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Coi'teri2t petition N;  

.1plecation No  

am of t he 	pa nt (s) 

of the 

idocate for the APO 1 ecant:-M 

Ad&cate for the espondat:- 

Noltes c3f the k(egistry j date 	 Cider of the Tribunal 
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19. 12. 200b 	Heard Mr. A. Deb Roy, learned 

Sr. C.G.S.C. for the Respondents. 

nsapp1caton 	 The application is admitted, 

orni 

 

bOt not jv, ti 	 call for the records. Issue nbtice 
-4flSf4 	 to the respondents. 

iled / * 	 List on 13.2.2004 for orders. 
or 
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1 	 Member (A) 
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8.3.2004 	Four weeks time is granted to 
the respondents to file written sta 

tement as prayed by Mr.A.Deb Roy, 

learned Sr.C.o.S.C. for the respc-

dents. 
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I 	List the case on 7.4.2004 for 

order. 
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Member (A) 
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cn the prayer made by Hr.A.Deb Ro 

learned Sr.C.G.S.C.. four weeks time 
is allod to the respondents to file 

titten statement. 
List on 21.5.2004. 

tCV< L 
Member (Al 

List on 10.6.2004 for filing 

written Staternéflt. 	- 

Member (A) 

Lj§k the case for hearing 
on 22.7.04. 

Member(A) 

7.4.2004 

26.7.2004 	 Heard Mr A. Deb Roy, learned 

t 
	 Sr. 	C.G.S.C. 	Hearing 	concluded. 

Orders passed separaely. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIvE. TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHTI BENCH 

l:;i 244 of 2003 

DATE OF DECISION 26.7.2004 

Shri Dobal Majumder 
• 	. • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .A.PPLICANT(S) 

In absentia 
FOR THE 

- 	APPL ICANT ( s). 

H 	 VERSUS- 

The Union of India and others 
• • •ftftft • 	 ftftfttft ö •OtSfts 	• • 	 • • . b *.ee .. .RESPONDEN'r(s) 1.1 

Mr A. Deb Roy, Sr. C.G.S.C. 
FOR THE 

S 	 RESPONDENT( s). 

EiE: HON'BLJE MR. K.V.PRAHLADAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

dE.HONtBLE 

Whether Reporte±'s of'lbcal papers may be aJ.lbwed to see the 
ju.dgmeht ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordsh.ips wish to see the fair copy of the 
Judgment 7 

Whether the judgment is to be circulatcd to the other Benches 7 

Judgment delivered by Hon'ble Miber (A) 



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATI-BENCH 

Original Application No.244 of 2003 

Date of decision: This the 26th day of July 2004 

The Hon'ble Shrj K.V. Prahiadan, Administrative Member 

Shri Dobal Majumder 
S/o Late N.K. Majumder 
Asstt. Superintendent of Post Offices, HQ, 

O/o the Director Postal Services, 
Agartala. 

Applicant 
In absentia. 

-. versus'- 

Union of India, represented by the 
Secretary to the Ministry of Communication. 
The Member, Personnel, 
O/o the Director General, 
Department ofPoâts, 
New Delhi. 
The Chief Postmaster GwnweL, 
N.E. Circle, Shillong. 
The Director Postal Services, 
Arunachal Pradesh Division, 
Itanagar. 	 Respondents 

By Advocate Mr A. Deb Roy, Sr. C.G.S.C. 

0 R D E R (ORAL) 

K.V. PRAHLADAN, -ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

This application has been filed by the applicant 

challenging theorders of therespondents dated 6.8.2002 LW  

and 29.1.2003 rc4u-c4-H his increment for one.  year and then 

reducing the punishment to that of withholding the 

increment for six months without cumulative effect. The 

applicant has sent a representation to the Member 

(Personel), Department of Posts vide letter dated 7.2.2003. 

2. Since the applicant is retiring in January 2005 The 

Member (Personnel is hereby directed to give a reply to the 
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representation filed by the applicant that is fair, just 

and equitable. 

3. 	With the above, direction the O.A. stands disposed 

of. No order as to costs. 	. 

( K. V. PRAHLADAN 
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

n km 
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IN THEt CENT 	 TRATI . TRI BUN ?L 

An application under Section 19 of Admihistrative 
Triburil Act, 1985. 

	

Title of the co 	 OA N. 	 of 2003 

Sri Dobal Majumdcr 

 -vS - 

Union of India 	ind 	Otbars  

I N D E X 

Sl.No. Particulars of docunionts PaçJO No, 

11 Application 1 to 9 

2. Verification 9 

3. Annoxuro - A 10 to 11 
N1no,re 	B 12 

51  Annexuro - C 13 
6. Anno,ro 	-.D 14 to 15 
70  Annwmra - E 16 to 18 

 Annoxuro •- F 19 to 22 

 Annexurc 23 to 24 
 Annoxuro - H 25 to 27 

119 AnnoxUro - I 28 

12. Annoxuro - J 29 

13. Annexuro - K 30 

14, Annoxuro 	K - 1 31 

Office use inTribun1 Officej .Fr   
4 Dto of filing i 

Registration No,s 

RELSTRAR 



CENTRPL ADMI NI STR?TIVE TPI BUNN 

G3WHATI BENC H 
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O.. Ne, 0 .....9....../ 03 

SYNOPSIS/LIST OF DATE 

27-6-99 - The appliCant informed the DPS ItanncJar that 

vornight cash at RJ. Mission PC was being kept in 

the stool almirab for want of abodod iron chest, which 

was risky, vide inspection Report No. IR/R.K. Mission! 

99 dated 27-6-99. 

29-5-00'- 	The applicant informed DPS Itanagar that overnight 

cash at R,K. Missfl PC was being kept in the stool 

almirah for want of cbed0c1 iron chest which was risky. 

Further that there was no Mono of Distribution of rks 

d also that there was at  plico out post in the Iital 

(where PU is also Iousod) and if one iron chest is 

embodod there, overnight cash can be kept there, and 

for that the DPS was requested to take up the matter 

with the police autrity. vido InspectiOn Report No. 

MissiOrV2000 dated 29-500 

187-00'- The DPS ItanacJzir asked to explain why the iron cafe 

and its custody had not been ck)nc at R.K. Mission SZ), 

vide letter l. F_2/MisC/DiSca50/L.0 Sinçjh dated 

18-7- 00. 

29-0 	The applicant submitted to the DPS Itaflaçjar that 

tbp, matter was pøintd out by different officers in dif f-

erent IRs and that quotations for the purpose was also 

submitted but no action on it was taken by the divisional 

office, vide letter No. A21R.K. MjssiOfl dated 2-9-00. 

23-1-02- The DPS Itanagar issued charge shoot under Rulo-16 

of CCS(ccA) Rules!65 vide Mailo. No, F_2/Misc/DiSCa50/ 

L.C. Sincjh dated 23-1-02 

4-2-02- The applicant requested the DPS Itanacjar for granting 

oxteflsiOfl of time and to allow excraiflatiofl of documents 

for preparatiofl of his dcfeflCo vide letter dated 4-2-02 



4. 

6-3-02- The DPS Itanaçjar denied oxninotion of documents 

viclo his letter No. P-2/Misc/isc-Caso/L.C. Singh doted 

63.- 02. 

26-3-02- The zplicant submitted defence stataent and 

dondod enquiry under GDI Instruction (i) below. Rule- 

16 against the charge sheet No. F-2/Misc/isc-Caso/L,C. 

Singh doted 23-1-02 

6-8-02- 	The DPS Itonacjar awarded the pdnishmont of stoppage 

of one increment vide Memo No. P-2/Misc/Disc-Cosc,'t,C. 

Sincjh dated 6-8-02 

10-9-02- The applicant submitted appeal to C'MG N.E. Circle 

billng against the punishment order of the DPS 
I tonocjor. 

29-103- The CPMG N.E. Circle, Shillonçj upheld the punishont 

order reducing to some extent vido Order No, STAFF/109-.27/ 

2002 dated 29-1-03. 

7.-2-03- The applicant submithod potion to the Member (P) 0/0 

the D.O. Posts Now Delhi, through the Appellate Authority 

with advance copy to the fuacr. 

17-3-03- The applicant issued remiixlor to the Appellate Authority 

with the request to intimate disposal of the petition. 

7-5-03- The applicant issued reminder to the Appellate Authority 

with the request to intimate disposal of the petition or 

to grant permission to file a case in Non'ble CAT, 

6-6-03- The applicant issued reminder to kkbz the Appottato 

Authority with the roquest to intimate disposal of the 

petition or to grant permission to file a case in the Ibn'blo 

CAT. 

~0 



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE T.FZEBUNAL 
QJ W?kJATI BENQi 

ji pliction U/S 19 of AT Act 1985 

O.2. NO. /03 

 

Sri Dcbt1 Majumdcr, 

Sb, Late N.K.Majurndor, 
Asst, Supdt.of Post Offices, HQ, 

0/0 the Director Postal Services,, 

Jztta10- 799001. 

 

Ppplicant 

10  Union of. Ifldia 
Roprosentod by the Socrotazy, 
to the Ministry of Crimuniction. 

2, The Member Personnel, 
0/0 the Director Goner&.. 
Dcpzrthent of Posts,India 
Now Dolb±, 

3 The Chief Postmaster G3ncrl, 
N.E. Circle, Shillong. 

4 : The Director PostL Services, 
Azunchl Pradosh Division, 
Itn€içjar. 

.....s 	spondont 

P2ICULARS OF THE APPLICION 

Particulars of the Orders against uhich 
this application is made. 

This application is mc against the punish-

ment Order issued by the respondent No.4 nd uphold 

partially by the respondent Ib.3. 

Limitatin 

The application is filed withth the lit 

tio period proscribed under Section 20 of limitatien act. 

centd.. 
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3. Jurisdiction 

This Hon'blc Tribunal has got jurisdiction 

in this matter. 

4, Facts 

4.10 	The plic ant served as ASP Central Sub-Dn 

Itanagar since 28-8-97 to 12-4-01. Thereafter his 

bead quarter was shifted to Pasiat oro be served 

upto 19.8.02. Then ho was transferred and posted in 

the present post. 

4, 2a 	The DPS Itanacjar disliked no out of personal 

grudge and harassed me in many ways €using his official 

por. vkiilc I was serving as ASP crntral Sub-Dn.,Pasi-

ghat, be tharçp sheeted no vido his Memo No.F-2/I4isc/ 

DiscCaso/. c.Singh dated 23.1.02. 

(Copy enclosed as AnzeX -A ) 

4.3, 	Itr preparation of my do fence statement 4 

wanted extension of tiie to excinine some documents lying 

with S-ub--Divisional Inspector Wt Sub-.Dll. Itan 

The documents went tohis possession aftor bifurcation 

of Sub-Divisione 

( copy enclosed as nn ox-.B ) 

44; 	The tS Itanajar did not allow me to oxzfñino 

those documents -vido his letter ND. F-.2/Misc/DisC-CasO/ 

L.c.Sin dated 6.3.02. 

( copy enclosed as nnOx- d 

4.50 	I submitted my do fence statement dated 

26.3.02 refuting the charge with logical rrangomdfltss 

domndiflg onquixy as per pro visions of the CCS(CCA) 

Rulos 65. 	 -. 

(Copy enclsod as Ann (ZX -'fl') 

o ntd... 
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4,6. 	The DPS/Itanacjar did not agree for enquiry of 

the caso,hut awarded the punishment of stoppage of one 

increment vido Memo No. F-2/Misc/osc-Caso/t3. C,Sinç 

dated 68-02 without refuting the arguments raised by 

mo,but discussing extraneous points not included in the 

charge sheet. 

(Copy enclosed as Annex.-' B') 

4.7. 	I zpealcd to the respondent No. 3it punish-. 

mont order on 10. 9.02 with parewise comments on the puni-. 
shment order (annox-'E') and pzt)duccd reasonable arguments. 

(Copy enclosed as Annex-' F') 

4,8. The oppellate itl' ri ty did not consider the 

arguments pxoduccd in the a4s.but passed order No. 

STAFF/109-27/2002 dt, 29.2. 03,upho].ding the punishment 

but reducing to s9nic extent. 

(py enclosed as Annex-.' C') 

4.9. 	I submitted petition to the respondent No.2 

on 7.2.03 against the cpellate decision throu the 

qppo1lai.o authority with advance copy to respondent 

No.2. 

(py enclosed as Annex-'il') 

4.10. 	As the petition was not decided within reason- 

able period, I issued reminders for speedy disposal,but 

there was no rcsponsohc last reminder was issued on 

6,6, Q3. 

(Copy onclo sod as Anno' I') 

4,11. 	As the petition was not decided within tho 

reasonable period, it stands disposed of. 

4.129 	In the ch argo shoot it was alleged th at there 

was a loss case 01 R.K.MissiOfl P.O. But viion it was lost, 
how it was iost,at zraount was lost,how I was involved, 
those vital points wore wanting. So the charge shoot was 

incomplete and dofoctivo.One can' t be punished on incomplete 

an?aulty charge shoot. 

cbntd.. 



4.139 	By denying oxnination of docuonts for propa.  

ration of defence under G11 (2) below kilo 16 of C. c,S, 

(CCA) Rulos,65, the disciplinary authority denied reason.-

able opportunity and thereby denied the principle of natu.-

ral justice. 

4.14. 	I wanted enquiry of the case in terms of (01 

instruction (1) below Rule 16 of C(A) Rulos,65. But 

the DPS did nt agree. To reveal the truth it was noco.- 

iry, But the enquiry is mandatory,if the punishment 

affects adversely the pension. In Acasc, the punishment 

order is affecting my superannuation pension. 

4.15. 	The charge was that I did not inform the eutho..- 

rity that the system of joint custody was not being fol-. 

lowod at R.K.Mission P.O, But it is not true. In para 56 

and in pare 13. 1. of my inspection report of 1999 and 
2000 respectively, I mentioned that overnight cash was 

being kept in stool almirab for want of ombedod iron chest 

wbith was risky. Stool. &xiir is not provided with cbuble 

locking arrangement. So the procedure for joint custody can-

be followed, 

( Copy enclsod as nnox-J) 

4.16. 	The DPS ispoctc4 R.K,Mission P.O. in 1998 and 

also paid several subsequent visits. So he was quito aware 

of the fact of not following the procedure of joint custo-. 

dy. So it was not necessary to inttC him again. But 
oven thofl I intimated the fact through my two IRs, 

4.17, 	R.K,Mission is a single hnndod P.O. Joint custody 

can be adopted when the P.O. is at least double handed. 

Due to pressure of werk one Postal Assistant was attached 

to the P.O. purely teraporeryl.y end for that no proposal 
for diversion of post was submitted to the competent autho.-

rity and also no memo of Distribution of kork was prepa.-

red and supplied by the DPS. In the Mao of Distribution 

o f uorkthe share of each PA and SPM is ello ted and men-

tion is made vAio will sign the daily account in addition 

to the signature of the SPM and keep the second key of 

the office iron chest overnight. In the instant cso,this 

was not c1no as it was a single handed office. 

Qntcl... 
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4.18. 	The office cash,stap insured letters md 

other voluthlcs are kept in the iron chest securcdfly 
crabodcd in the strong room as per provision in Rule 
120 of P&T Man,Vo11 VIII. In the instant case that was 
not dno though it was pointed out in several IRs. 

Even in case of Single Handed P.O. the office iron 

chost is required to be enbedod for safety. The cPM 

submitted three quotations to DPS Office but the later 

neither accepted one nor called for fresh quotations. 

In this regard, I submitted a report vido letter No. 

2/R.R.Missin dated 2.9.00 0  

as Aflnex-i() 

4.19. 	The Disciplinary Authority did not refute 

the arguments produced by me, but awarded punishment 

by discussing extranus points not related to dzirgo 

shoe t. 

4,20. 	The Disciplinary Authority co to the 

conclusion on the points that I did not discuss tl 

insecurod condition of the office to the than DPS.BUt 

it is hypothocated Then DPS also did not say this. My 

office was at separate place,but whenever I visited his 

office, I discussed various items related to different 

POs. In course of discussion, I requested him to ziccopt 

one of the quotations submitted to his office, 11oroover, 

discussion was not Pcossary as he should have taken 

action on receipt of my two IRs and report dated 2.9.00. 

4.21, 	The Disciplinary Autherity further discussed 

that my IR of 1999 was reviewed by DY 	d as Such 

the DPS was not aware. But the fact was also recorded 

in my IR of 2000 viiich was reviewed by the DPS. Even 

it does not matter if the IR of 1999 was reviewed by 

DY. He was also authorisod to review the IRs. I 

pointed out the fact of the P.O. not having ombodod 

iron chest, but the DPS took no action on it. She fur-

ther argued th at it was çpt done subsequently by ariD-

thor Xnspoctor but how it was not mcntined .This is 

extraneous paint. I have no financial por oven of a 

contd. 
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single rupee. The cerk of embedding iron chest invols 
cost of a few thousands rupees which is to be approved 

and sanctioned by the DPS. At along the embedding of 
iron chest costed Rs, 3000/- and that was approved and 
sanctioned by the DPS. 

4.22, 	The Disciplinary Authority further discussea 

that I acl'nittod the fact of no joint custodian and that 

I was aware of irregular keeping of cash singly by the 

SPM and that I was not içporant  of the past cases of 
Sri L.C,Singh. But the fact is that I reflected in My 

IRs that the system of joint custody was not there which 

was also noticed by the DPS during the time of his ins.. 

poction and visits to the P.O. The past Cases of Sri L,C. 

Sinçjh was not known to no as I did not find him earlier 

and found him for a very short period at R.K.Mission. 

However, I made only one inspection during his timo,but 

there was no shortage of cash that time and nothing 

acive rso czmao to ii çft 

4.23. 	The Disciplinary Authority further discussed 

that I was knowing about the defective locking system 

of iron chest which made joint custody irrelevant and 

did not take up the matter with the DPS for replacement 

of the defective piece. But it Is a builc:1. ir.:qj up story. 

The P.O. was having iron chost with no body lock.but was 
of 

having pxovisin of twe outside locks. This type,iron 

chest is in use in each P.C. including big offices. 

4.24, 	For safety and security, the overnight cash 

is kept in abodod iron chost,but it is not cent percent 

secured. Cash at along and Riñgworo stolen though the 
chost.s wore embeded in storng room and were in joint 

custody. Also cash at Baridordewo single handed P.C.was 

stolen from embodod iton chcstØ with twe locks. Those 

incidents were dring the time of then DPS. Also there 

are other instances of theft cases, 	 - 

cntd. . . U 
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4,25. 	The appall ate authority did not decide the 

appeal impartially and judiciously. He over looked the 

arguments raised by mc, The charge was that I CUd not 

infoin. the DPS that the system of joint dustody was not 

followod. But I refuted the charge with docuniontay 

evidence. So the Disciplinary Authority awarded punisb 

mont by discussing a point not related to charge and also 

not within ray competency, The Appellate Authority over 

lokcd this. He hold that keeping cash of R.K,Mission P0' 
not in joint custody was a managerial failure and I was 

the first official of the heirarchy to detect and roct'ify 

the misto, But in my IR, I clearly pointed out the 

matter. Even the Authority was quite apprised of the 

fact at the time of his inspection and visits to the P0! 

The Pppollatc authority further held that laxity in the 

general management pennitted a culture of casualness and 

indifference to prevail. But the fact is otherwise. The 
point of insecurity was hiqi licJted several times by my 

predecessors and rnysclfbut the Authority competent to 

t&co action was quite indifferent. Fbr his help, quotations 

wore collected and sulnitted to him for his cpproval,but 

he was apathetic. TbouJi security is to be pzovidod at 

all timos,but the question of joint custody arises if 

the P.O. is at least double handed. All these points 

were over looked by the Appellate Authority. W at aiount 

was los,how it was lost and when it was lost it was not 

mentioned. I may not be held responsible for loss if any 

as like as my predecessors oven if there had been any 

laxity on my part. But th ore was no lapse on my p art. The 

DPS is the competent ciutho ri ty to call fo r tender/quo t 

tions and accept and having financial power to sanction. 

I have no financial power of oven a single rupee. The 

pcll ate Authority over looked this. 

GROUNDS 

5. 1 	r that the respondent acted illegally and 

arbitrarily in non-consideration of the CUso of the 

applicant. 

ntd. 
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5.2. 	Fo r that the respondent denied roanablo 

oportunity by roñiing to exine defence docuiionts 

in the custody of successor. 

5.34 	For th tt the respondent did not agree to 
enquiry of the case as per I Instruction (1) below 

Rule 16 of C.C.. (CCA) Rulos/65 to reveal the truth 

5• 4• 	For that no responsibility was fixed upon 
the Authority competent and having financiaa por to 

rk o rtler but failed to do so, 

5.5. 	For that the Disciplinary Authority and the 

ppollato .ithority aardod and uphold punishment 

arbitrarily. 

5.61 	For that the applicant echaustod all the 

channels to get justice. 

Matters not previously filed nor pending 

7. DETAILS_OFREMDIES_EXHJJSTED 

1. 	Appeal was submitted to the Appellate iitho.' 

rity in clue time. 

72 	Petition was submitted to the Higher Anthe. 

ri ty th rough the Zppoll ate Authority with advance copy 

to the fomer, 

7.3, 	So rio s o f raindo rs were i s sued. 

7,4. 	The Higher Authority did not dispose of the 

case like similar earlier petitions though reasonable 
period is over. 

R E 

8.10 	To direct the Authority to restore the incro- 

mont stopped. 

8.29 	Any other relief as doomed fi.t by the 

Hon'blc CAT. 

c:i, ntd. 
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9, 	INTEEORDER 

90 1, 	To direct the authority to draw the held 

Up incr:nont right from now. 

10. 	The case m' be decided on its merit. 

I.P.O. No, 76 579359 

Dated 16-90&03 

Payable at G.P.O. Giwahati. 

12. 	ENciOSURE 

As stated above. 

VERI Fl CATION 

I, Sri Debal t jumcir, S/O,Lato N.K. 

Majurndcr, aged 58 years 9 months, resident of Açjartala 

previously employed as . S.P.Contral Sub-Division, 

Pasighat in 1runachal Pradesh,now wzrkincj as A. S.P.HQ 

Q6D. the Director Postal Sorvices,Agartala, do hereby 

verify that the contents in the pplicatiofl are true 

to my personal knowledge derived from the records and 

belief and that I have not suppressed any materials 

facts, 

• 	 daySigned on the •..,......••••••••,••, 

of two thousand three. 

APLI CANT 
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DEPARTM? 0, P061%,IM)IA 
•,, OFPICN OP nix D1RCToR OP PTM EmTXCtSARUNHAI. Pf%Afl14 

1 	 ITMffiOAR a 791 111 

	

F-2 	 C . 
Uo. ,.. .......... 	 Dat*1 at XtIaOar the •...d..(,.... 

Tb. t"1CkL4LT 3hfJ 	 ..,.). . 	•.. • a •• •........ 
is hereby informed that it is ptoposed to take aation egatiwit 
him %IVS2 nil. If of CCS (CCA) RU1*6 6  IJd. A statent off 

the imputationa of miendiat or aiebsheviotr on i4icIt satimi 

is proposed to be taken as mentioned above is ..nàlos.d. 

. 	8hri . . .. . 

• an opportunity to make such r.pre'ssntiion as he may wish to 

make against the piopozisl. 	 . 

U Shri ).. . 	T4' h.i) iii to euiiit 
• his repxentation within 10 ds of the reoeipt of this 

IIftort*i 0  it will be pr.ss.d that he has no r.pr.untetion 

to make and oder will be liable to be passed aginit 

hxi 	 •z pert.. 

• The receipt of this me-raq0qm should be aoknowlsda. 

gsd by chri  

('W.Kas.SIp13i1) • 	
DLr.ator of Postal 5erYJC.* • 	 Aruneohal Ptatiiveh I)ivn 
itanagar . 791 lii 

TO 

Shri
• 
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sIML.PThE ii'W/\J 
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- 	) 	'l 	\ 1 
Ai 'P' 	) i'ti1I ii 1,u)r L' 	SPS _ 	A. i ".. 

Shri D.Mznumder \vork.(i as ihe ,\ssu.SuperiflLe11te1t. ol 

	

,, 	 A ,ri I II I 	I1 ,l 	 I 	 tllss I 

hal 	LJSLJ 	J,'tl. 	 iI4a t 	 •iS.'%lt 	 A I 	 4 11Ii 	 i I. 	£tII1 

period R . K. M iSSOIi 
So was u ndcr his jurisdiction . The I ieadquartcr of Sun 

ft Majumdcr was at Itanagar and the distance between R.K.Mission So and 

I,.,. 	sIG..' 	•j1555.q%rSfltt 	 1/,s1'%I'' 	
.,.,..n , ,.,s ,natatl 	*, raflItlE 	 ,*C. L 

I I I.) 
	iJ 	$ 

	

$ II 	t.I4 L/ 	I 	(4Lt4t Lih4. 	11 1 	 iii 4 1 

1) Maunukr did not ensure th; t. I he ron sale nl the ollice was kepT ndcr 

touìt custody as there was .anotiier PA working along with the SPM. ft he 

IICs'I I .4 iS (St *is 	is .45rsr.' 	l I. is . • 4w . 	rn fist1. . 	L.,s I n.. 	4' 	L ,s.rs 

	

%..i 1PI II ISiS.4 I $1.) '._I L1 	
P' 'u"' 1? Lu 5.. IO1 OL 	. t.) V I tIut?i1%iv %15.JL4it. 	I L14 's 

beii avolde4 .....hus said Slid D.Majumdei has not shown de.otioi to dy 

and violated the provision of Rule 3 1A ii) ofCCS( conduetIesi9
4  

• 	 • 	.• 	 C R.K.B.Siflgh) 

Dircctor Of Postai Scr'iccs 

- AruTiaC.l ial Pradesh Dvn 
JTANi\G'\R. 

I. 

I 

r) 
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O
st 

A 

I 
. 5 	•• 	,.':.,:.,.. 

.5 	.:• • 	. 	• 	. 	• -• 	• 	• 	I. 	. 	•- 	: 
I- 

.4. 
c 	 1 	 . 	.5i( • 	.  
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bd! Director PostL Services 

rocha1 Prdosb Division 
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Sub:- Ruost for extension of time for 

submission of defence stztomont. 

Rof:- your Memo No. P2,4fisc/Dixc_Ccso4.C.5jncjh 

dteci 23-1-02 

For prcpaation of defence sttement I require OXiintj 

f:somo dDcuments which C1LC now Lmn ilabla with SDI (w) after 

ecrçjnisction of sub-divisions. A.s  such, I request you to allow 

to visit Itancjr for oxaintion of thoso documonts,, I*sbi11 
u$mit my defence sttcmont, áoon oftor exuinntjon of those 

.1o.umonts, 

at Psint 

thb 04.- 02-02 

P.0 0~%O% 
1jSU0 4  4gD1  

áI 	)tVt' 

Yours faith fully, 

( D. MATUI"DER 

ASP (c) under suspension 

Psiçjzt 

ii 
I. 

I 
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DARTMENT OF POST 

cc of the Director of Post&. Services Arunicho1 ?rdosh 

ITiNAGR- 791111 

2/Misc/Disc-Ciso/E.i.C. Sinçjh 	•Dt. ot Itançgr the 6.-3-02. 

Kel 
Shri D.Mctzuder 

isPoS (C) 

Pisiçt 

riiissn 	r orinntiOn of docunients. 

f:- your letter no nil dt 4.2.02 

With reference to your above noted letter it is to intizto 

o no documents have boon listed out by you. The production/i 6f 

does not ciriso and ,/)4' the ox,-n, ination.11, of documents is 

t 6eiraittod. 

You tire hereby directed to submit the reprcsontction 
in 10 days of the receipt of this ltror. 

Sal-. 
( R.K.13. Sincjh) 

Director Postz]. Services 

Arunich l P rxiesh Dvn. 

•ItnoçrJi 

oø. 
$tu 01 

htt&b.1I1h 



To 

The Direct,r P.tjd Services, 
Aruncba1 Presh Djvjj., 
Itanagar_ 791 111 	 oil 

i $uP4 

In the matter. of alleged vielatj#af Rule 3 (i) 
(ii) .f CCS C.niuct) Rules, 1964 

Ref:- Your Memo No F2/M1scjsc..Ce/t.0 Singh 

	

dated 	.01-02, 

I*respage to your Memo referred to above I like to stbmit 
my defence as under, 

' 	It is utter surprising what sort of allegation is Imputed I 
What am.unt was lest, when it was lest, hew and whereftsm frsrfl 
it was lost and how and what my involvement is, these v'italpx 
are wanting, As per rule the charge sh.uld be specific and net 
hypthetjca1. This kind of Purfunctirycharge sheet deserves ne 
reply, H.wever I liket 1z *kxit discuss the. following áspéct. 

R,K. Missjeg SO was in my Jurisdictiou and a1. within the 
jurisdiction o f yqui The distance from my office to your off ice' 
was 2 Km. S• from your office to R.K. Migsj.n, the diStance W4M is 
(3-2). 1 KM. While regular

,  bus service is there but you are pt.videi 
with departmtj vehicle. Y.ü ipectej the SO in 1998 though IR 
is n.tz aajlable, You visited.evera1 times subequent1y also. 
S. you were sure that the prsceiure as requIred by joInt cusdj 
was act being f.1l.wed, 

In para 56sf my IR/1999 and para 13.1 of IR/2000 I clearly 
peinted .ut that there is z*x no embeded iron chest and the ever night cash is kept in steel almirah, which iriaky Steel 1inI±4h 
has no double locking arrangement. Was it not Sure that the procedur 
for j.int custodian was net tiknitx being fllwed ? 

5 	In absence of 	 embeded iron chest, it was highly 
risky 'Co keep ever night cash there, The S1 can't eter th 4  from . 
inside of the PC. He has to ±UJcx l.ck the dosr from out side, 
Merely se lock on the d..r is net reliable, it can be broken and 
the chest can be lifted easily. If it is embeded pr'perly, itig 

very •ifficuit to ureot. 

6, 	Hw can y.0 say that the loss could have been avoided if the 	.. 
chest was under j.int custody ? The cash a.t Along and Roing 

were under j.i*t custsdy. Then h.w could it b list ? There are 
ether istanceg also. JoInt custdy is not cent percent secured, 



cj7 	
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7• 	With.ut embeded iron chest there should not be joint cust.ja. 
Why should he take the risk ? Had it been to there was no nssity 

to embed iron chest s  

8 1 	R.K. Mjssirt Is a single handd SO. The cuestion of j.int 4 arises 

If the P0 is at least double handed. One PA was attached 	purely 
temp.rrily and fr that the necessary action for diversion was net 

taken up.Theres n3j Mem• of Ztx=lk Djstrlbutjon of Work. In the 

memo mention is to be mede a: Daut j.it custodIan. Of course , if the 

P0 is not made double handed , the question f joint custodian does 

nt arise. 

&nbeded iron chest is necessary even if the PC is single handed;' 

n the security p.int of view. There are instances of lifting cash 
b.xes In minuites, In peak hours. 

The P0 is functi.niüg in the.presentjtd*ax building l.ng 
bef.fe my arrival at Arunachal Pradesh. S• it ought to have bee* 
embeded long back. S. previ•us G•vt. servants are also to be blamed. 
I remember that I was asked to fix up re.nsibility and I submitted 
my zepar1 after XXd:NX1 ,  necessary enquiry, but a, long I was at Itanaga'r 
n acti.n upon my report was undertaken. 

Earlier I stated that you are displeased upon me and have severe 
hatered upon me, andfr kiX that you are gojng to harm me, I am 
your eye sore. Si you will be going an charge sheeting me so long 
will be here. This statement prevedtrue. 1 understand you are i 

subduing your personal grudge on the h.neurable minister, up.n:.:. 
ne but thiset the proper way. G.d is there. You tried to fiid fUt: 

scpe but so far did not get a fit case. So new ysu are resorting to 
flimsy ground and punish me by any means.With this motive behiid yau. 
br.ught this àharge sheet. 

12, 	Yiut charge sheet has no .ki base. It is fabricated, m.tiated, 
ridiculous, frivól.us and deserves to be suinari1y dIsmissed. 

therwise I want enquiry of the case as per provisions of CCS (CCA) 
Rules/65. 

(D.f MAJUMDER) 
ASP Central Sub-dn a  

Dated at Pasighat 	 Paslghat.. 791 102 
the 26-03..02 

Sim a AO  1gt$ 	 : ': 
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DEPARThIENT OF POSTS: iNDIA 

"N 	 Office of the Director Postal Services:: Arunachal Pradesh Division 
Itanagar-791111 

tt 1 

F-2/Misc/Disc-CasefLCSingj 	 Date: 6thAiiIst, 02 

Shri D. Majumder who was working as ASP Central Sub Division from Oct/97 to April/01, was charged sheeted vide this office memo of even no. di 23-01-02 under Rule 
16 of CCC (CCA) Rules, 1965. The statement of imputation of misconduct or 
misbehaviour was as follows. 

2 	During his tenure as ASP Central Sub Division, at Itanagar ltK. Mission P0 was under his jurisdiction. The P0 was manned by the 5PM and one PA. Shri Majumder did not ensure that the iron safe for keeping cash of the office was kept under joint custody of the SPM and the PA. Had he performed his duty roperly the loss of Govt money could have been avoided. Thus the said Shri D. Majumder has not shown devotion to duty and violated the provision of Rule 3 (1) (ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

3" Shri D. Majumder submitted his' defence statement agint the above charges vide his letter dated 26-03-02. The following arguments/claims are put forth by him:-  That he was surprised about the imputed allegation, as to the lost amount and 
his invohuent in the loss. 

 That the IlK. Mission P0 was in his jurisdiction, and also under the 
jurisdiction of DPS, the distance of the DO to P0 is only 1 km and that DPS 
is also provided with a vehicle, and that DPS has also visited the oflice several times and was sure that the procedure of joint custodian was not followed.  That in his IR of 1999, at para 56, he had pointed out about the non embedding of the iron chest, and keeping of cash overnight in the steel 
airnireii, whereby the procedure ofjoint custodian was not followed. 

• 	 (iv) That there was risk to keep cash overnight in the non-embedded iron chest, and that the SPM crmot enter his quarter inside the P0. He has to lock the 
• door from outside, and the one lock on the door is not sufficient. 

• 	 (v) DPS cannot say, that the loss could have been avoided if the iron chest was 
embedded, as in the instances of Along& Roing Post Office, where there was 
cent per cent security. 

 That the joint custodian should nottake risk if, the iron chest was not 
embedded, 

 That R.K. Mission was a single handed P0, and the PA was attached on 
temporary basis and necessary action for diversion was not taken up. 
That the MDW was not available, and the memo has not mentioned about 
joint custodian. 
That the embedded chest is necessary even in a single-handed P0. 
That the P0 was Thnctioning in the same building long before he joined, hence 
the iron chest should have been embedded, hepce other previous Govt 

coo 00 
lso ~ 

t)t1G 

600 
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should also be blamed. That be was also asked to fix the 
responsibility, and no action taken on his report. 
That the DPS was displeased with him and threatened to harm him, and took 
this case against him to subdue a personal grudge. 
That the charge sheet has no base, that it is fabricated, motivated and 
ridiculous and that he want enquiry of the case as per provision ofCCS (CCA) 
Rules/65. 

I have gone through the case and observed that the charged official has raised some 
pertinent point, which he himself could have done, but failed to act with promptitude. 

The insecure condition of the Post Office was not discussed by him at any point of 
E 	time with the then DPS. Had he done so, the various aspects of the Post Office problem 

would have come to light and the remedial actions taken. 

• 	 From the records available it is observed that the JR submitted by the ASP in June/99, 
• 	 was reviewed by the then DYSP, which is clear that the then DPS was not aware. Had the 

• 	ASP taken a personal and serious view over the matter, he could have on his own 
obtained the estimate for embedding the iron chest. In fact, the same work was got done 
later by another and junior Inspector at a very small cost. What is clear in this case was 
that the ASP, hñnself has not done his share of work. By blaming the DPS, he has doubly 
failed. The role of ASP, is to assist the DPS. Here as ASP Shri Majumder has assumed 
the role of ajudge forgetting be was the official at fault. 

Further the ASP (CO), himself admitted that there was no system ofjoint custodian. 
The irregular keeping of cash singly by the SPM was very much known to the CO, but 
nowhere he has ever reported the facts to the DPS. The CO perhaps was not ignorant to 
the past cases of Shri L.C. Siugh the SPM hence, should have been watchfM over the 
safe keeping of cash, not in the single custody, 

2 	The CO also knew about the defective locking system of the iron chest, which made 
joint custody irrelevant, yet be has not taken up the matter with the DPS for replacement 
of the defective piece. 

Considering the serious lapses the CO deserves stringent action to be taken against 
him hence pass the following order to meet the ends ofjustice. 

104 	I, Smt M. Jawphniaw DPS, do hereby award the punishment of withholding of next 
increment for a period of one year without cumulative effect. 

wphniaw) 
Director Postal Services 

J1 
To 

g. 
,5w 
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Shri D. Majwndar, ASPOs (C) Pasighat for informatioa 
The Postmaster, Itanagar HO for information and necessazy action. 
The ChiefPMG (mv) N.E. Circle w.r.t CO's case mark Jnv/X/GM.3/2002. 
2003 for information. 
Personal file of Sbri D. Maimder. 

S. 	 Shri  
Punishment Register. 
0/C. 

(L Iawphniaw) 
Director Postal Services 

H 
br 
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The ChiQi Postanstur %Ot))rOl 
N.m. CILc1Q. Shiibn€j. 793 OQj 

-I' ~ -. OVA.0,0 

spocto1 4r. 

u1s-  Appool OçJG.LtIt ZflihtDOflt Ot 
o 

4 .  

With duo rojbct and htnal4c tuftl ualLon I bog to stoto that 

tho DP3 1eóngar h as cbno a groat 1Aju8"4mjd to mo øfli pw%iod 

Zrcthiy. M audi .1 na 3utiaittthcj tho llwin(j appon1 with tho prny 

and hc 	that I Will t JuaticQ froa your ond. 

I 

 

was diarw zbootu4 vido IVS Ztanoçjor Nkmw *3. F6 2ieaJDiao-
Coaat.C. SInO doted 2301.02' which , 16 ariclooc1 ns onmxuro.A 

1 BUbiittOZi my dOonoj atctaont the  26..03..02 ublich is 
0nlo cod WJ anfloxUro...% A 

Tho I)P3 Itanogar b rcibly swerdI puAiUmt vido JIO NOV 

P-2/IUac/ DL5o4oeo/ia.C. SlMh dIItQ4 	i*idi Is orzc1sod as 
nnmxuLv —  C. 

First of all 1 will jiVo parc,c wise commants on the puniahmant 

Dr1or (CZiOXUEO.C) 

Poras 1 t 	--'-*3 a ionts 

Po.rG -------Tho "gmw i ta r0134 by 	 Mr. extrctd to too 

ond no t rofutod by izjical cliasaj91Dip,4 • In fact Itho 0P3 

by poasod those and lokL doww bor aii findings on oxtrwxxuc 

POints 

Poo 4s..—. This is axtreawuo and mt vol otod to dorgo aboote  The 

diezW wus that 1 41d xt inn 'bcut the no n obsorvenca of 

the pgootxluro of j3int eonond tthing fo r cbinj 

y tthg. 



I 	 i4. 	 o) 

This is bypothocotod azl was rt in tho dicrço ahoot. This was 
pOinud out in 11* o:1 OthOr xQotts. 	

1:6 
oe 

- Pca 6—.. 2 su1ttto1 2* in iiuo tftDO wI it 4bas not C)floogfl Do  who 

zuviawua tho U. It is rot monti3nod by'wboQ the I*/2000 was  
zavioisd. vorh4pa LtA was by tho DpS onzl. thororo • thin point 

140 Dvorrulo46 It is also rot t:uc that outtmatin, er abddjn 

izon thoat was not obtøinod. Thxoo guotations vro suIx4ttCd by 

t ho SM i44th I racntionc4 in on&iy ropott, But  tho pa tDOk 

no action on thso. It was not in tho thargo shoot, by khom tho 

wDrk of bkLLng was dono, SO it Is axtrnmouz, I rolood strçj 
arcjumonts in ay dQfQfloO. That cboz not iaoen  tho  colo of judçjc. I 
hva 	--xtxxt tidnzonta1 riUht to dofona. i W&S not at 
fcialt. Th< OP took no action on IRS aid çttotions. Hid ho took 
tb.oiy cation the IDea cDU14 hvo bn oiA, 

Para 	- it Is not true that I did sot report to DPS *  dout no sy* 
of joint aisto4lno in tho S.3s  in pars 56 of 2W99  and parc 1361 
of 1SV2 000 it was clearly b=t 1O00d6Akft GJA cTh-o in e, quon 
rovrts. 2 did rot got L,C. £LIfl br 10z. bon ho was thereo 
there was so caso oçainst hla aid ho was not Of c2oub-tfu], 

irjority. At tho thao O f  inapoction so ahortotja Of cash was ftumd, 

Page O.'u. It *s oxtz'cnooua end build up ery and boo xo/ gulatlon with 

tbo dczjo shoot • The $iron thost ovailoblo was not having 
body lock. Two out aide locks coulo be ontcxl. 

Pare s--. There was no lap*Ø OD WY parte I did my job pzoparlye  I pointid 
Out the risks in my tka IRa, Throo qtctotione wora aezz 
suliuittod by the WX but the OPS Wok no action. 

Pcxa io-... The orr is arbitrary. Tho DPS ft)lbopd tho k1m law of 
tho' blishing Cbmst 

Tho ayroais of t ho ease is as under. 

a) Tho diargo shoot won rrfurory. Won the Isn woe there 
what 	unt warn lost, bøw it woe inn t aid iot is my Lnvolvaaont, 

is vital x in ta era wont i flQ, Tha d txcjo 5h3 uld bo clear aid 
spWtc. If the loss was not  in my tIa, I M not to be 

j10 	of 	 in the ooeo at all. Ono can't be punished on per fury 
Charge shoot. 

-, 



MAW 

Th I75 ifl3pQCt4 the z in 190 and aLso paid .oioral aub.oquont 

;isita. £at ho took iO oCtiD-fl ikoit iLZoQu1C9itY. if any. 

In ay 1/99 old I9/200C I pointo1 out that thoro was no bo(bd 

Lion c)ostGrA tho ovornicht c$ wc4 kapt in atool oliairtho iid 

was risky • Stool almirah hn1 m c1ublo LodciflQ aLrCflQ(JaOflt. so it was 

auro thct tho gy&t*rA of Jflt cuatDdian was not tlIorQ. 

Tho 3Pfl R.X. Mi;bt auLnitc2 tnroo guototiDfl3o but no nctiDU 

was tz)u2(4  by DOithOr 3flC was to ho Op7LOVX1 or fiOh çuotatbz 

t' h 1 vo bo n calloci for. 

a) 	M.K. IU.ILILDU i1 a ain€ilo bars1o1 80. Onr PA won tktt0cD0d ptivoly 

trrilY duo to boovy  zmak praurO ei/ WOJA bt r action for 

rocj4oz 1cip1Oy0flt wc5 	tLkQ as 
it was likQlyto bu withdrawn at 

TtiG. ThIC0 was rø M=D0 , D1A1LrjWtioa of  wDrks which was poLn*od 

it in f4y  pire Li 	19/ 2 and tho P0 was sugU05ted to U72lY the  am* 
ILI 

bui it WgIL 
'-. 	 -- 	 () ".1 

Sri D.D. 2Ort&th PA Tozu ift was kt ottodod with tbc Pj. 

Nission SO , woe dao chargri ahootOL for not boini thQ jOiCt 	dion. 

In his dofonco ho statod that thora was to MCO of DistribUti on of 

WDAL aid tho jn pocttDg/VL$tUmO officers did not toll hlia clOUt t* 

thateBut 
tho DPS in her jcaseion in thhè iisciilincrY Ci8O TOUtiDf101 

tho tnspuCtiflJ DLita313 ore to çp On smo ita$ only wxl it was not 

possibia for thm to point Out all th3 itoaa. On thot plot eho 

punishoa tho fficiol. In ny ooio tj*u(j1 I in* out in tay IRa , 

but hor 3,çic is 41fforoflt. 

SmAxse
The cjuilt.ifi any . was saao who  inspoctod/ viaitod tho 

offico inclu)thcI the DP$ but mno oxapt mo 
was  hold rsi0ns1blOr.  

h) 	It is not cprcnU)at  thint tho loss coflt be in joint c13t3dy. 

Ovur niciht cosh at Aloocj rI 
ftitV  Wro in joint Cubto:1y o  but wo ra 

al$. ThoZO VXO othor inetnna3a also. 

LH000 WG 	?OiTlt out if thO BiFIQtZO Of thO joint custDdian 

WOl 	
ntincj in thu 

Doily ?4CELQte but it wa5 not tao10 tcøibLO. 

ghco $Q. rci.x1 to obj actiOn as it was JC a sinLu bozzAo4 860. 

3qbgo aching joint cutdifl ptDput iotit1 OZEa$Ot * 

L.a. LtDfl b*t is to be abovde b audi actiOn was Un by the 

.LIb$ttOS -. - 
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1' I wand ampixy of Sbo coQ as par  =3  () i410465 to  
vual th* txuth but thu  ups thoucib 1ic1 rot VOWS0 in wzittino wi-th 

goanS but also did not oriur tr th. Pabp aha thoUgbt 

that tha durgo will not gustain if WVAiAW IS icx, 

a 	 ine1.itod agc.inot mo unbr Rulo.14 

zIu 	xM 	vL M 	L. Sw 303 dotod 25.40-02 • OnO cn't ho 

br tho so, 

It W  not çjuotontoad that loss c&t ho in Joint aato4. 

Ovar niçftt cash at A:LwW erd 1b10 1 W090 in  joint custody, but woro 

alo, Thoto arc othar lnstcnccs ol.W. 
'iho gist of t ho co 

j) 	The chorçp shoot was Qfl1UflCZY 

ii) Tho  di$iplJflOt?OUthDtitY  did zot rafuto the orçjuflts raisod 

In the . daftaca OVAMOnte 

LLiJ. Tbo 1isciplinaty authority ovLdod enquiry without ah$WLrIcJ 

ww gQo 

no of t su oiticioia at fault wotO hold roeoflib,ta nor 

4iaCipiI1arY pz0oI3diflU$ IrO tcO aganat th. 

The diac.tpUn.rty ciadvrity dioiascd axtraflt*a points iMd 

WOrO not La tho drgo 3hoot nnd qwat4od p*znishwoflt by breo. 

• That sir* there woro ranny lapses on th a  pag.t of thu or.biniatratiofl, 

and o"roo I tobk my 9D1Q.P0Vfi0ct1Y and pzDporly. but the 	*x 

dnLstratiDfl thsDlVOd itualf ttfld at-hots and pozalisod me by fbroo. 

I • thb rob no. priy % your honour w 3 u4ça the CGfiqA on j idi ciDus 

pLtf viow oat set .eside tha rbitraty or4or of the DPS and 

that not Of your kindnosf the tublo oppodont shell ox prty 

with profound rovctS. 

Dø4 at èGXt0LO 

wo 

-d 	 Yours £cithally 

) 
? RQ. Q/ t to 

Post pow 
gartQ31ø 

cb 



ç 3) 	 A N.N - 61 . 

I)EPATh'fENT OF POSTS 
OFFICE OF THI CI-IIEF POSTMASTER GENERAL, N.E. CIRCLE 

SHILLONG-793 001. 

MEMO NO. STAFF/109-27/2002, 	 Dated at Shillong, the 29.0 1.2003. 

ORDER 

Sub:- 	Appeal dated 10.9.2002 submitted bvShri Debal Majumdei', formerly 
ASPOs, Itanagar against the order of punishment of stoppage of 
increment by one year issued by DPS, Arunachal Pradesh, Division, 
Itan aga r. 

Shri Debal Majumder was proceeded under Rule-16 of CCS (CCA) 
Rules, 1965 by the Director Postal Services, Arunachal Pradesh Division, Itanagar 
vide Memo No.F-2IMisclDisc-CaseIL.C. Siugh dated 23.1.02. The Statement of 
imputation of misconduct or misbehaviour against Shri Debal Majumder was as 
follows 

"Shri D. Majumder worked as the Asstt. Superintendent of Post 
Offices, Central Sub-Division, Itanagar from October, 1997 to April, 2001. DurIng 
that period R.K. Mission S.O. was under his jurisdiction. The headquarters of Shri 
D. Majumder was at Itanagar and the distance between R.K. Mission S.O. and his 
office was approximately 3 kms and it was connected by regular bus service. Shri D. 
Majuwder did io1 ensure that the iron safe of the office was kept under ,joint 
custody as there was another PA working along with the 5PM. If he would have 
performed his duty properly the loss of Govt. money could have been avoided. Thus 
said Shri D. Ma,jumdcr has not shown devotion to duty and violated the provision of 
RuIe-3 (1) (ii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964." 

Shri D. Majumder submitted his defense against the proposal for 
punishment on 26.3.2002. After going through the statement of defense of Shri 
Majumder and with due regard to other relevant aspects of the case, the Director 
Postal Services, Arunacha! Pradesh Division issued an order of punishment against 
Shri Debal Majumder of withholding of the next increment for a period of one year 
without cumulative effect vide Memo No. F-2/Misc/Disc-Case/L.C. Singh dated 6th 

August, 2002. 

Shri Debal Majumder beng aggrieved at the decision of the 
Disciplinary Authority submitted an appeal to the Chief Postmaster General, N.E. 
Circle, Shillong dated 10.9.2002. I, Chief Postmaster General, N.E. Circle and 
Appellate Authority in respect of Shri Debal Majumder, have gone through the 

: v/\ r  00 ,0  
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appeal and all other relevant aspects of the case. The fact that the cash in R,K, 
Miss i on  Post Office not being kept under joint custody was a failure of the 
management. Shri D. Majumder, being the fi rst official in the hierarchy of 
management entrusted with the responsibility of directly supervising the work of 

the office, has to take the largest share of the blame. I have seen his defense 
statement very carefully. Shri Majumder has tried to shift the responsibility to the 
higher management. But he has to admit that the question of the faUure of higher 

management arises only because of his own failure to detect and rectify the mistake 
as the official in the first line of supervision. The line of argument given by him in 
his defense as well as the appeal does not convey the impression of a responsible 
official. 

4. 	I am, therefore, inclined to uphold the decision of the Disciplinary 
Authority. However, I also recognize that the laxity of general management in the 
division earlier permitted a culture of casualness and indifference to prevail, and 
Shri Majumder did let his sense of responsibility drift in that prevailing culture. 
With this possibility in 'iew I vouId reduce the punishment of Shri Debal 

Majumder to that of withholding of the next increment for six months without 
cumulative effect. 	 7' 

(P.1<. CHATTERJI) 
Chief Postmaster General, 
N.E. Circle, Shillong-793 001. 

-AShri Deb4l Majumder, 
.&SPOs (HQ) 
Through DPS, Agartala Division, 
Agartal a. 

Copy to:- 

1-2. 	The Director Postal Services, Agartala Division, Agartala. 

I 	The Director Postal Services, Arunachal Pradesh Division, Itanagar. 

4. 	Office copy. 
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TO 

The Member Personnel 

0/0 the Director Gcncra].X 

Departhient of Posts 

Now Delhi. 

( Tbroucjh the CPMG, N, E. Circle, .ShillDflcJ) 

ubg- Petition againSt appellate ordor 

Venetatod Sir, 

With duo respect and hunbie suhrniss-Or1 I bog to state 

tiiat I have become the victim of a grdat injusticp. I appealed 

aciainst that injustices but tho Appellate authOrity did not pay 

clue attention to that thoucj? reduced the pUni5h1uiOIt. As such 

I c submitting this petition with the pray and hpo that I will n  

got justice this time. 

That sir, I was charcjo sheotd under Rule- 16 vice DPS 

ItanacJar Memo No. F_2/MiSC/iSC_CQsO/.3. Sinçjh dated 23-1-02, 

copy of which is enclosed as aflflOXUtO -A 

I submitted my defence statement •aat5o4 263-02 copy of 

which is enclosed as anncxurO B. 

The DPS Itanctcjar forcibly awarded punishment vice MemO ¶ 

No. P_2/iSc_QaS9AJ.C. Sincjh dcttod 6 802CoPyOf which is 

enclosed as annoxuro - C 

I appealed to CPMG L'E. Circle ShiIloflJ ciçjairist the 

anishro.oflt order on 109-02 , copy ónclpsod as tnnexUrC- D 

,&utioority reduced the punishment vide his 

7/2002 dt0 29-102 cDpy of which is 

-E 	 S 

DisciplinarY Authority awrdod punishment 

witLOUt retut1nJ y arcjumofltS in my defoflC statement by 

logical discussion. In stead she brought extraneous points 

not inserted in the charge sheet and awarded punihmOflt by 

force. One can't be punished by chaJiflcJ on somo.poiflts and. 

discussing extraneous points. More over same charge was fromcd 

under Rule- 14. One should not be 

Tho ppc1iatO 

Mcmoo. STAFP/109-2 

onnexu re 

d 
That sir, the 



twice on the scric points 

The A'pollato puthority upheld the dedision •thc Disciplinary 

Authority on the point that I tried to shift my responsibility 

on tho hicjhor manaçmont 	He acUiittoci in his appoliato order 

about the laxity of the cjcnorai manacjcmont earlier. r2kazax Those 

rosponsiblo for :hcir lapses and indifference have all bonf loft 

The Appellate Authority in his discussion in the appellate 

order mentIoned that the failure of the hi(jhOr manacjoriont ariscs: 

only bocaus of failure to detect and rectify the mistake in the 

first line of supervision. But it is not that I did not detect' 

I pointed out the fact in my to IRs, extract of the relevant 

paras of WhiCh arc onclsed as annoxure- . 

That sir, the P0 was a siricjio handed SO and therefore the 

question of j o i n t custodian does not arise. Onc PA was attached 

purely temporarily and therefore, no Memo ofDistriiutiofl of works 

was issued nor any order for jiloint custody was kssuod. The 

Disciplinary Authority was quito aware of the fact. HO also 

raised no objection for this rcason. The Appollintlo Authority over 

lokod this point. 

That sir, I aep'risod the Disciplinaty Authority in 

sepóratc report also that tho SO was not havincj 

ar1ibedod iron safe and that the daccaccactcbec SPM submitted 

three quotations. But no action was taken, 	- the matter. The  

copy of raoort N. i/R.K. Mission dt 2-9-00 is enclosed 

as annoxure ' 

 - 

 

That sir, I left I tanacjar and R.K. Mision SO than fcll/ 

byond 	jurisdiction. So I may not be 

r the loss after my period similarly to my predecessors. b,J t---'- 
'- 

00 9at sir, there WOLO lossoâ.in case of joint custody also. 
000 

arc so many examples Even in my sub division there wore 

S theft cases at .AlonçJ and kincj SO whore the cash was kept in 

joint cult)dy. So it cant be assorted that the l.-I&s in the ' 

instant case could have bocti avoided. The ?pollte Authority 

over lakad this point. 

That sir, I am on the vorçjo of retirement. I wantal 
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enquiLy of tho case of tLo case asi per proviion.ot cc$ (CC). 

Rulos/65. But tLo Disciplinary Autbrity did not çjroo. .f row I 

çp on rotiLomont, this will otfoct pension 

which is against rule. For the soke4rcvolincj truth tho onquity 

was absolutely noccssry. Tho Appollcto Auth'rity overlooked this 

point clso. 

That sir, I most humbly prcy to your honour that. you wüuld 

kindly peruse the documents produced by ma and 

examine the arguments rcisod by mc most judicouSlyind pss in 

order an,,j for that the humble petlt.ionor sbcuil ovor ,  PYo 

With warm reçjrds, 

Yours.fithfully, 

SP HQ 0/6 the Director 

Dtod t Agartalio 
	

Postal Services 
the 7-2..03 	 Artii-. 7.99 001 

Advioco copy to :- 

The Member PersonneL, 0/0 t hciirectOr Gencrc1 

Doprtmcnt of Posts , NOW Delhi. 

b. MAJUMEJER 

jSP HQO/0 the Director 

Postal 1CrV1COS 

J \ 
Y OO 

	 utic-799 001. 
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To 	p 
Tho Chi 	ostmster Goner1 

N.E. Circio 

Shi1lDncj-73.Q01 

su):- Petition against appellate order 

Rospo6tc.1 $ir, 

With ua respect and huflblo submission I becj to stto that 

I sthraitcI a petition tbrouqh you against the order of CPMG order 

No. STAF/10927/2002 dt 29-1-03 

That si, Ithough a reasonable period is over byt tile Case is yet 

to be dsisod of. As such most hfribly I request you to lot mc kflow 

if the eu has been forwarded onward. Other wise kindly peait rae 

to file i 03 c,zc in hon'bla CAP. 

qitb profound recjarLs, 

Dated at gartaia 
A ga r ta 1 a 

LUL 

 

U-0 0
11 

 

FOSS 
H 

su 	°' 

Yours faithfully 

sd/ 

( D. MkJUMDEP. ) 

1?,SP H 

0/0 The DPS 
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Extract fron IR/99 on R.K Mission SO by A (C) 
I'tanacjar 

Para 56— There's no ombodod iron chest. Ono having double lock 

uiay bo ombodod. The overnight cas s kopt in stool almirab 

I 	 It is risky. 

Extract fron IR/2K on Rk Msion So by ASP (C) 

Pra 13.1 - Trioro's no cbodd iron chest in the offico which 

was pointed out in para 
57 

 of last ZR. Cash is kept 

in stool aindrab over night which is risky. Ono may 

be orabociod with dublo lack. It is a heavy cash 

collecting offico 

kP 
o 

/ 
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Rule 	 VbluMo VIII 

120, Nethod of securing office safe,- Ebr each head or sub 

offido under his controll and for each record office the Divisional 

Superintendent must proscribe the nont of the office and the 

	

position and 	manner in which the office safe or safes are to be 

socured. Each Head Office be provided at the discretion of the Head 

Oii the Circle with a Chowkidar, wholo or part tz time for guarding 

it at night. In the case of sub-offices the office safe will be 

kept at the nearest police stations. Treasury ot Sub-Treasury provided 

one is sitiatod at a distance of net more than a mile from the post 

off ie and the rcad is normally safe and can be done without incurring 

extra expense. The office Alinfo must, whether it is kept in the post 

office or at Treasury. Sub-Treasury or Police Station, be secured 

oiltbr by embedding it into a comentod plinth in a pucca building 

or in accordance with the following instructions. If the safe spens 

from the top, it will be secured by fastening iron chains to the 

handles and securing the other ends of the chains round a log of 

od (well tarred) or a heavy stone, which should be sunk as dp3y 

as possible øonistantly with its being opened. If the safe opens 

fm: the front it should be similarly be sunk in the wall and fastened 

to a post sunk deeper still behind it. In the caso of such sub offices 

whore it is not possible to got a safe ciabodod in the nearest 

oasury , SubTrasury or Police station and whore an cash is 

retained overnight in the office itself , Heads of Circles may provide 

a Chowkidar, wholcior part time, whore they doom it necessary to make 

such arrangement. 

-; 
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From As 

TTt 

No. A2, 

* 

DEPARTMENT OF POSTS, INDIA 

rt* of POSt 0fficos To 
	

DPS 
Itnnr 

- 

3Sfl. 	
- 	DGteda: Itznnr the .2-9-00..  

jbectuu 1  of  1]On Chest at R 
-Misi 

 

Rof:- Your latter No. P-2/Misc/Djsc_C0/ X,C. Sjn dt 18-7-00 

The P0 	siliftcd to th0 existing building on 1-4-94 It is not 

]cnon jif thought ws given to ibd chest then The rnttor 
ws pointed ou in 4o0_ subsequent IRE. Mention ws de in pr 19 Of 1 W94  that there was 

no 	
bdod in chot th the Office. Also siij1ar n4 cntjon was r.iado in 

In ar 25 of IR/96 again raontion was nido. It ws not pointed out in I9 The ho
93 was not ziveildblo. Ag.in it was suggested in para 56 of 

1 W99  to 
oibdd no chest with double lock. In para 13,1 and 132 of IR/2000 it was 

out again and further suggested to rko rrngrnant to koop Ovcrnj 
csh, p lice out post. No follow up action w as tkon, 

IThen $PM sthtocl that ho furnishoc three Uotatjofls in d1V1jl 

Offiafjn 1996, to pant iron chest in the office, but it yielded no result, 

Asst. 	of Pose Offic 

Cont0I Sub-Djvjs0n 

N 

(U St-1 Postai/95(SFS)/1/./1O PfH 13 G5--125-2000010 Fds. 
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IN THE OENTRkL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

JYAHATI 3ETCH : s t.HATI. 

0.A. NO. 244 OP 2003 

Shri Debal Mazumdar 

pp].ican1. 
-Vs 

Union of India & Ors. 

OSS••S Responders. 

In the matte of : 

written Statement aubmittedby 

the i's sporident 8. 

The respondents beg to gibmit a 

brief bistoxy of the case which / 

may be treated as a part of the 

written statement.• 

( 	HIT 	 ) 

Shri Debal Mazwfldar woriced as ASP (C) &ib'DiviSiOfl 

from Oct' 1997 to pril'2001. 
The B.K. Missiofl Sub Post Office 

was within the jurisdicti0fl of the ASP(C) 
Sub -Division. The 

Sub -'Poet Office was manned by the S ub  ostmastei' and P .k. 

Evideflt1Y' both the SW and the PA were joint custodian of the 

Cash and valuableS of the office. Dirin.g the period the 14 

of Shri D • Mazumdar 'was at Itanagar and the distance between 

R .IC • NiseiOfl 
$O and his Sub -DiviSionS1 Office was approximately 

3 KM only and it was connected by a regular bus service. 

Contd......  • • • 
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Shri Debal Mazurndar ( failed to ensure the Iron safe of the 

office uhich was 1ept under the joint custody of the SPM 

and the PA resulting in. loss of Government money • Had Shri 

Mazumdar performed his duty properly the loss of Govt. money 

could have been avoided. 

PABAI3E COMMJNTS $ 

1 • 	That with regard to pam 4.1, of the application 

the respondents beg to offer no comments. 

That with regard to the statement made in pam 

4.2, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

due to the laxity occurred from the official he was charge 

sheeted, so the allegations made here are not true 

That with regard to the statennt made In paras 

.4.3 .& 4.4, of the application the respondents beg to state 

that though he applied for the same but the name of the 

documents were not listed by him. So, it was not permissible 

to examine the unlisted documents. 

4 • 	That with regard to the statenEnt made in pam 

4 .5, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

the charged official in his defense statement pointed out 

unnecessary points and tried to divert the attention of the 

Disciplinary Authority by his lengthy statement. 

5 • 	That with regard to the statement made In pam 

496, of the application the respondents beg to state that 
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the annexure mentioned itself is an explanatoiy for which 

only the 00 ga s charge sheeted. 

6 • 	That with regard to para 4.7, of the application 

the respondents beg to offer no cormnent. 

70 	That with regard to the statement made in pais 

4.8, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

the appellate authority has given the remark. 	Shri Iumddr 

has tried to shift the responsibility to the higher management. 

- But be has to admit that que st ion o f the failure of higher 

management arise only because of his own failure to detect 

and recti1r the mistabe. as the official is the first Line of 

supervision • The line of argument given by hint in his defense 
L responsible 

as well as the appeal does not convey the impression of a L 

official. 

That the laxity in general management in the decision 

9. 
earlier permitted a culture of casualness and indifference to 

prevail and Shri Mazumder did let his sense of responsibility 

drift in that prevailing culture". 

However, the Appellate Authority has taken a lenient 

view and reduced the length of punishment from one year more - 

ment stoppage of increment to six months stoppage of Inorement. 

8 • That with regard to pame 4.9, 4.109  4.11, & 4.129 

of the application the respondents beg to offer no comments. 

9 • 	That with regard to the statement made in pam 

4.13, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

Oontd........ 
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the charge official has not listed the documents so there 

is no question of denial the principle of natural justice. 

That with regard to the statement made in pam 4.14, 

of the application the respondents beg to state that as in 

above pams 4.3 and 4.139 

That with r egard to the statement made in pam 405, 

of the application the respondents beg to state that the 

charged official knew the defect but never reported to the 

autboriiy(]X 'ersonally. 

That with regard to the statement made in pam 

4.16, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

beside Inspection report t  he could have reported to the 

authority (iWS)personally for taking fnther action. But 

he never toolcit seriously. 

That with regard to the statement made in pam 

4.17, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

the argument made by the charged official is baseless • 	hen 

an official is attached to any office within 
the same HO, 

there is no need of diversion. It is the 
duty of the Sub 

Division • In the instant ease, the charged official was 

the bead of his ib"DiVi9iOfl of B.K. Mission ibOat Office. 

Since, the Director Postal Services is the authority to 

issue tmnsfer order of PA's and PA can be attached to any 

P0's. It was the duty of the charged offjcial to propose 

for arrexIgemeflt of joint custodian and to submit his report 

Oontd.. .. . . 
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t th the Disciplinary Authority for approval. But the CO 

did not bother for the same. 1noe, his point of arguments 

is baseless. 

14 • 	That with regard to the stateiithit made in pars 

4089, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

the CO had the lQlow]-edge of provision for safe custody of 

cash and valuables but in practical he did not discussed 

with the Disciplinary Authority which reveals that be was 

never intested for the safety of cash and valuables of 

office which maj under his 3ib'DivisiOfl. 

15 • 	That with regard to the statenEnt made in pam 

4.19, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

the arguments produced by the charged official are baseless. 

]ie to his carelessness and non"devot ion towards his duty 

for Which laxity occurred, punishment was awarded which 

actually he deserved. 

16 • 	That with regard to the statement made in pars 

4.209  of the application the respondents beg to state that 

it is the duty of the inspecting officials to monitor the 

work, safety and security of offices under their respective 

S,ibi)iyiSi0fl. In case of any rectifications and other 

necessary arrengeiflents, proposals should be submitted for 

orders • But the charged official in the instant case 

never submitted any proposal. 

Ooritad... 



17. 	That with regard to the statement made in pars, 

4.21, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

again the charged official is referring to his Inspection 

Report's he could have submitted I1)N chest, which be never 

did. 

18 • 	That with regard to the statement made in pars 

4.22 9  of the application the respondents beg to state that 

it is not clear exactly what the charged official wants to 

point out. 
II 

19 • 	That with regard to the statement made in pars 

4.23, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

the charged official knows that there was defective locking 

sustell, vhieh be never discussed with the M. 

That with regard to the statement made in pars 

4 • 24, of the application the respondents beg to state that 

sa fdty and security of Govt • money and other valuables are 

the priry concein for which proper measures should be 

taken. The government money and other valuables cannot 

be kept carelessly on the point of his arguments that 

"it is not cent percent secured". By citing the examples 

the 00 is trying to cover up his mistake. 

That with regard to the pars 4.259 of the appli 

cation the respondents beg to state that the ippellate 

authority on understanding the gravity of lapses of the 

Contd... 
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charged official upheld the order of the disciplinary authority, 

however, taking a lenient view reduced the punishment as noted 

above para 498. 

The ie fore, the judge ment of the Appellate Authority, 

cannot be questioned • The arguments: of the charged official 

are hence, are to be quashed. 

riication 
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. .1 LI_O_A.I. o_N 

i t  M. Iawphniaw, Director Postal. Services, 

Itanagar, being authorised do hereby solemi1y affinn and 

declare that zk the statements made In pamgraphs 

are true to my IQiowledge and those made In 

paragraphs 	 are true to my information and 

.1 have not suppressed any material fact. 

And I sign this verification on this 	thday 

of p  2OcY. 

Deolarant 

Atm 
oAa9J-L 

Director of PosaJ Servjce 

ARUNACHAL PRADESH 


