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WA No. 25/2014 
In WP(C) No. 208/2013 

 
01.12.2014 
 

BEFORE 
HON’BLE MR JUSTICE UMA NATH SINGH, 

CHIEF JUSTICE (ACTING) 
And HON’BLE MR JUSTICE T NANDAKUMAR SINGH 

 
 
   
  We have heard learned counsel for the parties.  

Learned counsel for the appellant, Union of India submitted 

that the respondent (writ petitioner) had been discharged from service as 

per clause 19 (b) of Discharge Policy which deals with stay at Assam 

Rifle Training Centre & School for a period exceeding 24 months and that 

can be a ground for passing the order. Learned counsel further submits 

that in all circumstances the respondent was expected to complete the 

training within 46 weeks. Learned counsel also refers to paragraph 21 of 

the policy. The paragraph provides for the constitution of Board of 

Officers to assess as to whether the recruit who has already stayed with 

the training centre for 15 months but has not completed his training be 

allowed to continue with training or not. Based upon the findings of the 

Medical Board, the Commandant concerned is to give recommendation.  

It is also submitted on behalf of the Union of India, that 

relaxation cannot be given to extend the training beyond 24 months. 

However, learned counsel for the respondent submits that in an identical 

case, the learned single Judge has given a similar view. It is also a 

submission of learned counsel that in the medical category of respondent 

he was found to be fit to continue. Therefore, he could have been 

considered for retention in service. It is not the case in which a discharge 

order should have been passed. However, learned counsel for Union of 

India informed that the order of learned Single Judge has been 

challenged before the Division Bench by filing an appeal, but he is not 

aware of the outcome thereof. Learned counsel for the appellant may find 

out the latest status of the proceedings so that the said matter can be 

taken up together. 

  List this case after 2 (two) weeks. 

  

 

  JUDGE CHIEF JUSTICE  
  (ACTING) 
 
Sylvana 



                WA. No. 11 of 2013 

 
BEFORE 

THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE UMA NATH SINGH,  
CHIEF JUSTICE (ACTING) 

THE HON’BLE MR JUSTICE T NANDAKUMAR SINGH 
 

01-12-2014 

  

 Ms. A. Thangkhiew, learned Advocate, appears for respondent.  

 Learned counsel for respondent states that learned Sr. counsel, 

Mr. HS Thangkhiew, engaged to argue the matter is not available due 

to some personal difficulty. Thus, on her request, the matter is 

adjourned for one week. 

 List on 09-12-2014. 

   

 

JUDGE        CHIEF JUSTICE (ACTING) 

 

S.Rynjah 
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               CRL.A. No. 3 of 2011 

 
BEFORE 

THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE UMA NATH SINGH,  
CHIEF JUSTICE (ACTING) 

THE HON’BLE MR JUSTICE T NANDAKUMAR SINGH 
 

01-12-2014 

  

 Mr. DC Chakravarty, learned Advocate, appears for petitioner. 

2. Mr. SP Mahanta, learned Advocate, represents the respondents. 

3. Apology on affidavit filed by the noticee, Commissioner of 

Customs (Preventive), N.E. Region, M.G.Road, Shillong, is on record. 

However, with background especially the position the Officer is 

presently occupying, and the training he must have received at the Lal 

Bahadur Shastri Academy, Mussoorie, as well as, in the Department, it 

does not seem believable that he may not have knowledge that in 

subjudice matters, the litigants are not supposed to enter into 

correspondence with the Registrar General of High court, particularly, in 

the manner he has done in respect of his department’s cases.  The 

same is already discussed and reproduced in our earlier order dated 

27.11.2014, and in order to avoid repetition, it is not necessary to 

extract the letter again. 

 In the affidavit, the noticee has submitted apology as : --- “ that if 

any act of interference with the administration of justice is perceived on 

my part, I hereby tender my unqualified apology for the same before 

this Hon’ble High Court”. 

 Besides, the deponent has only highlighted the domestic 

problems of his department in engaging a counsel in its cases to which 

this Court is not concerned. Moreover, the contemptuous sentences of 

his letter like “ I request your goodself not to list the pending cases 

for the time being as the Department is out of counsel. I also 

request your goodself to provide a copy of today’s remarks/Order 
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if any in respect of this office cases.” do not stand mitigated by the 

details given in the affidavit in reply to show cause. 

4. Thus, prima facie, we are not satisfied with the explanation given 

by the Officer in his affidavit, but before we decide to proceed further, 

we would like to examine the officer personally in Court in order to 

assess the actual intention behind writing the letter in question.  Thus, 

the Commissioner of Customs (Preventive), North Eastern Region, 

Shillong, is directed to remain present in Court day after tomorrow (03-

12-2014) to explain his position for entering into correspondence with 

the Registrar General. Let a copy of this order be served upon the 

Officer by fax or through an Special Messenger of the Court at the 

earliest.  

 List the matter on 03-12-2014.  

   

 

JUDGE        CHIEF JUSTICE (ACTING) 

 

S.Rynjah 

 

 

 

 



WA No. 6/2014 
In WP(C) No. 440/2013 

 
 

 
 

BEFORE 
THE HON’BLE MR JUSTICE UMA NATH SINGH, CHIEF JUSTICE (ACTING) 

And HON’BLE MR JUSTICE T NANDAKUMAR SINGH 
 
 
 

01.12.2014 
   
   
  Heard learned counsel for parties. 

  Judgment is reserved. 

 

 

 

 

  JUDGE CHIEF JUSTICE (ACTING) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sylvana 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 


