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CENTRAL 	AL11INIST1JTJ 	TRIEWAL 

CYHATI BENCH. 

,ORD -',,R S FiB ET 

Q.rciAp/ 	
1T10t( 

In O, 

The Ap3lict(S) 

N0 	of te Respofldentfs)k0 0 
• 	

. Advooe for the App hoar 
 

Counsel for the Railway/ 

p  
m 	 19.2.04 	HeardNjss U.Das, learned counsel 

: 	
for the applicant. • 	

• 	 F. 	 Issue notice to the respondents 
itcd 	

to show cause as to why this appli- ftf 	/ 	
Cation shall not be aanittod. Retur- 
nablé by four weeks. 

List on 24.3.04 for filing reply 

to show Cause and admission. 

• r.'. ?-,'rrc. 	 Member 
pg 

24.3.2004 	Heard Ms.U.DaS, learned counsel 
INO 

	

	 for the applicant. The O.A. is admitted, 

issuenotice to the parties, returnable I 	V 
by four weeks. List the case for order 

on 26.4.20040 . 

- I  

bb h 
Member (A) 
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26.4.'2004 	On the plea of 

learned Addl.C.G.S.C4 four weeks t. 

is allowed to the respondents to fx 
written statement. 

' List on 25.5.2004 for oider. 
-. 

44 	. 
1cP— l 	3. OLf 

bb 
Zember (j) 

25.5.204 	'' 'On the plea of counsel .for the 

espondeñts four weks ime is,. given 

to the respondents to file writte.n 

satement. List on 29..2004 for 

U1r 	 orders." 

mb - 

	 Membe.r (TA) 

27 .7 .'QO'4 	on the prayer 'made byMr. A4( .Chau- 

______ 	 dhuri, dearned Addl.C.G.S.C., four week. 

- 	 time is granted to therespondents to 

file written statement. 
- ' 	

List on 31.8 .Z004  for orders. 

Member (A) 

bb 

31 .8.2004 	ittenstatement has beeniied. 

' 	 . 	Four weeks time is allowed to the app- 
* 	 licant to file vejoinder as prayed by 

) 	. . 	 Ms.tr.Das, learned counsel for the app-. 

li'ant. 

-. 
- List on 299.2004 for orders. 

- 	 ' 	•' 	' 	cm 

bb  

j 	 * 
/ 
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_ IJ_/ 	 1 

jkEes o tI Reg3ptrY pate * 	- 

	

29.9.04 	Present: Hon'ble Mr.Justice R.K,Batta, 
viceChairmafl. 	 -  
Hon'ble Mr. K.V.Prahladan, Administra- 
tive Member. 

- 	 --- 	 The learned counsel for the appli- 
i) Lr/ A1- 	 ant states that rejoinder,if any,will 

be filed within four weeks and the matter 

be listed for final hearing on 16th Nov.. 

9 	 2004. 

Li 

'o 	 Member 	 Vice-Chairman 

im 

- 	 1.12.04. 	 Mr.A.K.choudhury, learned Mdl. 

C.G.8.C* states that copy of the rejoinder 

• 	 s been filed to-day and he prays for 
• 	 lac*journment. The learned counsel for the 

• 	 ••-• 	 • 	 applicant states t hat records of enairy 

• be called. Respondents hball keep records 

for perusal if necessary, Stand over to 

19th January. 

• 	 ., 	 — 
 Member 	 VjCe-C)ajIna3 

• .1941.2005 	Ms.U.Das, learned counsel for the 

T 	 applicant 1  states that the recers in 

relation to the enquiry will be required 

in this matter. None present for the 

respondents. Matter ks accordingly ad-

journe to four weeks. RespendentS shall 

I •  place the entire enqt4ry xzecrds before 

-- 	
. the Tribina1 on the next date. 

AdJourned to 18.2.2005. 

--M. '- 
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O.A.17/2004 

15.03.2005 	Present : The Hont bie r. Justice 
G. Sivara jan,VieChaian 

• 	 The Hon't bie Mr. X.V. - 	

Prah1adan Member (A). 

At the.request of Mr. S. Sarma, 
learned counsel for the applicant, 

the case is adjuurned. List on 

22.03.2005 for hearing, 	 ':77 

R-ml'-tt~ er (A) 
	

Vice-Chairman 
rub 

22.3.2005 present $ The Hon'ble Mr. Justice 0. 
Sivarajan. Vice-Chairman. 

TheHonbje Mr. K.V. Prahiadan 
Administrative Mber. 

At the request of Mr. S. Sarma 
learned ceunsel for the applic ant the 
case is adjourned.143t an 11.492005 

- 	 forhearing. 

Meaber (A) 	 Vice-Chairman 
mb 

1 1•4.I5 At the request of learned counsel 
for the 4LPP110ant caa  is adjournedç, 
to 1005005 4  

Vice..Chajan 
ener 

* 	 In 

A-01,  
/ rtvz 

10.5 .2005 	Learned counsel for the applicant 
MB.*.Devi o  Asm submitted that she may be 

permitted to peruse the or'iginal records 

of the case placed before this Tribunal. 
M .A4C .Chaudhuri • learned Add 1 .0 .0 .S .C. 
submits that there iJ)3bjection lbobc in 
learned counseN peru8i'1ie said record 

in presence of the officer of this Tribu-
na 1. Accordingly i.e arned counsel for the 
applicant is permitted to peruse the said' 
records. post on 18.5.2005. 

mber 	 Vice-Chairman 
bb 

5V 
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Office NOtes 	Date 	 Order of the Triiunal - 	 -- 	1-- -.---- - 	-* 

1 .  
1 

18.5.2005 	 At the request of counsel for the 

applicant. the case is adjourned to 

1.6.2005. 

4- 

Mnber 	 Vice-Chairman 

• 	 mb 

1.6.2005 	 Heard counsel for the parties.. 

Judgment' delivered in open CoErt, kept in 

• 	 separate sheets. 

The O.'Ao is disposed of intrms of 
I  I theorcier. 
I  
I 	 I 	 cj cj /V 

Member 	 Vice-Chaizman 
Y ' 	•' 	-' 	b 
r 	' 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, GUWAHATI BENCH. 

O.A. No. 17 of 2004. 

DATE OF DECISION: 01.06.2005 

Sri Kh.jibon Singh 
	

APPUCANT(S) 

Ms. B. Devi 
	

ADVOCATE FOR THE 
APPLICANT(S) 

- VERSUS- 

U.O.I. & Ors. 	 RESPONDENT(S) 

Mr.A.K.Chaudhuri, Mdl. 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: 	To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the 
judgment? 

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

Judgment delivered by Hon'ble Vice Chairman. 
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CENTRAL ADMIMSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, GIJWAHATI BENCH. 

Original Application 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 
Viii: Irengbom, P.O. Nambol 
Dist: Bishnupur, Manipur. 	 Applicant. 

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

- Versus- 

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

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

The Director 
Postal Services 
Manipur, Imphal - 795 001. 	 . . . Respondents. 

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

ORDER(ORAL) 

SIVARATAN, 1.(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 
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respondents initiated disciplinary action against the applicant on 

6.8.2001. The Enquiry Officer and Presenting Officer were appointed. 

The notice regarding the enquiry was issued 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 Disciplinary 

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 (Annéxure-2) 

before the second respondent. The same happened to be dismissed by 

order dated 3.2.2 003 (Annexure-3). The applicant challenges the said 

two orders in this Original Application. 

2. 	We have heard Ms. B. Devi, learned counsel for the applicant 

and also Mr. A. K. Chaudhuri, learned Add!. 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 the case of the respondents that the 

leave for the period from 21.9.2001 to 20.10.2001 and from 

2 1.10.2001 to 20.11.2001 was not granted since the applicant did not 

produce medIcal certificate. The respondents had attempted to 

comply with the provisions of Rule 14 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 

by sending registered notice to the 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 endorsement 

"refused". Another notice sent was returned with the remark "door 

closed". It is admitted fact that the applicant made a request dated 

- 29.11.2001 to which date the enquirywas posted to defer the enquiry 

till he returns from leave. No orders have been passed on the said 

request. The Enquiry Officer proceeded with the enquiry and 
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Disciplinary Authority on the 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 by the applicants. 

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 

disciplinary proceedings in the appeal. memorandum all those were 

rejected by the Appellate Authority stating that the applicant was very 

much aware of the enquiry proceedings and that the had willfully 

refrained, from participating in the enquiry proceedings. 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 

inquiry Officer for postponement of the oral inquiry till his return 

from leave." The Appellate Authority has relied on this to state that 

the charged officials had been aware of the Rule 14 enquiry 

proceedings but had chosen not to appear personaHy in the oral 

enquiry. The Appellate Authority had endorsed the views of the 

Disciplinary Authority and rejected the appeal. 

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 applicant 

to defend his case in the disciplinary enquiry. It is true that the 

respondents sought to comply 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 
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it is on getting information regarding the next posting date, i.e. 

29.11.2001 since he was on leave he sent a request dated 2911.-2001 

to the Enquiry Officer through his brother seeking for deferring the 

departmental proceedings Ull he resumes duty after leave. If, as a 

'matter of fact, the 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 applicanf so that the applicant would 

have known 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 enquiry even after coming to know about 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 proceeding with the enquiry also cannot be 

justified. Taking into account the fact that the applicant had been 

condemned unheard as stated above, we are of the view that an 

opportunity must be afforded to the applicant before imposing any 

penalty for the alleged misconduct. We make it clear that 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 11.4.2002 (Annexure-1) and 12.2003 (Annexure-3) and 

direct the third respondent to conduct a fresh enquiry against the 

applicant as contemplated under the Rules. The applicant must be 
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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 imputation 

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, 

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 appointing/Disciplinary authority independently. 

The Original Application is disposed of as above. 	'1 

I  -~. r// 
(K.V.PRAHLADAN) 
	

(G. SIVARAJAN) 
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

	
VICE CHAIRMAN 

9 I 

0 
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The 	applicant 	in 	the instarrt; 	app]. icat:ion 	:is 

acnri eyed 	by 	th::i.mpuqned 	orer of removal 	issued 	by 	the 

Director, 	Postal. 	Service5 	Manipur,  pursuant to an 	enciuiry 

made 	in 	a 	de::artmantal 	proc::eedinçj initiated 	vide 	mamc:: 	dated 

6.S.2001,and 	the 	orce r 	dated 3.2.2003 	 asuad 	by 	the 

pp a 11 ate 	author i ty 	(Post 	riast a r 	Een era 1 	N 	Ran :1. on 

Sh.liong) 	conf:irminc/uPhOidin9 the 	afores.id 	mrdeb 	dated 

ii 42ø2 	The 	applicant 	at 	that rd 	event 	po:i.nt 	crft3.me 	was 

holding 	the rost on officiatinq basis acainst 	the 	vacancy 

of 	9u.Divisi.onal 	Irspector of Post Off:ic:es 	Ukhrui 	Sub- 

Divisicn 	The 	applicant was on leave 	wef. 	7,200I 	to 

18201 	and 	ext:ended 	the 	leave on medical nround from time 

to 	fiffid 	:i.ntimatinq 	the 	concerned aut:horitY 	During his 	such 

period 	of 	leave he got 	the 	intimation that some 	p roce ad :i ng 

have 	been 	initiated 	ac4a:inst him and 	immediately on 	receipt 

such 	information he duly intimated of the said authority 	to 

postpone 	the proce ad ing till his r'€sumpt ion of duty from 	the 

medical 	leave but his request was never acted upon and 	the 

proc::eed inn 	concluded 	ax-party without 	d:isposir1r 	of 	his 

\reqttest 	for 	:::ostponement 	of dr"djui ry 	Enquiry was 	c0ndIct?d 

bahnd 	the back of 	the 	app]. icant and w:ithout serving him 	the 

copy of ch arq ash a at . 	enqu i ry report a to 	he 	was 	Di.. .I 1 y 	served 

(1 
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with the order passed by the d:iscipi mary authority ca1:ed 

1142002 The applicant immediately preferred an appeal 

iidicatinp the procedural irreqularities committed by the 

r'espciridE: nt.s aJ.onç with other cirounds but same yielded no 

resl t in positive and the appal late atthor:i. fy v ide :impunned 

•::rmmun ic at: ion dated3 2200 re jac: t;ed his app a a 1 con f I rm :i nr 

the order of the d:iscipi mary authority th.. ted ii 42002 

Hence this DA prayinc; setting aside of the proceadinc; 

i,i:itiatec aqa:inst the applicant pi.iTLtant: to the charciesheet 

td 6.8.2001 aionq with the impuclned order dated 11 4. 2002 

• passed by the disc:ipi mary authority and the order of the 

appellate authority dated 32200 confirminci the said order 

• 
of removal with a fty•'her di rect:ion towards the respondents 

to reinstate him in his service with fulL bac:I: wapes and 

with si L consequential serv:i,ce benefi 

17 
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BEFRE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

GUWAHATI BENCH 

Title of the ll 
 case  1. 	 jt~Et-, —.qf 

BETWEEN 

Shri Kh.. Jibthn Sinqh 	 Applicant.. 

Union of IndL & ors 	 Respondents.. 

Si ,Na.. Particulars Page No.. 

 Application 1 	to i 

Verification 

3. 	 Annexure-1 

4.. 	 Annexure-2 

5, 	 Annexure-3 

********* **** **** *** ** *** * * *** ** * * ***** ** * *** * ** ** * *** * ** * 

Filed by 	j&1-tLL 	 Regn..No..: 

File c\WS\KHJIB(]N 	 Date 

15 



1 F 

-\ 	c 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATI BENCH 

(An application under section 19 of the Central 
Administrative Tribunal Act.1985) 

BETWEEELN 

1. Sri Kh Jibon Singh 

JV
/o, Lt Kh Achou Singh 
ill-Irengbom, P..O.-Nambol 

Dist. -Bishnupur, Manipur 

Applicant. 

-AND- 

The Union of India. 
Represented by Secretary to the 
Govt. of India. 
Mi n i s t ry  of Communication 
Dak Bhawan 
New D e 1 h i - 1 

2,The Post Master General 
North-Eastern Circle 
Shillonq-793001 
Meghaiaya 

The Director 
Postal Services 
Manipur, Imphal-7950001 

.. .Respondents. 

DETAILS OF THE APPLICATION 

PARTiCULARS OF THE ORDER AGAINST WHICH THIS APPLICATION 

IS MADE: 

This application is directed against the order 

dated 3.2.2003 passed by the Post Master General, 

PLE.Recjion; Shillong and the order dated 11.4.2002 issued by 

he Director, Postal Services, M anipur imposing the penalty 

removal from service to the applicant 

1 

c 
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2 LIMIIATION: 

The 	applicant 	declares 	that 	the 	instant 

application has been filed within the limitation period 

prescribed under section 21 of the Central Administrative 

Tribunal Act1985 

3 JURISDICTION: 

The applicant further declares that the subject 

matter of the case is within the jurisdiction of the 

Administrative TribunaL 

FACTS OF THE CASE: 

41. 	That the applicant in the instant application is 

aggrieved by the impugned order of removal issued by the 

Director, Postal Services, Manipur, pursuant to an enquiry 

made in a departmental proceeding initiated vide memo dated 

682001, 	and 	the 	order 	dated 32.2003 	issued 	by 	the 

:APPe11ate 	authority 	(Post 	Master 	GeneraI, 	•NERegion 

Shillong) 	confirming/upholding the aforesaid 	order 	dated 

114.,20ø2 	The applicant 	at that relevant point of time 	was 

holding 	the post on officiating basis against 	the 	vacancy 

of 	Sub-Divisional 	Inspector of Post Offices, 	Ukhrul 	Sub- 

Division 	The 	applicant was on leave wef. 	2572001 	to 

1682001 	and e>tended 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 against 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. Enquiry was conducted 

behind the back of the applicant and without serving him the 

copy of chargesheet, 	enquiry report etc 	he was only served 

with the order passed by the disciplinary authority dated 

1142002 	The applicant immediately preferred an appeal 

indicating the procedural irregularities committed by the 

respondents along with other grounds but same yielded no 

result in positive and the appellate authority vide impugned 

communication dated 322003 rejected his appeal confirming 

the order of the disciplinary authority, dated 1142002 

Hence this OA praying setting aside of the proceeding 

initiated against the applicant pursuant to the chargesheet 

dated 682001 along with the impugned order dated 1142002 

passed by the disciplinary authority and the order of the 

appellate authority dated 3.22003 confirming the sadd order 

of removal with a further direction towards the respondents 

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 	
seeking 

redressal of his grievaflce5 

Detailed facts are given below .  

42 	That the applicant is a citizen of India and as 

suth he is entitled to all the rights, privileges and 

protection as guaranteed by the Constitution of India and 

laws framed thereunder .  

3 



That the applicant got his initial appointment as 

Postal Assistant (Postal Clerk) Imphal, Head Post Office on 

3:0984* Thereafter during his service tenure he 	had 

• occasions to serve various station viz 	Moirang, Locktak 

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

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

• officiating charge of Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post 

Offices, tJkhrul Sub-Division w.ef. 21.7.1998. It is 

pertinent to mention here that the applicant was elected as 

Divisional Secretary General of all India Postal Employees 

Union, Manipur Division w0ef. March 1997 The applicant who 

has an unblemished service career was also active 

participant in sports especially Volleyball and Badminton 

and by dint of his sincerity, he was nominated as Member of 

NECirc1e Postal Sports Control Board and again the 

applicant was also nominated as Manager of N.E.Circle for 

All India Postal Volleyball tournament held at Guwahati 

1997-98k 

44. 	That the applicant during his service tenure as 

cbfficiating Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices, likhrul 

Sub-Division and than join as L6 PA at Imphal H.O.availed 

leave wef. July 2031 and said leave was further extended 

on medical grounth During his leave period the applicant 

through his colleagues got the information that departmental 

proceeding has been initiated against h1m Since the 

applicant did not know about the stage of the enquiry, sent 

his brother as he was sick to get the information regarding 

the stage of such proceeding and to collect the relevant 

papers on 16112001 The enquiry officer intimated his 

brother that the hearing which was scheduled on 16112001 

4 

• 	 •j 
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has been re-fixed on 29.11..2001 taking into consideration the 

fact that the applicant was on medical leave.. On 29..112301 

the applicant who was on medical leave submitted an 

application dated 29..11..$31 requesting the authority to 

adjourn t h e hearing till he became fit for duty. The 

applicant also made a request for furnishing the relevant 

document, charge-sheet etc as those were never furnished to 

him, but the authority concerned without supplying the 

documents, even the chargesheet rejected his prayer for 

adjournment of hearing and concluded the proceeding e,-

parte.. It is pertinent to mention here that subsequently 

even after 29..11..2001 proceeding continued but nothing was 

intimated to the applicant as required under the rules 

guiding the field.. Witnesses were examined behind the back 

of the applicant and by an order dated 18..12..2001 t h e 

presenting officer submitted his written brief without 

giving such opportunity to the applicant.. The copy of the 

said tritten brief has also never been furnished to the 

applicant enabling him to place his defence by submitting 

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 honafide impression 

that the proceeding has been adjourned acting on his request 

made through his representation dated 29..11..2001.. 

4..5 	That the applicant was socked when he received an 

order bearing no E-2/Kh..Jibon Singh dated 11..4..2002 issued 

by the Director of Postal Services in the capacity of 

disciplinary authority imposing the highest penalty of 

removal of service. In the said impugned order dated 

11.4.2002 the authority concerned while discussing the case 
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indicated the fact that by a charge sheet dated 6.82001, a 

proceeding was initiated against him and it was also stated 

that attempt was made to supply him with the copy of the 

chargesheet dated 6.8.2001. 

A copy of the said order dated 

11.4.2002 is annexed herewith and 

marked as Annexure—i 

4.6. 	That immediately on receipt of 11.4.2002 order the 

applicant visited the office of the respondents to get hold 

of the copies of the relevant document including the charge-' 

sheet, enquiry report etc. but he was not given any such 

document. The applicant situated thus preferred an appeal 

before the concerned authority dated 10.5.2002 to the 

appellate authority (The Post Master General, N,E,Circie, 

Shiliong) indicating his case as reflected in the order 

dated 11.4.2002. The applicant in his appeal while 

highlighting his case raised a grievance against 	the 

/ 
proceeding initiated pursuant to the charge sheet dated 

6.8.2001 indicating the fact that apart from the order dated 

11.4.2002 nothing was communicated to him offering 

reasonable opportunity of hearing. 

The applicant craves leave of this Hon'bie Court 

to rely and refer upon the statements made in his appeal 

dated 10.5.2002 at the time of hearing this case. 

A copy of the appeal dated 10.5.2002 

is annexed herewith and marked as 

Anne xure-2. 

4.7. 	That the applicant begs to state that apart from 

the order of disciplinary authority nothing was communicated 
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to him in respect of the proceeding 	initiated by issuance of 

the charge-sheet dated 6E302001 	The applicant who got the 

information during the currency of the proceeding intimated 

the authority regarding his medical leave and he also made a 

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 be 

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 105.2002 but the 

Appellate authority without taking into con%ideration any of 

his such contention passed the order issued vide memo no. 

staff/139/15/2012 dated 322003 rejecting his appeal. 

A copy of the said impugned order 

dated 3.2.2003 is annexed herewith 

and marked as Annexure-30 

4.. 	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 for 

adjournment of the proceeding. The concern authority on 

16.11.2001 ought to have handed over the copy of the charge 

sheet dated 6.8.2001 to his brother enabling him to prefer 

suitable 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. 
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4.9. 	That the applicant begs to state that although in 

the impugned order dated 11.4.2002 and 3.2.2003 there has 

been mention regarding offering, reasonable opportunity to 

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

to speak about furnishing the connected documents like 

enquiry report etc., 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 

29.11.2001 prayed for refixing the enquiry but same was 

rejected without any reason and no such rejection order was 

issued to the applicant. Although in the impugned orders 

dated 11.4.2003 and 3.2.2003 there has been mention 

regarding fulfillment of the ingredients as required for 

exparte proceeding but in reallty 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 

only with the sole purpose to penalise him without any 

reason. 

The applicant in these facts and circumstances 

prays before this Hon'bie Tribunal for an appropriate order 

for production of relevant records at the time of hearing of 

this case. 

4.10. 	That 	the applicant begs to state that 	the 

disciplinary authority while passing the impugned order 

dated 11.4,2002 briefly indicated the charges contained in 

the charge sheet dated 6.8.2001 and from which it reveals 

that the charges are vague, indefinite and same are not at 

all sustainable. Apart from that the disciplinary authority 

while discussing the case abruptly came to the conclusion, 
8 



k 

Ot 

without there being any independent application of mind, and 

removed him from service. The said authority while passing 

the irnpugded order dated 1142002 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 

That the Appellate authority while passing 

the impugned order dated 322ø03 acted mechanically without 

there being any independent analysis of the facts. The said 

authority also failed to take into consideration the appeal 

preferred by the applicant by placing his helplessness tihich 

is contrary to the settled proposition of law and as such 

same is 	not 	sustainahie The 	said 	Appellate authority 

instead of placing his helplessness ought to 	have quashed 

the order 	dated 114202 and ought to have 	directed for 

de—novo 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 

quasheth 

4.12 	 That the applicant begs to state that the 

impugned orders dated 11.42002 and 322ø3 have been 

passed illegally by the respondents without offering him 

even the minimum of opportunity of hearing and as such same 

is not sustainable and interference from this Hon'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 applicant. The applicant 

while made a prayer for adjournment of the proceeding by 
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uhmittinq application on 29.11.2011, his such prayer was 

rejected which was also not communicate to him and as such 

the entire proceeding can be treated as an illegal one. Even 

aSSUMingl but not admitting the charges leveled against the 

applicant to he true, the punishment imposed on him is 

shockingly disproportionate and interference of this Han'ble 

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

punishment 

5. GROUNDS FOR RELIEFWITH LEGAL PROVISION: 

5.1. 	For that the respondents have acted illegally in 

issuing the impugned orders dated 11.4.2002 and 3.2.203 

without following the procedure prescribed under,  CCS (CCA) 

Rules 195 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 quashed. 

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 6,8.2001 and as such same is 	not 

sustanshle and liable to he set aside and quashed. 

5.3. 	For that the respondents have acted contrary to 

the settled proposition 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 quashed. 

54. 	For that the disciplinary authority whiie paasing 

the impugned order dated 11,4.2002 failed to tal:e into 

consideration the charges to be vague and indefinite and 

U 
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proceeded in the matter with a closed mind and punished the 

applicant with the maximum punishment of removal tijhich is 

not sustainable as same depicts total nan application of 

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

5.3 	For that the respondents have acted contrary to 

the settled proposition of law while passing the impugned 

order dated 3.2.2003. The said Appellate authority while 

passing the order dated 3.2.2003 failed to take into 

consideration the appeal and rejected the same. The said 

authority could have set aside the order dated 11.4.2002 and 

could have ordered for de—hova enquiry from the stage of 

furnishing the copy of the chargesheet which could have 

provided reasonable opportunity to the applicant. 

5.6. 	For that the respondents have acted with 	a 

malafide intention in proceeding against the applicant and 

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

and quashed. 

57. 	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 Hnbie Court 

to advance more grounds bath legal as well as factual at the 

time of hearing of this case. 

OF—B—E  

That the applicant declares that he has exhausted 

all the remedies available to them and there is 	no 
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alternative remedy available to him. 

7. MATTERS NOT PREVIOUSLY 	ED ORJNQJj4G I L1Y91 1-iEf.. 

COURT: 

The 	applicant 	further declares that he 	has 	not 

fiiod 	previously 	any application, 	writ 	petition 	or 	suit 

regarding 	the 	grievances 	in 	respect 	of 	which this 

application 	is 	made before any other court 	or 	any other 

ench 	of the Tribunal or any other authority nor 	any 	such 

application 	, writ petition or suit 	is pending before any of 

them. 

G. RELIEF SOUGHT FOR: 

Under 	the facts and circumstances 	stated above, 

the 	applicant 	most respectfully prayed 	that 	the instant 

1application 	be 	admitted records be called 	for 	and after 

hearing the parties on the cause or causes that may be shown 

and on perusal of records, be grant the following reliefs to 

the app1icant- 

To 	set aside and quash the impugned orders dated 

11.4.2002 	and 	3.2.2003 	with a further 	direction to 	the 

respondents 	reinstate 	the applicant with full 	back wages 

providing 	all 	consequential service 	benefits 	and arrear 

salary etc. 

	

8.2. 	Cost of the application. 

	

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

entitled to under the facts and circumstances of the case 

and deemed fit and proper. 
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1 9. INTERIM ORDER PRAYED FOR 

Pending disposal of this application the applicant 

prays for an interim order directing the respondents to 

reinstate him in the post of LSG P.A. of Past Offices 

Likhrul Sub—Division and to pay him the current salarya 

!iø* 	
an an on ann ad a Stavanna anna neaataataRaaaa.mn an a a 

Un PARTICULARS OF THE I0P0Oa: 

in I.P.O. NOn 

Date 

Payable at 	: Suwahatia 

12a LIST OF ENCt..OSURES: 

As stated in the Indexa 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Sri Kh. Jibon Sinçjh, aged about 42 years, son 

of Lt Kh. Achou Singh, resident of Irengbom, Manipur, do 

hereby solemnly affirm and verify that the statements made 

in paragraphs . 

true 	to 	my 	knowledge 	and 	those 	made 	in 

paragraphs are also true to my legal 

advice and the rest are my humble submission before the 

Hanble Trihunal I have not suppressed any material facts 

of the cased 

And I sign on this the Verification on this 

the %.iollbay of 	of 204 

Signature 
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O S  . 1:2 	
per ut written EJtat•lveñt of Shri R. K; ThUiltt , 

the hn Sub Potn' her, Ukh iu3. $0 
(Now S1M/ orndal SO) dated 

7 .02 2001, acquitafl' 	ro1lr 	No. P-.OS 	-l9 	nd P-2 

1,4QY_e"rec6jved by hi in & Uhi ul SO on 02 01 99 throU9 lLnpla) 
	I 

Q. Slip dated 26.02. 99 aid thoe ao u- tarCe rol.l. Wi 
	• • 

forcefu1.i ta};e aw 	fL-Orn..ISIi, 	
by S 	KJiL 	• 5 

3. rih, the then SW, POD, tJhru .1. 	()4 	• 99,. • The wi:ite 1  • S  

stateit) ot the ai,d $hr. 	K. Thu 	1.enq is On 	CO) 

Exhihit,mk05*thtt .H .S-1- 	 S  

d 1 3 	The P. 0 ha 5UhLt thd hr 	
py ci 50 Slip Nu  83 dn 

2602.99t0 	a1otL 	
writëfl hrjef.\da 

10.12 2OOl.: T.h 	.O,SliP No.03 ct&:.eCl 26.02.99 iut ht 

that an A.rOil bundle enC1OC 	
• A: t1e .0S-1P does 	

i: 

 On 
th A. oii No:., In the A. Ro 1 bundle forWrded to Ukhru 1. S 0 

26.02.99, 	
heS.OTiP .:rtflOt have 

n ndepeTdeflt say about t'1' 

acquit.ta1' rolls 'lo 185, 19.0 and 
282 	.r the,a.et5 	f 11.1.iflu 

D0 	u9hiT1q :.B4O and Haokot •LO ment .fl ;e5r. ,n the rtiC.lC I of cha rj': - 

I.' The,OfOX8 : the said docuneith i not pcif 
	).y rei.i.' 	to 

draw ny dOnClii01l in' . 
 reS}?eC of th chrqea frarne aairiS t\ 

040. 	• 	• 	• 	'• 	5 	•. 	 • 	5 	S 	
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• i 4, 	:pr irdibi 1: Nb. -1, :h? 	. RollS No. 	and 20 

pvt.in.tn  ,to the 	yrnuL )f a : rc.L 	ç 1. .y 	,Ltoa' 	to 

t1I EDStf in the ED0S ':urtder UhrU.l. S. 0 waz receiV 
	by 	'• 

• then St, Uklirul on 02 rj,3, 99 thoUqh Imphal HO S. 0
,-Slip dtd 

26.O2 99 ith entry as 	
Roti hwdll çOre) 	

• The Ehiht, S  

floS-1'al 	
c1lY' tate that th A ROIL3 bean fl9 O 1? 

/nrtd 202 wre ot pa1d t tJhrUl S 
C) as beCaU5e1 

ijk)1J:Ul' S1ri. KliiibfDn S.I1q' :forcf°1• ).y,.:.o0k 
	hOS11 	f ron 

t8 
pa ession oi' Shri . R. K. Thi.iifl0 l.nq 	

the then 5PM.1 tJkhitt 

before their paynt on 09 . 0. 99. 

	

.1..5. 	corrobo 	
.ve vidfl'?5 to th.t fact are the 

wr.ttten statemeI 	
f Shri . Th. 8h1.lhOl S.Lncjh, TreaSUreJ, T.rnph'3- W 
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S • 5/ •. 	 .YI L((J 13 . 07. 2001 and I).tf3 dpO3.t1!cir d'. 'd 03 . 12 . 2001 . ' 
-. 	 .he wrj IL Ln StatOfleflt 	f ShrJ. . fh . Bhuboi. Slngh , • Traurei:,  , 	. 	HC) 	i. O'7 .2OO, 	hri, . K}j . JLbn 	Jnq, 	Lh 	SD!JO,  I • 

	

	 Ukhiuj. ,p.rerikjd 3 (..Thre). pJ:-rcei.pt:'id arrears payment bi1J5 
Hi:Lriinq }O Puihiny 80 and !dkoi: • 130 f •imphI 

I! 	•• • 	 S 	 HO Willry on 22 03 9 ond the said Shri. Tb . • 3hU)c)). Singh t.1lh5% 

. 

0 S 	
• wl . wokJ,riq 'Mj•AWL.Treimurer, tj:!.1. NC) du:.1 nq the pçrtd F. am 

0 6. 02 97, $:o 	09 q q 1riric over thejaymWs of - t hah'61116 ( U 
l I 	 f h 	TicwLLt rn SWOMM 000 maid $h i.T,L3hubQI .j M; 0 .: 	0 	j53  

on recard , pe S taLe Exhibit, inarkec ElJ Exhibit NC) . S-S. 	• 44 	' ' tiShri Th tBhub1 	tngFi wi'st t i' 	ui @r (Ca h ) , Irnph) HO 
44 	

l 	tdur1icj the ) peiöd 1 fj ir 06.02197 to 07 d9 99 ind ;het 
w 	 3t Treasurer (Cali) , Iirtpli1 HO who effectlnq tic 4  pyrnnt. i 	) 

perLaini nq o the Pay.6 9djIlowancel ' of  pot61 empioyee r 	 p14Ei1t5€3d 	1inphi HW Thereforej.the veracity of Lh 
titiurrit. ol $hLl Th }iIiubol '1rig1), TreasuLr, lrnpbal 1K) di cd 

1 	 13 U? 2q01 supports the wjit t.€1i staemnrit. of 
hx t R V Fhuinga] 	he then btM , Uhru1 S 0 dcd 
7 02 2003. I  5hH Th' Bhubol Slnqh, Leasurer, Imphal HO 

app&L-ed in the inqui-y s S W-1 has confirnied the facts 3tat' 
,'•: 	 in hi:s-.,riten tement dpted"4 '13.07.2001 in 'hid desiLion 

	

.. 	dat:od. 03.12.2001. 0 The chago Is very clear tht' t.heC.O ;'hi.3. • 0: 	 •functibning as SDIP(s, Ukhrui Sub-Dividion'dAVY thd period 
S 	 from 22.01.90 to '01.08.99 took poession of acquittance rol..1,i 

• 	nth7S 185,' 198 and 202 for Et0eI1I:s of UuJninq F30, Puihitç l3 
and Maokot: BQ respecL. ...veiy. and vioiat:ed Ruie-3 (1) (ii) ahd Rule"-
3(1) 	f'ccs (corc1.i',I;) 	Ji.ki, 1Y(1. 

S 	' 

' itd03122 001 are'suffic lent  
O " 	 'A1,LiLjj_fl ... 

	

190  
0 	

t h 
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• 	 7 "ks per, the 1a;t': ahd the penul Ltmate paragraph of the 
C,O's report dated 25.11.2K addreased to the Director Postal 
Srvice.9; Manipur 'D.Liion, :[mphl on record as Exhibit- No. 5-;.:, 
the C.0 11p 	the ED-agents to take the Jayment of arai:: :.3 
I raph I HeldnaskofficensAder th- put v1e.i of t ules " I.#ve ' n - 

- 'through' 'the." tL 	tegul L:Lng 
 

the duties and 	sPn:s±bi1.t.'L  • 	 -"WWMOrs of Post (Jff.1 C:CJ 'Lu' aub -d.1.vij'ons and found no 
prov i. sl.cn necei,, t:a t; In 	a Sub- D.I.v .L a .I.ona .1. I 1 I: :oj:  of I'o.i L' 
Off.Lce 	to' 9Latid no Ldn I: .1. c.ii: fot any payment: 	.t l:her to t:,'i 
at:.a,ff and •aqen t:s working in the depa.r: tmon'L or: to any ou L aldoi:. 
Nei Lher-the custody not: the posesion of acqu.ttt'arce roi1: t* 
Sub-03 vi -n.onal Inspector A Post 0L £ L('A3 is presc.ri bed iii -u 	'1 

. .• 
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LIi tdpQrIIefltl rules and jovriimit flh1 iuciofl, nor 

W vttofll rtpe( OL' (f 	Qfj C j 1 roc1U )d to thd Q 

h 	N) -erit I ti1ld3L flfl 
t 

(pitneut J 
FU) ' ir 	fl9LU 	i Ofl 	'1'hr bfr)Y t 	t £ut u 

tE l 	ile-3t1) (1) 	fl( iu1e3(l) (Ui) bY 	' 0 IM VT 	edr d 

th pO91Ofl or acqULar)C Loll nurnber 105, 198 nd 2fl2 fc 

Lhe 
9F  of HuiniflCl 

BO, puhtng O nd Madkot BO by th( C 

ha3 bG}er pi ovd beyond tiny Uc)1ht 

84J813 i 	 ar 	to the an4yiS nd fndnq (

n.I.A 

F 	

F 	thFIflui 	OticeF nd incflne to agLO Lh arL1c 	O 	q 

F J 	 proed F b1nd any doubt 	1 	 F' F F / FF F 

F 	 F 	
4 	

A 	
F 	

F 	
F F F 	

F c 	 F 	
F 	F 	

F 	

F1 	F 

(1 2 b 	 Sn 	¶.cl -1t tl)' C. () 	 hrged rOtF 'I 	1 c 	Ofl r 

I 	
1& 31) (U ) of CCS(Conduc) 1U1e, 1964 V; h 

:: 	- ;. 	• 	:- 	 to 	Pyrneflt, àf 	rJ 	O 	a11owaflC 	:h- 

prod from Jcin 96 to I) 	)8 bo 	pnr3ofl who by FC 
0' own 

F 	 clin 	iOti hAd caod i 0 be fl Egent In 1\prll 9F 	' 

I I 	 Fl 	F1 	F 	J 	' 	
F 	 I 	

F 

8 2 1 ' 	rhe bnly 	 rquii oct t C 	ai 1 k t 

I 	
chQre z1 proved L thai.. ihC 0 w 	

riI1y ,  )noWifl9, 	S 

F 	S sALSSkhbs ho tht EDMC, HUfltfl £DBO W 	jO Ot 

si' fti' 	 whn 	
thi 

	

i hr r 0, Lood s wrE 	in  

F 	 PY!tF of arzr bf 	1owtc 	for th pw 	d from, Jaii/C1G tFI 

F 	

F 	 I 

F 	0 .2 2I 	'rho Ch 	cd Of 	c i I h 	b?iu db kti. 	r31t POrN, U)ch i n 

	

F 	
F 	

SubDr1 'dUrii1 Lh pri od from 21 01 90 o 1 199 	
anc by 

F 	vtrtuo ocflcithg as SDIO 	U1'hrUi the C 0 was LhJ 

ppifl 	uthot3LY to the ED-2\geflts n 	
wh1 Ii 

Lile 1 dhriti\ Sakho be1oned 	
The C 0, as appotnJfl1 

1 	F 	 of £Dqn 	poind hythe Sub- 

MASS 	 ot PoOL 0ffces, tJhru1 SUb_DiVSi0n1, ji 

sponibie for the iaine1iaflCe of, 	
prs0flai file in tespCL c f 

	

F 	 L 	 .ED-AcJnt1 appointed by th SDIPO, Ukhrut 3n .dd3
1tiU U 

	

F 	 mainteflan 	
of wRecord of SerVCe" in, a prescibed for 3n 

	

f CU-geflts who hv,e corttpJetd I(iFft) 	
Of 

F 	F F _p vic" 	
0cordsf FDAflt1(I 

	

F 	
itta far th puipos oJ d 	Lmifi-fl theii 	tTcJ 	for 

I', 	 qraflt of 	-CjL1J qraLuYr etc, and 'its 

/1 	uirent hi bofl F) flU e at e1 

 

in D G oLd, Lt W 
F  th 1() t 	) rt-w 	1i Ir 	tO 1-41/91-fl & Tx 	d91 

tell 
- -: 	13 03 1992 Th C O, in it:m- 5 of his rrjortd daLd 

19 O3'20Oi (xhibit 	, hLmoif h as  si;aed Lha' 
$h.d:is;sako joined Lhe depmrotment wIth nFfroLffOfl\ . 	S  - 

- 

	

	05 3 1979. -ThrëfOre, if th said Sh.ri. . S. Sakbh Was stiil, - 

IViCe by - the U.me the C. (.) Look over the charce of UkhrUi. Su): 

Si 

- 1" - 
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I 
eeoicj of Srvie" of Lh said otticj1 in 

- 	 proctibd from should have boen maintained by he'C 0 a. the.  
'i3d hrii\ 	Lak10 hd iiroady cotnpieLed 1(riLLen) yr 	r 

I 	ser'c,hy ,the t1 ime 1 Lhe C 0 asurned the charge ol SDIPOi/iJk1u ul 
I 	 the 3ai1d Slid h 4Sakho wFtsnot Iii orViô& Ib 	h 	tUe Iho 

r 0 	umod Lhe charyd ol SD1PO/tJkhr(.il on4 220 "199VABrid I he 
c.O did not tna.nt.ain any recrd of svi 	"ersonl file in 
respect..cf hZj.AS.3ahho 	So, 1theC0annqt 	 h takehe:se1ter 
ot any xus 	o çsaythat ille had no opporturiitto know about 

djcontthunceof ziervic of Shri A. S shthlDMC/HuinLng 
I 	 I 	

CDI0 tftt J\niiJ9U 	H 	 I 	 I 	

ig4  I 

jL I Ifk  • 	' 	
I 	. 	c;1 	

•'II 	

• 	
' 	

L 	 :': ,. 	 • 	 :' 	 ,. 	 . 	 , 

1  T1 1CJ1  4n iis LeporL daEed 25 Ii'. 	fxhibit 1  lb r 
4 I 
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 2), 7h,.nise1i hated that he helped 5hri..b Sa}cho, Ci-UiC 

I 	 H%i1'inci IED0r to Eake th payment ofthe arear ailowane and 

I
I ood a icle nt.ifier lox the aaid payrnen 

	

I 	 I 	17 	I'I 	I• 	I 	 } 7 	
, mecb, 4 in i€em5 of his report-E1ated 1 1O34O1 

: 	 r>h1i,iE No-31, 	 e1f, hasconfirmed that thdafe of biith 
o 1 4;hi.i A'Sa)'ho, 	-t'DMC, Jluining DBO is 2104.l9'3 and tl 
'a4 i CI)-ugeiit. ) 04 nod 	dpa itineriL on 054 0 3 77 	

I 	 C () 
II

CcIuiIcJ 	ihs fLs after over one year ft-om-the.date h 
I 	ithquihed the chirqe of SDIP0, Ukhrui SubDi3ion, It vloul.d 

nct:.be 	zorahie to prewhie that the C.O was not aware, 
the time lteri lie stood 	 to t 

Pantmtl OIjI iX J EU 	of zJ loW' ct 	Coi the pex 3 o froni Jtin/ 9i 

	

Ill 	Ic/O 	I  22 0 	99 it 1rrphl H P 0 	1'heioforô, there 1. 	in' Ir 
I 	(.Ic)Ubt t 10 hol rl that t ho U.0 wlao, fukly'.wo i e, I  knew 	ha( 

1 Safrho, Cx-EUl1C, 1{uiniujto whom the akrer3 01 

I 	a1owance we.i.e dLwn for the period from 01!,01 9 'to 3 12 YH 
I N. 	A Roll No .l85 [t'<hIblt NoS-1(i)J wa 	ctual1y enti..Llc 	1() 
I 	 receive the arLeat5 of ailowane, o n L y for the'reiidd fiori 

I 	I 	II 	 I 	I 	I 
I 	'I 	 I 	r 	I 	 II 

UI 2 5 	,Th 	E'"LLii)L)OrI oC I lie C 0 datod 2i4 1 L2oOO (L x hI ht.t 
I 	 Nç ,-21 , Cho C 0 	Looci 	irJ-uit If tci for h1p I fl 	the U I) A (JI 4  11 

tog C'OiVQ t 11 e )c.1yli1PflL coi. i oct iy 	The C 0, when knowtnq t 
1uJ A E.5akho, E LUflC, HuiuLng EDF3u ws not in 	rvicra afr 

April/9 ;rd :.whcn kiiinq that; the. arrears paynier4 b341 
prepard foL the'period'trorn Jan0 to Dec/98, G.annoL claim idI 

/ witness IJor correct payimnt 	The  
(Ilibit Ho S-•i (I) , A. fbi 3 flo 1B 	pLGOLc?d by' Iziilh1 IPO fot I  he 

I 	 .iii.oari payment of i10 ne to Lho LD-s!zift ol fluirintj FDI1() 
biari 1.ho dLed shjnat uo of the 	0(daLed  
hc.Ittcm-right undw 	.upersL.Ltption \sId en tJftd by SUI (I') 
Ukhrul" 	Therefore, the act of thb C.0 to ithi 	the taymnt:. 
of arrears of ....Liowanc.es, to an E)r,EE)/\ who was fully t:nown o bo 
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S 	 out oi: 	 for a no.ed I:)E:iod ii'icluoive of rhall period :1° LCL)A w, 	no in 	vi 	, coi Ltdn) y 	Lcdvj Ini n 
r,Ir 	(Crduc) Rue, i9G4 

	

( , 	i 	I  O27 ' 	 Inu1ry Of.tic1's an1yis i 	 a objective nd 1qJ 	i 'I full aqree "ith the t1ricIngs nr ti 1 , 0 holdIng ThIt th e  • rtio1e of chage-iI J pved beyond any doubt 
1 

	

I 	, 	 8'3 	; Iflric1e-)II, 	ho CO ha been 1 1)egedfoi vJuJf ltn 

	

C 	
or Ru1ci3 C i ) (jijt) 	Rulo- ( ) ( In ) oF CC (ContlUct ) RU14t, l ( Ij j 

.I 	 t h 	i-thnifid iO1Tt 	flD-'q,n, tQ__hG ICt ucd. 	 , 

	

I 	
I 	

tauiet for reeiv1iq the payment of rLearofa11owiic 
t11? peri.oU fiom Jan 96 to  Dec 98 while the sJgntux 	of I 

	

I 	
perori inified hy he C 0 as acuL prori 	C' 	f 

	

4 	 iqnatur 	of bh ED-geri 	avoii 3b1 on he ccTutLr 	) 1 --— 	pea1iu1nq to ear!iLpei- iod 	I  

	

. 	 : • ,, 	 ! 	' 	1 . 

 

Ahe Slycelponent .rc.jued tC 6e ~ sbt hfied to Old (: h.•. 

	

; . 	 0 'iig) :,8 	rOved is tha t the 	1 qnt:urg T)ea1.LrIçJ '  on th p alrearz yrit A.Noll s jre nb the migh a tures of 
the arrears of llownce were 

I 	 çiybJ 	 I 	
I 

I 	 II 	&too I 	

I 	 I 

	

'I 	I 

	

I 	
13 3 2 	The docuinnt' on tod are thOybduittAnce roll) I t r 3pP'oftionth1y 	1own' 	piid t o the ED-\cjrit 	r 	1h1ninq 130 .Lri J-in/99 & Feh/q, PulJ)1nq 60 in reb/913,Ja -1,q, flay/'?8, 

	

1 	I 	
:& Ju1/98 wid Mkot 60 tn u1y/98 May/98 and Feb/ I 	 I  aid the 	rrpyrflrnt cquii tane roU of the abovLl 13 0 

	

p 	1 	
1bjLiflg NoJ85,' 198 and 282 iespetvoly hôe paymen 	I/OJr I l 	

ph1 HO dn2O3q undr the intrest jy of I 	 I I 
 1 Lh Chared 0ffJci1 	1Cbompr1J of Igl1 Urea ava11h1e on Ehibjt 3 61 SA U)' wit h ' ShIbles'NoAQt 	S-4(,), Eh1bii 14o, 3l cii) with NhibI 	No 5 - 4 

 

Lh yhJ bt 	N 0-el (vi 	1 o IIjQ 

ly how he ig LUre 	f 't h piye on he i Roll. No 1Q5, 190 	202 j 41 Iflj 

aLch the AM&ioa of the payees a ilbl oh 4 	

to brvn 
I 	 - 

	

I 	8 314 A3 	he IJ11  per thini ng to the mont hi y 1 	 1Id  been  
3PM/iklix ni 	nc1 pyrnmi i hv 1un 

I 	 & 	 I 	
duiy crt III d b 	I h 	PtJ/t)frht j1& 	U 	Ii h 	 1h 	cr,)\) flI 

	

LI: 	
:. 	 doc1it 

 

"' 6010buth 6hUb ting apd huffbient enough to hold 1 	tkI&' Ii€ lgt1&:ure of the agents av a ijaQ16 on the A. Rol1 
190 	2132 irxhthit'3 1k cjj (1) 	o S-i (iii) J are not 
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C 	 si.ncLux 	of th 	tctta1 	y'ut 	t.o ,iliorn the PRo1 	wiin 	. 
tcLu11y pyab1e 	 I  

I 	 ' 
 

 in,  )ik 	 I( 	tt 1  1(l(I1 f 	JI 	i1lIHI 
lu)lI 	

I ,fl i)Mh,i ,s j 	 fJ , 	 i 
V 	

ltiaL :]I) 	ri e'ir 	ayrir'iit A 	o1 .1 	wero i enderrc1 	one1J y  ) y t hirl  
r 	 0 £thci J)Ot b t 	E91L 	Th d)O I t Ufl Of Lhe'S.W-j Ono  
tu 	 (1 	ly 	 tht I h' pqenL 	rica Lhr i.iL I ndi J. n pni  

Lh Be  W-1 pri. 3Igred ln fionL of the S -1 tho ffecLic1 I  h 
,. . 	 i;..:.tyrneflt on ' 2 2 .0 3 	9 . • 	'ri 	)1.J1 ? , • rnhher , 411cZfl pfWnted by t. ' 

t 	
(;.ç), •  '/ E:Le. i.c)ufl(J  

a 3 5 	floyi-productlon of thq ED-AgeiiL a witns by the 
becw 'p1ai nd by the Piesnbtng 0ffir1n thk 

depLiint.dl inquiiy a 'appei.ing t'ri Para-6 	 I 

" 
13 	 1 fully agree to, the anly9 	and iffivingS of Ur 1.0 
.nrJ hold that the arLicle of rhrqe'-,IH s also proved bovnrH 
IIy doubt 

0 	Jr 	ii-iv thci C 0 ha boeri illeged £o vlr,1Mi 
• Rule73(l)(Li.). &:Rule-3 (1) cj:Li) of CCS (Conduct.).. Rules, 1964 an  

al5cJy repoited: khatL, ho helped the CD-agenL to 1take payment of 
1lqwncea by standi.nq as identifier and facit:at:d 

17,0.rrect pa3&ment. of. the bilJ. while in f act'hk hAsAlf prcn ..ud 
the acqulti ane rolJ s 	o the /\si i I. an I. Trea.urer, .1rnph -i I 1I() op 
22' March 99 and 3' 	the Ai I I ant r€ suret to hand over the 
PuuoUnt pc )  I 	n nq N 'the bills to hIm 01 di 9Li ibut on 

8 4 Jh 	The following compr1nnL9 are rcquiLeci to ho 
to hold tthe rharqe as jprqvqdv  

Its 
• 	. 	• 	. 	. . 	;.. 	•.:.; 	 •• 	.- 	.••• .. . 

iuie C. 0 dtci not heJp the 1D-agen 	to Lal'e 
payrnen otarredgi, of, alJowancesbub he 

1 himeJf, pienLed1  the - cui ttance roJ ' to 
the Assistany. 'Uensur, 3mp411 110 cm 
22 0 99 and ts3\ed th AjisLant I oisur w 
hand over f-he amount of the btiL to him, toI 

H 	'.: 	 ., 	": 1 	rflLrjhutic)fl; and 	. 
i • i . 	 4 	 .:,. 	 . I 	 •.', 	..; 	UI 	The C 0 rj:Lei.y i:epo.t;;pd I; Iu L .e 1\4pid h'y 

sIn(Ijnq as ;idenI.:,Liej and faillLed tue 
corrept, payment: øf bllJ.a 	I.  

13 42 	AspeL pa-a.3 & 4 of 	hibiL 11 5-2, i e the reIJu 
the C. 0 dated 25. 11.2000, the 0.0 himself hs stated that h 
identified some ED-Si:aIf who exprssed financial difficuitic' to 

'I 

/ 
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S 	 .,9. khtii. 	bl. Ils fiot •iitptiJj;P,.O 

?' 	 workirq as lnpectorof PoL Orfices 	 &Lcnut 

j 	, 	 hri<kTh Fjhubcji. sngh, TreauieL, Impha1Od&ecI 

	

, 	O)Ol(Exhtbt HoS-bJ, th L C) peLona11y hflrd ovi I h 	, 

	

rebi]1VLo1  h( 	Slixi h iiuici, sihh ad i &c.d 1tiO 
A 	

•1 hcid 	rLh 9 ainofl 	f biI1 	n him 
e m 

.. 	, 	 . 	 .'':•: 	 '.••' 	 .. 	 S 	 : 	 . 

4 I  Shri . Th . f3huboJ S Lnqh , Ti-  easurex, Iinphal j1O 'ho a 'pc t 

	

4dparLrnnt'1 jnuii ya S.*-1 	rjtrtd h f 	r 

I 	 (,1 tt'ed 	i' hi a wi LL'n tLiI tmuL riLrd 	0 1 	6C)i, Li hi 
c1postIion Ittd 03 122OO1  

Ir 	
r 

I  e4 A ; 	As t)ieic i5 no deptrtrnenLaI ru1[±'eqUiiinci ny 
uthority &ncludiLng thappoin 

,/rc1ptent/paye of any U.I.bayab1e to 	dptmeflI 1uJf 

nd eyk 	 tit 	ai aqeiis employed itt Lhe 	 , 

	

? 	 94 0 	no 	 it 	icti I o I cIcn1fy116, py 	flor, 	Ro1 J ti ft • 1 ) 

& 202 	 I nç  to t he ED- 	enL 	of iitt.i iiq BC)]  

IJ 	 rid 11okot.' 	, 	ii 	LflI)110 oil 22 0 	9 	t I() 

u.,  

, 	
akiriçj Lhe AtL ri eastirrr (Cash) Lu ftnd ver, Lho amrun 	f U 
bt115 to ?hiln for ditr.ibut.on to the ED-ght9 cleMi ly 	'i Ii 

y 	 t.he CO did 1 not actuaLly Lh h1p LIii ED-acjenLs ..o take I. 
1 	 of L1i1j ar r's p 't 3 of i11owai 	buL he )it1 pn 	i i 

cqUitt ano 4 roU.e3 to thc 7\z1tan U eat1rer 5h11})E.11 110 on 
22..0399 and 3iced the Ts93Atant .PLea3urer to hand ovrj 
aiOunt of t,h bill s to hInt for di stribution 

) 	
1) 	A 	I 

II 	 I 
1 8 4, 5 	Th • e rpoi L ni the C C) ditd 254fl. 2000 [ErhbJt J1 

I 	 nd ULed 19 0 2001 [rxh I ht No S-31 cier3rly shoi5 I  h L Lh 

C.Q falsely repot.rd he hLd the ED-acjent La oc'ivc 
payijien,oJ.. tei5,r . opec tive arrear all01fl(e ,b 1 stThnUlnu en 

4' 	 tdriiifi er WI4Ch fac11itrrted the coLteci payent ,of bt.1 1' 
1cle of oiJe- X & TIT 1G3 early ho,w that ,he pyrn 	3 s 	

/C 

	

9recL1y ird 	uc th C Os mt e frence h4 	ict hi J 

Wi excess p1yifleUt: of dtLrPal5 of all.owance paybJ c a 

1 8 hi t4A 	Skh9 N-EDMC, Huining CDBO andal1 thi pi'm'uI i of 
1 	 rrQir cf 	1 1ianc' 	 pcct of ]\ holl ' No 	'1Qi 'id 

'£c 	Lhe gnt 	of 11uliinq 10 Pul hi iig 130 a h d Hoot 	O 

I 	 ?J espEct4v1y ndo r%L ltwphal ii 	Q, at te ,i,r Iar\de 	C I lu' 	0 

I 	 22 03 99q w wr e not pJ d to t ho act ual rec.. pin t /t 5 ayo 

1 	 8 4 6 	1 therqf ore full v q roe wtth the analyai J Xfl'l I I nO 

I 	 of the 1 0 that thn C 0 by hi5 ct of ident tficnfJon 01 

well a 	fal.pe repoLtiflq vi.o 	ted RiJe3 (1) .....t) & PI,I1& 

S 	 I 

... 

/ 
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t I ? 	3((1)t(1 	? OI 	S (ConUut) 	Riie L. 	64 	and hod th 	rLLcI 	L 
j CIug'r1V 	s pro id beyond any o. ubt.  

Is 

9 	The oiflcJL ie 	,uin 	in 	u 	cadreof J6La1 iA'. 	inL I ( 

.' 	whJ.ch 	iian, over 	' 	r dc28rtrneriLa1 posL ofce 	in Mmnipui 
J- 

.3U}) 	PoLrnLci.' 	ve.Lcd 	ftrnci) 	1unaLiona 	tnc1u1i nq 
H1 'PayLiig 	Offici1'fT1 	 Sub 	D1vin1 	:1:rIL3p!ct - oJ 	()f 	IC) 	t 

Q'f . 1cejfl.hjci .:;:thA qhgdof flciai 	of 	1 . . 
. 	: . • 	 Oft 	hav:Lnq 	no paying and :oay 	: . 	,. 

. 	 . 	j 	' to 	iure 	the proper... 	uLody and  poricj.,Lono5: 	1_1 	otftcc 	nitteiia1. 	whenever th 	prob1eiri I 

' 	£LtliU4çJ t.Ot.hiL 	cusLody <nd poseiou arboughL i.o hi  
iqt.L' 'SAri SPI1 is pcn Liria1)y 	LEspons1b1 	fo1 	the corLi<L 	r 

çf Jtincci1 probiLy 	The ç ohiged offci1, 
4 	bore ir) 	. aadt 	nan1r 	Lhe posts ieponib1e for ccrrcct 
payTneflt- 'c-)t 	&quiJ:iau(. 	1m1Il 	Lo 	L1 	the erp1ôys 	attohJ 	c 3 

, 	. • t1c3 ) pf,f4$? 	±ncl'ucLLnq :tte 	ELtL.,3 	p1cd 	ncirLhe 	ccouiL 
. 	: 	• • : • j4iij, 	 bus. lrreguldrities wluLch 	noL 

dcrv 	any lenient coni r1'raLion 	If the Charged Off1 	j 
..,. . •.U1d crate, havod whi)-O working In a po.,whih,. has: no bu..tn' 

Wi. bi 
 

the cU3t ody 	nJ poJesi.on of acLuitLauc 	ro11 s. and W1. I bOL  
any •payTher)L reponaibii±ty, 	the 	xtent of, merace .th€ 'barq:i 

: C)ffiCJL("OUId CaU9c 	if aI.lowc- J 	to wui) 	in a po't, )ioi ne J. i 
cadre cf..sta1. 	±tnuit 	vLed with 	payinr 	powi 	i.s 	to b 

du ed 	ior I ouiiy 	Un Li. inçj 	fcw, 	ciii 	Lhe 	1?os La3 	I 	t. 	iii. 
Lh& departnerit cite 	to 	hand1 	rnony .  as Sub 	Posste 	'3 	iflclldLru( 
TiJ1I b 	Po'il rnri 	I eli, 	V 	-I)1 	vcry 	A4j1tnrL, 	M 

/. 	 n,: 	. 	and 	Counter 	A 	Litan L 	etc.. 	2, 	L'eten ,,.tot 
• Of OLft,(ii 	is with 	ov()d rccod OC deli 	quuy 	it, 	totnuly 
agrist 	the dprLinenLa1 	ml eiests 

9 2 	The Post of Sub-Dlvl3Jonal Irrpectorof Post 	Offi 
in which,he chsrq'.d official officiated during the pci iod Li 
22 	07O 	to 01 	OU 	Q, 	c -  rs riot 	a mere operatipnei pont 	PrpJ1Jifl( 
the inurnhenL 	f the post 	to1ful'fiU 	the operattun i1 	fl2 	ut 
to nThgci the day to day function rig of the Qffice but a 
triat is vst.Ld wlx)r consideLihle adi4nistrattve poieis rqui rLn 
t -ie incurnbnt to enflui 	that his suboLdint 	rndnLan  

•; 	devotipri 	to duty,. Ucre, 	in 	this 	iusat' c? 	it 	.ta 	secn 
thnt 	the Git' 	sej rant who 	s respon3ib1 	La 	iuretkh& 	hi13 
suhordtriat'e' 	aintzLLu absolute ln-egrtty, 	dvoticun to dui7 cW.l 

"do. nt1iiii 	w.hiah 	Is 	unbecoming 	of 	ci 	Govt 	sevat 	)ias 	1ui.ium: 	if 
ôomntnitted serious 	irregulatities and 	failed 	to lTiairitaJ.n diot:i':' 

• 	to duty and acted in ci mcinner which i s  highly uribecc'ming of ci 
Govt 	Servant. 	The chci.cged official, 	in addition 	to. counm:.ssI.or 
of 	gross i.r.r 	uiaritie', 	has 	resorted 	to false report.tnci 	o 	thu 
h.Lgher authorities cis, proved 	in article of charge-IV, 	which 
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C 4 	" 1bhi:ti hin, diShonont Not I Vt) 	!rorcinfil. 	Ofl 'f 
MAPSAMIC10 r01110WOUL thO Oust6dy of SUb otuhx/  

aiLI 	 .Et prton to Leire p.yineht £rrn 	v t f A ch 
L?Xa1 .tudv o iio 	r1od cii'trig hi'1 04 peroti QX1rfl?4 

&-'t' ii): 	 iLriiixq to U 	mnt whibh 	nO 

Mdo : : . •.• 

	

	•' 	 to thponn(to wiom tho *  jayAhts •w.v 
zubmitting Xpjze: xoxt M the. higher wathozity trä my icd.x:i:i:: . 
onaea Whialuok be lebiagk,ith a ray of MaisnaK . Pal 

f 	 I (1 	ot r bet 	t ht 	iflV 	 r 1 	1\ 	who, hri 	I en 	ff  
TAM  

f 10FIM 'u't1tflt 	 L1( 	1'I'1, 	 }fft 
}t 	jh 	I  h I 6Wn,. PqOMMSMOd th 	n 	

jf 	
fl? / 1 C 1 1 

nc h 	tiflt ödy cI Ltd ''ntrn 	1 ri /Iilh rulQ009TO6ii 	I 
i 	I 	 ri 	ciAay yho bay"Onta Ot I ho 	qu I 	 )i I 

I hphcJ  

/ 	 I 	f 	hc 	pxtrillj r 	flt J 	ij 	is 	V. r I 	d d i 	Iç Wh r' 	I tin 	t i  1i 
I 	 nLT j 	'jrvIr 	1I)c ( 	IH UI 	I hl'i i )nj q'J 	CL ViJ. 	'h )1' 'I ' 
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To 

rhe Po5tTnaster'Geraj,  
North Eastern Circl, "

N. 
Shillong -' 793 001. , 

(Through Pxoper Channel) 	 - 	 C 

Sub: Appeal urderRu1e-23 of CCS(CCA)RU1E, 1 196.5 againstthe 

	

• 	 arbitrary. order"of.ipenalty'jssued 'Vide'..DPS/Manipur'"' 
Memo.t4o.B-2/gh1Jjb 	Singh 'datd*i1 th,  Apr1l''200 

	

- 	 , 

Repeted Sir, 

The appellant is your humble subàrdinate " 

• 	working in, the' cadrG.of PosttlA lstantà'i'ivianipur Postal Divijom until his ervjcwere arbitrarily termInated • 	vida a whimsical order of penalty. Issued videDPS/Manipur, 
Merno.No.B2/xh.jjbon.sjflgh:dated 11th Apri'lC.2002. 

- A Photostat"opy of Punishment order issued 
• 	

•• , 	 vide DPS/Mar2lpur Memo.No..B-2/Kh Jihon Singh 
/ . dated 11th. April 2002 is enclo5èd as 

• 	 . 	 •ANNEXtJRE-A/i, 

. The appellant, willie working aPotái Assistant at. Iraphal. HPO, got an of fiolating chance to work 
against the temporary vacancy ofSiib DivislonaI-Inspector 
of Post Offices, Ukhrul Sub-,ivi9jon; Ukhl durIng the period from 22.07.1998 to 01.08.1999.. 'The'appeflant 

 dischagedRhjs Autlas at Sub Division. Iflpector of. Post 
Offices, Ukhruj. Sub-DIviio, Ukhrul, during the period' 

	

• 	 from 22.O71,998.t oi.oe.igg,. most 	tisftoI1y to "the • 

	

	better 'satisfaction of the higher. authorltleà including the 
, 

then DrcLor Pogtal Services, Manipur, Imphal.  

The appellant, either at the time of his 
officiating, period as SDIPO, Tikhrul 
orfor moe'than' 1(One) year after €heexpiry Ôfhis1' L;!. 
officiating appointment, did.not receive any complaint'.' 
regarding non-receipt of arrest pay and allowances payable 
to any of the ED-Staff under Ukhrul Sub-Division 

4• 	. C 	 The appellant, in the month of Nove mber 2000,': 
received a notice from the Hon'b1eCA'V/Guwahtj in respect. 

	

• . 	 ofO.A NO.356/2000 filed by Shri.A.S.Sakho, Ex-EDMC, 
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• 	. 	,. 	' 	' 	'. 	k 	,. 	•. 	.... 	- 
Huining EDBOand others against the departmenbof,Ipoats, 
:Immediatelyonr receipt of .•thosaid notice, thé;appeflant • 	
clüif led hisposition.in his represcnt'atión dated-: .':•: 	. 
25.11.2006 and requested the department to defend thecase. 	1' 

- 	 •.•.: 	- 	-: 

• . 
	

? 	- A Photostat copy of representation dated 
• . 	-- ''.'-25.112000 addresse'd.to.thet.DPSfImphalis . 

enclosed as AWNEXUR1-A/21 	. 	. 

5. 	The appellant did not get any'response tohis 
'-representation :dated.25.1'1.2000 from. tile DIrector Postal 
Sevices, Mi'nipur, Imphal Jor nore then 3 Thre) months' and 
as such he further clarified his posi.ti'on..vide :another.-' 
representation dated 19.03.2001 that he, z aa humble 

• governinent'servant, and responsible of'flciaI1assisted:the 
Eb-Agents who came to him for help to draw .the 'arreas: of 
allowances payable to few ED-Agents including • '.• 

'Shri.A.S.Sakho at .Imphal HPO on 22.03.99..: • :-- . 
	-• 

	

• -•- 	- - 'A PhotOstat copy ';of represntat.ton. dated 
19.03.2001;'submitted to the...DPS/Imphal i 
enclosed as ANNEXURF.-A/3. 

:The*a-.ppellant, thereafter,app1ied 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 
because the iippel);nt wi çiv 	d to take c npl't.' ,t by 
the treating physician. . 	 . 	, • . . 	. 	. 

7. 	The appellant, whilo on rnoitcsl 16ve, heard 
that .a departmental inquiry under Rule-14 of: CCS (CCA) Rules, 
965 han been initiated against him and even thotigh the 

• appellant: was not in receipt of the charge sheet memorandum 
and noticeof preliminary hearings - etc., immediatelyon 
hearing that. tle departmental inquiry, against. :him :j  under 

• progress sentipfoEmation through amessenger that 
departmnta1 i'riquiryrnay he' postponed. ti1l the appellant' 
returns'-fron medical-. leate.. But, both the inquiry officer 
as well as thedisciplinry authority-turned-a def'ear.'to 
the request of the a'ppl-lan.t and simply proceedewiththe. 
inquiry With biased motive, 	• 	''-" 	, 

-8. 	• - ' 	The- appellant, •- ultimatc?ly, has been. served with 
an order of punishment of—removal from service issued vide 

- OPS/Manipur Memo.No.B-2/Kh.Jihon S.Lngh dated 11th  April 
2002. 	• 	 : 	 • 	 • 	 • 	 - 	 . 	 I: 	 .• 

ttsto 
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"• 	 :9: d appea1oflte 	 tiW.t 	ek ' 4 yi1t1Y ' 7d1 1 #  4 

 ' 	$! 	"1)( 

_i r1 I Pr 	r-ri 	 ' 

L w 	 k 

. 	

kS': +:(' 	it • ;fr 	, 	 (2! 	

/ on o 
Zrnphai.iHpO RXo?5i95 

	

1..; - . ,,-, _r' 	• 	 ' 
	 . 

	- 	S  • 	 • • 	r'v 	 . 	• 

'. 	I 	, 
b) 	

t O7 	 at*tho,rity, himae1fIhas 6dmittd ,thatt. th 	 "appliedj O.fEarned' 't( 4$Leave,durjng the period from25. O720Q1 to c 
640O8 .'2OO1liBt 

— — -- 	 givonanyiIproof.)that tWe' oppellntlalct1.a191yIefUaad 
of; Charge'1shee memorahdu sent 6L/ S 	1vid/ImphA1HpO 	5195 da'edY7Og.Od1 .O znl:3: . ., 	, 	 . 	. 	

:, '. 	 ' r. • 	 • 	 . 	, 	. S 
:> . 4i'factthe l7appe1'1ant did ,notef 	ttake deJ!i ve 

, .;' ofan 	fiannyig hea te3tt$ 
OfAthii 

	

; 	I 	: 
l 	

: 4!;~,~L' sqau 	 P 
no Ra 

,g 
( 3 ) The;;principaGt4f çnatua1 stie .,-. . 	. 	. 	-. 	,. . .,, rtu 	 - 	 I  

. 4 '', ' 
I ' 

• 	

ttheectej i'awardjng4or 
:- - 	 4PPOZtUfliy,çto 

td  t o 	 ory, . 	 ' 
'ts)pronQiincedtbyvaj03  

1 	' 
: 

tdefend the t cjió bthe appe11antb  imentlohin"" ' 	 ca3e 
- 	ape11ant cameto,tkn about 

Io hedmmediate1y oent Unfornatjontothe 
rmay the 

app41 	ret urns to duty#-!after competo coe.ryiQ 
l hks 	 the 
7onimedica1*'r1eav aid :hra 
enquiryft complete 

/ 	 not considered,. by the 1.0 and the deparbneritaljiiy 
Inquiry was continued without providin g,reas  
opportunity to the appel1ant 

 
-, •-. 	 • 

 depkrtmentax inquiry ,as lie 4. 	 I 	
•; 	 i 	4 	 '_P_••_ istota11y arbitrary' andy illegal.  

qi  

I , 	 • 
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(4) Both, the 1.0 and the p o are the direct subordinates 

to the dibci1plinary authority andthey didnotWork 
independently to conduct the enquiry. The 
departmental inquiry was conducted as per the 
direction and wl3hes of the disciplinary authority 
and without any. concrete documéntary..:PrOOf or 	11 

witness that the appellant was responsible for ,  
violation of conduct rules alleged in the charge 
aheet.memorafldum,the 1.0 simply hèldthe charges as 
proved beyond any doubt in the same lines dictated 
by the disciplinary, authority 	Therefore, both the 
departmental inquiry and th order of punishment are 
highly arbitrary and illegal. 

• (5). The appellant, well before the issue of charge sheet 
memoraiidum(ie. on 25,11.2000], oxplainedhis 
position regarding the arrear payments to some of 
the ED-Agents of ukhrul sub-division on 22 03 99 at 
Imphal HPO Ther'fore, the disciplinary authority,  
insted of conducting a 

•..the.EDAgentS and the treasurer in.thepreserce of 
the appellant, kept mum for more than 8(Eight) 
months up to July/2001 and suddenly issued the 
charge sheet memorandum in August/2001 with the pre-
determined motive to penalize the appellant 7.for his 

no' faults.. Therefore, the, charge sheet itself was 
ill conceived and void of iota of truth 

() The ED-Staff of UkhrulSUbDiy: iOriisflot.kfloWfl to 
the Treasurer and Asstt.TreasUrer of ImPhalHPO and 
only to help them to receive the payment of arrears 

of pay and allowances at Imphal HPO the appellant 
acted is identifier.. The act of the appellant was 
an act of good faith, for which.Tthë appellant cannot 
be fixed responsible. Therefore, an act done in 
ood faith during the course of discharge of 
of ficial duties'cannthead as misconduct and the 
appellant cannot be awarded an extreme penalty for 
an act which is done in good faith dufing the cours 
of dlscharqo of his official dutIes. Hence, the 
order of punlshment is highly arbitrary and liable 
to be set aside. 	 . 

PQW 

I 
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• : (7) It iS the appellant who brought the fact  Shrj 	X-EDMC, HuinJ.ng DBQ resigned from - 
service with effect from 3OO4 198(A/N) 	If the 
appellant did not bring theabovfact to t1 notice olthe 	 plinari authority, the diili'nary 

- authorjt, had rio chnc€ to orne to knowthat 
Sh4.A,3 Sakho, Ex-CtMC, HuininçT EaI3dcoased to b' 
in 3ervice after ApriI/1998. Preparation of pay and 
allowanc including the arrears or pay an 

---allowar1ce3 i.zi the dutj of accounts branch of Trnphal 
1-1ad'Pot çtfice and the appellant-  as SDIPO, Ukhrul 

• 	 Sub-DivisIon did not know about th 	erld. for which 
the 'arrears of pay and .a3.làwanceshebeeh prepard 

• 	to 'Shri.A.S.Sakho, EX-EDMC, Uuiriing' EDE3O.. 
• 	Therefore, it 13 wrong to allege tht '€he a.ppellnt 

stood as witness to the payment of r arears of 
allowances for the period from Ja'n/1996 to Dc/1998. 
tà an E)-Agerit with the knowledge that the ED-i gent 
was ceased tO bein service after 'April/1998 The' 
appellant had submitted the facts to. the notice of 
the ciisc.iplinary authority duly ttatinq that the pay 
and allowance's

'  
of - 'the aforement,jon(d ED-Agent was 

irregularly drawn arid enjoyed by the Sub Postmaster, 
'Ukhrui. SO for more than U(E.iqht) mOnths even after the ED-Agent quit the service in Ap'ril/1998. 8u't • 

• 	• •thedisiplinarya.uhority lflsteadof' Initiating 
action against the 'actual defaulter ie. Sub 
Postmazter, Ukhrul SO, fixed responsibility on 'the 
appellant arid issued an arbitrary and Illegal order ,  
of removj fiorn 'sevjce vide hl MemoNo, B- 

• 	 ' 	2/Kh'.jlbi Slnqh dat'd 1,1th April 2002. 'Therefore, 
the order' of punishrnn is whirnsjcj1 and not 	' accetab].e In the eyes of law. 	• " 

(8),' The disciplinary authority did not verify the facts 
through a detailed enuiry in respect of the 
information suhrnitied' in the appellant's 
representatjoj datd 25.11.2000 and 19.03.2001. 
Withcub vorifying tho faCtis mentioned in the 
represoritatjs hient.tone'd above '•. the appellant 'has 
been made scajegoat ziiid he order of punishment has 
bthn •tsi.iod. at the p roi-i,d %shilfli of the 
dicipi.inary authority. 

(9) The practice of drawal of pay and allowances and 
arrears paymnta from Infphai HPO in respect of  
departmental as well a ED-Staff workingi.n Sub Post 

• 	

,' 
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Offices dnd Branch Post Off ice in ManipUr povtal 

DLviSiOfl 	n'L 	cw/ oii ir 	uducod by the 
	 ip  

appell&nt 	
This practice I. 0ontinuing in ManipUr 

Postal Divs±Ofl for my ddes 	
Whenever the 	' 

.1(rkifl1fl otherS.0Sa 
bi1ls' Of postai .e.wy 

B.05 want t:o -take payment of the-.r pay and 
allowances and arrears PaYMe nts atIrnphaJ HO they 

are identified by the ASPOs/: SDIPOsC0flCern1!t2 
avoid wrong payments The appellant ias working as 
D1PO/Uhrt1l dunnq the period from 22. 07,1998 t o"  

0) 08 1499 and Lb flcj of few ED-Ageflt3 
were paid 

at Imphl HPO on 22 03 1999 by the 

Astt.TrëasUrer(5h) of Thphal HO after they were 
identified by the appelldflt. .Ifthe 	

- 

stt.Treasurer(Cash)t Imphii HQ as not willing 	. 

r> 	th 	
i.rrers t'.o thqe ED--Agents of ukhrul sub •, ,/ 

dI"ii°fl on 22.03.1999, there was no necestY in 

/ 	
the part of the appeJ.lant to idetifY them in the 
pLE3sence of the Asstt. Treasurer (Cash) , Imphal HO. 

Therefore, the appellant, ai SDIPOs of llkhr ul Sub- 
Divi1Ofl, was duty bound to identify tho EDAgeflbS 
to the Asstt. Treasurer (Cash) , Imphal HO to ensure 
correct payment to the genuine EDAgeflts. As the 
appellant only discharged his duties' as SDIPO5 
Ukrul sub division while dentifyingthe ED-Agents. 
on 22.03.1999 to receive their payments correctlY at 
Imphal HO, it is highly irregular to fix him 
responsible for violation of any conduct rules. 
Therefore, the charge sheet itself is a planed._ 
conspiracY to trap the appellant for his no faults. 
Henceo the punishment order, is not acceptable in the 

cyas of lai. 

(10) The department-1 erquiry was held in closed door 

withoUt any reasonable opportunity to the appellant. 
Th appellant at no point of time denied to appear 

before the departmental enquiry and as such holding 
of ex-parte enquiry in thii ins ant. ca 	

Jas high. 

irreguJar and only to deny reasonable 
opportUfliY to 

the pr1]tt. Therefore, the order of punishment 

is highly irreqular in the eves of law. 

(11) The appellant has rendeed rnore thn 17 (Sovflten) 
yeats of blameless service and is the lone earning 

member of the family consisting 
of 3 (Three) school 

- 	 - 
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goin,. children. Therafpre, , 
isla'cking humanitarian approach. 

'' ........... . . 

•

Now ;  terefo'r;' he appellant most ferventlY prays befor, 

your;  kind ,hrou that 

. 	
I., 	 ' 	 .' 	 .•, 	 ••,. 	

. 

1.Theorder.0f penalty of removal from seiei9ued 

vide 	
0Sng.dated l•1 

'April 2002 may be •qUhed and 	ie'i,.iid 

2. The period fromthe date of remOvaf o the date of 
reinstatement may be treated as duty. for all 

purposes.  

	

4 	

44 

( 	
4 	 ,. 	 .•, 	 , 	 , 	

4 ,,.., 	 1'' 	
•'• 	 •:, At 

of your kindness, 4 Ish'àII eve."be gratèfül to thuv. 	- 

you 'pr. ,. 	
' 	4)1' 	' 	'"h 	 U'•4 i; 	t 	

,I 	 , 

ydtsfithft1l1Y, 

• 	 • 	 . 	 ' 	
,',•l. 	

'. 	 ... ..

' 	 1'. 	' 	 ''• " 	 ' 	. 

s
,,, 	

•,' 

'(Kh.JibOfl;SflJh)'' 
Posta.l"AsSiStaflt,' 

• 	 , 	 ;• 	 ç' 	
A•4'4 	...... .: 	 . 	 '' 	 , • 	

•' o .j 	.( Si'neROm0Ved) 

• 	•,jt,. 	
'I 	 I I, 1 '1 ri •"..' 	" 	" 	 -, 

'ManipurPo5tal DiVisiont  

Now 
'BP0: Irengbarn, 
P0 	'Nambol SO. 
(Manipur State). 

Copy, to: 	•'.' 	. 
 

.,i4An4'advance copy to th .postmasteGefleral,TE 

- 	 .ShiIlor1g.:fOX inforrntiOfl and ,nece a3y"aCti0fl. :• 

'2: The:DireCt0r Postal 

	

.,,informatiOfl. • 	,'• 	' - 	' 	'Y 

• 	. 	' 	' .s: 	 4,4 	' 	fl 	•' :"' "•' 	' 	. 	,t I,I 	
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• 	 - 	•posta1I,Assita¼nt, , 

'I 	 .• 	
, 	,($in.Rfl9$) 

Ma,nipU'r,PP8t1.Pi3i°' 

• 	 , 	••• 	. 	. 	. 	. 	

, 

BPO : Irengbam, 
P0 : Nambpl SO. • 

(ManipUr. State). 	•;J 

' 1 	. 	 . 	 . 	

-• 

. 	. 	. 	, 	• 	, 	• 	• 	.4 	
, 4 

.•,• 	4' • 	• 	 •. 	. 

/ 



I 	L/ l I 

çi 
,l(.cjy 

DEPARTMENT OF POSTS 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF POSTMASTER GENERAL, N.E. CIR( 47 	

0 	 SIHLL9NG-793 001. 
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1.0  
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Menio No. Staff/ 1 109/ i5/20 02, 	 Dated at Sliillong, the 03.02.2003 

Read the following : 	 -- 

• 	I) 	Appeal dated 10.5.2002 of Shri Kh. Jiboii Singli, omclatiiig 
• iPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Division and reglar PA (since removed), 
Manipur Postal Division.. 

• 	ii) 	.°DPS, ManipurorderNo,B.2/KJi. Jibon Singh dated 11.4.02, 
DPS, Mñnipur Memo No.B2/Jibon Siugh da(ed 6.8.2001. 

• 	iv) 	Other connected records. 

Shri Kb. .Jibon Siugh, l'A, I m phal 11.0. and officiating I POs, Likhriil 
Sub - J)ivlslon •Wiis charge sheeted vide reference (HI) above for violation of Rule 

• 	 3(1)(U). zfttl Rule 3(1)(iii) of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 vide reference (ill) above. 
,, After followitig th due process laid down in CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, he was 

v' removed from Government service vlde DPS, Man ipur Division Memo vide at (H) • 	
above. Against the punishment of removal. from service Shri Kb. Jibon Singh, ex- 
PA, Maniur Division has submitted this appeal. 

In his appeal dated 19.5.2002 Shri Kb. Jibon Singh, the appeHan 
submitted that he. had been removed arbtrarlIy from service by DPS, Manipur 
Division, that departmental inquirylinder Rule-14 had been initiated against him 
even though he had not'been in receipt of the charge sheet memo and notices about 

•  the. discipllnry hearings etc., that immediately on hearing about the departmental 
inquiry against him he sent a request for postponement of the departmental inquiiy, 
through messenger, till he returned from medical leave, which was not acceded to • 	• 	
with biased moti ve. 

The appellant further submitted: that he had not been provided 
•  reasonable opportunity, for defeiitling himself, that the disciplinary authority had 

not proved that the appellant had refused to take delivery, of the charge sheet sent 
Vide Imphal IWO registered letter No. 5195 dated 7.8.01, that the Inquiry Officer 
and th Prtscnting Officer were the (lirect subordinates of the disciplinary authority 
and that theyboth didt not work independently to conduct (lie. inquiry, that the / 

• 	

0 	 disciplinary ut11Ority ,dkl not conduct "contradictory (sic) inquiry" withthe Extra 
• Departmeiit'ai Agents anti the treasurer.in his presence, that the appellant had acted 

in good faith by •acthiig, as itlenthfler of Extra Departmental Agents for taking 
- payment of pay and allowances at Imphal 1001.0. which could not be taken as 

misconduct, that the disciplinary authsority did not verify the facts through detailed 
• InquIry in respect ofIJ11orJnation:ubmjued in the appellant's. representtio,1 dated 

• 

	

	

• • 25.11.2000 'and' ti.3.2001 and that he had been 'punished in it 'highly irregular 
fashion. 

0' 	

1 

0 	 •0 	

•J': 0 	 0 	 - 	 0 	• 	 •• 
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• The appellant submitted also that the departmental 'inquiry, without 

giving any reasonable opportunity to him, was highly biased and motivated and 

prayed that the pul)ishment order might be quashed and set aside 

t'• 	

0 

: 18 	 I have one thráugh all the records connected with the case including 
• the papers rcIatin to the'RuIe-14 inquiry, it is a fact that though the intlniatlofl 

* 	about issue of charge shtet and also about the Sittings for the oral enquiry in the 

:J • Inquiry.  case were sent to the charged official Shri Kh. Jibon Singh both to 
his village address given as Leave add ross in his leave ap1)llClitlOhi form nud to his 
official address at Imphal, the reiwtreceLv.ed by him since ho had not made any 
arrangement for receivngJ sm Lw.Jij1e was on leave. Repeated efforts to deliver 
the registered letters containing the abov'jiiI11tIi1lC8t01)S by hand, were n6t also 
successful and the inquiry Officer was oiupeIlcd to proceed with the Riitc-i.4 
in4uiry ex-parte. it Is also a fact that the appellant had sent through a messenger, a 

•  . request to the Inquiry Officer for postponement of the oral inquiry till his return 
from leave. 'this goes to show that the charged official, the present appellant had 
ln aware of the Rule-14" Inquiry proceediiigs but had chosen not to appear .  

.4%ersonaliy in the oral Inqulry I find that the Inquiry Officer had continued with the 
oral Inquiry as per rules since the request of the charged official for postpoiieineflt 

of the sittings could not be accede4 o_sInJiLJ,Rtl 011  
entertal nod byj1ecoJfl 	

tsinctio ng authority and' the leave retj uested 

-_1 	 0, "\ 	
ad not been granted. This shows that

ullauthorisedly 

absent fiid 	aiuidid not choose to participate in the RuIe-14 proceedings. 

• The submiSsion of t!ie appellant that the inquiry Officer and 
Preseiig Officer were' the direct subordinates of the Disciplinary Authority and 

that both did not work Independently to conduct the hquiry is not'acceptable since 

this Is the cage In'. almost all Rule-14 departmental Inquiry proceedings. Though the 
Inquiry • Officer and Presenting Officer were officialg of the Maiilpur Postal 
Division, I find from the Inquiry records that the inquiry has been conducted in a 
fair manner ag per CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 and affording reasonable opportunitY to 
the charged 'official to defend himself. Although reasonable opporttiflitY was 
grflHte(l, the appellant (11(1 not avail the same but hail rinaiued outside, the Rule- 14 
inquiry process 'The averment of the appellant that the Disciplinary Authority did 
not conduct "contradictory (sic) lilquiry with the Extra Departmental Agents and 
the Treasurer,' imphal 11.0. in his presence" cannot be given any credence since he 
would have got the opportunity to examineIcIlUss_CxflIflifle the witnesses cited In the 
charge sheet as well aS to produce defence witnesses on his behalf,, If he had taken 
1árt j'thethile44'inqU1ry. Instead the appellaiiS raising this pointduring the 

péa1 sta 	and this Is not tenable. 

The submission of the appellant that he had acted In good faith by //  
acting as ktentlflCiof Extra Departmental Agents for taking paynient oç arrrs of 
allowances at Imphal HO. and tht should not be taken as .mlsco.ndu& does not 

:olve hull of hIres'pOnSibI11tr in coinniittingaH act, which is not:supported by 
rules. For making payment of allowances to Extra Departmental Agents working 

'2 

0 	

• 	 I  

•0 	 ) 	

,0 
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ill %l ( th Pnctmaster Iniphal 11 0 was the drawing office! and SPM, 
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Ukhrul S.O. the disbursing officer and the payment had to be made at uinrui 

• 	
Instead the appellant had personally presented the AcquittaflCe Rolls at the treasury 

• . '.c7 	of Imphal RO. and• had taken payment. of the entire amount covered by the 

• 	
AcquittailCe Rolls, without the Extra Dccpartniental Agents to whom the payment Is 

. / due, being presenL Later developments like filing of an application by the affected 
Ext,ra Departmental Agelts before the IIon'ble Central AdmiliiStlatLVc Tribunal, 
Guw1hatl Bench complaining that the payment of the arrears had not been made to 
tItein, go to show that the !IwOLllIt taken payment of by the appellant had not,Jfl fact 
been disbursed among the above Extra DepartlllCfltld AgduLs. - 

- Listed documents at serial No.2 & 3 mentioned In Annexurcrlli of the 
charge sheet, against the appellant are the rCprCSCfltatiOflS dated 25.11,2000 and 
19,3.01 submitted by the appellant to DL'S, imphal. The submission of the 
ippellant that the contents of these represeiitatiolls were not enquired into by the 

n DisciplinarY Authority canot be accepted since the charge sheet against the 
appçllant as well as the coteflt8 of the oral inquiry proceedings cover all the points 
ment'oned In his two representations. The appellant should have also participated In 
the oral inquiry to raise his points about his repreScfltatioflS, but instead lie is 

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

• 	
After careful scrutiny of the COIItC11tS Df the appeal and also the entire 

/ recOrd of Rule-14 CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 proceedings in the case, I find that the 

V 
appellant had been charge sheeted for good and sufficLetit reasons, that the dUe 

process of Ia* as laid-down fl' 
CCS (CCA Rules, .1965 has been followed 

scrupulouslY, that te appellant had been n 
provided reasonable opportunitY based o 

h  
• the principle of natural j ustice to defend himself and that the DiscipilliarY AuthoritY 

had considered all the facts on returd before p ronouncing to the fluial decision in 

this disciplinary case. I also find that the punishment awarded to the appellant Is 
commensurate with the gravity of the offence and I did not find any grounds 

whatsoever to Intercede on belinli of time a pwliaut. Under these cIrcumflStattCCM, the 

0 
 prayer ofthe appellant that the punishmelit might be quasllc(l and set aSI(lC canflOt 

be acceded to. Accord I ugly, I, T. PannecrselVa', Postmaster General, North-

Eastern Region, Siihlong, reject the appeal. • • 

	

0 	 • 	 • 	
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(1'. PANNF 	S ' V 	1) 	, 

• . 	

0 	 Postmas 	Gene'l, 

• • ••• 	
• •. N.E. Region, stdllong-793 001. 

SIli i Kb Jibon Singh, 

	

PA,Imphal H.0. 	• 	 . • 	

0 	 2 

0 	 through DPS, Imphal. 
Copy to:- 
1. 	• 	

• -: Shri Ih. Jibon Siugh, Ex.PA, Manipur Division through DPS, 

Imphal. 1nowledgemeflt, in origiIal, for receipt of thIs order should 6e sent to 

DPS(HQ), C 0 , Shillong immedmae1y.  

2-3. 	The Director Postal Services, ManipUr 1ivisiOIi, implial. • 	• 

4. 	Office copy. 
0 	 3 

(T. PANNEERSELV) 

ttt3St 

0 	
1) 

/ 

0 	 • 
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O.A. No. 17 of 2004. 

.. 	 K.H. Jibon Singh 	 . 
1kpp1icant. 

-VERSUS- 

Union of India & Ors. 
Respondents. 

Written Statement for and on behalf of the 

Respondent Nos. 1, 2 and 3. 

Sri. M.C. Das, Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Manipur, Imphal, do hereby solemnly affirm and say as 

i follows:- 

That I am the Superintendent of Post Offices, Manipur, 

Imphal and as such, I-  am fully acquainted with the facts and 

circumstances 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 wriitten 

statement the other contentions and statement may be deemed 

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

statement on behalf of all the respondents. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 

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

'to offer. 

That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 4.1 

bf the application, the deponent states that Disciplinary 

Proceedings were initiated against the applicant under Rule 

.4'of the C.C.S. (C.C..k.) Rules, 1965 vid.e Director of Postal 

Contd. . .2 
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rvices, Manipur, Imphal Memo No. B-2/Jibon Singh dated 

1146  - 
	 .08.2001. The applicant was charge-sheeted for certain 

fences/irregularities commited by him when the applicant 

s officiating as Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices 

tIhrul Sub-Division, Ukhrul during the period from 22.07.1998 

10 01.08.1999. Shri B. Rajbangshi, SDIPO's Churachand.pur was 

pp.inted. as Inquiry Officer to inquire into the charges 

eveled against the applicant vide Memo No. B-2/T<H Jibon 

ingh dated 03.09.2001 and Shri L. Tiken Singh SDIPO's T.lkhrul 

as appointed as Presenting Officer to present the case on 

half of the Disciplinary Authority. 

Despite several opportunities, the applicant did not 

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

e  in accordance with Rule 14(20) of the CCS (CCk) 

Rules 1965 with due compliance to other provisions of Rule 14 

i h1d. The requirements of Departmental Rules and instructions 

Jhave been complied with, for holding the inquiry ex-parte, as 
the applicant had been served with the notices of all 

kearings. On completion of the inquiry the Inquiry Officer 

submitted his report proving all the charges setout against 

the applicant beyond doubt and accordingly as the applicant 

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 Eastern 

Circle, Shillong, but his appeal was considered. and rejected 

vide P.M.G., Shillong Memo No. Staff/109/15/20 02  dated 

contd ... 3 'N 
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03.02.2003. 

The applicant 	applied 	for 	earned leave during the 

period from 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 on the gound for "House 

construction" 	(Repairng) 	and thereafter 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 	leave 	during 	the 

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-i) 	dated 

02.07.2001. 	The 	applicant 	also 	stated 	in 	his 	leave 

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 (1) 

of Para 4.1 above, was sent to the applicant's village adress 

by registered post with acknowledgement due vide Imphal Head 

Post Of ice 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 	Branch 	Post 	Office 

"Refused returned 	to the 	sender 	from Irengham Branch Post 

Office." 

Another attempt was made 	for delivery of the 	letter 

• containing 	the 	Chargesheet 	Memorandum 	to 	the 	applicant 

through 	Shri 	Th. 	Jugindra 	Singh, 	Overseer 	Mail 	of 	3rd 

Sub-Division, 	Imphal 	who 	visited 	the 	residence 	of 	the 

Contd....Lt 
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applicant at Irengam village on 31.08.2001, but he could not 

a. - 	
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 visited the Postal quarters of the applicant holded by 

him at Imphal on the same day i.e., 31.08.2001 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 Pos.t with 

AID, 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 is sent to the correct 

residential address of the charged official by registered 

post it would be deemed to he sufficient service, if the 

charged official refused or omits to receive it." As the 

legal requirements have been fulfilled in the service of the 

charge 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 j' to have been aggrieved of 

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

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

4.3 of the application, the deponent states that self 

apprisal doesnot condone the offence committed by anybody. 

The applicant also stated in this paragraph that he has got 

an unbiemish 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.P. 

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. 

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 :- 

Application (SR-i) for earned 

leave w.e.f. 25.07.01 to 

16.08.2001 

Application (SR-i) for earned 

leave w.e.f. 17.08.2001 to 

20.09.2001 

Application for earned leave 

onM.C. from 21.09.2001 

to 20.10.2001 

On the ground 

House Construction 

House Repairing 

But without 

Medical Certificate 
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(d) Extension'for earned leave with 	But Medical 

M.C. or E.O.L. 21.10.2001 to 	certificate not 

20.11.2001 	 attached with 

application. 

It is evident from the above pictures that the 

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

dated 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 and 17.08.2001 to 20.09.2001 

plied for earned leave on the ground for house 

ccnstruction cum repairing and never applied for leave on 

méical ground. Similarly, on the other two occassions also 

(c) and (d) above dated 21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 and 

21i.10.2001 to 20.11.2001, though applications were submitted 

applied for earned leave on medical;':gotindY: the 

abiicant did not submit/enclosed the requisite medical 

cétficate regarding his illness from the Authorised Medical 

Attendant. In this connection, it may be mentioned herein 

thát the then Superintendant of Post Offices, Manipur, 

Iniphal vide his office letter No. B-2/Kh Jibon Singh dated 

221.10.2001 intimated the applicant that his leave w.e.f. 

21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 cannot be granted without. supporting 

.Meica1 Certifcate. Therefore, the said period will be 

trated as absent from duty without permission. The said 

1eter was sent to the applicant by registered post from 

Imha1 Head Post Office vide Registered letter No. 4215 dated 

27110.2001 and thus the applicant stated in this paragraph 

tht he was on leave on medical ground is completely false 

try to mislead this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

The applicant further stated that during his leave 

,pekod he came to know through his colleagues that 

Departmenta1 proceeding has been initiated against the him 

art since the applicant didnot know about the stage of 

enuiry sent his brother as he was sick to get the 

irrormation regarding the stage of such proceeing and the 

Inuiry Officer intimated him that the hearing has been 

refixed on 29.11.2001 taking into consideration that the 
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!app1icant was on 'medical leave and on 29.11.2001, the 

ajplicant who was on medical leave submitted an application 

dtedl.Jl requesting the authority to adjourn the 

till became fit for duty. 

The above submission of the applicant goes to show that 

t.he applicant had been aware of the Rule 14 enquiry 

pioceedings but chosen not to appear personally in the oral 

etIquiry. The applicant's brother of the applicant attended 

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

ap1icant is sick, so he could not attend the hearing today 

on 16.11.2001. But the applicant's brother did not 

Isubmit any application to the Inquiry Officer nor to the 

Ptsenting Officer for postponment of the enquiry. Further, 

applicant did not submit any application for leave that 

applicant is sick supporting by medical certificate which 

explained in the above paragraphs. The Inquiry Officer 

a±so cleared that the matter in his daily order sheet that 

Presenting Officer who was also officiating as Assistant 

lSuerintendent of Post Offices (Hqrs) in the office of the 
IDirector, Postal Services, Imphal has expalined 
saisfactorily. that the applicant had not applied for any 

1eave for 29.11.2001 or covering the said date and therefore, 

the plea of the applicant could not be acceded to." 

The applicant neither present himself in the enquiry 

h4d on 29.11.2001 nor he submitted any kind of leave 

ap1ication or any letter to the Inquiry Officer for 

:adjournemeflt of the enquiry and hence, it was decided by the 

Inuir.y Officer to continue hearing. 

The inquiry under 14 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 

aginst the applicant was concluded on 03.12.2001 and the 

'rsenting Officer of the case was asked to by the Inquiry 

pficer to submit his written brie,f within 15 days. 

cdording1y, the Presenting Officer - submitted his written 

ref on 18.12.2001 vide letter No. A-1/PO/Rule-14/COrr dated 
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.12.2001 with a copy endoresed to the applicant. 

The Inquiry Officer forwarded a copy of the inquiry 

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

ted 15.02.2002 addressed to the Postal Staff quarters 

Imphal vide Imphal Head Post Office registered letter No. 

1546 dated 18.02.2002 to submit his written representation or 

.submission as he might wish within 15 days from the date of 

r of the letter. But the said letter was received back 

as undelivered with the remark of the delivery post Of icer 

:IIIDoor 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 quarters of the 

applicant was found closed and the letter was received back. 

Pnother attempt was made to deliver the said letter to the 

village address of the applicant and the said letter had been 

Z
delivered to the village address of the applicant as 

nfirmed by the Branch Postmaster of the Irengbam Branch 

P 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. 

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. 

That with regard to the statements made in poaragraph 

4.6 of the application, the deponent states that no such 

attempt was made by the applicant and if such attempt was 

made also, it was after inflicting of the punishment when 

thère is nothing to be done by the Disciplinary Authority. 

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. 
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That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

of the application, the deponent begs to state that the 

applicant was never on medical leave nor he submitted any 

kid of application to the Inquiry Officer for adjournement 

hearings. All the matter has been elaborately discussed in 

tIe preceeding paragraphs. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

4H8 of the application the deponent begs to state that 

regarding non delivery of the chargesheet the matter 

discussed elaborately in paragraph 3 of this written 

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

Matter has been also been discussed in paragraph 4 of this 

wiitten statement. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

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

ap1icant did not submit neither kind of application on 

2.11.2001. If it was so happened, where is 	receipted 

crPY/authenticitY ? Only mere submission does not indicate 

the authenticity of any claim. Regarding non furnishing of 

1 the inquiry report the matter is discussed in paragraph 4 of 

iis written statement and regarding non furnishing of 

charge sheet, the matter is elaborately discussed in 

I paragraph 3 of this written statement. 

]i2. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

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

the charges-rrnd Tr1 hecharge sheet are proved beyond 

3oubt in the inquiry. The same is detailed in the punishment 

rder vide No. 13-2/Kh Jibon Singh dated 11.04.2002. 

A Oopy of the said order dated 

11.04.2002 is. annexedhereWith and 

marked as ANNEXURE - 1. 

S 
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1,3. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

•4!.11 of the application, the deponent states that it has 

4oved in the preceeding paragraphs that the applicant 

sbmitted some false and misleading informations. The 

applicant did not direct the Appellate Authority for 

conduction of de-novo trial. 

14. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

412 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 

Iiquiring Authority/Disciplinary Authority for adjournement 

lof 

the proceedings dated 29.11.2001, which is also 

e1aborately discussed in paragraph 6 above. 

151. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

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

t1 	provisions of Rules prescribed under CC (CC?) Rules, 

l9.65 followed scrupulously, while the applicant submitted 

fase and misleading informations. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

5.2 of the application, the deponent states that the 

'plicant has given several opportunities by the respondents, 

the applicant did not turn up to the inquiry and hence 

inquiry was held ex-parte in accordance with Rule 14 (20) 

of the CCS (ccA) Rules 1965 with due compliance to other 

rvisions of Rule 14 ibid. 

.17k That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

the application, the deponent begs to state that the 

1eSpondents i.e., the Disciplinary Authority and. the 
Jprllate Authroity set up the punishment order with their 

correctly under what circumstances and on the ground 

the punishment had been imposed. . 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

of the application, the deponent states that all the 
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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/Kh Jibon singh dated 11.04.2002. 	. 

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 13 above in this 

written statement. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 

5.6 of the application, the deponent begs 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 

1 as malafide. The respondents acted following the procedures 

of Rules and Regulations. On the contrary the applicant has 

submitted false and misleading informations. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 6 

'and 7 of the application, the deponent has no comments to 

pffer. 

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

of the application, the deponent begs to state that the 

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

unishment should not be entertained on the ground of serious 

ature of offences committed by the applicant. Moreover, the 

applicant has also submitted some false and misleading 

informations. 

S 

•4. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 

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

to offer. 
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5.L That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 9 

f the application, the deponent begs to state that no 

nJerim order should be given to the applicant. As because 

J nature of the offences was so serious and hence:  the 

pplicant has been removed from service. At this juncture 'Lo 

h 	applicant 	furnishes 	some 	false 	and. misleading 

nformations as discussed in the preceeding paragraphs. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 

1 and 12 of the application, the deponent has no comments to 

er. 

7 1That the applicant is not entitled to any relief sought 

ot in the application and hence, the application is liable 

oibe dismissed with costs. 

V E R I F 1 C T T I 0 N 

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

of Post Offices, Manipur, Imphal being duly authorised and 

conpetent to sign this verification, do hereby soemnly affirm 

anA. state that the statements made in this paragraph and in 

paragraphs 	1)  2' 4- 2 	 of this written 

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

paagraphs 3 	, 	6 	 being matter 

of records are true to my information derived therefrom and 

th rest are my humble submissions before this Hon'ble 

Tribunal. I have not suppressedany material facts. 

And I sign this verification on this the 	tday of 

, 2004. 

DEPONENT _,. 

Superintendent of Post Offices 
anipur Dvisiøn, Imphal-795CQI. 

/ 
/ 

/ 
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1WRTH EASTERN POSTMJ CIRCLE 

Director Postal Services, 
Nanipur State. 

No. B-2/Kh. Jihon 'Singh 	 Imphal 	( April 2002 

ORDER 

1. 	Disciplinary p.roedinqs were initiafed against 
Shri . Kb Jibon Si. uqh, Dos Lal T\sr.i,a Lan L, Imphal. HO urier Rule-i 4 
of 005 (CCA) RUl5, 1 965 v 1de Memo. No. B-2/Jihori Singh dated 6 Aug 
2001 * Shri . Kh. Jibori Sinal [here-In-after called the Charged 
Official (ie. 0.0) } was charcted sheeted for certain 
ofiencea/irreau];3rit - tes committed by him when he was officiatinu 
as Sub Dlvi sionaji rispecto.r of Post Offices, Ukhrul Suh-Dn in 
Manipur dur.tnq the period. from 22. 07. 1990 to 01 . 08. 1999, and he 
ai:tj.1s of'::ha cns drawn (5ut: against the C. 0, in brief, are as 
under:. 

1.1. 	The' 0.0 violated Ruie-3 (1) (ii) & .3(1) (iii) of CCS 
nducL) Rules, 1964 by t a k i n g t:he ' possession of acuittance. 

rolls NO. 185, 198 & 282 for agents bf Naming BO, Pusiing DO a n d 
Nfmskot 50 which WOJ:e sent to the Sal:> Pdstmaster, Ukhrul SO by 
3. mpha..}. 'NO thoRih 5. 0-hI1.r No,. 83 dated 26.02.99. (Article-I) 

1.2. 	'The 0.0 violated Raie-3 (1) (ii) & 3(1) ('iii)' of CCS 
(Conduct) Rules, 1964. by standing as witness to the paymeit of 
arrears of allowances for the 'period from Jan 96 to Dec 98 to a 
person who by 040' a own admission had ceased to he an agent in 
April 98. 

.1.3. 	': The 0.0 vioiat:ed Rule'-3(i) (ii) & Ruie-3(1) (iii) of 
005 (Cendut:) Rulo;, 1.964 by i:nL1..fyinq some ED-agents - to be 
actual. persona to the , t.re.asuj:e r for receiving . the paynieni: of 
rrcaai a. of allowances for the period. "from. Jan 96 to Dec 98 wl'iiJ 

the stgiiatu 	of the persons identified y the 0.0 as actual 
persons are not the sittnal:urer of the ED-Agents availablE., on the 
acquit tances rolls perl:aininq to earlier period. 

1.4. 	' The 0.0 violated Rule-3 (1) (ii) & Rule-3 (1) (iii) of'' 
005 (Conduct) Ru I es, 1. 964 as he falsely ripo.rted that he hei.ped 
Lbs ED-agents to Lake payment of arrears of allowance.s 'by 
standing as identifier and ,facii,it:ated correct payment of 'the. 
bills while in fact he himself presented the acquittance rolls 
to the Assist:ant Treasurer, [mphai. HO on 22' March 99 and asked 

I 
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the Assistant Treasurer to hand over thO anount pertaining Lc 
the bills to him for distribution, 

2 	The Charged Offlia1 had applied for 8arned Leave during 
the period from 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 duly stating in his 
leave application dated 02.07.01 that h would be at his village 
while on leave. So, the letter containing the charge sheet 
memorandum was sent to the village address of theC.O by 
Pegistered Post with A.D vide Irnphal IWO RL.No.5195 dated 
07.08.2001, but the letter was received back undelivered with 
the remark of the EDDA/ Irerigham EDBO, 'Refuse(d) - Returned to 
sender from Irerigbam EDBO". Another attempt, for delivering the 
letter containing the charge sheet memorandum to the C.O, was 
made through Shri . Th. Jugindra Siugh, Overseer (Mails), 3rd Sub-
Division, Imphal. Shri.Th.Jogindro Singh, Overseer(Mails), 3 Id  
Sub Division visited the resIdence of the C.O'at Irengbam 
vIllage on 31.08,2001, but he cOuld not deiive theletter as 
the C.0 was absent and the younger brother of the C.O wlo was 
available refused to receive the letter on behalf of the Charged 
Official. Shri.Th.Jugjnclro Singh also visited the postal 
quarters of the Charged Official on the same day ie.31.08.2001, 
but the C.O was not found available there toO. 

2.1. 	It has been held in the court of. law in Jadish Sëkhrivs, 
Union of India, 1970 SLR 571 (Delhi); Union of India Vs. 
F1.C,Sa1.tn, 1967 1Lf 567 thá all that is required In 
departmental enquiry i3,to give reasonable opportunity 	and try 
to sexve the' Charged Official by Registered Post with 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 Hori'ble 
Supreme Court of India in Gujarat Electricity Board Vs Atmaram, 
AIR 1989 SC 1433", in which It has been uled If the Charge-
sheet is sent to the correct residential address of the charged 
official by Regd.post, it would be deemed to he sufficient 
service if the charged official refused or omits to receive it". 
As the lgal requirements have been fulfilled in the service of 
charge sheet memorandum tO Shri.Kh.J'ibon Slugh, the Chargcid 
Official and as th charged official who chose to refuthe the 
service of Imphal HPO R11j.140.5195 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. 

3. 	Shri.B.Ralbangshj, SDIPOs, Churachandpur was appointed as 
Inquiry Office: to inquire into the charges leveled against the 
0.0 vide Memo.No.B-2/Kh.Jibon Sirigh dated 03.09.2001 and 
Shri .L. Tiken Singh, SDIPOs, Ukhrul were appointed as Presenting 
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O.[fjcer to present the case on behalf of the disciplinary 
authority. 

Despite several opportunities, the C.O did not turn up to 
the inquiry and the inquiry, therefore, was held ex-parte in - 
accordance with Ru.le-14(20) of CCS(CCA)RU1CS 1965 with due 
compliance to other provisions of Rule-14 ibid. The 
jequiremrt 3 

 of dcpartr ntal rules and instructions have been 
complied with for holding the inquiry ex-parte, as the charged 
offici3 had been served with the notices of all hearings. 

1fter comPletion 'of inquiry, the Inquiry Officer 

forward€d his report vide No.A-1/ 1
nquiry/Ru1e_14/13/cp dated 12.022002 in which it was held by 

the Inquixy officer that all the 4 (Four) charges set out against 
the C,O were proved beyond any doubt. 

A copy each of the report of the Inquiry Officer was 
forwarded to the C.O both on his village address and'on his 
postal colony address vide.letter No.B -2/Kh.Jibon Singh dated 
1.5,02,02 duly affording an opportunity to the C.O to submit his 
written representatjon or .s'uhrtjssion as he might wish to submit 
to the undersigned within fifteen days from the date of receipt 
of the said letter. , The Imphal HO RL.No.1546 dated .18.02.02 
contstnirg the above letter and I * 0' s report., addressed to the 
postal staff quarters address of the Charged Official,, was 
received hack unidelivered with the remark of 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 quarters of the C.O 
was found clQsed, the letter was received back at the office of 
the undersigned on 04.03.2002. 

6.1. 	The letter addressd to the village address of the C.O 
had been delivered at the' village residence of the C.O as 
Confirmed by the 8PM Irengham. 

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

0.1. 	In the article-I, the C'.O has been charged of violation 
of Rule-3(L) (ii) & 3(1) (iii) of CCS(Condct) Rules,1965 as he as 
he took possession of acquittance rolls No.185, 198 & 282 for 
agents of Huinirg 80, Pushing BO and Maokot 80 which were sent 
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to the 
Sub PostmastEr, Wthrul SO by Irnphal HO l:hougl) S.O-Slip No.03 dated 26.02.99. 

8.1.1. 	The following _- (.-.,wp(,)nents are required to be satisfied 
for holding the charge as proved: 

(I), 	The A.Ro115 No.185, 198 &282 were sent to the 
Sub Postmaster, Ukhruj. SO; and 

The C.O took Possession of those 'acquittance 
rollS. 

8.1.2. 	
As per the written statement of ShrLR.K. Thuingaleng, 

the then Sub Postmastr, Llkhrul SO (Now SPM/Somdal SO) dated 
27.02.2001, acquittanc rolls bearing No.P-185,  w 	 P-19B' and P-282 ere received 

by him at 'Jkhrui SO on 02.O3.99 through Irnphal HO 
S.O.SIIp dated 26.02,99 and those acquittance rolls were 
forcefully taken away from his possession by Shri.Khjtbon 
Singh, the then SDIPO5, Ukhrui or! 09.03.99. The written 
'tterne-it of- the-said ShriR.K.Thi,jnga1ng is on record as State 
Exhiblt marked as Exhibit No,S-i. 

8.1.3. 	The 	suhfljttd the copy of S.Q.sip N0.83 dated 26.02.99 to the 1.0 alongwith his written brief dated 
18.12,2001, The S.O.Siip No.83 dated 26.02.99 lust has a noting 
that an A.rolj bundle enclosed, As the S.OSlip does not bear 
the A.R11 Nofl, in the A.Roii bundle fowarded to Ukhrul S.O on 
26,02.99, the S.O-SiIp cannot have an independent say about the 
acquittae rolls No.185, 198 and 282 for the agents of Huining 
130, Pushing o 

and Maokot 130 mentioned in the article of charge. 
I. Therefore, the said document is not• specifically relied to 
draw any conclUsIon in respect of the charges framed against the C.O. 

8.1.4. 	As per Exhibit No.5-i, the A.Rojj5 No.185, 198 and 282 
Pertaining to the payment, of arrears of pay and allowances to the E1)-

Staff in the EDBO5 uncjo,r Uklirul S0 wa received by thë then SPM, Iikhtul 00 02,03.99 through Imphal HO S.O-Slip dated 26.02.99 
with entry as "A,Rojl bundle_i(Ofle)# The Exhibit 

- o.s 	
also clearly states that the A.Rolis baring.o.185 198 

and 282 were not paid at Ukhruj. S.0 as because the then SDIPO, Ukhruj, 3
hr1.ç1.J1)01 Singh forcefully took those A.rolis from 

the pogsessior,of Shri.R..Tjngaieng the then SPM., Ukhrul 
before their payment on 09.039, 

8. '1.5, 	The corroborative evjdenc 	to this fact are the wr,Lttei1 
statement of Shri.Th.Bba] Singh, Treajjrer, Imphal HO 



- f_Jr 

17 
5of 12 

dated 13.07.2001 and his deposition dated 03.12.2001. As per 
the written.stateiuent of Shr.t.Th.Bhubol Singh, Treasurer, Imphal 
HO dated 13.07.2001, Shr:L,Kh.Jibon Singh, the then SDIPOs, 
Ukhrul Presented.3(Three) pre-receipted arrears payment bills 
pertaining, to Huining 80,. Puishiiig 80 and Maokot DO 'at' Imphai 
H?O.treasury on 22.03.99 and the said ShriTh.Bhubô1Singh who 
was working as Asstt.Treasurer, 'Imphal• - -IO during the prtod from 
06.02.97 to 07.09.99nade over the payments of those bills to 
the C.O. The written statement of the said Shri.Th.Bhuboi Singh 
is on record as State' ExFiihit, marked as Exhibit No.3-5. 
Shri. Th.Bhuhol Sinqh was Asstt.. Treasurr (Cash), Imphal HO 
during the period from 06.02.97 to 07.09.99 and the 
Asstt.T.reasurer(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.Ehubot Singh, Treasurer, Imphal HO- dated' 
113.07.2001 supports the written statement of 
.hr1..P.'K.Thiiiriyaleng, thehCn 3PM., Ukhrul 3.0 dated 
27.02.2001. Shri. Th. Bhubol Singh, Treasurer, Imphal HO who 
appeared in the inquiry as S.-1 has confirmed the facts stted 
in hi written statement dated 13.07.2001 in his deposition 
dated 03.12.2001. The charge is very clear that the C.0 while 
ftnctioning as SDIPOs, Ukhrul Sub-Division during the period 
from22,O7.98 to 01.08.99 took poseion of acquittance rolls 
numbers 185, 198 and 282 for agents of Iluining BO, Puishing 80 
and Maokot 80 respectively and violated Rule-3 (1) (ii) and Rule- ,  
3(1) (iii) of CCS(Conduct) Rules,1964. 

8.1.6. 	Therefore,_Exhibit No.5-iand Exhibit No.5 cOrroborated 
bytJedeosltionof_S.W-1_dated 03.12.2001 are sufficient 
enoLto hold that the CO took theposession of acquittance 
rolls No.185 	arid 202 from Shri.R.K.Thuingaleng, the then 
3PM, Ukhrul SO on 09.03.99 and presented those acquittance roll.s 
atIij1 1-10 qn 1-1212 

8.1.7. 'As per the last and the penultimate paragraphof the 
C.O's report dated 2.11.2K addressed to the Director Postal 
Service, Manipur Division, Imphàl on record as Exhibit No.S-2, 
the C.Ohelped the ED-agents to take the payment of 'arrears at 
imphal Head Post Office under the purview of rules. I have gone 
through the rules regulating the duties and responsibilities of 
Inspectors of Post Offices in. sub-divisions and found no 
provisin necessitating a Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post 
Offices to stand as identifier for any payment either to the 
staff and agents working in the department or to any outsider. 
Neither the custody nor the possession of acquittance rolls by a 
Sub-Divisional Inspector of Post Offices is prescribed in any of 

0 
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the departmental rules and government instructions, nor a Sub-
Divisional Inspectpr of Post Office is required to stand as 
identifier to the payments made to the ED-agents under any 
departmentai rule or instruction. Therefore, the violation of 
Rule-3(1) (ii) and Ruie-3(1) (iii) by the C.0 is very clear as 
the possessjor of acquittarce rolls numbers 185, 198 and 282 for 
the ED-agents of Fluining EO, Pushing 130 and Maokot BO by the C.O has been proved beyond any doubt.' 

I therefore fully agree to the analysis and findings of 
the Inquiry Officer and incline to agree the article of charge-I 
as proved beyond any doubt. 

8.2. 	In article-li t:he C.0 has been charged for vIolation of 
Rule-3(1) (ii) & 3(1) (JAI) of CCS(COfldijct) Rules, 1964 as he 

- stood witness t" the paytñt 'of arrears of allowances for the 
period from Jan 96 to Dec 98 to a person who by C.O's own 
admission had ceased to be an agent in April 98. 

8. 2. 1. 	The only component required 
charge as proved Is that the 0.0 was 
Shrj.A.g.Sakho the then EDMC, hum!: 
service after April/98,, when the 0,0 
payment of arrears of allowances for 
Dec/98. 

to be satisfied to hold the 
fully knowing, as- 
g EDBO was no more in 
stood as witness in the 
the period from Jan/96 to 

8.2.2. 	
The Charged Official had heenworking as SDIPO, Ukhrul 

SUh-D., during the period from 2207,98 to 1.8.99 	and by 
virtue of officIat1rg as SDIPOs, Ukhrul the C.O was the 
appointing authority to the ED-Agents in EDMC-category, which 
the said Shri.A.S.Sajtho belonged. The C.O, as appointing 
authority to the category of ED-Agents appoirtd by the Sub-
Divisional Inspector of Post Offices, Ukhrul Sub-Divi.aion, is 
responsible for the maintenance of a personal file in respect of 
ever ED-Agent apoolntecj by the SDIPO, Ukhrul in addition to 
maintenance of 'Recotd of Service" in a prescribed for in 
respect of ED-Agents who have completed 15(Flfteen) years of 
service. Maintenance of the service rec'rds of ED-Agents is- - 
essential for the purpose of determining their eligibility for 
recruitment, grant of ex -gratia gratuity, etc., and its 

has been reiteLated in D.G.ptg, 1r.No,19/20/94E0 &Trg,, dated 6 th  Feb 1995 road'-wjt1 Lr.No.1841/91_ED & Trg dated 
13.03,1992 The C.0, in item-S of his reported dated 
:19.03,2001 [ExhibIt No.S ... 3J himself has stated that 
Shri.A.S,Sa)(hQ joined the de .rtmeniL with effect from 
05.03.1979 Therefore, if the said hrj , A.S.Sakho was still in service by 

the time the 0.0 Look 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,5.Sakho had already completed 15(Fifteen) years: of 
serviceby the time the C.0 assumi the charge of SDIPOs/Ukhrul. 
fut, the said Shri.A.S,Sak10 was not in service by the time the 
C.0 assumed the charged of SDIPOs/Ukhruj on 22.07.1998 and the 
C.0 did not maintain any record of service or personal file in 
respect of Shrj.,A.S.$akho. So, the C.0 cannot take the shelter 
of any excuseto say that he had no opportunity to kxow about 
the discontinuance of service of Shri.A.S.Sakho as EDMC/1-luining 
EDBC after. April/98. 

8.2.3.., The C.0, in his report dated 25.11.'OO [Exhibit No,3-
-.2 1,, hImself- has - t.atecj Lhst he helped Shri.A.S,Sakho, Ex-EDMC, 
Juininq EDBO to take the payment of the arrear allowances and 
stood as identifier for the said payment. 

8.2.4. 	The C.o, in item-5 of his report-dated 19.03.01 
(Exhibit No.5-3], himself has confIrmed that the date of, birth 
of Shri.A.S.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 afer over one year from the date he 
relinuished the charge of SDIP0, Ukhrul Sub-Division, it would 
not be reasonable to presume that the C.0 was not.aware, 
remembered 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.0. 	Therefore, there is no 
doubt to hold that the C.O was fully aware, knew that 
Shri..A.S.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(i)] was actually entitled to 
receivethe arrears of allowances only for the period from 
01.01.9 to 30.04.90. 

6.2.5. 	As per the report of the C.O dated 25.11.2000 ... [Exhibit 
No.S-2], the C.0 stood as. identifier for helping the ED-Agents 
to receive the payments correctly. The C.0, when knowing that 
Shri.A.S.Sakho, Ex-EDMO, Ruining EDHO was not in serviceafter 
April/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 payunt. The 
Exhibit No.S-l(i), A.Roll No.185 prepared by Imphal IWO for the 
arrea -s payment of allowances to the ED-staff of Huinil-ig EDBO 
hears the dated signature of the C.0(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 arears of allowances, to an Ex-EDA who was fully known to be 
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out of service, f or a noted period inclusive of the period the 
Ex-EDI\ was not in seri.ce, cetain1y attracted violation of 
Ruie-3(1)(ii) & Rule-3(1) (iii) of CCS(Conduct) Rules,1964. 

8.2.7. 	The Inquiry Officer's analysis is 
objectiie an(I logical 

and I fully agree with the findings of the 1.0 holding that the 
article of charge-lI is proved beyond any doubt. 

83 	In article-I:tI the C.Q has'been alleged for violation 
of Rule-3(1) (ii) & Ruie3(1) (Iii) of CCS(Conduct) Rules, 1964 as 

he identified some ED-a qents to he actual persons to the 
treasurer for receiving the payment of arrears of ailoc,anceS for 
the perio1frcrn-Jai E to Dec 98 while the signatures of the 
persons identified by the C.O as actual persons are not the 
signatures of the ED-Agents available on the aequittances rolls 
pertaniriq to earlier priod. 

8.3.1. 	The only component required to be satisfied to hold the 

charge as pr(--,ved is that the signatures appearing on the arrears 

payment A.Rolls are not the signatures of the actual 
persons/employees to whom the arrears of al1owaflcs were 
actually payable. 

The documents on record are the acquittance rolls In 
respect of monthlyailowanCes paid to the ED-Agents of Huining 
DO in Jan/98 & Feb/98, Puishing 80 in Feb/98, Mach/98, May/98, 

June/98 & July/98 and Maokot EQ in July/98, May/98 and Feb/98, 
and the arrears payment acquittance rolls of the above 13.Os 

bearing 110.185, 198 and 282 repectiveiy whose payments were 
made at Irnphal HO on 22.03.99 under the interest/initiative of 
the. Charged Of ficia.1. Comparison of signatures available on 
Exhibit No.S-10.) with Exhibits No.S-4(ix) & S-4(x), Cxhibit 
No.3-1(ii) with Exh.ibit No.S-4(i) to 54(v) and Exhibit 1140.S-
1(iii) with Exhibits No.5-4(vi) to S-4(viii) ciear)y show that 
the signatures of the payecs on the A.Rolls No.1851 198& 282 do 
not match the signatures of the payees available on the 
comparative documents referred to above. 

8.3.3. 	The hills pertaining to th' monthly allowanres had been 
paid to the ED-Agents by the SPM/Ukhrui and payments have been 
du].y certiflad by the SPM/iikhrui. SO. Therefore the comparative 
documents are self-authenticating and sufficient enough to hold 
that the stgnatures of the agents available on the A. Rolls 
No. 185, 198 & 282 [Exhibits No.S-i (1) to S-I. (iii)] are not t h e 
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lgnatures of the actual agents to whom the A.Rolls were 
actually payable, 

8.34. 	In his deposjtj.n dated 03.12.2001, Shri.Th.flhubol 
Singh, the Treasurer/Implal HO and S.W-1, has clearly stated 
that the arrears payment A.Rolls were tendered personally by the 
CO 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 SJ-1 who effected the 
payment on 22.03.99. The hills, rather, when presented by the 
C.O, were found pre-roceipted. 

3.5.. Non-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. 	I fully agree to the anaiysis.and findings of the 1.0 
and hoidthat the article of Charge-Ill is also pt-oved•beyond any doubt. 	 -. 

8.4, 	In article-IV, the C.O has been alleged for violation 
Pule-3(i 1, ( ii) & RuIe-3(1) (iii) of CCS (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 
correct payment of the bills while in fact he himself presented 
the acquittance rolls to the J\ssjstant Treasurer, ImphaiHO on 
22fl6 

Harch 99 and asked the Assistant Treasurer to hand over the 
amount pertaininq to the bills to him for distribution, 

8.4.1. 	The foilwingcornponerits are required to be satisfied 
to hold the charge as proved: 

(1). The C.O did not help the ED-agents to take 
payment of arrears of allowances but he 
himself presented the acquittance rolls to 
theAssjst;ant Treasurer, Linphal HO on 	- 
22.03.99 and asked the Assistant Treasurer to 
hand ever the amount of the bills to him for ,  
distribution; and 

(ii) . The C.o falsely reported that he helped by 
standing as identifiEr and facilitated the 
correct payment of bills. 

8.4.2. 	As per para-3 & 4 of Exhibit No.S-2, i.e. the report of 
the C.O dated 25.11.2000, the C.O himself has stated that he 
identified some ED-Staff who expressed financial difficulties to 
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take payment of the.tr arrear bills from Imphal H.P.O as he was 
working as Inspector of Post Offices. The written statement of 
Shri.Th.huhol Singh, Treasurer, Irnphal HO dated 
13.07.01[Ehjbjt No.S--5], the C.O personally handed over the 
arrear bills to the said Shri.Th.BhuboJ. Singh and asked him to 
hand over the amount of bills to him Ior distribution to 	- 
Staff. 

8.4.3. 	Shri.Th.rthubol Singh, Treasurer, Imphal HO who appeared 
in the departmental incury as S.W-1 has reiterated the facts 
st:ateci in his i- .itten Et:emerit dated 13.07.2001, lflc his 
deposition dated 03.12,2001. 

o 4 .4. 	As there is no departmental rule requiring any 
authority including the appointing authority to identify a 
recipient/payee of any bill payable to the departmental staff 
and extra departmenta.i agents employed in the department, the 
C.O had no business to identify the payees of A.Rolls No.185, 
198 & 282 pertaining to the ED-agents of Huining BO,. Pushing BO 
and Maokbt BOpaid at Irriphal HO on 22.03.99. So, the suo-i-notu 
approach of the C.O to sign on the bills as identifier arid 
asking the Asstt.Treasurcr (Cash) to hand over the amount of the 
bills to him for distribution to the ED-Agents clearly show that 
the C.O did not actually the help the ED-agents to take payment 
of their arrears of allowances but he himself presented the 
acquittarice rolls to the Assistant Treasurer, Imphal 1-10 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.O dated 25.11.200o [Exhibit No.S- 
2] and dated 19.03.2001 [ExhIbit No.S-31 clearly shows that the 
(1.0 falsely reported he helped the ED-agents to receive the 
payment of their .respective arrear allowances by standing as 
identifier which facil:itated the correct payment of bills. 
Articles of charge-TI & III clearly shows that the payments were 
not correctly made and the C.Os interference has rather resulted 
in excess payment of arrears of allowajices payable to 
Shri.A.5.Sakho, Ex-EDMCI, Huining EDBO 6nd all the payments of 
arrears of allowances in respect of A.Rolls No.185, 198 and 282 
for the agents of Huinirig BO, Puishing BO and Maokot BO 
respectively made at Imphal i1.P.0, at the instance of the C,O on 
22.03.99, were not paidto the actual recipi.onts/payees. 

8.4.6. .1 therefore fully agree with the analysis and findings 
of the 1.0 that the (2.0 by his adt of identification of payees 
as well as false reporting violated Rule-3(1) (Ii) & Rule- 
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3(3)(1ij) of CCS(CO1)dUC - ) Rules,1964 and hold the article of 
Charge-1v as proved beyond any doubt. 

91. 	.Theoffjcjaljs borne in the cadre of Postal Assistants 
which man over O% of departniental post offices in 1anipiir as 
Time-Scale Sub Postmasters, vested financial 

funcjons including 'Paying Official' 	The post of Sub Divisional Inspector of Post 
Offices in which.the charged official officiated is an 
adnhlnistrative post having no paying and monetary 
responsibility. An SDfPos is to ensure 'the proper cutody 
possession of all Office materials whenever the problems 
relating to tneir custdy and  

Th 	 possessjofl are brought to his 
otice, An SPM is peLsonaily responsible for the correct payment 

and 111ainLenaice of financial probity. The charged official, who 
is borne in a cadre manning the posts ke3ponsible for correct 
payment; of aCuUittance rolls to all the employees attached to 
the office including the D- eiit5 placed under' the accounts 
jurlsdictjo1, has committed serious irregularities which do not 
deserve any lenient consideratjbn. ' If the Charged Official 
.:ouid create' havoc while working in a post which' has no business 
iiLh, the cUstody and possegsjo of acquittance rolls and without 
ny payment responsibility, the extent of menace the charged 

official could cause if allowed to work in a post borne in the 
cadre of Postal A5itt5 vested witl-i paying powers is to be LOrjsjr,jered seriously, 	3arring few, all the Pota1 Assistants in 
the departmeiit are to handle money as Sub Postmasters including 
Time-Scale Sub Postmasters, V.P - Delivery Assistant, M.O-Paytnent 
A1tat, S.-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"Djvjsicjnal Inspector of Post Offices, 

in which t.he charged official officiated during the ,period from 22.07.98 
to 01.08.99, was not a mere operational post requiring 

the Incumbent of the post to fulfill the operational necessities 
to manage the day to day functioning of the office but à'post 
that is vested with Coflsjdejab1e administrative powers requiring 
the incunbent to ensure t:bal: his sUbordinates maintain integrity 
and rievOtiori to duty. Here, in this instant case, it is seen 
that the Govt. sorvait who i5 responsible to ensure that his 
subordinates maintain absolute integrity, Oevotion to duty and 
do nothing which Is unbecornijg of a Govt. servant has himself 
committed serious irregularjj3 and failed to xnaintain devotion 
to duty and acted in a manner which is highly unbecoming of a 
Govt. Servant. The charged official, in addItion to commission 
of gross irregujaritjs, has resorted to false reporting to the 
higher authorities as proved in article of charge-Iv, which 
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.y 	ows hi. : d 	iod. rw:. i. v. Fo.tcefil posseion of 
acquittanco ro.U.B frout the ctmtody of Sub Post.znater/ Ukhrul, 
faiely identifying a poron to receive payment from govt. funds 
inclusive of the period during which the peron concerned wa 
not in aervice, witneing to the paynnts which were not 
actually n.dto the perone to whom the paymints were due and 
u1mitting false repárt to the higher authority are not minor 

of fns which may be let off with a ray of lenience. 	tnfut, 
1e) rt;e here t1I .I 	 v 1. .o.nant: who had bcen off.t.ciaLi.nq as 
1. rt) 	to r ol: Pea I: of: fJ.a - a nJ 	by v i r L ue of his :1nc.rhency, 
was responsible for ens u:! ni - he proper custody a ni po:ssion 
of,  the acquittnce roIl :1  by tle 	M, .:erta.ininq to the lDBO 
h 	rather token into his own possrr;s i cri the acqu:t ttance rolls 
from the (i:stod' of 'Suh Post.mastier/UkfttjI on 09. 03. 99 and after 
t.:.aliy reoetviriq the a'nt. of the .3cquittnce rolls a): 
Impha .1 HPO on 22 03 99 ha a iai.;ei. '! . Cpn Et.ed on 25.1.1.2000 : hot: 
he he Lpod the ED-oqents t, reco 1. ye he correct. payments when one 
of tt'e raYmerits .t n' I cled t: he poi:iori dn r1 nq wh irh the person was 
not in sorv Ice. The case of i hi. clmarqed official is anlcqous 
0 	afoitce eatlnq up the 	 /\ 	 on of offlc1i 

who have :;owmi t ted OF fr-vm 	love1 V.I. miq moral. t.mi.rp I. tude wi, ii ha \e 
a sed lens et:tect: Of dtorotl.vjmw i:o ent I r work Iorce of the 

p:i:men, the chaj.qed oli.'l c 	1r 	 en in service wi....1 
have a noyat..ve 1t.i: en the spir, .-.n1d inoi.aJ.e 

 

of the eml.eyees 
of t h 	dpj rtmen I:: . 	Fiuf: 0 k cop nq i. im mi. nrl 1; hat a quas i- :1 ud id ia. I 

r 	hou id net.......ose .L t. i h ama mm face and appr:'ach, I am 
!. nci I. mied to take a lcn Leo v low and awa i:d 1.es than I: he nicot 

re V° ishirmeri t 

10. 	1, 	ri. . . Ui.nai -m, Di. rec:or 1ost:al. Services, tlanipiir, 
Imphal do Imereby 1.mi.ese t:he oima 1 ty of r€mioval from service en 

• 	. ii .Ibon 	I nqh , Pc,sta I 	ss !s Lami t, TrnnhJ HO (now 5P14- 
1 	tte, Senapati. O) 

(G.Ni nan ) 
Director Potai Services, 
Manipur, Imphai-795001. 

Copy -, Cl: 
1 	Shri. . }h •Jibon 	I ::ih I P. I . , I mpha 1. HO 	now 3PM desiqnate 

napat: I 	0J C toa ta 1 )\s 1amm t 	ftmmit'ur Dlv .i 	on ) 	V.1. U 
1. rnnqbam /\siinq i..ei ka 1, OPO 	I 	I .0 : 	5.0. 
'Lhe Post.nasttr, Jrnpha 1 00 
I1ic C. R: 	LYifL Yt 	p 	( 1111 ii 

4_ 	fl 	P1' of tte 
V .Ll.I 	SI. tetenl. 

# Iv 
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FF1CF OF TIlE CHIEF 1.OSTMASI'ER GENERAL, N.E. CIRCLE 
jjILLONG-793 OOL 

\Iemn No,StaffflO9IlSI2uo2, 	 Dated at Shilloug, the 03.02,2003. 

Read the lollowing 

I) 	Appeal dated 10.5.2002 of Shri Kb. .Jlbon Singli, officiatIng 
.IPOs, VIhrui Sub-Division and regular PA (since removed), 
Ma iii pur Postal Di vi'. ion. 

ih 	DPS, Manipur order No.13-2/Kb. .ilhot Singli dated 11.4.02. 
J)PS, Manipur Memo No.112/.Jibun Singli dated 6.8.2001. 
Other ewitiected records. 

Shri Kit. Jil)on Siugh, PA, Imphai 11.0. and offlelatitig I POs, Ukitrul 
Sub-i)ivislon was charge sheeted vide reference (iii) above for violation of Ride 
I(1)(ii) and Rule 3(1)(Iii) of ('CS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 vide reference (iii) above. 
\ tier hdlowiug the due process laid down in CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, he was 
teinoved from Covernuteni service vkle DPS, Manipur 1)ivlsion Mento vide at (ii) 
above. Against the punishment of removal from service Shri Kb.. .Jibon Singli, ex.-
PA, Manipur J)ivision has submitted this appeal. 

in his appeal dated 19.5.2002 Shri Kb. .Jibon Sinah. the annellant. 
''tbmltti'd that 1w 'had been removed arbitrarily from service by DPS, Manipur 
I )ivisiwp, that departmental inquiry tinder Rule..14 had been initiated against him 
i'ven though In' had not Imen in receipt of the charge sheet memo and noticesabout 
tln' '3st'ipiinarv beatings etc., that immediately on hearing about the departmental 
hmquirv against him he ent it request 1161. post ponemnent of the departmental inquiry, 
Ibrough messenger, till he returned frommi medical Ieave which was, not acceded W 
with hhmed motive. 

FJie appedant further submitted that be had out been provided 
easo,hie opportunity $w (lefdud lug himself, that the disciplinary authority had 

nut proved that Ille appellant had refusvd to take delivery of the charge sheet sent 
vhie imphal IIPO registered letter No. 5195 dated 7.8.01, that the inquiry Officer 
and the Presen!ing Oflie-'r were the direct subordinates of the disciplinary authority 
and that they both did not work imidupendently to conduct the inquiry, that the 
disciplinary authority diii mit conduct "contradictory (sic) inquirr" with the Extra 
i)epart mental Agents and the I reasurer In his presence, thattlie appellant had acted 
hi good thith by acting 'as kienlifler of Extra, Departmental Agents for taking 
payment of pay and 911mvimces at .lmphal 11.0. whkh could not be taketi as 
miseonduci (IntL the disdplivarv authsuritv'did not verify the racts through detailed 
inquiry in respect of informal lou submitted in the appellant's representation dated 
25.11.2000 and 19.3.2001 and that he had been punished in  at highly irregular 
tashiumi. 

I 
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11w appellant suhinjtcd ako that the departmental inquiry, without 

Iviiip. any reasonable opportunity to him, was highly biased and motivated and 	All  
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pctt I hat the punishment order might he quashed and set aside. 

I have gone through all time records connected with the case including 
the papers relating to the Rule- 14 inquiry. it Is a Iuict that though the intimation 
about issue of chirge sheet and also about the sittings for the 6ral enquiry In the 
Rule-14 InquIry case were sent to the charged official Shri Kh. .Jibon Siugh both to 
his village address given as I 'eave address in his Ieive application form and --tr-his 
official ntldres at .Imphal, Ihy were not received by him since he had not made any 
arratiment fur receiimig his mail-whici; Its., was on leave. Repeated efforts to deliver 
the rc.ustered letters containing the aL);IVt' communications by hand, were not also 
successful and the Inquiry Officer was compelled to proceed with the RuLe-14 
inquiry ex-parte. It. is also it hst_.tJat the pei1ant had sçnt through a messenger, a 
requt to t1ie Inquiry Olhr'r for postponement of the oral inquiry till his return 
frTh1ave.ThLs goes to show that the charged official, the present appellant hI 
heemThvare of lime Ruk'-14 inquiry proceedings but had choseim not to appear 
personally in the oral inquiry. I find that the Inquiry Officer had continued with the 
oral inquiry as per rules since the request of the chargel official for postponement 
of the sittings could not be acceded to since his application for leave had not been 
entertained' by the competent leave sanctioning authority and the leave requested 
for had not bee;; grant cd. This shows that the charged official was unauthorisedly 
absent from duty and did not choose to participate in time Rnle-14 proceedings. 

i'he submnis.siuii of the appellant that the inquiry Officer and 
Presenting 011icer were the direct subordinates of the Disciplinary Authority and 
Ikat bothdiil not work indq;emkntly to conduct the inquiry is.not acceptable since 
this is the case In almost all Rulc-13 departmental inquiry proceedings. Though the, 
Inquiry OffIcer and Presenting OffIcer were ollucia!s of the Manipur Postal 
l)ivisisn. 1 tint) from the inquirY recoiLk that the inquiry has been conducted in a 
fair manner as per ccs (C('1) Rules, 1965 and affording reasonable opportunity to 
the charged official to defend himself. Although reasonable opportunity was 
granted,' the appellant did not avail time same but had remained outside the Rule-14 
inquiry process. The averment of the appellant that the Disciplinary Authority did 
not conduct "contradictory (ic) inquiry with the Extra Departmental Agents and 
the Treasurer, Imphal 110. in his jwese;ite".cannot be given any credence since he 
would have got. I he opportunity to, examine/cross-examine the witnesses cited in time 
charge sheet as well as to produce defem;ce witnesses on his behalf, if he had taken 
part in the Rul;'.14 inquiry.. instead the appellant is raising this point during the 
appeal stage and this Is not tenable. 

The stibmnissiuni of,  the appellant that he had acted in good faith by 
acting as identifier of Extra 1)epartnmenl.ai Agents for taking payment of arrears of 
allowances at imphal 11.0. and that Should not be taken as misconduct, does not 
absolve him of his respmmnsih;ilil.y in committing an act which is not supported by 
rules. For making payment of allowances to Extra Departmental Agents working 

2 
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inider I Udrul S.0., the Posiwaster, Imphal 11.0. was the drawing officer and SPM, 
I Tkhrnl S.O. (he disbu i sing ofliter and (he payment had to be made at Ukhrul S.O. 
u.stead the appellant had personally presented the Acquittauce Rolls at the treasury 
of Imphal 11.0. and had taken pavnient of the entire amount covered by the 
.\.cquitl ance tolls, without the Extra Departuicutal Agents to whom the payment is 
due, living present. Later developments like hung of an application by the affected 
3xtra 1)vpar(mental Aunts byline the liun'hle Central Administrative Tribunal, 

uwalia(i 1eisch cwuplaiuliig that I he payment of the arrears had not been made to 
them, go to show IJiat the amount taken payment of by the appellant had not in fact 
been ttisliursvtl among the alms'e Extra I)epart mental Agents. 

Listed doumients at sei ial Nu.2 & 3 iuentkmed in Annexurerlll of the 
charge sheet agalust the appellant are the representations dated 25,11.2000 and 
19.3.2111 1. suhunlUed by the appellant to 1)1'S, imphaL The submission of the 
appellant that the contents of these representations were not enquired into by the 
Disciplinary Authority eaiinot. be  accepted since the charge sheet against the 
appellant as well as the coiiteu(s ofthe oral inquiry proceedings cover all the points 
iiwntioned in his two representations. The appellant should have also participated In 
the otal inquiry to raise his points about his repeseiitations, but instead he is 
raisin'thesv poinis at this late stage when his submissions becomeirrelevaut. - 

Afler carebil sti in my ,f (1w contents of the appeal and also the entire 
vetord of RuJe.14 CCS tCCA) Hu1c, 1965 proceedings in the case, I find that the 
appellant hail lwvn charge sliviled lUi good and sufficient reasons, that the due 
process of law as laid down hi CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 has been followed 
scrupulously, that the appellant had hetim provided reasonable opportunity based on 
the principle of natural jnshice to delend humnsell' and that the Disciplinary Authority 
had cosidercd all the facts on i'uurd before pronouncing to the final decision in 
this ilisciplinary case. 1 also timid that the puis1imeiit awarded to the appellant is 
commensurate will, the gra'Lv ot• the offl'nce and I did not find aiiy grounds 
whatsoever to intercede 'in liefutif of the appellant. Under these circumstances, the 
prayer of the appellant that the punishment might be quashed and set aside cannot 
be acceded lo. Accuñlinglv, I, T. Paniiet'rsvtvam, Postmaster Ceneral, North 
l'astvrn Regini;, Shiil1on, reject. the appeal. 

T. PANN RSELVAM) 
Postmas r General, 

N.E. Region, Shilloiig-793 001. 
Nhri, J li .ibiu' Siugh, 
bx, i'i\. lmnphal 110. 
through l)PS, I niplial. 	 • 

Copy In:- 
I. 	 Shri Kb. Jibou, Singli, Ex.PA, Manipur Division through DPS, 
I iuphal. Ackimwkdgemuent, in original, For receipt of this order should be sent to 
I )1'SJJI. CO., Shihlong immediately. 

The IJirettor Postal Services, 1\lanipiir I)ivision, imphal. 
4. 	OFfice copy. 
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GUWAIJATJ BENCH 

IN THE MArITER OF: 
O.A No.17 of 2004 

RETOINDER OF THE APPLICANT 
LWT THELW N$rAmMENToF 	 ONDENTS  

F.Jri. Kh. Jthon 3inh -. 	

.. ... Aplieit 

- Versus - 

Union of India & Others 
Respondents 

T1JTPV 

SI
No. 

Descriptionocuniei ANNEXURE 
 Particulars  

(Kh 

 

Page No 

1 Rejoinder _____ 1 - 9 
2 Copy of the Medical Certificate issued by the ANNEXLJE-AAJ1 10 

Dept 	of 	Clinical 	Psychology, 	Regional 
Institute of Medical Sciences, Imphal Ndde 
N0.cPfPRf02 dated 25th Apr 2002.  

Ye 1Sgh) 
Signature of the Applicant. 

For use in ThbiinnPs Office. 

Date of filing 	:3.1: IN 
Or 

Date of Receipt by Post: ........... 

Registration No. 	: ........... 

Signature 

for Registrar 

Filed by. 

Advocat/coun1 for the applicant. 
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IN THE crni A1)MINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 	 ccj 
GIJWAHATI BENCH 

IN  IMATfER OF; 
O.ANo.17 of 2004 

Shri. Iii. Jion Singli 
Applicant 

Versus - 

Union of India & Others 
Respondents 

REJOINDER OF THE APPLICANT 
AGAINST TIlE WRIITEN S'IATEMEN'r OF THE RESPONDENTS 

The humble applicant submits that: 

1. 	The contention of the Respondent in ParaJ of the written statement that the 

alicant did not turn up at the inquhty despite several opportunities is not only false but 

niisleading. Because, as per the own statement of the Respondents in Para-3 of the 

written statement, the charge sheet was issued vide Director Postal Services, Manipur, 

Imphal Memo, No.B-2/ Jibon Singh dated 06.08.2001 and the Inquimy Officer and the 

Presenting Officer were appointed vide Director Postal Services, Manipur, Imphal 

Memo. No.B-2/K1. Jibon Singh dated 03.09.2001. Further, The Respondents themselves 

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 submittedby 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 lea7e for house construction. Since 

the applicant was on leave during the period from 25.07.2001 to 16.08.2001 
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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 authot4ze any of his family members to receive any Regd 

letter from anybody including the Department. It is the existing rule of the 

Postal Department that a Regd letter cannot be delivered to a person other 

than the addressee without the written authorization of the addressee 

concerned. The applicant did not authorize anybody in his residence to 

receive any Regd letter without any motive as because- he did not expect any 

letter from the Department as his 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 

Re-gd letter containing the charge sheet memorandum or the family members 

of the applicant refused to receive aRe-gd letter in the absence 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 aRe-gd letter addressed to the applicant without the 

written authorization of the applicant was fully in consonance with the rule of 

the Postal Department regarding the delivery of registered lette-ra. 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 ot the letter. So, in the absence of 

substantiating proof that the applicant actually and factually refused the 

delivery of the Re-gd letter containing the charge sheet memorandum, the 
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Respondent's claim that the applicant refused the delivety of charge sheet 

memorandum is not only vague but totally unsustainahie in the eyes of iaw 

The Respondents have also admjttcd In the same Para=3 [Page3 of the twitten statement 

oto Page-4] that ihrLThJugindra Singh, Owrseer Mail of 3 11 51 

liuphal visited the reskienee of the applicant at Irengbatn village on 31.08. 2001 but he 

could not deliver the said letter containing the charge sheet rnemàrandum CR5  the 

applicant was absent; and the younger brother of the applicant who was available at that 

.'time re-fused to receive the letter on behalf of the applicant'. This àontention of the 

JRespondentsis totally against the prescribed Postal Rule, which clearly states that lithe 

.1 addressee of a Red Postal article is not available at home and has not authorized any of 

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

1 has to be delivered at the residence of the addressee to require the addressee to take 

window delivery at the RO counter. The Respondents have not explained before the 

Hon'ble Tribunal as to why the intimation regarding the Re-gd letter was not delivered at 

the residence of the applicant to require the applicant to attend the PostOffice 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 applicant had not 

authorized any of his family members to receive any Re-gd letter on, his be-hall The 

Respondents, being the higher authorities in the Postal l)epartment, are-well aware of the 

rules and procedures regarding the delivery of Re-gd Postal artiies to the addressees and 

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

Tribunal by concocted facts. 

The applicant was never offered the Regd letter containing the charge sheet mern orandum 

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 

sheet memorandum. 

The Itespondents have not submttted the full fsets regarding the aiieed 

punishment of censure mentioned in Para-5 of the written statement. The Post Master 

tenerai, N..Cireie, Shillong was not the disciplinary authority to the applicant at any 

point of time. The original final order passed by the disciplinaii authority viz. The 

Director Postal services, Manpur, Imphal was Totai Exoneration of charges framed 

against the applicant'. Therefore, the applicant did not submit any false 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 would clearly 

show that the applicant maintained a satisfactory service record to get his promotion to 

the next higher grade after completion of 16-Years of satisfactoiy service in due tirn& 

Therefore, the contention of the Respotide.nts 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 

Hon'ble Tribunal with concocted facts. 

The Respondents have clearly admitted in Para-6 of the written statement that the 

applicant had applied for leave on Medical Certificate from 21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 and 

applied for extemdon of Earned Leave with M.0 [Medical Certificate] or E.O.L on M.0 

[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-2flth Jibon Sinh 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 

as to why they had sent such intimation after the expiry of the period of leave applied. 

The leave was applied for w.e.f 21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 and the intimation that the 

leave cannot be granted was lasued side letter dated 22.10.2001. The Respondents have 
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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. i0.201 that his leave cannot be 

granted. 

It is fiwther contended by the Respondents in the same Para-6 [Page-7] that LThe 

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 Officer for adjournment of the 

enquiry and hence it was decided by the Inquiry Officer to continue the hearing. This 

statement 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 his illhealth. With 111 motive and 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 produce.dby 

the Respondents, it will be clear before the Ilon'ble Tribunal as to whether the appilcant 

had actually and factually sent a written representation to the Inquiry Officer wherein he 

had requested the Inquiry Officer to adjourn the hearing on the ground that the applicant 

was ill/unwell. Hence, the Respondents may be directed to produce the daily order sheet 

dated 29.11.2001 to confirm the facts. 

The Respondents have also confirmed in the same Para=6[Page8] that the 1.0's Report 

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

remark of the delivery post office Door Closed". This clearly strengthen the submission 

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

any letter sent by the Department in connection with the Ruie..14 enquiry held against 

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 'Dissociative 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 Medical Certificate issued by the 1)ept of Clinical Psychology, 

Regiona' Institute of Medical Sciences, Imphal vid NoPfPRt02 dated 25 '  Apr 

2002 is enclosed as ANNEXUE-AA/i for ready reference. 
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The Applicant had submitted repeatedly before the relevant departmental 

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 

hnphal HPO; and such act cannot be construed as misconduct of a serious nature. But, 

the Respondents have contended in Para-17 and 18 of the witten atatement that the 

oiders of the Disciplinaiy authority and the Appellate Authority contain th correct set up 

of the views of the authorities concerned to impose the maximum punishment as the 

were so serious. The Respondents have not explained as to how identilication of 

a payee by the applicant became a serious offence of such a nature that he should be 

awarded the maximum punishment. Because, it is up to the paying officer/official, 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 rcjected 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 oflicer/officiai who identified the payee and 

effected the payment to the payee. It was the paying officer/official viz. The Asstt 

Treasurer(Cash), Imphal HPO who effected the payment of the bill. Thereibre, 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, idler identification Of 

- 
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payees by the applicant. Had the paying officer/official refused to pay the bills despite 

identificaf ion by the applicant, the applicant could not have done anything. Therefore, 

the applicant cannot be falsely or erroneously fixed responsible thr'anomisconduct with 

inaiefkle intention. 

5. 	The Re&pondents have contended in Para=21 of the written statement that there arc 

no ground for wiuich the actions of the Respondents may be termed as mala-fide. J3ut, 

this contention of the Respondents is not only false but totally concocted as bcause: - 

(1)! 	The! Respondents conducted the Departmental Enquiry against the applicant 

between the period from 03.10.2001 to 1102.2002; and the final order was 

passed vide order dated 11.04.2002, during the period under wtiith the 

applicant was under medical treatment for Dissociative disorder with 

obsessive features in the Department of Clinical Psychology in the Regional 

Institute of Medical Sciences, Imphal. The Respondents although have stated 

to have intimated the applicant that the leave of the applicant for the period 

from 21.09.2001 to 20.10.2001 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 applied for was already 

over. The applicant applied for adjournment of hearing by a written 

representation dated 2911.2001 to the Inquiry Officer on the ground of his 

medical treatment/illness, but the adjournment of hearing was not allowed by 

the Inquiry oflicer on concocted grounds. Neither the charge sheet 

memorandum nor the daily order sheets pertaining to the enquiry proceedings, 

nor the 1.0's Report was served upon the applicant to provide him a 

rstrn.thk oportualty undei the p iptes ofliiituM justke. 



(i1) 	M per the Repondeuth, the Mstt Trea urer(Cash) Imphal IWO effected the 

payment of bills when the payees were identified by the applicant. [fthe Astt 

TrmreI (Cash), Imphal IWO was not ithfied with the identity of the 

payces, he onht not to have effected the payment. flut, the Aastt 

Treaaure(Cash), Imphal IWO was neither charge sheeted, nor was even issued 

With aho cause notice for hig serious lapse; and the applicant has been 

victimized for the fault of others. 

(ill) The appellate authority, Mich is duty bound to took into these ispses in the 

part of the Disciplmnaiy Authority, inquiry Officer etc simply tunied a blind 

eye towards the applicant Wiuile the appellate authority disposed of the appeal 

submitted by the applicant. 

Thefefor, there was serious violation of the princlpies of natural justice mid reasonable 

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

(1) to (iii) above will satisfy the Hon'ble Tribunal that the Respondents resorted to 

malafide exercise o1 powers conferted upon them as Disciplinary Authority, Inquiry 

Officer and Appellate Authority in their respective roll in the present can filed by the 

applicant. 

The applicant  Iiwther 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 paragraphs sufficiently explains the applicant's position as regards the 

H 	averrnents of the Respondents in the remaining paragraphs. 

The applicant therefore most fervently submits and prays before the Hon'ble 
air 

Tribunal that the Respondents may be directed to submit the daily order sheet maintained 

by tte Inquiry Officer for the hearing held on 29.11.2001; and decide the case in the light 
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o the faet that the ipplicant w under Medical Treatment for lociative disorder With 

obesaive f urea' m the Department of Clinical Psychology in the Regional Institute of 

Medical Sciences, Implial in support of which the applicant has already submitted a 

Medical Certificate issued by the Dept of Clinical Psychology, Regional Institute of 

Medical Sciences, Imphal vide NCP/FPJ02 dated 25th  Apr 2002 ANNEXUE-AAJI with 

this Rejoinder. 

oil 'kdv-, ~~'J x ­  1 z 
(Kb. .Jibon Siugh) 

Signature of the applicant. 

Filed By:- 

Advocate. 

VERIFICATION 

I, Shri Kb Jihon Siugh, son of Late 31u4 Kb /j J1vC tL ' / 	7'k aged about 39 

years, the then Postal. Assistant, Imphat IWO [since removed] and resident of Irengbsni 
village, P0 & PS : Narnbol Distt: Bisbenpur State: Manipur, hereby verif' that the 

contents of Paragraphs 1 to 6 are true to my personal knowledge and the Paragraph-7 is 

prayer before the lion'b!e Tribunal; and that I have not suppressed any material facts. 

(ML JIbon mgi) 
Date: 	 Signature of the applicant 

Place: 

To 

The Registrar, 
Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Ouwahali Bench, 
Oiiwshati-781005. 

a 
Filed by: 

Advocate. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY 
REGIONAL INSTITUTE OF MECICAL SCIENCES:I-MPHAL 

0••• 	•. 

No.CP/TR/02. 	 0 	 Imphal,the 25th April 2002. 

" TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN ' 

This is to certify that Sri.Kh.Jibon Singh, aged 39,. 

Male Sb = ( Late) Ith. Achou Singh of Irengbam P.O. & P.S. Nabol 

was suffering from Dissociative Disorder witt obasessive features. 

He was under my treatment with effect from .21t.92O01  :to1904.2002. 

• 

	

	He attended the Behavioural Therapy and counsellingi He is mow 

reeov9red from his ailment and recommended fit to attéd his normal 

0 	 duty. 	. 	
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*M -Akahaye.imarSingh ) 
RcI—AY3939 	. 	 S  

Associate Professor, 
S 	 . 	 • Clinical Psychology, 

• 	 Regional Institute of Medical Sc1'nce$, 

ci P'c!or & Head 
Depa':,ne,t Oj Cf!nic.! Psychology 

S 	 • 	 Regional Ins:iIzi!e tij Medico/Sciences • 	
• . Impilal. 

0• 


