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6. AND WHEREAS, after a thorough examination and consideration of
the case-related documentation, the findings and recommendations put forth by the
designated Inquiry Officer, the additional defence replies presented by the accused
officers and the report of the Hearing Officer, in conjunction with the comprehensive
record available in the case file, it is evident that the charges levelled against
accused officers have been thoroughly substantiated during the inquiry proceedings
conducted in accordance with the Punjab Employees Efficiency, Discipline, and
Accountability Act, 2006. The Inquiry Officer meticulously examined the facts,
evidence, and statements provided by all concerned parties, ensuring procedural
fairness and granting the accused officers full opportuhity to defend themselves.
Despite these safeguards, the responses submitted by the accused officers fail to
exonerate them or provide a convincing rebuttal to the established charges.

7 AND WHEREAS, with regards to the charges levelled against accused
officer No. 1, it is observed that accused officer No. 1 presented a class schedule
indicating that her M.Phil. classes commenced at 3:00 PM. This contradicts the
schedule submitted by the complainant, which shows the classes beginning at 2:00
PM. Upon analysis, the evidence reveals that accused officer No. 1 failed to provide
corroborating documentation to support her claim of an amended timetable. Her
reliance on a purported revision by the university lacks any official notification or
credible proof. During inquiry proceedings, it was established that the complainant’'s
rsion aligns with documented accounts of her activities during working hours,
thereby demonstrating her attempt to mislead the inquiry by submitting an incorrect
timetable. Such conduct undermines the integrity expected of a public servant and
constitutes misconduct. It has been proven that accused officer No.1 availed short
leaves on a regular basis to attend her academic classes without proper
authorization or recording the same in the attendance register. The defense that
these leaves were for official purposes (e.g., Directorate meetings or preparing
examination papers) was unsupported by verifiable evidence. Moreover, the
assertion that she availed leaves due to health issues was not substantiated by any
official medical certificates or appropriate documentation. This lack of transparency
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