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CENTRAL ADMIN rIUTIV TIBUWL 
GUWAHI BENCH 

Original Application No.342 of 2001 

Date of Order: This the 27th Day of iovember 2001 

HON' BL 1a. JU1 ICE D .k.CHOWDHURy ,ViCCHAI MAN 
*t HON' BLE MR.K. K. S 	,AINITRTIVE MEMBER. 

Shri Parimal Ghosh, 
Assistant, ICAR,  Research Complex, 
N. . H, Region, Umro I Roa d, Umium, H egha 1 a ya. 

Applicant. 

By Advocate Mr,B.K.Sharma, Mr.S.ax:ma, Ms.U.Das. 

-Vs- 

Union of India, represented by the Secretary 
to the Indian Council of Agrlqulture Research 

rishi Bhawan, New Delhi. 

The Director General, ICAR, Krishj Bhawan, New Delhi. 

The Director, ICAR,  Iesearch, Umroi Road, Umiurn, 
Meghalaya, 

Respondents. 

By Advocate Mr.K.N.choudhury, Mr.B.C.Lag. 

0. R D E R. 
- - a 

oHu J(VC): 

The post of Assistant Administrative Officer 

on deputation basis under the Director NRC(Mith ur)) 

Jharnapani, Hagalandwas advertised • A copy of the notice 

was also placed in the iot1co Board of the Respondents. 

The applicant who was working In the post of Assistant 

under the Respondents submitted an application for the 

said post on deputation to the Director iC(Mithun), 

the same application was forwarded by the Respondents 

vide letter dated 10.6,99 to the Director NRC(Mjthun), 

The applicants grievance in this application is that 

he respondents authority deliberately did not send 

Vigilance Clearance Certi Eicate of the applicant 

contd/.* 
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alongwitb the  application. 140 submitted representation 

before the Director, ICAR on 9.9.1999 and thereafter he 

also submitted representation to the Director General, 

ICAR, New Delhi. Failing to get his applicatiOn forwarded 

to the authority the applicant moved this application 

for appropriate direction to the respondents for issuance 

of Vigilance Clearance Certificate to the applicant. By 

order dated 19.9.2001 we issued notice onthe respondents 

to show cause. The Respondents did not submit its show 

cause/reply. We asked the learned counsel for the Respondents 

to obtain instructions as to why the Vigilance Certificate 

was not granted to the applicant. Mr.B.C.Dae learned counsel 

appearing on behalf of the respondents took time in 

september 2001 0  October 2001 and to-day also asked Lot 

sometime to obtain instructions. The controversy reve.dnd 

a simple matter of forwarding the application;  Of the 

applicant for the post of Assistant Asinistrative Officer 

NRC(4ithun) to the Director NRC•  When such application is 

filed normally such application need to be forwarded unless 

there is any compelling and good reasons.The discretion is 

vested on the authority in forwarding the application. The 

authority is required to balance the interest of the state, 

via a via the interest of the employee. Care should be 

taken to avoid hardship to such employee. Undue delay of 

disposal of such application seriously prejueices the 

interest of the concerned person. In the instant case 

of the application the applicant was sent to the competent 

authority in 1999.The authority did notassi4fl any reasons 

why the respondents cc(i4not take any decision oft the matter. 

contd/ 
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We have heard Mr.S.arma learned counsel appearing 

on behalf of the applicant and also Mr.B.C.Das learned 

counsel for the respondents. Mr.Das could not justify 

as to why the matter was not processed. Considering all 

aspects, of the latter we are of the opinion that the 

ends of justice will be met if a direction is issued to 

the RespoidentNo,2  Director General, ICAR,  New Delhi to 

take appropriate decision on the representation submitted 

by the applicant via a via forwarding the application to 

the respondents authority. We direct the applicant to suit 

a fresh representation within 10 days to the Director 

General, leAR, Krishi Bbawan, New Delhi enclosing copy of 

the earlier representation as well as the order of the 

Tribunal and on receipt of the same the respondents are 

directed to take decision by passing a reasoned order and 

cctm*unicate the same to the applicant as early as possible 

preferably within 1 month from the date of receipt of the 

representation. 

The application is allowed to the átend indicated 

above. There shall however bs,no order as to costs. 

LU 

(K.X.S$ARMA) 
NRATIVE MEMBER 

Vt '  
(D. N. CHOWDHURy) 
VICE..cAIkAN 

04 
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SEFORE THE CENTF:AL ADN:NISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

GIJWAHATI BENc:H 	'%UWAHATI 

a N oJ  4 -C6 0 J 

BETWEEN 

Shri Parimal G hosh, 
Assistant , 	 Ii::, F.:esearch Complex 

, 

Reqion, Umroi Road, Umiurn, 
Meqha 1 aya 

jp1cant. 

AND 

1 Llnion of India, represented by the 
Secretary to the I ndiar Counc ii of 
Aqr icul ture F.:esearch C IiAF Krishj 
3hawan, New Delhi 

The Director General, ICAR, Krishi 
Bhawan, New Delhi 

The Director, ICAF.:, Research Complex 
for NE H. Reqic'n, Umroi Road, Umiuin, 
Meqhalaya. 

jjonden 

DETAILS OF THE AF'FtICATION, 

1. PARTICULARS OF ORDER AGAINST WHICH THIS APPLICATION 	IS 

This application is not di re'::ted aqai nst any part icuiar 

order 	but has been made aqai nst the a'::t ion ci f 	the 
ii 
Respondents in not considering his case for promcit ion to the 

post of Asstt Accounts Off i cer 

• LIMITATION 

That the Appl icaticin is declares that the instant 



/ 

appi cat ion has been filed wi thin the .1 imitation period 

pres'::r I bed under Se':t ion 21 of the Central Administ rat ion 

Tribunal Act, 1985 

3 J1JR I SD I CT I ON OF THE IR I SIJNAL 

The Applicant further de': lares that the sub.ject matter 

of the case is within the .jurisdjctii:in of the Administrative 

Tribunal 

4. FACTS OF THE CASE 

4.1 That the Applicant is a citizen of India and as such he 

is entitled to III the rights and privileges as civaranteed 

under the Constitution of I ndia and laws framed thereunder, 

4.2 That the Applicant is presently holding the post of 

Asstt, under the Respondent No. 3, he 

started his service career under the Respondents in the year 

1981. Thereafter taking into consideration his sincere and 

devoted service he got his prc'mot ion to the post of Sen i or 

Clerk in the month of April , 1986. The aforesaid promotion 

of Senior l::lerk was fc'i lc'wed by yet another promotion I e 

the post of Asstt. , that is the post presently holding by 

the Applicant. 

4,3 That the Applicant while workihg as clerk in the year 

194 he was qi yen the chae of stores and ac':ordingly he 

continued to disArge his duty. In February 1994 the 

Respc'ndentsi ssued an order of recovery of an amount of Rs 

1.73,2 	the Applicant wi thc'ut holding any enquiry. He 

T,Ang aggrieved approached the Hon' ble Tribunal by way of 

/ 
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fl 1 inc DA NO 41/94. The Hc'ritble •rribunai vide its .ju dyrnen t 

and circler dated 1 6 1994 dispcised of the said OA setting 

.si de the order of recovery. However,  , the Hon ' ble Tribunal 

We it clear that Respondents may prc'i::eed depar tmentai ly 

ainst the Applicant 
	

\ 
it 

44 That the Respondents on receipt of the aforesaid 

Judgment and or der issued charqe sheet against the present 

Applicant alonywith one Shri B.P.S.Yadav. However, the 

rciceedi ny initiated only actai rist the Applicant and by an 

crder dated 	1995, the Disciplinary Authority imposed a 

ena 1 ty of censure on the Applicant Thereafter the 

thrector, ICAR issued another order dated 2571996 by which 

the order of censure has been set aside and direct ion has 

been issued to the disciplinary authority to hold further 

enqu i ry i ntc' the matter impugning the aforesaid order dated 

2571996 the Applicant preferred OA No 260/96 before this 

Hc'n' ble Tribunal The Hon ' bie Tn burial after hearing the 

9arties to the proceeding allowed the said OA vide its 

.judgment and order dated S 6 99 sett i rig aside the order 

dated 271996. 

A copy of the said •judciment and order dated 8699 is 

annexed as Annexure"-1 

5 That the Applicant therea fter continued to hold the post 

cf Asstt under the Respc.ndents Thereafter the Respondents 

J sued an or der in the Notice Sciard advert isi rig a Pc'st of 

A1sstt. Administrative Officer on deputation basis under the 

rectc'r NRC (Mi thun ), Jharnapani, Nagala rid The Applicant 

pacinq his will inciness  submitted his application for the 
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said post of Asstt Administrative Off I cer on deputat ion to 

the Director .  NRC: (Mi thun)The afc'resaid appi icaticin was 

forwarded by the Respondents vi de letter dated 1 .6 99 to 

the Di rector NRC (Mi thun )  

Copies of the application dated 2.6.99 and 	the 

forwardi nci letter dated 10.6.99 are anne>ed 	herewith 

and marked as Annexure-2 & a respectively. 

4.6 That as per the rules guiding the field the Respondents 

are to submit the application of the Applicant aiongwi th 

viciilan'::e clearance certificates. However, the Respondents 

with a, malaf ide intention to harass the Applicant never 

forwarded the viqilance clearance certificate of the 

Appl i cant to the Di rector NRC (Mi thun) The App licant bel rig 

agqrieved preferred a representation dated 9.9.99 to the 

Respodent No 3 prayi nq for issue necessary vi cii lance 

clearance certificates. However, nc'thinq has been dc'ne in 

the matter by the Respondents 

A i:c'py of the said representation dated 9.9.99 is 

anr?>ecI as Anne:ure-4. 

4.7 That the ippl i cant ccul d come to I::nciw about the fa':: t of 

his selecticin in the post of Asstt. Administrative Officer 

under NRC: (Mi thun) from a reliable source. He also could 

come to know about the fact that because of absence of 

vi gi lance ': leararice cert i f I cate his case cou 1 ci not be 

ccinsi dered by the Di rectcir NRC: t:Mi thun: The Applicant kept 

on representing the matter before the ccini::ernecl authority 

but the same yielc:fed no result in positive. It is notewcirthy 

~W~ 
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to mention here that the application preferred by the 

Appi :i cant dated 26 99 (Annexure2 ) , the forwardinq letter 

dated C i Anne ur ) and reprent 3 Li ri d Led 9.9-99  

(Anriexure--4 ) I I led by the Applicant was sent to the office 

of the Respondent N'::' 2 for necessary instruction in the 

matter and whi 1 e of Icr inc I ts comment the Respondent No - 

issued a positive instruction to the Respondent No 	3 for 

lssuance of vi cii lance c iearan'::e cert I li cate (No 	ob.ject ion 

certi ficate) but the Respondent No, 3 for the reason best 

known to him has not issued any sui::h vi cii lance clearance 

certificate. 	Situated thus the Applicant preferred 	a 

representation to the concerned author I ty pray i ng for 

redressel of his cirievances but till date nothinq has been 

done so far in the matter.. 

A ccipy of the aforesaid representation is annexed as 

Annexure-5. 

4.8 	That the Applicant beqs to state that the post of 

Asstt , Administrative officer under the Director, 	NRC: 

(Mi thLtIl)is still lyinq vacant but due to non-supply of 

vi qi lance clearance cert I lied the Director NRC: (Mi thun 

could not appoint the Applicant in the said post of Asstt 

Adsrii nii .Lrat Lye O•f f i cer on deputation 

4.9 	That the Appli':ant beqs to state that the Respondents 

mainly the Respondent No 3 has not 	yet I ndi cated any 

reason for non-issuance of vi qi lance clearance cert if I cate 

to the App 1 icant I nspi te of repeated request the 

Respondents are bent upon not to act on any request made by 

the Appi i cant It is pert i nent to mention here that the 

Q
14,11- 
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lesp':'riderit No. 3 after pass :i iig of the .judment and order 

cated 8.699 by which the order dated 25.7.96 was set aside, 

.c'ok the matter very seriously against the Appi i cant . As 

measure of punishment , the Respondent No 3 has dec i ded not 

tci :1 ssue any vi qi la..ice clearance cer t i ii cate (NO ,: ) to the 

Atplicant so that he gets no further s'::ope of his career 

aJvan':ecnent 

4410 That the Applii:ant begs to state that like the post of 

Astt Administrative Off i cer under director NF:;:: (Mi thun ) 

Nacialand, numbers of equivalent posts are going to advertise 

s'Dc'n and in the event of non- issuance of v iqi lance c 1 earance 

crt i ficate the Applicant will suffer irreparable loss and 

:iii.jury. The Applicant apprehending the aforesa.i d fact prays 

bfc'r'e this Hon' bie Tribunal for an appropriate directed to 

the Respcindents to issue necessary vigilance i: learance 

cert i fi cate (NOC: to him so that for his career advancement, 

hs future cipportuni ty of promotion/appointment is not 

adversely effe':ted, 

411 That the Applicant begs to state that Respcindents 

mainly the Respondent NO 3 has acted illegally in 

withh':uiding the vigilance clearance of the Applicant without 

aqy reason In fact the Respondent No 2, has made it clear 

ab,'ut the fact that vigilance clearance can be issued to the 

Ap,pl i i::ant for i::cinsi derat icin of his case aai nst the pcist of 

Asrtt. Administrative Officer under NRC: :Mithun: Nagaiand, 

but noth i rig has been dcine si::i far in the matter. Now a icnost 2 

yeaxs have been passed and within a short time the post of 

Asstt . Administrative Off icer under NRC: (Mi thuri ) Nagairid 
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wi 11 be f ii. led up by some other 	 and the App in4 

will lose his chance The Respondent No 3 is wi thhoi ding 

the said vigilance clearance certificate (NOC) only on the 

ground of pendency of .jud I': i a 1 proceed i nq but same could not 

be a ground of withholding vigi lance c learan':e certi f icate 

H (NOC). It is noteworthy to mention here that similarly 

placed person i .e Dr. BPS Yadv, who was also char gesheeted 

alcing with the Applicant, has been selected on deputation of 

two member Indian Expert to Mongolia, and in h is ::ase 

viilance clearance has been issued with utmost prc'mtitude. 

H It is further stated that said Dr. BPS Yadav has also been 

promoted to the post of Principal Scientist (Animal 

Nutr it i on) and to that el fect the Respondents have issued 

vigilance clearance certificate (NOf:) without any delay. 

However, the reasons best known to the Respondent No 3 no 

H vigilance clearance cert i f i cate (NOC) been issued to the 

Applicant The non furnish :1 rig/non issuance of vigilance 

clearance cert i f i cate (NOC : has virtual ly blocked the avenue 

of future progression of the Appl i cant 

4.12 That the Applicant begs to state that the Respc'ndents 

have acted illegally is not issuing the vigilance clearance 

certi ficate to the Appl i':::ant Presently the NF.:C (Mithun) 

Nagaland as well as other Govt organisat ions are goi rig to 

issue var ictus advertisements for the post of Asstt 

Administration Of I icer, or equivalent posts and in the 

absence of vigilance clearance certificate NOC) , the 

Applicant will ic'se his chance for his cc.nsi derat ion. 	In 

that view of the matter,  , the Appi i cant prays before the 

Hon ble Tribunal for an appropriate interim order direct i ncj 

V 
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the respondents to ':1 ar i fy the reason to the Appi i cant as to 

why his vi gi lan':e clearance certificate has been wi thhei ci, 

ternat ive ly for an interim order direct i rig the Respondents 

to issue provisional vi gi lancE. clearance cer t i f i cate (NOC) 

sc' that his case can be consi dereci provisionally. It is 

further stated that in absence of any such interim order, as 

prayed for, the Applicant once again will lose the further 

chance of consideration of his case and thereby he will 

uf fer irreparable loss and i n.jury 

GROUNDS WITH LEGAL PRf?)FROVISIONS 

I For that the act ion/ina':tion on the part of the 

espondents is i 1 legal , arbitrary and same is vici la t ive of 

he principles of natural .justice and administrative 

ai rplay and hence same is liable to be set aside and 

uashecL 

32 For that the Applicant being selected for the post of 

Lstt. Administrative Off i cer, on depu tat ion, the Respondent 

No. 3 c'uciht to have issued the viQilance clearan':e 

cert i f I cate (NOC: : to him, takinq I ntci consi derat ion his past 

ervice career. Withhc'ldinq of the said viqi lance ':learance 

.Lert i f I cate (NOC )without any reason has put the Appl I cant 

r d a dsadvantaqeous si tLtat ion and virtually blocked his 

fure career and hence same is not sust ....iabie in the eye 

of law and liable to be set aside and quashed 

F. 3 For that the Applicant beinq a sincere and devoted 

'mployee, he deserves comandat ion from his hi qher author i ty 

L it  not to speak of commendation, the Respondents have now 

M  
I 



withheld his due vigi lance c learance cert if icate Noc:: 	for 

some e traneous reason with a rnaiaf ide intention to harass 

him. In that view of the matter the impugned act ion of the 

Respondents are liable to be set aside and quashed 

5. 4 For that the Respondents have acted in violation of 

Article 14 and 16 of the C:ctnstitution of India is not 

replying to his repres.mtat ions hi yhi iciht I ng the fact as to 

why his vigilance clearan':e certificate (NOC) has been 

withheld. I nspi te of rej:eated representation, the Appl i cant 

could not ascertain the reason as to why his said vigilance 

c iearanu::e cert if i'::ate has been withheld. On this score 

alone, the action of the Respondents are not sustainable in 

the eye of law and liable to be set aside and quashed. 

5.5 For that the Respondents have acted illegally in not 

issuing the said cert i f i cate Nai::: to the Applicant on the 

ground of pendency of judicial proceedings. The Respcundents 

however, issued similar certificate to a person (Dr. BPS 

Yadav) against whom same set of charges was in existence. 

This discriminatory action of the Respc'ndents , mainly the 

Respondent No. 3 forced the Applicant to believe that the 

fact of withholding of vigilance ':: learance cert i f icate N0c 

is not a routine matter but has been done same is not 

sustainable in the eye of law and liable to be set as ide and 

quashed. 

5.6 For that the Respondent Nc', 3 has acted illegally in 

wi thhc'i ding the vi qi lance clearance cer t i f I cate of the 

Appl icant w:i.thout any reason. The Respondent No. 2 vide his 

'.communi cation has made I t clear that there is no bar in 

Tn-~s~
—  

U k 
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issui nq 	viqi lance clearance cert if i cate (HOC) to 	the 

Applicant, but the Respondent No 3 has not yet issued the 

said certi fic.ate, which is per-se ii leqal , arbitrary and 

violative of principles of Administrative fair play.  

5.7 For that in any view of the matter the action/inaction 

on the part of the Respondents is not sustainable in the eye 

of law and liable to be set aside and quashed 

The 	Applicant craves leave of this 	Hon'ble 

Tribunal to advani::e more grounds 1:c'th leqa 1 as well as 

factual at the time of hearing of this case. 

G. DETAILS OF THE REMEDIES EXHAUSTED. 

That the Applicant declares that they have exhausted 

all the possible departmental remedies towards the redressel 

of the grievances in reciard to which the present application 

has 	been made and 	presently they 	have 	got 	no 	other 

alternative than apprc'acheci this Hon ' bie 	rr i burial 

7. MATTER FENDING WITH ANY OTHER C:OURTS 

That the applicants declares that the matter 	regardincj 

this application is not pending in any other Court of Law 

or any other authority or any other branch of the Hon' ble 

Tribunal. 

B. RELIEF SOUGHT 

Under the facts and circumstances stand above the 

AppI i cant prays that the I nstant application be admitted, 

records be called for and upon hearing the parties on the 

':ause or causes that may be shown and on perusa 1 of records 

H 



be pleased to qrant the foi lowi nci reliefs 

8.1 	To direct the. Respondents to issue necessary 	vi g i lance 

learance certi f i cate (NOC) to the Applicant 	immediately for 

cc'nsi derat ion of his '::ase for aj:poi ntment to the 

Asstt Administrative Of:fi i::er in the office of the 

NRC: (Ni thurt) Naqa land 

8.2 C:cist of the application. 

8.3 Any other relief/reliefs to which the present 

post ci f 

Di r e c t ci r 

Applicant 

H are entitled to under the fai::ts and circumstances of 	the 

case and 	as may be deemed fit and proper by 	the Hon'ble 

Tribunal. 

INTERIM ORDER PRAYED FOR 

Under the facts and ci r'::umstances of the case, the 

Applicant prays for an interim order from this Hon' ble 

Tribunal direct i nq the Respondents to issue necessary 

:iqj lance clearance certificate (NOC) prcivisic*nal ly durinq 

pendency ci f the CA, 

THE AFPLII::ATION IS FILED THROU'3H ADVOCATE 

PARTICULARS OF THE POSTAL ORDER 

I : 	:r . P . a. Ni::'.: 
Date: JiNkno 

iii) payable at GuYahat I 

LIST OF ENc:LOSURES 

7' 
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VERIFIf:TION 

I, Shri Parimal Ghosh, aged abi:iut 37 years, 

si::in of I Ghosh , at present work inq as Assistant in the 

office of the Director, IC:AR Umium Meghaiaya, dci here by 

solemnly affirm and state that the statement made in this 

application •fr':im paraqraph )) L - 4'9 4-o c 4 'Qd a r C 

true to my knowledqe and those made in paragraphs 

are matters records of records 

informations derived therefrom which I believe to be 	true 

nd the rest are my humble submission before this Hon ' ble 

; trribunal  
And I sign this verification on /!th day of 

ugust, 2001. 

S i gnat u r e 

P 0 J-v VV\ Uj- 9 -" 
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J3Y-HAND 

CtrA Mmstrtve Tbm! 
GUWAHATI BENCH GUWAHATI 

Despatch No. CAT/GHY/JuDL/2y -  Dated, Guwahati the 

L56ginaiApplicatiouN. : 	2 
Misc. Petition No. 

Contc1 pt Pettion No 

Review4pplication No 

* 	Tmnsfcr Application No., 

Applicant(s) 

V1 RS U S 

	

O • - 	 ____ 	Respondent(s) 

To 	/( 
 

L 	C: 

( A k 	c 	L 

Please find herewith a copy of JudgrnentfOfder dated 

passed by the Bench of this Honh1e Tribunal 
comprising of Hon'blc Justice Shri 	c/V  

Yice-Chairmaii and Honble Shri  

Member, Administrative in the above noted case for iuforia-
tion and necessary action, if any. 

Please acknowledge receipt of the same. 

RttSt 

Enclo: As stated above. 
- Sheets. 

BY ORDER, 

'4 
y—DEPUTYRE'GISTRAR 

/-c 
-c 27'C 

A 

1; 



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATIBENCH 

Original Application No.260 of 1996 

to of decision: This the 8th day of June 1999 

re 1-Ion'ble Mr Justice D.N. Baruah, Vice-Chairman 

The Honbie Mr G.L. Sanglyine, Administrative Member 

Shri Parimal Ghosh, 
Assistant (c.0.), 
indian Council of Agricultural Research, 
Barapani, Meghalaya 	 Applicant 

By Advocate Mr B.K. Sharma 

4! 

- versus - 

The Union of In'dia, represented by the 
Secretary, 
Indian Council of Agricultural Research, 
New Delhi. 
The Director General, 
Indian Council of Igricultura1 Research, 
New Delhi. 
The Director, 
Indian Council of Agricultural Research, 
N.E.H. Region,Rs 
Barapani1 Meghalaya. 

Dr M.D. Verma, 
Project Director1 
National Research Centre (lithun), 
Jharnapani, Nagaland. 

By Advocates Mr A. Deb Roy, Sr. C.G.S.C., 
Mr K.N. Choudhury, Mr P. Bhowrnik and 

B.C. Das. 

Q. ~AN.. ....... 
( 	f 	. 	 ... \ 	1 

.'•'\ 	 .'/-J 	 2 R  .!  VR 

BARUAH.J. (v.C.) 

U 

Respondents 

The applicant is an Assistant in the Indian Council 

of Agricultural Research (ICAR for short). He entered into 

service in the year 1981. Thereafter, he was promoted to the 

post of Sr. Clerk in April 1986. In September 1991 he was 

promoted to the post of Assistant. In 1984 he was placed in 

charge of Stores and he discharged his duty as such. In 

avOc O. 

	

	 Iebruary 1994, because of a Jepartmenta] loss an order was 

passed towards recovery of an amount of Rs.73,262.58 from 



:2: 

the salary or the appJ.icant at a montI1y rate of Rs.5OO/ 

The authority also decided 'to hold a dopartmentai enquiry 
• 	

' 	 again81, the aPplicdflt 
According 

to the applicant the order 

of recovery was passed by the authoiity without holding any 

enquiry and Yiving any OPPortunity of hearing to the 

origin 
applicant The dpPljCant approahoed hjs Tribunal by filing 

"dated 	

appli 	
No.41 of 1994. 

8 	Annexure 2 order l.6.gg4 	this 	Tribunal 	disposed 	of 	said application setti 	 the 

ng aside the. ord passed by the authority 

for recovery of the amount mentioned above. However, the 

Tribunal further, ordered that the disciplinary Proceeding 

against the aPplicant Would COfltjfl0 

2. 	
By Annexijre 3 order 	

,n 
dated 15.7.1994 Dr U.C. Shara, 

Sr. Scientist ICAR, was appointed Enquiry Officer, to 

enquire into the charg5 levelled against the 
One Dr B.p.s 	Ya 	 applicant alol1qwj1 dav. 8y AnnexL,-e ' ord 	

dared 15.7.1994, the Director, ICAR appointed Shrj 
	Sarania 	Inspector 

C.B.I/ACB Shillong as Presenting Officer Both the 

ord5 were passed in exercise of the Powers onferred under 
R c ule 14 0 

the Central Civil 
ofltrol 	

Services 
a 	 (C1 as5jfiati 

)nd Appeal) Rules, 1965 as applicable 
to ICAR. 

,2LJowever, on 26.10.1994 the Administrative Officer, ICAR 

d intimated the Enquiry. 
0fficer not  

agajn5 Dr B.P.S 	 to conduct the enquiy  

conducted 	
Yadav Therefore, the enquiry was to be 

only against the applicant 
	

The enquiry was Conducted 

	

	thereafter by 	
the Enquiry 0ff'icer and on 

conclusion ot the enqujr, the Enquir
y  o 

ticer suhmjtte the O 
enquiry report 	

n 24.6.1995 the Disciplinary Authoi.ity sent
1. the enquiry report to the applicant 
	

On 24.8.1995 the 
applicant Submitted Annexure JO representation. Thereafter, 
by Annexure 11 

order dated 25.8.1995 the Disciplinary 
Authority imposed Penalty of 

 
25,7 1996 b 	

censure Ofl the applicant 	On y Annexure 1 
order the Director General ICAR in 

purported ......... 
toca 
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ported exercise of power under Rule 
29 (I)(lv) of the 

;(cc) 
Rules, 1965 set asje the order of censure and 

itted the case to the Discipliflary Authority with 

ection to hold further enquiry on the iSSUe Whether 

ance stationery items had been received till 24.4.1992 

not. The applicant being aggrieved by the said order of 

Director General submitted Annexure 12 representation 
ed 2

1.8.1996 for review of the decision oi the Director 

ral. The applicant has also alleged malafide of the 

?r dated 13
.9.1995 passed by the 4th respondent Dr N.D. 

a, 	the o il 	tDirector, 	ICAR. 	Accordjiig to th 

applicant the decision of the Disciplinary Authority was 

revised by setting aside, the order of censure and reInjttjrg 

the matter for further enquiry within thirteen days from the 

date of joinina of the 4th respondent as Director, ICAR. 

According to the applicant the impugnec Annexure 
1 order 

dated 2 5.7.1996 
setting aside the original order of penalty 

of censure and remitting the Inatter for further 

investigation was passed with malafide intention which would 

be evident from the facts and circurnsances of the case. 

	

--. 	 . 	Hence the presenz application. 

\1 - The contention of the applicant is that the impugned 

action 	of 	the 	respondents 	wasillegal 	and 	without 

jurisdiction and it was passed with malafjde intention. The 
• 	

.../ applicant has further contended that the impugned Annexure 1 

order dated 2 5.7.1996 
was passed in purported exercise of 

the revisional power by the authorit, without having any 

jurisdiction and 	therefore, 	it 	is 	liable 	to be s e t 

aside. The applicant has, therfore, prayed for quashing the 

Annexure 1 order dated 25.7.1996 

in due course he respondent Nos.J to 4 have entered 

	

PAO 	appearance and filed written staLempit 

44oc 

0. 



5. 	
We have heard both sides. fir B.K. Sharma, learned 

counsel for 
the applicant submitted before us that once the 

pplicant having been punished by way of censure, the 

)irector General, ICAR had no3uthcrit, or jurisdiction to 

exercise power under Rule 29(j)(jv) of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 

1965 to set aside the oenalty of censure imposed by Annexure 

11 order dated 25.8.1996 and remit the case back to the 

Disciplinary Authority, i.e. Director, ICAR to hold further 

enquiry on the issue whetherJalance stationery items had 

been receiv4d till 24.4.1992 or not. fir Sharma also 

submitted before us that the earlier order was passed by 

the then Director, ICAR awarding penalty of censure. After 

his transfer when thp 4th respondent took charge, 

immediate1y within thirteen days of hi joining he made the 

recommendation and only at his instance the revisional order 

was passed by the Director Genera.1 for taking up the matter 

by the 4th respondent. According to fir Sharma the facts and 

circumstance of the case would amply show that the decision 

was taken with malafjde intention of the Director, ICAR. The 

applicant has made alleaatjor of malaf ide against the 4th 

7 respondent Dr N.D. Verma, Project Director, National 

Research Centre (Mithun), Nagalancj. Notices were served 
on 

the 4th respondent. However, he chose not to file, any 

written statement. In this regard, flr Sharma submitted that, 

as per the decision of the Apex Court if an allegation of 

malafide is made then counter to the said allegation should 

be filed by the officer gaint whom the allegation is made. 

6. 	fir 	K.N. 	Choudhury, learned 	Standing 	Counsel, ICAR 

strenuously argued before us 	in support 	of the action of the 
respondents. 	According 	to fir 	Choudhury 	the 	authority, i.e. 
the 	Director 	General, 	ICAR 	had 	jurisdiction 	to pass such 

/ 

TIN 
order 	in 	furtherance 	of justice. 	According 	to 	him the 
applicant 	was 	involved 	in such 	a 	serious 	crime 	chat mere 

doC 
I 4 censure ........ 
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Censure would not meet the ends o j us, ice. Therefore, it 

was necessary for the adminjstratjo, to reconsider the 

wh1e matter by making proper investigation Mr Choudhury 

furth submitted that the records revealed that some 

oLher matters had been left out of 
consideration.  

According to Mr Choudhury there wag nothing wrong on the 

part of the Director General in asking the subordinate 

authority to make further enquiry
,  t'r Chouhciury also 

submitted before us that the allegation of malafide was 

not at all proved an.d in Lh e abscce of proof the 
Tribunal 	cannot 	come 	to 	t h e 	coric1u10 	regarding maj.afide 

7. 	
On the rival contention of the learned Counsel for 

the 	parties, 	the 	
f0lowincquestjn5 	fall 	for Considerati on  

Whether the authority had the 
j, irisdiction to 

invoke the reviajonal power under Rule 29(iv) of 

the CCS(CCA) Rules, l9b5 .•-:;• 

Whether the facts and Clcumtances of the case 

indicate 'malafide 	interltjofl of 	the respondent %
No.4. \\\ 

Point No.1: 

Rule 29 of the CCS(CCA) RUles, 1965 prescribes the 

procedure for revision under varjo3 circumstances Rule 
29 (iv) relates CO 

the revisional power of the Head of 

the Department direct.uflde the Central Government As 
• 	 per Rule 29(ji), '

Notwithstinding anything contained in 
these rules_ the Head at- 

 a Department directly under the 

Central Government, in the case of a Government servant 

serving in a department or office 
	(not being the 

Secretariat or the Posts and Telegraphs Board), under the 

Control of such Head of a Departfllcj') t, may at any time, 

Cithler on his or its own nor ion or otk)er.jjse call for the 

00 
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1 

• 	 .;•. 

- the records of any inquiry and revise, any order made under 

the •CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, from which an appeal is allowed, 

but from which no appeal has been preferred or from which no 

appeal is allowed, after consultation with the Commission 

where such consultation is necessary and may revise the 

order as mentioned in the said rule.k However; as per the 
.4 

second proviso of the said rule such revisional power by the 

lead of the Department shall not be exercised by the,Head of 

1110 l)epartment unless the authority to. ihich i appeal would 

il?, where no appeal has been preferred1 is subordinate to 

him. In other words 	revisional power can be exercised by 

• 	 - 

., 

ly 

Ihe Head of a Department only when the Head ot the 

l)epartmet is superior to the Appellate Authority. In the 

present case it is admitted by both sides that the Director 

(eneral is the Head of the Deprtment(IflStitution) and also 

the Appellate Auhority. Therefore; as per the seco;d 

proviso, mentioned above the Director General who is the 

Appe1lat 	Authority cannot exercise the revisional power. 

Aqain 	er Rule 29(v) -the Appellate Authority can also 

I ' 	 - 

rvise'n order, but in such case power can be exercised by 
"I 

the Apel1ate Authority within six months from the date of 

the order proposed to be revised. Even assuming the Director 

General, being the Appellate Author.ty, has exercised ihe 

power under Rule 29(v) then the order ought to have been 

passed within six months. But fl.j the present case the 

Director General exercised the power after almost eleven 

months. Therefore, on both the counts the Director General 

had no jurisdiction to exercise the jurisdictional power. In 

this connection Mr Sharma has drawn our attention to a 

decision of the Madras High Court in P. Sabesan -vs- State 

of Tamil Nadu and another, reported in (1985) Lab. I.C. 

ttst 
1545. This decision was rendered by the Madras High Court on 

avOcOte.   A 
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the 	Thinii 	Nedu 	Police 	Subordinate 	Service 	(DisciplinC 	
and 

Appea 	) Rules, 	R. 	bA 	and 	proviso of 	the 	said 	rules wtiich 	is 

/1 similar to 	the 	second 	proviso 	to 	Rule 	29 	of 	the 	CCS(CCA) 

Rules. The 	High Court observed thus: 

.......The 	power 	to 	review 	under 	
the 	above 

rules 	can 	be 	exercisd 	by 	four 	authorities 	(1) 

The 	State 	Government, 	(2) 	the 	Head 	of 	the 

departments1 	(3) 	the 	appellate 	authority 	and 

(4) 	any 	other 	authority 	specif ied 	in 	this 

behalf 	by 	the State Government by a general or 
special 	order. 	But 	the 	power 	of 	review 	given 

to 	the 	Head 	of 	the 	department, 	is, 	however, 
subject 	to 	a 	restriction 	under' the 	proviso 	to 

the 	rule. 	The 	proviso 	says 	that 	no 	power 	of 

review 	shall 	be 	exercised 	bythe 	Head 	of 	the 

department 	unless 	the 	appellate 	authority, 

which 	had 	passed 	the 	appellate 	order 	of 	the 

authority 	to 	which 	an 	appeal 	would 	be 

preferred 	against 	the 	oriqinal 	order 	is 

subordinate 	to 	hin ........... 
i 

In view of chat the power exercised was struck down by the 

Madras High C:urt. 

In another decision, namely Kailash Prasad Sinha -vs-

Union of India and another, reported in 1995(1) SLR 24, the 

Delhi High Court had occasion to consider the second proviso 

to Rule 29 of the cCS(CCA) Rules, 1965. In the. said decision 

the Delhi High Court observed thus 

......Second 	proviso 	to 	
Rule 	29 	clearly 	says 

../1 	 .a that 	no 	powor 	of 	review 	shall 	be 	exercised 	by 

the 	head 	of 	the 	depcirtmont 	unless 	the 

IC authority 	to 	which 	an 	appeal 	would 	lie 	where 
iz 

•1 
no 	appeal 	is 	preferred 	is 	suoordinate 	to 	him 

(vide 	sub-clause 	(ii)). 	Thus 	merely 	being 

' 	,/ a 	head 	of 	the department 	is 	not 	sufficient 	by 
of 	review itself 	to 	exercise 	a 	power 

The 	object 	of 	2nd 	proviso 	to 

Rule 	29 	is 	to 	provide 	that 	though 	the head of 
department 	can 	exercise 	the 	power 	of 	review, 
it 	is 	only 	in 	those 	cases 	where 	the 	appellate 
authority 	is 	subordinate 	to 	the 	former. 	But as 

• in 	the 	present 	case 	the 	appellate 	authority 
and 	the 	reviewing 	authority 	are 	the 	same 

person 	i.e. 	Director 	C.B.l . , 	the 	condition 

precedent 	in 	2nd 	proviso 	to 	Rule 	29 	is 	not 
satisfied ................In 	that 	view 	it 	has 

to 	be 	held 	that 	the 	Director 	C.B.I. 	being 	the 
appellate 	authority 	could 	not 	exercise 	the 
power 	of 	reviewing 	authority 	under 	Rule 	29, 
and 	the 	impugned 	notice 	thus 	issued by him was 
not 	warLanted 	in 	law. 

'I  

Advoc ate. 
 

23K'. 
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The decisions cited above squarely cover the point 

at lssu2. Therefore 	
we have no hesitation to come to the 

that the Director General being the Appellate 

Authority had no jurisdiction to exercise the revisional 
power. 

POINt N0911: 

The applicant has alleged malafide in the present 

CaSe on the ground that Shrj S. Laskar, the then Director, 

ICAR, Research Complex for N.E. Hill 
Region, passed the 

Annexure 11 order dated 25.8.1995 imposing penarty of 

Censure 	
After Shrj Laskar was cransrerred the repondent 

No.4- Dr N.D. Versa, Project Director, National Research 

entre (Nithun) took over charge and within a short time the 

respondent No.4 sent a recommendation for revision of the 

order. According to the aOp.ticant this was done with an 

ulterior motive to harrass the applicant The applicant has 

also uged that once the DirectoL had imposed the pendlty of 
IC 

'Censure°, the respo1dent No.4 ought not to have recommended 

or revision of the order. Except that nothing has been 

shown by the applicant It is an established principle of 

law that Without Sufficient proof of malafjde intention the 

Court or Tribunal cannot come to a conclusion that the 

action was vitiated by a malafide intention. The malafido 

action is not only to be pleaded, but it also has to be 

proved with reasonable certainty. In the present case, in 

our oPinion, the applicant has not been able to satisfy the 

test. On perusal of the records we do not find that the 

action was taken with a malafjde intention Therefore, this 

action cannot be said to be taken by the authority with 

malafide intention Therefore, we find no force in the 

contentio n  of the appljcart in this point. 

c ____. . 
4 	 . 

O
c te. 4v 
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In view of our decision in Point No.1 we find that 

impuqned Annexure 1 order dated 25.7. 199b issed by the 

uLLecLor General exercisinc revisi anal power cannot be 

sustained in law. Accordingi.y we set aside the sarn. 

9. 	The apPlication is accordingly disposed of. No order 

as to costs. 

d/ uleF. CH1R11AN 

bci/_ 11Er13EB (AUIIN) 

nkrn 
• 
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The DirecLo;, 
R.C. (LLthun) 

3rnapan, , I aga! a no 

 

2; 

(Through pronar channel) 

Sub.:— 	
AssttoAdmn.Qjcr on deputation basis 0000.oerego 

Ref. 	
Your letter No.RRCM(R)3/86(vol III)/3907 dt.399 
addressed to the Director,ICI\R Research Complex, 
Uam and subsequent circuatjn cE the same in the 
Notice hOarcl,U1niam 0  

Sir, 

With clue respect I beg to offer myself as one of the candidate for th 	
ove post as er the estaijlished te5 and cOndition of the IoC.I.R 0   below 	 Ny fleccssar PCijcU 1 Or are fursh n for your kind I foatI 	and flccessaLy action plcso0 

10 Dato of joining IcAr Scnjice 	261011 as JrClerk. 

Promoted to Sr0Cler] 
on 1111019e, 3SDOL.E. 
c and Ida to 0  

Promoted to Asstt. on 
39,1991 as D.L.E. cndidate0 

2 Work shop/traning under 	
:—  taken 	 l0Rescvati)fl on Sejce 

i0o 0  Sc/ST etc 0  

2 Computerisation of 
Accounts (IcAR) 

Thanking you, 

Your fOithfuliy, 

DCtd Umiam thr  
2nd 7une99 0  

\ 
(parjrna Chosh) 

Asstt 0  
ICAR Research) Complex 
For TEH Rogi 

0 Advance Copy to:- !oghal aye 

The DircLor, U. C. ( Ithun),j))orfl.nj ,Nagaland. 

dvocate- 

(Parirnel Ghoah) 



- 	 Aaxu- 
I1JIAN COUI4CIL OF ACRICULTURAL RESE1RCH 

V ICAR RESEARCIl COMPLEX FOR N.E .H. RECIJN 
UI4ROI gOAT), UI1IAM, MEGHALJYA - 2,93 io. 

ell  
NO. RC(P)61/81. 	 Dated Urniam, the 10th June,99. 

TO 

The DIrector, 
N.R.C. 	(mithun) 
Jharnapani, 
Nagaland. 

SUb i 	Forwarding of app1Icaton for the poet of 
A.A.O. in respect of Sh. P. Ghosh, Astt. 

Sir, 

I am directed to forward herewith the 
application for the post of A.A,O., L.R.C. 	(Mithun) 
in your organisation inrespect of 	Chosh, 
Att. of IC1R (Rc), Umiam for further consideration 
from your end. 

Yuro fith±u3.1y, 

Encl t 	As above. 

- 	SIrtha 	) 
Astt .Ainjstratjvcoffjcer(A) 

Copy to  

S 
Sh. P. Ohosh, )3t • ICAR (Rc) Um.tarn. 

J 

Adv o
catce 	 y 
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To  

\ The' ftLrrccr, 
ior' 

ç 'r\ 

fluest' 	 of V(rj 	Clea)flr certificate-req. 
Sir, 

Kindly refer my OnJicrtirn for the post 012 h.?..O, on 
deputation to N. . C. (•!),Il and which was forw arded b this 

Offie, it is 'n'erstaoc1 that the matter is in final st3e and 

or want of vigilnncr clearance certificate from this Office, 
the 	 OyFER IS HEED UP'. 

Flare, it will not be out of olace to mention that a 

j udgeucnt was pronounced on 8.6 .99 by the Honble C.A.T. 

O,ahntj allowing the netetion °.i.170.760/96 ary3 it is 
understood that the Deptt. (ICAR 

to file an aooeal Ct'tj 	to iion'hjo Filch Court on the abovo 
]udqrment and k !':Lnrr in view this contention vigilance — 

clearaçr certificate In my case has not been issued by this 
Off ice. 

F.irther, it may )zi.nlv he noted that, in case the Hon'bio 
High Court allow thc apocal nctetion, if I go on denutation to 

11. R.C. (71)1CAp,jn that case also I will he :eli within the ICAR 

system and under any case my discipljna. authority will not be 

chanead i.e. Director, ICAR Rss.Cojneie.,umiarn will he ray disci-
plinary authority. 

If the thove 	 clearance coftificat is not 

same will effect an irreparable damage to my 

carrier prospect and eith financial loss. 

Under th e abo, e circumstanc0s, I recTuect your honour to 

kindly issue the necessary vigilance clearance certificate at 
an early date and SCVC me from the irrerarable losses. 

Thank:1 ng you, 

Dated z-O9, 09,1999 

/ d •:e/ 	

C/'1,,11; 

I • 

Ii 

- (C. 

!Eours faithfully, 

(Pariar1 Ghosh) 
Acstt. 

I' 

U 

c 	44voc 
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To 

The Hon'ble Director (?eneral, 
I.C.A.R.,Krjnhj Bhavan, 

: 	 New Delhj.-110 001 

(Through proper channel) 

Sub. :- Prayer for justice. 

Respected Sir, 

I have the honour to state that the ICAR Authority is giving 
I 	me un-due pun.ishment and re-newed harrasemont which is very,  much 

unjustified. To elaborate the matter I am to state that s.- 

1 • 	A summery recovery order for recoverying a sum of R. 73262 • 50 

frctn .my aalaxy was issued vide ICAR Research Ccnplex for 
NEH Reçion,Urniam'n 0/0 N0.RC(0)16/92 dated 11.2.1994 without 
any inquiry. This order was quashed by the Hon'ble Tribunal 
vide its order dated 1.6.1994 against O.A. No.41/94, 

2. 	Thereafter, a coimnon proceeding was drawn against Shri. P.Ghosh 

(me) and Dr.B.P.S,Yadav the then Store Officer, Matter related 
to pare 1 above was not inc1uded in the charge sheet as there 

was no such cane, During the process of inquiry ,proceedinga 
againn.tDr.B,p,s.yadev was stopped by the Council vide 
Councils letter P.N0.28(2)/92-i'v'i9 dated 4.591994 for 

reasons best known to then while proceedings against me 
was contjnLjed which was against the very spirit of the rule. 
On the basis of irquLtry report punishment of CENSURE was  
imposed on me though the same was not at all merited because 

the findings of the Inquiry officer was made without going 

through the proper docurnents apart from other factual position 
i • e. I CE RTI Fl Et) THE BILL AS PER THE RECO RDED P ROCEDURE OF 

THE OFFICE WHICH WAS REXORDEI) IN THE FILE N. RC (5)1/89 AND 

RC (8)18/96 AND AS PER THE ORDER OP THE STORE OFFICER ONLY.. 

who also countersigned the bills, but inspite of my repeated 

request the RELEV?Jfl FILES WERE NOT PRODtXED BEFORE THE 

INQUIRY OFFI CER AND THIS FJCT WAS ALSO OBSERVED AND RECORDED 

BY THE 1.0* vide para 7 of page 24 of the report, probably, 

these documents were not produoBd to save the officers of 

2JJJ the high ups and to har-rasa me. 
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As I suffered for a long period of thTee years frCXii 	
( 

1992 -95 and only because of that I did not go for any 

appeal inspite of the above fact, but, the same was 

also pointed out in my defence statnent. 

Unfortuflately.on the 1DSaIB of the recc*nmenCIatiofl of 

Dr. N. D .Verma, subsequent Director, COUflCil 	OP6flBd 

the case on the ground that the penalty was rt - 

commenurate øf charge framed, which was agailint the very 

spiri{of the relevant rules and acoordinglY I submitted 

a REVIEW PET ITION to your kinds elf but having no rep.y 

and getting no other alto rnative I approad the HOn&bla 

CAT and the Hon'ble CAT was pleased to set aside the 

aforesaid order vide its order dated 8 9 6.1997 against 

O,A. No.26 0/1996. 

Although the Hon 1 bla CAT set aside the aft,reoaid oider. 

Office submitted a petition in the Orahati High Court for 

stay of the order of CAT, but, the Hon'ble High Court 

did not granted any stay on this and admitted the case 

for regular hearing, but, till date I have not received 

the copy of the application filed by IcAR.' 

On 2.6.19990 I applied fohe post of AXO on deputatiofl 

/toNRc(Mthun).Nagaland and the same was forwarded by 

this office(IC-7R ges.ccrnplex,Umi) on 10.6.1999 vide 

t/rt mc(P)61/8l dated 10,6.1999. But no vigilance 

" ;;a; 	as 	ed citing ae jilogical que5t10flfl 

the file though the H on*blO CAT set aside the oxu 	. 

re-opefl-tng as diSCUSSed above. 
- 

S13bStq1efltlYP i submitted another prayer vi- 

de my letter dated 9.9.1999 praying for vigilance - 

clearance but after laps of more than two yeare,offtCe 

did not is sued the same which resulted an ilreparable 

losses to me. 

Further,it is understood that the matter 

related to vigilance clearance certificate was forwarded to 

...,,•' 3/- 
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the council (legal Cell) and it is also understood that 

Council has already issued necessary positive instruction 

to this office but till date this office(ICXR Rea 0 Cc*1plex) 

U4 not Issued any clearance etc. nor any intimation was 

given to me. 

7. 	
As stated above, I am being harrased by the office which 

seerfl8 to be very much intentional, which can be established 

if asked for. On the contrary DZ.B.P.S.Yadav,t0 then 

store office who was also chargesheeted with me was 

re-warded by the office in many obcasaiOfl like (i)he 

was allowed to go on deputatiOn as INDIAN EXPERT TO 

MONGOLIh during the pendency of the matter (Ii)he 

was promoted to the post of P.S. vide council'S letter 

F0N0.3013/97P9r(hI 	dated 9 • 102.000 whith he joined on 

13. 10 • 2000 (FN). 

Under the above ci rcumstances,l request 

your honour to kindly look into the matter very -. 

sympathically and accord i Cessary justice to me by 

withdrawing the petitiOn from the Q..iwahatl aigh Court and 

necessary vigilance certificate(N0C) may kindly be issued 

tome as explained above and save my career prospect* 

yor act of kindness I ahali remain ever 

grateful to you Sir, 

anking you, 

Yours faithfully, 

(pXR L OHOSH) 
Xe siB t ant 

ICXR Research Complex for 
Nal g0gion,timroi Road, 
tYmiam, Meghalaya. 

Copy tOZ- 

1, 	
The Dy. Direct or oe nor al (NRII), ICAR. Kri shi B hay an, New Del hi 
The Under Sec7. (Adran.). 

	

	with a request to kindly 
look into the matter and 

The Under Secy. (Legal Cell)  necesaY justice may kindly 
be accorded to me. 

 The Adinn. Officer, ICAR R e fl.ComPlox, 	am,for information & 

necessary action please. 

(P-1yn1 Ohosh) 


