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Present: Hon’ble Mr.Justice R.KeBatta.
vice~Chairmane

Hon'ble Mr. K.VePrahladan, Administra-
tive Member,
The learned counsel for the appli—
oant states that rejoinder, if any, will
gbe filed within four weeks and the matter

kbe listed for final_hearing on 16th Nove,
2004.
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Mr;A.K.Choudhury. learned Addl,
LC.G.&.C. states that copy of the rejoinder
?hﬂs been filed to-day and he prays for

_%&djournment. The learned counsel for the

éapplicant'states that records of enquiry
‘be called. Respondents hhall keep records

; for perusal if necessary, Stand over to
%Ich Januarys
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Ms .U.Das, learned ceunsel fer the
applicant, states that the recerds in

i
1 relatien te the enquiry will be required
i in this matter . None present fer the

respondents. Matter is accerdingly ad-

§ journed te four weeks. Respendents shall
{ place the entire enquiry recerds befere
the Tribunal en the next date.
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22.03.2005 for hearing, ~ i%7
¢ (Z/ A f/
//;Zl
\o'@a-i&a&., Iz )/
Member (A) Vice=Chairman

mb
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learned counsal's ;:perua‘[aflz%ﬁe sald record
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applicant is permitted to peruse the sai
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At the request of counsel for the
applicant. the case is adjourned to
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, GUWAHATI BENCH.
0.A. No. 17 of 2004.

" DATE OF DECISION: 01.06.2005

Sri Kh. Jibon Singh | ~ APPLICANT(S)
Ms. B. Devi - " ADVOCATE FOR THE
‘ APPLICANT(S)
_ VERSUS -
U.0.1 & Ors. RESPONDENT(S)
Mr.AX.Chaudhuri, Addl. C.G.S.C. ADVOCATE FOR THE

RESPONDENT(S)

THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE G. SIVARAJAN, VICE CHAIRMAN.
THE HON’BLE MR K.V.PRAHLADAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER.
1.  Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the
judgments?
2. Tobe referred to the Reporter or not?

3. - Whether their Lordshlps wish to see the fair copy of the
judgment?

4. Whether the judgment is to be circulated to the other
Benches?

Judgment delivered by Hon'ble Vice Chairman.



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, GUWAHATI BENCH.
Original Applicatior; No. 17 of 2004.
Date of Order: This, the 1st Day of June, 2005.
THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE G. SIVARAJAN, VICE CHAIRMAN.
THE HON’BLE MR K.V.PRAHLADAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER.

Sh. Kh. Jibon Singh .

S/o Lt. Kh. Achou Singh

Vill: Irengbom, P.O. Nambol _
Dist: Bishnupur, Manippr. ..., Applicant.

By Advocate S/Shri S.Sarma, U.X.Nair & B.Devi.

- Versus -

1. The Union of India
Represented by Secretary
to the Government of India
Ministry of Communication
Dak Bhawan
New Delhi - 1.

2. The Post Master General
North-Eastern Circle
Shillong - 793 001
Meghalaya.

3. The Director

Postal Services
Manipur, Imphal - 785 001. ... Respondents.

By Mr. A. K. Chaudhuri, Addl.C.G.S.C.

ORDER (ORAL)

SIVARAJAN, [.(V.C.:

The applicant was originally appointed as Postal Assistant under
the respondents on 30.9.1984. He was later on promoted to the post
of Sub-Divisional Inspector w.e.f. 21.7.1998. He also worked as LG PA
at Imphal H.O. While working as such the applicant was on leave from

July, 2001. He continued on leave upto October, 2001. While so

T,
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.responde'nts initiated disciplinary acﬁon against the applicant on
6.8.2001. The Enquiry Officer and Presenting Officer were appointed.
The noticé regarding the enquiry was issﬁed to the delinquent official.
However, it count not be served on the delinquent either for the
reason that he did accept it or for the reason that his house ‘was

closed. The enquiry was concluded ex-parte and the Discipfinary

Authority has passed the impugned order dated 11.4.2002 (Annexure-
1) imposing the penalty of removal from service. Alleging gross
procedural irregularities the applicant filed appeal (Annexure-2)
before the second respondent. The same happened to be dismissed by
order dated 3.2.2003 (Annexure-3). The applicant challenges the said
two orders in this Original Application.

2. We have heéfd Ms B. Devi, learned counsel for the appliéant
and also Mr. A. K. Chaudhuri, learned Addl. C.G.S.C. for the
respondents. As already stated the “applicant was on leave w.e.f.
25.7.2001 till 20.11.2001. It is fhe case of the respondents that the
leave for the period from 21.9.2001 to 20.10.2001 and from
21.10.2b01 to 20.11.2001 was not granted since the applicant did not
- produce medical certificate. The respondenf:s had attempted to
- comply with the provisions “of Rule 14 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965
by sending registered notice to th-e applicant in the address furnished
by the applicant. It is stated in the written statement that one of the
notices sent by registered post was returned with the end-orsement
“refused”. Another notice sent was returned with the rem-ark} “door
closed”. It is admitted fact that the applicant made a request dated
29.11.2001 to which date the enquiry was posted to defer the enquiry |
till he returns from leave. No orders have been passed on the said

réquest. The Enquiry Officer proceeded with the enquiry and

S
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Disciplinary Authority on thé basis of the enquiry report had passed
the impugned order dated 11.4.2002. In the written statement filed by
the respondents it is stated that the request for deferment of the
proceedings was not granted for the reason that the respondents have
not'sanctioned the leave applied for bj;r the applicants.
3. Thus it is clear that the enquiry and the impugned orders
happened to be passed ex-parte and without hearing the applicant.
| Though the applicant had narrated the procedural irregularities in the
diéciplinary ptfoceedings in the appeal memorandum all those were
rejected by the Appellate Authority stating th‘at the applﬁcant was very
much aware of the enquiry proceedings and that the had willfully
refréined\.from participating in the enquiry p.roceedings. The Appellate
Authority had clearly noted in the appellate order that “it is also a fact
that the appellant had sent through a messenger, a request to the
Inquirj.;r Officer for postponement of the oral inquiry till his return
from leave.” The Appellate Authority has relied on this to state thal_:'
the charged officials had been aware of the Rule 14 enquiry
proceedings but had chosen not to appear pefsonal’ly in the oral
enquiry. The Appellate Authority had endorsed the views of the
Disciplinary Authority and rejected the appeal.
4. On a consideration of the facts and circumstances of the case
we are of the view that an opportunity has to be given to the applical_'lt
to defend his case in thev diséiplinary enquiry. It is true that the
responde'nts sought to coinply with the procedural provisions
contained in Rule 14 of the Rules by sending registered notices and by
hand delivery. Though notices were not received by the applicant,
coming to know of the enquiry proceedings commenced during the

period‘ of leave, he had sent his brother to watch the proceedings and

%4./.
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it is on getting information regarding the next posting date, i.e.
129.11.2001 since he was on leave he sent a request dated 29’.11:2001
to the Enquiry Officer through his brother seeking for deferring the
departmental proceedings till he fesume_s duty after leave. If, as a
* matter of fact, I:l}e Enquiry Officer was not inclined to grant the
request; he should have set out the reasons for rejecting the request
.'by-passing an order and should have communicated to the applicant
through his brother who was before the Enquiry Officer. This could
have been done by the Enquiry Officer since this request was brought
by the brother of the applicant on the date fixed for enquiry. If an
order was passed rejecting the request, the same could have been -
served on the brother of the aﬁplic;ant' so that the applicant would
have knm)\m about the rejection. In this case no such orders have been
passed on’the said request. This, according to us, has resulted in
failure of justice. Though the action of the applicant in not
participating in the enéuiry even after coming to know abqut the
pending proceedings against him cannot be fully justiﬁed, the action
of the respondents in not considering the request for deferment of the
proceeding and in procéedinq with the enquiry alsq cannot bhe
justified. Taking into account the fact that the applicant had been
condemned unheérd as stated above, we are of the view that én
opportunity must be afforded to the applicant before imposing any
penalty for the alleged misconduct. We make it clear fhat this
indulgence of us may not be understood as justifying the conduct of
the applicant. For the limited purpose we set aside the impugned
orders dated 11.4.200j (Annexure-1) and 3.2.2003 (Annexure-3) and
direct the third respondent to conduct a fresh enquiry against the

.

applicant as contemplated under the Rules. The applicant'must: be

% .




furnished with the memorandum of charges and the statement of
imputation within one month. The enquiry proceedings will have to be
completed thereafter within a period of three months from the date of
service of the memo of charges and the statement of imputatign
receipt of the order. Learned counsel for the applicant Ms. B. Devi
submits that the applicant will participate in the enquiry without fail.

This is recorded. If the applicant absents himself on the date of

. enquiry to be fixed by the Enquiry Officer without sufficient cause,

BB

certainly the respondents are free to proceed with the matter. The
question of re-instatement of the applicant as a result of this only will

be considered by the appoinﬁng/Disciplinary authority independently.

The Original Application is disposed of as above. 2 v aj}

LA M/

( K.V.PRAHLADAN ) ( G. SIVARAJAN )
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER ’ VICE CHAIRMAN
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1. 8Bri. Eh. Jibon 8ingh
1870, Lt. kKh. Achou Singh
Will=Irengbom, P.0.-Nambol
{Dist. -Rishnupur, Manipur
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| - ~ AND - : o
1. The Union of India.
: Represented by Secretary to the
| Govt. of India. '
1 Ministry of Communication
il Dak Bhawan
| New Delhi-1.
\
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1 North-Eastern Circle
| 8hillong-7936E1
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|
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@guThe Director
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|
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| This application is directed against the order
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%he Director, Postal Services, Manipur: imposing the penalty
|
of removal from service to the applicant.
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The applicant declares that the instant

application has been filed within the limitation period

prescribed under section 21 of the Central Administrative

" Tribunal Act.1985.

3. JURISDICTIONS:

The applicant further declares that the subject

jmatter nf the case is within the jurisdiction of the

Administrative Tribunal.

T4, FACTS OF THE CAGE:

f4n1. That the applicant in the instant application is
Caggrieved by the impugned order of remmpal issued by the
Director, Postal Services, Manipur, pursuant to an enquiry
:made in a departmental proceeding initiated vide memo dated
b.8.26881, and the order dated 3.2.268¢3 issued by the

“Appellate authority (Post Master General, N.E.Region

Shillong) confirming/upholding the aforesaid order dated
;11.4n23E2n The épplicant at that relevant point of time was
holding the post on officiating basis against the vacancy
iof Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Dffices, Ukhrul Sub-
Division. The applicant was on leave w.e.f. 28B.7.2881 to
16.8.26681 and extended the leave on medical ground from time
to time intimating'the concerned authority. During his such
period of leave he got the intimation that some proceeding
have been initiated’againﬁt him and immediately on receipt
‘of such information he duly intimated the said authority to

postpone the proceeding till his resumption of duty from the

2 ]
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medical leave but his request was never acted upon and the
proceeding concluded ex~party without disposing of his
request for postponement of enquiry. Fnguiry was conducted
fbehind‘the back of the applicant and without serving him the
‘copy of chargesheet, enguiry report etc. he was only served
with the order passed by the disciplinary authority dated

11.4.2082. The apblicant immediately preferred an appeal

vindicating the procedural irregularities committed by the

jreapmndents along with other grounds but same yvielded no

result in positive and the zppellate authority vide impugned
communication dated 3.2.2¢63 rejected his appeal confirming
the order of the disciplinary authority. dated 11.4.2880.

Hence this 0A praying setting aside of the proceeding

‘initiated against the applicant pursuant to the chargesheet

dated 6.8.2¢681 along with the impugned order dated 11.4.2062

passed by the disciplinary authority and the order of the

‘appellate authority dated 3.2.2683 confirming the said order
imf removal with a further direction tomardg the respbndents
to reinstate him in his service with full back wages “and

with all consequential service henefits.

This is the crux of the matter for which the
.applicant has filed the instant application geekling
redressal of his grievances.

Detailed facts are given below.

4.2. ‘ That the applicant is a citizen of India and as

such he is entitled to all‘ the rights, privileges and

‘protection as guaranteed by the Constitution of India and

1
"1aws framed thereunder.

{4
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4.3, That the applicant got his initial appointment as
Postal Assistant (Postal Clerk) Imphal, Head Post Office on

33.9.84. Thereafter during his service tenure he had

- mecasions to serve various station viz. Moirang, Locktak

project, Thanlon (as Sub-Post Master), Lamshang (as Sub-~Past

. Master), Imphal Head Office and finally he was given the

officiating charge of Sub~Divisional Inspector of Post
Q?fices, Ukhrul! Sub-Division w.e.f. 21.7.1998. It is
ﬁertinent to mention here that the applicant was elected as
Divisional Secretary General of all Indig Postal Employees
Union, Manipur Division w.e.f. March 1997. The applicant who
has  an unblemished service oareer was alao active
garticipant in sports especially Vplleyball and Badminton
and by dint of his sincerity, he was nominated as Member of
N.E.Circle Postal Sports Control Board and again the

applicant was also nominated as Manager of N.E. Circle for
All India Postal Valleyball tournament held at Guwahati

1997-98.

4.4, That the applicant during his service tenure as
dfficiating Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices, Ukhrul
éub~Diviai0n and than join as LG PA at Imphal H.0. availed
leave w.e.f. July 26681 and said leave was further extended
on medical ground. During his leave period the applicant
through his colleagues got the information that departmental
proceeding has been initiated against him. Since the
applicant did not know about the stage of the enguiry, sent
his brother as he was sick to get the information regarding
fhe stage of such proceeding and to collect the relevant
papers on 16.11.2061. The enquiry officer intimated his

hrother that the hearing which was scheduled on  14.11.26831

4 o



has beren refixed on 29.11.2¢81 taking into consideration the
fact that the applicant was on medical leave. (n  29.11.20481
the applicant who was on medical leave submitted an
application dated 29.11.2881 reqguesting the authority to
ad journ thé hearing till he became fit for duty. The
applicant also made a request for furnishing the relevant
daocument, charge—sheet etc as those were never furnished to
him, but the authority concerned without supplying the
documents, even the chargeéheet rejected his prayer for
adjournment of hearing and concluded the proceeding ex-
parte. It is pertinent to mention here that subsequently
even after 29.11.2¢81 proceeding continued but nothing was
intimated to the applicant as required under the rules
guiding the field. Witnesses were examined behind the hack
of the applicant and by an order dated 18.12.2881 the
presenting officer submitted his written hrief without
giving such opportunity to the applicant. The copy of the
said written brief has slso never been furnished to the
applicant enabling him to place his defence by suwbmitting
written brief. The enquiry officer thereafter submitted the
enquiry report without furnishing the copy of the same to
the present applicant. The applicant as such could not
defend his case and he was under the bonafide impression
that the proceeding has been adjourned acting on his request
made through his representation dated 29.11.26881.

4.5 That the applicant was socked when he received an
order bearing no. B-2/Kh.Jibon Singh dated 11.4.26682 issued
by theg Director of Postal Services in the capacity of
disciplinary authority imposing the highest penalty of
removal of service. In the said impugned order dated

11.4.268672 the authority concerned while discussing the case

®
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indicated the fact that by a charge sheet dated 6.8.29#1, a
proceeding was initiated against him and it was alsoc stated
that atﬁempt was made to supply him with the copy of the
chargesheet dated 6.8.2681.
A copy of the said order dated
11.4.2882 is annexed herewith and
marked as Annexure-—l.
4.6, That immediately on receipt of 11.4.26862 order the
applicant visited the office of the respondents to get hold
of the copies of the relevant document including the ?hargew
sheet, enquiry report etc. but he was not given any such
document. The applicant situated thus preferred an appeal
before the concerned authority dated 1#.5.2882 to the
appellate authority (The Post Master 3eneral, N.E.Circle,
Shillong) indicating his case as reflected in the order
dated 11.4.2682,. The applicant in his éppeal while
highlighting his case raised a grievance against the
;, proceeding initiated pursuant to the charge sheet dated
68,2831 indicating the fact that apart from the order dated
11.4.2¢d2 nothing was comnunicated to him affering

reasonable opportunity of hearing.

The applicant craves leave of this Hon'ble Court

" to rely and refer upon the statements mede in his appeal
dated 1#.5.208682 at the time of hearing this case.

A copy of the appeal dated I el

ies annexed herewith and marked as

Annexure—2.,

4.,7. That the applicant begs to state that apar@ from

the order of disciplinary authority nothing was communicated

b 1



to him in respect of the proceeding initiated by issuance of
tﬁe charge~sheet dated 6.8.2081. The applicant who got the
information during the currency of the proceeding intimated
the authority regarding his medical leave and he also made &
prayer for adjournment/postponement of the proceeding but no
'order was issued rejecting his such prayer and as such he
was under the bonafide belief that the matter would Dbe
adjourned till he resume his duty. But the authority concern
whimsically proceeded with the matter. and passed the
impugned order. The applicant highlighting the above facts

preferred the Annexure~2 appeal dated 19.5.2662  but  the

Appellate authority without taking into consideration any of

his such contention passed the order issued vide memo no.
staff/1@9/15/2632 dated 3.2.20883 rejecting his appeal.
A copy of the said impugned order
dated 3I.2.2883 is annexed herewith

and marked as Annexure—3.

4.8. That the applicant begs to state that the
authority‘ concern knew very well the fact regarding his
medical leave and knowing fully well about the said fact
resorted to the impugned proceeding rejecting his prayer fmr
adjournment of the proceeding. The concern authority on
16.11.26881 ought to have handed over the copy of the charge
sheet dated 6.8.2831 to his brother ensbling him to prefer
suitahle defence. However the respondents with an  intention
to penalise the applicant, concluded the proceeding behind
his hack, knowing fully well about his medical leave. This
shows the malafide intention on the part of the respondents

in harassing him without any rhymes and reason.

4
1
B
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4.9, That the applicant begs to state that although in

the impugned order dated 11.4,2682 and 3.2.2803 there has

been mention regarding offering. reasonable opportunity to

shim but in reality no such opportunity was given to him. Not

~to speak  about furnishing the connected documents like

Cenquiry report etoc., the respondents even did not supply him

with the copy of the chargesheet enabling him to place his

defence. The applicant through his application dated

29.11.2¢48831  prayed for refixing the enguiry but same was

rejected without any reason and no such rejection order was

 15sued to  the applicant. Although in the impugned  orders

dated 11.4.2885 and 3.2.20683 there hes been mention

 regarding fulfillment of the ingredients as required for

exparte proceeding but in rezlity nothing has been done. The
‘respondents  in fact never made any attempt to furnish the
information as well as the chargesheet etc. to the applicant

jmnly with the sole purpose %o penalise him  without any

reason.

The applicant in these facts and circumstances
prays before this Hon'ble Tribunal for an appropriate order
for production of relevant records at the time of hearing of

this case.

4.14. That the applicant begs to state that the
disciplinary authority while passing the impugned order
ﬁated 11.4.2082 briefly indicated the charges contained in
the charge sheet dated 6.8.2081 and from which it reveals
that the charges are vague, indefinite and same are not at
211 sustainable. Apart from that the disciplinary autheoribty

while discussing the case sbruptly came to the conclusion,
a

"
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without there being any independent application of mind, and
removed him from service. The said authority while passing

the impugned order dated 11.4.20862 failed to take into

consideration the rules guiding the field for holding of an

ex—-party proceeding and as such same is not sustainable and

liable to be set aside and quashed.

4.11. That the Appellate authority while passing
thelimpugned order dated 3.2.20863 acted mechanically without
there being any independent analysis of the fact. The éaid
authority also failed to take into consideration the appeal
preferred by the applicant by placing his helplessness which
is contrary to the settled proposition of law and as such
same is not sustainable. The said Appellate authority
instead of placing his helpiesﬁness ought to have quashed
the order datgd 11.4.26642 and ought to have directed for
de-novao proceeding from the stage of furnishing the copy of
the chargesheet but having not done so the said authority
acted contrary to the rules guiding the field and as such

same is not sustainable and liable to be set aside and

quashed.

4.12. That the -applicant begs to state that the
impugned orders dated 11.4.2682 and 3.2.2083 have heén
passed illegally by the respondents without offering bim
even the minimum of opportunity of hearing and as such same
is not sustainable and interference from this Hom‘ble
Tribunal is called for. The said authority with a malafide
intention proceeded against the applicant knowing fully well

about the leave availed by the applicent. The applicant

mhilé made a prayer for adjournment of the proceeding by

9 ¥



‘gubmitting application on 29.11.2d881, his such prayer was
}ejected which was also not communicate to him and as such
the entire proceeding can be treated as an illegal one. EQen
éasuminq but not admitting the charges leveled apgainst the

applicant to be true, the punishment imposed on him is

shockingly disproportionate and interference of this Hon ‘hle

Tribunal is called for even in the matter of quantum of the

punishment.

5. GROUNDS FOR RELIEF WITH LEGAL PROVIGION:

Ba.1. For that the respondents have acted illegaslly in

issuing the impugned orders dated 11.4.2882 and A < 17

without following the procedure prescribed under CCS (CCAY
Rules 1965 and as such entire proceeding as well as the

impugned orders are not sustainable in the eye of law and

liable to be set aside and qgquashed.

5.2 For that the respondents have acted contrary to

- the provision of law as well as the rules guiding the field

in proceeding with the matter ex—-party pursuant to the

chargesheet dated 6.8.2081 and as such same is not

sustazinable and liable to be set aside and quashed.

5.3, For that the respondents have acted contrary to
the settled propeosition of law in issuing the impugned

orders removing him from service and as such same is not

~sustainable and liable to be set aside and guashed.

S.4. Far that the disciplinary authority while passing

:the impugned order dated 11.4.2042 failed to take into

. consideration the charges to be vague and indefinite and

1
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proceeded in the matter with 2 closed mind and punished the

Capplicant with the maximum punishment of removal which is

not sustainable as same depicts total non application of

" mind and hence same is liable to be set aside and quashed.

5.9 For that the respondents have acted contrary to
the settled propesition of law while passing the impugned
order dated 3.2.2¢63. The said Appellate authority while
passing the order dated Bl 2883 failed to  take into
consideration the appeal and rejected the same. The said
authority could have set aside the order dated 11.4.26882 and
could have ordered for de-hovo enquiry from the stage of
furnishing the copy of the chargesheet which could have

provided reasonable oppartunity to the applicant.

-

b For that the respondents have acted with a

o

malafide intention in proceeding against the applicant and

as such same is not sustainable and liable to be smet aside

and gquashed.

8.7 For that in any view of the above the
action/inaction on the part of the respondents in passing

the impugned orders are not sustainable and liable to be set

aside and quashed.

The applicant craves leave of this Hon'ble Court
to advance more grounds both legal as well as factual at the

time of hearing of this case.

&.DETAILS OF REMEDIES EXHAUSTED:

That the applicant declares that he has exhausted

all the remedies available tes  them and there is no

il
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alternative remedy available to him.

7. MATTERS NOT PREVIOUSLY FILED OR_PENDING IN ANY OTHER

The applicant further declares that he has not
‘?iled previously any application, writ petitien or suit
regarding the grievances in respect of which this
application is made before any other court or any other
ﬁench of the Tribunal or any other authority nor any such
application , writ petition or suit is pending pefore any of
&hem.

8. RELIEF S0OUGHT FOR:

Under the facts and circumstances stated above,
‘the applicant most respectfully prayed that thé instant
%@pplication be admitted records be called feor and after
hearing the parties on the cause Or causes that may be shouwn
@and on perusal of records, be grant the following reliefs to
the applicant:-

f8,1. To set aside and quash the impugned orders dated
‘11.4.2ﬂﬁ3 and 3.2.7063 with a further direction to the

respondents reinstate the applicant with full back wages

s

S T

providing all consequential service benefits and arrear

‘wsalary etc.
8.2. Cost of the application.

8.3. Any other relief/reliefs to which the applicant is

Centitled to under the facts and circumstances of the case

Cand deemed fit and proper.
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19, INTERIM ORDER PRAYED FOR:

Pending disposal of this application the applicant

prays for an interim order directing the reapmndenté to

reinstate him in  the post of LBG P.A. of Post Offices,

CUkhrul Sub-Division and ta pay him the current salary.

1.
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i1, PARTICULARS OF THE I1.P.0.:

. LP.0.Ne.  : 9l O U2 AQ
2. Date &\XL\ZOQ(E;

qa‘Payable at : Guwahati.

12, LIST OF ENCLOSURES:

As stated in the Index.



VERIFICATION

I, 8ri kKh. Jibon 8ingh, aged about 42 years, son
of Lt. Eh. Achou Singh, resident of Irengbom, Manipur, do
heréby solemnly affirm and verify that the Statéments made
in pafagraphs YNy \k\()’«)b\ 5 )W\)k‘&jﬁwll ,&.Eﬁbé‘re
true  to my knowledge and those made in
par‘agﬁaphs (‘\:\A}L{‘S/ Q&JLC.% are also true to my legal
advicé and the rest are my humblé submission before the
Hon ‘ble Tribunal. I have not suppressed any material - facts

of the case.

Aand I sign on this the Verification on this

the A0May of Jom. of 200

/

Kh- Jibon $i

Signature.

|



o . MORIH rmaw&"w SOSTAL CIRCLE |
SR C St birectorn, Postal © sz1<ﬂv,
FYREES _ o “4t Manlpur >tqu.‘
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B - L e
g g L D s le@vJy pxu'@wdinqg WENR jnit\alwd aqatnﬁr'-
S e Bhd Kh. Jibon .Singh,. Bogtal Asglaetant, Imphal HO under Rulae-14
Coee g o (L~(<LF)RMLﬁS,IWbJ vide Memo,No.B-2/Jlhon singh dated 6% Au ,
v C2001. %ILL Kh. Jibon ulnqh A here-in-after called Lhm “hnandf_f '
I Offlﬁi&](im. C.O)] wau'chﬁrq@d shanted for cerbaln- :
' O 3 /jthqulnLL!ie<@commitLad hy him-when hé was” otiiﬂ)atinx
N UADJVJQTOnal Inapector of - Posg Offlces,_UVhru] Sub=Dn
Manipur . iurjnq the pariod. from-22. 07 1,998 to 01.08. 1099 and
articles .of churgwl.dxawp oubt agalngt Lhe €.0, in ba\ﬂf, are

under:

v

X _
1.1, ihr' C.0 violated }ulr\—*- (l) (1) & 3(1) (ji'i) of CCS5
fonducL) wles, 1964 by taking the posses salon offwcquwttanvm
rolls Nm.18q,1198 & 282 for aqents of Hulning: BO,N wshing RO an i
Hamknl BO whichwwere sent to Lhe Sub Postmaster,” Ukhrul SO by
Impha} HO thuuqh 5. O*GL B Mo.ad ddLmd 26.02.99. (AELJLJ““r)

’ L 2 The C.0O violated Rule-23(1 )(.U.) & 3(1) (li’l 0]" ces : '
(Condust) Rulaes, 1964 by atanding ag witnaos Lo Lha paymant of
arrears of allowances for Lha porlod [roin Jan 96 to Dac oy ln
parson. who by €.0"8" own admlsalon had ceasad to be an nqwnt Lu

Apiil 9.

1.3, cThe ¢ }.O violat@d Rule~3(1) {13) & Rule- 3(1)(Lil) e .
.uu{&OHdUCt) Rulﬂq, 1064 by JdnnLifyjng some ED-agents to uh‘
actual persong to Lhe treasurel for meeivxug the payment of
aryeaps. of, allowances Sor the. period from Jan 96 to Dec a8 witl
thg/'andtulaq of the persons identifled by the C. 0 as n<1nwl
persony are tol Lha slgnatures of the ED- Agonis avaJJthw un rsn
arqujttnnﬂeq onl pertaining to earlier porjod o '
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1.4. The 1.Q vtolaf sl RULO (1) (i L) & RPule~3 (1)(111)

£S5 {Conduct) Pulns,1964 A% he f¢IQ9Jy rmpnrrcd Lhat he \Nlpud
; o Lh@ ED-agents to Lake payment of arrears of allowances by
S atanding as ldentiflenr and facilitated rorrmqt paynienl, of e
- 1) whila in fact he himaelf presentad Lhe acquittance roils
Treasurer, hwphal HO on, 2™ March 99 and asked

bt the Asslistant
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‘lhe pariod from 25,072 00L ko 16.08.2001 July'stattnq Inthls.

~leave: appliﬂﬂ110ﬂxddtﬂdw0)‘07 01" thak he would;be ,atuht v
pwhile ondleas ,ao;xthm }nttwi,uunLalning the. ch@rgebqhemt}
imemoréndumdwas;senL rOJthefvillago addxess%ofgtﬁh“ﬁ” f‘

?he remark of Lhe DDDA/ 1rengb -, FDBO, “Refusn(d)r Retufnei

lettel contalning: the. chargs gheet’ m»morandumﬁtojthe ‘o ( wae
.mada throlgh.Shri, Th.Juundru SLlugh,” valseer(Maifs), 3 g
LDivis ionp;Imphal shx. Thi Jogindro ¢inqh,,0veraner(Mail@) 3t
Sub Pivision vis itmd fha residence'of the CIQ at lranqbam . Lf
vgl.ngo on 31.08: 2001, buti he could nob deLLvmr Lhe'lettﬂr “aa
1qu1u0 was abaent and. the younger brother of’Lhe C. O who waﬂ-
availa blp refused to racelve the laetter on ‘behalf of "the’ 1harqhd
OffLedal,  Shrdthodigindro Shngh alao visitaed ‘the postal

guarters of the Charged Offtelal Hn the sane day ie,31,00. 2001,
btk Ltha C.0 was not found avuiiahlm there Ltoo. S
1, 7Ib ham haan, heJd inekhe goart of Juw Ln Jadiaht dekhrl Va.
ﬂjnlouép %1ndla 1970&»LRH&71 Dthih'PUnion of Indid’Vs.”“‘y? e
: QC:parin”p19671DLF”567, 18t allschati Lg requlredwdn “f"‘”<
'ﬁdepar%men*aluenqutnymid«tohgjveireasonable opportunity Yand Lry
Lt SérV@ the Chargﬂd Offiﬂial by Reglstered: PusL“wiLh“A D and 3E

thi' charqbd offiﬁial choge Lo refuse tha sarvice le. mu at pay for

f{.fho cbnaequences.. Similar: view has besn held by the Hon'ble’

Supreme Coutt: oL India ing “hujaLaf Flevtriﬂtty Bnard Vs Atmaran,
AIR,}?BQ o@ 14347, tn,whiﬂh it bas been ‘Fuled “If the Lhwrcm—
sheéthS‘?ent to. the correct. re esidentlal addLeas of the. = ﬂquﬂd
GfFicidl by Regd.post, 4t would be deemed fo be sufficient '
acrvice Lf the' chargad hEELGlal refused or omits ko LQCﬂIVQ e
A4 tha legal nqumxwmﬂntq have been rulfilled in the gervice nL
'hllgL shat: mﬁmbrandum to-ahri. hh.J\bon utngh, thp Chﬂxqwd
GEFiclal and e the chaugﬁd offlel al ‘viho chose  to réfuse ‘the
garvice Of Imphal HEG “RI He 5195 datid 07.08. 20017 ccmlail)ﬂng the
chards: shieat™ nembrandumn cannobt be gald to have baen' aggrleved of
non-garvice which was attulbutable to hiw, the appolntment.al
1.0 and PO wau ptuunndmd vl bhy L & f“'

- " ' B h
a, °hri B. Iajbanqth, \PIfOs, (huLaﬂhandpur‘Waa‘appoinfmd a5
UH]niry Of £1dmr ES inquite 1|Hl) khe rhulqmv lavelad agalnat bhe

LOP T e Menne Neos B=2/FhoTibon Shogh dobad 03,09.200% and

Lhri.b.riken Singh, SDIPOg, HPhrnl wae appnintnd as Proassnhing

aendnx from: Ixongbam EDROQ” . Anuthen atiempt, forédeliverinq Lhm’

. @sggggf. . ‘ — | . ' | i‘ ..l 71
" V$§¥r/:' - N e e

y —Jhu Rusis cant- Treazurel Lu hand ovear Lhe umuunL perLﬂtninqut@»g ;
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Offiqer:ﬁd“preﬂént.thm caue'c% behalf of'the!disciplinary¢,¢
authogdty.,: . . ; . : : o T ‘
A N ’ .

1. 'f"Dmspite‘aéVQxal'mpportunities, the C.0 did not turn up io
the lngulry and the. inqulry, therefore, was hald ex~parta i
accdrdhnag-wlth Rulm—ld(EO) of.CCS(CCA)Rul&s,lQGS wlth dua
conpllanca. to othar provialons of Rule-14 Ibid." The o
requireménts‘dfhdebartmental rules and instructions have been
complied with for holding the Inquiry ex-parte, as tha chargad
offioiql,hadnbéen‘werved'with the notlces of all hearings.

te
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© 2 Mfterocompletion of inguiry,- the Inquiry Officer
viz.SDIPOs{CHuradhéndpur, forwarded hig repOrthideQNQ‘A-l/'l
Inéiuir‘yz/.RuLéLM/13/C4:.p dated 12.02.2002 in which, 1t vas hald by
the Inguiry"qffic?r'ﬁhat al:l the'4 (Four) charges set ‘out against
thé}CfQSwgte'proVed“beyqnd any, doubt. o o

Cp. A- copy "each of the ‘report of the Inquiry Officer was
forwarded to the_Cid‘both'on his villags address and ‘on his,
__postal colony aﬂdxeﬁﬁ;y;qg letter Ho.B~2/Kh.Jibon‘Sin@h'daﬁed

15:02.02 duly .affording éﬁ~épportunihy td the CyO.to suibmit Iix
written'r@pfcédnﬁation'mr submlasion ag he might . wish to eubmis,
CEo the undersigned within*fifteen'days from the date of receipt

ofithé,said,lékter#'3Tha'§mphal HO RL.No.1546 dated 18.02.07
’eontaininglthé“abbvm'lettar‘and L0 8 raport, addréssed to e
poxtal stalf quarters address of tha Chmrgéd,OffiCial, wa o
r@ceived.baqklundelivered‘with the remark of the delivery Poat
office “Door closad”. The abLempt for delivery had beah made .n
T{Saveh)' dayy batwean 19.02.2002 to 23?02.2002,Lbut‘aavth@
'mttémptsffailed,,due'tm the fact that' the quarters of the C.0
was found clésed;  the letter was recelved back at tha offime n:
the*undersighed ‘on 04.03.2002. o I

- . . J .. : e

Gll?~*‘Thé'kéﬁﬁéﬁféddréased to the village address’ 6f the C.0-

* had'been dé;ivéped{ht'the'y¢llagﬁmresidqncejof‘thghgyo as
confirmed by the' BEM Irengbam. = 7i= o tple T inD e T
g B U B et .3"“'- '.;.: ‘ . . ’ -

I.-’,‘ -'lll +

' VLW,WfﬁNb Wfitten*représentation'or submissiohlffqm:thé Charge
officlal has heen réceived-yep){even pfter the lapse'bf a4 ¥

fdrtﬁight“ffbmﬁﬁhe'expiry of stipulated fifteeh daYsﬁ&im&Ar'

Therafbfb,fthé?bﬁaé 19 deéflad on ‘the''bagis bffﬁat?flals?and'
o g T T g RIS At EES N ) A

evidences ‘dn" redoryg, - od : s SRR
:(,ft,;:‘: <y Pk RN . P

6.1, In the article-1, Lhe .0 hag besn Tharged of violatia,
of Rulea=3(1) (£1) & (1) (L) of CCS(Conduct).Rulas,1965 ayg he o
he took Pogsegsion of acguittance rolls No.185, 198 & 282 far .
Agents of Hulnlng BO, 'Pushing BO and Maokot BO which were sen:
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Lo holding the charge ag proved:

- ,,Q.Subngﬁﬁmaﬁheﬁ; Ukhrul S0; and

. "’. . . ] )
to the.SuanostmaSteﬁ, Ukhrul €0 by Tmphal HO though g, O=8L L
No;83_dated[26\02129: . : C

3.1.7T.  The .followipg components are required to ke gatlsfied

, ] ' - o
(1). ..The A.Rolls Ho.185, 198 & 582 ware sent to the

o
A

(L) . Yhe ©.0 took poasanslon oL Lhesa acquittance
rolls. .

S I L ’ -

Bol,20 0 As per the written gtatemant oﬂ'Shri;R‘K; Thulngalend,

khe than Sub Poﬂtm&suer.wUkhrul‘SO'(Now spM/ Somdal 50). datead

327.62:2001/:acquiﬁtapqahrolla.beﬂginq No . P-185, p-198 and PreAty

wore ‘recaived by him‘hthhhnul]SOFOn-02;03;99ﬁthroughhimgpam ¢
5.0.911p dated.26.02.99-ahd thoas acqgulttance rolls wers S
ﬁorgefully'takah]away frmmrhislppsseSSion byTShr;.Kh.Jibonw
Sinqh,'hh@jth@n480LPOH, Ukhrul'mh"09;03.99” . The written.
statement of the sald Shriﬂﬂ,K.ThninQaLeﬁq 13 on record o Stad e
Exhibitﬂmprked-asiﬁxhibit,ub.s—lg : ‘
S Che b e - L :

i-BrlanﬁﬁﬁThe’PJO‘héé_submmtéhdAtha bopyfof-Sgo;Sliﬁ:Nm.BB dated

26:02.99 tbjthe“I.O.%lonq*Witn_his writﬁen-bfief@da@ed,f
18;12£2001.fqueAS.O.Slip Mo, 83 dated 5G.02.99 Just, has a noting
that an:A.roll bundla -enclosed. ‘A3 the 5.0~-Slip does not bear
the A.Roll Mos. in the A.Jwll bnndleAforwapded to Ukhrul 8.0 o

26.02.99, bhe 8.0r8Lip cannot have afi “Lndependent 3ay about. the
acquittanCefrolls“NOQIBS,<198 and 282 for the\aqegts.of Hudnind

BO;?ﬁushinq;BQ,and Maokol .BO mant Loned 1n the article'of chargs-.

I.Y'Thereforeqytheusaid documant. 1.3 nmt'gpecifidally'reliqd o

draw‘any.Canlusion in raspect of ,the charges f ramed against th?
~,00 . T y . o L

,—:I./'.-fi, -

S A o : i N : g
g.1v4. Rgopar Exhibit Nb.ﬂ~1,;the'A.Ro}ls No.x35,¢198 and 287

pertaining to Lhe paymeut. ol areapra el pay aqd“dllbWanc@s Lo
thi ED=gtaff in the EDBOg under Ukhrul 8.0 wag recelved by the

: then_S?M;-Ukhtul?on'02:03.99 through ImphaL,HO:s;Q—Slip dated

26.02:99 with entry as “ALRoLL bundle-1(one) " ‘The Exhibit. .
goiS*l”alSd”clearldetateg;that t:he AgRolls&beaﬁxng ﬂo.1ﬁ$,1198
Grid 202F ate nok: paid’at%uhhrul S.0 a9 pecausge.the & gn'éDIPOS,

UEhﬁdlehpi‘Khvﬁxbon anqhiﬁorcefullyymook ﬁhéﬁgwnﬁ;olls’frwm
ke possessﬁon off Shri.RfK.Thulnqalmnq, khe then SPM.. Ukhrul
bafore thelr payment on 09.03. 9% ‘ S

8.1.5, The corroboratlve avidences LO rhia fact are the
vritten statement of Shrd.Th.Bhubel singh, Treasuren, Tiphal He
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dated 13.07, ?OOL and his deposltlon da’ :d 03.12.2001. As ey
tha wrj!lon statement of Shil.Th.Bhubol ”lnqh,‘Treaaujej, Tmpiva ),
HO datad 13, O7.2000, 8hrd . Kh.Jibhen $inag.. lhe rhmu SDIEFQs,
: Ukhrnl presented 3(Thr@m) pra-receiptad arrears paymon Lills-
'§f~- - phrLaining to Hulnlng RO, Pulshing BO and Maokot BO aL.lmphal
oo . HRO freasury on 22.03.9% and the sald Shrd The Bhubol Singh who
o ‘ , Wam worklng aa; A atboly onqn:o:, Imphal HQ dUJan the pqriud {3
06.02.97 ko, 07, 09.99 maca, over Lhe payments of those billa to
Lhe €.0, Thm wrltben statament of the sald Shed, ThyBhiubol 241ul
la on tO“ﬂJd as Yale Bxhibit,, markod sy Exhiblt No q-5,
"oks 1r1’Th“Bhubol\oingh ‘was'Asatt. 1Lma9u1@r'(0 sh), ‘Imphal  HO
“”ldurlng thalperiod? £rom: 06.02.97 to, 07.09.99 ahd Ehetift

gstt. Freasnrer(ﬁash) ‘Tmphal HO was affactingithe payment: ,bJ!)*
perLaininq to the pay.and allowances' of postal emp]oyeeﬂ
pxmuéhted at’lmphal HO. ﬂhmrmfnre,'Fha veraolty of .the |
skatehant’ of Shrd. ThBhubol Singh, Trnasuxé lmphal HO dafnd
$.13.07.2001 supports the written :statenant of
' \hxt R.E> ThuingaJaug, !he then SPM.,” Ukhrul S,O dated

appearnd in the. inqutry as.8,W-1 has confirmed the facts state:l
In' his thibnn‘statement dated 13.07.2001 in his dmposition
- dated 03.12.2001. The cha1qo 19 very clear that the C€.0 while
functioning as 8DIPOa, Ukhrul Sub-Division during the period
from 22.07. 98 to 01. 08.99 taok possession of acqulttance rollas
L numbéfs 185,7 198 and 282 for agents of Hujnlng BO, Puishing B
f;ff Jnd Maokolt BO raspectively and violated Rulo 3{1) {11) and Rule-
- . .s(l)(iij) of 'CCY (Condusl) Rules, 1964, .

A i 1
. ' i

;;,‘ ' 16, Thexefoxc, Lxhihii Mo.5B<1:and byhtbiL No 5 uoxxmbunutnd

02,2001, " Shid... tTh” Bhubol Singh, 7Treasurer; Imphal HOsWho , ]

y the depoeition of S.W-1 datad 03.12.2 2001 are sufficient
; enough tohold- that the '€.0 took Lhe_ pozsesslon of mcquitlmm
T I N M < PR 196 and 207 From ShLi RUK. Thuingﬂl@ngl the th~n
uPM, Ukhrud /60: on 09,03, 99 gnd pLeSGnted those’ acquittan<cmky¢lw
at quhal HO on 22 03. Q9 o C '

..:;'._

8 1. 7‘; ‘As par. tho 1qu dnd the penulrtmdta palagxaph of the - -
Ci0"s report dated 25.11.2K addressad Lo the Director Poatal
1 mrviCﬂﬂ, Manipur Divimion, Imphal on record as Exhibit- No.
i the . C.0 helped: the ED-agents to take the payment! ofgar (A1 wk
',gﬂ !mphal Head Posk Of Fice -under the purvlev of: rules. I ha»ﬂ Geane '

- ar el A ot o wa e

‘;}! ‘ Through'*the Eiles - reguldting the duties and- rn%punaibill'Lw wﬂ i

e i TH4p9w1Ut3 of Post Offlees {n sub-divizions and found ne
ﬁ - oprovision necessitating a- Sub-Divialonal Inapactor of Poat:
! Dffices to stand as fdentifier for any payment either to thes '
; staff and agents wokking 1o the departmant or to any outaldern. i

“Stib- Djvialonal Tnspectox mf Poalt Officaes 13 proacrjbmd in ﬂny ol

| Aﬁéﬁ":’ﬁ
R \ e | . _ ‘ g

Helther -the custody nor the possession of acquittance rolla to = {
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mgihwfdﬂpurtmental rules and: gove:nmént pn?ixuctiond, nor a. . Sul-
jADjvigional InspeoLox’Df Pogt- Offjcm ls requiJ@d ko atand ao
vl‘Ldmnlifﬂwn o Lhe pﬁ§monts fhada (A=l Hhie ED- agentq'unduL nn)

S f@depaLtMenLaJ,LuJa o inqLLqujon 'Thm}bfordn thﬂ VJQLnlAuu off
iAj;“Rule ~3.47) (44:) " and Rulav3(1) (Lid) by the C.O0"Llg very b]edL as

Ca v o the! possmasion of acquLLLance yolls nunbers 185,,199 ahd, 2682 rrv
e he Eb-<adgents’ of" ‘Hulnirg BO; Pushing BO and Madkot BO hy ‘the C.
hae bmon plovéd beyond nny doub

e . ~:;,.~< 4|,‘- t,

:‘. .'.‘.."A. B 118‘ :'"‘
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i, Ve
e

' e thﬂgefore'fully aQreo to the’ ané}ysis bndmfihdihq«.mf
iuf'fhﬁ“lﬂquiry Oiticex and.‘incline to aglaa the, artiole of charge~! 2
Tl ad pxoved beynnd any duubt K Loy oot TR ,

syt
Vil i R o '

ﬁ”“““fﬁfﬁﬂ{ e, 3 e RS <L “' e
Wy ,v_.G.Z.N“ V‘In arttcla«lr thm C.O haa bonn chprged £oh)violntinn o
{_;.j;u'{,Rule~3(1)(f 31 )(iti) of: LFS(Conduct) Ruled, 1 1964 "y he
oy R fstood'witnps@ to khe paymenl of arrears of allowanoes for the
ﬁ N pexiod from, Jan 96 to Dec, 98 to a parson viho by, C: 0'4 own

o " admiagion fiad- ceased’ \o ba an ﬂgunt in April 99 *'j]. NS
L o .'.‘,«.1|,r"':?,'. o ol N o
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g RS I 1% ‘w.The\only 0omponen\ xmquirod to bha wn\inﬁ\md'ﬁﬁ hold Lo
oo ;1chnr96 as’ proved L that’ theC:0 wasg fully’ knowing, . as
P S W?RhfliALS*qakhbp Ehet then EDMC, Huining EDBO: Was no:mote in
! S servlbat aftas ApriJ/QB; when Lha €0, ‘stood as ‘withess’ i the
SR I paymelt of’a:xearm of. allowahcmq for thn pexiod from Jan/qG b
ay L Dmﬂ/?&n i ﬁn!jz% it AN , . ..’ N .
Lo \m'.,',- tee oy ~,.:.' ‘
R R hée Chmrged Officinl had bwmn wbxking mu SDKPOH, Ukh\n!
: M;Sub%Dh :dUrlﬂg Lhe: perjud £rom 2) Q7. 5% to: 1. G 99 andl hy
s : fficiht&hg as- qDIPO:B, Uthul the '¢. 0. Was Lh@ S
-3ﬂappaih&ing authorﬂty to ‘tHe ED- Agmnts in FDMC~category, whlc
ke qaid ShrL Ki8Y qakho balong@d The c.0s as\appoinrjnq
,,tauthérity ko théel cqtegory "of ED-Agents appointed By rthe’ Sub-
1,Divi®ionaJ»Inspector ‘of Post Offices, Ukhrul Sub- Dlvjsion, iz
e _;xesponsible for the: maintenance of a personal: gile 1n, regpact of
'119Ve¢ ED~Agant appointmd by the. SDIPOa;_UPhrul A addiLiou ta
- mainfenance of wRagsrd: of S@rvtce in a’ presckibed for dn
w7'réwpoct He LI ED= “pgernts ‘who -haveé completed 154 Fifteah) yéaxs “of,
P uervjc®ﬂ< Maintqnance'of the igervice ]OCOLdS‘Of 1ED- Aq@nt# i%
‘ Teddentral for-the puxpose of determining Lheir eiigtb&lit& for
y . . péaridtnent; qrant of ex-gratia gratulby: etc.,;and Lt
{ o //Jeduir@menf his been ‘rélteratad Ln Dy b.DoaLd, L. No 10/?0/04*LP
= kTrgdi-dated Gr‘rnh 100“rmwd~wirh Lr. Mo, 1B- 41/01 ~ED. & qu daliond
13:03,1992: The C: 0O, - Ln Lrem-5 of his rnpurtod daL@d e
1.9,0372001 (Exhibit Ho.8=31, himpelf haa stated that: . ¢
. ahed (M9 8akho Jolned \hm dapnrtmonL with'effect: from
IR 05:03.1979. Thersfore, LF the sald Shel.h.S. gakho Was WILJI in
sgrvice by the time the ¢.0 took over the charge of Ukhil S

e e e o % e =
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"pLGSOLibed fromhshould have. been malntalnedibyithetC:Q as the
oL ShrixA.S bakho had nlready ﬁomplated'lg(rifteﬂn) yehra of |
_ “‘,Avﬂge¢[icgﬂby,;he pima the.C.0.assumed the charge of; SDIPOs/Ukhrul .,
fﬂ“"BuL,Vﬁhe aaid’. Shli A.S Sakho\was not -ih - sorvibé”by“hhe cine the
SRR < o asaumed the, chaxged of . DlPOq/Ukthl on.z2 07 1998  anc 1 he
.C.0. did not maintain any’ record of sérvide or” bersongl file In
“jrespect of;thi A.S.8akhog So,;the C.Q- cannot tak‘*[hq shalte;~
‘o ‘any excusq Eo}say Lhat :he had no opportunity opknow about
~ Ytha diacontihuanve of mervice of” Shri A8, S?kh& amrEDMu/HninLng
fwéﬁiapki%égu"ws?t’““‘ ‘T;Wﬁul‘*f‘u{“:‘td il Ml‘ T
,JﬁWHJx’Mf}cr!* L ’ TGt
3ot T ha“q‘Qhuin his re port daEed 20‘11 dOA Exhlbituﬂu Gu.

hLméei&,h§s sﬁatad“that he helped;8hriiAis! Sakho;” K-BDMC, -
ninga&DBO to Eake thd: payment ‘of .the ‘atrehri allowanC@s and
b‘od ani&entifier iox ‘the aajd payment - :

. .}‘. g:.'..'
n‘l"‘

-8 o ﬂ,The CTOL\in item«s of hts reporr dated 19 03 01
. [@xhibiﬁ No.q 3],. himqelf has confirmed that Lhe”data of hirth
:ofsShLiMA S4 ﬁakho, Ex=ELMC, Hulning EDBO.is' 21 0431933 and tha
sadd: L)-ugant,ﬁoinad the, dmpaxtmenL on 05.03:791% Ny the C.0
L coyldydtate-these . facts dfter over one year from-the date hsm.
ré/thquished the: charqe of SDIFOs,: Ukhrul Suk- Division, it would
no(‘be reasonablo Lo presume that the C.0 was not aware, :
zmmembmled Lhe, foaot al the time wilen he atood as witness te the
paym@nu oi.maraaxm of aJlowancuq Lox the, p@xJod from Jan/ 96 o
1 Deo/98 ol 42 03.99° afﬁimphul HOP.O. Therefdrd;™ LhQLﬁ La noo
doubtwho hol d Lhai Lhe C O wqm fully awm“@, Tknew'! that™
ahrd. A 845 akhq, Ex~ EDM(' Hulniug-to whom the a&reara ‘of

_ alluwancos wers. drawn for the ppriod from Ol 01796 to- 31.12.98 -

b “fﬂ L Vide Al Roll No l85 {[xhibit Nouw §5- l(i)] was . actually @ntlLlon Lo

b _fy,'[ﬂ teCeiVe the arLears of aliowances only for: the period llOm

1% : .Tf Ol 01 96“#9 30 04 98. =.:;€fw» IR .".f'f Jf}ﬂ?#’~=

‘I ‘ L |“ \'\ B ,-"(‘, . ‘. . N ,-l l:.)“\\ ":,v-., ' ' . PR

f'.._‘J ' 'H 2 '21\3 pm the rnporr oc lhca . o datod 28.1142000 LExhibLt

oy 'i”Nﬁ 5- )]; the 'C.0, stood, as Ldentifier for helpinq ‘the ED-Ageubs

i ’ ©otol Loﬂnive thu pdymﬁnfw horleclly The C 0, when knowing tlat

£ o ' hxj A, Q‘Qakho,,nx LUMC, Huiuing EDBU wad ‘nottn sérvice afher
S April/@ﬂ and ‘when knuw{ng that the. arrears paymenL bi]L WA

4,“ preparmd for: Lhw~pariod'trom Jdan/96 . to Dec/98, eannoLJulajm Lo
CPohave Btoodfss ddentifiier/ wituess for dorredt-payment.  The
e Exhibit No 5-1 (1) ;. AL RoLL Mo,185 prepared By* Tiplisl ‘HPO for the
o . dIlPaLﬂ paymant of. al]owance: to Lhe LD~sfafi of Huining ARIEIS)

' ' bears.the, dated siqnatULO of ‘the C.O(dated 22/3/99) at the
hmttrm~right under- 4 supeerLlption “Identifiad by 8DI (P)
Ukhrul”. Thorefoze, he act of the C.0 to withess the paymeant
of arrears of '‘allowances, to an Ex-EDA who was fully known to be

R _ Advocm'@'
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D out of Jnlvlée, for a noted period inclusive of the pariod the
i‘”"“f. v.,,,fwauA‘wua nolitin-gervicae, gOrLﬁLHJy atLracLed,vjolnLinn ol
TN >>%~vuma— (1)(a4) &'nuln J(l)(Lid) of Ces (anduﬂL) Rulaw,iﬁfd

,.:.“; H/'ll l ? ol |" }.f "'h-‘ b " (] _' [SFATEM ]

: A

LY

Aric JI’ful]y agres’ with tha findtnqs of the 1, O holdinq Lhaf fhw
rticle of vhafge II j pxoved beyond any doubt.q{

:1‘))}’ j'},x! Aj

,J\hﬁ*~* 8”3 EEHRIN K article JII, the Cio¢ has’ been alleged fox violation
'“ay“?i* of Rulo~3(]) ’rﬂf&‘ku1m~<(1)(ili) of CCS(ConHUC%) Rulno, 1964 ne
| themiﬂmnbified ‘aoné BD-agonta to ba. ‘actial’ perhonssim,Lhm
treasurer for' redeivinq the
the*periou from Jan 96 to Dec 98 while the Qigndtuxmﬂ of fha
¥ paraong identﬁfied by tha ¢ 0 as.actuaL persohﬁ,arn-nni the

CBLYnatnresAF Lhe ED~Agenta “avallable. on'the acquiLLance: rollsa
“ pert aininq to @arlier perfod. . :

v
Y
IR

S
]
f

; ,;..i , a.a 1. ﬁha bnly " vmmpnnnnt required to be ﬁaLiquwd to hm!i lw

. o - . ohakge ‘ag’ brnvnd Lo that the signatures app@artng on the avreav:
A “paymént A Rolls are not the algiatures of ' khe’ a@tuml

' ' vparmonq/mmplquas Lo’ whom the arrears of alJowanuGs ve e

ST actnalfy paydbjn o v

' : by gk, e B A

W e Ceve (N
. . . E Lo, S L . ' : '
1'-‘. e 18 S S & o

o

Y R R B.3.2., hé ‘documents’ on LﬂPOLd are the
: A lesp@ct of monthly aJlowanﬁns pai

.

dvquitt1nuo rolls ln
4 to Lh@ ED- Agonts of Hulning
BO 1p-. Jdn/98 & Feh/UB, Puiqhinq BO in Feb/98,\Maxﬂh/08, May /98,
J919/98 & JulY/QG ‘and Maokot BO Ln.July/QB, May/QB dnd: Fmb/”ﬂ,
*tand“the axrma:s 'paymént’ aﬂquiltande rolls of the abov~.3 Qa
U-{fx*baaring N&'#185,¢108 Hnd 282 xnspeﬂt{vely whose paym@nt wers
[M“madé‘at’fmphal‘ﬂo'on ?? 03399 “Undar the' inferest/init1alive of
thd! Charded Offjcial Comparison of ' qignatUres aVailable on
Exhibit nb“s 1( ) with Exhibits No.g= 4(tx) & S~4(x), ‘Fxhibit
No.o~1(ii) With LxhibiLJ No. d~4xiy ko S244 (v )jand Exliibit 1No. g-
‘1(115 ‘Wi th EthbiLq No ~~4(vi5 o' n"“(viij) olearly show that
- ' Mhg ! 3ignatUre£ of’ 'the payoaw on' bha A'Rollg No: 185, 198 & 292 do

‘,.')l_
not imatch: the ¢ aidnafulas of “the payees aVailab;e\Qn ¥hm

fﬁomparmLiVQ dmrdmnntm“rmfnrréd to ﬂbﬁVﬁ : ey R
i(‘l;‘j/r L S RS TI &) ,'1,4'“. l. t 5

( @
’\ : ll.”

8% 3"@ ‘lhe bjlls p@rralnjnq to Lhe monthly ai@owanons had hnnn
“pdtd tb the EDnAganq by the s PM/Ukhru] ancl pmymentq have Ler
duly rnrlifind by tha SPH/UthnL SD.  Theralore Lhﬂ Scomparat Lve
'VdeGUmonLa are nnlfwauLheuLJcmting and sufficlent’ enotigh to hold
bhat’ the sighatures of the agents avatJahle on the A.Rolls
No‘lﬂ” l08 G'“U? [ﬂxh1bltﬂ No.9=-1(1) to o|l(iii_]‘axe not "he

Qc/ 1 u‘ThévInQQiry Officer’s, analyQis is objective and lvqjﬁajf

payment of arxears ofeallowaNtv¢ fod
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iy .ﬁvﬂ NINE A s FlHHH/I Al l:'(li»mmlu-«l

rlrll ”H“’H‘ (Hi] !Wlfl‘{ %
1 num 'k lm iy wwlnm* mphat HO and B0 W ll,,hu;a AT LSO T
Lhat thm arreary payment A, Rol] were tenderad personally by the
C.o and nol by the agents. The depositlion of the 8.W-2) also

1»clearLy. LnLﬂd LhaL'lh agents nmiLher attends u in pnlbon bafora
~ the S.KW-1, pnr ,Slgned in front of the S.W-1 who! @ffeand Ehe
C ;\wvnuanh on 22.03,99,, frhr\ bille, n\llml., Ld1er1 pre aaanlod by e

oy W) e L&>u11ul ;)xrﬂ~~'f@<“ua1}1rna«i

|

-tdl@O beﬂn exp1a5nud by the PLesmntinq Offiﬂ@riin the

"1dcpd%tmantal inquiny as app@arinq tn Para~6 14 ofxfﬂD’" r“nnak'

A e (, o T ;" 3-,..\ x‘l’

o . 3,’_ !
B.3. 64 T fully mgrno to, the analysts and fincingq of the r
and. hold thaL the, artivle uf r'hru:qra IIT is alqo Jproved bﬂvmnﬂ
any. doubt D L e o T T
8: 4.-Lm‘ In artiulnwlv, thn ,.O has been nlleged for violalklon
Rule-~ (1)(11 & Rul@—f (1) (ML) of ccs (Conduct) Rul@s, 14964 az bhe
.falsnjy rmpoxtod that, he. helped the, CD= agénts, toqtaka payment of
arreayrs of mlLowanvns by ¢ fandlnq as identitior and facilitated
correct paymon1 of . lhm bilJ@ whlle in fact he. thJeli Presen g
thm acquiLfanwe rolls to the Assistant. Treasurer, Imphml HO o

March 99 ;and HJPQd Lhe Noalatant: Treaqurer £o hand over the
PUHOLH)L })qi‘lailtinc to tlwm )7i] la to hiln o di'wtli butlon.

‘:Jr'; ; ! . . ‘.
8 4 3.‘, The”following rompnnanLn are r@quired to bc Sd'isrlﬂd

K S ,‘,,,.u‘ ‘: e

.Lo hold the rharqe aa-. provpd S

'
s

L R -Ir i !n: A
EREVRY lhe U.O dtd not. he]p the hD~agants to ta%o
miﬂa pnymenl of arrears. of, 1llowancos bub hp

;.,himself predwnL@d;Lhe avqujttance roJJﬂ to

T R AT SO o3 V- Aagistant Treasurer, ]mphal HO on
',lﬁﬁjAfﬁ;i; g 22, 03.99 and asked the Assistant, Treasurer to-
‘Jfng”ﬁ;. hand. over the amount of the btlla to‘him four
u‘@“g.(»5:n,“gwllatrjbubion, and . e "ﬁﬁ"'w

- ~ﬁhi e 1 T It

o 3, (1L)r'Tho L. U Cn(qaly I@POILPd lhnL bnrﬁglphd %y

TR : atanding as identlfier and f&oiljtalad e
P . corraect payment of billa. BRI

8 'y 2.;' As pax para~"$ A of Exhibit Ho.§j2,}i.el:the'reﬁ9xt of

the C.0O dated 25.11.72000, the C.0 himself has stated that he

ldentified some ED-Staff who expressed flnanclal difficultiez Lo

) o

T rne ™t~

— R

Non produc%ion of -the ED Agents. aa witn 299, by, the State.
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N take. paymunt oi JAhelr. arrwax bjlla from TmphaJle &
B LR ’ lworkinq‘as 1nwpector of Post- Officns.wnlhBAWLitt nﬁwtatemnnt~‘
Ag,n ke : %Shrbeh ‘Bhub ol qtngh{"Treaeurnr Imphal‘HO‘dafednm‘n«%s' jor o
:#&f~ " i? Q. Ol[bxhlblt Mo, 8-5], the;C.Q.pers onally hand“d Over ;
A}; i étreakwbi]lé”LS Lhe said ohxi 11 hubol Singh and%'ﬁkﬁdk _ e
g . : be amount bf bjlls tn him fo:ydistribf- on i to. [l <
3 . ' ‘ ‘| N N o (4 w‘_:.
. ‘\ 4 K u;«u‘,,e,“ At,s W N
8%.- : Shri Th. Bhubo] Sanh, Trmasuxer,*Imﬁhal HO wxo a]pcdl« %
L Ving th@ d@parhmentnl inquiry; ad. 5.4-1, has raiterated Lhe: fﬂ-rq?ﬁ_ 3
Mk 0 aiatad h s Wedkben: La!mm@nL dmLmd 13 O? 2501{ﬂ$n hlJ R A
Ao L deﬂpoqtfion dat‘ed 03. 1?“2001, ,~' | Pl S en
AT A.,.QAs,fheJe 15 no. departmenta1 Lule reqdiring'any i
i b ‘%uthority includﬁng the .appointing aufhorityrﬁogtdﬁntjfy,‘s‘ {
i :‘f;:@cipient/payme of ,any bil\ payablo to. the depaltmehial ataflf |
Wt ,j}'and extta., departmenla] agents . ampLoyad Jb<Lhe depatlmﬁnt,'!hm j
Yoo ngj G0 had,no huainess o, Ldehuify the p&y@es of } A ROLLE, Mo LDD i
[ o 148 & 282 pﬁ;tainlnq Lo the E)~aqnan of! Hnih!ug B0, Pumh\nq AT
I ‘ and'MaokoLlBO pald at Imphal HO on 22, 03, 99,‘ao, the guo=moty
,,;‘;II ‘ '?ilJm‘(DM 21\ of ha ©,0 tro Blgn o bl )>.L.l..1 moan {d#\ni,.ﬁfu‘l CLEE i
¥ “ﬁ,g';m.‘;fwaskinq .the Asstt. Treasbrnr (Cash) to hand’ oyer,_the' amount of i
e ollls. to;him for,distribution to the ED- Agehts cleajly ahow the' !
;the G .0; did“not actually the help Lhﬂ ED—agentq 40 take payment
of Lhelr arrears of allowanums but he htmselff)resenlnd e ;
C cquittanoe rolls to th Aﬁqtstant 1re&surern~1mphdl HO on E
" 22 03 99\and aqked fhe Asqiqtant Flaasurel Lo hand over ftha ;
‘ . L) S ARG ?

oz B JThe repoxts oL fha 4.0 datmd 25 11 2000 [Exhibit Ho.&-
]fénd dated 19. 03.2001 [Exhibit No'.§-3] clearly ghows thal the
AC7Q . fa]sely rmpon_ad he helpad Lhe B)~aqents Lo ‘receive the
-payment of-thedr, Jpspective .arrear, allowances bv JfandLnu ay
Ldentitjer which facilitaied the POLrewi paympnt of bille.
fticles;of,ahalqm IL.&. TTT}FJedrly 3how9 Lhat thm paymanta we .
notquLrCﬂLly madQ and the C.0s, Lnte)f@rence haq rath@x Faguli.
in\@xce«s paymenP of axrwax of, allowanceq payab)e 0

3hrt A.S.qakho, Ex-EDMC, Huinlnq EDBO and all ‘the' paymdnlj of

e arrmarﬂ Qf allowances. in regpoct of M. Rol1e No4L8>, 1190 pnc Zh
"-Wfox the: ag@nts.of Huiqinq RO, Puithnq BO and Mhokul BO,

ﬁ Iequﬂtivgly mado ﬂt Imphal H. R. Q, ab, tﬁe Lnstange of the .0

' 03 99, wﬂL@ no\ pnld to the avtnal raﬂjpluntq/paywow.
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:;aB 4 6 me ’haraiorm fullv agree wLL Lhe analysiﬂ and Flnding.
'rfof the.1.0 that the C.0 by his act of idenltfluntton off payee:r

'.as well ad. faJsv rOporT1nq vtolated Rnlo 3(1)(&{__& Ritl e~
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R (lh(iilghoi QQS(WondUut) Rulev, .64 and hold the aLLLulQ ol
'jy“.u@quﬁhaxge~lv aSnprovmd beyond any okubLh
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f"x*':gna1wﬁloh‘man,over 90%} of, dppartmental post offices A Manipur asg

;g;;,w}, Offices An, which thm,chaxged official officiated is ‘an
S roadministrative: posf having no payjnq and: monptaxy :
',gi. j;a ra“ponsibiliLy An- 8LLPOs is to ensure tlie proper. ouQLndy and
1 ‘posamssion:ofiall officd materials whenever. the problems
N ‘urxelatxng Lo Lhmix custodj dnd possesqiou axe b;oughL to . his f
;gaﬁg'{;ﬁﬁnqtlca'“A;gSPM;is peiradnally . respondlbla [ok Lhe corract paymen)
L ""and naintenance’of Ithancidl ‘probity:}, the; oharged o[ficjal whes
S .,13 bofheﬁin*a,oadre manning the posts. r’aponsjble for corract
PR payment‘ntgacquittanca rollﬂ to all the, employ@es attached Lo
:,the offlce includlnq tlie EDzagents placéd underithe accounts
juxﬁndiction, ‘hasg' commi tted smexrlous. irlegulaLitiea which do notb
ndnserve .any lenient conai.de eration. If the. Charged Official _
Gould créate, haVOﬁ while worktng in a post.’ which ‘has: no businear
witn the " cuatody and- possession. of avquittanne rolls and withou!
' payment LnspONdihiltLy, the axtent of mepacs. the chargad
e officjal could vcause 1f allowed to work Anga; post, hOJne'in Ehe
cadra of - Po gtal. Asalstants veated with paying poweira La to be
on«jdurmd wnrlonﬂly Bartring few, all, Lha Postali Asslatants 1
Lhe d@partment ‘are Lo handle money as Sub Postmasters including
Tim9~qca1w wb.PoaLmnqi@rﬂ, V. P~Dmlivmry Aamintunt, Mo, Q= Bavyinanl;
AﬁaLJLnnL, 9.8~ A, and Countar AdqiwtanLu ate., 8o, vetenllon
'-mf oifdgjmiﬁ with proved record, of dmlinqnou@y iw LolmL)y
agdinst 1he departmental inicleqts.s
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':9.2;u waqhm Post o[ Sub Div13jonal Inspector of Poqt Offl s,

. intwhichwklie .charged official. officiated during the period LJun
‘!'z? 07:98. to, 01 08.99, was nol.a mere operatipnai poat FPquIjnh
the.intumbent:of the .post to, Ful'fill, the, operat'prxl necesaitie
Vo nahagat'the day to day. funbtioning of the office but'a post

,,tnat Ys7veésted withconsiderable adm}nisrrativa pawers réqujrtnw
o .the: inuumbent to ensure that his'subordinastes: m&intaxn inteqrit
e f'. m.and dQVOLiQn to dnty. Hore, in thls instant’ oaae it Ls seen

;subordinabes maintadp apsolute anegrt1y, d@votion Lo duty and
ot do nothing wxioh is inbecoming of a Govl: ‘servant has i) £

' ¢ommitted serious irregularities and, falled to maintaln devobid .
Lo duty and acted in a manner which i*'high]y unkeceming of a
Govt. Servant. Tha charged official, in-addition to commission
of gross Jrreqularities, has resorted to false reporting ta the
hlgher authoritiles as proved in article of charge-IV, which
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g o To0 oz f‘}«mx l. ;'\xhrnm hi”, i mhanoat et iva, . I;orcmful powawwion wf

Yo aoquibtanoe xolls from the oustody of Sub pPostiia bey/  Ukhrul, = -
S RTAL , f.‘a,al:umy idemti(.’ying a petson to receive. paymht Lrom govt., ﬁ\mdn
) mmuﬂ:lm of tlm gmrl.ml &ur{ng v.hicrh the p@xmon cxoncc«rmfm W
ot 1 witrmmsing {:o the paymonts’ whibh were not’
) rmt.tm] l.y made to tha persons to whom the pmynmnta WOXe <jxmr and
1 mubmitting faloe report to the. higher authorxity are net minor
oﬁff«mcaa whicah may be let of £ with. a xay of- lenienae. - Palalni
o inota hqwx t iml"' f.x Grav . seivant who had heef ‘Of ], alating =
En“nquO)“ﬁf frigil If1wm@ ﬁ and, b“_virluw'of»him lﬂaumhuuuv
THanm Jmmprmfdb}w t‘m ananling Lho préper ouatody tand poasacasion
.'QL’ Ellr UL bned ™ ) Lo \l..\" JLhe B, pe h\iniﬁq L b L
‘haa“ﬁmg}ny 5f»”f”ﬁulo bty uun polmnanion EHE! ncqnifanﬂn rekls
R AW ' gRG L G Phatindsiter/Ukhruld 6nt09 08080 and afi ey
pmlmuraiiyﬁxuum1viuq K he puymmnth off the m@qujilnnc& rolla al
imphml HROFGhEY 2. 08199, it Cal.aady )r»pmlmd fon: .’12!: 11000 that
i N ) "HM&\f“U*&QOnl $°bo resnlve Lhe borkect pdxym@nl..ﬂ whesn e
3 ::.}‘uc‘. a{rdm\ia ingluded bl perlod din Lng’ whir‘h Lha paer NON VAT
L gy _J"J “gsrvicd, . The cibe of Uhly charged DEFLalal Lo miibloy.
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The Postmaster’ General, - s s “:~~“ﬁf{?€§\_ _ o
North Eastern Circle, -~ ° .. . SRR ~ o
. " Blitllong ~ 793 001, ‘ ' ‘ '

To. R S T Y R
ol

‘ _— B Lo el e e T b
' : '(ThrOugh PererjChannar)fs:;a'- R R R AN .'V
) P " ) B | ' ;A“‘:- - - '..("" . ‘, ;o .,.. _-,[" “. ; ',"'l' _‘ - .. . . ‘.‘,_ R
Sub: Appeal under Rule=-23 of CCS (CCA)Rules, 1965 against the . |
. : arbitrary-orderféf@pgnalty”4ssued.videﬁDPS/Man;pur'““
K ' - Memo.No.B-2/Kh.Jibon Singh dated'11'h April-2002:: - -
S N ""i:;_., “1 . 7 - nf »-| :' ' : . J e _"" 'A" " ;Q‘\ ) '
Respected 84r, = & '@ | L e o
1o v wThe‘éﬁpéllant:is;ycgr_humble;éﬁbdﬁdinété o ;
~ working in the cadre of PostaljAssi@tantSFingManlpur Postal !
Division until his services were arbitrarily terminated
vide a whimsical order of penalty issued videjDPS/Manippr,

Memo.No.B~2/Kh. Jibon Singh dated 11" April-2002.

\ - A Photostat .copy of punishment order issued 1
- vide DPS/Manipur Memo.No.B~2/Kh.Jibon Singh

¢ dated 11*" April 2002 Ls enclossd as

o T ANNEXURE-A/1. o e

2. - The appellant, wiille working as Postal

Assistant at Imphal. HPO, got an officiating chance to work
against the temporary vacancy of ‘Sub Divisional-Inspector ‘

of Post Offices, Ukhrul Sub-Division,: Ukhrul during the ;

periéd from 22.07.1998 to 01.08.1999. The appellant o |
.« - discharged:his duties as Sub Divisional: Inspector of . Post ,"
' Offices, Ukhrul Sub-Division, Ukhrul, during the period A

I

from 22;07;1993atd'01;08.1999;.most’satisfgcgbrily“toﬂthe
better satisfaction of the higher authorities including the
then Director Postal Services, Manipur, Imphal. - S

3. = . . The appellant, ‘either at tha time-of his ""'er
officiating. period as SDiPOS,}Ukhrul,Sub*DiVision;'Ukhrhlﬁﬁ_; A
or for more than 1(One) year after the expiry Of hig th Lime aonl
officiating appointment, did not receive any complaint . * i
regarding non-receipt of arrear pay and allowances payable -,

o - to any of the ED-Staff under Ukhrul Subfpivisidnf e fﬂf“

4. . The appellant, in the month of November 2000, .:. ..
received a notice from the,Hon'bleiCAT/Guwahati‘in respect . .| -
of .0.A 'No.,356/2000 filed by Shri.A.8.Sakho, Ex-EDMC, o ‘ -

; | e : ¢ |w
) o ' V@/\/w L . S YA |
. ' ’ - - ' ' ‘
L pdvosei® " | S 4




)

. (o
[T LANEIRAN S

Huining EDBO and others against ‘the; departmenti Ofs‘ poats.,ﬁ;\m

Immediately:on receipt, of the'@said notice, the: appellant
. clarified his position in his representation dated

25, D 2000 and requested the department to; defend ther@ase.*.

s R Lo \--,3 ULy
- A Photostat copy of representatlon dated
e +25.11.:2000 addressed ito the:DPS/Imphal is
‘" .enclosed as ANNEXURE-A/Z. : L
SAYV e The appellant did not. get any responae to\pis
representation ‘dated:25.11.2000 from. the Director Postal
Servicag, Manipur,’ Iimphal -for more than 3(Three)Jmontha and

\ as such - he further clarified his poqttion wide another

representation dated 19.03.2001 that: he, &9 .a: humble..

govexnment ‘servant; and responsible official,aassisted the
ED~Agents who came to him for help to draw the" arrears of
allowances payablée to few ED—Agean including v
' ohri A. S Sakho at Imphal HPO on 2«.03 99 S

r 2 R

A Photostat copy,of representattnn dated

: ©19.03,2001: submitted to the. DPS/Imphal is
B ~enclosed ‘as ANNEXURE-A/3‘1“ V. .
6. ‘jki The appellant, thereafter,'applied for Earned
‘leave with effect from 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 and ,
extended the leave from time to time on medical grounds as
bacause the nppellant was advised to Lnka ﬁamp]ofm rast by
the treating physician. - : - o

7. "~ The appellant, whlla on medtcnl leave, henrd
- that a departmental inquiry under Rule-14 of. CCS (CCA)Rules,
1965 has been initlated againat him and even though the

appellant. was not Iln receipt of the charge. sheat memorandum -

and notice of preliminary hearings: etc., immediately on
hearing that- the'departmental inquiry against him: ls:under
. progress sent- information through a messenger that the
departmental inquiry may ke postponed.till!the appellant
returns from medical. leave. But, both the'inquiry officer
as well as the: digciplinary authority - turned -a deafear to
the request of the appellant and Smely proceeded?with the
1nqulry with biaged motive,

8. I The appellant,4ultimatmly,vhas'been served with
an order of punishment of-removal from service issued vide
DPo/Manipur Memo . No. B-—(_/Kh Jibon Slngh dared 11th April |
2002. T v . Cam

o
atiesi®
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wﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬂdmmmwﬁmwm IR *mWW&hgh

i 1,_.(2)'?‘ sy pex’ﬁpara-z"ﬁ‘of 1t erun&squxéﬁ f”br er) ylzthé‘v ohar’

T ww«w iy Zo T aae thn memorandumw’was‘rsex'vedz on\thel;
| AN s C >

S AV T ;"" . a'av} r %
.,&,~,£‘°re,3,,,,the‘4japp 1lant subx&itmm ‘humblef”

12

AN J e?“appex%%‘ant“‘and "‘L ’
1d°pa,§§“89§amifnquirﬁwasarc“gnauctedf WL EhSEEY T i

h: mg ’i’é :providing#(anymreasonable’f'oppngj:gpq.tﬁwto‘;mh 3 zrg:;fy,iyx-c i "‘f
Hedl “-"%? ;gf'i' e -;}appel,lant"ﬂ&vrharafore t:he"tbrderﬂroﬂ SpunyShRent iy 17, | s
"'r\}wavv VT 5

vild.agew add;psgacnf;:‘%,“ik S
A A, m&"oﬁa ‘thelapp ellant\vide “tImphali:tHPO fRI}‘ NoTB5195: datac diERS jp R
PRI ;,;';;;;“; v; ov*-qe 4200174 tmhevdiacipm:xamvautho,rity)himaeu Whaaa% i e

_ ot s*admjatt:ad sthat!.tha/ appmlilant’f'ha

b

dXa pplied} foriEarned's B?‘wa’%

-t .Leave'.during.the period fromy25: 07:.2001 ‘to s, ""”‘”"”“'f‘f““‘*" |

inary authorityuhast‘not’}\?gi ,
sad: iy

H
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i ;.(bi 167108, '2001».1mi3ut,w~tha Jdiisciplis
et '.._'--.,.,g/. ;wgiven‘nfanyi'proof ;thati‘ithefappellanmlabtuallyx%efu

, o il
o nitestakelidelivery of). charge*?aheem memorandum ‘*sent”ﬁf"%éﬁ i
- ,: f rividel izImphal*;H?O 4RL;ANG51 951$dated'r':07..108.‘2001-.03"Inf"at:

Sl *«mfact;frtthel’appellant?‘”did ,np'cm:efuse 1to.,zt:ake tdel’ivaxfy/ .mw

|
e ERD sof»{anyxfflef:ter,?fromﬂany; highazr .'authorg.t;,tea Wi 1.'%:‘(# ‘m{tbh““ ik
SRR 45, 'ﬁ,@'l‘hereﬂo‘l'e‘mtﬁoi contention‘roﬂﬂtha’“ddiqgu‘plinarym& '

‘m Opportuﬁitym aregbaéed*on fthecactvual¥awardy: ngfofy r’{,"o'ix 4

Vi .4’“ ',4 '
R e .‘,w;x’*;ﬂQQonablaﬁopporbunityr.toxtheichafgedibﬁficial‘? ne _‘,»«.x-t"
L L Mﬂ) ,g',p,,, ental".’t.nqu.try.u e»TheSexrprJ.ncipJ.ea rhave’*«bee‘n’
‘.\n’ -,)- :.“(“” 1

y.pronou ncedf‘by varioustcourtsﬁohlawnin luding':ﬁbhé“;ﬁ:b

pes ‘Ba-::vapex,;goumswﬁ.‘thec.count.ty2‘1" Therefore i iehenl sHBRYS:

- «L’.,’
'\

i, Hydba ANbote v e ,ﬁt;,_ XL
T it Li1 kupy;authcrity,ghaad;tni Gt agpven P ThIFGare
D E R AR & s Wt PR f&'ﬁ‘lp Vthati'haifatled nto%,awa;dareagonableabprallaﬁt; Qf*‘? .
~ ' w"»“" nop ‘ggnity,,totdafend thek‘case by,..».tg‘:.o appe}v.I‘a m{ Sk f}ﬁf" .
PO A'“" fkment.toning g,gomef-irxelavant 'caset;laws.@Whédéth 'Tm ‘,,

'““ “;fa" ellant zamets kiow' aboutrtha:holding tofrin uiry”";:fc .

o vl\heo.imediatelys..sent tinfomat«ionlf@cf}thea]i 60  thatRther W

. idepattnentalitingui ry., rmayi'be~p08tp°nedmntib&h’éﬁw"€
S 'a‘“}‘appdllan'btretuxna to. dutyf’after.

Co o rnhisdllness:itBut the ~appellant’s® was &1
'“"*"'ron imedicalrleavd’and ‘htsiwillingness’ s tedattandithe Ryt

enquirycafter !complete . rocoverwfrom;ill-health%ﬁéfg Ak

completeragoveryiaf 5 e
mequestnthabehe x,wase 17

: Yy M Pt et { h ', \_~, wd ;,'
st h i .w? ﬁ% -31:' »‘7:’9‘}32~g°”-‘s“1’~3’-6”n9t 78upp°rted‘<by.-anw ﬁoafx&nd sy suchfl »

Vi o, etedceptablatinithely 4ot Lauin it it Lha T
OS] :'-T" ’ ¢ 7"'1£”M‘ ? H 05 .,... hq&‘mmp&vén\jul{l’?‘i}aﬁ \1{} ‘%{'g 3’,%{: ;’c "h’kﬂié&l ::;"iﬁi .
by ~1) Q:principlestefrnatu ijugticeeandpmaaor‘mble&“h!ﬁ"»‘éwéﬁ

, ‘ © hot: considered:by the I.0 and the departmental: (j): %J,;, _a"”'

Ainquiry was continued without proyg.ding reasonabléﬂ

o S ropportunity ito: the: appellant..,,, Therefo:e,.»both}‘the x{g&ﬂ
; Vet e Ayt w RPN e ] RN
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(4).% Both’ the I.0 and the P.0 are the.direct. subordinates’

‘ H

lﬁmto“the,diﬁcgp;inary'aupﬁori;y;andgthey;did;nq;szrk

.. independently to conduct the enquiry. - The

départmental‘inqui:y was conductedégs‘per the
direction and wishes of the disciplinary--authority -

. and without any. concrete dchméntaryyproof or

 witness tpat'the'appell@nt’waégregpcpgible.for»
-violation of conduct rules alleged-in-the charge

(5).

sheat memorandum, the I.0 simply held:the charges as
-~ proved beyond any doubt in the same :lines dictated
l;by.the“diSCiplinary1authofity;nghérefore,'both the

departmental inquiry and the order -of - punishment are

highly arbitrary and illegal.:

The‘appelléht, well before the*iSsﬁebof charge sheet
memorandum{ie. on 25.11.2000], explained.his

_ﬂ; position regarding the arrear’ payments to some of
_ the ED-Agents of ukhrul sub-division on 22.03.99 at

Imphal HPO. ‘Theréfore, the disciplinary authority

- instead of conducting a contradictory enquiry with

.. the ED-Agents and the treasurer in.the.presence of
- the;appellant,"kept1mum*fbrvmofefthanv8(Eight)§;

... months.up to.July/2001 and - suddenly, issued the:
‘charge sheet ‘memorandum in August/2001 with the pre-

 ‘determined motive to penalize thé appellant:for his

(8)

no faults.. Therefore, the charge sheet itself was

111 conceived and void of iota of ‘truth.

The EDfStaff of Ukhrul~Sub—Di?ision‘i$,nét:khowh to
the Treasurer and Asstt.Treasurer:of Imphal HPO and

~ only to help them to receive the payment of arrears

of pay and allowances at Imphal HPO the appellant -
acted as identifier. The act of the appellant was
an act of good faith, for which’'the appellant cannot
be fixed responsible. Therefore, an act done in

‘good faith during the course of discharge of

official duties cannot be -said as misconduct and the
appellant cannot be awarded an extreme penalty for
‘an act which is done in good faith during the course
of discharge of his official duties. Hence, the.
order of punlshment {'a highly arbitrary and liable
to be set aside. o e -

.
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qu}7) It 49 the appellant who brought the féct tﬁatug*”"lr

ﬂfgshgigA;S.SQkho;ng-gpmc, Huining EDBO, resigned From
SerVice With' effect from 30..04.1998 (A/N) I 1€ “the *
appellant did not bring the ‘above'fact to.the notice
~of "the ‘disciplinary authority, the discip Iinapy
. ~authorlity had fio' chance to come to know’that 7.
Shrl.A,.8.sakho, Ex~EDMC, Huining EDBO ceased to bé '
in''service after April/1998, Preparation of pay an

| allqwahcéé”including7the,ar:eaqsﬂqﬁypéyﬁandV”' sy

“¢<ffaliéwénce§§is‘théﬂdutyudfuaccoqnts branch’'of Imphal

© Head Post ‘Office and tha appellant=ss $DIPOs, ‘Ukhrul’
Sub-Division did not know about the period for which
the arrears of pay and allowances have ‘been prepared
to Shri.A.S.Sakho, - Ex~EDMC, Hulnding EDBRO.
Therefore, it is wrong to allege that the appellant
stood as witness to ‘the paymentfofiagfea;sﬂof I
allowances for the period from Jan/199€ to Dec/1998
to an ED-Agent with the knowledge that the ED-Agent
was ceased to be in service after April/1998. The’
appellant had submitted the facts to. the notice of
the disciplinary authority duly stating that the pay -
.and allowances of the aforementioned ED-Adent was
irreqularly drawn and enjoyed by the Sub Postmaster,
*Ukhrul $0 for more than 8(Eight) months even after
~ the ED-Agent quit the service in April/1998.- But,
.the'disdiplinary‘authogity instead of initiating
action against the actual defaulter ile. Sub o
Postmagter, Ukhrul SO, fiked responsibility on ‘the
appellant ‘and issued an arbitrary and illeqal order
- of removal flrom service vide hig Memo,No,B=-
2/Kh.Jdibon Singh dated 11th April 2002. 'Therefore,
the order of punishment is whimsical and not =
. acceptable in the eyes of law. o e

(8) - The disciplinary authority did not verify the facts
through a detailed enquiry in respect of the '
information submitted in the appellant’s-
tepresentation dated 25.17.2000 and 19.03.2001.
Without verifying the facts mentioned in the =
representatidns'mentioned'abgve;ﬂthe‘appellant'has B
been made scapegoat dnd the ordep of punishment has
baen issued at the personal whimg of the R
disclplinary authority. : ‘

(9) Thé'pradtice of drawal of pay and allowances and
arrears payments from Imphal HPO in respect of

-départmental as-well as ED-Staff working in Sub Post."

'-@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%é
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‘ offices -and Branch Post Offices inaﬁéhipur;Postalﬁ .
diivision_iﬂ;nat a4 hew ona introduced by the ‘
~appellant.. This practice 1z

- '?PostaeriVision.for,many.dgpades:#nWhgngver%thefwtad 

continuing in Manipur ;

bills*of:pOStal.employees working,in'bther'S,stand'
B.0s want to take payment of

are identified by the

_av01d’wxong-paymantsta
aDIPOs/Ukhrul during

01.08.,1999 and -the bi

at:Imphal HPO on 22.0

'“7ﬁ55tt.TreaSurer(Cash)

identified by the app

ASPOs/
The .a
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1ls of
3.1999
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=llant.

their pay and
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. §DIPOs~concerned:;to
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hal HO after they were
If:the v oot
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pay the arrears to th
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rexr {Cash), Imphal HO.
SPIPOs of Ukhrul 5ub-
tdentify the ED-Agents

to the Asstt. Treasurer (Cash), Inphal HO Lo ensure
correct payment to the genuine ED-Agents. As the

appellant only discha

Ukhrul sub division while identifying the ED-Agents
ir payments«correctlyvat~

on 22.03.19%999 to rece
Imphal HO, it is high
responsible for viola
Therafore, the charge
conspiracy to trap th

eyes of law.
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‘Therefore, ,the. | o
is "lacking humanitarian approach

) ‘,'Now;'tnarefore, ‘the appellant most fervently prays before
o your, ki“d h°“°“‘f..c’7at‘ N R T ww crpntlg e et
AR 1. The order of penalty ‘of removal from service&fﬁsued 73,
vide DPS/Ménipur Memo.No.B-2/Kh,Jibon Singh, dated 11 4
: ~ "April 2002 may be quashed and set aside; and Q
, ° 2. The period from'the’ date. of" rem0val %6 “the date of i
L i reinstatement may be treated as duty. for. all {
. . purposes. o “ A _ =
N N TR TS I ‘V‘E- i‘,’\, 7:";', Ahiern e e ;“!U“Hn 1) LR TR ’i“‘i
SR Eo: ‘the'act’ Of your kindness, I shall ever” be'érateful to
HESTHS ":"y‘o e Wl}{mr af (U taTnpelatiy bt ,_‘;, IO L T A {5ii) ahove,
. Nl fnie: Uu; . g(i\fnt\ prses 'f's Sogvye o ""f',_‘i }'-3 laaeimq 10 f‘. e wan -
o rmd frahy Clevesinmine v e 2 L IRRNTY «w““Yodrs“faithfuler.
Sy e Top pwr Saniow ,.' o v rh e Ce I T !\m‘s‘f' fugen, o '
R * c ”(Kh Jibon Singh)
R R .~ ivpostalr Assistant,
e o “-vh“°“‘“fJ*r s © .+ peed w(Sinde’iRemoved)
Sttt v Bee g e ploet gt e e e .n‘ManipurPostal “Division,
| ' ‘ R "'Now at"Vill'dIrengbam,

: Copy to:;y ' " b
.. *+ »1. Anradvance copy

(I

- BPO ': Irengbam,

«
i

(Manipur'State).

* ’r tay, !

LR

to: the Postmaster*General, N E:Circle,

PO <+t ‘Nambol SO.-

I

Ve Y] LWLJM&«._@L ,.....n:._ﬁL

.

.« 7 Shillong:foxn information and. neceasaryuaction.:w
o T 2"The ‘Director: Postal -Services.t, Manipur”qlmphal for
ev rent information. TP L S L g v ;; e :1, caflinetig
Yol *‘n.-s: ‘m. R N N TR | IEPLIPPE U ! "ti fu ’x‘;f&“" ot
&l ay wat ity Qi s cdmde W o ma it ey dpgegurieswish il fisn
G sl Avre g med Bt s s e 10 ?’ Mu »vwm GO A
3 ;ll it A e ¢ e . et (Kh Jibon”SiHQh)
RYRIFTPTEA N OY e aol - Postal Assistant,
. g : : .. (Since. Removed)
Manipur Postal Dtvision,
. .Now,, at: Vill.,Irengbam,
, " BPO Irengbam,
PO - Nambol SO.
(Manipur State)
: PR o ‘
; :
e e r———— e ¢ e ——— ;g
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After following the due process laid down in CCS -(CCA) Rules, 1965, he was .

-+
[
:

i

g g, VN A xvexvee -3 |

ZIRINJE X VR E e

| o DEPARTMENT OF POSTS A
~ OFFICE OF THE CHIEF POSTMASTER GENERAL, N.E. CIRC
-4 ~SHILLONG.793 001, -

Menio No.Stafl/109/15/2002,

. Read the following : T

. D Appeal dated 10.5.2002 of Shri Kh. Jibon Singh, ofMiciating

v " _ - 1POs, Ukhrul Sub-Division and regular PA (since removed),

;... Manlpur Postal Division.
i) - "DPS, Manipur-order No.B-2/Kh. Jibon Singh dated 11.4.02.
i) " DPS, Manipur Memo No.B2/JIbon Singh dated 6.8.2001.
. Iv) - Other connected records. - , '
- Shri Kh. Jibon Singh, PA; Imphal 11O, and officiating 1POs, Ukhrul
Sub-Divislon was charge sheeted vide reference (lihy ‘above for violatlon of Rule
3(1)(li). and Rule 3(1)(ilt) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 .vide reference (iii) above,

/. removed from Government service vide DPS, Manipur Division Memo vide at (i)

/I above.- Against the punishment of removal from service Shri Kh. Jibon Singh, ex-

"1 PA, Manipur Division has submitted this appeal. B :

o // - In his appeal dated 19.5.2002 Shri Kh. Jibon Singh, the appellant,
submitted that he. had been removed arbjtrarily from service by DPS, Manipur
Division, that departmental inquiry under Rule-14 had been initinted against him -
~evei though he had not-been in receipt of the charge sheet memo and notices about

~ the.disciplinary hearings etc., that immediately on hearing about the departmental

. inquiry against him he sent a request for postponement of the departmental inquiry,
through messenger, till he returned froi medical leave, which was not acceded to

with biased motive.

. The_appellant further submitted: that he had not been provided
reasonable opportunity. for defending himself, that the disciplinary authority had
not proved_that the appellant had: refused to take delivery of the charge sheet sent.
vide Imphal IO registered letter No. 5195 dated 7.8.01, that the Inquiry Officer
and the Préseiting Officer were the direct subordinates of the disciplinary authority
and that they ‘both did: not work independently to conduct the. inquiry, that the
disciplinary ‘authority did not conduct “contradictory (sic) inquiry” with the Extra

- Departinental Agents and-the treasurer in hls‘prescncc, that the appellant had acted
in good. faith by acting as identifier of Extra Departmental Agents for taking

misconduct, that the _diSciplh_iary authsority did not verify the facts ihro,ulgh detailed
" inquiry’in respect of -In’l‘ormalio'n‘_is'u'bmill_ed in the appellant’s representation dated
- 25.11.2000 ‘and“19.3.2001 and “that he had been-punished in a ‘highly irregular
" fashion. . ' -

1
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payment of pay and allowances at Imphal H.O. which could not be taken as
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A " The appellnntvsubmittéd also tha.tl the départmental'inquiry, without
~ giving any reasonable opportunity to him, was highly biased and motivated and,
_prayed t_hat_ the puqls_hment‘qyder might be quashed and set aside.

. , . (% ) )
o . T have gone through-all the records connected with the case including
- the papers relating to the Rule-14 inquiry. It is a fact that though the intimation
about issue of charge sheet and ‘also about the sittings for the oral enquiry in the
'Rule-14 inquiry case were sent to the charged official Shri Kh. Jibon Singh both to
*e s village address glven as Leave address in his leave application form and to his
official address at Imphal, they were not_recelved by him since he had not made any
arrangement for receiving his mail when | he was on leave. Repeated efforts to deliver
the registered ,'Ieuer'j;'cﬁﬁlalnl‘ng the above communications by hand, were noét also
~ successful and the Inquiry Officer was compelled to proceed - with the Rule-14
. . induiry ex-parte. It is also a fact that the appellant had sent through a messenger, 8
% ' request to the Inquiry Officer for postponement of the oral inquiry till his return
q .- from leave, ‘This goes to show that the charged official, the present appellant had
; . begn aware of the Rule-14 “inquiry proceedings but had chosen not to anppear,
i Aersonally in the oral inquiry: I find that the Inquiry Officer had continued with the -
- oral inquiry as per rules since the request of the charged official for postponement
~of the sittings could not be acccde(gumgsJWImd not_been_,
o _entertained by the_competent leave_sanctioning authority and the leave requested
——-;l , } zo)f !lnd not been granted. This shows that tie charged ofticial was un_amhoriscdly ,
{ " | absentfrom duly and did not choose to participate in the Rule-14 proceedings. .-
*: .. . .'The :submission of the appellant that the Inquiry Officer and
Presenting Officer were the direct stibordinates of the Disciplinary Authority and
~ that both did not work independently to conduct the iiquiry is not‘acceptable since
~ this Is the case in. almost all Rule-14 departmental inquiry proceedings. Though the
~ Inquiry- Officer and Presenting Officer “were officialy of the Manipur ‘Postal
Division, I find from the inquiry records that the inquiry has been conducted in a
fair manner as pér CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 and affording reasonable opportunity to
the charged official to- defend himself. Although reasonable opportunity was
_grated, the appellant did not avail the same but had remained outslde the Rule-14
inquiry ‘process: The averment of the appellant that the Disciplinary Authority did
not conduct “contradictory (sic) fnquiry with the Extra Departmental Agents and
the ‘Treasurer, Imphal TLO. in his presence” cannot be given any credence since he
would havé got-the opportunity to examine/cross-examine the witnesses cited in the
- . charge sheet ‘a'é well as to produce defence witnesses on his behalf, if he had taken
1 , part in'the Rule-14 inquiry. Instead the appellant’is raising this point.during the |
' Appeal'stage and this is not tenable. o '
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i // ~ The submission of the appellant that he had acted in good faith by

i “ acting as identifier'of Extra Departmental Agents for taking payment of arrears of
;' " allowarices at Imphal HL.O. and thdt should not be taken as .misconduct, does not

“absolvé hini of fil$ responsibility’ in committing an‘ act which is not:supported by

2

~ T,

* Fules. For making payment of allowances to Extra Departmental Agents working

ot

:' t . T . Ad\,ocaté‘
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/1" Junder Ukhrul 8.0, the Postmaster, Imphal 1L.O. was the drawing officer and SPM,

- ?/" Ukhrul S.0. the disbursing officer and the payment had to be made at Ukhrul 8.0.
Instead the appellant had personally presented the Acquittance Rolls at the treasury
of Imphal H.O. and-had taken payment. of the entire amount covered by the

it L 4
Y
-~

due, being present. Later developments like filing of an application by the afTected
. Ex(ra Departmental Agents before the Ilon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal,
Guwsthati Bench complaining that the payment of the arrears had not been made 10
_ them, go (o show that the amount taken payment of by the appellant had not In fact
_ been disbursed among the above Extra Departmental Agents. . '

Listed documents at serial No.2 & 3 mentioned in Annexure-111 of the
charge sheet, agalnst the appellant are the re}presentutlons dated 25.11,2000 and
'19.3.2001 submitted by the appellant to DPS, Imphal. The submission of the
‘appellant that the contents of these representations were not enquired into by the
Disciplinary Authority cannot be accepted since the charge sheet against the
appgliant as well as the contents of the oral inquiry proceedings cover all the points

{he oral inquiry to raise his points about his representations, but instead he is

\ o raising these points at this late stage when his submissions become irrelevant.

: ' After careful scrutiny of the contents of the appeal and also the entire
record of Rule-14 CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 proceedings in the case, I find that the
appellant had been charge sheeted for good and sulficient reasons, that the due
process of law as laid-down in’ CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 has been followed
scrupulously, that the appellant had been provided reasonable opportunity based on

the prlncl[ile of natural justice to defend himsell and that the Disciplinary Authority

had considered all the facts on record before pronouncing to the final decision In

'  {his disciplinary case. 1 also find that the punishment awarded to the appeliant is
commensurate with the gravity of the offence and 1 did not find any grounds
whatsoever 1o Intercede on behall of the appetiant, Under these circumstances, the

prayer of the appellant that the punishment might be quashed and set aslde cannot

be acceded to. Accordingly, 1, T. Panneerselvam|’ Postmaster General, North-

Lastern Rogioh, Shillong, reject the appeal.  ~ 3 '

J
Postimas

. NE. Region, Shillong-793 001,

Y ST
Sifi Kh. Jibon Singh, ':
Ex. PA, Imphal H.O.

L through DPS, Imphal.

‘! Copy to:-

S 1. .. Shri Kh. Jibon Singh, Ex.PA, Manipur Division tlu‘ough DPS,
| ‘Imphal.; Acknowledgement, in original, for receipt of this order :should‘;'be sent to
i PPS(HQ), C.0.,.Shillong immediately. L S
' 2-3. The Director Postal Services, Manipur Division, Imphal. ™
) 4. Office copy.

g (T. PANNEERSELVAM)
.

| , pttested
o

] A9
L Advocaté:
L VORI . _

. —

Acquittance Rolls, without the Extra Départmental Agents to whom the payment is -

mentioned in his two representations. The appellant should have also participated in-
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. « » Respondénts.

Respondent Nos. 1, 2 and 3

-~ e

|
|
j Written Statement for and on behalf of the
|
!

ii I, Sri M.C. Das, Superintendent of Post Offices,
|

!iManipur, Imphal, do hereby solemnly affirm and say as

follows:-

fll. That I am the Superintendent of Post Offices, Manipur,

Imphal and as such, T am fully acquainted with the facts and

Fcircumstances of the case. I have gone through a copy of the

| application and understood the contents thereof. Save. and

'except whatever is specifically admitted in this written
| statement the other contentions and statement may be deemed

to have been denied. I am authorised to file this written

statement on behalf bf all the respondents.

That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs

1, 2 and 3 of the application, the deponent has no comments

wto offer.

Bf the application, the deponent states that Disciplinary
|
p oceedings were initiated agalnst the applicant under Rule

i4 of the C.C.S. (C.C.A.) Rules, 1965 vide Director of Postal

Contd...?2

1ol Govd, Standing Eounsel

. « « Applicant.g
| : .

3. That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 4.1

)
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Services, Manipur, Imphal Memo WNo. B=-2/Jibon Singh dated

06.08.2001. The applicant was charge-sheeted for certain

’

I .
kaences/lrregularities commited by him when the applicant

|
as officiating as Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices

khrul Sub-Division, Ukhrul during the period from 22.07.1998

o -

b
o 01.08.1999. shri B. Rajbangshi, SDIPO's Churachandpur was

'

-

ppbinted as Inquiry Officer to inquire into the charges

~

eveled against the applicant vide Memo Wo. B—Z/KH Jibon

R

ingh dated 03.09.2001 and Shri L. Tiken Singh SDIPO's Ukhrul

.

vas appointed as Presenting Officer to present the case on

<t

behalf of the Disciplinary Authority.

: Despite several opportunities, the applicant did not

furn up at the inquiry and the inquiry therefore, was held

;ex-parte in accordance with Rule 14(20) of the CCs (CCA)
Rules 1965 with due compliance to other provisions of Rule 14
.. . . .

ibid. The requirements of Departmental Rules and instructions

have been complied with, for holding the inquiry ex-parte, as

'the applicant' had been served with the notices of all

hhearings. On'complefion of the inquiry the Inquiry Officer
ﬁsubmitted his report proving all the cﬁarges setout against
Fthe applicant beyond doubt and accordingly as the app;icant
| was found guilty he was removed from service vide. D.P.S.

Manipur, Imphal Order No. B-2/Kh Jibon Singh dated

11.04.2002.

'{ The applicant preferred an appeal to the next Higher

Authority viz, to the Post Master General, North FRastern

circle, Shillong, but his appeal was considered and rejected

vide P.M.G., Shillong Memo No. Staff/109/15/2002 dated

contd...2
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03.02.2003.

The applicant iaapﬁlied for earned leave during the

period from 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 on the gound for "House
bonstruction" (Repairng) and therefafter also extended leave

by applying on the same ground. Hence, the applicant now

'stating that he was leave on Medical ground is completely

‘false and beseless.

The applicant applied for earned 1leave during the

1

period from 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 on the ground of house

construction (Repairing) and was not on Medical Ground as the

" applicant stated in his leave application (SR-1) dated

 02.07.2001. The applicant also stated in his 1leave

application that while on leave his address will be at

village Irengbam, under Nambol Sub-Post Office and hence, the
charge sheet containing the Memorandum as stated in para (i)
of Para 4.1 above, was sent to the applicant's village adress
by registered post with acknowledgement due vide Imphal Head

Post Ofice Registered letter No. 5195 dated 07.08.2001. The

said registered letter was received back as undelivered with

the remark of the EDDA of Irengbam Rranch Post Office -

"Refused returned to the sender from TIrengbham Branch Post

Office."
\.__/

Another attempt was made for delivery of the letter

Chargesheet Memorandum to the applicant

containing the
throﬁgh Shri Th. Jugindra Singh, Overseer Mail of 23rd

Sub-Division, Imphal who visited the residence of the

Contd.e..4
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applicant at IrengBam village on 31.08.2001, but he could not

deliver the said letter containing +the chargesheet as the
applicant was absent and as such the younger brother of the
applicant who was available at that time refused to receive
the letter on behalf of the applicant. Shri Jugindra Singh
also visiﬁed the Postal quarters of the ap?licant holded by
him at Imphal on the same dJday i.e., 321.08.2001 but the

applicant was not found available there too.

It has been held in the Court of law in Jagdish Sekhri
Vs. Union of India, (1970) SLR 571 (Delhi), Union of India
Vs. H.C. Sarin, (1967) DLT 567 that all that is required in
Departmental inquiry is to give reasonable opportunity and
try to serve the charged official by registered Post with
e
A/D, and if the charged official chose to refuse the service
he must pay for the consequences. Similar view has been held
by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in "Gujarat Electricity
Board Vs. Atmaram, AIR (1989) SC 1433" in which it has been
ruled "if the charge sheet 1is sent to the correct
residential address of the charged official by registered
post it would be deemed to be sufficient service, if the
charged official refused or omits to feceive it." As the
legal requirements have been fulfilled in the service of the
éharge sheet Memorandum to the applicant and as the applicant
chose to refuse the service of Imphal HPO registered letter

_ .

No. 5195 dated 07.08.2001 containing the <charge sheet

Memorandum cannot be :g3ig to have been aggrieved of

non-service which was attributable to him, the appointment of

Contdeeosed
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Inquiry Officer and Presenting Officer was proceeded with.

4. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

4,2 of the applicant, the deponent has no comments to offer.

5. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

4.3 'of the application, fhe deponent states that self
apprisal doesnot condone the offence committed by anybody.
The applicant also stated in this paragraph that he has got
an unblemish service career. In this connection, it may be
mentioned herein that the said applicant was punished in
previous occassions also. The applicant was punished with
the penalty of "Censure" vide the Post Master.General; N.E.
Circle, Shillong Memo No. Vig/6/9/85Pt.II dated 08.06.1998.
Hence, the statements so deposed by the applicant in this

paragraph is false and misleading.

6. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

4.4, of the application, the deponent states that the
applicant applied for leave on the following occassions with

the following grounds :-

On the ground

(a) Application (SR-1) for earned House Construction

leave w.e.f. 25.07.01 to
16.08.2001

(b) Application (SR-1) for earned House Repairing
leave w.e.f. 17.08.2001 to

20.09.2001

(c) Application for earned leave But without

on M.C. from 21.09.2001 Medical Certificate

i T
R

to 20.10.2001

Contd.."6
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! L (d) Extension’for earned leave with ~° But Medical
ﬁ i M.C. or E.0.L. 21.10.2001 to certificate not
% j | 20.11.2001 attached with

! ‘ application.

Tt is evident from the above pictures that the

“agplicant on the first two occassions viz., (a) and (b) above

'ted 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 and 17.08.2001 to 20.09.2001

‘iapplied for earned 1leave on the ground for house

‘construction cum repairing and never applied for leave on

meédical ground. Similarly, on the other two occassions also
i

le., (c) and (d) above dated 21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 and

i.
}21r10.2001 to 20.11.2001, though applications were submitted

i v
anb, applied for earned leave on medical ~:groundi:~, the

{aéblicant did not submit/enclosed the requisite medical
icégtficate regarding his illnéss from the Authorised Medical
!At%endant, In this connection, it may be mentioned herein
|

ithat the then Superintendant of Post Offices, Manipur,
Imphal vide his office letter No. B-2/Kh Jibon Singh dated
2;

.10.2001 intimated the applicant that his leave w.e.f.

21?09.2001 td.20,10.2001 cannot be granted without supporting

‘Mehical Certifcate. Therefore, the said period will be

|

tfgated as absent from duty without permission. The said
‘leFter was sent to the applicant by registered post from
-Im%hal Head Post Office vide Registered letter No. 4215 dated
27}10.2001 and thus the applicant stated in this paragraph

tJat he was on leave on medical ground is completely false

:anP try to mislead this Hon'ble Tribunal.

! |
‘ ‘ The applicant further stated that during his leave

1pe&iod he came to know through his colleagues that

IDepartmental proceeding has been initiated against the him
I

an? since the applicant didnot know about the stage of
en&uiry sent his brother as he was sick to get the
1‘]

ﬁnformation regarding the stage of such proceeing and the

I
Im%uiry Officer intimated him that the hearing has been

1
f;efixed on 29.11.2001

taking into consideration that the
| - '

N T
i e
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applicant was on *medical leave and on 29.11.2001, the

applicant who was on medical leave submitted an application
ated 29. ll 2001 requestlng the authority to adjourn the

4ar1ng till became fit for duty.

‘ The above submission of the applicant goes to show that
tHe applicant had been aware of the Rule 14  enquiry

proceedings but chosen not to appear personally in the oral

‘enquiry. The applicént's brother of the applicant attended

the inquiry. and reported that his brother, i.e., the

H

applicant is sick, so he could not attend the hearing today

' . v
!e., on 16.11.2001. But the applicant's brother did not
sqult any application to the Inquiry Officer nor to the
@fLsenting Officer for postponment of the enquiry. Further,

I

e applicant did not submit any application for leave that

|
’the applicant is sick supportlng by medical certificate which

is: explained in the above paragraphs. The Iﬁquiry Officer

i
aﬁLo cleared that the matter in his daily order sheet that
il .

"ﬂhe Presenting Officer who was also officiating as Assistant

S@perintendent of Post Offices (Hgrs) in the office of the

|Director, Postal Services, Imphal has expalined

| .
satisfactorily that the applicant had not applied for any

Ile@ve for 29.11.2001 or covering the said date and therefore,

thF plea of the applicant could not be acceded to.”"
| ! . ' .
1 i The applicant neither present himself in the enquiry

heid on 29.11.2001 nor he submitted any kind of leave

Vappllcatlon or any letter to +the Inquiry Officer for

.adgournement of the enqulry and hence, it was decided by the
»

Inqulry Offlcer to continue hearlng.

|

i The inguiry under 14 of the CCS (cca) Rules, 1965
1] ,

ag%inst the applicant was concluded on 03.12.2001 and the

‘ o T

Prgsenting Officer of the case was asked to by the Inquiry

Officer to 'submit his written brief within 15 days.
| .

Accordingly, the Presenting Officer submitted his written

brief on 18.12.2001 vide letter No. A-l/PO/Rule—l4/Corr dated

Contd.«.8




| |las undelivered with the remark of the delivery post Oficer

Y-

118.12.2001 with a copy endoresed to the applicant.

vi The Inquiry Officer forwarded a copy of the inquiry

report to the applicant vide letter No. B-2/Kh Jibon Singh

‘Ldated 15.02.2002 addressed to the Postal Staff gquarters

|Imphal vide Imphal Head Post Office registered letter No.

11546 dated 18.02.2002 to submit his written representation or

hsubmission as he might wish within 15 days from the date of

i'receipt of the letter. But the said letter was received back

L"Door closed". The attempt for delivery had been made on 7

!(seven) days between 19.02.2002 to_ 28.02.2002, but as the

e T L gt =

| R —

|attempts failed, due to the fact that the quarters of the
FappiIééBE'Qgs found closed and thé lettgr was receiQed back.
i;$3€ﬁé§rht£éﬁp£ was made to deliver the said letter to the
village address of the applicant and the said letter had been
|delivered to the wvillage address of the applicant as
yconfirmed by the Branch Postmaster of the Irengbam Branch
| Post Office. Hence, the statement of the applicant‘that he

could not defend his case for non furnishing the copy of the

| inquiry report does not sustain.

4 7. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

! 4.5 of the application, the deponent has no comments to

|.offer as the same is discussed elaborately in paragraph 3

above.

8. That with regard to the statements made in pgaragraph

" 4.6 of the application, the deponent states that no such
attemp£ was made by the applicant and if such attempt was
made also, it was after inflicting of the punishment when

i there is nothing to be done by the Disciplinary Authority.

y The applicant submitted an appeal to the Appellate Authority

i.e., the Post Master General, N.E. Circle% Shillong vide his
Appeal dated 19.05.2002 and not dated 10.05.2002 as stated by

the applicant. This is also a misleading information.

Contd...9
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That with reéard to the statements made in paragraph

of

10

i .

Ct

st

4,7 of the application, the deponent begs to state that the

apblicant was never on medical leave nor he submitted any

-- kiivl
; i

i
H

nd of application to the Inquiry Officer for adjournement
hearings. All the matter has been elaborately discussed in

e preceeding paragraphs.

. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

8 of the application the deponent begs to state that

régarding non delivery of the chargesheet the matter

scussed elaborately in paragraph 3 of this written

atement. Further, the applicant was never on medical leave.

}Métter has been also been discussed in paragraph 4 of this

itten statement.

. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

9 of the application, the deponent begs to state that the

: 29.

o U

'o;__—

appllcant did not submit neither kind of application on

11.2001. If it was so happened, where is thé receipted

‘ quy/authenticity ? Only mere submission does not indicate
| ﬂ?e authenticity of any claim. Regarding non furnishing of
the inquiry report the matter is discusséd in paragraph 4 of
%ﬁis written statement and regarding non furnishing of
éharge sheet, the matter is elaborately discussed in

éaragraph 3 of this written statement.

2. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

.10 of the application, the deponent begs to state that all

e S e T i
- "y

u}

the chargesvxﬁramé% 1ﬁ 'the/}charge sheet are proved heyond
doubt in the inquiry. The same is detailed in the punlshment

~rder vide No. B-2/Kh Jibon Singh dated 11. 04.2002.

A copy of the said order dated

11.04,2002 ise annexed herewith and

marked as ANNEXURE - 1.

Contd...lO
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3. That with regard td the statements made in paragraph

|

.11 of the application, the deponent states that it has
i v

. proved in the preceeding paragraphs that the applicant

! s@bmitted some false and misleading informations. The
. i

applicant did not direct the Appellate Authority for

c&nductlon of de-novo trial.

i
?

14, That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

12 of the application, the deponent states that regarding

_ leave of the applicant, the matter has been discussed in

|

paragraph 6 above and no application received either by the

| ITnquiring Authority/Discipliuary Authority for adjournement
ioff the proceedings dated 29.11.2001, which is also

eﬁaborately discussed in paragraph 6 above.

iR That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

5.1 of the application, the deponent begs to state that all

:t@e provisions of Rules prescribed under CCq (cca) Rules,
.19F5 followed scrupulously, while the applicant submltted

fd[se and misleading informations.

ﬁ

15 That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

5.2 of the application, the deponent states that the

ap%licant has given several opportunities by the respondents,

but the applicant did not turn up to the inquiry and hence

the inquiry was held ex-parte in accordance with Rule 14 (20)
5f;the CCS (CCA) Rules 1965 with due compliance to other

provisions of Rule 14 ibid.

17, That with regard to the statements made in paragraph
}.@bof the application, the deponent begs to state that the

respondents i.e., the Disciplinary Authority and the

|
?ppellate Authroity set up the punishment order with their
|

vi lws correctly under what circumstances and on the ground

thelpunishment had been imposed. *

18.| - That with regard to the statements made in paragraph
[ .
%.4' of the application, the deponent states that all the

o Contd...1ll
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charges levelled against the applicant were proved beyond
doubt. The charges were so serious due to which Maximum

punishment has been awarded and the same has been discussed

in last paragraph in the order of the Disciplinary Authority

vide No. B~2/Xh Jibon singh dated 11.04.2002.

19. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph
5.5 of the application, the deponent has no comments to offer
as the same has been discussed in paragraph 12 above in this

written statement.

20. That with regafd to the statements made in paragraph

5.6 of the application, the deponent bégs to state that the

| respondents scrupulously followed the Rules and procedures

and acted accordingly.

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph

5.7 of the application, the deponent states that there are no

|ground for which the actions of the Respondents may be termed

|as malafide. The respondents acted following the procedures

of Rules and Regulations. On the contrary the applicant has
'submitted false and misleading informations.
22, That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 6

and 7 of the application, the deponent has no comments to
offer.

W

of the application, the deponent begs

23. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 8.1

to state that the

épplicant's prayer to set aside and for quashing the order of

8

ipplicant has also submitted some

informations.

oa,

punishment should not be entertained on the ground of serious

ﬁature of offences committed by the applicant. Moreover, the

l false and misleading

[
That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs

1

2 and 8.3 of the application, the deponent has no comments

to offer.

Contd. L] 012
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That with régard to the statements made in paragraph 9

the application, the deponent begs to state: that no

nature of the offences was so serious and hence the

ﬁerim order should be given to the applicant. As because
e
|

gpglicant has been removed from service. At this juncture 3also

thé applicant  furnishes some false and misleadihé

!

[ .
informations as discussed in the preceeding paragraphs.

That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs

|1 jand 12 of the application, the deponent has no comments to
!

offer.

o

27 That the applicant is not entitled to any relief sought

for in the application and hence, the application is liable

\
|
ybe dismissed with costs.
i:

VERIFICATTION

I, Shri M.C. Das, presently working as Superintendent

Post Offices, Manipur, Imphal being duly authorised and

bo@petent to sign this verification, do hereby soemnly affirm

and state that the statements made in this paragraph and in

ragraphs /, Z 4/ 2 [7

atement are true to my knowledge and belief, those made in

i:ag‘raphs 3 23, 25 + 26 | beihg matter

of this written

records are true to my information derived therefrom and
i ‘

é rest are my humble submissions before this Hon'ble
F .

ibunal. T have not suppressed any material facts.

And I sign this verification on this the 29t day of

'3%¢l3i> , 2004,

.C.:my-
DEPONERNT

AT we n0)

’ ue”

Sfings e, wlog ARs o
Superintendent. of Post Offices
Manipur Division, Imphal-795C01,

A
/
/

’
s
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HORTH EASTERN POSTAL CIRCLE

No.B-2/Kh.Jibon ‘Singh

Director Postal Services,
Manipur State.

Imphal 1t April 2002

ORDER

1.
Shri.Eh.
of
2001, Shri.¥h.Jdibon Singh
Official (ie. C.0)] was

Jibon Siugh, Postal

" Disciplinary proceedings were initiated dgainst
Assi sltant,
LG (CCA) Rules, 1965 vide Memo.No.B-2/Jibon .Singh dated 6" Aug

[here-in-after called the Charged
charged sheeted for

i

Imphal HO under Rule-14

certain

Hffﬂnhmd/trrﬂon]arlfleﬂ committed by him when he was offJﬂLatJnu

as Sub

Divisional Inspector of Poqt Offic

qn:pd" during the period from

articlas of
under: '

charges drawn out

1.1. The C.0 violated
{Condual) Rules,
q[lu‘“m 185, 198

v L.‘l (@) }\. ‘,.,) C

Rule-

BO which were
N0 Cthoutih

Lo

s.o~sxmﬁ~moh

L2 “The C.0 violat

1.2
{Conduct)Rules, 1964, b atz

303) (11)

1964 by taking the possession of acquittanca

& 282 fnr agwntb of Huining BO, Pus nlng BO and
Sub Pbstmaster, Ukhrul

dated 26.02.99

the
23

Rule~3(1)(ii)

2.07.1998
against the C.0,

Ukhrul Sub-Dn in
to 01.08,19%9, and the
in brief, are az

u.mu.J’

&.3(1)(iii)'of CCs

50 by
(Article~1).
& 3(1

1) (1ii) of ¢CS

anding as witness to the payment of

arrears of allowances for the period from ‘Jan 96 to Dec 98 to &

person who by C.0's own
Bpril 98.

actual, persons teo
aryears. of
bhe

the
allowances fLor
signatures of

bersona are not the si gnatures

admission

Lrmasurar

had cea

sed to be an agent . in

<, The C.0 violaled Rule-3(1) (ii) & Rule-3(1) (1ii) of
(Conduct) Rules, 1964 by identifying some ED-agents-to be

For receiving the payment of

the period from. Jan 96 to Dec 98 while.
the persons identified by the C.0 as actual

5 of the ED-Agents available on the

acquittances rolls pertaining 1n 2arlier period. ‘
1.4, The C.0 violated Rule~23 (1) {ii)

CCS (Contluct) Ru1m6,1Q#

the EU-agents to take payment

bills while

of

& Rule-3(1) (iii) of.

as he falsely reported that he helped
arrears of
standing as identifier and facilitated correct payment cf the

“in Ffact he himself presented the acquittance

allowances by

rolls

to the Rasistant Treasurer, Tmphal HO on 22™ March 99 and askad

IR AY Sy o Sy
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the Assistant Treasurer to hand over the amount pertaining -to
the bills to him for distribution. ' '

2. The Charged Officisl had applied for Earned Leave during
the period from 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 duly stating in his
leave application dated 02.07.01 that he would be at his village
while on leave.  So, the letter containing the charge sheet
memorandum was sent to the village address of the C.0 by
Reglstered Post with A.D vide Inphal HPO RL.N0.5195 dated
07.08.2001, but the letter was received back undelivered with
the remark of the EDDA/ Irengbham EDBO, “Refuse(d) - Returned to
sender from Irengbam EDBO”. Another attempt, for delivering the
letter containing the charge sheet memorandum to the C.0, was
made through Shri.Th.Jugindra Singh, Overseer (Mails), 8 Sub-
Divioion, Imphal. Shri.Th.Jogindro Singh, Overseer (Malls), 3%
Sub Dlvisicon visited the residence of the C.0 at Irengbam
village on 31.08.2001, but he could not deliver the letter as
the C.0 was absgent and the younger brother of the C.0 who was
available refused to receive the letter on behalf of the Charged
Official. Shri.Th.Jugindro Singh also visited the postal
quarters of the Charged Official on the same day 1e.31.08.2001,
but the C.0 was not found available there too.

2.1, 1t has been held in the court of law in Jadish Sekhri Vs.
Union of India, 1970 SLR 571 (Delhi); Union of India Vs.

T H.C.8akin, 1967 ULT 567 that all that is required in

departmental encquiry is to glve reasonable opportunity  and try
to serve the'Charged'Official by Reglstered Post with A.D and if
the charged official chose to refuse the service he must pay for
the conseqguences. Similar view has been held by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court of India in “Gujarat Electricity Board Vs Atmaram,
AIR 1989 SC 1433”7, in which it has been ruled “If the Charge-
sheet' 13 sent to the correct residential address of the charged
official by Regd.post, it would be deemed to be gufficient
service if the charged official refused or omits to receive it”.
As the lagal requirements have been fulfilled in the service of
charge sheat memorandum toé Shri.Kh.Jibon Singh, the Charged
Official and as the charged official who chose to refuse the
service of Imphal HPO RL.No.5195 dated 07.08.2001 containing the
charge sheet memorandum cannot be said to have been aggrieved of
non-service which was attributable to him, the appointment of "
1.0 and P.O was proceeded with. o

o

3. Shri.B.Rajbangshi, SDIPOs, Churachandpur was appointed as
Inquiry Officer to inguire into the charges leveled against the
C.0 vide Memo.No.B-2/Kh.Jibon Singh dated 03.09.2001 and

shri.L.Tiken Singh, SDIPOs, Ukhrul were appointed as Presenting




T Officer to present the case on bhehalf of the disciplinary
authority.

4. Daspite several opportunities, the C.0 did not turn up to

the inquiry and the inquiry, therefore, was held ex-parte in
accerdance with Rule-14(20) of CCS(CCA)Rules, 1965 .with due
cempliance to other provisions of Rule-14 ibid. The

— . fequirements of departmental- rules and instructions have been

cqmplied with for holding the inquiry ex-parte, as the charged
officialrhad been served with the notices of all hearings.

&,
5. After completion of inquiry, the Inquiry Officer
viz.SDIPOS/Churachandpur, forwarded his report vide No.A-1/
quuiry/Rula~14/13/Ccp dated 12.02,2002 in which it was held by
the Inquixyvofﬁicer that all the 4 (Four) charges, set out against
the C.0 were proved beyond any doubt. :

6. A copy each of the report of the Inquiry Officer was
forwarded to the C.0 both on his village address and on his
- postal colony address vide letter No.B-2/Kh.Jibon Singh dafed
15.02.02 duly affording an opportunity to the C.0 to submit his
Written representation cr .submission as he might wish to submit
te the undersigned within fifteen days from the date of receipt
of the sald letter. The Imphal HO RL.No.154s6 dated .18.02.02
containing the above letter and 1.0"s report, addressed to the
postal staff quarters address of the Charged Official, was
received back undelivered with the remarklof the delivery Post
office “Door closed”. The attempt for delivery had been made on
7{Seven) days between 19.02.2002 to 28.02.2002, but as the
attempts failed, due to the fact that the guarters of the C.0

was found closed, the letter was recelved back at the office of
the undersigned on 04.03.2002.

6.1. The letter addressed to the village address of the G.O

had been delivered at the village residence of the C.0 as
confirmed by the BPM Irengbam.

L

7. No written representation or submission from the Charged
official has been received yet, even after the .lapse of a
fortnight from the explry of stipulated fifteen days time.
Therefore, the case is decided on the basis of materials and
evidences on record. ' :

8.1.  In the article~I, the C.O has been charged of viclation
of Rule-3(1) (ii) & 3(1)(111) of CCS{Conduct) Rules, 1965 as he as
he teok possession of acquittance rolls No.185, 198 & 282 for
agents of Huining BO, Pushing BO and Maokot BO which were sent



w©

to the Sub Postmaster, Ukhrul S0 by Imphal HO though S5.0~Slip
No.083 dated 26.02.99.

t

8.1.1.  The following components are required to be satisfied
for holding the charge as proved: _ S

(i) . The A.Rolls No.185, 198 g 289 wera sent to the
.. Bub Postmaster, Ukhrul 30; and i

(i1). The C.0 took Posgesszion of thosge acquittance
' rolls. ‘ > .

B.1.2. As per the written statement of Shri.R.K. Thuingaleng,
the then Sub Postmastér,'Ukh:ul 30 (Now SPM/Somdal SO) dated

27.02.2001, acquittance rolls bearing No.P-185, P-198  and pP-282
ware received by him at Ukhrul S0 on 02.03.99 through Imphal ‘HO

forcefully taken away from his possession by Shri.Kh.Jibon
Singh, the then 5DIPOs, Ukhrul on 09.03.99. The written -
statement of. the-said Shri:R.K.Thuingaleng is on record as State
Exhibit marked as Exhibit No.g-1. :

8.1.3. The P.0.has submitted the copy of 5.0.S1ip No.83 dated
26.02.99 to the 1.0 along-with his written brief dated
18.12.2001. The 5.0.81ip No.83 dated 26.02.99 Just has a noting
that an A.roll bundle enclosed. As the 5.0-Slip does not bear
the A.Roll Nos. in the A.Rell bundle forwarded to Ukhrul $.0 on
26.02.99, the S5.0-S1ip cannot have ap independent say about the
acquittance rolls No.185, 198 and 282 for the agents of Huining
BO, Pushing ‘BO and Maokot BO mentioned in the article of charge-
I.~ Theréfore, the said document is not specifically relied to

draw any conclusion in respect of the chargeSfframed against the
C.0. ‘ ’

8.1.4.  As per Exhibit No.5-~1, the A.Rolls No.185, 198 and 282
pertaining to the payment of arrears of pay and allowances to
the ED-Staff in the EDBOs under Ukhrul 510 was received Ly thae
then SPM, Ukhrul on 02.03.99 through Imphal HO 5.0-Slip dated
26.02.99 with entry as “Afﬁqll bundle-l(One)”. The Exhibit

Ly

70.5~1 also clearly states that the A.Rolls bearing No.185, 198
and 282 were not paid at Ukhrul §.0 as because the then SDIPOs,
Ukhrul Shri.kh.Jibon Singh forcefully took those A.rolls from

the possession of Shri.R.KbThuingaleng, the then SPM., Ukhrul
before their payment on 09.03,09. '

8.1.5, The corroborative evidences to thig fact are the
written statement of Shri.Th.Bhubol, Singh, Treasirer, Imphal HoO

fof12 __
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dated 13.07.2001 and his deposition dated 03.12.2001. As per
the written statement of Shri.Th.Bhubol Singh, Treasurer, Imphal
HO dated 13, 07.2001, Shri.Kh.Jdiben Singh, the then SDIPOs,
Ukhrul presented.3{Three) pre-receipted arrears payment bills
pertaining to Hulning BO, Puishing BO and Maokot BO at’Imphal
HPO treasury on 22.03.99 and the sald Shri. Th, Bhubol" Singh who
was working as Asstt.Treasurer, ImphalHO during the period from
06.02.97 to 07.09.99 made over the payments of those bills to
the C.C. The written statement of the sald Shri.Th.Bhubol Singh
L3 on record as State Exhibit, marked as Exhibit No.5~5.
Shri.Th.Bhubol Singh was Rsstt. Treasurer (Cash), Imphal HO
during the period from 06. 02.97 to 07.09.99 and the
Asstt.Treasurer (Cash), Imphal HO was effecting the payment bills
pertaining to the pay and allowances of postal employees

‘presented at Imphal HO. Therefore, the veracity of the

statement of Shri.Th.Bhubol Singh, Treasurer, Imphal HQ dated’
13.07.2001 supports the written statement of

"

.Shri.R.K,Thuingaleng, the.thén SPM., Ukhrul S.0 dated:

27.02.2001. Shri. Th. Bhubol Singh, Treasurer, Imphal HO who
appeared in the inguiry as S.W-1 has confirmed the facts stated
in hiz written statement dated 13.07.2001 in his depositicn
dated 03.12.2001. The charge is very rlear that the C.0 while
functlonjng as S5DIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Division during the period

Cfrom 22.07.98 to 01.08.99 took podgsession of acquittance rolls

numbexs 185, 19¢ and 282 for agents of Huining BO, Puishing BO
and Maokot BO res pectively and violated Rule- -3(1) (11) and Rule-

o)

3(1) (i1i) of CCs(Conduct) Rules, 1964. '

8.1.6. ' Therefore, Exhibit No.S5-1 and Exhibit No.5 corroborated
by the depositicn of 5.W-1 dated 03.12.2001 are sufficient
enough to hold that the C.0 tock the possession of acquittance’
rolls No.185, 198 and 282 from Shri.R.K. Thuingaleng, the then

5PM, Ukhrul 350 on 09.03.99 and preaented those acquittance rolls

at Imphdl HO on 22.03. 93

8. 1 7. 'As per the ldut and the penultimate paragraph of the .
C.0's report dated 25.11.2K addressed to the Director Postal
Services, Manipur Division, Imphal on record as Exhibit No.S5-2,
the C.0 helped the ED-agents to take thé payment of 'arrears at
Imphal Head Post Office under the purview of rules. I have gone
through the rules regulating the duties and responsibllitilies of
Ingspactors of Post Offices in. sub-divisions and found no
provision necessitating a Sub~Divisional Inspector of Post
Offices to stancd as ldentifier for any payment either to the
staff and agents .working in the department or to any outsider.
Neither the custody nor the possession of acqulttance rolls by a
Subp-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices is prescribed in any of
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the departmental rules and government instructions, nor a Sub-
Divisional Inspector of Post Office is required to stand as
ldentifier to the payments made to the ED-agents under any
departmental rule or instruction. "Therefore, the violation of
Rule~3(1) (41) and Rule-3(1) (ii1) by the C.0 is very clear as
the possession of acquittarnce rolls numbers 185, 198 and 282 for

the ED-agents of Huining BO, Pushing BO and Maokot BO by the C.0
has been proved beyond any doubt.-

5.1.8, I therefore fully agree to the analysis and‘findings of
the Inquiry Officer ang incline to agree the article of charge-~I
as proved beyond any doubt. : ‘

a.2. In article-II the C.0 has been charged for violation of
Rule-3(1) (i1) & 3{1) (£11i) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 as he

- -8tood witness t6 the paymerit of arrears of allowances for the
period from Jan 96 to Dec 98 to a person who by C.0’s own
adriission had ceased to be an agent in April 98.

8.2.1. The only component required to be satisfied to hold the
charge as proved is that the C.0 was fully knowing, as.
Shri.A.S.Sakho, the then EDMC, Huining EDBO was no more in
service after April/98, when the C.0 stood as witness in the

payment of arrears of allowances for the period from Jan/96 to
Dec/98. : '

s

8.2.2. ' The Charged Official had been working as SDIPOs, Ukhrul
Sub-Dn., during the period from 22.07.98 to 1.8.99  and by
virtue of officiating as 8DIPOs, Ukhrul the C.0 was the
appointing authority to the ED-Agents in EDMC-category, which
the sald Shri.A.s.8akho belonged. The C.0, as appointing
authority to the category of ED-Agents appointed by the Sub-
Pivisional Inspector of Post Offices, Ukhrul Sub-Division, is
responsible for the maintenance of a personal file in respect of
ever ED-Agent appointed by the SBIPOs, Ukhrul in addition to
maintenance of “Record of Service” in a prescribed for in
respect of ED-Agents who have cempleted 15(Fifteen) years of
service. Maintenance of the service records of ED-Agents is -
essential for the purpose of determining their eligibility for
recrultment, grant of ex~gratia gratuity, etc., and its

———requircment has been reiteiated in D.G.Posts,=Lr.No.18/20/94~ED

&Trg., dated g Feb 1995 read-with Lr.No.18—41/91~ED & Trg dated
13.03.1992. The C.0, in iten-5 of his reported dated
19.03.2001[Exhibit No.S~3}, himself has stated that
Shri.A.8.8akho joined the department with effect from \
05.03.1979. Therefore, if the sald Shri.A.S.Sakho was still in
service by the time the C.0 took over the charge of Ukhrul Sub-
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Dn., then the “Record of Service” of the said official in
prescribed from should have been maintained by the C.0 as the
said:Shri.A.S.Sakho had already completed 15(Fifteen) years of
service by the time the C.0 assumed the charge of SDIPOs/Ukhrul.
But,- the said Shri.A.S.Sakho was not in service by the time the
c.0 assumed the charged of SDIPOs/Ukhrul on 22.07.1998 and the
C.0 did not maintain any record of service or personal file in
respect of Sh;imA.S.Sakho. S0, the C.+0 cannot take the shelter
of any excuse to say that he had no Opportunity}to know about
the discontinuance of  service of Shri.A.S.8akho as EDMC/Huining
EDBC after April/gs. . - .-

Tofl12

3.2.3., The C.0O, in his report dated 25.11.’00 [Exhibit No.S-
-2}, himself has-stated that he helped Shri.A.S.Sakho, Ex-EDMC,
Huining EDBO to take the payment of the arrear allowances and
- 3tood as identifler for the said payment. '

8.2.4.  The C.0, in item-5 of his report-dated 19.03.01
[Exhibit No.S-3), himself has confirmed that the date of birth
of Shri.A.5.Sakho, Ex~EDMC, Huining EDBO is 21.04.1933 and the
said ED-agent joined the department on 05.03.79. As the C.0
could state these facts after over one year from the date he
relinguished the charge of SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Division, it would
not be reasonable to presume that the C.0 was not . aware,

remenmbered the fact at the time when he stood as witness to the
payment of arrears of allowances for the period from Jan/96 to
Dec/98 on 22.03.99 at Imphal H.P.O. . Therefore, there is no
doubt. to hold that the C.0 was fully aware, knew that
Shri.A.8.Sakho, Ex~EDMC, Huining to whom the arrears of
allowances were drawn for the period from 01.01.96 to 31.12.98
vide A.Roll No.185 [Exhibit No.5~1(1)] was actually entitled to

receive the arrears of allowances only for the period from
01.01.86 to 30.(4.98,. :

8.2.5. As per the report of the C.0 dated 25.11.2000" [Exhibit
No.S~21, the C.C stood as identifier for helping the ED-Agents
to receive the payments correctly. The C.0, when knowing that
Shri.A.S.Sakho, Ex~EDMC, Huining EDBO was not in service. after
RApril/98 and when knowing that the arrears payment bill was
prepared for the period from Jan/96 to Dec/98, cannot claim to
have stood as identifier/ witness for correct payment. The
Exhibit No.$-1(i), A.Roll No.185 prepared by Imphal HPO for the
arreafs‘payment of allowances to the ED-staff of Huining EDBO
bears: the dated signature of the C.O(dated 22/3/99) at the
bottom-right under a superscription “Identified by SDI (P)
Ukhrul”. Therefore, the act of the C.0 to witness the payment
of arrearas of allowances, to an Ex-EDA who was fully known to be
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out of service, for a noted period inclusive of the period the
ry-EDA was not in service, certainly attracted violation of
Rule~3{(1) (L1} & Rule~3(1) (111) of CCS(Cpnduct) Rules,1964.
§.2.7. .The Inquiry Officer's analysis is objective and logical
and I fully agree with the findings of the 1.0 holding that the
article of charge-1T is proved beyond any doubt.

L3 In article-TIT, the C.0Q has been alleged for violatlon
of Rule-2(1) (11) & Rule~3(1) (1ii) of CCS(Conduct) Rules, 1964 as
he identified some ED-agents to be actual persons to the
treasurer for recelving the payment of ‘arrears of allowances for
the period. frem.Jan 96_to Dec 98 while the signatures of the
persons identified by the C.0 as actual persons are not the
signatures of the ED-Agents avallable on the acquittances rolls
pertaining to earlier period. ‘

[y & 2

S 3.3.1. The only component required to be satisfled to hold the

chargae as proved is that the signatures appearing on the arrears
payment A.Rolls are nct the signatures'of the actual ‘
persons/employees to whom the arrears of allowances were
actually payable.

#.3.2. ~ The documents on record are the acquittance rolls in
respect of monthly allowances paid to the ED-Agents of Huining
8O in Jan/98 & Feb/98, Pulshing BO in Feb/98, March/98, May/98,
June/98 & July/98 and Mackot EO in July/98, May/98 and Feb/98,
and the arrears payment acquittance rolls of the above B.Os
bearing No.185, 198 and 282 respectively whose payments were
made at Imphal HO on 22.03.99 under the interest/initlative of
the Charged Officlal. Comparlson of aignatures available on
fxhibit No.S=1{1) with Exhibits No.5-4(ix) & 5=4 (%), 'Exhibit
No.S-1(41) with Exhibits No.S-4(i) to §-4(v) and Exhibit 1lNo.S-
1(14i) with Exhibits No.S-4(vl} to S-4(viil) clearly show that
the signatures of the payeas on the A.Rolls No.185, 198.& 282 do
not match the signatures of the payees available on the
comparative documents referred to above.

8.3.3. The bkills pertaining to the monthly allowancza had been
paid to the ED-Agenta by the SPM/Ukhrul and payments have been
duly certified by the.8PM/Ukhrul 50. Therefore the comparative
Aocuments are self-authenticating and sufficient enough to hold
that the slgnatures of the agents available on the A.Rolls ’

No.185, 198 & 282 [Exhibits Ho.S-1(1) to S5-1(iii)] are not the

=i
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slgnatures of the actual agents to whom the A.Rolls were
actually payable. ' ' '

8.3.4.  In his deposition dated 03.12.2001, Shri.Th.Bhubol
Singh, the Treasurer/Imphal HO and S.W-1, has clearly stated
that the arrears payment A.Rolls were tendered personally by the
C.0 and not by the agents. The deposition of the S.W-1 also
clearly states that the agents neither attended in person before
the "S.W-1 nor signed in front of the S.W-1 who effected the
payment on 22.03.99, The bills, rather, when presented by the
€.0, ‘were found pre-receipted. N o

4

-:3.5. Nom-production :of-the ED~-Agents as witness by the State
have also been explained by the Presenting Officer in the
departmental inquiry as appearing in Para-6.14 of 1.0's report.

8.3.6.‘-‘1 fully agree to the analysis-and findings' of the 1.0
and hold that thevarticle‘of Charge~I1I is also proved~beygnd
any doubt. : : ‘ S s

8.4. - .In article~IV, the C.0 has been alleged for violation
Rule-3(1} (11) & Rule-3(1) (11i) of ¢CS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 as he
falsely reported.that he helped the ED-agents to take payment of
arrears of allowances by standing as identifier and facilitated
worrect payment of the bills while in fact he himself presented
the acquittance rolls to thae Assistant Treasurer, Imphal HO on
22" March 99 and asked the Assistant Treasurer to Hand over the
amount pertaining to the bills to him foi distribution.

B8.4.1. ° The followinggcomponents are required to be satisfied
to hold the charge as proved: 0 ' '

(1). The C.0 did not ‘help the ED-agents to take °

‘ paynent of arrears of allowances but he:
himself presented the acquittance rolls to
the Assistant Treasurer, Tmphal HO on R
22.03.99 and asked the Assistant Treéasurer to .
hand éver 'the amount of the bills to him for:
distribution; and S '

(i1). The C.0O falsely reported that he helped by
standing as identifier and facilitated the
correct payment.of bills.

6.4.2. ~ As per para-3 & 4 of Exhibit No.S~-2, i.é. the report of ’
the C.0 dated 25.11.2000, the C.0O himself hay stated that he
identified some ED-Staff who expressed financial difficulties to
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take payment of their arrear bills from Imphal H.P.O as he was
working as Inspector of Pcst Offices. The written statement of
Shri.Th.Bhubol Singh, Treasurer, Imphal HO dated
13.07.01[Exhibit Mo.S-5}, the C.0 personally handed over the
arrear bills to the sald Shri.Th.BRhubol Singh and asked him to

hand over the amount of bills to him For distribution to ED~-
Staff. ‘ ‘

t

8.4.,3, Shri.Th.Bhubol Slngh, Treasurer, Imphal HO who appeared
in the departmental inguiry as S.W-1 has reiterated the facts
‘stated in his Written sfstement dated 13.07.2001, in, his
deposition dated 03.12.2001. ~ .

8.4.4. As there 1s no departmental rule requiring any
authority including the appointing authority to identify a
reciplent/payee of any bill payable to the departmental staff
and ertra departmental agents employed in the department, the
C.0 had no business to identify the payees of A.Rolls No.185,
158 & 282 pertalning to the ED-agents of Huining BO,. Pushing BO
and Maokot BO.paid at Imphal HO on 22.03.99. So, the suo-motu
approach of the C.0 to sign on the bills as’identifier and’
asking the Asstt.Treasurer. (Cash) to hand over the .amount of the
pills to him for distribution to the ED-Agents clearly show that
the C.0 did not actually the help the ED-agents to take payment
of their arrears of allowances but he himself presented the
acquittance rolls to the Assistant Treasurer, Imphal HO on
22.03.99 and asked the Assistant Treasurer to hand over the
amount of the bills to him for distribution. ’

8.4.5. The reports of the C.0 dated 25.11.2000 [Exhibit No.S~
2] and dated 19.03.2001 {Exhibit No.S-3) clearly shows that the
C.0 falsely reported he helped the ED-agents to receive the
payment of their respective arrear allowances by standing as
identifier which facilitated the correct payment of bills.
Articles of charge-II & III ¢learly shows that the payments were
not correctly made and the C.0s Interference has rather resulted
in excess payment of arrears of allowances payable to :
Shri.A.S.Sakho, Ex-EDMC, Huining EDBO and all the payments of
arrears of allowances .in respect of A.Rolls No.185, 198 and 282
for the agents of Huining BO, Puishing BO and Maokot BO
regspectively made at Imphal H.P.O, at the instance of the C.0 on
22.03.99, were not paid to the actual reciplents/payees.

8.4.6. I therefore fully agree with the analysis and findings
of the 1.0 that the C.0 by his act of identification of payees
as well as false reporting violated Rule~3(1) (ii) & Rule-
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3(1) (1i1) of CCS(Conduct) Rules, 1964 and hold the article of
Charge-IV as proved beyong any doubt. '

2.1, The official .is borne in the cadre of Postal Assistants
which man over Y90% of departmental post offices in Manipur as
Time~Scala Sub'Postmasters, vested financial functions'iﬁcluding
'Faying Official’. The post of Sub Divisional Inspector of Post
_Offices in which-the charged official officiated is an
administrative post having no paying and monetary
responsibility. An 8DIPOs is to ensure the proper cugtody and
possession of all office materials whenever the problems
reiating to their custody and possession are brought to his

" notice. An 5pM is personally responsikble for the correct payment

and maintenance of financlal prebity. The charged official, who
i1z borne in a cadre manning the posts reasponsible for correct
payment of acquiftance rolls to all the employees attached to
the office including the ED-agents placed under the accounts
Jurisdiction, has conmitted serions irregularities which do not
deserve 'any lenient considaration.  TIf thae Charged Official
¢ould create  havoc while working in a post which' has no business
with the custody and possession of acquittance rolls and without
any payment respensibility, the extent of menace the charged
official could cause if allowed to work in a post borne in the
cadre of Postal Assistants vested with paying powers is to be

considered seriously. Barring few, all the Postal Assistants in

the department are to handla money az Sub Postmasters including
Time-Scale Sub Postmasters, V.P-Delivery Assistant, M.O-Payment
Assistant, S.B-P.A, and Counter Assistants etc. So, retention
of officials with proved record of delinquency is totally
against the departmental interests.

9.2.  The Post of Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices,
in which the charged official officlated during the period from
22.07.98 to 01.08.99, was not a mere operational post requiring

the imcumben; of the post to fulflll the operational necessities

to manage the day to day functioning of the office but a post _
that is vested with considerable adminlstrative powers requiring
the incumbent to ensure that: his subordinates maintain integrity
and devotion to duty. Here, in this instant case, it is seen
that the Govt. servant who is responsible to ensure that his
subordinates maintaln absolute integrity, devotion to duty and
do nothing which is unbacoming of a Govt. servant has himself
committed serious lrreqularities and failed to maintain devotion
Lo duty and acted in a manner which is highly unbecoming of a
Govt. Servant., The charged official, in addition to commission
of gross irregularities, has resorted to false reporting to the
higher authorities as provad in article of charge-~1V, which
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Aé{%learly shows his dishonest mobtive, Forceful possession of

aceguittance rolls from tha custody of Sub Postmaster/ Ukhrul,
falgely ldentifying a parson to receive paymwent from govt. funds
incluzive of the period doring which the person concerned was
not in serxvice, witnessing to the payments which were not
actually made to tha persons to whon the paymante were due and
submitting £alse report to the higher authority are not minox
offences which may be let off with a ray of lenience. Falnful
bo nobe here that a Govl, zervent who had been of flciating an
tnspacstor of Post Offless - and, by virtue of his incumbency,
wags vesponsible for ensuring the proper custody and posaession

of the acquittance rolls, by the 3PM, pertaining to the EDBOs

has rather taken into his own poases=zicn the acquittance rolls
From the custody of ‘Sub FPosztmaster/Ukhrul on 09.03.99 and after
pergonally recelving the payments of the scquittance rolls an
Tmphal HPD on 22.03.99 han faldelv reported on 25.11.2000 that
he helpad the ED-agenty bo recelve “he corract paymenbtas when one
of tha paymentz included the peried dnring which the parson wan
not in service. The case of thls charged official is analoegous
to 'a Fence eabing up the crops’ . As retention of officials
who have commltted offences Involving woral turpltude will have
a sevious effect of demoralizing the antlres work force of bhe
depaviment, the charged official s retantion in aervice will
have a negative Jmpact oo Lhe spioit <woid morale of the euiployees
of The deparctment.  But, keeping in mind that a cuasgi~indicial
ardar ahould nob loose Lt human Faca and approach, 1 am
inclined to take a lenlent view and award less than bhe . most
aevaca punlahment.

10, e Shri.G.Hinan, Director Postal Services, Manipur,

Imphal do heraby lmpose the penalty of removal from zarvice mn
Shri.Rh.dibon Singh, Postal hasiatant, Tmphal HO(now SPM-

deslynate, Sanapat) 80).

(G.Niman) (1. fp, © 2.
Director Postal Services,
‘banipur, Inphal~795001.,

1. Shri.kh.Jibon Singh, [F.A., Tmprial HD ~ now SPM designate
denapatl 30] (Postal Asslslent, Hanipur Division), Vills
Trangbam Awarmg Lelkal, DBPO @ Jroengban, PO ¢ Hambol S.0.

Ly The PO »mw*fMt,'lmph,l e,

J The CoR~Folder of ¥he offlcial

do" The PO mf,th% oiflalal.

. Yigllapos 81 atement .

TEflos copy .

17el12




. o DEPARTMENT OFPOSTS
& FICE OF THE CHIER POSTMASTER GENERAL, N.E. CIRCLE
SIHLLONG-793 001,

Memo No.Stafi?109/15/2002, Dated at Shillong, the 03.02.2003. ,

Read the following :

i Appeal dated 10.5.2002 of Shri Kh. Jibon Siugh, officiating
IPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Division and regular PA (since removed),
Manipur Postal Division. : '

i DPS, Manipur order No.B-2/Kh. Jiboi Singh dated 11.4.02.

o iy DPS; Manipur Memo No.B2/Jibon Singh dated 6.8.2001.
iv) . Other connected records.

[

Shri IKh. Jibon Singly, PA, Imphal 11.0O. and officiating 1POs, Ukhrul
Sub-Division was charge sheeted vide refercnce (iii) above for violation -of Rule
MDD and Rote I(DGi of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 vide reference- (iit) above,
Alter following the due process laid down in CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, he was
removed from Covernment service vide DPS, Manipur Division Memo vide at (if)
ahove. Against the punishment of removal from service Shri Kh. Jibon Singh, ex-
PA, Manipur Division lias submitted this appeal.

In his ng;ponl dated 19.5.2002 Shri Kh. Jibon Singh, the appellant,
submitted that he had been removed arbitrarily from service by DPS, Manipur
Pivision, that departmental inquiry under Rule-14 had been initiated against him
even though he had not beeni in receipt of the charge sheet memo and notices:about
the/ Mseiplinary hearings ete., that immediately on hearing about the departinental
ingquiry against him he sent a request for postponement of the departmental inquiry,
through messenger, till he returned from medical leave,' which was. not acceded ie”
with hinsed motive, '

t

i

The appeliant further submitted’ that he had not been provided

+easonabile opportunity for defending himself, that the disciplinary authority had
“aot proved that the appellant had refused to take delivery of the charge sheet sent
vide lmphal PO registered letter No, 5195 dated 7.8.01, that (he Inquiry OiTicer
and the Presenting Officer were the direct subordinates of the disciplinary authority
and that they both did not work independently to conduct the inquiry, that the
disciplinary anthority did not conduct “contradictory (sic) inquiry” with the Extra
Bepartinental Agents and the treasurer in his presence, that the appellant had acted
in good faith by acting “as identifier of Extra, Departmental Agents for taking
payment of pay and allowsnces at Imphal 1LO. which could not be taken as
misconduct; Bt the disciplinary authsority did not verify the lacts through detailed
inguiry in respect of infurmation submitted in the appellant’s representation dated

25.11.2000 and 19.3.2001 and that he had been punished in a highly irregular
- tashion, ' : ‘ .

1
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The appellant submitged also that the departmental inquiry, without
2ving any reasonable opportunity 1o him, was highly biased and motivated and
pe@=cid that the punishment arder might he quashed and set aside,

3

I have gone through all the records connected with the case including
the papers relating to the Rule-14 inguiry. 1t Is a fact that though the intimation
about issue of charge sheet and also about the sittings for the oral enquiry in the
Rule-14 Inquiry case were sent to the charged official Shri Kh. Jibon Singh both to
hig village address given as Leave address in his ledve application form aad Ao-his
official address st Iniphal, they were not received by him since he had not made any
arrangeient for veceiving liis inailsvhen he was on leave. Repeated efforts to deliver
the registered letters containing the above communications by hand, were not also
successful and the Inquiry Officer was compelled to proceed with the Rule-14
inguiry ex-parfe. JLis also a fagt that the appellant had sent through a messenger, a
request Lo the Inquiry Officer for_postpuncment of the oral inquiry till his reluin
mm‘té'.ne. This goes to show: that the charged official, the present appeitant had

~beel“fvare of the Rule-14 inquiry proceedings but had chosen not to appear
personally in the oral inquiry. I find that the Inquiry Officer had continued with the
oral inguiry as per rules since the request of the charged official for postponement
of the sittings could not be acceded to since his application for leave had not been
entertnined by the competent leave sanctioning authority and the leave requesied
fur hadt not been granted. "This shows that the charged official was unauthorisedly
absent from duty and did aot choose to participate in the Rule-14 proceedings.

The submission of the appellant that the Inquiry Officer and
Presenting Officer were the direct subordinates. of the Disciplinary Authority and
that both did not work independently to conduct the inquiry is not acceptable since
this is the case in alimost all Rule-14 departmental inquiry proceedings. Though the,
inquiry Officer and Presenting Officer “were officials of the Manipur Postal
Division, 1 find from the inquiry records that the inquiry has been conducted in a
fair manner as per CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 and affording reasonable opportunity to
the chinrged official to defond himself. Although reasonable opportunity was
granted, the appellant did not avail the same but had remained outside the Rule-14
inquiry process. The averment of the appellant that the Disciplinary Authority did
not conduct “contradictory ¢sic) inquiry with the Extra Departmental Agents and
the Treasurer, Imphal 1£.0. in his presence” cannot be given any credence since he
would hiave got the opportinity to examine/cross-examine the witnesses cited in the
charge sheet as well as to produce defence witnesses on his behall, if lie had taken

part in the Rule-14 inquiry. Instead the appellant is mising this point during the
-appeal stage amd this is not wn.sl)le. .
- » 1
ﬂ: © . 'The submission of the appellant that he ‘h_ad acted in good faith by

acting as identifier of Fxtra Departmental Agents for taking payment of arrears of -

allowances at Tmphal 1LO. and that should net be taken as misconduct, does not
absolve him of bis responsibility in copwmitting an act which is not supported by
rules. For making payment of allowances to Extra Departmental Agents working

' 2
1
»
s

s
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- vnder Vidirut 5.0, the Postmaster, lmphal 11,0, was the drawing officer and SPM,
~ [ Vikhrul S.0. the disbutsing offieer and the payment had to be made at Ukhrul 8.0.
_kustead the sppellant bad personally presented the Acquittance Rolls at the treasury
of Imphal H.O. and had taken paywment of the entire amount covered by the j}ﬁ
Acguittance Rulls, without the Extra Departmental Agents to whom the payment is
due, heing present. Later developments like filing of an application by the affected
fxtra Departmental Agents before the Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal,
Guwahati Beach complaining that the payment of the arrears had not been made to '

then, go to show that the amount talien payment of by the appellant had not in fact
been disbursed among the above Extra Departmental Agents.

>

+

Listed documents at serial No.2 & 3 mentioned in Annexure-IIl of the
charge sheet, against the appellant are the representations dated 25.11.2000 and
‘ 19.3.2001 submitted by the appellant to DPS, Imphal. The submission of the
appeliant that the contents of these represeniations were not enquired into by the '
Disciplinary Authority cannot be accepted since the charge sheet against the
appellant as well as the contents of the oral inquiry proceedings cover all the points
mentioned in his iwo representations. The appellant should have also participated in
the oval inguiry to raise his points about his leppesent'ltmns, but instead he is
raising’ thesv puints at this late stage when his submisstons become irrelevant.

, A“(‘l ‘careinl scruiiny of the contents of the appe.xl and also the entire
record of Rule-14 CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 proceedings in the case, 1 find that the
appellant hiad been charge sheeted for good and sufficient reasons, that the due
process of law as laid down in CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 has been followed ~—
scrupulously, that the appellant had heen provided reasonable opportunity based on
the principle of natural justice to defend himsell and that the Disciplinary Authority
had considersd all the facts on reoord before pronouncing to the final decision in
fhis disciplinary case. 1 also find that the punishment awarded to the appellant is
commensurnte with the gravity of the offence and 1 did not find any grounds
whatsoever ta intercede on hebalt of the appeliant. Under these circumstances, the
prayer of the appelant that the punistunent might be quashed and set aside cannot
be acceded to. Accordingly, 1, 1. Panneerselvam, Postmaster General, North-
Eastern Region, Shillong, reject the appeal. ' '

/ “ , ‘ ('T. PANN

CRSELVAM)
“Postinastgr General,

N.E. Regwn, Shillong-793 001.
Shri Kb, Jibon Singh,

Fx PAC Imphal 11O,
thirough DPS, Imphal, , '
Copy foi- S ‘ _
. + Shri Kh. Jibon Singh, Ex.PA, Manipur Division through DPS,
Tmphal. Acknowledgement, in original, for w«.elpt of this order should be sent to
l)l’bm 0., shillong immediately.

A /?«c.f _° 'I'he Direcior Mostal Services, Manipur Division, Imphal.
A 4 Office cojry.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
GUWAHATI BENCH

- INTHE MATTER OF

0.ANo.17 of 2004

'REJOINDER OF THE APPLICANT

AGAINST THE WRITTEN STATEMENT OF THE RESPONDENTS

Bhri. Eh. Jibon Singh

- Versus -

... Applicant

Union of In&ia & Others

... Respondents

Dept of Clinical Psychology, Regional
Institute of Medical Sciences, Imphal vide

No.CP/PR/02 dated 25" Apr 2002.

_ INDEX f

Sl. | Description of documents ANNEXURE Page No
No. Particulars

1 Rejoinder _ . 1-9
2 | Copy of the Medical Certificate issued by the | ANNEXUE-AA/1 10

(Kh Jibon'Sh 1)‘/

Signature of the Applicant.

For use in Tribunal’s Office -

Datc of filing :32:1: 99,
Or

............

Filed by:

Advocate/Counsel for the applicéﬁt,

Signature

for Registrar
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
GUWAHATI BENCH

Q.a
INTHE MATTER OF ;

0.ANo.17 of 2004
Shri. Kh. Jibon Singh
: .o Applicant

~ Versus -

Union of India & Others
..... Respondents

REJOINDER OF THE APPLICANT
AGAINST THE WRITTEN STATEMENT OF THE RESPONDENTS

The humble applicant submits that:

I The contention of the Respondent in Para-3 of the written statement that the

applicant did net turn up o the inguiry despite several opportunitiag iz not only false but
misleading. Because, as per the own statement of the Respondents in Para-3 of the
written ﬁtét&me.%at", the charge sheet was izsued vide Director Postal Services, Manipur,
Imphal Memo. No.B-2/ Jibon Singh dated 06.08.2001 and the Inquiry Officer and the
Pregenting Officer were appointed vide Director Postal Services, Manipur, Imphal
Memo. No.B-2/ Kh. Jibon Singh déﬁ:e.d 03.09.2001. Further, The Respondents them selves
have admitted in clear terms in Para-3 [in page-3 of the written statement] that the
applicant was on earned leave during the period from 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 on the

ground of house construction (Repairing) and the leave application was submitted by the

applicant on 02.07.2001. This proves the following facts that:

(i)  The applicant applied for Earned Leave from 25.07.2001‘ to 16.08.2001 on the
ground of house construction; and the leave application was submitted well in
advance on 02.07.2001. The charge sheet memorandum was issued on
06.08.2001, while the applicant was on leav'é for house.constmction. Since

the applicant was on feave during the period from 25.07.2001 to 16.08 2001

36 1i-24



¢!

for [on the ground of] house construction, the applicant was busy moving

around for purchase of house construction materials during the period; and the
applicant did not antherize any of his family members to receive any Regd
letter from anybody including the Department. It is the existing rule of the
Postal Depariment that a Regd lstter cannot be delivered to a person other
than the addressec without the written authorization of the addressee
concerned. The applicant did not anthorize anybody in his residence to
receive any Regd lefter without any motive as becanse he did not expect any
letter from the Department as hig leave for the period from 25.07.2001 to
16.08.2001 had duly been granted by the competent authority. Therefore, this
cannot be faulted to say or construe that the applicant refused the delivery of

Regd letter containing the charge sheet memorandum or the family members

of the spplicant refuszed to receive a Regd lotter in the abgence of the applicant

by virtue of the fact that the applicant did not authorize any of his family
members to receive any Regd letter. In fact, the refusal of the applicant’s
family members to receive a Regd letter addressed to the applicant without the
written autherization of the applicant was fully in consonance with the rule of
the Postal Department regarding the delivery of registered letters. Hence, the
Respondents are trying to mislead the Hon’ble Tribunal by stating concocted
facts. Because, the Respondents have not submitted any documentary
evidence such as the written statement of the Delivery Agent of Irengbam
EDBO [Branch Post Office] to show that the Regd letter containing the charge
sheet memorandum was ever offered to the applicant for delivery and the

applicant had refused to take the delivery of the letter. So, in the absence of

- substantiating proof that the applicant a;tua].ly and factually refused the

delivery of the Regd letter contaming the charge sheet memorandum, the




I Respondent’s claim that the applicant refused the delivery of charge sheet

1! memorandum is not only vague but totally unsustainable in the e.yé.s of law,

|
[The Regpondenta have also admitted in the same Para-3 [Page-3 of the written statement

|eontinuing to Pags-4] that Shri Th.Jugindm Singh, Oversser Mail of 3 Sub Division,

\Imphal visited the residence of the applicant at Trengbam village on 318?.-3 2001 but he

lconld not deliver the said letter containing the charge sheet memorandum ‘as the

‘applicant was sbsent; and the younger brother of the applicant who was available af that
jtime refused to receive the letter on behalf of the applicant®. This contention of the
- Respondents is totally against the prescribed Postal Rule, which clearly states that if the

addressee of a Regd Postal article is not available af home and has not authorized any of

hig family members to receive the Postal article, an intimation regarding the postal article

! has to be delivered at the residence of ﬂ}e addressee to require the addressee to take ' |

|| window delivery at the P.O counter. The Respondents have not explained before the
' Hon’ble Tribunal as to why the intimation regarding the Regd letter was not delivered at
"' the residence of the applicant to require the applicant to attend the Post Office for taking

the delivery of the registered letter when the Postal Officials attended the residence of the

applicant found the applicant absent from his residence and the a;:«pli,cant had not
authorized any of his family members to receive any Regd letter on his behalf. The
| Respondents, being the higher authorities in the Postal Department, arefwell aware of the
1 rules and procedm‘es regarding the delivery of Regd Postal articles to the addressees and

therefore, a willful attempt have been made by the Respondents to mislead the Hon’ble

Tribunal by concocted facts.

} The app]icmit was never offered the Regd letter containing the charge sheet memorandum

! for delivery to him at any point of time by any body and as such the applicant cannot be
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said to have either refused or omitted to receive the Regd letter containing the charge

shieet memorandum.

2. Tha Hespondents have not eubmitted the full foets reparding the &iiegéd
punishment of censure mentioned in Para-5 of the written statement. The Post Master
Ceneral, N Circle, Bhillong was not the digciplinary autherity to the applicant at any
point of time. The original final order pagged by the disﬁipiiﬁmy authority viz. The
Dirzetor Postal Services, Manipur, Tmphal was “Total Exoneration of charges framed
againat the applicant”. Tharefore, the applicant did not submit any fales or misleading
information before the Hon’ble Tribunal. The applicant was promoted to the next higher
grade with effect from 14.06.2000 on his due date of promotion. This wonld clesrly
ghow that the applicant maintained a satisfactory service record to get his promotion to
the next higher grade after completion of 16-Years of satisfactory service in due time.
Therefors, the contention of the Respondents that the statements of the applicant in Para~
4.3 of the O.A was false and misleading, is totally false and intended to mislead the

Honble Tribunal with concocted facts.

3. The Respondents have clearly admitted in Para-6 of the written statement théx the
applicant had applied for leave on Medical Certificate from 21.09.2001 t0 20.10.2001 and
applied for extension of Earned Leave with M.C [Medical Certificate] or E.O.L on M.C
{Medical Certificate] from 21.10.2001 to 20.11.2001. The Respondents have also
admitted in the same paragraph that the applicant was intimated vide Supdt of Post

Offices, Manipur, Imphal letter No.B-2/Kh Jibon Singh dated 22.10.2001 that his leave |

w.e.f 21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 cannot be granted. The Respondents have not explained

ag to why they had sent such intimation after the expiry of the period of leave gpplied.
The leave was applied for we.f 21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 and the intimation that the

leave cannol be granted was issued vids letter dated 22.10.2001. The Respondents havs
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not explained as to why they did not intimate the applicant immediately on receipt of
leave application requesting leave from 21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 that his leave cannotbe

granted.

It is further confended by the Respondents in the same Para-6 [Page-7] that “The
applicant neither present himself in the enquiry held on 29.11.2001 nor he submitted any
kind of leave application or any letter to the Inquiry Oﬁfic& for a&jéummwt of the
enquiry and hence it was decided by the Inquiry Ofﬁc;er to cbntinue the hearing. This
stafement of the Respondents is totally contrary to the fact that the applicant sent written
intimation to the Inquiry Officer that the applicant was ill‘: and unable to attend the
enquiry due to hig ill-health. With ill motive snd evil design, the Respondents have not
submitted the copy of the Daily order sheet maintained by the Inquiry Officer for the
proceedings held on 29.11.2001. If the daily order sheet dated 29.11.2001 is produced by
the Respondants, it will be elesr before the Hon'hle Tribunal af; ta. whether the appiia::m;ti
had actually and fa«:tu&iiy sent a written representation to the Inquiry Officer wherein he
had requested the Inquiry Officer to adiourn the hearing on th;f ground that the applicant
wag ill/unwell. Hence, the Respondents may be directed to prédue.e_ the daily order sheet

dated 29.11.2001 to confirm the facts.

The Respondents have also confirmed in the same Para-6[Page-8] that the 1.0%s R&gaﬁ

could not be delivered to the applicant as the letter was received back as undelivered with

remark of the delivery pggf éi‘ﬁﬁ& “Door Cloged”. This efem‘ly; gtrengthen the subn’ligsimi.

of the applicant that the applicant had never refused or omitted to receive the delivery of ‘

any letter gent by the Department in connection with the Rule-14 enquiry held againat

him. The applicant was not available in his residence during the period from 21.09.2001
.

to 19.04.2004 as he was under Medical Treatment for ‘Dissocistive disorder with
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obsessive features’ in the Department of Clinical Psychology in the Regional Institute of

Medical Sciences, Imphal.

= A copy of Madical Certificate iseued by the Dept of Clinical Psychology,
Regional Institute of Medical Sciences, Tmphal vide No, CP/PRAZ dated 25" Apr
2002 is enclosed as ANNEXUE-AA/1 for ready reference.

4. The Applicant had submitted repeatedly before the relevant department'al
authorities including the appellate authority that he had acted in good faith by acting as
identifier of Extra Departmental Agents for taking payment of arrears of allowances at
Imphal HPO; and such aét cannot be construed as misconduct of a serious nature. But,
the Respondents have contended in Para-17 and 18 of the written statement that the
orders of the Disciplinary anthority and the Appellate Authority contain the correct set up
of the vie‘.ws‘ of the anthorities concerned to impose the maximum punishment as the
charges were 50 serious. The Respondents have not explained as to how identitication of
a payee by the applicant became a serious oftence of such a nature that he should be
awarded the maximum punishment. Becouse, 1t iz up to the paying officer/ofticial to
accept the identification endorsed by the applicant for effecting the payment of arrears
allowances bill; and if the departmental rules do not permit the applicant to identify the
payees, the paying officer/paying official should have rejected the identification endorsed
by the applicant and also the paying officer/official should have refused the payment of
the bill. The applicant was not the paying officer/official who identified the payee and
effected the payment to the payee. It was the paying oﬂ"ncer/ofﬁcia] viz. The Asstt
Treasurer{Cash), Imphal HPO who effected the payment of the bill. Therefore, the
Respondents have not explained before the Hon’ble Tribunal as to how the Respondent
.

was responsible for any serious irregularity pertaining to the payment of bills whose

payments were made by the paying officer/official at his own will, after identification of
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payees by the applicant. Had the paying officer/official refused to pay the bills despite
identification by the applicant, the applicant could not have done anything. Therefore,
the applicsnt cannot be falsely or erroneonsly fixed responsible fora no-misconduct with

maiafide intention.

3 The Begpondents have confended in Para-31 of the written stafement that there are
no ground for which the actions of the Respondents may be termed os mala-fide. But,

thia contention of the Respondents is not only falce, but totally concocted as because: -

(iy  The R&ﬁpmd@:}t& conducted the Departmental Enquiry against the applicant
between the period from 03.10.2001 to 12.02.2002; smﬁ the final erder was
passed vide order dated 11.04.2002, during the period under which the

»_ applicant wos under medical treatmient for ‘Biﬁsm.:.iative disorder with
obgesgive features” in the Department of Clinical Psychﬁiogy in the Regional
Institute of Medical Sciences, Imphal. The Respondents although ﬁave stated
to have intimated the applicant that the leave of the applicant for the periaé‘
from 21.09.2001 to 20.10.200]1 cannot be granted vide a letter dated
22.10.2001, the Respondents have not explained the logic behind denying the
leave on one or other ground after the period of leave sé;p}iad for was aix*&ad§
over. The applicant appiied for adjournment of h‘earing. by a written
representation dated 29.11.2001 to the Inquiry Officer on the ground éf hig -
medical treatment/illness, but the adjournment of hearing was not allowed by
the Inqguiry officer on concocted grounds  Meither the charge shest -
memorandum nor the daily order sheets pertaining to the enquiry proceedings,

.

nor the 10’8 Report was served upon the applicant to provide him a

reasonsable opportunity under the peineintes of natural {ngtios,
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(ii)  As per the Respondents, the Asstt Treasurer(Cash), Imphal HPO effected the
payment of bills when the payees were identified by the applicanf. If the Asstt
Treagurer(Cash), Imphal HPO was not satisfied with the ideatity of the
payeas, he onght not to have effected the payment. But, the Assft
Treasure(Cash), Imphal HPO was neither charge sheeted, nor was even issued
with show-canse notice for his serious lapse; and the applicant has been

victimized for the fanlt of others.

(i) The sppeliste authority, which is duty bound to look into these lapses in the
part of the Disciplinary Authority, Inquiry Officer ete simply turned a blind
eye towards the applicant while the appeliate anthority disposad of the appeal

submitted by the applicant.

Therefore, there was serious violation of the prineiples of natural juatice and reasonable

opportunity in the departmentsl enquiry held against the applicant; and the submissions in

" (i) to (i} above will satisfy the Hon’ble Tribunal that the Respondents resorted to

malufide exercise of powers conferred upon them as Disciplinary Anthority, Inquiry
Officer and Appellate Authority in their respective roll in the present case filed by the
applicant. |

8. The applicant further submits that the applicant has no specific comment against
other paragraphs of the written statement for that the submission of the applicant in the
preceding paragrapha sufficiently explaing the applicant’s position as regards the

averments of the Respondents in the remaining paragraphs.

7. The gi;}pli&mt therefors most fervently submits and prays before the Hon'ble
Tribunal that the Respondents may be directed to submit the daily order sheet maintained

by the Inquiry Gfficer for the hearing held on 29.11.2001; and decide the eage in the light



of the fact that the applicant was under Medical Treatment for ‘Dissociative disorder with
obaesgive festures’ in the Department of Clinical Peychology in the Regional Institute of
Medical Sciences, Imphal in support of which the applicant has already eubmitted n
Medieal Certificate issued by the Dept of Clinical Paychology, Regional Insiitute of
Medical Sciences, Imphal vide No.CR/ERA? dated 25 Apr 2007 ANNEXUE-AAN with
this Rejoinder.

ﬂgdﬁgppw

(Eh. Jibon Bingh)
Signature of the applicant.

Filed By: -

Advocste.

VERIFICATION

1, 8hri Kh Jibon Singh, son of Late Shrikh A choL Si ”ﬁfv , aged about 39
years, the then Postal Assistant, Imphal HPO [aines removed] and resident of trengham
village, PO & P.S : Nambol Distt: Bishenpur State: Manipur, hereby verify that the
contents of Paragraphs 1 to 6 are true to my personal knowledge and the Paragraph-7 is

prayer before the Hon ble Tribunal; and that T have not suppressed any material facts.

0
(Kh. Jibon/éﬁngilg 7
Date: - Signature of the applicant

Place:

To
The Registrar,
Central Administrative Tribunal, .

Guwahsati Bench,
Guwahati — 781 005.

Filed by:

Advocate.
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DEPARTMENT OF CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY
REG*ONAL INSTITUTE OF MEDICAL SCIENCES:IMPHAL

o000

No.CP/TR/OQ. : ~ Imphal,the 25th April 2002,

" TO_WHOM IT MAY CONCERN "

, This is to certify that Sri.Kh.Jibon Singh, aged 39,
Male S/0 = (Lete) Kh. Achou Singh of Irengbam P.0C. & P.Ss Nambol
was suffering from Dissociative Disorder with obssessive features.
He was under my treatment with effect from 21 .9, 2001 to 19.4, 2002.
_ He attended the Behavioural Therapy and counaelling. He 1s mow

" ..recovered from his ailment and recommended fit ‘%o attend his normal
duty. ‘

ye !

Associate Professor,
- Clinical PsycKology, - _
Roqional Institute of Medical Scienca.,

) A _ - dssocidd®P, m? s5or & Head
A : Depatimert of Ciivical ! Psychology
Reglmal Insiinvte of Medical  Sciences,
_Imphal,




