





focused on maintaining the cleanliness cf the school. Because of this, he couldn’t
pay attention to the biometric machine, which had stopped working. He also stated
that he was not aware that the security cameras were not working and further
maintained that it was not intentional. He also added that he had installed three more
cameras, but since he did not have technical knowledge, he couldn't realize that they
were not functioning properly. Moreover, the accused officer admitted that there was
a mistake in granting casual leaves. He accepted that a blank entry was found in the
register for 27.10.2023, but said the mig,take was not done on purpose. He also
explained that when the total number of ('asua| leaves was calculated at the end, it
crossed the allowed limit of 25. Lastly, he stated that he tried his best to manage his
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official duties, but some mistakes happened. He apologized for those and requested

that he may be exonerated from the charges. The Hearing Officer further stated in

the report that during the course of hearing proceedings, the Departmental

Representative stated that all record related to the charges was provided to the
accused officer and inquiry proceedings were conducted by the Inquiry Officer in
accordance with the provisions of PEZDA, Act, 2006 and statements of all
concerned were recorded. The Departmental Representative further stated that
charges of inefficiency & misconduct stood proved against the accused officer. He
further stated that the accused officer .has admitted charges and justifications
provided are not plausible, hence carry no weight. He further stated that penalty
proposed by the Inquiry Officer commensurates with the guilt of the accused officer.

6. AND WHEREAS, the Hearing Officer after considering the material
related to the case available in the shape of inquiry report and- keeping in view the
findings and recommendations of the Ifiquiry Officer and hearing all concerned
observed that the recommendations of the Inquiry Officer for imposing minor penalty
of "withholding of annual increments for a period of two years" under Section
4(1)(a)(ii) of the PEEDA Act, 2006 upon thiz accused officer is in accordance with law
and also commensurates with magnitude cf guilt of the accused officer.

7. AND WHEREAS, upon careful examination of the findings and
recommendations of the Inquiry Officer, the additional defense reply submitted by
the accused officer, the report of the Hearing Officer, and the available record on file,
it is evident that as per findings of Inquiry Officer the charges levelled against the
accused officer stood proved. Pertinently: perusal of findings of the Inquiry Officer
shows that same are based on cogeit, convincing and confidence inspiring
evidence, credibility of which has not been questioned by the accused officer during
hearing proceedings. After thorough examination of record and after evaluating the
statements of all concerned recorded during course of inquiry proceedings it is found
that the accused officer failed to perform his duties efficiently and diligently. |

8. AND WHEREAS, with rege;ards to the charges levelled against the,

accused officer, it is observed that the evidence establishes beyond doubt that the-

biometric attendance machine, a critical piece of institutional infrastructure, Was

damaged during the tenure of the accuséd officer. The accused officer's failure to

ensure its protection and secure operf;'ation represents gross negligence. His
defense, blaming a predecessor and citing’ his short tenure, lacks merit and is legally
untenable. The doctrine of vicarious respdnsibility mandates that a serving Principal
bears ultimate administrative accountabilizy for assets under his direct supervision.
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