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[PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

New Delhi, the 1st September, 1979
.r.O. 2982.-—In exercise of the powers conferred bv seciiuu
17 of the Expoit (Quality Control and Inspection) Act. 1961
(22 of 1963), the Central Government hereby makes the
following rules to amend the Expoit Inspection Agency Fmployees (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1978 viz.—
1. (1) These rules may be called the Export Inspection
Agency Employees (Classification, Control and Appeal) Second
Amendment Rules, 1979.
(2) They shall come into foice on their publication in the
Official Gazette.
2. In the Export Inspection Agency Employees (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1978.—
(1) for sub-rule (2) of rftle II, the following shall be
substituted, namely :—
"(2) Wherever the disciplinary authority is of the opinion that there are grounds for inquiry into thetruth of any imputation of misconduct or m sbehaviour against agency employee, it may itself, inquire or appoint under this rule a public servant
to inquire into the truth thereof.
Explanation.—Where the disciplinary authority itself holds
inquiry, any reference in sub-rule (7) to sub-rule (20)
and in sub-rule (22) to the inquiry authority shall
he construed as a reference to the disciplinary authority" ;
(2) for sub-rule 5(c) of rule 11, the following
substituted, namely:—

shall be

"5(c) Where the disciplinary authority itself inquires
into any article of charge or appoints an inquiring
authority for holding an inquiry into such charge,
it may, by an order, appoint a public servant or
a legal practitioner, to be known as the "Presenting Officer" to present on its behalf the case in
support of articles of charge." ;
(3) for sub-rule (8) of rule 11, the following shall be
•ubstituted, namely :—
"(8) The agency employee may tafc; the assistance of
any public servant to present the case on its behalf
but may not engage a legal practitioner for the
purpose unless the presenting officer appointed by
the disciplinary authority is a legal practitioner,
or the disciplinary authority having regard to the
circiimstnces of the case, so permits" ;
3. In provisos (i) and (ii) of sub-rule (2) of rule 24, the
following words, wherever they occur, shall be omitted,
namely:—
"after giving the appellant a reasonable opportunity as
fer as mav be in accordarce with the provisions of
•ub-rule (4) of rule 12 of making a representation
against the penalty proposed on the basis of the
evidence adduced during such enquiry".
4. In the proviso (ii) of rule 26, the following words ibmll
be omitted, namely :•—
"after giving the person concerned an opportunity of making any representation which he may wish to make
against such penalty".
[P. No. 3(11)76-EI&EP]
C. B. KUKRETI, J t Director

