)ii'y/SJ)Jl'' 	Jhrul,9,' (1111 .),.5,.),I)?  it'Ie(1 by 	1f 

HI I 	 H , 
5.2. Documents not c>Jiibiéd:  

The' c1ared-offlcer (here itudet' kiovii asC.C).) prayed for productidn of iiionth1 toni' 
Ath Ei1c tor tlic pc'iiod n 'I rLIR 97 to March 98 of SDIPOs 1km til Sub Diision 

nnicd k' the oto thc 1) P S 1 1  1mph ii In sUj)f)Oi1 of his ci IIIIi the C C) st 1kd 1k it the 
file wonidJI enlight the, naIeria'i fact as td the submission / non-submissio of *1RS in 

the oflice used I0 i'lcis 1 sanclioii T. A. ad:ance only oti subtrusiIh1  of IRs. I 
' find that (lie file might colight I I i'cflcct material lad ' i'elaicd to' the intI ,ei iindei' ifl(fUiF 

and] placed requisiliomi fo tiiJ siiie before the I )PS. Jiuplial vide 1  m IetIi' no.INQ-
1 /SB1 P98-Vo1-I (11.26: 10.99 followed by reminder 1,2.1 .00. 23.2.00 &!' 20.4.00. The 

'I . cusocljn Mi Ike docititteiti' hi:icI mcj1hieI' claimed 1)IiVIlC,C of Ilic (10C11111C1 111 I'llor fi,iivai'dcdj 
tue IcioLuilit.  Noi' inide 'my 'C(111ClltI1iiC1lI()11 slwwiiig the' reason ol' hdi- makiug 'of the 

• ' availahilit'Iof thc requisitioned documents. 	 , 	I 

The l)l'oscc.LIlon had (lesu'e(I to exailiine time lollOiilg pai'tieulai ised 1  witnesses: amnotig 
them the c'iincss at SI. No) 2. 4. 5 & 6 were examitined dim the date shown atainst each and 
their deposition Were brought into rccoi'ds as '1ar1e7l at the lastIcohnnn. I  The rest 

I 	 • 	 ' 	I 

I '• , 
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had thL \itflLSSLS CII&1 	iiOt 	111111 	UI) 	despite 	isuauCC 	of 	i cpL.11ed 	SUflII1IOIIS. 	NIl11L1 

Cdmmunicatcj II,ërcasons of. (heij 	inahi!ities 	to 	aund. 	noil lh 	P0 c6.Id 

ieasois of thir 'non-attendancc.j it 	the duly of th 	paily. to 	nsurc aUiaiiçe 
explain the 

of Ilicit 

twit -hess on th 	appointed date. tiin 	id.p1ace.  
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1 the case to 
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W4M jI. 

O.L. I LIC L.'J. }JI4yJ IU -!JIUUUcc 1)11 jN...iAUU'U. '' ''.'. •'•I'"-• 	 1 - - 

tr. £L 	 •i, 	v1hii v_7 In Ps-71 wete received by the 
c.jifli\' iuic LU UIIIIJI 	uIIucl %VIUL.IJ III 	%'-i" 	 - - - -. - 

office of the 1)PS. Implial. 1 find the witness projoseI to be examined s (Ieence wilieSs 
is likely to enlight ceilain niatcriil fact and lie was summoned. In response to the 
summon' the said Sri N.C.Jlaldar in his letter no. tiii di.2802.2000 addressed to l)PS, 

- Na1and. the disciplinary authority and Copy to mc cXptCSSC(I his 1  unv'il1ingncss to 

depose as defence witness. I-ic did 'not turn UI) on the scheduled date and time. ilic C.O. 

did not 11ess for further sununonjnof the akl Sri 1--laldar and virtually dropped. 
Ii- - 

7. Ajtuco1e!thige and 8Ut) IIk of 11pu(dIiu11 of ;flol tct 1!1,1he1iaVtottI 
The lohlowing two articles bi cliaigc have beeti taiiied against Sii .13.1 J,t1ki the 
then SDIPOs. Ukhnil Sub Division. now Coinpialtit Inspector. 0/0 the 	Naa1and. 

1 	 - 	 I 
-• 	- 	 I 	Ai1hIeofc11°ai 1C - 1 	 • 1 

Sri S113.Ilazarlka, while working a ISDIPOs, lJiklirul SLThÜI)tvzslon duiing.lh period from 
I. 29.01.1996 (A/N) to 31.01 El 998. ii had shown to have inspected as many a 54 fifly 

four) PbsI Offices in the ye n i 096 but lt1id nut uhinittcd t copy oi thic nspUiOfl 

'I 	Rernirks' iii' repcct of ach t  of 'th 	54 (fiflvqçpti) Post 	flices. to the Su1d1. of Post 
I  ( )liices j hniw Division 1npli 	' I  1W ottiu I1 opti ilL 1tulhontv in pa 	of the 

Supdt. of Post Offices. Maninn - 1)ivision, Iniplial. SiIililally the said Sri S.ftI Iaiiika 
• I had shoyn to have inspected as'many as 78 (se'nty eight) Post Offices during the period 

I from 0fl011997 to 31.12.f9971 tit had not suinutted a cdpyof the 1nspeion Riarks 
' in respett of 45(fotly five) Pbt tolIi Supdl. of Post OlTiçcs, Man.ipn Division, 

Imphal or any other appropriatc ai'ithoiity in pce f the Siipdt. of Post Offices, Ivianipur 
Division Iniphal Dv his above' idts the said Sn S13 I hniki vio1ate the 1  1 ovisions of 

Rule-308(2) of P&T Man. 'Vol. ,  jVIB idad vit1i Depailmeki of Iosls, Nc'v Dthi leuer 
No.1 7-3/92-Inspn Dated 02.07 1992 and.Rule3( I )(ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 
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.1 J 

Sti S.13,1Itnia, whIk wbiking as Sfl)IPps. I iiuuiI Sub 1)isiot, 
duiipg 'the peiod 

fton 29.01.1996 to 31.01.1998. hL ItadSlH)Wfl ( avc Inspected the foil wing 11)1305 in 

Ijkliml Sub Disio1 on the date noted gast each. 

Si No 	W,ize of f/ic IDBQ 	Daic 0/ ,,1/)CClJO11 hoi ii hi i 1 

................... 

Chüiiaroi EDI3O 	
' 	25.02.1997 

Sirarakhallg EbBC) 	
29.03.1997 	I 

Kaniang Kakching EDL3O 	
19.05.1997 

Shanshak El)O 	 I 	
18.06.1997 

	

5 	Nungshoflg FDflC) 	
15 07 1997 	' 

	

6 	Pushing CDI 3( 	
2 07 1 

fict the said Sit S B Ilazitika did nt it 	
WSpLt thL tbovelfl1t10 d EDDOS I 

eitier n the date noted againl daii 01 
on any othr datc in the yea 1997. hetefore, by 

	

'us aboe 	ts th said Sn S B 1 Ia7aI ika 	oIikd tli 1)1 (wIMIOflS of Rr 08( 1) of P& r 

an. Vol. 1 11LRul3( 1  )(i) 
of CCS (Conduct) ulcs, 1964 and Rule- 	j(iii) f CCS 

(CI'onduCt) Rules, 1964. 

 

The Statement of Imputation f Misconduct or bUshelia00t 
	supod f tli charges 

are as follows 
ArtIck I 

........................................... 1 hat as many as 66 (sixty six) EI.)130S and OUC SO in Ukhrul Sub 1)iisiufl wcr allotted 

tO the share of Sub Diisional Inspector of Post C)fficcs, Ukbrul Sub DMsioii. Ukhrul fr 
ipcctiOfl during the ear 199() \(tc SPOs, Imphal kt(c; No.1nSt)eCti0hh1f0 Proam 

I 99( did. 19.02. 	% aluit wilh : cop. 	f 	
; j (j pi•o1n•aininC 1r the ycal 1996. The 

said Sri 5.13.1 lazaiika took over the charge ol 51 )ll( ). Utdiitit tII I 
)Ut)ti Oil 

29.01.1996 (A/N) and prioi id taidpg over the charge oF the Sub i)ivkioll hy the .said Sri 
S.B.1 lazarika. one Sri NIoba Mating P.A.. 1mp!al 11.0. was olflciatiiig as S1)1P)s, 
Ukhrul Sub Diision from 01.01.1996 to 29.01.1996 (A/N). Of the 

sixty-SIX EDI308 

ssignc(l to the SD1PO. 1 lkltiiit Sub j)isiO1i. for ipS1)CCt1011 during the year 1996, the
vi 

sail Sr M 

	

i 	
oba Mating already inspCClC(l as many as 13 (thirteen) 

FPBOs during the 

penod froiti 01.01.1996 to 29:01 . j96. 'Ilius. as inaiv as 53 (lilly t1ire) El )13( )s and One 

S.O. were remaining for hispeciOfl 
by the said Sti S.B.11azarika, during the year 1996 at 

the tiin of taking over the charge of UldWul Sub DMsioii by 1ie said Sri ilazaiika on 
29.01.1996 (A/N). The said Sri S.B.1IaZ11ika4 in his fortnightly diuic anl nionthY 
sunitualiCS of the SDIPOs; .ikhiiil for the penod From 29.01.1996 (it/N) to 31. 1. 1996 
had shown to have Inspected, all the 53 (fifty thrc) ED13OS and one SO. whiqi were 

remaining for inspected by thç said Sri .B.1Ia7ik as ott 29.01.199 
(Arn). Th list of 

53 (fifty three) EDDOS and one s.o. shown o have inspected by the said Sri 

S.B.1 1arika has been enclosed s "ANEXUR1/ 

Siiiiilai'lY, as many as 71 (scvnty one) Post 	
t1ices. i.e., 69 (sixty-nine) 1D130s and 2 

(two) SOs wet .
e assigned to the S1)IFOs. Ukluut Sub Disifl, for ispeCtiOfl dwmg the 

year 1997 idc SSPOs. Iniphl letter no. inspCCtiOI01
11  P'ograiflfl97 cltd.29.0 1.1997 



--:( 8 ):-- 
lfA( 

along. with a copy of Inspection 1io.raniin foi (lie yea! 1997. Of the 69 (sity 
EDBOs and 2 (two) SOs in UkhiuI Sub Di.sion. which were assigned1 for i:iispction by 

th 	Sn S B Ui, udki is 51)1 IN ) 	khi ul uh l)i isbn, he Ii id hown to ha'e 

inspctedalI the 69 (sixI' nine) E1)!3Os and I (one) SO. oii dijlcrent date() (luriI1g.thc 

pcn(1 fi om 01 01 1997 to 1 1 2 1997 m his Ioi tiughtiv dwies atid moitliv stmm II ICS 

of the SDIPOs. Ukhrul submitted by the said Sri' 1'1zarika for the afoimeiiion6d jkrioct 

froni time to time. The list of 69 (sixty nine) EDBOs and otk S.O. which WIC shown to 
• 	have L)CCi inspected b the said Sti S.13.1 1a7.alika during the 'car 1997 has been cnclose(1 

	

as 'ANNEXURE-B". 	 : 

Thit as pci Rule-308(2) of P& 1 Man. \'ol.Vill, the said Sri 5.13.1 la;'.aiika. SDIPOs, 

jkhjuJ h:d to submit (he copy of !nspction Remarks, in res'pcct of eich ?f the EDI3O 

and'S.O. inspected 1w him, to the Supd. of Post Offices. Manipur Diisioii. Imphal and 
in accordance with Depit. of Posts. New DeIii letter no.! 7-3/92-111spti d(d.02.07. 1992 the 

time lniiit for subotission I issuance of Itispection Remarks / Inspection Repirts in repect 
of EDDO and 5.0. ,are 10 (ten) days and 15 (fi?.Iéen) days from the date of inspection 

• 

	

	respe(tivcIv. But. the said Sri S. 6.1 l a/al ik a:.  Jad n t at all submitted (lie; cpy of. 

InspeeIiol Remaiks in respect of 53 (filly lhJt.:e) EDfls and 1 (OI1C)1S:O. 
which 

shown to have been iiispected by him in 1996. as per A1NEXURE-A". to the Supdt. of 
Post Offices, Minipui Djvision,i Iinphal either, within tli prescribed time limit as 

specified above, or on any subsequent date: Si!arly. th said Sri S13.l lazanka had not 
at all submitted the copy of Inspe.tion Reinarl in respect of 44 (foily four) EDI3(I)s and 
I (one) ...) which were shown io have inspected by Ihe said Sri J1a.ariki on different 

date(s) duivig the year 1997. the list of 4.1 ( tnlv kniF)  El )flOs and I (one) S.( ). which 

i c shown to Ii ie been insp L d by the saidUSti 11 in ik i u the yea'r 17 but he did 

not submit IRs has been enclosed Li "ANNEXL' RE-C". 	 I 
hliudo 	It i 	iiii1nikd tht 111 	l(l 	it ', It lii, ml i 	b 	!iiu ibo 	m I 	uiliUd tIlL 

J)1OSiOIiS of Rulc-3t)8( 2) oF l''I; Mali. ;,Voh. \ III and udels cuiitaicd in J)pIt. (if I posts. 
New Delhi letter no.17-3/92-11I.SpIl (Itd.62.07. 1 992 and also failed to maintain absolute 

devotion to his duties in violation of RuIc-3( 1 )(ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rucs. 1964. 

A:rtick — HJl ' 	 . 
The following ED13(.)s in 1 .Iklui,il Sub l)ivision. vliieli were ;issigned J(() the SDIPOs, 

Ukhrul Sub 1)iviioii foi innu it inspc.. tion foi (tic ' c ii 1997 vid SSPOs liuphal lettei 
no. Inspection/Tour Prograirune/1997 dd.29.01.1997 were shown to have leen inspected 

liv the said S,ii S.B.Ilazarika as SpIPOs. Ukhrul. on the (late noted against eicli. 
8! iVo 	MWIC ojnierD.O 	l)a( 01 iiispe twir 

	

• 	1. 	Churwjaioi EDI30 	0 	
25.02.1997 

Siraiakiiong EDB() 	 29.03.1997 

Kamnang Kalching EDB() 	19.05.1997i 
.1 	 4. 	Shangahak EDBO 	' 18.06.1997. 

Nungshang EDI3(I) 	 • 15.07.1997 

• Pushin EDI3() 	 , 26.07.1 97 

'1 

' H •'. 
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d he' said Sri. S.J3.Hazuika was. vkwg as 	lPO.s, •  Ukinul dring the pCI1(d Irom 

/ 2p.01.199 (A/N)-to 3l01 :1998 ad he had shoWU to lthye inspected the abve post 

Offices as lfleflhiOflC(l above in his fiiiiightly diaries peitaiflhlig to that pcnod 1  anl also in 

he monthly sumna1ies of the SlI)JOs. Ukliiul Sub Divisiofl Ukhrul, subin1iticl b the 

aid Sii 11azxika, for the respectiv months on whic1 those 
offices had be9n SOVfl to 

have beett inspected. But. (he EDIM of the above EDI3OS have intimated, là the 

Dector Postal Setces. Maniput.J liuphat in viiting that the. said Sti SJ13.1Ia9(a, 

• 

	

	SDflOs, Ukhrul did not inspect tliir: respective EDBQS, in tle year 1997 ti1 tli thr of 

sübniissioil of respective intiinatiois by each of the EDI3PMS of ab9ve E1DB1)s in the 

•months of Sept 97, Oct 97,Nov 971 	
L 

• 	Theiefoie. it is imputed that thJ aid Sri .S.B.1lazatlla did not at all inpect the 

I afotcineiltiofled E1)1305 on, the lates noted against cacti and thereby iolatC(i' the 

prosioflS bf Ru1e308( 1) of P&T Maii.Vol.Vlll In addilioit, the said St 1aida. by 

hi. act o submission of false info matiqn regarding inspeCtion of those ah9vcTCfli 01 e d  

1oj3c)s fiiled to maintain ahsolu( integlity and also ôtd in a manner u,hcomiig of a 

Govt. seian(, and thereby iolatc1d Rutc-3( 1 )(i) and 3(1 )(iii) of CCS (idut) Rules, 

194. 	 -• 	 I  0 

• 8. CeofjPAL0iiiY 
A. The prosecution in article-I 1hute that in the yeai l'996 s mch as 66 EJ)BQs aid 

I SD. were assigned t the SDOs, Ukhrul Sub Dision fqr inspection fOr the did 

year. The CO. look over (lie charge of the SDI. l.Ikhil. on 29.01 .1996,(A'N) and till 

then thi preceding W(.)s i1kt already inspected 13 hl)13). lhicrly lcavhig 53 

EDI30s and I S.C). br the rst of hc year.. The CO. in his foiinightly diar for the 

period, from 29.01.1926 to 
 ~

11_12.1996 had noted down Utat all (hid ofliceS were 

1nspected. The prosecution hiitlic niçiitiotcd .that siiiiilarly .as many s 69 EDI3Os 

and 2 S(I)s were assigcd to ftjt (0. o' j 4peiOn dtiiiii the y;ir I )97 ihe C.0. 

• • in hi fortnightly diary frni 01.01.1997 l .12.1997 lthd 04)01 ted ilit the 

inspection vok of the ofIies had been oinpletcd. Thc prosecution Rirthei a(ldCd 

that the C.O. although reported inspection of all the othcs assigned tO Iiini (tUring 

the year 1996 and 1997 (lid not at all submitted the Inspection 1cinarks of 53 

E1)llOs an(I I S). in vespeet ol I 9)6 and 44 II )l3Qs and I .1). in respect of the 

yeai 1997 and thereby violated the pIOVIsIOO of thìe Rnlc3 )X( 2) nI P&T 

Man.Vol.V111 aiitl l)ept(. of Posts. New Delhi letter No.l7-3I92-h1SPfl d(d.2.7.92 

accor(lilig to which the time limit of submission of IR is fixed 1011 days from the 

• 	dale of inspection and attiaced the Rulc -3( 1 )(ii) of C IS (Conduct) RJIcs. 194. 

In suppoti of the allegation f he P.o. pleaded tile followings -- 

Since the CO. (lid not attend the proceeding till completion of adduccinclit of 

e.idcnce Oil t)Cllilf of the pipsCetItiUll / 
disciplinaly aittliolity. it is clearly pFOVC(l 

that lie has nothiii to siV oii his (Icleilce. 
H 

The P.O. emphiasises over the (llJsilioIi 	i S \V-4 Sri (.). I )vjaniafli Singhi, 

	

• 	
• 	 • 

• 	Dealing Assistant. ll&L Bianch. Liiiit. 
	
C. Nianipur wliQ stated that he 

• 	

0 



' 

* 	 I 	

0) 	 ) 	I  

d' 	

• ,• 

	 received (lie foiliughtiv darv and ii onihiv summary of the C,( ). of ten rcguladv ,  

/ 	
during The yeai 1996 & 97. lie aldeU thai hereceived 25 Hs ou of() or the 

I 
\'ear 1997 and noie for the veal 1994 floin the C.O. despite s 	Ievta1 rininders 
sued to the C.0. uridf the instiiictiJii of the conlroli.ng authoty. From this 
ddposiioi the P.O. asstIie(l that iPte charge is pio'ed ind the C.O. neither,  
'viUed the 54 offices Iistccl to (hc ANNEX lIRE "A" to the haige sicet and 
hence question (loes no arise abOLlt the rcccipl of (he JR of 1996. Similarly he 
enphasiscd that (he C.O nciti4r tisited ihe 45 DOs as ousted in . 1ANJ'JEXURE 

• 

	

	"q' of the charge sheet i'mor iiiscced during the year 1997 and the question of 
submission of IR does no( arise. 

"The P.O. in para 7 of hi bncfp1edccl tifrt despite repeated remindersihie C.O. 
• 	did not submit the IRs and eveimresponcl tdtlmc reminders, 

The P.O. asserted (hat the C.C. being the in-charge of a Sub Division, i is lus 
• fundainemital duty that hJ should rcsponc the letters FCCCIVCd fron the Ftighcr 

Aithon(. Keeping himne1f liUflL it is proved he has nothing to say and 
negkud the order of Ih e Ih l igher  authotit, 

The P.O. further added that iii ieplv to (he question to the fact going against him 	* 
flthCk k' the 1.0. The CO. i'cp!v "uncorrobomated" whichi means the official has 
milhingto say against those points and thereby (he charge is proved. 

B. In atlicle-li the l)rOsectItiOfl put Uj) 1it the C.O. in his fbiinigh(l' (italics and 
monihi' summnaties for the period from 01.01 . 1997 to 31. 1 2.1997 noted the 
iflS1)CCtiOiI of hc following' 130s on the date showing agains each. 

	

a) 	Chingjavai EDI3(,) 	2.5.02.1997 

	

, b) 	Sii'aiakhong l!)BC) 	29.03. 1997 

	

' c) 	Kamang Fadching EDB(1) 19.05.1997 
Sahgshiak jE,DB0 	10M6. 1997 
Nuimgshmaig ILDI)O 	J 5M7.4 997. 

	

1) 	PushingEDBO 	 28.07.199.7 

The EDI3PMs of these offices intimated to (lie 'Director Postal Services in wilting 
that their offices had not been inspected for (he Year 1997 by (he CO. liii writing of 
the said comulunicatinils by each of (licin and alleged thiii flue CO. did not at all L 

11i.SJ)Ccte'd these offices oui thlt date iuciitioiicd against each violating time ploVistoli of 
Rule-308(1) of P&T Man.Vol.Vll1 and RuIe-3(1)(i) & 3(1)(iii) of CCS (Conduct) 
Rules 1964. 

The fOhlO\Viflg pleadings had becim put foiVvard by. lme P.O. toward stItaining of the 
charge. 

i) That the S\V-l. Sri L.Io Singh. EDBPM. Kamang Kakchiiig EDI30 in his 
deposition stated that the SDIPOs. Ukhrul, Sri S.D.IIazaiika or any other ,  
SDIPOs had no visited his office till 25.09.1997 and lie dicLnot received any 

H 	 ' 	. 

I. iL 
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ii) 	
•' 

Inspectioti Remarks till then and' clCffIy 
proved that Smi 8.13.1 1a71tika did not 

iSit or juspoct the OtliCe. 	 '' 	
S 

That the SW-2, Sri S.Yarangai. , DBPM. 
Pushing EDI3C) in his dc1)osItiOml stated 

tht his offiCC W5 not inpcCte by the CO. till 09.10.1997  and thereby proved 

that the C .0. did not visit bud jSpCCt his office till then. 

That time SW-3, Sti V.S.VafaiSO. EDBPM. Sah1sha EDB() in ls deposition 
stated that his office was not inspected afler 07.06. 1995 till September. 1997 for 

t1m year 1997 and therdhy 	
oved that the'C.O. did not visit and inspect the 

oce otillie vear 1,997. 

I '  

That on directiOn of the 1  hiief autlioi'ity, time concerned thiccs' had hn asked 

to knows the fact whethem the office was actually visited and tispected by the 

C.O.. lii reply 25 offices intunated 
1 011jIis1)CCij0lm 

of thei.r offices and 

accordinglY the report was subniiitcd to the Chief P.M.G . StUht()Tig 
00 

11.1,2.1997. 
- S  

9 

Tha out 'oF 7 enlisted vjtmieSSCS. 4 were eXT1I11C(t. The rest 3 cculd not ttend 

the heaming due to onrCcC1Pt of 
Ulfl1flOflS 

s these offices are situated in hilly 

and vemyhackwaRl ares. ThQtl&1 they wemc'aked again to atciid the liaIiflg at 

gam1aIa. they could not due to far distance. 
	. 

Vhat Sn Mdu son BP I NungSJllg ni Ins tUtu did 14 10 1999 tnt1rntLd iii it 

'his  haltli do not pet t turn to ti aU thC long distanCe and is tam LhC 
efl((Ull le 

begged to state iht he did not know who was I lazarika, Inspector because ie 

• 	(1 1tzaiikm) IICVCF V9I 	Ins office. 

'S 

The c;o. 
deted time charge amid hold that the j)rOSeUi10tl miserablY faiJedto plove the 

charges brought against him. lie pleaded the following in supporl of Ws elajin. The pornts 

under 'A' are hi i 1 0 
article of eliai"gc No.1 and under '13' in rio article of charge No.11. 

A. 1) 	
Non_sUbilliSSi0ii of wi'jtIeIm defence iii reSponse to the charges amid 

t iwi_aLtcllcla1m 

to the inquiry cannol hd 
held as nothing to say in defence. 

The pica of lime PA that tli 
ccnh in d I S were issucd askiiigSUb11hi55I0hi of IR is not 

oitCct and the P.O. did 
iwt produce any such reminder to sustain the 	

lh 

; 
EXS-1 & EXS-2 not at all piOVe(l that the 11sveret10t submitted 

EXS-3 to ENS-& are, not at all (he documents to prOVe that the IRs 
wIC not 

submitted thes tic not ii umspLl t 	ii me submi 100 / fl( ) i uhI1iISS1( ni of IP s I he 

dLpotll0l1 
of 	W- 0 Sn C) D\\mi  liii till 5mPh i 	not eimmobyi ite(L 1w th 

documnentil \ e\ ldL iie 	I lie (lep( flioti mnii'ljt lw 	been in 	Oct tle bisis of 

I; 	
i eco' (is not ii um mdfliOl \ is II \  

i.  as not \pLLt d to heLi the tmgum es of IRs 

I' 	
ubinitted / 11011 subtimil IL (I I)% (II L ILl ml uhi)L 

cling tUt hoc it\ ot the Di' iStOfl in his! 

	

• 	'H 

S 	

5. 
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'I 
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E 



1 c 	tflCIf101 
NOtl_Pbodudhbon of 'the said 

domC1i5 kid4 thL dLpoVtton to 
hL 

and fabricated.  

H 	
H 

iv) NoflP10d t10!1 ol land-to 	
nl rccC1P1 took of receipt and dcspatch bianch of 

the Diision Omce for the 	
1iod from 3antaiY 96 to Apl 98 had failed to 

show the actual fact as to iiandg 
OVCf 

the U to the ispCcti0fl baflClL 

P 

) NOi1Pi01Ctt0i of additional 
doCU1UC 	shOVfl 

h' the CO. iz. MonthlY1 Tour 
I  

T.A. adaflCe fe for the 
 i'° from July 7 to MarCb 	

of SD1PO Uu1 I 

i;flL11t 	bV thc DislO11ul OC 
1mph %l nd the i caOl1S 1li LOl his tbeii C(l 

that th dOCUll 	
if )lOdd1C 	

be diil[aoul1hk t thC persofl 
\VO witltho 	it 

j.e..prdeCUtb0 	

J 	1 

I, 	I B. i) ;\S6 to E\S7 arc not otiginal ones. butGph0t0c0PY. ThefCf0 se9onda 

jdeiice and can only be cec)18t)k whcfl the oiiginal lestioY 
	o lost or aflflOt I 

hC piMduee lfl reaS0flul 	
time. In tii9 8C no 	cli rcaMOfl 	

ptaine and 

henc1 	adiisSih 

 

	

• 	

: 

I he de
p sition ot SWL1 S\V-2 & S\M3 aic suffeit from sholi coining of

,  (a) the 

1 	
original letter stated totie writteti hy them to SP() iinphal wei not shown to 

them at jhc tbne of tlie dQPOSc0n & (b) the 
	

dcnCe5 aic no( eollctu 

jn5peCtiOfl of a DO ctipOI 
be confWfliC(t only oil the 

basis of otalstatemett of the

IIIICII DPM who not iIonC)ltUtC the cstaIcl1Si'• There ate oilier staff and they 

arc equallY relevant aid mater 1. 

• 

i) AccOtut flool. flO 	
130 iccCPt t)Ot)h 3FC the 	

(IOCUmCTIi 	vlch 

to be siu,ned; by the jpMPCCt 	
th0ltY fl COUISC 

ul 1SPCCII0fl of a 

required 
Bi' Olfice. these1 &h&)C iCn WC1.nUt 

111 id teCd hetU 	
f iro(jUCCd. they 

VOU1d be 	
to i4 chat ge. 

The veracitY of the letici 	
itten to (he Si'Os 1w tl1(sC' \VttflCS5 who did ot tUi1 

tip before the inquily atilhotit could uot be t5tcd & the chaig (If fl()fl_1ISPt10fl 

: these nittecs s dried O. 

Eainin0U ni 
Sri NC.1 latdar. )Slc)S. huphtl was ve v e5sflt1 

	s he 

cngitieCr 	the wtlOt pisodc ill COh i 	
WIth 

SW-I to W -: flut he dd not 

IUti up & inference goeS agaiflSt the said Sri N CI laldat 
gieçabte to the 5ectiofl 

114 of Indian tvidCce Act third whii etill)haSiS that the court may presUme a 

	

to anSWCf a qtiCStiOtl which he is 
fbi C 	

el14 to aI1SWCI by laws the 

1 

aUsWei if givCf. outd be unfaVOm able to him. 

10. 	
l.,fld,S5e5s3t 	

C 	

I 

(1) 	
The article of 	a igcl is fr' nonS. 	

510fl f ls in re5pCCt' of the 54 omces 

enlisted in ANNET1 'K toMhC charge sheet repoFtedi to have been inspected 

by the C.O. 
in the year 1996 as SDL10s uU Sub iyiSi0fl, Maluput Di. 

Also tot 00 qubinissbofl of IR of 
44 

olflcCs enliStC(t in 1NEXUl 'B' to the 

I 	

V 	 I 

U 



I . 	 ..... 	 S  

13) 

charge sheet reported to have bci inspected in the vcar 1997 to Sl)llOs, Uk1uul 

Sub i )iision in Manipur I )ivn. by the Cl 	to plOVC (lie cliaip,c. the Ibilowing 

ügredients are to be satiated. 

That the C.O., duiihg the penod Ut qUCSIIO& workcd as I)1i'(,)s. Ukhu1 

Sub Division. 

That the offices cni.isid in AiU1 	A' & ANNEX 	'13 to the 

charge sheet were alottcd to the• SI)IPC)s ofor IflSj)CCtiOfl (luring the year 

• 	196& 1997 respctielY. 	 I  

	

. (3) 	
l'hat the aforesaid C1isted officC are reported to have been i:ispected on 
the date shown agahist each in (lie icspeCtivC aIUICXUIC bi the CO. 

rI 

(4) 	
That the C.O. (lid n)( subiu( the IRs in respeCt of those 6fflces mentioned 

• 	in the said 1\Nr\.JRE 'A'& ANNEXURE 

(a) The CO. in no stage of the iiiquiiy denied the [act of his working as 

Sl)1I>Os. Ukhjul Sub Dision. Maiuipuf Diiioo duting the peiiod 

fioffi 
29.01.1996 to .1 .01 . l99!. ftc EXS-3(a) to EXS-48(b). the 

fortiiightly diaries o1 the CC). reflected that thc C".(). vorked as 

SDIPOs, Ukhrul dujing the said peijod exc;pt the period from 
0.08. 1996 to 18.08.1996 and again from 07.04.1997 to 21.04.1997, 

oh 	ccasip1 lie was on n both t 	
EL. In addition. those cxhuibits 

I 	
manifest the cnovimnt of EL and iciiictcd holiday thuwg the penod 
fioni 0610 197 to 1710 1997 b the CO Theiefoic it can easih be 

th it thc C 0 	oihcd is SD! P( )s 	Jhhii ul Sub I )iviion to the 

	

•1 	
iiighIt 11iidid heicili ;ihv, 

• 	 . (b) The EXS- I 	EXS-2 eleatl' revealed that the offices particu!anzed in 

I 	 tli ANNL\ IRE A & \NNL\URL '' weic lUotiLd to the 

I 	
SDOs' Ukliiiil Sub Duision lot cinuing out inspecilon foi the year 

19% and 1 997 respectiVely. There was UI) (letHal of the CEO. Oil this 

I 
 point iioi thc docuii1U1t VU C III qucst ion I hus it in b  hcld 

that these office \VeIC ihlU(te(I ClIclosed br inspeet")!i h the C0: 

l iuimg  the 1996 iiid 1997 is C itcgOi 17L(l Ui thi said 

\NN1 \t IRI 1 ,V& ANM \I 'RI 1 
0 

(c) The cxhibi EXS-3 to EXS-48 re '  the fortiüghtly diaties of the 

• SDWOs. Ukhrul Sub ])isiO1l for ihe piod of Feb 96 to Dec 97 

SU1)lUtted to the SP(I)s. the SSPOs and (he I)PS, liuphal by the C.O. 

Thc L\S49 10 CX 5-66 are tilL monthI suinmal I oi the pCl'lO(I fi om 

Jul 96 to DcL11ubL1 97 subnuttcd l\ thU C () in the cap 1icitv ol 

SDIP( ) lklu ul to thL Di' 151011 ii I Ic id 1' £wthcntIu( of thcs 

	

II 	
(IOL(IIflLti(5' 11L' 1101 qucs(ioiLd fbi 41 	h 	lie C a 	any 

St  i
gL of ifl(hilll V 	I I1LL (IULUII1LI1tS LiI1 bc I 'lkLIi itO aL oUfl( as 

• 	 I 	 • 	 • 	• 	I . . 	I 

	

• 	 • 	 • 	

i 	 • 

• 	
I 	• 	• 	 • 	 • 	

••. 

	

I 	 I 
j . 

Iji 
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authentic and of CO's. llieSC (lOCt11C1t5 Cflhi&ltC(t that the CO. 

rcprtcd the ilSpec1iOfl 
of the offices. nlisted 	ANNEX- 	'A & 

ANXR '1)1 on the latc shown agalusi each. 	
I 	I 

(d) The P.O. 1 
 plcdc(l that the nonattcndae of the C.O.'CC8I1Y proves 

ihat the f(.). has 0othing to sa iii hI defeflCe. While the 
q.o. argued 

that nonub1iiSi0fl 
of wjittfl dcfeiiC hi rcspoflC to th 	

harge and 

non-atieidan 	
o the hea'ng of the inqui1YflOt at all ifer deficiencY 

in defence. Th tav of 	
natural' jdslice is itit no adverse inference 

can be dian for non subI ssion of viittCfl defence stacmenta 

non-attenda11C to the hearing by il CO. And I don't think this will 

autOfl1atiCaI povC (lie charge. 	
' 	I 

The P.O. niphasis over 1 
 tli depositiohl 1 SW-4. S Q,DViia1hlam Sing the then 

Dealing Assist ant, branch of the flisiottat 
örncc 1phal who has stated that 

he received 25 fls out f7O for the year i997 and nofle for the ycr i9% from 
the C.O. From this 'dejbsitiofl. the P.O. pleadec that the charge is proved and the 
C.O. neither. .sitd th oices parIicuaze1 ii AXL A'

1  & 'B' to the 

charge sheet on the dates shown against each and hence questiofl does not adse 
about the receipt of the 1R. The C.O. That the depoSitiOI of sW-4 is not hae been 
eolToboratc(t by the documelitarY eidcncCS and the depositiotI might  

ade on the basis of some records not from his. memorY as it was not 
m 	

xpected to 

keel) the tigure of JRs submitted 
I 

not subnitted by the differept inspecting 

authontY of the DjiSiO11 
ii his melnOlY and 110ptodUctiO1i of the documents 

leads the deposition 
to be false and fabricatd.' 1 thiough the veracity of the 

deposition of 3W-4 was not tested 
1w 

the C.0. in course of heang, hut putting 

the above ai.iIlnC 	; 11çStiOfl IflaI'k 5 il)tCd ; 	ne cannot keel) in his memorY 

how much) V1iII is %yhIt (IICSS IC 	iiiItII 	11 ,CGOI'd. 	
J O fl i'odt1Cti01 of the 

fCCOI'(l 

is really a deticieticY tiwar(lM .5tistainijtg the chiarge unless alitt othicr\Vi5 

coiiobot'at 	
by the othiei docUlflCIltS PI't 	

2 

The P.O. futiher pleaded that deS11te rCj)Caed rcnundci'S the 
C.O. did not S1t)1flhI 

the IRs and even paid nO response to the rciiindet's hi course of
,  inquily no such 

pleading except in the bricl was put I nvaI by th P.O: and nt any docuiiiC11ta 

prove was produced. The a
llegation was also not hr t!hit in the charge hcct or in 

the statciliclit of jmputal%01i therein. II is an eNtenous and have no veiitage. 	
S 

(iv) The C.O. further added that the hand-to-hancl receipt book for 
ilk period from an 

96 to Aptil 98 of the receipt and despatch branch is a ital document to the instant 

charge ançl iioiiproducti0fl of the SiIiiC 
has rcreated dcflcicflcY in 1)rO't1g the 

charge. 'ilic arguinclit of the C.O. CatiIOt 
, ) C 

held as correct. 'Ibis documetit is not 

the tal document ot' 1tiiiia1Y (locUtlient but the secondaY. this document is 

i'cqued for corrohorati0 to the truth-ness of mahlleflance of 
piliflaty document 

i.e.. the acCoUnt of receiPt of ils The 1.0. has got the powcf to recall document 
I 

witneSs in case any lacuna 8I1SCS 
on the cidencC already adduced. But he cannot 

call \VitiieSS or fleW 
CIOCUIUCIIt unless and otheiVisC metitiOUC by the 'either party 

I 

4 



(v) 

- ( 	S) 

anç dropped later oil. Or. iiame of 
WIUCh U)t Cole UI) ill CUU1S of inquiry or 

mention in the statctliel)t of iiipu(atiofl. or 
1n isbchab0t or micOil( Cathng of 

such docwneflt / wiUicss is 
lantaniOwit ( hnngin of persmiI knowledge. 

Thercfbre. the register of rccip of IR 
WS ii( callcd ff. 

1 he C C) sti ongl pk idLd tb it UOni)i 
OdilLtlOfl of ,ddttional doLLIflflt 5ouit by 

the C.O. and peniittC( h the 	monthly.  tour T.A.° adyale file for tle 

pctlo(i fiom Juh' 7 to Maich 98 of 1)1Pàs Ukhil maintaind ii the 1)i 

OcC Impllii and 1 u-dsJ0S of i isOflS of f1011-pi OdUL(iOn 1as IiaitCiPP 

him in 5uhnusSiOfl of ci jtVc (1ciLfl 	
I Ic in gcs to tofu (ii it thc dOcUments if' 

produced the unfi oih1c to the j&i SOIl svho3 thhold it I C P'l oecUtiOfl this 

I 	gunicilt Ins got iii cis ihk fot CCS Iii Lou SC of1 
t c1utiti0fl of tiL document the 

I 	
0 shown hc ck4 ucV of thc dcumcflt to tlic case is 

Fiis I A idvaflccs 

iCtC 'not rcleascd On •tI 	E0Ufl(i ha i0 
lis vet Subfl)itic(I. But later oil, when 

IRs wUC subniitt4l T A id liiccs 	
uc tiso cicascd SU}SC1UC11(I 	It is 

I 	 isccil itncd uiidu vh it tj uutl 1IiLCM thc tout I 	id inCM tckascd 

UbC(iUCt1tt% 	I hIS ik' 1IL' WI5 	LL()td l)V IIIL tlI(l ILJIUISIIIO11 f oi thic 

(IOCUIUCIItS was made ol1oC(t 
b' e\'Ctl iemnide1 but no 	

Even no rea0fl 

of,  withuiolding of th doewilcilts by the eistodian was oint uncatcd. The 
P.O. 

also could tiot eX1)II the iC8SOII of it , i disC0tY of the dt cuincfl( either, in 

course of iiiquirv iioi? his bief. the p.(). 1  iii his bif is (1U3(C silent on this Score. 

,\nd therefore. I caI draw thc 'jidereilee that if they (uocumdnt produccil, the 

position of ii011MlIl)t1it5i 

ol IRs would have no been suppoliCit what alleged to 

have. 

From what discussed abov a paa 1 (a) to (d). it is (oo(i tlat while the ingsedieflh5 

deluicatcd at 1;ua 1(1)' 	I ( ) ; iF 51
t51id, the iOR(hiC1lt5 at para 1(4) is iiot satiflcd and 

therefore, hai'd 	5ustaiued thi aF(iLl of CIII1,C I. 

10.1. 	
h article of charge Np,1I it is alleged that the 

C.(5. while wnking as S1)llOs, 

Uk1i hi 

during the pdpd from 29.01.1996 o 31.01. j998 had shiowtl in5pcctiOfl of 

following pat ticulaiizc qItiecs on the (late es
hoWti agiiiS( each during (lie year 1997 

his fortnightly diaiW of (he ear hut he had ii(i( 1)laCticflhlY inSPect 
	Oil those 

dales or an' subsequqIi dales of the 	
as asscfle(l by the ILI)BPMS of those 

OCCS and thereby q
çed the piovisiOlt of Rulc-3O8( 1) f P&i Man.VoI.YIII and 

(ailed to Itlai1ltiiii absOC iiiiegnty. cxhiibi1 t1111self
,  ili, 

manlier 11bccotug of a 

Govt. .SCIVaii( attracted tC j)lOiSi01t ol RiiIe3( 1 )(i) and 3(1 )(iii) oh CCS (Conduct) 

Rulcs. 1964. 

Cl1in1 )BO 	
on 	25 .02 1997 

t 11  L  
hI.)BQ 	on 	29.02.1997 

Kamang Kakclling EDDO 	on 	19.05.1 99 

iv) 	
hak E DI3O', 	on 

saligs 	
I 006. 1997 

• 	\) 	
ungshiang EDI3 	'0 Ofl 	15.07.1997 

Pitshtifi EB g DO , 	
on 	28.07.1997 '  

U 



E 

I 	H 	
B 

1 O2. a) To sustain thq chaFge_ the fQilo\Ving 
	

VC req WJCd to 	:'' 

Ihat the C.O. 1 oibed as SD1P 	
wiflg the penod ftoin 20 .1 9 	

to 

31.0l.1998 	

H 

t 	 I 	

1 

1 hat the offic ihcntlOIlC(l in the snh-Pft8 vere allotted to the Sl1PO17  

UkhWt for cai1yjfl 
out inspCCt0fl duiing the ar 99 	1 

 U 

() 1 h it tilL O[u1LL 	Li I Ll(H tL(I In Ii 1\ L bLO lqpL tI t) 1hL 9) ) 

	

fl the 

date shO\VIl againSt each. 	
I 

fl11t ti 	C.(. (lid 	I 1 	icty jnspeeICi 	0tice on the date shown 

• 	againSt cac1i aid thclel)Y violaie(t the 
pW)iHi011 of,  RulC:3(1) of p&T 

Min Vol VIII hd 	
1c,30)  (i) & ( 

1 )(ni) ot CS (COndUct) Ruics 1964 

b) 	As OhSCICd LII ubrp 	1(a) supra it Is 
well s(t1C(i that the C.O vorke 

	s 

SDIPOs. Ukrul duing the cridd from 29.01. 996 to 3l.01 .i.99 

1 ccPt tie 

from 05.08. 96 toi 8.08.1996. froni .07.Q4.1997 
	

l97 and om 

06.10.1997 to 17.1 0 997 
(uiflg 	

he waS ° EL & Cl 

- 	 . 	 S  

c) 	
The ENS-2 postulates tiit the oiIicc 

pi.tieu1afZed in the statëlflellt of 

imputation of 
111 j 5 (1ll(ltICt Of 

niisbeha\ui01 in support of charge of adicle-il were 

ailotte(l w the C 0. fbi anVing (lOt 
.ii1SPCdhlui 

dutiiig the vcal 1997. 'lhciC was 

no denial of the C(). on tls point 1101 the docu10t i diSP 
, it is 

stoO(l that these 0eCS 
WCIC 

allotterl to the CO. for ca11i 	
ut inspectioll ill the 

1997. 	 . 

d) The chh1tS l.NS1h1) & (h). 	
& (t 	U5 	

& (b).

01  

& (b) and L\S-3h') & (b) are the (tiay ol 1IC ( s). toi the 2 

F( ) ltnight of Feb 97 2'' fortnight of Match .97. 2 	nr t ii ight of May 91, 

!brtnigllt of June 97, 1 fort11i1( of J uiv 97 and 10111jit ol July 97 
reflected 

that the C.0. rCpolC(t %() have inspected hi
ngjarai EDDO. j

arak1i0hig LDB0, 

Kani nig dung 1 1)130 ligshl i 1 DlI() 
t iiigsh tog I 1)fl 111(1 P(tshifl 

LD13) o 	25.02.9 	

29.0. ifl. 19.05. 997 10.06.1997. 15.07.1997 & 

2 .07.1997 respccti\-Y The aitthC11ti'Y of thç doCt1fllCt 
	weic not question 

not dismvllCd by the C CI. FhCf01 
	

(hcsc doetttliChitS can be takeil into accoUtil 

:ms authentic an(l tliciCf01C it can eaiiy be held that the 
	had 	0i1ed to tile 

I lead inspectiofl of these OrnC.CS onthe (late shown against each. 

• 	 . 	

. 	 .1 

• 	 c) 	(i) 	[he C.(.) 
pleaded (hia1Il1e ,NS6% to ES-72 are not the originals 

oneS. but phiot000P . lhcccf)1e secOn(laiY \j(1ct1cc and cannot he 

accepted nic the rigttl is repoitCcl destroyed or lost or not able to 

prodtLcer ill icasoflal timn. 8As flU such 'icasons are eNplaed or 

(hlSCk)SC 	by the 	
ihie docuifleffi cannol tiC taken into 

accowi. I Ic 	
rjhierf1d 	

tht tIC 'veraCiIY 0F the letter written t the 

• SPOS. 1lTil)lla1 by ,ltUSC \ViIllCS, who diç( not turn up before tile 

5 5  

ti 	 Ci 	

C 

C 

- 	 0 
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6  

II1(ftil1 	aitlioiit ouId 1  
1 

hut be 	to. 	o.d .uid- lite cliii gc of hO11-111S1)Lt1on 
of thui Ofuicts is 

IdihL(l LIJ) 	I 11L0u fltLlhtiOlh of file C C) 	is o2iinnd and 
find that the EX$R. 'EXS-7() and EX.S-69 were autliefflicaled by the 

-3 	Iii 	Lout Sc 	of ,  dLpOshllon 	iiiidc 	betore III 1 C and 
hence tlicsc docu1OdnIs are authentic doewucitis and canohe takenl mb 
cLouflt 	without hnv '(ULi0n I he 	u acily of I 	S-7 1 	°i F '(5-72 

cOUld not be testel nor C0il(l be authcnlicaicd in course bf inquiiy due 
to nOnatteiidanc of hC iCS1)CtiVC \Vntct 	vhio 	vete SUiflfllOflC(j in livol 

q 10 
 

Occasions. 	Since 1lise 	downciil 	were 	subtnjlte(j 	beyond 	the' 
knowledge of the cd. • a9d these aIfl the photocopies o 	the reported 
letters, these docuwent 	ca 	not he enèrtaitied as authen tieL 	- 	.- 

H 
(11) 

	

The P o 	to suistat tik ci at gc mallily (kpuld Upoti the (ICJ)O51(lOn of 
the S \V- I, 	S \V-2 & 	SW-3 and l)lcadeof. that thc 	have cafcgoiicallv 
stated their office were n)1 inspected by the C(I). on the (latC shown 

;liiiIst each in the iJnJ)dtatiofl of chargedf ailicle-il. The C.O 	pleaded 
that 	the 	dcpositin of SW-I. 	SW-2 	& 	SW-3 are suffircd from 
shortcoming of (a) the original Ictier slated to be written by them to the 
SPOs. lmphiiI \VCr 	not SlioWti to (Item ;ii lime time of (lCpOitum afl(I (h) 
tile C.1(iChlec are 1101 Cotielusive 	lie fuithci' added thai inspection of a 
13.0: cannot he coiifijmcd'ormlv omi the basis of oral statement Of a 1)PIvj 
who is not alone cOristittite (lie esiabtishinent 	Thcrc are other stall and 
cquahl- 	1eiev;II11 	and 	inatc, - i:ii. 	iilca\-eruIlenl 	of the (.(.). 	Is not 	:itaji on 
collect Putting. 	hli 	photocopy of thie letters \\1 Jj ((c1 by the S \V-1. S \V 
2 & SW-3 were shown to thei 	at the time of depositioninade before 
f°ie TX) 	ariol 	they admiltc(l liiatiJicse (lOClIlilCfl(S \VCIC written i?iy 1hctn 
a'ud 	scill 	((1 	Iltc 	.Sl'()s 	cuuieetttcol, 	II 	al 	eajilitot 	be 	htCl(l 	(hat 	their 
CVldeflces 	ate 	rior 	eomuclttsi -e 	as 	110 	0111Cr 	stafl° of 	ll:iq 	offices 	i 

• 	Pt odiiccd as wtmicss. 	lhcv are being iii-charg 	of the respective offices 
are 	iiiairilv 	eojmeetn 	to 	the 	illS I ) CCtion 	arid 	without. Ihiemit 	their 	o'Hicc 
C UhhiOt 	be 	ihISpLLtL(I 	\ hthc 	OII1LI 	still 	of the est ll)hlSl]hIiehit 	111 I' 	01 	I111\ 
not he present 	luiles.s the \cracitv of,  the dcposiuoii 01 a %ViIIICSS J.S III 
(Juiestioti 	11() 	euhlah(l - atjvc 	cide,ice 	is 	ticecss:tt -v. 	The 	SW- I I. 	Sri 	I. Ito 
Sitighu. 	li )l3h'l. 	Juutiant 	N;uJehuin 	l-1 )ii(,) 	o.ategoricaltv 	st;iled 	that 	(lie 
CO. did not visit his oflice till 2509. 1 997 and aiso he did nut receive 
aiiv iliSpecliomi 	icitiark till 	then. 	The S \V-2 	Sri S.Yaraiigai, EDU3PM. 
Pushing LDBO 	iuthieriIie.ated that ILXS-7() a- i photocopy of his hdtier 
IIId Categorically staio.s.I 	that 	J.iiS oflice was not inspected 1w (lie CO. 

14 

liii 	09. 10 1 907 	-\eairi 	S W-3 	Sri 	V. S .\'hri:;o. 	ED1)1' 	I. 	SaIigandiak 
EI)!3) also auithemitieated that tht 	EN S-ô9 JS of  l)hiOtOcol)y of his lettei 
ariol 	clhil)hlasi.sed 	that 	lois 	ofliec 	was 	not 	imI.slCctccf 	by 	the 	C.O. 	Up 	to 
Sept 	97. 	.1 lie 	deixsition 	of , 	all 	these 	witnesses 	have 	not 	been 
(htftStioned 	riot 	appeared 	ait 	(10(11)1 	Ott .  the 	•ttuthm 	1)1 	(lieu- 	deposition. 
Ihieifo,-e 	(lie deinisuliuris cart lie takeul into aceollult as a 	Iiet; 

• 1-, .,, 
I ' 	,.. 	 •- 

- 	 I 

H 0 
0 

0 0 	 ' 	- 

• 	 • 
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(vi) 
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The P.1). 	iiliei' pladed that 111C.,  higher aulhoi'itv asked to khow the 

flU WIlL thu (IlL oil IL tS '\ l..I t. iLl (1 (II\ 	isticd a ild IIlSl)LL(Ld by the 

CO. On query. .5 bf1ies iiitiiiia(ed t1oi1-iflSl)ecItOfl of theit offiec and 
accot'ditiglv ai'cPOrt \VaS sbmitIed to the. CO.. Sliliong. Nothiii is in 
this soil was coutimeraled in time change of,  statement, of mputa 1tion nor 
any document Jti I1II behall' was produecd duilng .1 hii •cnquiiv. 

1hcItJ oIL  It is It\tI mucous Iii itIt.i 111(1 L inimol hc \' utcd 

The P.O. again 1!cdeI (hilt time tlIJ'ee: e;iistec vitnss ciuid 001 altefl(1 

the healing due tt'i l)i ;i-I'eCCil)I .ot SillIIlffl)IiS 	(licir .  ofTics are i1uated 

II \'CF hackwat'd 1  and Iidlv area. Although thv were stuimnmoncd igain 

19 ;ltteIl(I the lmeai'iim a1 Agai'tala. they dud uio due to (aL. (hslaucc. 'Ihis 
i not based on lacti The 5UIUIUUI1M VCFC Selit to time i.O. Ii serving oti 

the prosecution . .vitnCss nhl(ICf RCg(l. Post .ide Agarara ILO:. RL 
o.234 did. 24. 8

.

9 with A'!) and the said RI, w4i i'ccc'ed h h 1inm (m 

2.9.99 while the date of' appcal'aneC of thcse witness w:s 1 79.9,9 and 

there was ample Inmie to teach the suiiiuiiOims to tlmc l'espcc(Ive Witiie8s.' 

The transit can at time best requires 5 (IilVS IQ i'cach the coiner of time 

I.)ivision . I lowevet'. all Opp011uUi(\' WaS, given to them to attCii(i at 
.'\gai'tala. '[he distance cannot he a valid I'cas.pn on the way of 

atteuiduig time pI'oCec(liIlgs. The ft( ). should have cnsui'ed that his 

Witnesses were altcilde(i imi the f(Nc(l dalc aiid titite. It is inactiveness 

()ii the pail of the pioscuttioli that'.theii vitnesScS did nut attend the 

lieai'iiio, (lespite oj'p0rtuiiiticS aic otleted. 

Time P.O. pleaded that Sri A. S?\ndel sun. 13PM. Nntmgsaimg B.(). 

intniiatcd hnii in Iacr i_ltd. it. j(lo)o) tiia('Si'i ,'\tidci'sun could imol attend 

iluic (Ii 1114 1111it'i4 	(li(I (it.'ii)i iaqk' stlt('d lie (II) not lamei\\' 	Vli(') 	VaS 

.1 I:ii;uttl:i, llIsl)Cet4)l' because he (I iatim ika tie'cu \.'1t41(e(l his 01(1CC. No 

such letter is i'cei'd lv Inc. 1(01 tins lv.pc of dctmmcuul uuild lie taken 

11110 acci_itiiml and hiiu'clbuc (iisCai led.  

Time C.('). pIeadL 	that lime aetniui1 bok. l3.(.). .lininmal and' 13.0. 

Receipt 1)00k ale the ti'iiiuinfliFli G(lJlt.UIileiitS are Iequii'e(I III lie SigUC(l by 

tile itmspec.litmi 	:uflmoritv iii cou,j se ol' inspecio1i of' a i3.('). These 

doetmimmemits were 	ot t)l'Q(hi 1 ct. 	because if I)l'o(Ii_uee(i ihcv cvotild he 

nitifavoutrable to the clmaiie. ]'tiis argunuent cannot he held a valid one. 

l'lmis dcicmiimmeiil 	ild be 1)I'Ud(cc(1 111 StIj)pOtt i)f hue ;aIlegaiioii but 

without (heiti tl' 	issu

,

e d1atm be decided oumc-vav or the oIlier way. 

Ihcsc (lOcunlejits' are 11(i at ';ifl a part oI a (locuImie!mt of series of 

documents without AvIlich ,  lime sci's will not ht coiimpkled. As a result 

these documents' ate in il t'cqtuiIe( to fiil up time hacona or iii c\idene.e 

Pi'O(ltlCcd hcfurc lime, these ai'e' )thci 4llde1eumdelm( set nI dncunieiits. 



1 ir 

Ii 
r 

I 

(vii) 

' S.' 

(.'j ii) 

_L'11 
yg 

The CO. again pleadeti that the exnnhilla!ion of Sri NC.! aklar. D.. 
SupdL of POs. 1niplal was very1 cssiitial as he enginccicd the svhdfr 
episode in collabpration1 with SW I to \V44 but he did not tirn up and 
niphasise that Ihe inference lna' be d;;awn presuming -illat if a man 

refUSe to U1S\VC (Is1011 who is not :c0flI)eI1Cd  to 8HSWLr by 
answer if given. would be 111) 1avoiii'ib1c to him agreeable o the sctibn 

14 of Indian Eidcnce Act. ] lie N.(1.I laidar. l.)s'. Supd. of P(s. 
Iinphal was cited as flcfclicc witness by the C.O. °and suininofl .  %\as 
ISS'IC(l 1CC( 4 1(hlnJy. S 1;ildar diioi it III) UI)  for iecoI(Ii1)g dcpositihn 
611 rile  da(e Ii,e 	fill 	iiiste'.ul CI)I  esscd his vihliiigucss U the 
Authom ilv clidorsiliga cops to the 1.0. ) I lie ( ( ) did 1)01 P c'45 br 
fwihcr swntnoniu of ri N.C.1 laidar as defence wiThess. Thcrcfo e. , 
lie was diopped,r Again the I.(.) vas got no slatUoFy pver unidss 
Govt. Of litdia Ci11POWCF IIiin tinder the enquiry act and in this insIiit 
case this was nof clonc. Unless a PCIsol) appeared before Ig !.Q. for 
recording dCpositiç)n and put, question thereofl it cannot be said he did 
not answer the question and PI'CSUmPIIDII can be drawn that if 
answered ii wouhl be utifavour able to the prosecution. It cati be 
un.favourabic 'to the defence also equally. "thiA depends upon the 

( Iucsti ( nl What 	uId have l)CCII puit ii at!eiided. ihe provision of 
section 114 of India 1idcncc Act is not il)i)iiCill)lC. N lorcovcr. the 
witness was of the deFence not ol the !)loscctItion. Nowhere iii the 

cllatt!c 	sl)):ci 	(1$' 	III 	tile 	i;itciiiiit 	of 	iilijitiiitu)ii 	the 	IIal1e 	of 	t'i 

N.( .1 J.tltlti 	the tiesOtI)atilIl dl the l,)e 	ipc.ht 	ui 	lie liiini(, Wi 

mciitiinicd .1)1(1 thici'e!utc the ddpoi{ii of, Oic Saiti 'iJ'I t&:'.i lal W,, 
cannot he S.lid niatcital. I !is (iCimsit 1011 was P10I)05e(t for ciaiIficatiin 
of ,  ciiCtiiiistaices undeil.  which the exhibit FXS-68 to EXS-7'2 wi'c 
addressed ii) the Stipdl. of !()s. !llll)llal. The cii'cuin.stanee tf1(lC1' which 
[lie ENS-68. FXS-69 At .EX-7() wiitleii k the author of the letters, 
euttid have Iecii io( ciañlied 1w the CIOSM exalninhlig (hieni liv the C.(t).. 
who (lid 1101 avail tile Pi)1il't(1i1ttV flhICi'C(l Ii) hi'iiii. 'l'iiei'cIdt'e, the 
algulnent iiieii(icncd 1<) have Ifla(Ie in 1111.5 para by (lie .(j'.O. IS tiot 
stist;iined. . . 

i:Jnder the conspectus of what (IiScUSSe(l Li) )aia I ()2 to above. it is 
established that the C.U. had siiowi iii his !oitiiightiv diiries. EXS-
34(a) & ( b). EXS-35 (a) & ( li)1 and ES-38 (a) & (h) had iepoiied 
inspection of Kaiiiang Kakchiitigi . Ei)130. Sahgsafik EDBO and 
Pushing FD130 on 19.5.97. 10.6.9' & 28.7.97 but he did not actuall 
visit the offices (ii) those (hates or 811\ .  (1111Cr das till 17. 10.97. Sept 97 
ail(l 9. 1 0.97 respectively. . 
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( ii) 	I lie CO. ig itti P'F ide (I that the t. \ 1111111 1(1011 of Sn NC.11aid,i 

Supdl of,  P( )s 11ph ii was vcvy. csscnli ml aS he engined ed the 1  \\hole  

I I CpISOde 111 coil 11)011(1011 i iih S\\ 1 to  S W-4 but he cud not 1w n up and 

entpha.sise that the, inireiiec may he drawn preuining tht if,  A man 

i efuse in Answer gluesdolA \V11() Is not LOIflpe1k(h to 'uisvu by 
anvcr if given. would be infvow'aIvIe to him agrcebIe to tie .sctioi 
114 of Indin Evidence \cI. The NC.! lakiar. Dy. SyJ)dL of PP, 

linpifli \V1s cited as dekuec \ 1(uess by the C ( ) and commonj was 

issued acCol(liIil!lV. Sri I lal(111 (lid IWI miii L!() for recording (lCpO.SitiOIl 

'C 

I 	 - 	 1 

I 	 on (lie dulL Il\e(l lot inste itt L)\pl ssed his wihimmigmiess to the Dice 

I 	Amlliom ik endot sing 1 L0V to 	I ( ) I lie C ( ) did not Oress 1 fo'm 	I 

I . c... i........................I 	 c i '.i,i.v Ine 1ILc; 	wI,pc. T11P,fcLlP 
UI 	)LIIJuII.flhJIIg 'IL 	)II L'.\ .J 

he w ic di pped A3 	tilL 1.0. ) \V is t°' n qtatuloi pocvu unlcs 

Govt. of Lndia cnipovc1 hun tiiibcr  the CflqUiI\ act and iii this intatit 

case this was 1101 tliliic. Unless at! eison appeared helore the l.); lof 

recording depositiqtiIand put clllc.lion thereof. it catuiol be said lie did 

iiot aIISVCI (lie (1tlCSti(.)hi uidQ [1 eSUUPO can be (lra\Vn That if 

ansWered it woii1l be uiifavoui/jhle to the .pçosceutioh. It can be 

tmnfavotirahk to ihit defence so equally, This dcpcnds t 11 0 l. 

(hmiesInitl 	vIiat 	votild have ileerl put if attended. Ilie J)iUVIMiOfl of 

ii 4 of 111(1-ia Evidciicc i\et i iiot app! e. Moieovr. the 

witness was of t11 ,6VdefciicI1. not of the j)lOSCCUIiOI1. Novlicic I the 
cIi;ii',c sheet or. 'iii th aIciiien( of iiiipiitatioii ?hc iame of Sri 

N,.hlaItI;ti ot ihJ de:iii,iii"ii oh thI( lh. tip(ht. i the 4lfldI. .w;js 

ilielitwOedI amid tleicfire Ihie dcpositumr of (lie Salt! Sii N. (.1 l:mklar 

CifihilOt l)e said niatci'iah. I us (lCi)0SitIk1i was 1)101)0(1 For clarilicatioii 

61 ,  ciictmmistaiices under \\licli  (lie 41\llil)Et EXS-6 Iti EXS-72 were 
ad(lmcssc(h to the Supdt: of (1)s: 1311phiiI. The cireunislalice wider svhiicfl 
(lie EN S-6. ENS-69 &. i! NS-7() written by the author of the letters, 

conk! have been 12o1 c(aiilid by (lie cross themim bv.the C.O... 

who did nut avail the (/l)h)1tt1m1itY uficreth to him. therefore, the 
aumiiciit I1iCflhiOhlC(I to I tave iiiade iii this para by the .C'.C). is not 

- sustained. . 

(viii) 	Under (lie conspectus of what ((I.SCU5Me(h in pala 10.2 10 abtive, it is 
cslabhisliçd tluit (lie CU. had shiowti u 'his fortuiglitly diaties. EXS-
31(a) &. (b). ENS-35 (a) & (b) amid EXS-38 (il) & '(ii) had iepoited 
ihiSpecilOil oh Jcimuaiig Kakcliimiglm Ei)i(1). Sahigsalik EDI3() and 

Pushing EDIIU on 19,501 10.6.97 & 2.7.97 hut li;did not actually 
visit the offices on those danow amiv other day till 1 LI 0.97. Sept 97. 

and 9.10.97 respectively. . 

-' 
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11. On the asis of docunientary and utal 	
dci iccs addtied in the case he tnc ,te and in 

\1CW 
of: the reasofl given. I 1i1d that the aticte f charge-I nt ,ptved nd aitcle of 

charge io.IT prd.ed IC) the, strei1th of 3 	
pticu1aiised at ara 10.2 	out of 

SLx a11egU to. 	. 	 I  

I.. 

H 	. 	. 	
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;oJ?F1CIoF1:JiE Dl"CTORW lS'JAlSERVICIS 

I 	 iGA1,j\J) kO!IIM,\ -797001 	I 	 I 

I] 
No. Rule 1 4113. 1 1a7411ika 	 . 	 Dated K( iiwa.ihc 9-6-20() 1 

In the office menio No. Diai/SD1POs-ULliiul,97 i)td. I 2.98 of 1)1'S Manipur : 1t1)phal, it 

was proposed to bold an inquiry under Rule 1.4 of (lie UCS (CCi\) Rules 1965 againt Slid. 5I3. I lazatika 

(lie lher S1POs, Uklirul 1)n, Ukinul. i\ statement of articles of C'liaigesand astatciucol ofimuputation of 
mis-conduct and iuis-bchaviuur in Support ol (lie ;i0ie1e f cIiaics and a list f (lOcimnlefll.S by vIiicli and 

a list oI witnesses by whom the articles of eJmaigu \:i C Innymcd to be suStainc(t wCre also cuclosed 

with the said menlo. 

e 

'4 	2. 	Slid. S.D. I lazam'ika was given an (Towumliom submit itlmin 10 days Of tIme m eccipt of (lie 

memo a written stalcoictit of (Ictemiec and In saI whetho lie dcsiies to be heard II peFSUfl. 

F; 	 11 

	

IaI('JmmCIit ol am (tubs ol 	lAwn Im,imiitd lit.iit,l 	1110.0 1 1tAtiI.a the then 

1)Ii'(..)s I fklimiml- 1..)mm, I_'klmmiml 

I 	1 
\l1 Ic P1) I 

IJ 	 0 

• 	 Sliti. S.13. I 1ayii'ika. vImi!c vo1ing as SI )l.I Ths t)khmiml Sub- I )n. dyriri thelem:io( I ommm 29- 

01-96 (A/N) to 3 1-01 -98, he had shown I .havt inspected as imaiIy as 51 (filly hiw) I sI ( )J bees in the 
year 1991 but had not subtimilted a copI bf the iiispectioil remarks in i'eSf)eCtO1 ech of those 54 
(fiflvfour)Post Occs to (he Supdt. Of h)St k.)Uicc, Maniptir I )ivisiomm Imnpliol oranv cithc appripriaIc 

authod(y in lac of the Stipdl. of Post Offices, 	laimipum- Dii Implial. Similam RI. the said Slid. 5.13. 

I 1aadka, had shown to have ;mi.s1iec(ed as muamv as 70 (Scveii(v) I'us( ( )Iliee 	liiiimi the periud fjciimi ((1- 

01-97 to 31-12-97, but had not submitte(I a C(lJ)V ofIllc iiIS)fCItI)it m'eiimai ks ii I CS()ecl of '15 (foilyfive) 

Post Offices, t thc Supdi. Of I'ost (Juices, NtaiiiAuI'- I )ii ini1ial cw amiv oilier il)l)WI)1ia(C aimiliumity 10 

place of Supd(. of Post (,)Iflces. \ Iamiipur- Do 1111  jlf1 . ily lis abOve acts. (he sail Iaaiika 

violated the povisiofl of Rule- 300 (2) nI 1' & 'I tan. \ Il VIII 'cad with I )pl . oil Posts' New I )clhi 

leticr'No. I 7-3"92- Insl)ii. I)ated (12-07-1 992. aimdRulc -3 (1 )(ii) oi((S (C;tmdit) Rules. 1961. 

	

Shri. S.U. I Ja'i.ai'ika . while 	oi'kiiiu as SI )I1'( ) 	IHuimI 	h-I)mi, duiinr the pemind l'ro;ii 

29-01-96(0 31-01-98, he had shown (1) hia c iiisjiectcd 	!ohl(ing I,l,)lf( )s imm.tLhmm'iiI Sub-I )im, vim (lie 

date noted against each. 	 ' 

a 



1ltinej ED1305 either 
his above acts the said 
)l. Vut, R9k- 3 (1) (1) 

les, 1964. 

vas chaigsheetei wider 
y/S1)J11c)q I.Jl'iIriil/97, 

- 

r~ 
s 	

- - . r ­,,"4  

VI 

Date of liispn Sl0%Vn by 
Sh 1iSfl.Ia7i II 

L 	IIini 	EDBQ 	I  
p25-02-1 S97 SrarakhrngEDJ3o 	
29-03-1997 IarnangKakcljfJg.13Q  

S 	 19-05-1997. 5. angshakJJ)fl  
Nu 	 10-061 997 ngsh EDBO 	

I 5 -07-1997 PishingEDl3o 	
20 - 07 - 1997 

H J3iit, in fact, (lie said Shri. HaZiik1 did no at all inspect the above on the dale notd against each 
or on any oIlier date in the year 1997. Thei'cfore, hii 5.33. Haari,ka, violated the PrOsjq of Rule) (J)oili P & 

'1 Mae. of 
the 'CCS (Condti) Rules, 1964 and Ru1c-1 (I) (iii) of the CC (Cofldti;) F 

0 

3. 	
lhvc'go:ie tlHoijgh the case earcfjjjjy .  flriI1y, SI1ri.S.J).lj,ak.i Rule 14 oIlh CCS (CCA) Rules 1965 I jdc  I )PS, ianipui Irnplral fllCWojj0J)j d(d. 19.2. 9 with lhc 101IOving ClIaIgc.s :  i 	 - 

i) 	\Vhi!c working s 
1)I (P) (Jkh1j 5ul)-J)j 	fioji 29.1.96 o 31.! J98 he failed to 	It 

inspection reports of 54 Post' Offices in the year 1996 and 45 	 n 1997 which WCFC Sl)()Wfl 

to b ave been inspccte(t by liii i 
For hang Sllosvii as IflspcctccJ but (lid not wspcct, 6 F1)!305 in Ukhru! SUb-Di 	l)ct%veen 

25.2.97 tO 28.7.97; 	 S 	

. 	 H 

4. 	
Slu. lrnhl Das, the then Supclt. of. 

 Po (Mlicc., Agartaja I )ivii, 1 pwi was1  appointed as the 
inqnJj 011 icer to inquire  into  the clIa;gcs flamed againsi Shti.S 

13 lJannjki Aulef adducing both oral 
and doeumen(al)1 eideflees the thquiiy OLcej sutmijt(e&1 his in quii:y report \(Ie liLs Icikr no.SP-J aNQ, 
(ltd. 27.9.2000 

7 

	

5 	s per the lindirig.s 0 f the IrIquiiy OtJieci Article I ni the Charge is not proved and Arc_JI of (he chaige as partially proved to (he 
strerigf 11 of,  3 EDI3O5 out of 6 alleged not (0 have been iflSpeted. 

	

6. 	A copy ofllie report of the it iqujno1Jjcci was SUp1)hjC(I to Ihic clraicffi d ocial I rcprescntatiwi, ifafly. SlniIJ'ipn,ik.i suhnijt(ed his rep esenI;niOIlvJiiclj wascnl by RL: NO.3096, dlj. 25.11.2000. \\liik  agreeing with the findings of the 10 in respect ol Artictc 1, SI .J -Iazanjkr disagreeçj 
with 'the findiiigs of the 10 in respect of ijcJe-ll of the c1iaje on tire followiiig grounds: 

The BOs allege(l hot to have been iospected was on the basis of,  wriuen slaenienL, ind oral 
cdencc of the UPMs of those three I30s iz. Kanieng Kakcliing PtI.sllifl g  arid .Shanlia( fl5 The (tales OItjie CU1iJflalioI)ft?lC %VJlfiCS.s 	were IJxe(t horn 3 6.9.99 	20.9.99 n linphal 
when the 

CO was functioning as C.1 in (lie O/o the DPS Kohina. The enqui;i' was held cxpalte and 
the state witnesses WCVC ahIowd to h examined by the 

	

PC) in the absence of (tic CC) and he \VaS denied the opportilli ifyof cross C 	flhllatloti of the S(fl(e 

Name oftjIeEI)1:3C) 



iD&uit 	b 	 I 	'-1 ole 

	

I äv) 	'Ilie 10 held rcgular hearing expalic in a hut'iii the absence of the C0 alId (11(1 not reord reasons Ibr holding the enquiry exparte. 	 . 

The decision of the 10 to hold the enquiry exparfe and to allow tli examination of,  the state svitricsse 	iii  Ille absence of ,  (lie CO wag uiiut, unfair and tin Wnrr9tcd 	 I  
Noi e1nh!Il thou 01 Ehc stak SitflessLs \V s OblLLlCd to h lhc C O b1or he 10 on 22 10 99 but he JO ovemjled the objeetio and did not 

If 
cord the plca0and ~Joollo ll of the Ct), 

The CO, ifici efou c, pu a ccl to thc I )isciplui ii v Atithoi it to cone ate him filliv of all the chliges rejecting the findings ol the 10 and in rsf)cct ol 3 IlJ)l3çs lötiuid to be.1 :
101 inpce(ctt by the CO under the chiaig of Article 

	

I
. 	 I haL examined the chargeshie depositi 	)IlIé Witfleggcg wnh(cn bnefs of the Pt') and the CO, the inqu in' Proceedings, report uf the iilqtIii' oicci' and ilOc I'Cl)I'CscI1(ahj(,,1 otthic (() against the inquny report. 	\VhiJc accepting (lie findings of the. inquiI' Qificci' 13 1  ICSpCt of (lie article II of the charges, the disciplinary aUthority (liSagrecs with the 19 in respect of °  ICYs findings on Article I of the chaise for the following rcaso'nls:- 

Although (here are short COtiIiflgs or (lie Paito the Lb ien J)iseiphinaiy Authority in iot thcltidiuig certain impollant (lOctitnents üì tile hiskd f1locwnents on tilic basis: of' vhch the ;iticic5 oF Chaies %VCI'C proposed to he proved and the pIescntiuI) officer inliot )IOdtIcliIg all ll1c' witncsscs and additional (loCUifldnts as asked by (lie ('Oaul(l j)Cl'IflittC(l by (lie hO .hiii'iui the hleal'inj2s, st:iflicie.iit doetimentaft and oi'at evuleuIccs iiavc been J)14 	hIieoI 4ilIliuij i fic 441';II fIlthI(Y (44 ':t.hloli4li thtc t:.lIa,p.eoag:iiiist tIle (( ). L 1iu deposition of S W-4, S 	 Singh, the (lien !.)eahing Asstf. JR branch, (1)10 the i)PS Manipui; Imphal was crucial in substantiating Article I of the chllcs S \.V-4 deposed that he received 25 IRs out ol'7() lot' (lie year 1997 and uione liw the var 1996.   S W-4 aPso deposed (hi:it (lie (.'() did not subunit the IRs inspite of• repeated IclIliI1(lrs, '(lie 	' challenged that (lie dcpsition oF S\V-4 was 1101 corroborated by 1loCtIrllcIi(a1'y evidence auih uuiigtit hiaic been in;ide on (tic basi.c of 5f)IIIC l'C'COr(lS and nc from his memory as he was not expected IA keep the figures of (lie JRssubininect / not submitted by (lie dtulci'ent Inspecting authority of the (hiisiOui aiid non production of documents leads the deposition to he iilse and fabricated, 	'l'he plea of ,  the ('C) was accepted by I lie 10' who concluded that non production of' the record is really a deflejeney owaI'cls sustaitiluig (lie ehiarg unless and olhicrwise c011'Ohora(ecl l)V other do, tililcn(ai'y e\idenee. 	 , 

The Ooliteiition ol' the IC.) is not ;1cccptib1c 	S\V-4 was a.inei'e wilties and lie was supposed. to answer what he knew t o he the li'tuih. lie was not supposed to hiuig the clocuments along with him 
until and unless he was asked to do so. 	He had deposed before the iiiquiiy as he was askcci lim ,  ;iticl j 	I 

was the duly of the CO to contest what S \V-4 (IeI)OScdl chtuuing the inquiry. 

• 
• 

•' 
'1 • ' 
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1 lie 
eontcnhiOfl of the Co tit it S \V 4 innot h e\pcekd to keep in mei oi y iil (lie figures 

of J s suhivte(t / not s \,bilil 	b mnspectin ofi ted s 	which has been accepted by 1thic i() tSalso 

not 	1inc 	SW- had licui \VOi 
king in the IR hi inch for a eotiSi(lel able piod ipl it was iot an 

ii
nppsihle ta to rcmcmber the numbers of' IRs not subnitte(l by tic CO )ii 19961 and 997. It was 

not pn one or tO hut the ilts of all the PO stated to have I)Cefl inspected by theO 
	1996 wee 

alleged not to hav been submitted by the CO. 53 IRs of 1997 wcr alleged nt td liav been 

submitted by the '0. 	It was. thcref?re. not djfljeult t1 titig I or time S \\1 	(C) kep1 in mind the tiUliil)CF 

of lR submitted! hotsuhmittcd by the CO. 
p 

i) 	
AnotherpOint raised by (lie CO and acCCl)ted by the i(.) is n0fll)r(1(tUct0t of additiOl 

documentS like monthly tour TA advance file li the 1)ctiod from July J997 to MaFch 9: It wasaliCc 

1w th CO that if the additional documents WeF iodticed these ioulcl be unfavôrah
1lc t Ii 1roseeutiO1. 

By this (locunients the Co tried to to ihat subseqiieiit Ii\ advaiic was 
flQI grn(cd unkss IRs were 

submitted. ihis infcrcncC was accepted by the 10. 1 h iosecuti(m ShOUld have produced the 
additional ilocutneiits a asked by the Co and permitted by the 10. 1 loweveF, on peruaI of the records 

it is Seen that though the 10 in para 3 011115 
oidcr no. 4 dtd.22. 10.99 mentioned tht he dccided to call the 

file, lie did not specilically ask the Pt.) or the competent authority, to produce time docunietUs Even if the 

documents as asked hr were pm'c)duced lucy aic mint likely to help (tic detcncc of the (7( ) in the absence 0)1 

any specific ordet' vliicIi the Co) should hae 1)i'odUcC(I if there Was any. 	
'Ihem clore, in the absence of 

any spCei.0 order in suppoit of the p1 	of the Co it vas wrong to) di'aw aiiy ipICiClice (tile 10110)11 - 

pii)(IUcIiOU of ceilain additioiiil documents. . 	. . 	. 

v) 	°'he chal)C : ; iitil (h (() was that he did IIOt suliinU SO1I1C IRs oithc F( )s vIeh lie 

claiilicd to have. inspected iii 

 

	

1996 tid 1997. 	I Ic cv.i 	en ample (? 	iuuitiS (0 (Ien .  the cli;ie & 

th 

establish ins 1flflOCCflCC. 	Ilowevel. lioni the records ol the 
iJi(IUUY pi OCCC(IUIgS ( iS SCC1I 	at lie did 1101 

attend (he p1 chminu y md i egulam hcanngs and took pit I in thcpi a! inquii oniv 11ei c lcue on hcliail 

of the dieiplin II lUIhOL It\ iS CloSed 1 ot his defence the () h IS I iiced Issucs like non-Pt oduction 

of ccFt8%fl additional (loculnents. 1 .1011 pioduetlOit of,  oçigIpll d0cUiiiChu(S aiil hiCUii III thC (1C1)OSitiOhi of 

state witnesses.. But the CO has not 1oduccd any docyi utar oi oral 
cidCflCC to show that hc had 

indeed submitted the IRs of (lie P( )s which were stated to have been inspcct(l by liim Copies 
o.f the IRs 

Ot i1
CCCi1)tS of registered ictlers by which the IRs VeiC suhttiittcd which are c?ucial doeuin1itatY 

C-

clencc were not produced by the C(.) to establish his jIWOCCI1CC anddispiovc the chaie. 

in ew of the 
above, article I of the cliaig aainMl Shri.S.13,I lazarika is cicaily e3tahli3he(t, 

As far as Adicle-il of the ehaie is concened the K) has toncluded Iliat the chaise is partially 

proved 11) 
the cICflt that out of 6 El )l3Os alleged not tO) have been 

iflSPCIC(t, I1Ok inspectIon of three BOS 

namely Karneng Kakching, Pushing and Shamshak l3Os has been proved. Evei though the inspection of 
the en iining three DOs has not been established the Discip1ifla AutholitY ineIines not to dispute with 

(he findings of the JO and hold the Article-U of the chaise against the CO as partially 

Ibe points raised by the CO in lis repiCCIia110n against the report of
,  the lnqwiy Officer 

have also been considered:- 

0 

H 	. 



Ift 	/ 
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P 	

0 

: 

Tli?otal edence as vc1l as the wd(lcn statements of lhe:liice 1_3JMs whose ofTices were alleged 
1101, to: have been inspected are cj -ucjj ail(f sufflcjciii cVi(IcfIc to prove that the (hI!Cc 13() WCIC not inspected by the CO in the year 1997. 1 he BitIs are the c.0stod,ans of ,  all (lie 130 records and as such 
tlieli oal depositions and written Statements as t svhclhcr the 130s have bec hispctcd or not cannot be 
dismissed lightly 1 he othet 130 st-ill like rDr)A5 and I DN4Cs inay or may not be pleseni at the BOs 
during 1nspectios. But no inspection of 30s can be caned out in the abence 617 the. IJPM.s who ire 
responsible for safe custody of the 130 i ecord 	1 Jic cfo, C utilcss conli liv IS 1)1 oved, tlicij written 
•s(ateflicnl$ and opal evidence have to be accc1)te(l 	0 	 ' 

I 	
'H 	'H • 	ii) 	The CO was not debnecl frOinal(endiiig the enquit' at an point of iimc. In Thci lie sas directed to 1ten hit heii.ng at mI ) l 1 aI oi 1.10.99 	l)PS KoIiimanic:io ol even i& dtd.22.9.99, 

l3ut (he CO dchbLt ach chose not to ittcfl(lf (lie cnquu 	\s such Ilic CO injioi claim that liLwis not 11 
relieved of, his duty as ('I lii' th ()iO the l)P(, Kotiima bs the cori(Wiiiiig authwi(vand s ucli could riot audnd the enquu 	Sufficient oi )I)oilUnit\ was \'Cfl but lli CO did not 	ati (lie OPP0 I (unity to dttUi(l the 
inquiry and cross exanhin,e .sate witrcsss I Thcrelbrc. jhe was not dcnicd I)ul he did not avail the opport(Jnity to cross exmine stale 

As (lie CO failed to attend the yriI iicariiigs tiXC(l (; (tic 1(') oii several gates the enquiry was 
held eXparte UJ)t() (lie Coilipletion. ot (lie stiAe ofproeiitatiou 01 J)IdCLllio:is, iOctln)erils and wi(iiesses. 
As such non cross examination of Stac WiInCSSCS wks due to 11011 at tridancc of (lie hearings 1w the CO on 
(lie dates fixed for cxanhpnatioii, and cross examination of Sta(e lVilticsses. 

When (he CC) deliberately chose not to attend f1)c lllquiiy On numerous (hateS fixed for, 
!)l'elimivall: and regular hearings Lw the 10 atid sucient oppiituiriIies aflorded to (kc CO, no specific 
rCaSOII is reqwicd lo be rceordc(l as ty 'liv the eii1iiii' vv:iS held CNpau(c. 

The decision of (lie l() to hold the eitquuy exparte anII to aliosv (lie cxanhinalum of State 
\\tnesscs  was in order When the CO chose iiot to attend (lie pi .cious hearing there was no question of postponing (lie examitiati 11 oN•vitnses due to the absence of ,  tilco Co. 11 for any reason (he C() could 
not aUcncl (lie hearing on a pamlicular date fixcd by (lie JO lie could have niIrnicd (he I(') and prayed for a posiponemeffi I 

adOUrnriic1(, But thec was no written Coinnitlmijcatici,i to (lie 10 l;mn toe ('0's side. 

10. 	In short sufficient ol)purfllnities were given to (lie ('0 ( deiiy tile cIiaig 	and es(;iblish his iliiiOcence. But Sun. 5.13.1 laial Ika IList ignored (lie Ciiquirv uIJ)IO (lie stage (J t'l ) rCSCIlt;itfl)Ii of  J)FOSCCUt1OI1, (lOcuments at)(l witnesses. /\par I ioin pointing OUt (iChCiCllCicS iii (lie lfl((Uiry, Ii has not Pfdluced any 
ref evani documentary or oral cidcncc to establish his innociicc and dispro'e the clianes. The chaiges 
ogainst Sliri.S.B.Ifa7.arji are very serious. 	Oc of (lie illain duties and ILit1c(ioris ol a Suhl )isioiia1 hIlspccto 01 I>ost 011jces is ific aiitival nlspectjuii of' !'us( (.)flices. 	13tit Slii'i. I laai'ika 
fiieto cam\ç)u( (his ni;in Ilinetjoii of an JF() while working as Si)I (1?) Ukhrul Sub-L)isjoti bptwecn 
29. 1 .6 to 31 Such kind ofan inc.sponsiblc oflicl1 is itol Iii to he relahicd iii crvice. I 1ovcvcr, 
COi1.SidlCrliig (lie thcis and cil'cLIziI.s(anccs of (lie case. I kci that Sun. I I'azanika shiotiki he given amiot her 
opportunity to mc! oniii himself, 

 by c'claiii'ing him iii service and iinposc the •Iollos irigpunislmnicnt 011 
Sli. 5.13. Jlazanika 

I) 

- :':i,H 	
- 	 -•-• 	

•, 
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ORDER 	 I  

	

I 	 I  

J a hcrefore. I Shri.l RSo]o , Director of Postal Si- ' ices, Nagaland lolinia and thc th 	 the )ayof Sli - i.S.B. I Iau - ika. the then SDlPQs U 1khrul Sub- bb. 
nbwC.Ifljvjjonal Office, Kohirna (U/S) be rdi.ied by 6 (six) stages from R.s. 16650/- to Rs5500/- in the 
i irni scale of I s 500J75-9000/ for a pet tod c)f iJit cc ycrs \ € 11 06 2001 with cun 11  

 UNIJVC effe,(t. I is 1w ther ucctcd that sh S B Hazariha Cl Div] 1  Offit koh mi i (I )S) iii not e Tk mdi em€ nt of Pay  du: ing the puiod oft cducijon and lb on ih cpmi oft hi pit mod th i € CIU hUh 	i II Ii t the c1Ieiof )Oson ing Iims mt Liii mncrcrnc n ts of pay 	I' 	 I F 	 I 	i 

S 	
I H 	 --- 

( 
(I 

I 	
J)iréeior of Postal Seiiee 

S 	

I 	 N:mgalatid Koliina - 797001 

Cops' to 

The CPMG (lN!) N:JCl,ct, Sliillonglor iiilorrnalioii 
The Postmaster KoIjima 11.0. li)r inforniatjori amidri/a. 	H 	- 
ilie l)A(P) Kulk:ila (thr)ugh Ili Poslittasici kuhiiiia I I.( ).) 

The DueClor oi Postal serccs, Manipur : 1niplitl iôm it1niatio11 
• 	5. 	Shft S.I3.JIazaiika, 	(ffice Kohim:, 

6. - 	 rj; of lime ()(lij;il 
(JI)fthe()Jijej;il. 
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40 
.ordr JcLoJ 0.6.2001 IIfl1IOU.I_flç thf? 

n 	ty 31 riIJttlIUt1 or ay ily ulx Bt4U is  

III 	
uccc1. lou 	ii I ii 	uu 	.IIIuU. 	ft 	•l< U 9 	(ito 

t'Uiiui hlu 	
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Oill I 1q01 111111  

I 
ouiir of 	 V 1 	lu c 1itnItnui' u a& bit. u y 

di nLi' ic1.or y 	
ui u;u1ut:i v 	or ihi 	rt10 I 

14 01 lIIi 	un .i iUun Ut 1iiuJ1.° 	0111 iiuw.vrtl 

	

II(1°' 	Li çI) taLc) t.t 	lint' hg of Ll 	ncIuI on 

) 
V 	 . 	 I  

it 	LIii. 	Laicid. 	
9J11cn on Illu (lull glituiLulçJ,,1IL. 

iluziuH l:u thi oriir ablll.lrjd have .1w u1ipr.1213li. 

. 	 iui 	Ll,c'fl1Ifl 	or 	(In 	4utniOh1 thud. 	tic 	iiiItI ill 

Ilt.L 	wi ii hi IllOt . 	r w ,hi'VUt.lIIfl 	
ci i(tVdi' Lo I.hr 

tir.uiL 	I:') 	ia'ircr 	fli.,aLciI.uil:y fthiIIO"1. 	 i:ii 	tI t 

I 	 til.hu)i 	I. y. 	hi' I 	1 u jur J ic 	I 	'lIMO ill 	ii Y 

LIIlO 	uJ!i<',I 	L 1.10 	I.1: (uririr 	rita 	jc1.lCl 1 	I' 

rItI11 	I 	1 	I'l ml 	0 1I 	UI. 	uit.iil 	1- 	U 
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TV 

L)II'AI'I'I"1 EN1 ()I' P:)s'rS 

-- 	OF1'I(I OFTI!K (:111 Il l( )Sl'tV1,SIEl ( EN ERAJ 0  N.E. (:1 R(:LE 

S11ILLON793 001. 

'H 	 0 

14E Mo NO) SI Al I/I09 I t1200 1, 	 Dated at Shillong, the 29 1 2002 

• 	 O 

• 	

I 	 (iRi)EJ 

his Is i dCclSl()U' 1)11 (hC l'iI)CSit cljited 12.9.2001 OIi 	Ua1MI'IIUI 

" workiug as' ( oiuplaInt InsiwctOr (P'os(ai), 1)ivisioiial OFfice, Kohltna, 

8.t20() I s'ldc which the 1)tuulisluiUeuit of' red uctioui of PY of the official by 6(sik) 

s(ge ' Of 3(lhrce) yeni•s with C 
IIuuulu I a tI vCC C FFCc t was imposed on the 

official. 

/f• 	

agnlnst the order of i)PS, Kohliini Issued hi Memo No.Rule-141S. U. iaznrIk8 dated 

2. 	 'ihic (:hnitiolng' of evu,I(s Iii (hiI.s case Iii Jirief Is ii 11luWs:- 

(I) 

	

	(1iai'esIicCt under Rule 14 of CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 issued 

to (lie official ofi 19,2.98. 

i UqiulFy coin pleted a nit I. ( ). siibniitt'd his ieprt on 27.9.2000. 

j 	 j 	
(III) 

 

The I )isclpItiIflIY A uithoilty Is.suid (rIIC punishiineiit i'ekri'e,I to 

above oil 8.6.2001. 

Nortiialiy an official () whoina 1)uIlISIiliIent ts avyarti ed, is suppoetI to 

make (lie appeal to the prescrlbd A plwI I ale A uitIwrity. I iowevei', In this Case, It is 

seen tl at (he cluirged ohiki ni appi'oa died (he I Jthi' t)le. Ceii(ra I Ad mlii istrall ye 

• 
rlthinal (CAl'), Cuiwaltat I ilendi, Cii withal I vkfe O,A. NO37 of 2001. The 

lIi,nbk CA'I',Cüwahiafi was no1 Iiiclhii'd to go ildo (lu inei'Ik of iC case ut that 

stage amid directed the appellant Sun • V iH7,nFUta to jiieICi' a sta(;u(ufl'y 

before the coiipe(eIit nitlwri1y wII;hlu (hircç weeks side Iheli' order dated. appeal 

.31.8.20111 in CA N ),347I20(1 . Further. Olue. I Ion"Hj?. CAl', Cuiwahati (hil'CCtC(l the 

Apifl'' Alulhiosity h?4I Ii"'  uui)tii'ftl 
1ou'letiihly w'Ibhlui two iuwnhhis ii'oiil (he 

unto of rt'eI pt iii (lie mppeul I 1imt'ki'red by the ahuInhlHuu(.0 L'uiisuIlIub bo4hut4 teiIsIIO' 

of (ie 1 ion'ble CAl, uwalumlI, (lie ofl1cIu?tShunI S. IL •fln7.arIha SutfflbItlCd his appeal 

dhectly to the A.lipctli(e  A um( liumit y iiuiil ('4' iitIoist1 to (hue i)isdpllflh1'Y Authority. 

'l'h cnce uilongwllh Ihie co(fniuents of (lie 1)1scipiiiaiy AutIuuiit.y was reedved 

• 	 I 	
Cliche 0111cc, ShIlloll 'g on 28.9.200 1. 'l'he p1ieIliiut hind q uio(cd some case Laws In 	• 

	

• 	 his ip peuI uiiitl correspondçncc was effleteiji with (tie appellant f)r s1ipphyIflt*C(iP1CS 

	

• 	 )f rccuuls relied by hiuJ iii his appai. Ailci' pi'oti'acted cor"i'.spo4uJeiice, no 

suI(iliict3H'y i'c1ily Was receis'ed. 	 • 	, 	• 	• 	
• 

• 	• 	 • 	
: 	

'. 

'Flue text of iie Art It'11's of,  clia rges against (lie official Ls z'eh)rOdulCC (I 

below :- 	 • 	
• 	 • 	

' 

'I 	 , 	 • 	 • 	

• 
• 	 • 	 • 	 I 

• 	 • 	 ' 	 "I 	 . 	 • 

• 	
0 	 • 

•• 
• 	 • 	

• 	 I 	 • 	 • 

0 
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I , 	 S  

j1CLiI. 

"Shri S.B. Ilwirika while working ts Sl)hI'OS, °Ukhrtil StiIi-i)i"iS°' 

during the peilod from 29.01.96 (AJN) 
1031.0 1.98 he lia(l shown to have inspeetc(I s 

many as 54 
poS1 offices In the year 1996 but had not submitted a copy of the 

Ins pectiun remarks In respect of each of these 54 post 
;o1cs to the Supdt. ot Post 

Offices, Manipur Divisiolt, 1mphl or any other appropriate authoritY In place of 
the Supat.. of Post Offices, Manhifllr 1)hisiOfl, imphal. im11arly, the saRi Shri 

S.D. 

I lnznrikfl had showil to have Inspected as many as 70 p(st cfficcs during the perIod 

from 01.0 1.97 to 31. 12.97 Intl had tint subniftte(I 
11 CODY 'of the iwctiOfl retnark in 

respect of 45 post offices to the SUptIL of Post Offices, Ma!dpur I)ivlShm, Iniphal or 

any oilier appfl)pi'I1te 
aulliotity in place of Stipdt.. of Post OfficeS, Manipur 

ltvlsIon, Imphal. Dy hIS aboVe acts, the snid Shri S.D. flai.arika vIolateti the 
proVisiofi of Iuk 300 (2) of l'&F Man. Vl.lIl read wifit Department of Pusis, New 

1)Lhl letter No. 173I92illSP11. 
dated 2.7.92 andRUle 3 (1) (Ii) of CCS (CondUCt) 

Rules, 1964." 	 j. 	
.1CLJ11 

"Shri S.D. 1 lai,arikfl vbUe w0r kipg as SilipOs, Ukhru% 
Sub1)iViSi0fl 

d tiring the period frotH 29. 1.96 to 31. 1 .98 he had shown to have inspected the 

	

fohIoIi1g El) ROs hi khrnl S
u bi)iVlM101) i41)C dIC 	against C8C11. 

10 

I 	
(hiiigI nrai El )I(.) 	

q ?S.2. 1997 

k. 	Sir kltnhj llit) 	
197 

I 	

Ianiamg iitIuhiiig E1)Ift) 	19.5. 1997 

Shanslia 	)) 	
i0.6. 1997 

:. 	Nungshong Ed)11() 	
15.7.1997 	 S  

6. 	PushIng El) R) 	
207. 1997 

i.e. 	 mentioned 
Rut, in fact, the said Shrj ii zarika dId iwl at all 

IUSPCCL 

ElDOS either on the date 	ted aiai1mSt CflCI1 0I Ofl 8flY 
oter date in the year, 1997. 

Therefore, by hIS above acts, the 9I(I Shri S.D. .li'aiflril{a, vLulfltV(l the pro visiotiS of 

Rule 30fl (I) of the I'&T Mat!9flI Vol. VIII, 1tile 3 U)() of the CCS (COUdUCI) Rules, 

1964 and Rule 3 (1 )(IU) of the CCS (CimIlItt) Rules, I964. 
S 	 . 	

5 	
0 

3. 	'the main poililS ptt fnrwaflI by the ppthl911( in itis appeal lire aS 

fhIov.S :- 	 . 
I) 	

'ihat. 1.0. teItI the ('fl.(hUhlY on iS.9.99, 16.9.99, 17.9.99, 18.9.99 

exp8rtC. 
TItus, Lie did not get tile. Scope to dd'end his case. 

	

S 	
H 

'Jhat he oiild Il(it a(teflJ the enqUiry on above dates as he was 

nut i ehieV((l by the ((iliti oiling 8thoItY L e DPS, Icohhfla' 

ttOght the copy of noltcC dntCd 
12I23.89 Wls eH(1OrSC( to 

IWS, Koliluilt also by the 1.0. 	• 

S 	• 	• 	

• 	
2 

S 	• 	

S 	 • 

' 



1)) '1 Ii:i( (liv I. (3. Iii his iIi(IIIiry report flh.) held that the charges under Ai 
fiche_il was pnrtiiIIy Proved, beta use out of 

six nflkec a!legv(J to he Hot insf)ccled. by 
(lie appeili,,t only three offices were tr)titid ,(0 

IasPec.(cd. Ut'(Ii5 fi'ioiings also shoId hUt be (reateol ItS,  
reaso 	

Correct beta Use (lie 	f)ciJaiit Was not given - 	 iuIl)I.(11 tIify  
(0  cr SS-ej1j0. (lie MateWj(5 .1 

viii) 	
TIinl'(J,e P"nlshiii( order with retr(t.I)(.c1i 	eflccl with etTe€( ll0fl 1.6.0 1 w ilife

1!e ortj('r was issujh on 86.0 1 wIdth is not 11(1 tipAsi ',le as per ride. 

The. 81)peIla,i( therefore prayed that (lie puzilIlini,t order should be 

4. 	 1 have 
guru' Sfi tong Ii (lie appeal (lint-i, tightly Wi(hi•eI erke to i'elv,,( records. It is SQ(II (Juit - 

V 

set a.slde. 

\ I 
p 

I 	 (V 

1 lint (h a(hl1(1L11 	ddnIan(k(j by 	which Were 	
ti aCceI)tea 

bYj the 1.0. and called for 
production (turing the i'i(ftiiry (Hi th.5.2000 WeFe nt ptOdced 
811(1 exaHIine(I 

iv) 	.11ie .tiir. - 	

\% iuu.s, Slid 	1'4.C.  g 	wa 	 lJnklar,. Dy.  5f),. .ltnpliI lltIl()fl 	
SIHh1lIIffl((f 	o fitlelni  tile eiI((iJir)i dCCIjed to l)ec(jil,e 	t1cFence Witss, and no actl 	as taken to cwilpel bin, III (lCl)O5 before (lie 1. () 	

I 

: 
hint. (lie PIiJseciitiu,, 1i( Csses 	(1) Sun L. Ito Sligii (SW1), (2) Sun S. Yarigi (S\'2), (3) VS. 

VIrCS:O (SV3),4) hrl 0. l ) wjaniajtj SI:gb (SW4) Were examliied In absthje of the appeua,fl wi(lu( ordering for cross earnlnhti,, So these he (nea( ed 85 valicf: 

Sun 0. I)wiii,j,1 I Slnp) (SWi•), dealing asIs(a1j of (he l)i%'IsIuIi:,I 0ffk, 
iuipfiji (leposed (hat (I,e appellant (lid nt 511611111. ((pp I Us as iis(cI Iii t IIC ClIargesu,ee( i.e. 54 (fitly four) 	U I Us Of 1996 and 45 

(forty five) IRs of 1997. Th15 depltli),, IUn(t(i fr01,1 IIlS 
IliClilciry Svltliou( support 

of aIiV (Iocumcnt  AppelJ,, aig ucs (l,nt nobody cart 1 11le,nIje,. such 111fornjatio,1 cOr,e(1 ly wit li Ut A Il SLlj)J)OF( of c Vi(ktIct 

a) liit (lie 1.0. In his irni uiry repOrt lieki 
that charge hinter A if ide- I was nut pIu'e(l 	

p 

1) ;  

1' 

(1 
p 

3 



F • j:J.)_..'t 	
in- 

(V 

' (I) The appellant evaded at tenffluig (he hiq uiry not on3 from 15.9. 9) to 
1 18.9.9,9 but On eariler (I ates also (i.e. 25.8.98, 22.9.98 andL27. 1.99) he did not attend 

enq uiry. As regards uk nun-relief, he ntlegç'd (hat. DPS, t(ohlnia did not I:csue 
any release !OFtICI. IIIC iippellnait V1iS vorkfiig iii th(1  office cii I )PS •ItscIi I Ic was 

iSUflIfl1)iICti to attend the enquiry. It Was Incumbent on hhn to seek ieieae artier for 
:aUciidiiig tte ciiqtiiry hut tic (lId not (10 SO. As such, it cuinot be said . that he was 

Ch (ICIU['d .at Ice to nitetid (he etiq niry. Moreover, he did not send tiny iiilorination 
also to the 1.0., intimathig the reasons for his Inability to attend the enq niry. 
thercfi)1e, (he I 0. was jilsil fled hi iwkling (he enquiry c-par(e. The claim of the 
I)l)Ufl Ut S(iI( lug (hut he d hi nat get resuna bie opporthni1 to defnd his case, 
hel clot e, does not stand 

It Is found to be ii hid thult the 8(hhi1Ou1fll (locliment i.e. the tOIII.T.A. 
8(lVahlCe flIc of Dlvlsiciiiiil ()ffIcc ws nell her futiiisiied nor any tcason for umi, 
liroduction vas Intima(e(1 to the I. . iltil, In :uuy pIiuon; T.A. ad vance file has no 
direct relevjaiit:e to• SUl)flhiSSi(iI). of JE.s. Bccaisc,' 'A. advances are generally 
sanctioned If (lie four• )rogranuue is flpprO'Q(J,. antF adjustment OF previous T.A. 
advances are,  getieralty watched over. 	D 	 . 

Regardkig Iion-nt.teudmce. of I lie deieucCGwitness, Shri IN.C. I laiciar, It 
Is found (lint the olilcint expressed liii WiIllh1filc.ss in w.ri(ing to lie it dokiice witness 
a ml he did not littelni he head n 	10.5. 2000 As ic icicci In (lie order sheet dated 
10.5.2000, his fur(Iier suulinucittitig was also 11 11 11 (isI.stedüpoit by the apetIan(. 

(lv) 	 hue state witnesses Were UXH ill 

iHfiv

I d uIrIi1f; tins hearing frouii 15.9.99 to 
18.9.99 whIle (lie eluhllily was hetI ex_.puu rhe. 	a ppeila nt was himself responsihie 
tar not 	(ciucli rug . (lie enquiry. 	1(11cc, i 	ii not 1w saId I lint ,he svas °  uiid given 
uppoit ci nit 	(a ilekiul ii k 4:..  um lici, iic d ki uiu( req Itest. hir rcctlIiitg lhosc  
wHhp(sscs ha cross 	i 	thou rum hic n(kniilccI liemnpihy oil Niisepicii( dales. 
I fence, there is no grocuul(l to 1rea (!iose  itncsscs as itivahid. 

(v) 	 the SW-I deposed regard ing ,non-subnijssioui of JR from his persona I 
knowledge. Even Ii he htight not have recollected Hid iiumbers córr;ectly, the fact of 
non-receipt of St)UW I ts froiii (lie appellant was (s1ahiisiied. 'I'he appellant also (11(1 
not iurnkli any proof of su hstdsslo,i of ny of 1lw,I Rs lioni his side to. dispiove (lie 
statement of SW-4 atid lie su h.s( a utth s'e c iarge against lii in. 

(si) 

 

it is correct that the I nq (Iffy A titho rity held thiit the chin uge under 
Article-f was nut proved. lInt the l.)isd1Iinari' Authority disagreed with this finding 
of (lie 1.0. and 7 ecord ed his ovn findings wit Ii reason for disagreement. 'Fiiis is 
permitted under Rule IS of ((S (( ( A) Rules, 1965. iherefore, 1)1'S; Kohinia - the 
I )lsclpilnary Authiorily was well wif bin his io'er  to disagree with the findings of the 
[0. in respect of charges tinder Article-I. 

(vii) 	Regardi iig (lie effect of (lie pci nishinient retrospectively, ilic controlling 
authority 1uitiniuttcci that it was an hind vertent mistake.: it would be eFfective either 
from (lie date of issue of order or prospcc(iveh 

0 '1. 

0 

0 



	

f I I 

go,
F 	I 

(L  
' 	 I  

Oti a 	iefiJ coirskJc,I(j(,fl of the whole case I fh , nf (h . t the charges 
against the official are (1iiHi gra v. Jnsiiecfion of oflkes umci• hk control is the 
f)iiIiiIIry and liii port nut dot Y (11, 11 5116-i )IVISI(Jiu1Il 1 USf)CC(c)r. i1unil3 lorport hIlt is his j duly to promptly subunit all 

the Insidlo,i kepuris Ip his Superiors. in the entire 
enquIry1 the charged official has not brought any evklencê to prove that lie had fully 
(liSharged iris dulivs Of preparathin and subinissioij of Juspectlim Reports listed In 
the Charges. He IS trying to rely only oiioiie premise that if he had not suhapiltted his IRs by V(JLIItI riot have heeui given I u( her TA :'.dvancc. I ath S1,11. 1frised that a 
responsible oflker of the rank of a SuJ-Divkioriai luspcdor should take recourse to 
511ch flimsy excuse in suupmt of bi thIsC. I lad lie really sulmiitted the inspectkiii 
Reports, there is 11(1 EC8SOI1 why they Would not be nvliable lii the Plvisio,ia10 fllce. 
SintiJa rly, office copies arid the forwarding , letters. reinthig thereto would he 
available in (he SD i's of Ike also. The J);Isc?phfuinry Ai( huil(y An ifs (ICckliflr, 
especially pa ra-7, .suI)-parBS has dealt wit Ii tiR flSf)ectln detail. 

6. 	 In my view the citargd official (icser'e.sa muUi harshuci -. puidsitnient 
of removal from service. I Iowev-, 1 take a veralI rathc liberal view of the cae 
a rul (ITat the punlsh,u,e,it Iilread gIven to tIi official C5 nçlequate witli a view to 

11 	
giving bun a chance tu innipro eç7as be has got . 	inniv years of service lefi. The 
a Pl)eal of the official is, thiereFo,'e, hereby refr.c(ed. 	. 	. 

0 

0 

(VJJAVtflI'J'AJ,E) 
Chief P(istfllaster General, 
N. V. Ciu:de, Shihlrpti1!-793 (JO I 

Copy to: 	 . 

- 
I. 	Tue I)Iretor Pos(J Servies, Nagafauu! D!vfskiu; 1uhInia-797 001. 

• 	2. 	 SIll - i S. Ii. I hi 	ullia, ( 'ouliplaluif I npeu(or (VostaIj 4 hiougli the 
I )irecb,r Post il Sen - vices, NaglnlalnI I)ivislon, Kohinna 

VI.JAVM  

i: 	. 
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- 	 Tho ogular hooring in tho i:ibovo montino 

I 	 co will bo ho1 

W

. o. f, i 9 99 t Z' 9 pp 	at 1100 hr8. 

-. 

	

	111y. in the office of the DiP.S.,Im1)hOl. Tho fir8t1 oy 

is f1ciL for brinç&ng the lin)todl dodumonts en.rocorta.Ofl 

it •• 	
2nd,3r4 and 4th drr ovi1onCo on boWlf of tho DinCipliflOry 

3 	
?uthority sholl be oçdUCodThfl mn 5th d 	OVIQnCO on 
bohoif of the hO& ffici1 sh1l, o 0cIdUcod oftor ho 

ibnita his 	jtton atstomont t?f 1ofotici.' 

SumTflOflSOR forç proUCti0fl .dtflOS563 duly jignofi 

by io oro being ontt the 	 for affecting iiOryico jrf 

the mnnor ho rny like t, O. SurrtmOnao for ofot1a withaw 

on who cro conaidoroci olovnt to thó 0fcflco of the 

chargo& official. 

( 
Sunif Dn 

Inciiiy.0ffic0rI 
- 

C 	Dy. Sup3t.Of PDat Officoae 	'  
th9-DPS t A gtdn-l 90Ol 

• U 	 0 

To 

The DiroCto1 rri;t1 orv1.cd,Inip'i 10x inEmb- 

 
•; 	

to 	Ho ia roquol3tOd to r .oliovo Lho pronntifl 
4fficor orId the witnoaOA for tt on1ing tho inttiry. 

-•.'. / Th t)iroc6r Ptol sdrvie ,rbhimo for nbe 

Ho Ia roquoatOd
OF  
 to roliovo ht 8.B.HozorIkO,IPO 

• 	. ., 	
(po,bhjuth, tho ohrçjtA tfficial fr 0t±on1iflg tho 
enquiry. 	 S  •' 	• 	S  

:•.' 	 3. sri 	
nd P.O. fcr Infor- 

 
• 	mntion and to 	tond tho:oflquiY. ,Ua will plaoao. 

I •' 	 • 	
• 	fthi herewith 	 3UOd tO the poaoCUtifl 

witnosso!i and arrango to bor7b on then in tho 
monnor h mar likoa. 

Sri S,B,1 	 tbo 	s,1him and 

; 	% ç 1 	 ch3rgod ffICi1 for jnftntiOfl (tfld ttofl1iflg 

the onquirY. 

- 	 0/C• 

T 6. Spore. 

5 	 0 

- - 	 5-  -- 
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DATED 22.10.99 

Proceic:tings arc taken up at 1100 POUS in my 	. ... 

chnibor in the off:Lca of the J:PS,A,cjartala in thd prascrio 

of tli a PC an 1 th o CO. 

2 	Today' s date is fixed for bearing. defonc ,evilönca 

after the submission of writ ten statuent of dofanco by 
thoCO, 	 . 

The CO submitt1 his defence, statement dated 
22, 10.99 arid prayed for production of monthly tour T,A, 
advance fib for the period from July'97 to March t  90 of 

.;SDIPOs Ukrol maintainod by the DPS implizi l. In support.. of 
his prayer he states that the file will cnli.cjht the mate-
rial fact as tr the submission/non submission of IR in-
questions as the office usci to raieaco/snctiOfl of T.A. 
advance only on submission of IRs. I find that the plead-
ing hs got cd'rtain force thd the file may reflect the 
actual position. I thcreforc,decide to call, the file. , 

. 	Further he prayed to pduce hr:L N. C.Hril.der e  

JJSPOS e Imphal as defence witness to' clarify the circura-

stance uni,lcr which exhibit exi37 t:o 'exs-'71 were received. 
I find that the wi tnoss props soq 'to b0 öxinined as defence 

witness 1 likely t enlijht coftain ma : crini fncand will 

'ha sumrnoncl in iuo coursee 	 . 

5 	Th 	• while 	ked, daiiLrc S not to oxnina 111 -Asaif 
as ]ofcince wi. tecos. 	. 

6, 	Sincd the P0,( Sb ri N, C!-La1 der; D5PO,Imph al is' 
proV) ed tn 1)0 cyram:inc:i as dofo ch wtt:io'ss, the .0:1. sclpl.n arT 

'autho ri. ty I Ion' hi a .DP:3 Koliitti a 	( ki. n(.Ii.y oppO i. n t: aI)0 Ui or 

Presenting Officer either f r th d9j. sdepositiOn of the' 

said 'Slid. N. C.I-lalder Jr fbr thr, ntirc period of rcst 

pracdodings. 	 . 

• 	Do t:Ii thu PU m 	LI  

ho avail able to nLI:enJ the /rscco:iings Iurinç • he mnLh of 

Nov'99 and D ec t 99 as they Lil b0 badly engacjcL with 
lnspcctio ii w rks, The pa sit.:Lon mine also srüic. As such 
the date of next hearing will be communicated ,  later On 

onCIC) ra's1' to the 

the CO 	,i,cI tL 	(.I1:'cipiun):y attiiatI ty. 
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r 
• 	. 	 . 	 . Dated,10-5-2000. 	. 

.11 

I 	 Proceédiiig arc token i.ip at 1100 Iiou in m y  chamber 
• ' 	r' 	 Fn the office of the DPS,Agart.a)a in t:he presence 'f the 1 1 0 

/ 
(Shri Narayari Das the adhoc P.0) and the CO, 

Todays date is fixed for production qr additional 
çloctinient;s and ixnpiiiii,tInn of defence witness. The PO,Shri 
Naroyan Das who is appointed as P0 for the .period of deposition 
of Shii N.C.11atder,Lhe regular P0 as defdnce witness states that 
he did not recejve the add itiorial documents that req uisitioeed 
by me from the disciplinary authority or from thë custodian.iie 
further states that he did not receive any communication on this 
score fromthe custodinn I have also ciot 	i receved the document 

• 	 '. 	. 	despite repeated reminder. Therefore, the inference can be drawn 
i by all concerned. 

Shri N.C.Ilalde,r,the defence witnes did not turn up. 
le aliso did not communicate his inability to attend l.odns 
hearing. The (30 ,iI.soIimnhie to sa9 time reason of non nttendermc 
of the defence witness. Shri N.C.liqider Iii his IcUern !NO.Nil 	I 

• 1Ld.28.2.00 addressed to DPS,Ng.land rind COPY to me expressed 
his ' umiwilli ngne.ss. The CO did mot: . pm-cad f1pr further summoning of 
Shri N.C.11ohjer as defence wil.mmes. Theretor, no further dote is 
fixed for recording. the evidence of t.hc said Sdmri ilalder. 

The CO . 	t.lm 	oIiuwirmgpi.mrticmmlamised documents 
from his cusl.od v 	defence 'v/ lmce amid they have been bromm ht 
nto mer1 (lilly F(IIjI( rig (IS imoteil 	mmmmil. eIu,'1i. 

I'iioI.oc)py of :- 	
0 

a) Dte. ci rcu tar No.28-162/62 Q. it•-1. 	 Exd- 1. 
dud. 5.8.65 fd . 	 , 

h) 	No.RuIe •l4/S.i liazariko. ' 	 Exd-2. 
dLi. II /2/2QQth issued liv 
l..tt.' 	r: 	lti,mmy/li)l'i)ilIltIimil/)/. 	' 
ut_it. 	4,I.t)t 	iflS((it(l 	fiumim 	'i)1iii 	.f 41.111' 

1)1 1 S,IN1F'IIA1.  
(i) 	telLer No. Dry/Sl)ll)sUkhiiml/97  

ultd. 16.:u98 jsued fidm  01>5,1 nmphnl. 	' 	 S  

E) Memo No,Diary/SDJ POd-lJk}mrul/92 	, 	' 	Exd-5. 
• 	 dtd.25.9.92 issued by DPS,humpliai. 	. 

The CO (leSires to Subli4L (m1gIiIml(mlt om:mli1y.)imiCc the 
Jr'%iiI/ur P0 (lid 	icjt. turn (ml), it. is itt, Coimie into liLiIl. whether 
he also (lesim'CS to suhiui1 arguiiienLl • orniIy. ilmerefome, t.hcPO 
is di mecteci to comminmu nICUL e his 'iew within 25th instant foTh 
taking decision on fixatklln of date of. argument. 	. 

The case Is rldjourmmed to a date to be communicated 
limier o. 

'7 	 Copies of this order sheet are endorsed to the P0 
arid (adhoc P0), The CO and the discic1inary authorit •'. 

	

f 	. 
PRESEN)3TN onicnii 	CO. 	 IN U flY. 0 FiClR 
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