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A hcant(s) 	 7 	V 	£ 

Respondent(s) 	 U 	— (Y'$'5 

t ' 

AJote for Applicant(s)  

- 	

, 

 

Advoltl e for Respondnt(s) C C 	C .  

, 

fri • . _ _ _ ------- 

Nppq  ____ of the Regstrj f I 

Dae 	, 	 'Orcer of the Trkbuna 

28 S,O1 	Heard Mr . b. Mazunlar, learned coun 
e'. for the appLLant. The app1icøA is 

admitted. CalL for the records. 

Mr. :D.Mazwndar. learnd. 
, counsel for t  the ap1iant andflr# n.c. flis 

but ot i 	 Path&c. 1earnd Md1 	.C. art th 

	

- 	 - 

Petit 	i 	d vdC 	 matter. 
P. 	 Issue notice as to why an interLr 

for 	sci aep)sed Vlde 	 Order shall 	 as prayed for, 

DateI 	 returnable by three v vv-eks o tn the rnen 
the respondents are d1xvc- tido more 

	

Dy. Re1st,er. 	 for the 	 o.dt Mo42 Is dr.ected not 
Jflyfja decl.sion of enhancing 

0' 	 the pena ty as proposed in the notice NO 

1 11 lv~
2. 014/3 2ftZ/LC/3WS/20OO/3 042 dated 

	

— 	
4w-I tZ 	 01 April/May, 2001 

* 	

List on 21-6.2001 Lor orders. 
No. f 	 ic 

Vice-Chaizman 
bb 

/ 

/ 



Notes 	 Date 
( 

	

Order of the Tribunal 

UfLL S 

c& CCd,,~ dIc/1//1'01 
Is 	

/ Coo9. v,okJ)t 
- 

21.6.01 

bb 

Mr.B.C.pathak, learned Add1.c.G.s.c. 

ajpearing for, the respondeits prays for 
and granted four weeks time tO file wri- 
tten Statement. Learned counsè5l for the 

V'-thereafter" 
applicant may have two weeks t.imeLto file 
rejoinder. 

List on 22-8-2001 for further orders. 

Interim order shall contirtuetili. then. 

	

U 	 , 

	

Member 	 Vice-Chairman 

22 • 8,01 
	

Uet again on 20/9/01 to enable the respond- 

ante to file written statement. Meanwhile the 
tt L4- UM 
	

interim order shall continua. 

Uc1 
\c   U (A["~. 

Member 
	 Vico-Chairman  

ust on iWi/si to inable the respondents 

to ft1q written statement, 

/ 

mb 

20.9.$1 

- 	 tT ?t4v\ 
SA 

L CA 
)_) 	9pJLeL 

Sm; I 
9.1 0.01 

bb 
3912,01 

- 	 ViasuCheirman * 'S  

Request is made on behã1' of N.r,8. 

,C;.Pathak, learned Addi,C.G,S.0 for €ime 

torile written statement. 

Request is accipted. List the CSsS 

on 3,122001 for order. 

Member 

None present for the applicant. The 

respondents haVe filed written statement objecthg 
to.the application on the grourd that C.i.S.F, is 

an armed Force for w1ich this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction. Issue notice to the applicant, 

List on 90.2002 for order. 

Membe) 	 Membe 

bb 

 hk 

iW2/d/  



No. 199/2001 

Order of the.Trjbunai 

Mead Mr. N.Baruah, learned 

counsel for the applicant and also Mr. B.0 

Pathak, learned Addi. C.G.S.C.  for the 

reapondents. 

In this application the applicant.. 

has ass1led the legality and validity of 

r of removaf from service. It the ordM 
seems 4iat the applIcant was a member of 

Central Industrial security Force as 

Constable before removal from the service. 

The member of the CISF belongs to the 

"other armed forces of the union." The 

ntAdmin*strative Tribunals Act, 1985. 
is. not applicable in this case. Since the 

Act is not applicable, the application 

therefore dismissed as not maintainable 

leaving it open to the applicant to 
approach ,:,1 the appropiate.forum as per law 

Member 	 . 	Vjce-Chaijman 

O.A. 

e Registry 	Date ge 

1. 2002 
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4:I  
IN THE CENTRAL AIINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

GUWAHATI BENCH 

0. A. No. OF 2001 

Shri Jayanth Kumar Sahu 

Applicant 

- VERSUS 

Union of India 
.Respondents 

DETAILS OF THE APICAION 

Particulars of the Applicant 

Name of the applicant : Shri Jayanta  Kumar Sahu 

Father's name 	 : Late Jadunath Sehu 

Age of the applicant : • 29 years 

Designation and Office : No.922299113 constable, 

in which employed . 	CISF, 

Office Address 

	

	: CISF Unit, ONGC 

Nazira, Assain. 

Address of service 	: As above. 

of all notices 

Respondents with Address 
	: 1 • Union of India repre- 

sented by Secretary, 

Ministry of Home Affairs. 

Contd.. ..... .2/-. 
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2. Inspector General! SWS 	 'k) 
Central Industrial Security 	t) 

Force (Ministry of fdome Affairs) 

R C F Complex, Chambar 

Mumbài- 400074 

3, Deputy Inspector General , 

CISF (MHA) South Zone, Rajaji 

Bhavan, 'D' Block, Besant Nagar, 

Chennai, Tamil Nadu, PIN -600090. 

Commandant, CISF, 0 N G C 

Nazira, Assam. 

Particulars of the : 1. ) Show Cause Not ice dated 

order against which 	1.5.2001 (Annexure-G) 

the application is made. 

• 	 ii) Part of the appellate 

order dated 17-11-99 and 

order dated 28-12-99 treating 

the intervening period of 

the service of the applicant 

as 'Dies-Nont. 

Jurisdiction of the Tribunal 

The applicant declares that now he is posted in Assain 

as Constable, C 1SF, ONGC, Naz ira and re ce ived the 

impuied notice there as such this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

has jurisdiction. 

Limitation 

The application is filed within the period of limitation. 

Contd ......3/- 
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- 	 4. Facts of the Case_: 11 
4.1 	That the applicant is presently serving as 

N0.922299113 constable of Central industrial Security 

Force (CISF) Unit, ONGC Nazira. While he was .serving in 

CISF Unit, Visakapatnam Vizag a disciplinary proceeding 

was drawnup againt him levelling some false allegations. 

The article of charge is as follows :- 

" An act of gross indiscipline and misconduct on the 

part of No.922299113 Constable J.K.Sahu of CISF Unit 

VSP Vizag on 27-1-99 during surprise checking of 

ShriS.K.Trivedi, Asstt.Commahdant on27.1.99 at 

about 1800 hrs in that Constable J.K.Sahu was sound 

in possession of Rs.110/- (Rupees One hundred ten only) 

against the declared amount of .10/- in the money 

declaration register maintained in the pass section, 

CISF Unit, VSP Vizag. This is in violation of office 

order No.E_42024/CISF/DC(P)/29/94- 01 dtd. 8.7.94. 

On being questioned about the found excess -money 

Constable J.K.Sahu confessed that he accepted Rs.100/-

from controctor as Illegal gratificatiofl for issuing 

passes 

4.2 	That the applicant submitted his written state- 

ment of defence denying all the charges. An enquiry officer 

was appointed to enqu ire into the charges who after the 

completion of enquiry submitted his charge sheet holding 

that the charge was proved. The disc ipi mary author ity 

i.e • the commandant inflicted the punishment of removal 

Contd ...... 4/- 
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-. 	from service by order dated 24th July 1999. 

Copies of the enquiry report and the 

penalty are annexed as annexUe 	as 

'A and 'B' to this applicat ion. 

	

4.3 	That the applicant being aggrieved preferred 

an appeal before the Deputy Inspector General. CISF (MHA) 

against the punishment of removal from service stating 

various grounds on which the order of penalty •  was 

assailed. The applicant stated there in that due to a 

personal enmity the charge was Am levelled against me. 

He did not possess alleged excess amount of Rs.100/- 

nor was it recovered from him. In fact Shri S.K.Trivedi, 

Asstt. Commandant/Plant assaulted him in a closed room 

and obtained his signature in a blank paper which was 

converted into the alleged confessionil statement. The 

alleged confessional statement is written not in his 

hand writing. The search and seizure was illegal. Moreover 

the entire enquiry was vitiated because of the influence 

exerted on the Enqu iry Of f ice r and all the PSs by the 

Asstt. Commandant Shri S.K. Trivedi who was the complainant, 

by remaining Physically present when the PWs were examined 

and cross examined. 

	

4.4 	That the appellate authority i.e.' the Deputy 

Inspector General, CISF, Considering the gravity of the 

allegation/charge brought agaiBt the applicant and the 

nature of punishment imposed on him came to the finding 

that the punishment was disproportionate to the gravity 

Contd ....... 5/- 
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of offence • The punishment of removal from service 

was therefore reduced by him by order dated 17-11 -99 

to reduction of pay of the applicant by one stage from 

I.3275/- to Rs.3200 for,a period of om year without 

comulative effect. The applicant was according directed 

to be re instated in service • But the intervening period 

from the date of removal from service to the date of ,  

re instatement was proposed to be regularised as 

'Dies- Non ' giving the applicant an opportunity to 

represent against such proposal. However the applicant's 

prayed invoking the provision of F R 17k for 

treating the period of absence aforesaid, as on duty 

for all purposes was rejected by order dated 28-12-99. 

tz~ 

Copies of the appeal petition , the 

appellate order dated 17-11-99 and 

order dated 28-12-99 are annexed as 

Annexure - 'C', 'D' and 'E' to th is 

application respectively. 

4.5 	That the applicant being aggre ived preferred 

a revision petition before the. Inspector General CISF 

Head Quarters (SWS) on 12-4-2000 • Now. this revising 

authority by the impugned order dated 1st May 2001 has 

proposed to enhance the penalty to Removal from service' 

on the plea that the appellate authority has taken a 

lenient view without adequate justification on 

records. 

Copies of the revision petition and 

the order of the Revising authority are 

annexed as anrexure-F & G to this appli- 

cation respectively. 
Contd . ... . 6/- 

¼ 
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4.6 That the applicant states that the allegation of 

gross indiscipline and misconduct. levelled against 

him for allegail violation of office order 

No .E-42024/C 1SF/DC (F) / 20/94-01 dated 8-7-94 dee s 

not have any statutory force. A perueal of the 

contents fm of the said order would show that the 

same is issued with a view only to discourage the 

CISF personnel to keep excess money for incidental 

expenses during duty hours. 

In the instant case in the absence Of a 

charge of accepting illegal gratification even assuming 

there was violation of the officer order dt.8-7-94 

by the applicant, it can not be said that there was 

gross indiscipline and misconduct so as to justify 

the major penalty of dismissal from service. 

A copy of the office order dated 

8-7-94 is annexed as Annexure- H to 

this application. 

5. Grounds for relief with lega1 provisions : 

• (a) For that the impugned order is bad in law and 

therefore not oustainable in as much as the findings 

recorded in the impugned order dated 1-5-2001 that 

the Appellate Authority has taken a licrient view 

without adequate just if icat ion and that the 

modification of punishment does not appear to be 

commensmate, are absolutely baseless, unfair and 

unreasonable. The Appellate Authority on careful 

Contd........ .7/- 
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cons iderat ion of the, gravity of offence came to a 

specific finding that the punishment imposed was 

disproportionate as such there is no question of 

taking a lenient view by the Appellate. Authority. 

For that even assuming but not admitting that the 

allegation of possession of money (i.e. Rs.110/- ) 

in excess of the declared amount of money (of'R.10/-

has been proved a major punishment of removal from 

service would be shockingly disproportionate because 

there is no allegation of accepting illegal grati-

f ic at ion and re gard ing the alleged c onfe s s ion 

except the complainant i.e. P W 2 non of the .F1s 

who were present in the place of occurence stated 

anything about the confession by the applicant. As 

such the punishment of removal from service is 

excessive, arbitrary and shockingly disproportionate. 

The Appellate Authority has rightly modified the 

penalty. 

For that the Office Order dated 8-7-1994 does not 

have any statutory force and aimed at disouraging 

CISF Personrl from keeping excess money during 

duty hours and in the absence of a charge of 

accepting illegal gratification the. alleged violation 

of the' said 0f1 ice order could not be construed as 

gross indiscipline and misconduct justifying the 

major penalty of dismissal from service. 

(ci) For that in the facts . and circumstances of the case 

Contd ......8/- 
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the intervening period from that date of removal 

from service to the date of re instatement could 

not be treated as Dies- Non and the applicant is 

entitled to have this period as on duly for practical 

purposes of his service. 

(e) For that ti 

Industrial 

unfattered 

authority 

Article 14 

liable to 

e provisions of rule 49 of the Central 

Security Force Rules, 1969 which gives 

and excessive power to the revising 

is ultra vires the provisions of 

of the Constitution of India and therefore 

be struck down. 

(f) Details of remedies exhousted: 

The applicant could not file any representation 

against the proposed enhancement of punishment appre-

hend ing that he would be removed from se lv ice 

resulting in deprivation of his means of livelihood. 

Matters filed in any other court. 

No application or petition has been filed before 

any other court. 

Relief Sought : 

It is prayed that the impugned order show cause 

notice dated 1-5-2001 may be set aside and 

quashed ; 

the intervening period of the applicants service 

between the removal from service and the date 

Contd...... ..9/- 
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of 	reinstatement 	may be 	directed 	to be treated - 

as 	on duty f or all 	purposes 	of his service 
; 

(c) the 	provisions 	of rule. 	49 of the 	CISF 	Rules, 

- 1969 	conferring 	power 	to enhance 	punishment 

may 	be 	declared 	as 	ultra vires 	the Corstitu 

tion 	of India 	and the 	same 	may be 	struc down ; 

() 
the 	applicant 	may be granted 	any 	other reliefs 

he 	is entitled to 	under 	the law. 

81 Interim Relief : 

Further proceedings 	pursuant 	to the 	impugned show 

cause notice 	dated 	1st 	May 2001 	issued 	by the 

• 
Inspector General/SWS, CISF, (M H A), may be stayed 

• 	
. till 	the disposal of this application. 

• 	 9. Particulars 	of the Postal Order: 

IPG No. 6 G 	792635 

Date 	 : 	23-5-2001 

• Issued 	from 	: 	Director General Posts. • 	. 

Payable at; 	 Guwahati. 

10. List of enclosures : 

1 • AnIXUre 	- A 

2.Annexure 	-B 

• 	 • 	 • 
Annexure 	- C 

Annexure 	- D 

Annexuré 	- E 

6.Annexure 	-F 
• 7.Annexure 	-G 

8. Annexure. 	- H 

VrificatiOfl.....10/ * 
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V E R I F I C A T ION 

I, Shri Jayanta Kumar Sàhu , aged about 29 years 

51°. Late Jadunath Sahu, resident of Konwarpur Gohain 

Gaon, P.O. - Konwarpur, Dist.- Sibsagar, Assam, do hereby 

veify that the statements in paragraphs 

•..........•••••••• 	are true to my knowledge and 

belief and those made in paragraphs 

. are true to my information based on 

records and the rest are my humble submission and 

I sign this verification on . . . 	day of ....' 

May 2001 at Guwahati. 
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AY 
CENTRMJ flUhJSTRIJ4 63CUFaTy )iOIE ' . 	.• 

fMiIST11Y OF JIQ 	R) 

S 	 : PLAft,' 
VIEP.4NX.. 31(&.Z). 

/ 

NO.fr15rj 14/VP/AD.I /4aj.1/R/99/ 
1'T* 

cJ1 JUNE'99 
;fJ 

F1OJUJDU)! 

- 

ubj eat: k I'LIj$ UZy OF LNQUIRT RBT OF TE E,O. : R 

Rererence charge memo ranthnn No.V-150 14/Maj- /Diao/JK/y'/ 
9W16 datec1.4,'2.99. 

The 

 

ropi .o;t of the En quiry Officer is eno1oso44 The 
D1eoipliayitiod.ty will take  a øitable dooiøiou ftor 
oieidernthe z'eport' If you wi&i to make any roireoentation 
ol ubmieeiàn, J/eprf, you may do so in writing. to the. Diaoiplinary 
althority withtn 15 daya of receipt of thi3 lettez',, 

3, 	Thie letter &iould be acIcaowleded by 

ls*- Copy of enquiry rot 	 -- 
oontainng lwses 01 to 1. 	COM&D}IT' 	 • . 

/
Conetable, 	Through Coy. Commnder, 'B' Coy. 

alioo, 	 in duplicate for service and 
CI3F Uzilt, VSP, Viza.g. 	: .retui'n thó ack4'. cópy'tQ"thie. 

office 

.5 	
5.. 

.5 
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s1IWTI3 0, DPA ITà1 Ø4UII! AiD YIiDIJ8 07 TU 	
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S1i41i OF 01M UJIT TSP, UXAT 	
U 	! cX31 io.922299113 

TqP ATXL)63i'(A- ]P-&jX 

	

. 	 I 

I t  CXS7 io.7632000l1 	
was ippointld 	enquiZY 

viLØ Oo*aflda, c131 Unit TSP, 
fl$$k&P$t8* letter io.T_15014/TSI'// 

aaiJ/99293 dat*d .21.04.99, to enqu i/ 	
iry in to the article of charge 

frsn againet Jo.922299113 0onat.J.L.81* of 
cmr Unit iSP, yis.khspat*& 

od 	

3t 

yi&e charge i.*tM 	
d.&ted 04.02.99. 

or C&&1+ 

U An act of groaa india p1.l and gia.oanduct on th. part of 

10.922299113 Qon8t.J.1.3*Im of dSP Unit 
TSP Tisak*P asa on 27. 01.99. 

duxini auxpriac ohsckinC of 3hri S.LTriVedt astt.001*fl*t on 27.01.99 

at about laOOhrs* in that Cofl$t.blC J.X.SaboQ was fouM in po.aeiOfl of 

ia. I jO/_(Rupeee oz Jun4ed sn only) ag&tnat the d.C3&?ed szu.t of Ri. 10/-

in 
the ron•7 declaration regiater aalnt&inSt in the iaas 

500tioA,CISP Unit*  

yi0l&tiofl of Offlos oztsZ J.i-42024/CI8h/(I')/ 
y3p,Tisakh&p&tfl&*.Tt is in  

20/94601 datt oø.07.94. Qa being questioned abot the foun4 .x0 s* , nonsy 

Coztnt, jJ..Sahoo confessed that he 
.cc.pt.d is. 100/- fro* Con.tr&ftr as 

alegal gratiioaU01. Ir issuing passss. 

The case ri]. 'A' OOUtLtfli page 1 tV 23+5 sM 'I file oonta'ng page 

I to 33 was reosiied on 24.04.99 
frol disdplinar7 authority. After going through 

the case fil it was learnt that a charge 
JIe.orantu* jo.T_15014/ibJ./l)i1*/ 

,1/TSP/99-18 dated 04.02.99 was •ent to the charged 0ffisiel through 

pass .etio and it was raasiYed by the charged 0fficil Jo.922299113 Conat. 

J.L.Sah*e subnitt& ain written stats*ent of defence and pleaded 
not guilty 

of the ch.xlea. Tb. diICiP1inX1 authrit1 apl3oi*ted Iatp/Xe. TL$ha' 
dt.d 

a •flqLiI1 Offioe yide order, N
o.Y15014/TS7/ 11/Mj 	9913%  

t enquire in to the artials of charges frw.d agaiflet charged ffio 
22.O2.9

ial  

Conat.NO.922299153 at.JJ.'° 	
lnap/*xe.T.L.ar. F.O. gnt an 

enquiry noties to Conat. J.L.SaheO, charged offi 
	M cial  a PW'i vids notice 

dated 25.02.99 fining the date of 

,.niiry on 04.03.99 &t 1000 h1. 
at k.P.Gate QIsP Unit VsP yieakh*P*tfl-

The date of enquiZ1 was ehagod by 
LO. from 04.03.99 tu i1.03.99° to 

ad.aiXXt5trati'C r6asOn vide 3n.qUiZ7 OttC 

'D'C07/544 dated .03.99. n 11.03.99 all W'* 
appeared before the LO0 

but the ohargad 0ffiaial did not appear fur depOsing 
evidence for which the 

•tatea.ntS of pS could not be recorded. 

- - 



A4a on 12.03.99 aioth.r enquiry loUis was sent to charged official 

t.J,I.aahoo and all iv'. to appeaz for Inquiry on 16.03.99 at 1000hz.. 

/ 	 P.JGats. The C1arg.d Official and all U's appeared for the enquiry 

s 16.03.99.Th. Jjuquia Officer recorded the firhet plea Of the charged 

.tfici.1 and r.oeiv.d an .pplioation with  con.snt l.tt.r of the dfsnos 

assistant, HO/GD 0,Tenkatschalea of 0181 Unit DCC Dank=i fVM the oharg.d 

official. The  1.08 fixed the n.zt dati of saquiry at 1000hz.. on 25.03.99 a-d 

nt 1qtI 1otia. to Ooiiat. J,IJAOO, GhaZ'SId official , all ths We 

defence asiitant IC/GD O.T.nkatachall.* of 013, unit DCC Da vbiLi(W.l.). 

siac., In.Wzz..VJ.8 bards was detailed to proceed on r.inforre*t duty 

to omi Unit 310 C.atzs, Slid EC.Du, Insi/z.. was appoi*t.& to 	x*X 

qurty in to the sbazgss vida ordar Jo.Yu.15014/V6I/iIaJ/JZ3/93.2118 

dated 25.03.99. In.WHzs.B.CiDas, issued 1nqULX7 IoU.. Io.CIa1/Y8P/tJ/ 

44ri/'3'Coy/99s.339 dated 27.03999 to charged official, all Wa and 

L. 	 ØtSnOe aini.tant ac/on G.Tsnkataohalatz±axz tising the date of BKdry 

e* 30.03099 at 1000hz.. at P.P,Gat. 8inos, d*fs*oo assistant En/GD 
4.Y.nkatsehalaa did not appear for the inquiry, the 1.0, tizsd the nszt date 

of pazry enquiry on 19.04.99 after 6Qoraimg the chiirged official. Jtrtb..r 

the LO. iinforo4 the all concerned wide Zsquix7 lotus Io.V61$0141 V32/L0./ 
a/JL3/''Qoy/9...26W/ dated 10.04.99 that the oharg.4 official Omit 

J.L.Baboo is proceeding on 15 d.ayo CL and the nszt dats of enquiry will be 

1ntinatd. The 1.00 Subnttt.4 an applioatiozl to Zdao1pltsg Authority 

zpr.i.i*g his inability to conduct dsp.rtsnta1 sui on health ground. 

I was appsint4 as Inquiry Officer in placs of In'u il.C.Daa by the 

diacipUáary authority rid. Coinan&att, CIT Uuit TP YisAkb&tpatnLs lItt.a 

lo.s'150i4/T2/4AdI11L.4.Z/JXi/99-29J5 dated  21.0,99.  On 3.5.9991 issued 

inquiry lotus to chmrg.d  official Conetj.L$ahoo,aU We and defence 

oonael E/C(GD) G,Ysnkatachalaa to appear for enquiry on 11.5.99 at 1000hz.. 

at '.WartIZ laatet 3toz.,CI7 Unit 9 3P.Tisakbapatfla* Tide SAquLZ7 lotus b 

Y-15014Ja187/T8?/0/KJr4/9927 dated 3.5.99 with the Instruction that the 

nquiry Lii be conducted on day to day basis. On 17.5.99,t sharged official 

Conatabl J. K.8 aboo,kiia defence ooas.l H/C(OD)G. Te*ataohaJa*, P..II Inspector 

(ze) D.Ôraon and P.III E/C(QD) AJ.k.o app.ar.4 for the Luq*dry in gj 

ator.. The charged official .ubaittsd an application to the 1.0 to conduct 

the entire Inquiry proceeding. in £ngl.ish. I r.00rded the first plea if the 

charged Official on 17.5.99 and also reooz'ded .tatin.nt of P,W.II map/Er 

,0raoA in pr.ascs of tbs oharjsd official and bin definol oounael H/C(GD) 

G.Tenkat&ohalaa. The P,W.II Was cross exaninid by the d.fenoi counsil of the 

charged official. P.i.II Insp.otor/. D,Oraon was askid sos alarLfing 

quastion by the 1.0. H/C (GD) Gjsnkataohala.s given in writting a c.rtlfi-

-Mt@ that he Is not a preottaing ..dyooati and has no more than two caass in 

band including this oss.. no £flqidr7 was fix•d at 1000hz. on 189549 at 
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tñ. ,sse place. a 805.99 all the party including chsied •ffiaial ,D.fsao 

aoun1j5l PA-Ill 11/C (GD) LJ.Rao and P.W.%T Constable lobin Luzsr 
appeared 

at 1000hrr for the Enquiry. The stat.sant of E/C(GD) X.J. Rao and Conat. Robin 

Kuaar were r.aord.d. The defence coun.a.l EC(GD) G.T.nkataohale5 ozos. &za.ns 

p.W.III & P.V-5 and also rs-exa*insd P.W-III after exanination by the LO. 

The charged Official stated to postponed ths enquiry as his defence aouna.l 

has got soLe appoints.nt as defence assistant in sos* other cass at 0137 Unit, 

apL,Tiag on 22.5.999 The charged. Official,dsfezies coun8.1,P.V-I and P.V-IV 

were inforMed vito enquiry Notice NQ.T_15015/CISY/TSP/EO/J(JJ13/9932 dated 

22.5.99 to attend the gnquir7 on 24.5.99 at 1000hz. at 4,.8tore. Accord-

_ingly the charged official, Dt,ft,nce counsel, 11/ C(GD) G.Teukatachala* an4P. V-IT 

Constable D.G.Rao appeared for the &nquiry on 24.5.99. Stat.s.nts of bonatabi. 

D.G.ko was recorded in presence of the charged official and his defence 

counsel ,/c(G) G.TenkatachsJaa. B/C(Gp) G.ysnkataabalas cross exainod conat 

-able D.Q.R.ao • 	On 25.5.99 the statensnt of P.V.I Aii.tt.Co1&m*fldaUt 3.L. 

Triv.d.i was rocorded in presence of charged official .onat.J.LBahoo and 11/C 

() 11.T.nkatachalaia. The defoace counsel 11/C(GD)G.Y.flk*t*Ohalaa cross 

exsniued P.W.I Aatt.aandaflt 3.. Trivedi on behalf of the charg.4 official. 

P't I S J. Trivedi ,Lett, Cowtandant .xbibi ted Offi. as order dated 08.07994 a. 

xhibit-I and seisure Kom as ExbibitII on which the asised currency Joti 

maborm and d,no.n.atiezis were written by Inapsctor/Exe.D.Or&ofl during asisur. 

on 27.1.99. The charged Official refused to sign on the seisuro Xemo as well 

as the envelop in which the seized notes of &a.110/- Ms kept during s.isuxs 

on 27.1.99. The .nvlop was opened in presence of PW.I A.stt.00MWdent S.L 

Triy,4.i,Dafeace counsel E/C(GD)G.Yeflkatachalafl by the LO as PW.I statod to 

1xhibit tha.siuró sane and our.ncy notes and shown to the aharged official 

oonat.Jd.SahoO. P.ipI also exhibited the confession .tateaeflt of the charged 

official dated 27.1.99 as exhibit-Ill. 

GIST QF-T11A 5TATI&SMOF 7iOSECUTIOI WIT 	E$i. 

AZTT. CQM1(ANANT S ,I,TR.ITEDI (Pv—l)j 

Asatt.OQaaandaflt S.L.Triy.di deposed in his stateniant on 25.05.99 that 

on 2701.99 approxiMatelY at 1800hra. he vigited pass seotion and directed 

Insp/Ex..D,OrLU In-Charge of Pass 3.otion CIa? Unit TSP flsh.patflaL to search 

the staff working in 7w Section i... BC/GD LJ.R.c, Conet.J.LSahOo, Const. 

Rabin Luar and Cons tD.G. Ran. insp/l D.Ora.n searched the pockets and found 

Be. 1 lo/-(Rnpp.s one hundred Ten only) from the pocketaf of Conat.J.LSahoo. 

N-) 
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A asajre aaonnt was recovered fron the other staff, 4sgtt.O*aandant 

8.LTriyedi directed Insp/z..D.Oran to bring the moni7 doolaratics  

register. From the noneY<4e3laration reginter it was found that Conste 
j,Ljaho has 	 pocket vaouht as &s,IO/. (znp... Ten only). 
Uter obeaking the nonay declaration register it us found that there 

Was an excess ancint of Rs.100/-(Rapasa Ono hundred only) in the pocket 
of Const. Jjjshoo which was in violation of the offios order 1o.142024/ 

c137/Dc(P)/20/94,'601 dated 08.07.949 PW-i exhibited the Offios Order as 
exhibit-i to PW.1. On asking by Asstt.Ccadt. to Coast. J.L.Sahoo apart 
the ezee noasy, Coast. J.Z.Scboo confessed that km aosept.4 aony from 
coas Contractor, for nsnelzzatx asking and issuing passes. Then the 

ancmt of L5.110/- recovered froa the pocket of Con.t.J.L,8ahos was seined 
by InsWs.D.oran In aharg. of Pans 8ietton and kept in a 8s1e4 cover. 
PV'l Matt.CondtJ.Z,Trjyedj exhibited the 	 aot.* after opening 
the scaled cover in presence of 	Ioffidal whisk was as undsrs-. 

Jifty &pe Note - On. Currency Zo.7aO9542 
10(Tsn)p lote - 8iz Curr.ncy Jo.86*.844740 

o. 77Z-7J42 
10.4J&..27369 
i.754684 
309JOi-02010 
3684479 

to PW.-I) 

There after he directed InsWL -D.Qran, 13b.Q1axge of Pass 8e94on 
to tak, the atatoasnt fron Const.J.L.8 skea. Insilj I).Oran 	.e(i 

atateant of Const.J.X.Sahoo,Ze produced the stAtement of COnst.Jjjakeo 
an 314II to PiI which vu avai1bls in the seAs ill.. AeAttUoMt8L. 
Tiv4j further directed Xnmp/mze.D.Oran to take the statement, of the 
other staff whose pockets have ben searched && to sake a G.D.Utry. 
lie inforsed *ka*x the sitter to Coassadent, CLU Unit yp fllrhppataa* 

and forwarded a report to the Commiñdant on 28.01.99. 

Inep/xe.D.Oran deposed in his atateasni that he was detailed as 
Is-Charge 29  Pass  3*GUQ4 Q! Unit p T1ukhapata.a on 21.01.99 at about 

he vie ordered by Aaatt.Ooadt. 3.L.Trived.i to call all the C187 
otaff of Pass 8estion. He called lic/GD LJ.Rao, SUMIM Const.J.L,Sahoo, 
Censt.D.Q.liao and Conat,Robin Kumar in front of As.tt.CoMt.3.L,Triy.di. 

On th. verbal order of LasttCoadt.S.L.Triv.di he carried out checking 
ef Pass Section cizi I2 staff and found la.iiO/- from the possessLon of 

Cèntd.. .P/-5 
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constJ,Sbos hiô hav bsan floticed by all oth.r itaff of Pass 

Section print inolndin Aatt. C 144LTriY.di. on aony d.claZation 

register Cont.J.LJaheO has declared on b.10/.u&s his pocket money. 

But R.11O/-(R1I1JiS$ One hundred Ten only) was recovered from his possession 

ttur1ng ii*ZGh by his. He bad xkaax-**-,xtaknm=* 	a isiiur• li.t of 

the noney after taking the itatssent of Congt.J.LSahoo. Es ha4 takea the 

etat.m.nt of EO/GD LJ.ko, Consto llobin Kumar and Conat. D.G.ao and *ade 

a G.D.Xntr7 at Plant Control ken at CISI Unit T3P fls*bhpatna*. OR 

23.01.99 he subsitted the report to Aaatt.CoMt. for furthsr action. On 

a clarifying question by the L0.,P-II etatid that the detailø of the 

incideat was recoit by his luidiatelj at tir the incident at 1955hrs. 

on 27.01.99 on General ahM diary and he exhibited the sans as exhibit -I 

toPII, 

CIZJ lo.003390089 NC/GD LJ.Rao d.posed in his stateMnt that on 

27.01.99 at about teOOh.rs Lsstt.OoMt. 8.Tzivedi arriw& in Pass Section 

and stood for 2/3 siuttis near Jass issue Counter. 	tt.Coadt. .ak.d his 

sb,*t Insp/Th D.Oral of Pass øootion. On the direction of irnrntt.CoMt.(JSs.) 

NC/GD LJ.Rao cl1ed map/N D.QXan from his office, âastt.CoMt. directed 

Inapil D.Oraa to call the Pass 8.øtion staff .5*1 after all the ClEf Staff 

of Pats 3ectioa reached infront of his, he ordered Insilj  D.Ora* to 

then. map/B D.Oran oarried out searching and found Za.110/ from Conat. 

J.LSaheo. map/a D.Or.* took Con.st.J.L,SabOO to his office 	oitgsith 

Astt.CP4t. S.Ltriv.di. Other staff of Pass aection vent to thur 

respective counters* after ti. 15/20 aimtes Ins7ji D.Or'n ease to Pass 	
' 

Section and called all the staff to cow to his offios roon. le &sked all 

to give their wzitten etatesent àtth. sonsy reoov.r.& from Const. 

J.L,80b.o, NC/GD X.J. ' Roo jars his stateneat in Nngl.ioh. 	4*'ss 

sxazisation by the. &•tesoe counsel NC/GDG.T,ataohala* PV-I1I RC/GD LJ.Rao 

stated t}t Las ttOosat. (Pass) directed PW-.LI to sent out all the contractors 

and cloàe the door of Pass Sooties. In anaver to the clarifying 

pi.ation asked by LO,PW-III replied that 45.tt0oMt. did not looked the 

door of Pass Section aM oonfiied the charged official. 
K:) 

04, 9TATIMM 07 9032 D.Q.&O PW-IY 

CIS? No.884523358 Conat.D.G.Eao of Pass Sectiofl deposed in his 

statesent that at about 1800hr.. on 27.01.99 Lastt.0olidt.3.L,T1ivdi 

case to Pcaa Section and directed map/N D.Oran to close all the CI37 

Contd. 9. 0 
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etaff of Peas Sootion. 40 dirooted Inap/D.Oran to a.arah pockete of Pus 

SUon dUty itaff. heoordi17 Inap/l D,Or&n oh.oked pockedts of all the 

C131 8taff present and working in Pass 8otion and found Ea.110/- (kup... 

One )nuidrod an Ten only) from the possession of Conet. J.LJahio. Insp/ 

D.QXUL took the atetomente of pass section OIaP staff in writing. In 

anoWw to the qu.stions during cross .u*ination Pws.1T replied that the 

search of persena were carried out by  Inspy/1 D.Orsn at the open bill of 

Peas Section. Es heard mop/B D.Oran saying to Att.QoMt. 8 0 14TriV.di 

that a sum of .kg.110/.. was recovered from Oox,t. Jj3ahoo after •ereh. 

d1S1  11 29!1 ROBJJU XAL 

CI87 No . 942294055 Cwaat.Bcbin Lunar stated that on 27.01.99 at about 

180bra. Conot,Djj,ao inforied lila that Autt. Coedt. (less) 
' calling 

all the Q137 it*ff of Pass S ection, He and all other staff ciie indds 

ti ruon. Lsett.CoMt. sent all the Oontraotora Out  from Pass.8.otion 

a$ close the door when Qonet. Robin Lunar sans to £iipstt. 00Mt. (Pass) 

he saw all the staff pf  of Paso 800ton were standing infront of bin. 

Iunilrxe,D,0ran ealTied out searob to all the 0181 staff of Paaa I  ø.otion 

atit found Ri.110/w from Coast. J.L.3#o.. Other 0137 •taff of Pass 8.ction 

h1 not more noney than the noncy Oolare& by then on aon.y ds,el&retion register. 

T1tro after he g&e his staten.nt rogarting the inoident. During *D OXOBI 

w.aiaation P*-
T Coast. Robin Lwaaz ropld that he had not seen who had clo*d. 

tj~ffi door of Pm 8eetien. After search , the nonsy ,  wag counted in his prsaencs 

to which he has seen Es. 110/.. recovered from Coast. J.I.saboo. While the defence 

coneel repeatedly qucetioned hin about the noney recovered from Coast. 

J,LSahoo and its  dnosinations in oubsooueat qusstione 2I-'T Conat. Robi* 

ar ezplen.d in details stating that ona R8.50/s. lot, and 8tx 10/—(T.n) 

Ropse note was .roaovered from the charge offioiil during s,areh by Irsp/l 

D 0 Oran. He also replied that nothiug about Ia..hns.sn action or coap.11ing 

the charge offioiil to give , hia statezaent by Aeott..Ooidt. Pass Seation 

hppcnded in his prasenco in Peso Section. 

7/ 



- 

) 	0.922299113 Gat. J.LSaho 	czai Ut mp yiaaichapstns* was 

vauftna in cxsr Pae Section einoe January 1999 and on 27.01.99 he was 

ea2trustod in eg and iscuing Pesa.s to the Contractors. On 27.01.99 poekst 

zds to the duty staff of Pass 800tion mom _ir%( Conat. JJ.Baho 

by mop/S D,Oraqv  Pass 8.ctic* In-Coxge on the direction of Aactt. Ø0atsn 

(paaø) .K.?riveti. The charged official furthsi stated that PWoII Inap/ 
D.Oran had taken bic stgnaturs on a white paper. On asking the charge offioial 
as to why he bas given WMA his sic"turt on a plain paper, he replied that 

him life was in dancer and ho pat his In .igzatzre in a plain paper* OIL 
frtbcr questLoz as to vtq he baa not reported the asttu to Ut CoIMknt, 
charged official replied. that he has tuforeod all the facts in hig rsply to 
charge Menoraidun nubidtted en 14.02,99. Ybil. the 5.0. asked the charged 
•ffiil 	.wby to he has not reported this incident i.diat*1y to the Unit 
CoaMant, he replied that it knz his wish and will that when he will 
iuforwdzz the CoaaaMant. as itated that ozcs ft*nW was not rsooy.re4 from 
big pocket. In hi., dcteax writt.n tstanoe 1t4tseant the oharged ffieial 
tnt.4 that he  and hig defence iw..w* o*n.sl Jtc/GD G.YOmkstaCb.len appuM 

before 5.0. on 17.0549 to conduct of the an quiz7 proceddiugs is respond to the 
.nquiry Iotice Leaned by the 5.0. The stateasat of PV-lI map/i D.Oraa was 
rocore4s4 a4 the chafted •tfid.l MILM,  allowed. to areaa .zàaJ.a. to PW-II 
map/s D.Ozan. There after the charged. offici*1 .t&i4 in hi. statesnt that 
map/s D.Oran' Pw-U cardd out ef search of body of the charged officiml as 
par the tiz.otioa of PV.X Aeatt.OoMt, 8.Kjrivedi. Is has stated *katzu in 
big written statesent' that as per ctsi ct 1968 aM miss 1969 no authority 
in onpowed to' carry ant pk'qstcal seareh of the 0ovt. servant .zOept section 
46 of cr.p,c. end the provision of Section 47 shows that the assroh should be 
aMa iufront of two reapeotAbis ciViliEn pirsoas to which PW..II map/i D.Oran 
did not fellow during soarok and acted beyoad the tru, work of al.., under 
the atre of pi.I. PV-II In ap/ D.Oran ii not rn concerned tbk$xgM with 
the oharge4 IcaorMu,ha5 not pro4ue any dooneantry .vbd.nce in support of his 
otatenent. 	ixi insp/A D.Oran crossed the door of Peas Scotion and obtained 
the niaturo of charged. offi@JaI L on, a faloo statenint prepared by his confining 
the charged ,ffiial in nido the roon. All the staff of Peas Section prepared 
their etatoeM and subnitt.4 to Ph-LI. It MWEe that the ohatg.d official 
was not allowed to give atatenant of his ot. iapl..y to qucatton 5.o6 by PwII 
is adidtted the fact 	 reply to qunction 16.07 is supported statenent 
of W-II • An per the confassion etatenent given by the charged official as 
ahown in article of cbzgo, eonat.J.LSaboo confessed that he aaa.pted conoy 
froa o ntraatorgP-IX neither produced anr doauiient nor .tatd in p.r.on 

aoxitd. Pegs- :' 



• 	, .-,.•..-, 	 -. 	
,•.-, 	 a 

• 	 ;_/_ 
- 	g0 has also statod in his written statement that P.1-I gstt.Comdant 

.I,Trivedi,in hi s  reply statd that at th,tim. of confusion the rena- 

-icing personnel were present but they have not indicated in their statement 

statement of ths charged official in spportof 

atcle of charge. The earlier stat.ant of the oharged official can not be 

as faot,aa the oonfinad statement d the okagid official do.s not 

bcac aq merit. PW-I Aaett.QoJamafld&flt 8.LTriv.di replied to question 50.3 

tbah he has not see n of  his  own eyes while the charged official taking 

money from the contractors and also .t&ted that question o-4 is not rels-

-vant. All the staff of passsection are sub-ordinate to Pd-I and he threat- 

-cued all the P.W's to deposed falee statement .gainst charged offioial,to 

which all the staff had acted accordingly. In absence of two respectable 

c.ttlian witness P.W-I statement is not aoo,ptable. P.W—I Asstt.Coandant 

'nsdi directed PW.II to oa7 out search while he u pr•seit th.r. 

along with all PIs of the case. He can do the search himself but he did not 

de for which it seems that the entir, report against the charged official 

is fabricated intentionally by P.Y-I. CIS? Lot And Rules not permit to carry 

body searoh of person except section 46 & 47 of code of oriainal procedure 

at the time of impleriantation of judioial direction. Tha action of p.w-i 

La not sustainable bofore the law, In absence of material evidence under We 

y of conduct Won 1964 -tbe articl, of charge is not established by the 

2w-I. !r/o(QD) E.J.&ao ,P.v-iii did not produce any_documentary ovidenoe 

in support_of his statement that the chag.d0 00.nf,esss&thxcugj 

a'nt and he has no knowledge about the allegation on the  charged offioial. 

ck 	 -99Conat.D.G.Rao,P.y-Iy&id±notatat. anything about the conies.- 

tou of the charged official. No did not prodnoe any documentary evidence 

it support of him statement. 

On 18-599 oonat. Robin Luzar appeared before the LO and deposed no-

thing lt the confession akasi the charged officiial.K. is also not - 

awarióf the allegation and did not produce any documentary evidence in 

ouppoet of his atatuant. Keno.,the article of ohargi is not eatabliahed 

either by doowisetary .videnoe or by the statsnt of any person. 

3AUT8 ADXITTZDs- 

Tb. charged Official admitted that he had taken 9a.10/-(Rup..4 Ten 

only) with him while he turned up for duties ksñ in his reply to the 

charge Memorandum dated 14.2.99. 

D7AL 

n excess amount of R,.100/- was recovered from the pocket of the oh-

-rg,d official conat.J.I.Sshoo which ih) in violation of Office order JoJ-

42024/CL3F/DC(P)/20/94/601 dated 06.07.94 and he confessed that he aooepted 

money from the oontraotore as illefal gratification for iascing pass... 
'I 
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Uter going through all the tat55 	given by the proi.ction 

witw oGag g  the exhibitg as well as the do,*MentWq evidence available in the 

case file the following facts came to light. 

CISP no.922299113 Conat,J.L.SabOG wan working in pass Section CISY 

S 

grit TSP yisakhapatnan since January1999. On 27.01499 he was entrusted with 

the dutios of making and issuing pasoso to the Contratora in Pass 8eotion. 

At about 1800hrs on 2791.99,Atsatt0 Bommandaut SJTrivedi Came to pass section 

and directed In0peoor/ 	D,Oran,imcbarge of pass section to ..arch all 

the constables and 'ead constable i,e, Constable Robin Luasr,Con.atable D.G.Rao 

Constable J,LSahoO and Eoad constable LJ.Rao. In.speator/s. D.Oraon oall.d 

all the staff of pass section who caae inZzont of Aastt.Co11dt 8.LTriv.di. 

P.bf-II Inspr.DOraOfl got the oontraotora/ivilians out fron the pane section 

on the direction of Aactt.Coundsnt j.Triv'edJ and abut the door. When 

Ixtpotor/. D.Oraon searched the pocket of constable Io,92229911 J.I.Sahoo 

of 	. i lo/-(anpees one hundred ten only) was recovered wbloh d.noainations 

are shown as w4er* 

jft3r Rppç 71tsi. Jo-7 M3095432 

Tea lupco 'ots mix 

771-473426 and JOJ-020120. 

(Totnl Rupees one .lmndred. ten only). 

Other staff were having sonoy as per their declaration in the soney dclazation 

Reastort  counter signed by inspector/I D.Ox'aon,in-chargo of pass woctio*. 

Conet. J0X,Sahoo had teoa.r,d hi8póakst aoney as Is. 1O/-(Rxtpsoe T•n only) which 

ho hns accepted in his reply to the  charge  Xamorandum dat*d 14i2.99. On perusal 

of the cEtract copy of page 1!o.14 of ozey declaration Register it in  also 

jtabUshe4 that couetj.K.Sahoo had brought Re.1O/(RapeOs ?.n only) as his 

pocket noncy while reporting fox' (tltieS on 27-1-99. During aearoh by .  Inapr. 

D,Oraon PV-II ,a mum of Rs.11O/- was recovered from th. pocket of constable 

J,LSehu against his pocket zoney of a.1O/- déalar.d by his in the *on.y 

declaration Rogister. P.W.IAOtt. 0O1*5&daflt S.I.Tr*v.di &ópo.ti in his state-

-gent that oonat.J.JL.Saboo was foud Rs.11O/- in his possession while checked 

by Inapeator/oxe.D.OraOfl. P.V.XIIaapeotOr D.Orsn ,in his state*t 	has 

stated that aonst.J.LSahoo was. found with Rs 9 11O/-(Rapeas One bandred. ten 

only) on his pocket during ssarohssdO by p..II.Sinzil&r stAtements are given 

by P.w-III E/C(aD) L.Y.R.ao ,P*-IT Conatable D.G.Rao end oonstable Robin Z1zar 

P. v-5 of this ease. P. v-i Lttt. Coasandant S .I.Txiv*di NxIdbited the isisurs 

list /th. Invelop containing £.110/- ehouing the curreuc7 ncte4s to the 

delinquent which was reaoverod on 27.1.99 during seareh as exbibit-Ii.Uho* 

gnquiry alIt car asked the delinquent to acknowledge the anne by puttin4c 

jLts 
aontd-psgo- Jr 
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Signature in seizure nsao as Well as  the •nv.lop in which th amount of  
va3 	cho,ing denominations and ourrenoy nnab.r.,the delinquent delibezately 
refused to cign on it ihich ha3 been recorded on the order sheet d.at•4 25.5.999 
Ac per the instuotions oontain4 

in Offioe Order Io.-42024/CI87/DQ(p)/20/94/601 
&ad 0*.07.94 every iflityidual will give declaration in the duty rsgist,r about 
th amount is hi posas.ion,, In the instant case Constable o.92229911 

being a nsnber of the  loree miasrabi,e faileg to comply with the aboy, 
hovn Office Order by posoetjng Ra.11Q/.. against his declared amount of Rs.10/.. 

in the money declaration regi.tàr, which was rsoovers4 from his pocket during 
noaroh ty PW-II Inap/o D.Oran, Irk-Chug. of Pa.g 8asti16 2w-I Autt,Cos4t, 
8.XTtiedj exhibited Office Oder &..42024/CI87/DC(p)/20//601 dat.d 08.07,99 
as exhibit-I in taken of proof. 

On being queationsg by 	tt.Coidt.3.r,Triv44i(pI) about p0asiing ixOess 
money with bin than the amount dsclax.d in the money declaration rogist.rth, 
de4.fnqi.nt oonfg4 that he had oolle.ted 1a.100/(Rupee. On& hundrid only) out c"! 	.h X/S boon Co. had given R4.201.. and rest of the amount was r•o.iyeij 
07 . dolinqaont from oth.r aospacjsg for making the pals... no aont.ssion 
stat.eautor the delinquent wag recorded by Inapr./gxe.D.Orsop. in Hindi on 270.99 
inse4t&tely aftàr recoy,ry of R8.110/- from the pocket of the d.linqu.nt.The 

eg r.adoyor to cons 
. 
t..T*103&hoo 

in Rindi who acknowledged and signed as 
ocrreot. During cross Examination 2w-li )napeotoz,/Ex.. D.Orson stated the above 
facts ii answer to question 96.6 put by the delinquent. A840. 00mandant 3.1. 
-tãi 	exhibited the atst.ent of the delinquent dated 27.1.99 an  
exhibit-Ui while deposing hi,, .tatam.nt, on.  a clarifying question to P.W-II 
lnspr/1 D.Oraon by £nquiry Oftic.r,he produced the extract copy of e.n.ral dia.q 
entry No.14 dnted 27.1.99 in wbtoh he had writt.nabout the confession of the 
delin quent *zk regarding his acceptanc, of Ra.100/- (Rup..g One hundred only) 
from the uontraotors for making passs. He haM also exhibited the sans as Rihibit -X to P.W-I. As such the f&t of accepting money from the oor*traatora as Illegal 
grtifioatjn and accepting hi3 guilty by giving stat.asnt in written on 27.149 
established that the delinquent is totally involved inthe 3as and charge nh.stid 
accordingly. 

Coast Wo.922299113 J,1,Sahoo with thshdp of his defeno. Counsel brout 
palM, roaMlng hk, honesty that ho was not seen taking money from the contractors 

and there was no any written oomplaint against the delinquent. As per the stateme-

-nta ano available dooumantcj it is et&blib,ed that Qoet. J.K,Sahoo was found 
ReiiO, is Re. 100/- 9 ZOess in  his pooecion dut*gaeareh by Inep/1 D.Oran on 27.01.99 
Na failed to produce any dofenoe witness or documents in support ofkk his defence 
that he Nan not having excess aoxnt of Ra.100/1. during search. 

Oontd,. . 
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1 .  

aUged P*4 &a rep1y to hi. ahargt( Xesorand= that Asstt.0ow4t. 

S 

S.K.Trivea fabz'ieated a false .  nasa due to pergonal .nzity. In reply to 

the sharge XaftrandAM and putting question NoeQ9 to PI, he also asked 

PX that $ oomfined that delinquent iLsida psas.Section Offiae and 

man hantlo ant obtained signature on a tale atat.aent i,hioh was xs,.Wbt 

recorded on 27.0*.99. IVLl replied the sane as totally false and the *ppiih 

of the delinquent neena to dilut, the ehargeg by blafling Ida Zuperior 

of ft sr. arinr ezazinatiozt at the dliuqueni by L O 	gta4 that  

FtIX has VAkM his SignatUZS in plain paper and in queation Io.09 during 

orosa ezanination to Fts-lp the dellnqont asked that his aignatro was 

taken on a false atftteaon* writtana by 1W-11 Z).Ora.n on 27.01.99. Yurther 

he has not produced any doouaerztarj evicienqe in support of his (gtøns 

or by any pran. Re Is izly critisiny the procedures quoting search proo . 
ed.are as 	4e0tiOa4647 Of C.P.Q. and 2üflt Of GISY Act 1968 and ClaP 

Rales 1969 regardi xg poss eei ng noney to a certain so wit ithi oh is uot 

rel event with this 

in visv of the above shown faot and paints discussed abovs 
jj 	tleebnt that in posaceeton of s.iiO/u..(&up.es One bztndred Ten 

only) againstAhe daelaret amount of Rs,10/" (Rupce. Tan on') in the nonsy .  

deolaration rea laW asintuinet in lace Bastion 0131 Unit :T3P Yinakhapatna* 

yiolatiag the offiee Order 1o.B.42024/CI3P/DC(P)/20/94/601 dated 06.07.94* 

ie corfesged that be aoepted i..lOo/ (one hundred only) frón the Oontra.. 

atore as Ulegel gratifieatioñfos issuing Passes* 

hi 

nidoring the above diseion, I find that article of charge 

levelled agoinet ohax, Offisia.1 no.922299113 øonat. Jjjáhoo of 'V Coy 
of 0181 Uuit YSP Ti skhapatna vide 0ándent, CIsPUUntt TSP Tiaakhspatnaa 

AxMvn 	T-15014/sj./ 	J/Y8?/99-16 dated 04.02.99 stands 'Proved" 

IasyoM doubt. 

( J.bi11.i113P/wh. ) 
jii na 

Cartified that the dep.rtontal en<uiry has been contucted in 
aceordanos witA the laid down kuX4 of CL51 uleg 1969. 

(J$wAIs) 
XNS PLA,I 	0flIC}& 
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OFFICE OF THE COMMANDANT - 

CENTRAL INDUSTRiAL SECUR U FORCE 
04NI2'rRY OF HOME AFFAIR2) 

Visakhapatziam Steel Plant - 	
Visskhpatn*m.fl (A.P) 

No.V45014NsP/Ad.ruMj.1Iyg. -( (f  ç 	 Datcd 	'/j July, 1999 

FINA.L ORDER 

No. 922299113 Coast J.K.. Sahu of CISF Unit, VSP, Visakhiqatham was 
charge sheeted under rule 34 of CISF Rules, 1969, vide charge memorandum 
No.V- 15014fMajfDj8C/JyfVSp/99/18 dà.ed 04-02-99 wherein the following 
charges were imputed against him:- 

ARTICLE OF CHARGE: 

An act of gross indiscipline and nusconduct on the 
part of No.922299113 Constable J.K. Sithii of -CISFUnit,VSp 
Visalthapalnam on 27.1.99 dwing siwpdse checking of Ski 
S.K.Tivedi, Asstt. Commandant-  on 27.1.99 at about 1800 hi-a; in 

- that Conat. J.K. Sahu was found in possession ofRB.110/-(Rupoea 
one hundred ten only) against the declared amount ofk*, 10/- in the 
money declaration register maintained in the pass section, CISF 
Unit, VSP Visakhapatnam. This is in violation of Office order 
No.E-42024/ CISF/DC(P)/20'/94.601 dated 8-7-94. On being 
questioned about the found excess money Conat. J.K.S -ahü 
confessed that he accepted Rs.100/- from Contractor as illegal 

• gratification for issuing passes". - 

02. 	He acknowledged the charge memorandum on 4-2-99 -and submitted his 
reply dated 14-2-99 to the Charge Memorandum pleading not guilty of the charge 

levelled against him. As such it was felt necessary to appoint an Enquuy Officer 

to enquire into the charge Accordingly Ski V KSharda maplE CISP Unit ,VSP, 

Visakhapatnam was appointed as Enquiry Officer vide Order dated 22-2-99. 

Since maplE V.KSharda, (Enquiry Officer) was detailed to proceed on re-
inforcemeut - duly to CISF Unit, SHAR Centre, Slid B.C.Das, Insp/E was 
appointed as Enquiry Officer in place of maplE -. LSharda vide order •  dated 25-

3-99. Again, since the maplE B.K. Das aubmitted an application stating his 

•pe.  
Lf1 
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inability to conduct the departmental enquiry d ue  to his sickness, Shri J.Swain, 

maplE, VSP, Visakhapalnatfl was appointed as Enquiry Officer vide order dated 

21-4-99 to enquire into the charge levelled against the (iuwged Official. The 

Enquiry Officer, after corupletiug the D:eparttnefltal EnqUirTY, submitted the Case 

file 'A' & 'B' alongwith his findings holding the Article of charge framed against 

the Charged Official as py4 To afford reasonable opportunity to the charged 

official, a copy of Enquiry Report was supplied to him vide letter dated 24-6-99. 

The charged official submitted his representation dated 10-7-99 against the 

Enquiry report 

3. 	
1 have carefully gone through the charge memorandifln, reply to charge 

memorandom, report of the enquiry officer, reply of the charged official against 

the enquiry report and other connected docu"ents held in the case file. I find 

that on 27-1-99, the charged official alongwith all other staff on duty at Pass 

Section were subjected to a special checking which was conducted on the 

instnictibns of AC/Plant S.KTrivedi(PW-1 herein). It is also afact that the PW-

1 did not perform the search on the duty personnel himself; but he ordered Sini 

D. Or-an, maplE, the Incharge of Pass Section ( PW-2 heretn) to do the search to 

ensure that no malpractice is indulged in by the duty persolmel in the pass section. 

During the searching, the charged official only was found inpossesaiofl of excess 

money to the time of Ra 100/- in addition to the money that he declared to have 

brought, while mounting on duty. From the extract of Money Declaration Register 

produced by the Prosecution side, it was confirmed that the charged official had 

declared only P.s.10/- in his possession while mounting on duty. It is 

corroborated from the statements of all th e  P.Ws that excess money of Rs.100/-

was recovered from the charged official during search by PW-2 in presence of 

PW-1 The statement given by Charged official on 27,1-99 (Exhiblt-31PW1 

herein) also shows that the charged official had collected those excess money of 

Ra 100/- from some firms' personnel for making the Passes Keeping excess 



3 -: 
vioLOfl of 

mooeY one's posbeBSiOIl while on duty by CF persol is a  

Offico Order dated 8-7-94 (Exhibit4fP'l herein). 
The very aim and puzport 

of the Order issued under Exhibit4I PW4 is to check 
and c'ub the malpraCtiCOS of 

king illegal gratiJ1cati0fl if 
any, uinongth° unit poraoflnøl who have to deal with 

ta  

different types 
of personnel such as employees, ontrct workers, 

Visitors and 

ith the Steel Plant Th 
others who have business w

e contention of the charged 

official during 
exwniflti0fl by the Enquiry officer 

that his 9iatUre was taken on 

awhiteP8he confined Roorn be 
constn0d 0 

more than an afterthought 
of the charged official to 

conceal the fact and avo id 

spo
nsibility for his misconduL since there is no hint whatsoever in the 

i there 
statementS of all the p.Ws about such confession under duress, nor 

	any 

evidence to çon.finfl this specioUS plea of the charged official. There appears no 

reasonable cause to implicate an innoccj person in such 
a grave offence (as 

claimed by the charged ot1cial) by taking his signatire in a white paper to 

fabricate his statemefli In his 
reply to charge meinorandt1, the 

charged official 

also made a plea that PW-1 (i.e., Shri S.K.Thvedi, AC) searched him, and there 

after, closed the room, arrested bini, kicked him, an4 beat him with shoes and 

muscle force etc. if 
ever such a thing other than the 8earch happened, the charged 

official does not explain 
as to why he failed to report about, it to the higher 

appears to have been 000cted as an after 
authorities. This allegation which  

thought, being un..eupported by any 
oral or docametY evidence does not have 

any real bearing on the essence of the 
charge being defended by the charged 

official, namely his possession of excesS money kring the searcK 

04. 	Like wise,  the contention of the charged official in ha reply that the 

charges are tidse and fabricated due to personal enmity is not sustainable for ,  want 

of any e'videflCc whatSOeV6 The reply to charge meniorandnm filed by the 
nst 

c harged 	official 	contains 	a 	set 	of wild 	allegi0US 	agai 

fficial could not at all subst tiMe in 
PW-1 which the charged o  

'p 



cow-se of the enquiry proceedings. The contention of the charged Official dw -ing 

examination by Enquiry officer that he siied in the white .per becaise his life 

was in danger is nothing but a pretext to conceal the real fact, as the charged 

official when asked by the Enquiry Officer as to why he had not informed the 

matter immediately after the incident stated in his reply to the enquiry officer that 

it was his will and wish when to repàrt the matter to the Unit Commander. The 

charged official in his reply to another question, stated that in the absence of the 

payee, the, excess amotrnt of Ra. 1001- in his possession does not arise, and that no 

P.Ws has seen him taking money from any one. It is a well known fact that no 

person will expose himself publicly while collecting money through illegal 

means. Keepng this in view, an Office Order dated 08-7-94 (Exhibit.IIPW-1) 

was notiiled to check and cw-b such illegal activities, ifany, indulged mby the 

Force PersonneL The said order categorically prohibited any CISF Personnel 

from keeping any money in excess of R.LI01- which was to be declared diring 

duty how-s. The plea of the charged official that the entire CISF Act; 1968 and 

CISF Rules, 1969 does not restrict any meml'w of the Force, as well as the 

charged official to keep more than RsJO/- itself shows that he pays scant regard 

towards aitierence to the lawful orders of the commanding officer who is 

responsible for the proper management and administration of the Force and for 

upholding high discipline and moral bearings of its members, towards which and 

Office Orders such as that dated 8.7.94 were issued. The charged official has 

convenieâtly glossed over the primary duty cast upon him wider Sec-lO (A) of the 

CISF Act which bound him to "promptly obey and execute all orders lawfully 

issued to him by his Superior anthority". 

5. 	The plea of the charged official in his written defence statement that the 

search o' the charged official was not conducted according to the provisions 

envisaged in Cr.PC is not acceptable. The charged official was searched in front 

of his colleagues who were marked as Pws-3,4 & 5 and in whose presence the 

3Y 
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excess money was recovered from his possession. The pleathat no authority is 

empowered to carry out the physical search of the Govt. Servant except under 

section 46 of Cr.PC is not applicable in the case of the petitioner who, being a 

member of the disciplined Armed Force of the Union, was searched by his 

superior authorities with a view to ensuring that no illegal activities undet the 

garment of the Force was taking place in the department The departmental action 

intended to implement the executive order stands distinctly justified in contrast to 

the provisions of Sec 46 of Cr.P.0 which has no applicability in this departmental 
case. 

6. 	In his representation against the enquiry report the charged official has 

alleged that the enquiry officer did not hold the enquiry in avery free and flit 

maimer, but the same was nowhere alleged by the charged official nor did he 

protest about any such aberration during the course of enquiry. Henâo there is no 

justification in his above plea. The contention of the charged official that the 

Prosecution Exhibit-3IPW-1 was supposed to be produced by PW-2 who 

recorded the same, but was produced by PW-1 and PW-2 did not produce any 

documentary evidence is not a matter of consequence relating to the fact in issue. 

What really matters is that the exhibit was a valid documentary piece of evidence 

produced in support of the allegation irrespective of who exhibited it. Moreover, 

since the very origin of all the incidents stenan€d from the order of PW-1 to 

PW-2 to check the duty personnel. at Pass Section, there isno irregularity in his 

having produced the document. I do not a&ee with the averment of the charged 

official that since the enquiry officer is a subordinate officer of the PW-1, the 

enquiry officer acted very partially in the entire proceedings and manipulated the 

enquiry minutes and also the plea that the enquiry officer is not having common 

knowledge to distinguish the contradictory fIcta. The enquiry officer has 

conducted the enquiry as per rules, with care and due regard to the principles of 

natural justice. He also discussed the defence case including cross examination at 



length before arriving at his conclusion .The other pleas brought out by the 
charged official do not Contain. ]y:neW fact to disprove the charge levelled 
against him. 

The charged official, was given sufficieg and reagojiable 

opporttmiy to defend the case. but he failed to produce any witness or evidence 
to disprove the che. The Lmdersigned, therefore, has no hesitation to we 
with the findings of the enquiry officer, which is based on incontroyejsjJe 
evidence. 

7. 	The plea of the charged official that the currency notes which are plosecution exhibits were produced by PW-1 instead of PW-2 dzig the enquiry, 
does not constitute any extenuating.evj0 in favour of the charged official in as 
much as the notes were in fact recovered from his po8sessi during search, and 
were the same as verified from the currency note manber. Likewise, the plea of 
iimocenceby the 

charged official on the gromd that no PW testified about any 
direct money transaction between 'the charged official and other part es can hardly 
be upheld by virlue of the fact that the excess sian ofR.1O0/. was indeed fotEid in 
his possession as 

against Rs.10/- declared by him, which is amply corrobocJed 
by the oral and documentaxy evidence tendered by the P.Wa, and which 
categoricaliy constituted conlraventjou of the office order dated 8-7-94. Th e  
question is not so much one of who paid what awn when to the charged official, 
but has to wWher and why and wherefore he was fowid in possession of Ra. 100/-
in excess of Rs.101- declared by hixn The fact of.his excess possession of 
Ra. 100/- and 

the Source thereof was admitted by him vide document (exhibit-
3/PW-1), azd the fact that it breached the IaWfiII order dated 8-7-94 is a matter of 
record, while the beholder can not but add, two and two together to indubitably 

conclude that the excess sian of Rs.1001- could not have been earned by the 

charged official except through the illegal means. Even on discàuiing the 

credibility of his retracted confession the wealth of oral and documentary 

evidence tendered by the prosecution case in controvertibly establish the essence 

of the charge as proved beyond doubt, as cOncluded by the Enquiry officer. 



1. 

4.it is the prime responsibility of every member of the Force to obey the 

lawful ordoru issued to him. But the charged official misenibly failed to ?b the 

lawful order in as much as he was found in 
posseSSiOfl of excess money in 

violat'Ofl of Office Order dated 8-7-94. It is çleaily 0stablished in the enquiry 

proceed18 that the charged official was found in possession of excess money of 

Rs.100/- in addition to his declared amount of Rs.1O/- in money decIaraiOfl 

register while mounting duty on the same day, in violation of Office order
.  dated 

8-7-94 which clearly shows that the charged official had indulged in illegal 

activities which amount to a grave breach of integrity and discipline which strikes 

at the very root of the charter of an Armed Force of the Union, entrusted with the 

onerous and noble task of providing industrial Security by , 
 prevefltiflS offences, 

and requiring the highest standerds of morality, integrity 
and loyalty. The 

indulgence of the charged official to the contrary has sadly taraished the good 

strengeflt and exempl 
image of Force besides calling for the 'most 	

arY penalty in 

public interest 

9. 	in  consideration of the above facts and circumstances of the case the 

under
signed holds the charged official .guilty.of the charge levelled against him. 

lie has committed a serious offence that is most pecomiflg of a Member of the 

Force. The CISF being an Armed Force 
of the  Union, the charged fficial'8 

conduct has to be considered in accordance with the dictates of a disciplined 

Armed Force. In such nature of conduct as established in this case, any lenient 
the 

view taken by the dicipliflY authority would be highly perniCiouS to  

maintenance of discipline and decorum in,thForce. The 
underign4 therefore, 

in exercise of powers conferred under Rule 29(A) and Schedule-Il, thereunder 

read with Rule-31 (b) of CISF 
Rules, 1969, herebyawards the penalty of 

th immediate to No.922299113 Conat. J.K.SahU wi  
REM 

effect.., 

I 



10. 	No.922299113 Const JLSahÜ is also infocined that he way prefer an 

appeal against the thove penalty, if he so desires, and ithe ge. should be 

addressed to the DIG(SZ) CISF Cbeøiai within 30 days from the dde. of receipt 

ofsordef. 

COMMANPAT 

/ 

To 	/ 

No.922299113 Coust.: Ttiough Coy Cotndr., 'E' Coy in hipliczte 
for service 

/JJC Sahu, 	
and retisn the aôkd- copy to this office forrécórd. 

CISF Unit, VSP (V) 

PfFiIo of the Individual (AD.1V) 
AccountS See, 3. Case file. 4. QM Sec. 5. M.I, UI, V 

- 	 - 
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/ 	From 

/ 	JAYANTA KUMAR SAHLI 
/ 	S/a. SRI JADUNATH SAHU 

Konwerpur Gohain Gaon (Village) 
Konnerpur (Post), 
SIBSAGAR (DISTRICT) 
ASSAIl (STATE) 
PIN 7E35 667. 

To 

The Deputy Inspector General 
CISF (MHA) South Zone, 
flajaji Bhavan, 	Block, 
esant Nacjar, 

CHENNAX (TAMILNADU- 600 090). 

SUB e Appeal against order or dimiasal dt. 
24-07-1999 In Proceedings No.v-19:414/ 
VSP/Ad.XI/MaJ-1/JKS/99, passed by,  
Commandant CISF unit, Vishaapatnafn 
Steel Plant - Vihakapatnam. 

REF i 1. 

 

 

 

Charge Memorandum No.V-15014/t1aj/ 
Disc/3KS/VSP/99/1e, dt. 04-02-1999 

Explanation dt. 14-02-1999. 

Office Memorandum dt. 24-06-1999 

Representation dt. 10-07-1999. 

Final Order dt. 24-07-1999. 

*** 	*** 	*** 

I, JAYANTH KUMAR SAHU dSP No.92229913 1  Constable CISF 

Vishakapatnam Steel Plant, Vishakapatnam, hereby submit this 

appeal before your good selves for your kind consideration and 

favorable decision. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

I submit that while I was serving in CISF at 

Vishakapitnam'steel plant A.P. I was issued charge Memorandum dt. 
I 

04-02- 1999 where in following charge was levelled against me. 

Af1TICLE OF CHARGE 

An act of gross 'indiscipline and misconduct on the part of 

No.922299113 Constable 3.K. Sahu of CISF Unit, VSP, VisaIhapatnarn 

Crd1, 2 

/ 



I 	.V' (I%.. r ru 	u rp r i se chec 1; i nçj of Jh r i S. K. 1 i ved i , 

riJmt. L;n 	 at about 130k hrs in that Conist. .3 .1. 

found in posses ion of Rs. 110/-- (Rupees one hundred ten 

rly) aainst the declared amount of Rs.1/ in the money decla-

-;Liori register maintained in the pass section ,,CISF Unit, VSP 

Vttpatnam. 	This is In violation of Oflic, order No.E- 

i24/CI9FJDC(P)/20/94 - 6O1, dt. g8-07-1994. 	On being questioned 

hp found excess money t.onst. J.K. Sahu confessed that he 

from Con tractor as Illegal grat if i c a t ion for 

ic1 pZr" 	

K) 

AS 
I 	brnit that dc'tailed e>planation cit. 14-02-1999 to 

d-c. priceedirç.; stating that 	 - 

On 2701-1999 at about leclO hours when I was in my duty 

Psst. Commandant/Plant conducted a surprise 

rhecicinq at; Pass Section located at P.P. Gate. j4e searched all 

C nstab :ies and Hedd Constable pr'eent and working in the pass 

.iL1-.On. Oi.idderly, the -\st. Commandant c1oed the room and 

iihfldi?d ffl? CM.IVing injuries on my body for which 1 had to take 

the allecjatlofls which are mentioned in the 	memo dt;. 

I-1--1'i99 are absolutely false and lbriceted due to ny' in- 

 
ocrrice arid personal enmity they are levelled. 	I belong to 

r-cprtibie family and 	
completed my six years duty succeEs 

(tiHy 	t;Iciut any allegations against me. 	
Unfortunately the 

L\:'v 	rrirnt:iunec'J (;st. Comruandant -fabricated a false case cit 

ncire amount; than c1e 1 at-ed. 

Contd. • .3 
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I 
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I. 

( 	s 
I have more respect for 4' duty and(_rr higher author- 

ity, 	I always abide. the rules and regulations of the higher 

authority and I am law abiding citizen. 	The Asst. Commandant 

with ulterior motive in order to cover up his mistake and 

that I will complain of manhandling and injuries received by m 

to higher authorities concocted the story of recovering excesS 

money. 	I obtained grevious injuries by Asst. Commandants Sri 

S.K. Trivedi. 	I was admitted in K.G.H. on 27-011999 about 2I0 

hours. 	I took treatment for 3 days and paid Rs.1 1 30/ 	(Rupees 

F'fteen hundred only) towards Medical expenses. Also I lost 2 

dy 	leave due to the injuries, illness caused 	
by Sri S.K. 

Trivedi, Asst. Commandant. 	Sri S.K. Trivedi ,, Asst. Commandant 

did not here me properly. 	He'took my signature on empty white 

piper and used it for recording my statement so called confes' 

iional statement. All the statements of witnesses are in their 

own handwriting-but SO called my corrfesslonal statement is in the 

hand writing of third party. 

Actually on. 21-01-1999 when I was in my duty I have 

fln.101- only in my pocket which is mentioned in the money decla' 

ration register. I never acted against the rules and regulations 

of the department and also the orders of the Superior Authority. 

Inspite of my se'eral repeated reqXest_ghe did not consider and 

beaten me blue. and black. I also requested higher authorities to 

take action against Sri S.K. Trivedi Assistant Commandant but 

there was no response. I denied the- contents of Annexure --II 

which is mentioned that I have received Rs.100/- from Constactors 

illegally for issuing of passes. I never took any money from any 

person.During surprise check by of Sri S.K. Trivedi, Asst. Con-' 

mandant at about 1800 hrs I was found In possess of an amount of 

Rs.1/ only as per the money declaration register maintained in 

our pass section, CISF Unit, VSP, Visakhapatflam, but withou'1: 

Contd.. .4 
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con3.idorin9 the same properly proceeded further and went on 

ppolntincj one enquiry officer alter another who are all subor-

dinate to PU-i comp1inant in the case. At last enquiry Officer 

sut)nitted Enquiry Report without conducting the enquiry in. fair 

manner. The enquiry Officer acted in a most biased manner as PW 

1 Sri S.K. Trivedl who Is Assistant Commandant as . enquiryOfftCer 

iS subordinate to PU-i. 	I once again submitted . detailed . eXPlafl 

ticin dt. 13-O7--1999 in raspcnse to oNice memorandum dt. 24-06- 

1 10 1 7, 
 against enquiry report for dropping disciplinary proceedings 

st?.tincj that Enquiry Officer,., Inspector/Exe Shri .J.. Swain is 

sLrjordinate ofiico of the PW. -I, Assistant Commandant Shri S.K. 

'Irivedi, hence the Enquiry Officer icted very parti*11yifl the 

)tire procceding. As  the PW-1 is the controlling authority of 

the Enquiry Officer, the enquiry minutes manipulated by the 

enquiry officer intentionallY. Under the enumerated rules, the 

enqulrofficer, should be very senior officer,, other than all 

!Ns of this case. Hence the entire proceedings are vitiated. 

The enquiry Officer willfully not considered my written 

defence statemeni 	which is submitted to the enquiry office 
on 

ô-i-I999, in which all contradictions of the PW-1 are quoted by 

Ire 
point to point. The Enquiry Officer t&td in his findings on 

the heading of 'DISCUSSIONS' that I refused to sign on the 

c-'<hibit 1`Jo.11 Is very false which is manipulated by the enquiry 

cj'rticer,. because, the PU-i did not produce the exhibit No.11. On 

the other hand the PU-I is not supposed to produce these ehib-

is, and the PU--Il. was ..ct supposed to produce the same exhib' 

if he tqishes to do so. 	But the PW-II did not produce any 

hibitS in SLIppOT't of his statement. 	All these aspects 	are 

not considered by the enquiry officer wantonly. 

The enquiry officer discussed An his report that the 

FI.J - I on bincj questioned about the posses5iOfl of excess money 

Cotd... 
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no 

with me confessed that he collected money from contractor is not 

acceptable. Because except the PU-i, the àthe.r,PWs No.2, , 4 •  
.rid5 ape have not stated anything on their statame , tAabout t h e 

:.onfessic,n made by me during the course of enquiry. Hence sole 

statement of the PU-i is not acceptable. This very fact is not 

discussed by the enquiry officer in his enquiry report. 

Stated in my reply °that I was beaten by the PW-i very 

brutally and confined inside the pass section room and cornpQlled 

me to sigh on a white paper. •This fact was very clearly brought 

by the cross examination of PU-Il by the question No.6 end 7. 

The manipulated exhibit No.111 wasnot supposed to producedby 

the PU-I. The PU-I not recorded my statement on 27-1-1999 which 

was produced by the PW-1 as exhibit No.111. 

On the other hand the PU-Il did not produce any docu-

mens in support of his statement during the course o1 enquiry. 

(n also the PU-i was not supposed to produce the statement which 

ws recorded on 27--01-1999 by the PU-Il. This irregularities are 

n't consIdered by enquiry and disciplinary authorities. 

Ki 

During the cross examination the PU-li replied to the 

- estion No.10 and 11 that the PU-I directed the PWII to record 

m statement. But I was not allowed to give my written statement 

cl t my own Pes like other pass section staff. Hence it Is 

clearly evidnt that the PU-i and II confined me inside roam of 

the pass section and obtained signature on the plain paper. The 

atement obtained under coersion is no statement in the eye of 

Contd ... 6 
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were ncit consIdered by the enquiryirig officer. 	In the absence 

iyer/pay'ers no one can say that the e>cess. amount was recovered 

from me. In the' absence of complaint of payer/payers and aløo in 

the absence of material documents the article of charge cannot be 

said to be proved. 

I submit that once again my representation was not 

properly considered and Commandant CISF unit Visakapatnam Steal 

Plant passed final order 5  dt. 24-07-1999 removing me .frm service 

which is illegal, arbitrary and unconstitutional for the follow-

n'c c4rounds raised. 

(3. 	 5 

GROUNDS 

a) 	 The enquiry officer who is ShrI J. Swain Inspector is 

5ubordinate to PW-I and complainant Sri S.K. Trivedi, 	saistant 

Commandant as such entire proceedings of Enquiry Officer are 

conducted in biased manner which violates principles of nitural 

justice. 

•5/ 

b. 	The so called search made by PWI and PW-II in respect 

c'f my person and so called recovery are all false, concocted and 

irvc'nted for iniating present disciplinary against me lest PW-1, 

3ri S.K.Trivedi will be in trouble as there was amp:le Medical 

evidence, evidencing the injuries inflicted by PW-1 on my body. 

This is nothing but invented as counter blast to suppress the 

:idl?nt of nanhandlirig me by PW-l. 

The so called search and seizure are not valid in the 

yc of Lw it.hout jurisdiction and against provisions of Section 

45 of Cr.P.C. 
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The enquiry 0fficer admitted in h i s report on the 

headinQ f 6ST OF THE TTEMENTS OF PFOSECUTI0N.W1TS, that 

i;he PW'-IL 
Inspectar/EXO D. Oran not produced any currency notes 

is statement and also not produced any statement 
as stated in h  

the PW 
w 	

II state -' 
hich was recorded by him on 27011999. Hence  

 

ment does not support the article of charge. 

The PW.1.A5i5tat ommandaflt S.<. TriVedi was not 

upposed to produce any curreflY notes becaUse 
	' has not ,  

sar'ched 
me and he did not record any statement on 27-01-1999, 

is not concerned authority toproduce the serial 
hence the PW-1  

charge 
rumber 	of the 

iited documents of AnneXure"III of the  

Temo. 	 . 	

0• 

It is clear 	that there 
was no 	money transCti0n 

between me and 
others while on duty on 27-01-1999. During the 

course 
of enquiry,. all PWs of this case admitted that there 

was 

no money tranT ziction 
between me and otherflr Hence there is no 

possibilitY to find excesS money from my posse5%i00. 

part from the above stated fact5 	all P(4s of this 

had 
not seen any money trBflsaCti0fl against me 

while Ofl. duty 

at1Cle of charge. 	
Hence it is very clearlY 

; 	 stated in the  

established 
with the PW-1 by the questiOn 

No.3. 	The PWII also 

admitted the fact to the questiOn No.13. 
	 - 

The question 
about the alleged ece%a amount R.lOO/ 

nd who was 
the piyer1paY0 	these aspects 

by whc,m it wn paid 
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d. 	
Thc! statemeflt of witnesses are inconsi5tt which is 

n; considered either by enquiry officer or by the disciplinary 

authority. 

C. 	
The witnesSes were not 

allowed to speak truth as PW1 

who is complainant was present during enquiry. 

f. The 	enquiry and 	in fact. 	entire 	di8ciPliflarY 	
procedure 

cre not conducted in a 	fair manner. 

cj. 	The disciplinary authoritY 
should have seen that Pw-I 

and PW-lI has no power to search the person of Charged Official 

nd prov.lSiOI 	
of Section 45 of,Cr.P.,C in respect of search and 

seizure are not followed which vitiates entire proceed,inQ 

ft. 	The search and seii.ire4 	
PWti 	lsQ j ag atnittiArticit 

'I' 

Indiz as procedure 
21 and 22 of constitUti0 of 	

práscribed for 

the same is not followed. 

I. 	At any rate P L . tnishment,, imP0.. is hockiflQ1y qc,551Ve 

to the charce levelled and it cannot 
tand to the scrutiflg of 

L aiu. 

ja 	
A person liIe 

appellant who worked for 6 years wltitOtit 

"y blemish cannot be shunted out in this fashiOn whenhis bread 

and butter is involved. 

a 
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1J 0 .V- 11014/157/99&R (sz) 	A 
Office of the Deputy inspector Cencu1 f1t(- 

Central industrial Sjty Force 	 - 
(Ministry of Home Affairs) 

1 1)' Block ftajaj i l3havan, 
esant Nariar, Chrnnai_O. 

	

Detcdz 	11ov'99. 

- 

No,922299113 Constable J.K.Sahu of CIS' Unit VSP 
Vizag has aubTljtted an appeal petition against the penalty 
of 'Removal from Servico imp05cx3 by Commanclunt VSF Vjzacr 
vido his fin&l order dated 24.7,99, 

2. 	The &pè1iant was dealt U/fl 34 on the following 

ArU'ICtCF CHAF-I 

'An act of gross inaiscipi-ins and rniscrndnct "I  th e  
part of No.922299113 COnStbl J.K.Sah u  of CIS? Unit 

,VSP.Vizag on27.1.99 during 5urpriso ch?ckinc of 
Shri S.K.Trivec]i, Asstt.Ccmnandant on 27.1.99 at 
about 1800 hrs in that Constable J.K.Sahu  wa' ,ounr1 
in possession of Rs.110/-(Rupot.s One hundred t(?r. 
only) against the declared amount of F.10/- Ln the 

•money de arution register maintained io thc pass 
• section, CISE' Unit, VSP Viz&g. This is in vi-lation 
of office order No .E-42O24,iCISF/O (P) /2 0/94-Q1 dtd 
8.7.94. On being questioned about the found exess 
money Constable J.K,Sah u  confessed that he °ceted 
fls.1001- from contractor as illegal greific:.ion for 
isnuing paSSJ$tI., 

3 	Acn , the appellant: d -'n1d the chCrg lc:'llair l st 
him an Enquiry Officer was appointed and a proper equiry. 
was conducted to enquire into the charge, 23nquiry 0 icor 
submitted his findings proving the chOrge. The Dis:iplj_ 
nary Authority, to afford another reasonahle)pport:ijty 
to the appellant, supplied a copy of the enquiry rrt. 
The appellant has suthitted a rpresentation .gains, the 
enquiry report. The Disciplinary Authority after t king 
into consideration all factors in the matter lmrosec the 
pena4 lty of '1emoval from Service' 

4. 	I have carefully gone through the charqc., enqrixy 
report,. the final order passed by the Disq,iplinary uthority 
and the points putforth in the.'Dresent appea petitIon. 
The appellant has raised the fllowing main p'ints amonq 
other points which are discussed seriatim: 

a. 

 

The enquir' officer Inspector J.wa±ri i suhorli- 
nate to PWI  and complainant Shri S.K.Triv c di,!tsstt. 
Commandant, a5 such the entire proceedings wEls con-
ducted in biased manner which violat?s th pr.1rcipls 
of natural justice. 

Tho conte:tion of the appellant is b'asel.ss. There 
is no bar In conducting an enquiry by an officr sub-
ordinate to the PW. Moreover, the appellant has not 
rQied such a point during the course of enquiry. 
The nauirj Officer hs extonded all opportunities to 
the appellant to cross examine the 1'5. The d e r en c e 
assistant hclping the appellant had cro:: cxJ.'incd 
FWI i.e. Shri S.K.Trivedi, Asstt.Corndt by asl:ing 16 
questions, 

2 
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b. 	The so called search made by rY-T - 	..II and so 

called reC0VrY of money frQTT. the 'Larn an 
false, COnCOcted and invented for ini3ting :acip-
hoary actio) lest PW-I Shri 3.I(.Trivedi will he in 
trouble as there was ample rrcdicl evidence, evicle-
ncing the injuries inflicted by PLI on the body of 
of the appellant. 

•• 	The PW-I i.e. S.K.Trivcdi, As s tt.001m8nc3t'nt arc 'W- 
II. In5pector R.N.Ram made the search not only on the 
person of the appellant but also on all personnel 
working in the pass section. During the searh the 
appellant alone was found having excess money than 
the amount what ho has declared while assuming the 
shift duty.' The story of inflicting injury by PW-I 

on the body of the appellant is not provl by 111Y 
evidance. PW-XI during cross xuntinttiOi by the do- 
fence assistant of the appellant had c1(trly denied 
for any assault on the appellant s  The defence sSis- 

tant of the appellant had 	icfr asked about the 
alleged assault of the appellant by PW-I from all the 
Pls but no one has stated that the appe)lSnt was assa- 
ulted by the P-I. In case he was assaulted he should 
have brought the fact before his superlOrz officers 	U 
which he failed to do so. The allegation against the 
PW-I appears, to be an after thought. 

c. 	
The so called search and seizure are not valid in 
the eye of,t3w without jurisdiction and acairist pro-
visions of Section 45 of Cr.P.C. 

:;- 	The appellant being a merrer of the ?.rmt -  Forc was 
searched by his superior ofic'?rS with a vi :0 

ensure that no illegal activities by the CISF er-
sonflel while on thty. Honco, the proVisiOns c Sec-
tion 45 of Cr.IC is not arplicable in this & 
The statemt of witnesses are incCnSiteflt which ' 
is not considered either by FnquirY Officer orby 

the Di sciplinary Authority. 

••. 

 

The statE"fleflt of the witnesses are consistt ith. 
the case which have been clahorotely diusse& by 
the Enquiry Officer and thc Discipliner' uthC ity 

It in their findings. 

e. 	
The witnesses were not allowed to spk t,ith s 
Pu-I who i 	mrlaiflant was prestdw.fl th en- 

•uiry. The eniry and in fact entir2 discir'li n1 Y 
procedure were not conducted in a fair rner. 
From the recor1s it is seen thnt th prtcCdii 
were conducted in C fair & free manner, there k,as 

no euestio° of j 5allo'lflg of las tb spcak the truth 

• 	. the presence of p-1 	It is also noeiced that 
the Pd-I as present during the course o onq'iiY 

• only when his statcnent was recorded an ho w.s not 
present while recording the statement of other F'.s 
as alleged by the appellant in this pare. 

f. 

	

	The DjsciPfl-flY Authority sho'ld h!ve seen tlrt 
PW-I and p1-II have no power to search the 

pe50fl 

of the charged 0fficial. Th search and seizur'? by 
by pu-I is also against article 21 and 22 of the 

constitUton of India. 
ct..p/.. .2 
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.. 	The departmental officials have the iirht to check 
any member of the Force who is on duty to see whe-
ther he was indulging in any malpracticcs etc. Such 

/ 	
act of the subordinate officers over the member of 
the force is not violative of any article of the 
constitution and Cr,P•. 

g. 	At any rate punishment impose-1 in sho&ingly sce- 
ssive to the charge levelled and the appe1z'rit 
crnnot ho nhunted 1but in thin fshicn. 

The charge of h'vthg <cC55 rw)ilr?y thm thr mrioy 
what he has decj.ared before 8ssminq duty h 	been 
clear].y proved with ref 2ronce to the s.aternnts of 
PW5. The appellant was given all opportunitir's to 
prove his innocence. Inspite of hzlvir) *,4 the snis-
tance of a-ne--of a defence assist'nt th  appe-
llant failed to prove his innocence. Thp ar-.pi1ant 
has repeatedly stated th1 the amont of ".liO/- 
wa not rr'cwred from him. Whereas 5 

pcJ3 , their 
statement clearly stated that the money was CCCOVO-

red from the pocket of the appellant whi)e he was 
checked and searched by PW-II Inspector 1'.:am. The 
appellant has made allegation against the Pa-i ± .c, 
Shri S.K.Trivedi, Asstt.Commndant, that he was rran-
h1ndled and kicked by him because of uhich h sus-
tamed injury. He has not produced any evidr':ce for 
this allegation, 

5. 	The enquiry was conducted as per the edzstthn pro- 
cedure and the lindingz3 of thu' L?iciplin.ixy Au1or.iI:y in 
also justified. The punishment imposed in dJ.npLop(. rtic'ni)tC 

to the gravity of offence. 

I t  therefore, modify the punishien.t t that of 
icduction of pay by one staqa for a period of one ','eaf.' 

It is therefore, ordered that the pay  of 	iLe.ble '.K.Zahu 

be reduced by one stage from Rs.32751- to r..32OO/- 4 or a 
period of one year with effect from the datr of r'- thsttcment. 
It is fur-thor directed that Constable J.Vs.Snhu will earr 
increments of pay during the period of reduction ar3 that 
on the oxpixy of this period, the reduction will nrt have 
th& effect. of postponing his future increments of r" 

7. 	Ex-Con stable J .K.Sahu is reinstated in service and 
he is directed to report to CISF Unit VSE.Viag within 15 

/ J 

	

	days from the date of receipt of this order. If hr.' fails 
to report for duty within the stipulat:d period, it will 
be presurred that he has no interest to join duty ar.1 orders 

as deerred fit,will be passed without any fur-th"r nntice. 

B. 	It is proposed to regularise th inter-veflinr period 
from the date of 1moval from Service to date '1 r'instate 
mont as 'DIZ NOT . Ho is given an opportunity to make 
rcpresent'tiofl, if any against the flb9ve proposal within 

ic days from the date of joining duty/on reins tatc':en,t. 

UI 
( Dr. 	R. SATI\tiF 

DPUTYISPLCR 	t• 

Jayanta 1(nnr S&hu, 
S/o. Sri Jndunath Sahu, 
Vj]l:Konwcrpur Gohain Gaon, 
Post: Konr,e rpur, Dist: S ibsaga r 
State:ssam - 785 667 

ct.p/. .1 

Th rough iogd/AD. 

<3 



/ 

I 

p'4  

Copy to:- 

i 	 Im The Corn.fldant, 
CISF Unit Ir5p, 

2. 	Case file. 

:3. 	PersOnal file. 

For jnfortfl3ti0 	The 
eno D cases files 
are &v tumed here4ith re-
ceipt of which may be ack- 
now ledgec3. 

/ 

L 'jo (P4- 
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, \ 	 Gnr1 
. 	. 	Central lndustri€il Sccur1ty Force 	• ui; 

?' . 	(Mit1stry of Home Zffirs) • 	 ': 

	

DC 	. ' 	 ' • 	 • 	 • c) 	D 	J3J.ocic Rj1 • ' h 

Besa1t  

: 	• 	. 	 . 	. 	DatccY:#, 	 ••: 
. 	 . 

	

: 	 . 	. 	. 	 . 	 • 	:' 

No.922299113 Constable J.K.Sahu ofCISF Unit' 
Vjaa was d-alt unc1r R01c' 34 of CIS'F Rules, i69 for 	/ 

possession of .110/- 1gainst the declared amount 'ofp - 1O/ 
• in' the 'money decla ration reister and was awarded withthY- 

-. pena).ty of of ' Removal from Serqi ce! by Cornmandant/CISF';,' 
Unit VP, Vizaq vide his final order datid 247,99..Later., 
while disposing his appeal petition, th puni.shment'.was: 
mocified to that of Reduction of pay' by one taqe from.:.... 
p.3275/- to .32OO/- for a period o'Epne year.'without' '•''.• 

P 

	

	 cumui:?tive effect by DIG/SZ  vicie Appe3.late order -dated.. ':'• 
17.11.99 afld he was rein stated in service. It was further, 

• 	 pOe'?d to rrqu31ris6 the intervening period from the date' 
• 	Of RmOv0l from Service to the date of rejo:ininq. duty on " 

I ' 	
reibstatement as 'DI01''  and the Appellant was given : an 
opprtunity to make representation, if any against the said 
proposal. 	

• 	• ••..•.: 
I, 	 4 

2. 	flow, the individual, who has reported at:VSP yi zag : 
and Joined duty on 30,11.99(Afl) has 'submitted his reireseh-
tat Len dated e12.99 against the above proposal. In' his 

	

• 	 rap:resentatioll he has not brought out,'any.ncw cognt 'easons , ' 
Furth, the points ha'vealready been djdusd.  

as Well as Appellate oder.' Moreover, he'hasnot  
• 	exoñeratJ from the charge rather, his punjshnnths,n.' 

c1uced to meet the ends 	 since' the pun1shnent:;', : 
earlier impos-d by thc Disciplinary luthor±ty was found 1  to 
he disproportionate to Lho qravity of proven of fence 

3, j 	I, therefore, confirm the oarli4 proposal and the 
int-"rvr'nthg poriod 1 rh' dt Q of  I  Removal from 

) 	'. • 	 to the date of rejoining dUty on reinstatement in:service'j' 
is equ3.a rised Q 'DI 3-J011' •  Th D105_Non period wiil:hè 	• .' :. 
treated 85  non-qualifyinq service. J 1 0wewr, ituil1 not 
hav' th e effect ef breal' in service I c. past S('rVice ron- 

	

• 	• 	derd by the Constable will 'count fo gntof.perision b tc' 
• 	.. 	 . 	. 	

' 

	

• x3P:CToR 	 T.;'.•''; • • , 

• 	 I .  
./ 	

, 	 '•• 	 • 

",/0 	No 922299111 Coest, 	: Throuch Comdt,/\Sr (v) for  
JK.Sahu, CIF Unit, 	serviceand 'retur Of',ack',.'! 
VSP,Vizag. 	 copy to this o'Eficefor 

record,  

	

• 	. 	. 	. 	 — 	- 
he Commandant, 	 I '4. r.t. his retter To .V-15014/ 

CISF UnIt, VSP(V) 	 VSP/Ad,II/1"laj-1/99-11340'dtd,'' . 	
11th Dcc' 99. aryLentries- 
mac in the Service flodk cI 	 bf 

• 	 the 	•N,4 	 )\ ,'r 	r'F '4-k, 

I 	 S .0, 
for 

( • . 
	aI•,1c 

'I f" 	• 	 - 

L a 	 a, 	 • 	
• ), 

1% • 	 .L 	 I 

be sent to this office'. 
record, 	. 

II 

0 
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F 
rom 

1T. X. ashu, 
Conhltobl9 iUj.922299113, 
clap Unit 0QC/SR 
Nezira Gelekey 3ector, 
DiRt.; Sibsngnr Am 783 696.. 

Tos 
Th9 Xnçeator Oin,rrtl, 
CIF J-tøici Qurt!ir3 (sw3), 

• 	 RCF Complex Chntur, 
MUtMAI- 400 O74 

j 	•. 	I  

/1 Through proper chnnnl 

3ub; Revision ptition againat tho 4p2)•1at'  oI'ir 
cit. 17-11-99 C 

cvcrn Los. 9964 dt.. 23-12-99, 1397 dt.. 19-1-00 
O f th( DXO CF SOUth Zoi • 	 A 1. 

Fated sir, 

' 	 1 	It is kindly subrait that the bov€ petitioner whilencriAlnq in  
the 	Unit 'J2 Viakhtipatnarn 8te1 Project was chargs thicth<i 

• 	 under fl1e 34 of cIi1 ixl& 199 by 1lginj that thE? P 	iOIJ(IJ 

WaS found excess money R.1OO/- in his 	Sion ç;dnt the 
office ordr of he wiiL dt. 03.7... Thu pit!onr i ft.ritt 

• 	his rp1y gin13t th chrcie ii or dum cn 	lazdec th&t he iii 
not tjuilty of thrd chirgo. 

2 	The dinciplintry iuthority i.e* ti#i cornm&xidant CIF Unit VS E' 
Vikhpatnorn was not stified 'with the reply rif kho pt1tioner 

• 

	

	and apintd n n en-iry offlor to enquire into the I).J010 of 
chrçe. The onquiry offiatr not hold the njiiry with fri 
fQr inzrnner as st ,,Lted in the eun9ratsc1 zii.1a. The erI:i.liry oEfic: 
submittoc'I his n;iuiry  rsjrt that the article of chr 	'i provd. 
After thftt the 'iioip1inary euthority supplied,the e ritptArr rpor 
t9 tije pt1tioner nni cl1d reprntation if any girn:t thq 

( •' 	 .riquiry report.. The petttionez also tuhrnitt,v rpre'ert tion 
- 	

I 	 jinAt the .rnuiry roport and conLrntéd mit that tho oncuiry 
officer Ans vory junftor açjnint tbo '14-1. The P'!-1 S. K.' rJr1VI 
Ati.dntnt Cornmiri'int w.e the onttniling 4uthority of th-'a nnuiry 
offider, h!inua th enquiry otfior h'rod very imich tow:r'I hie 

• auporior nd bndttd hia findinç 	acord1nj the will nd wish 
• 	 of the P-1. Thur, the eniuiry offlcr not hold thri triixy with 

f raw nyannqr. 	tho cinoipiirry euthority aloo nor rionniel.*roel thr 
plea of the petitionl1r and mrely uçrod with the 2iri1cgi: cf the 
nuiry o1fioer and imposed the ponelity of .'A r. MO VAL F11034 SERVICr" I .,  

3 	After that' the petitioner fL1d an .ppel'ptition htor(v the DIG 
Southern Zone Chrnnni who in turn trodifieii the •Ii3myvc1i odr 

• 	\and reipetR ted the petiUonr Into service 'reducing the iy 
on atage from .3275/ to R.3200/- and ali an opporwnity 

	

V&iven to the p8titionar 'gainst thn propoul of DIE -O7. Thy • 	* 

cy r,V—' petit.iorr olso submittede rprnttion o c ain6t the L)X1C1 *c*?ck \1 " ç Ij by çuoting the ta-17-/ conferred with rnule 49-A of CXW 	1es'1969, 
r o' -'" 

	

	• The appellate eutho.rity did not con'ideed th 'repreertition 
properly and confirnQd his trlic'r I)roposil. 

•ell
Cont..P/ • 

• 	 • 	
•i 

• 

C) 
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n 

Tile aPpsllao authority in his ord'.r t. 17-11.-39 ino.t 

final ord€r of racV3l frcm 	rvici to reintt inb.: 	;iL' 

by rducin9 one sto from 1c.3275/' to 3200/- Eo 	p:'riod 

on 	year from thc dato o reii1 at3U3T4t azri th 	 will 

have the affect of postponing his fturG iflCrWi 1 T) 3  S 
ubseuently iud rniothr ordor Np.1397 dtD l9.-i2O() 	iicr.d 

the earliGr order io.0698 dt. 17-11'-9 by r€duc.in onr incrcent 

of Py from 1LS.U25/- to 1ks300/-.. 

4 

/ 

L 

5 	)r' 84tuted in tm foreigoing facts tho I)etJ.tiOflIr pi1L!; thi:; 

revision petiticA ;rnong othor following ground!3i- 

a 	The enquiry officer 	 J. rAW1.1 in is suborcUtzt; o the 

P w.1 a rd comp1 .1 n L, nt S. IC • Trivr.AJ. 7 i si i tiint Coirn c,'th n: 

the entire proceding3 in hiosed uianner which violnt 	th 

priniciploLl of naWrill Juiitic 

b 	The so called so&rch nd izure t) not valid in the 	of law 

without jurisdiction 6nd ag.in5t the frnno work of ruirs and P,ct 
of Clap and also against the provision of sction 45 of Cr.P.C, 

C. 	ring the ccure of ewi'irY, all 1s of thL case i-3irLttd that 
thro was no money rnctin bctroen -Che petitionr and othr 

1RflC(I thro is no posthility to find 	 frciu i-iul  

ptit1Oflffl? possession. 

The questl.on abcxt the allçod qxcjess amount P3.100/- / wholl, 

it was paid and who -,-'as the pny/pyer etc. not 	Lished 

poprly. 

ThStt..6(WfltS of witnø 	s are incorii3tent which is riot 
aonid9rec1 gthrby the nuiry officer or by th 	plintry 

authority. 

f 	The witnesse 	were not allowed to PP9,Alt the truth as eh 1Ptt-1 

who ja the complaint.ent was pro2nt during the coirHe of rquiry 

g 	The. direction of the P11-1 to search .un the rjov .t. scrvutnt 

while on ditty .tB ngainst the Article 21 & 22 o€ Xndiui ContitittiOn 

h 	The PW.4 & XX he o power vwted to them under the t1M3 UJ.tJs 

1969 & CIS Ict l' i8 to Eerch nny di.ity personro].. Th dciplin;.T.Y 
authotity alo not considcrad the provision rea4onahiy. 

Under the fOj:Ggo j.j)g  plea of thiJ inibinission, t1io potiLlonor hci 
not cornittod any kind of ilegligencro On his part. Thiri;fora 
it i g, reut.st to st aoido thu ord'r of the diaiplinrY authority 

and thea appellate authority and tha intervening priod cb"nce 
from duty may be treatda3 duty with ellmon9tary bonofita and 
pr7 for jutiae actiording. to law. 

Placa s NAZIRA celekey t3ector. ' 	 tours faitJifl7y 

Date s j9 
( J. K. slJ) 
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OIllce of the Inspector OencralJSWS 
Central Industrial Security Force 

Ministy of Home Affairs) 
RCF Complex, Chembur, 
Mwnbai - 400 074, 

No.V-1 1014/321SZ/LC/SWS/2000/ 	Ul_- 	Dated:jr0Ol 

SHOW CAUSE 

Whereas, No.922299113, Constable J. K. Sahu of CISF Unit, ONGC Nazra, 
while serving in CISF Unit, VSP Vizag, was awanled the punishment of "Remdvai from 
Service", by Comniandant, CJSF Unit, VSP Vizag vide order dated 24.7.99, for the 
following article of charge:- 

"An act of gross indisciplinc and misconduct on the part of'No.9222991J.3, 
Constable J.K.Sahu of CISF Unit, VSP Visakhapatriam on 27.1.99 during surprise 

• 	chocking of Shri S.K.Tiivodi, Aaslt,Com'dt. on 27.1.99 at about 1800 hi's in tlmt 
Constable J.K.Sahu, was found in possession of R1 10/- (Rupees one hundred -" 
and ten only) against the declared amount of Rs.10/- in the money declaration 
register maintained in the Pa8s Section, 01SF Unit, VSP Visaithapainarn, This is 
in violation of office order No.E-42024/CISDC(p)/20/94..6 dated 9.7.94. On 
being questioned about the found excess money, Const. J.KSaliu confcsed that 
he accepted Rs.100/- from contractor as illegal gratification for issuing passes". 

AND WHEREAS, being aggrieved against the penalty aforesaid, No.922299113, 
Constable J.K.Sahu, had prefcned an Appeal petition dated 29.7.99, to the Appellate 
Authority, who after considering the said appeal held that the DE has been conducted as 
per the existing procedure and the findings of the Disciplinary Authority waq also 
justified, but the punishment imposed was disproportionate to the gravity of offence, and 
modified the punishment of Removal From Service", to that of "Reduciorj of pay by one 
stage for a pciiod of one year i.e. from Rs.3125/- to Rn.3050/- with effect from the dale of 
re-instatement without cumulative effect", vide Appellalc order dated 17.11.99, and oi'dei' 
dated 19.1.2000, 

AND WHEREAS, being ag&iovcd against the punithrnont so modified by the 
Appellate Authority, No.922299113, Constable J.K,Salm preferred a revision petlilon 
dated 12.4.2000, to the Revisioning Authority, to set aside the order of the Discipliuny 
and the Appellate Authorities respectively and the intervening period be treated on duty with all monetary benefits. 

AND 'WHEREAS, on a careful conr,ideration of disciplinary proceedings, final 
order and Appollate Order, I have provisionally caine to the conclusion that the Appellate 
Authority has taken a lenient view, without adequate justification on the records. 
No.922299113, Constable J.K.Sahu, being a member of the disciplined force of.thc 
Union and his prime duty being protecting and safeguarding the PrcPci'IY of the 

1: 	:, 
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    L7110cilaking, has himself indulged in illegal activities, which is a serious naUnc of 
offenee, The pumshme,it so modified by the Appellate authority, vide order dt. 17.11.99 
does not appear to be commensurate. The Rcviaioning Authority accordingly P0P°3'  Io 
enhance the penalty to "Removal from Service". 

( 	 5. 	NOW, THEREFORE, No.922299113, Constable J.K.Sahu, is hereby given an 
opportunity of making representation on the penalty proposed aboyc. Any representation 
which he may wish to make against the penalty proposed will be coaidered by the 
undersigned, such a representation, if any should be mã1fln writing and submitted so as 
to reach the undersigned not later than fifteen days from the date of receipt of this 
memorandum by No.922299113, Constable J.K.Sahu. 

	

6. 	The receipt of this memorandum should be acknowledged. 

/o922299113, Coztable 
J.KSahu, 
CISF Unit, ONUC Nazira. 

(I(ANCHAN CFIOUDJ-IRY JHAACHARYA) 
INSPECTOR OENERAIJS WS 

- ThptQNOQNzirj, 

1 
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(ttnitry OE Home Aifa.irs), 

Tel a 2215 	 Vi&thapatzuiffi.Steej•plant., 

Date .s 	au1'94. 

I 

It has comb to the notice o the unCidroigned that 
tomo o1 the CISJ? puronnc1 on duty are kuCPI 
IROiiy with thun to IflULthJj iTI&dU11LZ1 OXjDO33OO dUL.L1X3 

duty hc*.irs. It is thercore directc that bef pro gcin 
ty, the Individual will gv&àar ' the 

duty register Ubouf: the amount in his possession 0  In no 
circumstances, the on duty persccne1 will than 

ten rupees, Tho shift in-charge ofthe concerned.., shift.. 
will ensure that declaratjon about money is taken fran 
the individuals. 

'''• 
Violation of the order will be dealt 8criously. 

Dist ribu tio - 	 ç py. coiit AWZYNT/ PL ANT 

Ccndra--  s A,B,C&D 	ST 
. l3Htl 	Ha Co 2 	 y. 

	

a Notice Board. 	 \ 

The Canmandart, 	-, for kind iojo 	' CISF Unit, VSP, . 
&<HAPATNA1. 

H 
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15N0V21])1 

IN THE CENTRAl ADII 	AR1BU AL 

GUWAHAT 	WAIJL \A/AtIXt. 

ts 

OANo 	199'001 

Shri Jayanta Kumar Sahu 

Applicant. 

- 'Vs - 

Union of India & Ors. 

• .....Respondents. 

(Written statements on behalf of the respondents) 

The Wiitten statements of the respondents are as follows :- 

1. 	That the copy of the O.A.NoJ99/2001 (refened to as the 

"application") has been served on the respondents. The respondents have 

gone through the same and understood the contents thereof, The interest 

of all the respondents being similar in the case, the respondents have filed 

written statements as common for all of them. 

Contd.....2- 
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2. 	That the statements made in the application, which are not 

specifically admitted by the answering respondents are hereby denied. 

• 	 3. 	That before traversing the various paragraphs of the application, 

the respondents give a brief resume of the cae as under :- 

No.922299113 Constable Jayant Kumar Sahu was detailed to 

peiform duty in pass section at P.P.Gate on 27.01.99. A surprise checking 

was conducted in pass section by Assistant Commandant/Piant on 

27.01.99 at about 1800 hours. During the surprise check. Constable J. 

K.Sahu was found in possession of Rs.1 10/- (Rupees one hundred ten 

only) aainst the declared • amount of Rs. 10/- in the money declaration 

register maintained in pass section before' mounting duty. Accordingly, he 

was issued charge sheet under rule 34 of CISF Rules, 1969 Nvide 

memorandum No.V-15014iMajIDiscIJKS/VSPI99/18 dated 04.02.99 for 

the following delinquency: - 

• 	 ARTICLE OF CHARGE 

"An act' of gross incliscipline and misconduct on the part of 

No.922299113 Constable J. K.Sahu of CISF Unit, \TSP, 

Visakhapatnam on 27.01.99 during surprise checking of Shri S. 

• 

	

	 K.Trivedi, Assistant Commandant on 27.01.99 at about 1800 hours 

in that Constable J. K. Sahu was found possession of Rs. 110/- 

contd.....3- 
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(Rupees one hundred ten only) against the declared amount of 

Rs. 10/- in money declaration register maintained in the pass 

section, CISF Unit, VSP Visakhapatnam. This is, in violation of 

office order No.E-42024/CISF/DC(P)/20/94/601 dated 8.7.94. On 

being questioned about the found excess money Constable J. K. 

Sahu confessed that he accepted Rs. 100/- from a contractor as 

illegal gratification for issuing passes". 

The above Constable acknowledged the said memorandum on 

• 4.2.99 and sUbinitted his written reply to the charge sheet denying the 

charge levelled against him. Accordingly Inspector (Exe) J. Swain was 

appointed as Enquiry Officer to enquire into the charge levelled against 

Constable J. K. Sahu. The enquiry officer completed the enquiry as per 

laid down procedure and submitted his fmdings holding the charge as 

Proved. Thereafter a copy of enquiry report was supplied to the individual 

providing him an opportunity to make or submit representation against the 

enquiry report. The said Constable submitted his representation on 

• 	 10.07.99 pleading not guilty of the charge. 	The disciplinary authority 

• 

	

	 having gone through the entire case file and other relevant documents 

pertaining to the case file and found Constable J. K. Sâhu guilty of the 

• 	 charge framed against him. 	Accordingly, Constable I. K. Sahu was 

Mi 
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awarded the punishment of 'REMOVAL FROM SERVICE" vide fmal 

order No.V-I5014IVSP/Ad.11 ,/Maj.JIJKS/99!6959 dated 24.7.99. Being 

aggrieved with the aforesaid punishment, the said Constable submitted an 

appeal. dated 29.7.99 addressed to the Deputy Inspector General / SZ, 

Chennai. The Deputy Inspector General!SZ Chennai considered his 

appeal and the punishment of "REMOVAL FROM SERVICE" has been 

modified as "Reduction of pay by one stage from Rs.3 125/- to Rs.3050!-

for a period of one year and the reduction will not ,  have the effect of 

postponing his future increments of pay" vide Deputy Inspector General! 

SZ, Chennai appellate order N0.V-11014/57199!L&R (SZ)/8698 dated 

17.11.99 and order of even No.(1397) dated 19.1.2000. In the above said 

order, the Appellate Authority directed the petitioner that the intervening 

period from the date of removal to the date of re-instatement is proposed 

to be regularize as "dies-non" and directed the petitioner to make 

representation, if any against the proposal within 10 days from the date of 

re-joining duty on re-instatement. Accordingly, the said Constable had 

submitted his representation dated 08.12.99 which was not considered and 

the intervening period from the date of removal to the 'date of re-

instatement in service has been regularised as "Dies non" vide DIG/SZ 

Chennai order N9.V-1 1014/57/99/L&R (SZ)/9664 dated 28.12.99. Being 

agrieved with the above order Constable J. K. Sahu preferred a Revision 

contd..... 5- 



Petition dated 12.4.2000 to Revisioning Authority to set aside the order of 

Appellate Authority. Accordingly, the Re"visioning Authority has issued a 

show cause notice No.V-1 1014132/SZ,/LC/SWSI2000/3042 dated 

01.05.2001. Being . aggrieved with the dethsion of the Revisioning 

Authority, Constable J. K. Sahu has filed O.A. No.19912001 before the 

Hon'ble CAT Guwahati Bench. 

That respondents reiterate the facts and circumstances' of the case 

with regard to the statements made in P.ara 1 of the applicatiop. 

That iith regard to the statements made in Para 2, the respondents 

state that the: HOn'ble Central Adminstrative Tribunal has no jurisdiction 

for entertaining such case of Para military personnel within the meaning of 

Anned Forces" as laid down in section 2 (a) of the CAT Act 1985. 

That the respondents have no comments to offer against the 

statements made in Para 3 of the application. 

That. with regard to the statements made in Para 4.1 the 

respondents state that on 27.01.99 Slid S. K. Trivedi, Asstt. Commandantl 

contd......6- 
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/Plant has directed Inspector (Exe) D. Oraon, TIC of Pass Section to 

conduct a search of all the personnel working in pass section including the 

applicant. During, the search, Rs. 110/- was recovered from the pocket of 

the applicant against his personal money declared, in the money 

declaration register in violation of office order No.E-42024/CISF/. 

DCP)/20!94/601 dated 08.07.94 (Annexure —A). On being questioned 

about the excess money, the applicant confessed in presence of Inspector 

(Exe) D.Oraon, I/C Pass Section and other staff of pass section that he 

accepted Rs. 100/- from a contractor as illegal gratification for making and 

issuing passes. Accordingly, departmental proceedings under rule 34 of 

CISF Rules, 1969 has been initiated against the applicant and the article of 

charge framed against him as stated hereinabove. Hence the argument of 

the applicant about the false allegation is not correct and is denied. 

8. 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.2, the 

respondents state that the petitioner in his written statement denied the 

charged framed against him. In accordance with sub-rule (4) of Rule 34 of 

CISF Rules, 1969 Inspector (Exe) J. Swain was appointed as Enquiry 

Officer and the enquiry officer has conducted the said enquiry with laid 

contd .... 7- 
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down procedure under CISF Rules and afforded ample opportunity to 

defend the case of petitioner himself or by getting appointed any member 

of the force as his defence assistant. The Enquiry Officer has completed 

the enquiry and submitted the enquiry report to the Disciplinary Authority 

• by holding the charge as proved. On receipt of enquiry report, a copy of 

the said enquiry report has been supplied to the petitioner to make 

representation if any against the enquiry report within 15 days from the 

date of receipt of OJvI.No.V-1 501 4!VSP/AD.11/MaJ- 1/JKS/9915 792 dated 

24.06.99. The petitioner had submitted his written representation against 

the enquiry. Since the petitioner was found in possession of money of 

Rs. 110/- in addition to his declared amount of Rs. 10/- in money 

declaration register which is violation of office order dated 08.07.94, it 

• 	 clearly proves that the petitioner had indulged in illegal gratification which 

• 	 amounts to grave breach of integrity and discipline which articles at the 

• 	 very root of the character of an Armed Force of the Union and tarnished 

the good image of Force. Hence the disciplinary authority inflicted the 

penalty of "Removal from Service" vide fmal order dated 24.7.99. 

9. 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.3, the 

respondents state that during the surprise checking of on duty personnel 

working in pass section where the petitioner was found having excess 

contd .... 8- 



- 	 money of Rs. 100/- in his pocket alone than the amount what he had 

declared in inóney declaration register on 27.1.99 kept in pass setion 

while he was mounting for duty. The same has been corroborated in the 

statements of the all PWs during the departmental enquiry which clearly 

• specify that the excess amount of Rs. 110/- has been recovered from the 

pocket of the petitioner during the checking and disciplinary action under 

rule 34 of CISF Rules, 1969 has been initiated against the petitioner. 

Hence, the question of enmity does not arise for issuing of charge sheet 

against the petitioner. The allegation that Shii S.K.Trivedi, Asstt 

Commandant / Plant assaulting him and extracting a confessional 

statement by' obtaining his signature on a blank paper is not supported by 

any material evidence on record. It is made with the intention of escaping 

the punishment. During the cross examination, the defence assistant of the 

petitioner during his cross examination of PW-ll has confirmed that no 

assault was made by the Asstt. CommandantPlant. In case, there was any 

assault, he should have brought the fact before his superior officer at that. 

time itseIf Hence it is clear that there was no assault on the petitioner as 

alleged. Further the enquiry officer had extended all opportunities to the 

petitioner to cross examine the all PWs. The argument of the petitioner 

that Shri S. K. Trivedi, Assistant CommandantJPlant remained physically 

contd .... 9- 
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present at the time when the PWs were examined is not correct because 

the statement of PWs have been recorded by the enquiry officer in 

presence of the petitioner on scheduled dates. Hence the argument of the 

petitioner in this Para is irrelevant. 

10. 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.4, the 

respondents that the applicant submitted his appeal petition to DIG/SZ, 

Chennai against the order of the Disciplinary Authority. The Appellant 

Authority vide Appellate order dated 17.11.99 reduced the punishment of 

"Removal from Service" awarded by the Disciplinary Authority to 

"Reduction of pay by one stage from Rs,3125/- to Rs.3050/- for a period 

of one year". In the said order, the petitioner was informed of Removal 

from Service to the date of reinstatement as "Dies non" and wasgiven an 

opportunity to make his representation,. if any, against said proposal within 

10 days from the date of joining duty on reinstatement. Accordingly, the 

petitioner again submitted another petition dated 8.12.99 against the above 

proposal.. Since the petitioner has not brought out any new cogent reasons 

except the points already discussed in the final order as well as appellate 

order and since .he has not been exonerated from the charge, the Appellate 

Authority (DIG/SZ. Chennai) has confinned the earlier proposal and the 

intervening period from the date of "Removal from Service" to the date of 

contd.....10- 



rejoining duly on reinstatement in service has been regularised as "DIES-

NON' vide order dated 28.12.99. 

That with regard to the sta.tements made in Para 4.5, the 

respondentg state that the applicant being a member of the disciplined 

Aimed Force of the Union and his prime duty being protecting and safe 

guarding the property of the Go"t undertaking, has himself indulged in 

•  gal activities which is a serious offence and hence the applicant is 

liable for stringent punishment for such an offence. The Revisioning 

Authority considered the facts and circumstances of the case. The 

applicant did not deserve a lenient view and hence the decision to enhance 

the penalty to "REMOVAL FROM SERVICE" taken by the Revisioning 

Authority is justified vis-à-vis the gravity of offence. 

That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.6, the 

respdndents state that while mounting on duty the applicant petitioner had 

declared in possession of Rs. 1 0/- in the money declaration register kept in 

the puss section. During the surprise checking of personnel working in 

pass section the petitioner was found in possession of Rs. 110/- in violation 

of office order dated 8.7.94 	The said order categorically prohibits 

El 
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possession of any money in exess of Rs. 10/- which he declared while 

reporting for duty. For upholding high discipline and moral, the above 

office order were issued. Under the provisions of 10 (a) of CISF Act, 

1968 (Annexure —"B") every member of the force shall promptly obey and 

execute all orders lawfully issued by superior authority. But the petitioner 

has failed to follow the bonafided instructions/orders dated 8.7.99 and 

indulged himself in illegal activities which is serious in nature. The 

applicant is liable for stringent punishment. Hence the argument made by 

the applicant in this Para is irrelevant. 

That with regard to the statements made in Para. 5(a), the 

respondents state that the Revisioning Authority after careful 

consideration of the graiity of the offence and circumstances of the case 

arrived at the conclusion that the petitioner did not deseive a lenient view 

and to be awarded a stringent punishment. Hence show cause order dated 

1.5.2001 proposing the penalty of "Removal from Service" to the 

petitioner has been issued. The argument made by the petitioner against 

th order dated 1.5.2001 is irrelevant. 

That with regard to Para 5 (b), the respondents state that ckiring the, 

surprise checking in pass section on 27.01.99, the petitioner ,  alone was 
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found in possession of excess money of Rs. 110!- which is violation of 

office order dated 8.7.99 the amount was recovered from him by P.W-ll 

(lnspector/Exe D. Oraon), in presence of all the personnel deployed in the 

pass section. The above matter has been corroborated in the statement of 

all PWs during the course of enquiry. When questioned about the excess 

money, the petitioner confessed that he accepted money from some 

contractors for making and issuing passes. Further during the course of 

enquiry, the defence assistant of the petitioner cross examined PW- I and 

confirmed by PW- I in question No.2 that the petitioner confessed 

accepting illegal gratification during his duty hours in violation of office 

order dated 8.7.99. Hence the proposed punishment of removal from 

service is commensurate with the gravity of offence committed by the 

petitioner on 27.1.99 and the petitioner deserves the punishment of 

"Removal from Service" to maintain discipline of the Force. 

15. 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 5 (c), the 

respondents state that as per office order dated 8.7.94 all the CISF 

personnel were directed not to keep more than Rs.10!- with them. 

Moreover, the petitioner deciared canying Rs. 10/- while mounting for 

duty in pass section on 27.1.99. During the course of checking he was 

found in possession of Rs. 100/- than the declared amount of Rs 10/- and 
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he also confessed before the checking officer as well as all other duty 

personnel working in pass section which proves that the petitiOner was 

involvd in accepting illegal gratification. Supporting 4ocuments to prove 

the offence committed by the ietitioner is held in the case file. 

- 	16. 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 5 (d), the 

• respondents state that as -  per the provisions of Rule 49-A of CISF Rules, 

1969 (Annexure —"C') the petitioner is not entitled to regulaiizc the 

intervening period from the date of removal from service to the date of 

reinstatement in service because the Appellant Authority has not 

exonerated the punishment earlier imposed on the petitioner. Hence the 

• 	argument made by the petitioner regarding regularization of intervening 

period does not arise. 	 . 

17.: 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 5 (e),  the 

respondenis state that the Re'isioning Authority acted within the purview 

of the established rules and there is no ultravires the provisions of Article 

14 of Constitution of India. Hence the argument of the petitioner is 

irrelevant. 

18. 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 5 (f, the 

respondents state that the applicant failed to submit the representation 

against the proposed enhancement of punishment on plea that he would be 

• 	 removed from ervice. It shows that the petitioner is involved in accepting 
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illegal gratification while he was on duty in pass section and there is no 

ground to prove his innocence. Hence the petitioner deserves for proposed 

punishment by the Revisioning 'Authority. 

That the respondents have no comments to offer against the 

statements made in Para 6 of the application. 

'. That with regard to the statements made in Para 7 (a), the 

respondents state that under the provisions of CISF Rules, 1969, the 

Revisioning Authority applied Judicial mind and an order dated 1.5.2001 

issued proposes the punishment of "Removal from Service".. 

That with regard to the statements made in Fara 7 (b), the 

respondents state that under the provisions of CISF Rules, 1969, the 

petitioner is not entitled to regularize the intervening period from the date 

of removal from ser'ice to the date of reinstatement. The Hon'ble Court 

may please not to pass any order in favour of the 'petitioner in ofder to up 

hold the rules framed by the Government for administrative puipose. 

That with regard to the statements made in Para 7 (c), the 

respondents, state that the Reviiothng Authority acted within the purview 

of the established rules and there is no ultra virus the provisions of Article. 

14 of Constitution of India as the claimed by the petitioner. 
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2. 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 7 (d, the 

respondents state that since the punishment proposed to enhance as 

"Removal from Service" as the petitioner has been involved in the case of 

taling illegal gratification while he was on duty in pass section in 

violating of Unit  order dated. 8.7.94 which amounts to gross indiscipline 

and misconduct on the part of petitioner. 

	

24. 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 8, 9 and 10 of the 

apication, the answering respondents state that in view of the facts of the 

case, law 'find rules and grounds as shown, the applicant is not entitled to 

any relief whatsoever as prayed for. As the grounds cannot sustain in law, 

the application is liable to be dismissed with cost as devoid of any merit. 

In the premises aforesaid, it is 

therefore, prayed that 'Your Lordships' would be pleased 

to hear the parties, peruse the records and after hearing the 

parties and perusing the records., shall further be pleased to 

dismiss the application with cost and also declare that the 

applicant being a member of "Arnied Forces" the applicant 

cannot come within the jurisdiction of Central 

Administrative Thbunal Act, 1985. 

(A 
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- 	VERIFICATION 

IShri S.Subramaniam 	 presently 

working In CISF Group HQrs. Guwahati. 

as being dulr authorized and competent to sign this verification do hereby 

solemnly affirm and state that the statements made in Para 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, 

11 5  13 to 15, 17 to 24 are true to my knowledge and belief, those made in 

Para 3, 7, 8, 9, 12 and 16 being matter of records, are true to my 

information derived there from and the rest are my humble submission 

before this Hon'ble Tribunal. I have not suppressed any material facts. 

And I sign this verification on this 	V54 tit day of 

2001 at Guwahati. 

-( 	 Ln  

) 

,'\ I 

A94 , 

Comjiandant 
eIsJG?.liq1Guwahati 

DEPONENT 
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ANNEXURE - "A" 

No.E-42024"CISFJDC(P)!201941601 
Office of the Dy. Cornmandant,Plant 

Central Industrial Security Force 
(Ministiy of Home Affairs) 

Tel: 2215 	- 	 Visakhapatnam Steel Plant 
\iisakhapatnam - 31 

Date : 08 Jul 4 94 

OFFICE ORDER. 

It has come to the notice of the undersiied that some of the CISF personnel 

on duty are keeping excess money with them to meet their incidental expenses during duty hours. 

II is therefore directed that before •  going for duty, the individual will give declaration in the duly 

register about the aLnount in his possession. In no circumstances, the on duty personnel will 

carry more than ten rupees. The shift in-charge of the concerned shift will ensure that 

iec1aration about money is taken from the individuals. 

Violation of the order will be dealt seriously. 

/ 

Distribution:- 	 - 

All Coy. Comdrs. A, B, C & fl 
BHM - HQ Coy 
Notice Board 

Sd/-xxx 
DY. COMMAND ANT/PLANT 

Copy to:- 
 The Commandant, 

CJSF Unit,VSP 
Visakhapatnam-3 1. 

- for kind information 

op 

tI 	t 

	

a t'8 	st1 
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ANNEXURE - "B" 

EXTRACT OF CENTRAL INDUSTRIAL SECURITY FORCE ACT, 1968 

LT_10 - Duties of member of the Force : It shall be the duty of every member of the 
Force:- 

Promptly to obey and execute all orders lawfully issued to him by his superior 
authority, 

to protect and safeguard the Industrial Undertaking owned by the Central 
Government together with such other installations as are specified by that 
Government to be vital for the carrying on of work in those Undertakings, situate 
within the local limits of his jurisdiction; 

Provided that before any installation not owned or controlled by the Cenfral 
Governments so specified, the Central Government shall obtain the consent of the 
Government of the State in which such instilation is situate; 

to protect and safeguard such other Industrial Undertakings and irtaIlation for the 
protection and security of which he is deputed under section 14; 

to protect and safeguard the employees of the Industrial Undertakings and 
installations referred to in clauses (b) and' (c), 

	

• (e) 	to do any other act conducive to the better protection and security of the Induttial 
Undertakings and installations referred to in clauses (b) and (c) and the employees 
referred in'clause (d), 

	

(0 	to provide technical consultancy service relating to security of any private sector 
industrial establishments under section 14A; 	, 

to protect and safeguard the organizations owned or funded by the Government and 
the employees of such organizations as may be entrusted to him by the Central 
Government 

any other duty which may be entrusted to him by the Ceqtral Government from time 
to time. 

C0 
5tt 	Qj$ 

GIS 
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AMNEXLTRE - 

EXTRACT OF CENTRAL INDUSTRIAL SECURITY. FORCE RULES, 1969. 

Rule - 49-A 	Dies. non 	Notwithstanding anything contained in these Rule an 

appellare Authority or a Revision Authority may, on reinstatement of a member of the 

FOrce in service after setting aside• a penalty of dismissal, removal or compulsory 

retirement without exonerating such member of the Force of charges which resuid in 

any of those pmalties, after giving an opportunity to the member of the Force concerned 

to show cause against such action and for reasons to be recorded in writing ofder that the 

intervening period between the date Of dismissal. removal or compulsoryrtiiement, as 

the case may be and the dafe of reinstatement be treated as dies non for purposes of his 

service.' . 

• 	 . 	 . 


