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their written statement. 
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CENTRAL ADP1INISTATIV( TRIBUNAL 

GUWAHATI BENCH 

Original Application Noe.50,31 & 61 of 2001 

Date of Orders This is the 	( ,4 	Day of May 20016 

NON' BLE MR. 3USTICE D.N.CHOHURY, VICECNAIAN 

HON'8LE MR. K.K.SHARMA, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

• Surefh Pal. Singh Yadav, Inspector 
(Undez'suapeneion), 
C.ntz.l Bureau of Investigation, 
Office of the Supdt. of Police, 
Central Bureau of Investigation, 
R.G.B.ruah Road, Sunderpur, 

• GUwh*ti 	781 005. 	 ... 	... 	Applicant 

By Advocate Mr. 8.K.Sh.ra*, Mr. P.K. Tiw.ri 
Mr. U.K.Goswaai 

1' * 	k.C. karainge, Deputy Inspector General of 
Police, Central. Bureau of Inveetigetion, 
North Eaètern Region, 
Guwahati$ 

The Dspuy Inspector General of Piice, 
• 	Central Bureau of Investigation, 

North Eastern ftsgion, 
Guwshati-3 

The Union of India through the Secretary 
to the Go vernoent of India, 
Ministry of Personnel & Training, 
New DeJhi.2. 	 ... 	... 	Respondents 

By Advocate Mr. A.OIb Roy, Sr. C.G.S.C. 

gROER 
- - 

CHO%HURY 3. (VC 

O.A. 30 9 31 & 61 of 2001 are taken up for consideratioi! 

• together since all these Applications embrace self some 

issues arising out of like situations appertaining to the 

propriety of initiation of the three departmental proceed- 

ings. The applicant assailed the legitimacy of the afore 

said actions of the respondents as well as the continuance 

of the departmental proceedings against him, in these 

• 0A... 
Contd. .2 
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We have heard learned counsel for the parties 

at length. After going through the matsrials.on records 

and upon considering the submission on behalf of the 

parties, we are or the opinion that these are the oases 

where the impugned departmental proceedings can be said 

to be legally unajetainable. The article o f. charges are 

framed against theapplicant. He has already submitted 

his written statements denying and disputing the all.-

gationa. All things considered, we are not inclined 

to intervene and we are of the view that the departmental 

proceedings in question should proceed and come to its 

logical and as per isu. 

Enquiry OffiOer has already been appointed and from 

the conduct of Enquiry Officer and also from the materials 

on records, we do not perceive any disability in the 

Enquiry Officer and to debilitate his from the enquiry, 

Cenaidering all aspects øf the matter wa s  however, feel 

that the respondent no.1 Shri K.C. Kanungo, Deputy 

Inspector Gens;il of Pelice should not act as a disoipli.. 

nary *uthority. The applicant has speci ?ically expressed 

his apprehension that he is not expecting to fet treatment 

in hand of Resporidnent No.1 as the disciplinary authority. 

Pr. $.K. Sharma, learned Senior counsel for the 

applicant particularly referred to us to the observations 

made by the aforementioned Officer of Police, in his 

order deciding to hold a formal enquiry after riceipt of 

the written' statement. Considering the findings and 

obsorvsione made in the afore8aid order read with the 

Contd..3 
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wtittsn etstaIrn:srit:t.fil.d, we feel that it would not 

be appropriate for the said respondent to act as 

diecipljnary authority and thersfore he should be 

rsCuesd.LVC have adopted this course to souse the 

Respondent No.1 to act as a disciplinary authority 

to avoid all misgivings. •3ustice not should only-be 

done, but should manifestly and undoubtedly be seen to 

be done, 3uetjce must be roOted in tonfjdencs, The 

concetned authorities including the Directop, 	are 

ordered to act accordingly. The enquiry shall now proceed 

is per law. We expect that the enquiry shall bi conducted 

with utsoet expedition. We, however, make it clear that 

-the applicant should entitled to raise all the legal 

iesues those are raised in the O.A.e including the 

mai - - 	 lit of--th dspartentai.p.o.eedigsbafore.. 

enjiry as well as the disciplinary authorities, 

With the observation made above, the applications 

• 	- 	stand disposed of. There ehsll,hawivar, be no order as 

- to costs 	 - 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL::GUWAHATI BENCH 

	

O.A. No. hi 	of 2001 
BETWEEN 

Shri Suresh Pal Singh Yadav, 	Inspector 
(Under Suspension), Central Bureau of 
Investigation, office of the Supdt. of 
Police, Central Bureau of Investigation, 
R.G. Baruah Road, Sundarpur, Guwahati-
781005. 

Applicant 

AND 

K.C. 	Kanungo, 	Deputy 	Inspector 
General of Police, Central Bureau of 
Investigation, North Eastern Region, 
Guwahat 1. 

The Deputy Inspector General 	of 
Police, Central Bureau of 
Investigation, North Eastern Region, 
Guwahati. 

The Union of India through 	the 
Secretary to the Government 	of 
India, 	Ministry of Personnel 	& 
Training, 	New Delhi. 

Respondents 

DETAILS OF APPLICATION 

1. 	PARTICULARS OF THE ORDER AGAINST 	WHICH 	THE 

APPLICATION IS MADE 

The present application is directed against the 

following 

(H 	Memorandum No. 1516/12/COMP/SLC/NER'(Pt. II) dated 

22.5.2000 containing article of charges issued by 

DIG, GB!, NER, Guwahati. 

(ii) Order No. 	4ll1/12/COMP1SLC1NER/99t. II 	dated 

22. 10.2000 issued by the DIG, GB!, NER, Guwahati 

rejecting the written statement of the Appellant 

and instituting enquiry against the latter. 

N 
cp. 



/ 	 - 

-2- 

JURISDICTION OF THE TRIBUNAL 

The applicant declares that the subject matter of 

the instant application for which he wants redressal 

is well within the jurisdiction of the Honble 

Tribunal. 

LIMITATION 

The applicant further declares that the 	had 

preferred the appeal dated 18.7.2000 under Rule 14 of 

the Delhi Special Police Establishment (Subordinate 

Ranks) (Discipline & Appeal) Rules, 1965 for the 

redressal of his grievance. However, 	the aforesaid 

appeal has not been disposed of yet and the 

Disciplinary Authority without waiting for the disposal 

of the appeal against the memorandum of charges has 

instituted the enquiry against the Applicant by 

ejecting his written statement of defence. The 

present application is within the period of limitation 

provided under Section 21 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985. 

FACTS OF THE CASE 

4.1 	That the Applicant in the present case 	is 

assailing the legality and validity of the memorandum 

of charges issued against him. The written statement of 

defence which was filed by the Applicant against the 

memorandum of charges has also been dismissed by the 

Disciplinary Authority and the enquiry has been 

initiated against him. The Applicant is not afraid of 

the enquiry. However, he is assailing the memorandum of 
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charges because the same has been issued with the sole 

purpose of his harassment and victimisation. 

Disciplinary Authority in the present case is the maker 

of allegations against the Applicant. The enquiry is 

sought to be instituted on trumped up charges based on 

allegations made and concocted by the Disciplinary 

Authority. The memorandum of charges which is the 

subject matter of present application is not the only 

memorandum of charges that have been issued by the 

Disciplinary Authority (Respondent No.1) against the 

Applicant within the short span of 11 days as a part of 

its attempt to victimise the Applicant. Against all the 

three memorandum of charges, Applicant is preferring 

here separate original applications. The case of the 

Applicant is that the memorandum of charges in the 

present case has not been issued in conformity with law 

and the same displays total non-application of mind. 

The impugned memorandum of charges deals with the 

subject matter which belongs to the period anterior in 

time to the appointment of the Respondent No.1 in his 

present capacity as a Disciplinary Authority of the 

Applicant. The subject matter of the impugned 

memorandum of charge pertains to recommendation of the 

Applicant as Investigating Officer regarding closure of 

a certain disproportionate assets case under 	the 

provisions of Prevention of Corruption Act. 	The 

recommendation of the Applicant in the said case was 

independently examined by the Senior Public Prosecutor 

followed by SP, CBI and theDeputy Legal ADviser, CBI. 

The same was also examined by the then DIG, CBI 

(predecessor of the present Disciplinary Authority) and 
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he 	also 	recommended 	closure. 	Thereafter 	the 

recommendation was further examined by Joint Director, 

CBI and thereafter the Court of Special Judge examined 

the same at its level and accepted the recommendation 

of closure. It is the case of the Respondent No.1 in 

the impugned memorandum of charge that the Applicant 

had malafide intention in recommending closure of the 

case and that he did not investigate the case properly. 

Since the impugned memorandum of charge against the 

Applicant has been issued in malafide exercise of power 

and the same is frivolous and vexatious, therefore, the 

Applicant is assailing the same in the present 

application. 

4.2 	That the Applicant is a citizen of 	India. 

Initially, he was Sub-Inspector in the UP Police and 

was later on appointed as Inspector of Police on 

deputation in Delhi Special Police Establishment 

Division of CBI. After his appointment, the Applicant 

joined as Inspector, GBI, Anti Corruption Branch in the 

office of the SP, CBJ, Anti Corruption Branch, Shillong 

in September 1993. In the year 1995, when the SP's 

office was shifted from Shillong to Guwahati, the 

Applicant was also shifted to Guwahati. 

4.3 That the performance of Applicant in CR1 has been 

exemplary. In his more than six years of service in 

CBI, the Applicant earned seventeen rewards and eight 

commendation certificates for his excellent 

investigation in various cases. Applicant also handled 

certain highly sensitive cases like a case relating to 

'N 

(\J:YJ 
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fraudulent withdrawal of advance T.A. against the 

Judges of the Hon'ble Gauhati High Court as well as the 

establishment staff of the Gauhati High Court from 

Kamrup Treasury. The amount was to the tune of more 

than Rs. 38 lacs. In this case also, the Applicant was 

given commendation certificate as well as cas4 reward 

for his effective investigation. In his six years of 

serviced only on one occasion i.e. vide No. 511 dated 

29"7/99the Applicant was communicated adverse remarks 

pertaining to the year 1998 by the predecessor of the 

Respondent No.1. The remarks were vague without 

supported by particulars. Applicant submitted his 

representation against the same and the same has not 

been disposed of as yet. 

Documents showing the meritorious performance of 

the Applicant and the awards received by him are 

annexed herewith as ANNEXURES-A/1 colly. 

4.4 	That the difficulties of the Applicant started 

from October 1999 onwards when the Respondent No. 1 

(the 	Disciplinary Authority) developed an 	animus 

against 	•the Applicant. 	It all started with 	the 

Applicant filing O.A. No. 338/99 (admitted on 15.10.99) 

4 

before the Guwahati Bench of the Hon'ble Tribunal 

assailing the order of repatriation from CBI and 

seeking his absorption in the said organisation. The 

Hon'ble Tribunal admitted the said O.A. and passed the 

interim order in favour of the Applicant on 15.10.99. 

4.5 	That the filing of the aforesaid 	Original 

Application piqued the Respondent No.1. Since during 
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the period the aforesaid O.A. No. 338/99 was filed and 

moved before the Hon'ble Tribunal, the Applicant was 

convalescing on medical advice having suffered from 

severe chest pain on 30.9.99. Consequently, the 

Applicant absented from duty from 1.10.99 to 28.10.99 

(total for 28 days). Applicant reported for duty on 

29.10.99. 

4,. 6 That immediately after passing of the impugned 

order in favour of the Applicant on, 15.10.99 by this 

Hon'ble Tribunal in O.A. No. 338/99, series of 

incidents 	took 	place 	involving 	administrative 

highhandedness on the part of the Respondent No.1. 	In 

this connection, circumstances under which the 

Applicant abstained from duty from 1.10.99. to 28.10.99 

(total for 28 days) and the matters related to the same 

have to be explained in seriatim and the same are 

stated hereinbelow. 

4.7 That on 1-8.9.99, the Applicant felt severe chest 

pain and very high palpitation. The nearest Central 

Government Health Services (CGHS) dispensary from his 

residenceat Guwahati is located at a distance of 7 to 

8 kilometres. Moreover, the Applicant is not registered 

in any of the CGHS dispensaries. Hence under the 

circumstances, the Applicant was rushed to nearest 

available doctor of Gauhati Medical College Hospital 

who stays very close to the Applicants residence. Be 

it stated here that the wife of the Applicant is an 

employee of the Government of Assam. The kind of 

ailment from which the Applicant suffered was such that 

the Applicant could not have been expected to go CGHS 

ç\J 
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dispensary or to inform the department about his 

ailment. 

4.8 That the Applicant on the very next day on 1.10.99 

telephonically intimated his department about his 

physical problem. Subsequently on 5.10.99, he also sent 

the written intimation to the department in regard to 

his ailments. Since the Applicant's wife is a working 

lady and there was no one else to look after him during 

office hours, therefore, the Applicant was temporarily 

shifted to his in-law's house at Chenikuthi, Guwahati. 

It was there that the Applicant took necessary rest as 

per the medical advice. Here it is pertinent to mention 

that after a thorough check up in the Gauhati Medical 

College, the Applicant was advised rest and necessary 

medicine were prescribed to him. 

	

4.9 	That on being declared medically fit, 
	the 

Applicant joined on 29.10.99 before noon and gave his 

joining report on that very date alongwith necessary 

documents/medical papers with the request for granting 

him 28 days' medical leave. 

	

4.10 	That in response to the requests made by the 

Applicant that he be granted 28 days' medical leave, 

the Superintendent of Police, CBI (ACB), Guwahati at 

the instance of the Respondent No.1 issued the 

yo 
memorandum dated i3.11.99 wherein it was stated that as 

per the Leave Rules, the non-gazetted 	
Government 

servant should produce medical certificates from CGHS 

doctor if the Government servant is a CGHS beneficiary 

and residing within the limit of CGHS at the time of 



illness. 	In the said memo, few allegations were also 

made against the Applicant to the effect that he did 

not submit relevant medical certificates of doctor or 

any leave application in a prescribed form indicating 

the period of leave or nature of illness whereas 

through telephonic talk on 1.10.99 itself and the 

application dated 5.10.99 information was given to the 

department in regard to the ailment of the Applicant. 

Unfortunately, in the said memorandum, it was also 

alleged that even the residence of the Applicant was 

found under lock and key indicating thereby that the 

Applicant was not taking rest at his place and was 

possibly moving around. As stated earlier, such 

allegations were baseless inasmuch as Applicant was 

taking rest in his in-law's house at Chenikuthi, 

Guwahati because his wife being a working lady was 

unable to look after him. 

Copy of the memorandum dated 4-$.11.99 is annexed 

as ANNEXURE-A/2. 

4.11 	That the Applicant on receipt of the memorandum 

dated 13.11.99 submitted a written reply dated 6.12.99. 

In the aforesaid reply, the Applicant in detail gave 

explanation to the circumstances under which he was to 

contact his doctor at Gauhati Medical College. 

Applicant in his reply also dealt with the allegations 

made against him. 

	

Copy of the Applicant's written reply 	dated 

6.12.99 is annexed as ANNEXURE-A/3. 
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4.12 	
That since the salary for the month of October 

1999 was not given to the Applicant and there was a 

silence on the part of the Respondents after receipt of 

the Applicant's reply dated 6.12.99, therefore, the 

Applicant submitted a representation dated 19.12.99 to 

the Director, CBI, New Delhi. Applicant has reasons to 

believe that the Respondent No.1 was instrumental' in 

withholding the salary of the Applicant for the month 

of October 1999 as he was angry by the conduct of the 

Applicant of approaching this Hon'ble Tribunal in O.A. 

No. 
338/99 wherein he had assailed the legality of the 

order of his repatriation. Since in the aforesaid 

O.A.., the impugned order was passed by the Hon'ble 

Tribunal on 15. 10.99 which was during the period when 

the Applicant was absent from the office because of his 

taking rest having suffered from severe chest pain and 

palpitation on the night of 30.9.99, the Respondent 

No.1 
formed an impression that the Applicant did not 

suffer from any chest pain and he was feigning illness 

because he wanted to buy time to move the Hon'ble 

Tribunal 	to 	
obtain stay on the order 	

of 	his 

repatriation. 

4.13 That it was under these circumstances that at the 

behest of the Respondent No.1, the Applicant was not 

given the salary for the month of October 1999 and he 

was also not granted the medical leave for the period 

of his illness i.e. from 1.10.99 to 28. 10.99 (total for 

28 days). 

4.14 	
That the Respondent No.1 apart from withholding 

the salary of the Applicant for the month of October 
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1999 and refusing to sanction him medical leave for the 

aforesaid period, exercised police powers which he did 

not possess. In exercise of police powers, CR1 

personnel were sent to the Gauhati Medical College to 

interrogate the doctor who had issued medical 

certificate to the Applicant. Phone calls were made at 

the residence of the concerned doctor. Even the Supdt. 

of Gauhati Medical College was contacted by the CR1 

personnel and intimidated. The authority of Dr. (Mrs. 

Rupali Barua, MBBS MD who is an Associate Professor in 

Gauhati Medical College and had issued sickness and 

fitness certificate to the Applicant, was questioned. 

it is noteworthy that the Respondent No.1 had no 

authority to send CR! personnel to Gauhati Medical 

College to interrogate the doctors and to intimidate 

Dr. (Mrs.) Rupali Barua, the Associate Professor of 

Gauhati Medical College who had issued sickness and 

fitness certificate to the Applicant. All these events 

created an atmosphere of intimidation and coercing. 

4.15 	That it was under these circumstances that the 

Applicant made a complaint to the Director, CR1 on 

23.12.99. Immediately after this on 10.1.2000 when the 

Applicant was in office, a few GB! personnels were sent 

to the Applicant's residence where his wife and a grown 

up daughter were alone at home. The CBI personflels 

indulged in an improper behaviour at the residence of 

the Applicant and tried to intimidate his wife and 

daughter as a result of this, wife of the Applicant 

sent a complaint to the Director of GB! and to Assam 

Human Rights Commission on 13.1.2000 and 8.2.2000 

Nr 
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respectively. An appeal was also made to the Joint 

Director, CBI on 27.3.2000. 

4.16 	That pursuant to these complaints, the Joint 

Director, CBI also came to Guwahati and verbally told 

the Respondent No.1 to behave in a proper manner. The 

bad blood between the Applicant and the Respondent No.1 

showed its effect in Respondent No.1 even recommending 

minor penalties against the Applicant in different 

files viz, official notings dated 29.2.2000 in three 

different files i.e. File No. SA/SHG/99/20 

SA/SHG/99/21 and SA/SHG/99/22 respectively. 	Moreover 

such was the degree of animus bore by the Respondent 

No1 	against, 	the Applicant that some 	time 	in 

November/December 1999 in File No. 153/99/Vol. TuNER, 

the Respondent No.1 in his note to the SF, GET wrote 

that rewards should not be given to person like S.P. 

Singh Yadav who is using the reward money for fighting 

CAT cases against CE! (emphasis added). It is due to 

this observation, that since 1999 reward and 

commendation certificates have not been conferred on 

the Applicant on many occasions when as per the CBI 

Manual, he was entitled to get such rewards and 

commendation certificates. The Applicant has also 

submitted representation to the competent authority in 

regard to the said matter. ApplicantcraVes leave of 

the Hon'ble Tribunal to refer to the representations 

submitted by him to the competent authority in this 

connection at the time of hearing of his case. 
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4.17 	That thereafter the Respondent No.1 served on 

the 	Applicant an order dated 	28.3.2000 	
wherein 

unsubstantiated allegations of gross misconduct, lack 

of devotion of duty and integrity etc. were made 

against the Applicant. The aforesaid order was silent 

on material particulars and it only stated that in 

view of gross misconduct of the Applicant, it has been 

decided to issue charge sheet on him for major penalty 

and that the Applicant should forthwith hand over 

charge of all cases with him to the DSP. 

Copy of the order dated 28.3.2000 is annexed as 

ANNEX URE - &( 4 

4.18 That when the prayer of the Applicant for payment 

of salary was ignored, the Applicant filed yet another 

Original Application being numbered O.A. 137/2000 

(admitted on 18.4.2000) before this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

The aforesaid O.A. is also pending disposal. Since 

Applicant was also denied the benefits of Special Duty 

Allowance despite repeated requests, the Applicant 

preferred yet another Original Application being 

numbered O.A. No. 139/2000 (also admitted on 

18.4.2000). This Original Application is also pending 

disposal before this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

4.19 	That 	filing of three 	
different 	original 

applications by the Applicant further angered the 

Respondent No.1. As a result, the order dated 28.3.2000 

was followed by the o rder of suspension dated 26.4.2000 

pending disciplinary proceeding. The order was passed 

in exercise of power under sub-rule (1) of Rule 5 of 
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Delhi Special.Police Establishment (Subordinate Ranks) 

(Discipline & Appeal) Rules, 1961. 

Copy of the order of suspension Dated 26.4.2000 

is annexed as ANNEXURE - A/5. 

4.20 That after the order of suspension, the Applicant 

was served with three different charge sheets dated 

11.5.2000, 17.5.2000 and 22.5.2000. Charge sheet dated 

11.5.2000 was with regard to the absence of the 

Applicant from 1.10.99 to 28.10.99. This charge sheet 

did not enclose the list of witnesses and documents 

sought to be relied on by the Disciplinary Authority 

and the Applicant is assailing the validity of this 

charge sheet by filing a separate original application. 

The charge sheet dated 17.5.2000 (this charge sheet was 

also sent to Applicant without the list of documents 

and witnesses) is with regard to infirmities fl 

submission/nonsUbmission of weekly diaries during the 

period 1996 to 1999. Though the period shown is from 

1996 to 1999, but allegations are only in regard to 

non-submission of weekly diary in the year 1997. The 

Applicant is preferring a separate Original Application 

assailing this charge sheet also. The third charge 

sheet is dated 22.5.2000 and the same forms the subject 

matter of the present case. This charge sheet also did 

not enclose the list of witnesses and documents sought 

to be relied on by the DisciplinarY Authority. The 

impugned charge sheet contained only one charge which 

is as follows 

(i) 	the Appellant, Inspector, CBI, while functioning 

as such in ACB, Guwahati Branch during 1996 to 1999 
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committed gross misconduct by failing to maintain 

absolute integrity, devotion to duty and acting in a 

manner unbecoming of him inasmuch as he who was 

entrusted with investigation of RC.27(A)/96-SHG dated 

127.7.96 against Shri Puma Kanta Bora, Superintending 

Engineer, ONGC, Nazira registered under Section 13(2) 

read with 13(i)(e) of PC Act, 1988 without 

investigation the case properly, recommended for its 

closure, apparently with malafide intention, showing 

gross negligence and lack of devotion to duty and 

thereby contravened Rule 3(1)(i), (ii) & (jjj) of CCS 

Conduct Rules, 1964. 

A copy of the charge sheet dated 22.5.2000 is 

annexed as ANNEXURE-A/6. 

4.21 	That as stated earlier, the Annexure-A/6 charge 

sheet was served upon the Applicant without the list of 

witnesses and documents. However, the Applicant 

submitted his written statement of defence wherein he 

justified his action and showed the frivolous, baseless 

and vexatious nature of charge framed against him. In 

regard to the above charge it is noteworthy that in the 

said case, FIR was registered against the accused Shri 

P.K. Bora in R.C.-27(A)/96SHG under Section 13(2) 

reads with Section 13(1)(e) of the Prevention of 

Corruption Act 1988 and Original FIR was sent to the 

Court of Special Judge, Assam, Guwahati as per the 

procedure laid down under Criminal Procedure Code. The 

Court issued search warrant in pursuance of the same, 

searches were conducted in the residential and office 

N 
31 



-15- 

premises of the accused at Mahsana (Gujarat), Sibsagar 

and Jorhat in Assam under the supervision of the then 

SP, GB!, Guwahati Branch Shri M.K. Jha and DSP Shri 

K.C. Choudhury. It is also noteworthy that the 

investigation was conducted under the supervision of 

the then SP, GB!, Anti Corruption Branch Shri M.K. Jha 

and Shri B.N. tlishra under the provision of Cr.P.C. 

wherein the Court of the Special Judge has ample powers 

to issue necessary direction to the investigating 

officer from time to time. 

Copy 	of the written statement 
	of 	defence 

submitted by the Applicant against the memorandum 

of charge sheet is annexed as ANNEXUREAI7. 

4.22 	That in the said case, after the completiofl of 

the investigation, FR(i) was submitted by the 

Applicant. The final report (Part-I!) was submitted by 

the then Senior Public Prosecutor and now Deputy Legal 

Adviser, CBI, Calcutta Shri J.S. Terang on 25.3.98. 

The final report of the Senior PP bears testimony to 

the fact that he applied his independent mind to the 

said case and after due application of mind, he 

approved the recommendation of the Applicant for 

closure of the case. In his report, Senior PP also gave 

a certificate to the effect that he has carefully gone 

through the FR() submitted by the Applicant and 

examined the case diaries 
coupled with matril 

documents, plan of action etc. before giving his 

comments and opinion. 

Copy of the report of Senior PP dated 25.3.98 is 

annexed as ANNE 
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4.23 That the opinion and the report of the Senior PP 

was in conformity with CBI Manual according to which 

Senior PP/PP & APP are to give final comments on final 

reports in those cases which are marked to them in the 

prescribed format of final report (Part-Il). It is 

also stated in the Manual that Senior PP/PP/APP while 

giving comments in FR(2) would also give certificate 

that "1 have carefully gone through FR(i), I have 

examined case diaries, statement of witnesses, material 

documents, plan of action, details of exhibits etc. 

thoroughly before giving my comments and opinion." 

4.24 	That moreover CS! Crime Manual stipulates that 

the prosecuting staff must not depend entirely on the 

final report of the 1.0. nor base their comments 

entirely on them. They shou,ld examine case diaries and 

statements of important witnesses as well as material 

documents/articles etc. before offering their comments. 

They have to consider not only the opinions and 

suggestions of the 1.0., but also the relevant facts 

of the case. It is noteworthy that FR-I! by Senior PP 

and now Deputy Legal Adviser J.S. Terang was given in 

the light of the instructions of the CS! Crime Manual. 

Applicant craves leave of this Hon'ble Tribunal to 

refer to the guidelines and instructions contained in 

the CBI Crime Manual at the time of hearing of this 

case. 

4.25 	That after submission of FR-I and FR-Il, the SP 

again scrutinised the said reports, case diaries and 

all documents and also carried out discussion with 1.0. 

H 
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& Senior PP and now DLA Shri J.S. Terang and gave his 

comments on 2.4.98. It is pertinent to mention that 

under Prevention of Corruption Act, SF has statutory 

responsibility of investigation of disproportionate 

assets cases. The comments of the SF dated 2.4.98 in 

the said case were in tune with the opinion of the 

Applicant and the Senior PP. 

	

4.26 	That thereafter the Deputy Legal Advisor after 

having gone through the final report Part-I and II as 

well as SP's comments thereon gave his opinion on 

similar lines for closure of case on 12.5.98. 

Comments of the Deputy Legal Adviser, CBI dated 

12.5.98 is annexed as ANNEXURE-A"9. 

	

4.27 	That thereafter the aforesaid case came before 

the Deputy Inspector General of Police, CBI who was 

then holding additional charge of DIG, North eastern 

REgion. In his opinion, it was stated by the then DIG, 

North eastern REgion that he has gone through final 

reports and comments of Branch SF and Deputy Legal 

ADvisor thereon and that he finds that there is no 

disproportionate asset case and therefore he agrees 

with the opinion of the Branch SP and the Deputy Legal 

Advisor and recommends the closure of the case. 

Opinion of the DIG, CBI, NER dated 20.11.98 is 

annexed as ANNEXUREA/10. 

4.28 That the aforesaid case thereafter came before the 

Joint Director, East, CBI who in his observation dated 

3.12.98 recommended closure of the case. 



Observation of the Joint Director, East, CBI 

dated 3.12.98 as communicated by DSP, CBI, 

Eastern Zone is annexed as ANNEXURE-A111 

4.29 	That it is therefore seen that on the basis of 

FR-I, FR-Il, SP's comments, DLA's comments, not only 

the DIG, CBl, NER independentlY examined the matter and 

carried out detailed discussion both with the Applicant 

as well as with the SF, CBI and after arriving at a 

bonafide satisfaction and taking more than sufficient 

time in scrutinisiflg the file (as is evident from the 

date of submission of SF's report on 2.4.98 and DIG's 

comments on 20.11.98), he gave his comments on 20.11.98 

for closure of the case. 

4.30 	That 	moreover on the basis of 
	unanimous 

recommendation of the investigation officer 	
(this 

Applicant), 	Senior PP, SF, Deputy Legal ADvisor, DIG, 

the then Joint Director, East passed final order for 

closure of the case on 3.12.98 after undertaking proper 

scrutiny of the records and certainly after bonafide 

satisfaction regarding investigation. 

er receipt of the order from SF, 
4.31 	That it was aft  

CBI,ACB/Guwahati, 	Shri Om Prakash and 
	on 	being 

authorised by SF in view of the closure of the case 

against the accused by Joint Director, East, the 

Applicant filed closure of the case under Section 173 

Cr.P.C. in the competent Court of the Special Judge, 

Assam, Guwahati in May 1999. 
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4.32 	That the Court of the Special Judge, Guwahati 

under whose supervision and control, the case was 

investigated, scrutinised the final report filed under 

Section 173 Cr.P.C. which was duly forwarded by SP, 

GB!, ACB, Guwahati Shri Om Prakash vide letter No. 

3/27(A)/96-SHG/07573 dated 17.6.99 and the Court of the 

Special Judge accepted the closure report and passed a 

detailed speaking order dated 14.2.2000 accepting the 

said final report. 

Copy of the order dated 14.2.2000 passed by the 

Special Judge, Assam, Guwahati in Special Case 

No. 1/2000 is annexed hereto as ANNEXURE-A/12. 

4.33 	That as per CE! Crime Nanual, verification of 

source information report (SIR), order for registration 

of FIR, order for conducting search/arrest and for 

filing charge sheet and closure report under Section 

173 Cr.P.C. 	are done on the specific order of the 

competent officer of the CB1 depending upon 	the 

stature/class/grade/pay scale of the accused/suspect. 

The same is done after thorough scrutiny of the 

proposal and reports by all the intermediary CBI 

officers and Law Officers who are important links 

between 10 and the competent authority. In the instant 

case, Joint Director, East Zone, Calcutta wa the 

competent authority of GB! who is senior than the 

Respondent Nol. It was as per the order of the Joint 

Director, East Zone, Calcutta that the closure report 

as filed in the Court and the same was accepted by the 

Court. Therefore, any review, revival or any actin on 

the same cannot be taken by any other officer 

- 

N 
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subordinate to the Joint Director, East Zone, Calcutta. 

It is noteworthy that in the present case, the 

Respondent No.1 suo moto dug up the case from the past 

records. The matter related to the period when the 

Respondent No.1 was not even in the scene and his 

predecessor was in charge who did not find any fault 

with the conduct of the present Applicant. In the 

present case, therefore, the Respondent No.1 neither 

had the power nor the authority to review the matters 

belonging to the past period wherein the decisions were 

taken by the officers senior and higher in rank than 

the Respondent No.1. 

4.34 	That therefore in view of detail and closed 

supervision of chain of senior officers and after their 

collective, honest, bonafide and unanimous decisions, 

it was highly unfortunate on the part of the Respondent 

No.1 to make allegation on the Applicant. The impugned 

charge-sheet, therefore, prima fade shows the animus 

of the Respondent Nol. against the Applicant. 

4.35 That after submission of the written statement of 

defence, the Applicant also preferred the appeal under 

Rule 14 of the Delhi Special Police Establishment 

(Subordinate Ranks) (Discipline & Appeal) Rules, 1965 

wherein the legality of the impugned charge sheet was 

challenged and the request was made to revoke the order 

of suspension. In his appeal, the Applicant also 

assailed the other two memorandum of charge dated 

11.5.2000 and 17.5.2000 that were issued against him. 

The appeal filed by the Applicant, therefore was a 

CNZ 
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comprehensive 	appeal dealing with all the 	three 

memorandums of charges viz. 11.5.2000, 	17.5.2000 and 

22.5.2000. 

Applicant craves leave of the Honble Tribunal to 

produce the copy of the appeal dated 18.7.2000 at the 

time of hearing of the case. 

4.36 	That appeal of the Applicant has not been 

disposed of as yet by the Appellate Authority. 

4.37 	That 	during the pendency of the appeal, the 

Respondent No.1 vide order No. 4111/12/COMP/ SLC/NER/ 

99/Pt.I1 dated 22.10.2000 dismissed the contentions of 

the Applicant contained in his written statement of 

defence and directed the institution of the enquiry 

against the Applicant by passing a separate order dated 

23. 10.2000 appointing the Enquiry Officer. 

Copy of the order dated 22. 10.2000 passed by the 

Respondent No.1 is annexed as ANNEXUREA/13. 

Copy of the order dated 23.10.2000 passed by the 

Respondent No.1 appointing the Enquiry Officer is 

annexed hereto as ANNEXUREA/14. 

4.38 	That the order dated 22.10.2000 passed by the 

Respondent No.1 clearly shows that the case has been 

passed in total non-application of mind. Respondent 

Nol. has advanced an argument that the senior officers 

who had recommended closure of the case had done so 

primarily on the report of,the Applicant inasmuch as 

their views were totally based upon the report of the 

investigating officer (this Applicant). Hence it was 
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contended by the Respondent No.1 that the final report 

of the Applicant is found to be shoddy, unreliable, 

false, misleading and fabricated and prepared wjthUt 

conducting thorough i
nves tigation, the officers 

concerned who had examined the final report of the 1.0. 

(this Applicant) and had agreed with the recommendation 

cannot be held responsible merely for having agreed 

with the Applicant. It is submitted that the argument 

advanced by the Respondent No.1 is not sustainable in 

law inasmuch as the Senior PP and the Deputy Legal 

Adviser alongwith Supdt. of Police are required as per 

the provisionS of CBI Manual to apply their independent 

mind and to scrutinise all possible documents. It is 

absurd to argue that the senior officers only examine 

the final report of the 1.0. and nothing else and based 

their opinion solely on the final report and on nothing 

more. 

4.39 	
That the animuS of the Respondent Nol. towards 

t6he Applicant and his malicious exercise of power is 

also borne out by the fact that the FR-I in the 

aforesaid case was submitted by the Applicant when the 

post of DIG, GB!, NER was held by the predecessor of 

Respondent No.1 viz. Shri N.R. Roy. The predecessor of 

the Respondent No.1 was fully satisfied by the FR-I 

submitted by the Applicant. The detailed scrutiny wa 

also made by the then S.F., Senior PP and the Deputy 

Legal Adviser. The Respondent No.1 deliberately with 

the attitude of harassing and 
v i c timising the Applicant 

lool<ed for materials and the scope. If there was none, 

he tried to create one in the form of the impugned 
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charge sheet. In the ordinary circumstances, it is not 

expected that the matter closed in the past would be 

dug up in future and allegations would be made. It is 

apparent that in the present case, Respondent Nol. dug 

out the case closed in the past primarily for the 

purpose of harassing and victimising the Applicant. 

4.40 	That the order dated 22.10.2000 passed by the 

Disciplinary Authority ex-facie demonstrate that the 

Respondent No. 1 has come to the conclusion regarding 

guilt of the Applicant. Disciplinary Authority has a 

close mind and strong prejudice and no fruitful purpose 

would be served by participating in the disciplinary 

proceeding. In this connection, it is pertinent to 

mention that the Enquiry Officer who has been appointed 

to conduct an enquiry against the Applicant in the 

present case is undergoing a period of probation. The 

enquiry officer is yet to get confirmation of his 

services. It is the same very Disciplinary Authority 

(Respondent No.1) who is to confirm the services of the 

Enquiry Officer. Under these circumstances, Enquiry 

Officer is not expected to act independently. He would 

always be under the pressure of Disciplinary Authority. 

Hence the Applicant does not expect any justice from 

the disciplinary proceeding. 

4.41 	That vide letter dated 24.1.2001, 	the Enquiry 

Officer intimated the Applicant that 1.2.2001 has been 

fixed as the date for preliminary enquiry and that 

Applicant is to present for the same at 2.00 PM in the 

office of the Deputy Supdt. of Police, CBI, Anti- 

N 
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Corruption 	Branch, 	Oakland, 	Shillong. 	The 	letter 

surprised the Applicant inasmuch as in the present 

case memorandum of charge was served upon the Applicant 

long ago albeit without the list of witnesses and 

documents. It is the fundamental principle of service 

jurisprudence that preliminary enquiry is carried out 

prior to the issue of memorandum of charges. In 

prel iminary enquiry, the explanation of the Government 

servant may be taken and documentary and oral evidence 

may be considered. It is usual when such a preliminary 

enquiry makes out a prima facie case against the 

official concerned, the charges are then framed against 

him and he is asked to show cause why disciplinary 

action should not be taken against him. In the present 

case, not only the memorandum of charge was served upon 

the Applicant long ago, but the Disciplinazy Authority 

after considering the written statement of defence 

submitted by the Applicant rejected the same vide order 

dated 22.10.2000 and by the order dated 23.10.2000 

appointed the Enquiry Officer. Hence after framing of 

the charge sheet and rejection of written statement of 

defence submitted by the Applicant, there is 	no 

rationale behind holding the preliminary 	enquiry. 

Applicant has reasons to believe that the preliminary 

enquiry is being held primarily for the purpose of 

prolonging the agony of the Applicant. 

Copy of the letter dated 24.1.2001 is annexed as 

ANNEX URE-A/ 15. 

4.42 That the preliminary enquiry is being held in 

Shillong. For a long tIme, the Applicant is being paid 

N 
(N 
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50% 	of his salary as subsisten 

Shillong, there is no guest house of 

of Investigation. There is no place 

where the Applicant can stay. Hence 

and stay over there would cost the 

extra expenses which he is unable to 

e allowance. 	In 

the Central Bureau 

except the hotel 

visit to Shillong 

present Applicant 

bear. 

4.43 That under the circumstances, the Applicant after 

receiving the letter dated 24.1.2001 of the Enquiry 

Officer on 31. 1.2001 sent the latter three different 

letters on the same date i.e. 31.1.2001. In these 

letters, the Applicant stated about the practical 

difficulties being faced by him in appearing before the 

Enquiry Officer at Shillong. It was also stated by the 

Applicant that the Disciplinary Authority has directed 

him not to leave the headquarter without obtaining 

previous permission of the Disciplinary Authority. It 

is also stated by the Applicant that his appeal against 

the memorandum of charges is still pending disposal 

before the Appellate Authority and till the same is 

disposed of, the enquiry against him should not be 

carried out. The Applicant also expressed his 

reservation in categorical terms about the impartiality 

of the Enquiry Officer in view of enormous pressure 

being exerted upon him by the Disciplinary Authority. 

It was stated by the Applicant that in view of the fact 

that the Enquiry Officer has not yet been confirmed in 

service and he is undergoing a period of probation 

would keep him under constant pressure of Disciplinary 

Authority and he would be compelled to toe the line of 

Disciplinary Authority. The Applicant also impressed 



upon the Enquiry Officer that along with the memorandum 

of charges, the Applicant was not supplied with the 

list of documents and witnesses sought to be relied on 

for the purpose of holding the enquiry. 

Copies of three different letters of even date 

i.e. 31.1.2001 are annexed as ANNEXURE-A/16 colly. 

4.44 	That in the present case, despite the frivolous 

and vexatious nature of the enquiry, the Applicant is 

ready to face the same, but he wants such an enquiry to 

be held in an impartial manner. Applicant has reasons 

to believe that under the dispensation of the present 

Disciplinary Authority, enquiry against him would not 

be held in an impartial manner. Though Applicant has 

nothing against the present Enquiry Officer, but the 

very fact of the Enquiry Officer being under the 

probationary period, makes the capacity of the Enquiry 

Officer to hold such an enquiry in an impartial manner 

highly doubtful. In this connection, here it is stated 

that enquiry against the Applicant can be held at 

Calcutta which is the head office of the CBI in the 

Eastern Region. At Calcutta, there are guest houses of 

CBI wherein the Applicant can stay without incurring 

unnecessary expenditure. Moreover, at Calcutta, there 

are competent officers holding the same rank as that of 

the present Disciplinary Authority in Guwahati under 

whose supervision, the enquiry can be carried out. The 

present Disciplinary Authority because of its animus 

against the Applicant should not be permitted to take 

any decision in the present case. 

-2-JL 
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4.45 	That the present case is a fit case wherein the 

Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to stay holding of any 

enquiry pursuant to the impugned charge-sheet. Facts 

of the case and the circumstances surround:ing it make 

it apparent that there is total non-application of mind 

on the part of the Respondent No.1 in issuing the 

charge-sheet. Allegations made against the Applicant 

are without any basis and the same do not disclose any 

misconduct. Moreover, malafide is writ large in issuing 

the impugned charge sheet against the Applicant. The 

Applicant has, therefore, made out a prima facie case 

for stay on holding of any enquiry pursuant to the 

impugned charge sheet. Balance of convenience is in 

favour of the Applicant and he would suffer irreparable 

loss and injury if the impugned charge sheet is not 

stayed. 

4.46 That the Applicant files this application bonafide 

for securing the ends of justice. 

5. GROUND FOR RELIEF WITH LEGAL PROVISIONS 

5.1 	Because 	the Disciplinary Authority acted with 

total non-application of mind in issuing the impugned 

charge sheet against the Applicant. The Respondent No.1 

lost sight of the fact that the report was prepared by 

the Applicant under strict supervision of the chain of 

officers who at different stages carried out 

verification of the materials and documents and gave 

their approval to the conclusion and findings arrived 

at by the Applicant. 

N, 
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5.2 	Because preparation of final report by 	the 

Applicant and its submission leading to the closure of 

the case was at a point of time when the Respondent No. 

1 was not the concerned authority. In fact, he was not 

even posted in the Region and had no idea about the 

aforesaid case. The predecessor of the Respondent No.1 

who was then the competent authority had fully 

satisfied himself about the nature and contents of the 

report of the Applicant. The Respondent No. 1 has 

issued the charge sheet maliciously primarily with the 

intention of harassing and victimising the Applicant. 

5.3 	Because the charge sheet has not been issued in 

conformity with the law and the same militates against 

the provisions of C8I Manual. Moreover, the charges 

framed against the Applicant do not disclose any 

misconduct. 

5.4 Because the Respondent No.1 lost sight of the fact 

that when the investigating officer carries out the 

enquiry, there is a degree of discretion vested on him. 

ON a given set of materials, two reasonable persons may 

arrive at two different findings but that by itself 

cannot lead to the conclusion that a give set of 

finding was motivated and was palpably wrong. Moreover, 

under the CBI Manual in order to ensure that the cases 

are not closed on flimsy grounds there is a mechanism 

of strict supervision and control by senior officers. 

It was under the said mechanism that the final report 

submitted by the Applicant found its approval by the 

chain of senior officers. 

N 
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5.5 	Because the order dated 22.10.2000 passed by the 

Respondent No.1 discloses his bias and pre-judgment of 

the guilt of the Applicant. The arguments advanced by 

the Respondent No.1 in the aforesaid order are baseless 

and without any foundation. 

5.6 	Because the Respondent No.1 in his order dated 

22. 10.2000 gravely erred in his stating that the higher 

authority in CB! after being apprised of the situation 

have approved the proposed curse of actin including 

disciplinary action that has been proposed against the 

Applicant. In this connection s  it is noteworthy that 

the appeal submitted by the Applicant against the three 

different charge sheets is still pending disposal. 

There is no written order of any higher authority in 

CBI approving the course of action undertaken by the 

Respondent No.1. 

5.7 	Because the impugned charge sheet issued by the 

Respondent No.1 and the order dated 22.10.2000 are 

motivated. The Respondent No.1 is abusing his power to 

settle his personal score with the Applicant. The 

malice and the animus of Respondent No.1 towards the 

Applicant can be seen in the series of his action 

towards the Applicant. The impugned charge sheet and 

the order dated 22. 10.2000 are therefore not tenable 

and the same are liable to be set aside. 

5.8 	Because the Enquiry Officer who has 	
been 

appointed to conduct an enquiry against the Applicant 

in 	the present case is undergoing a period 	
of 

probation 	The 	enquiry officer is yet 	to 	
get 

N 
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confirmation of his services. It is the same very 

DisciplinarY Authority (Respondent No.1) who is to 

confirm the services of the EnquirY Officer. Under 

these circumstances, Enquiry Officer is not expected to 

act independently. He would always be under the 

pressure of Disciplinary Authority. Hence the Applicant 

does not expect any justice from the disciplinary 

proceeding. 

5.9 Because the impugned charge sheet has not been 

accompanied by the list of witnesses and documents. 

The non -furnishing of the list of witnesses and 

documents to the Applicant has prejudiced him. Facts of 

the case created a genuine apprehension in the mind of 

the Applicant that after examination of his written 

statement of defence the Disciplinary Authority would 

decide about the list of documents and witnesses on 

which reliance would be placed in the enquiry. The 

procedure being followed by the Disciplinary Authority 

in holding the present enquiry is, therefore, 	
illegal 

and the same has vitiated the present enquiry. 

5.10 
Because holding of the preliminarY enquiry in the 

instant case is like putting the cart before the house 

inasmuch as memorandum of charges has already been 

served upon the Applicant and the Applicant also 

submitted his written statement of defence. Holding of 

preliminary enquiry thereafter is devoid of any meaning 

and the same can only be for the purpose of prolonging 

the suffering of the Applicant. 
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6. DETAILS OF REMEDIES EXHAUSTED 

That the Applicant states that he had preferred 

an appeal dated 18.7.2000 under Rule 14 of the Delhi 

Special Police Establishment (Subordinate Ranks) 

(Discipline & Appeal) Rules, 1965 for the redressal of 

his grievance and assailing the legality of the 

impugned memorandum of charges. However, the aforesaid 

appeal has not been disposed of as yet and the 

Disciplinary Authority without waiting for the disposal 

of the appeal against the memorandum of charges has 

instituted the enquiry against the Applicant by 

rejecting his written statement of defence. The 

Applicant states that he has no other remedy available 

to him except to approach the Hon'ble Tribunal. 

7. 	
FJLE OR PENDIE.QBE_[Y 

The Applicant further declares that no other 

applicatiOflt writ petition or suit in respect of the 

subject matter of the instant application is filed, 

before any other Court, Authority or any other Bench of 

the Hon'ble Tribunal nor any such applications writ 

petition ore suit is pending before any of them. 

8. RELIEFS SOUGHT FORL 

8.1 	Quash and set aside the charges contained in 

memorandum 	No. 	
1516/12,COMP1SLC1NERPt11) 

dated 22.5.2000 issued by the DIG, CBI, NER, 

Guwahati (Respondent No.1) 

N 
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8.2 	Quash 	and 	set 	aside 	the 	order 	No. 

4111/12/COMP/SLC/NER/99/Pt. II dated 	22.10.2000 

passed by the DJG, CEJ, NER, Guwahati. 

And/or 

Direct the reappraisal of impugned memorandum of 

charge dated 22.5.2000 by an authority other than 
fl-n 

the Respondent No.1 which is equal and/or higher 

in rank than the Respondent No.1 to decide and to 

determine whether the same requires holding of an 

enquiry against the Applicant. 

8.3 	Pass such other order/orders as may be deemed fit 

and proper in the facts and circumstances of the 

case for securing the ends of justice. 

8.4 	Award cost of this. case to the Applicant. 

8. INTERIM ORDER PRAYED FOR 

Pending disposal of the application, be further 

pleased to - 

Stay 	holding of any enquiry pursuant to the 

charges 	contained 	in 	memorandum 	No. 

1516,12/COMp/8LC/NER/(Part - 1 I) dated 	22.5.2000 

issued by the DIG, CBI, NER, Guwahati 

Stay the operation and effect of the order No. 

4111/12/COMP/SLC/NER/99/'Pt. II dated 	22. 10.2000 

passed by the DIG, GB!, NER, Guwahati. 

10 ....... 

The Application is filed through Advocate. 

N 

- 	 -- 	 -- 	 - - 	
-: --, 	

- - 
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PARTICULARS OF THE I.P.O. 

(i) 	I.P.O. No. 

(in Date 	 : 	 3o-01 QI 

(iii) Payable at : Guwahati. 

LIST OF ENCLOSURES1 

As stated in the Index. 

V E R I F I C A T I 0 N 

I, Suresh Pal Singh Yadav, son of Late Netra Pal 

Singh Yadav, aged about 47 years, resident of Dorothy 

Apartment, 4th Bye Lane, ABC, Tarun Nagar, G.S. Road, 

Guwahati, do hereby solemnly affirm and verify that the 

statements made in the accompanying application in 

paragraphs'!,i 

L42,L'I4144t C4s1-L are true to my knowledge ; those made in 

c4',''L '/ '-'3 

being matters of records are true to my information 

derived therefrom and the rest are my humble 

submissions before this Hon'ble Tribunal. I have not 

suppressed any material fact. 

	

And I sign this verification on this the 	day 

of February 2001 at Guwahati. 

C 
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A/I 

OFFICF ORI)FR NO.1/6 I I)ATE[):-.L1[99. 

Joint Dircctor(EZ)Cfll/Calcutta vide his order (11(1 04.06.99 is pleased to 
sanctioned a cash reward to the following Executive stall of C13l/ACI3/.Guwahati 
for they have taken keen interest for all round developnienl of the branch smooth 
functiohing as well as shown interest investigation searches,surprisc checks etc. as 
detailed below:- [? Nfl 

" 	

ArnoLrntRewrnd J 

1, 	Sh.R.P,Boscjnspr. 	 RS. 1000/ 

Sh.S.P.Singh Yadav ,liispr 	 Rs. 1000/- 
Sh.L.l-iangshiiig,inspr. 	 RsM 1000/- 
Sh.N.G.Kliamrang,Iiispr. 	 R 	1000/.- 
Sh.N.R.Dcy..Jnspr. 	 Rs 1000/- 

/ 

5000/- 
(Rupees live thousand)only 	 : 

it ia certified that the amount prescribed, in 11.0. letter No.29/I /8 -Al) It 
cltd. I I/9O has not been exceeded in this regard. 

superintcn(reIlt of Police, 
CR I/A( '13/Gthvahati. 

Memo No.i./24/98/('( I )a1cd:-!/7'99. 

Copy to 

A/(•cction in duplicate br ti/a. 

lcrson concerned. 
/ 

	 \ \_ 

Stiperintciident of Police, 

( 'RJ/A( 'B/( uvahati 



Office order No. _. 	.) 	 Dated 	lol /99 

Sanction is hereby accorded for the grant of C. C. to the following 
Executive staff for his good work done In Case No. RC 34(A)/96-SIIG as 
detailed below :- 

Si. 	Name& 	 Amount 	 Commendation 

No. .. Designation 	 Sanctioned 	Certificate 

1..Sli'ri S.P. Singh Yadav, Inspr. 	 . 	C. C. 

Superiendent of Police, 
CBI, ACB, Guwahati. 

MethO No./24I 	
( 	

Dated :- 	1 
Copy to :- 

• 	
1. The S.D. Cik a Int,gwlth C. C. for necessary entry In his Service Book. 

21'crson concerned. 	 . 	. 

uperiendent of Police, 
. 	CBI, ACB, Guwahati. 

H 

tt 
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OF 

4) 

1. 
EIIIVERN4ENT OF INDIA 

11NISTRY OF PER5EINIVEL P. G. & PENSIONS 
COMENDATION CERTIFICATE 

rcnte4 to 	 ....... .c9MEND 

FOR HIS GOOD WORK DONE IN CASE NO.RC.34(A)/96SHG. 

or ........................................................................... ....... ...................... ........ .................................................... ... 

DATED: 	 I'UPERINTENDENT OF POLICE 

GUWAHATI 	 CBI/ACB/Guwahati: 



\k4  

S 

H 

OP#XCU ORDER 
 

8ancttor 
 

Is hu.by amorftd for the irsot 01 ewg4 and c.c. 
to the foUOi4 of fLcsx of Cl/AcB/Qt4 f 

his 00*4 wo dots in C**s N*. 
RCoS(X) /O1'OSWas 4eteL belowsm 	

I, 

— 
£31, 	

DcaigrzaU 	 Mount revar4., Ho. 

+ COCO  

was 

( RUP"N six huci, )or4y 

Xt is cOrtIfted that  the 	prerjb.4n ito ltter 

	

 

*mOsdwS in this r.gar 	
dste4 3//0 has not been 

d. 

£uperint.jUIeut Of 

Nano ifo. L/2 '/rt2iif/ et  
Copy to 

a.a.ci,oz,j 	nith OOou Crtjfjaate for' 
oaQoarr cty in the ervtce aook. 

29 	 4/c -1fwtA011 In dupl.ioa fo n/a. 

PSS3O1* QOr$ajg, 

	

tiuPerjntend 	of Police, 
cBr/A Wouwsihau, 



/• 

I.  

e. 

OF 	 Wd 

.1 	 . 	. 

EaVERN1E[T OF INII1A 	 •. 
MINISTRY OF PEIISEINNEL P. L. & PENSIONS 

COMENDATION CERTIFICATE 

rcted o 3hr  
............. 

	........... 

X(j7Y C'Z$trTTh POR HIS GOOD WORK DONE ZN CASE NO. 

a.C.5(M/98u11G. 3cr .......................................................................................... :  

DATED: 	 SUPERINTENDEN, OF POLICE 

GJWAHAT1 	 CBI/ACBJdwahati 



- 

OVPZcn *DER 	 DIt.d i*1j Ptm)P ,N.: 

i hceby QwOr*4 for the grant ag Cash 0  
r*w&r*1 anl CC, to the foljowdnq ofglc#C  for hLe 'amo wmh  

ne in c&oe ,  moomm(m/93405M am'daudl4d be1ou. 0 

go go go 	go go go go 	go 	= go go go go go 	go go  as go go 	go go go go go go go 

sinatjon 	- 	Aunt rwerde(%, 
— go go go go 	

go go go go go go go go go go go go go go go go go go 
— go go go go 

1 	
P* 3OOO/. + C,C. 

0 	 RUpasscxe thoUsand )only 

It is Gert4tt.Je4 that the amnt preaaib4 in 14.0. 
1Gttr 	29/4/et. LtI dtd //o haa ot bes e.ede 
In th1t*1; reçA34. 

C 	 ) 
0 	 upe$jftQtIt ol Po1ie, 

• Cfl/'t3/a.wahstg, 
0 

$s 	r124/ J 0 

Copy to $ - 	 0 
) Ji/c StL, in a@puca ior n/&. 

2) 8.fl,C1ek a'.ong4th the. C endatian CrtiEit 
0 	 ,r neaesaary entry in the e.cvi.,q Iook, 

/r 
Pa:ax 



• 	/ 	 'li.' 

OF 

EiEIVERNIIENT OF INDJ'1 
11INJ5Ty OF PERS9NCL, P. I. & PENSIONS 

COMENDATION CERTIFICATE 

granted to Sun GoPeOltitth To  
#thi goo tov 	£ 

icr .................. ....................... .. ............................... .............................. ..... ... 
..... 

•DATED 	
SUPER1NTENDrOF POL cE\ 

GUWAHATI 	 CBI/ACB7?3uwahatj. 
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cf cf 

:y) 

- 	 s c .. ' . 1 • .I 	. 

C. 	r::: 

cr''o -  c': -: 

ez:h 
	

Cf:cr 	Of 

- . 	 -I - - 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
	

fs 
	

7 	- 
	

9 

Sh. &i.kjee.t VMn.t o( 
?zupiz, EV, 
S81, Vii 9 

IP Loan6 to 
tic&tibus and 

pcns to 	f e 	* 

tire o 	.pjje'aL 
&thhs c4 'we.S 

S't..L S. P. SnIt Varzu Tht6 	um £t&Ft Ove6 

C8T/AC8, 	t&jaId by 3 1.0's Ltho cLzLld 
t collect zapzunt nut& 

ae& cok tamching the ptooe-
cutccn athit tz acs& 
yk8On6. And ths a dyt-
rttaL actii,n t'US kecon'Vld2d 

b the .then T .0. S P. P. a&o ag4eduyA .the op&on Oi( the 1.0. 
The t1ten Fitarbth Sil  aLso ayte& wWt Ae opôtcn Oi(  the 1.0. and 
&. P. P., even VLk has ag'teed t'.Wt he saw. &thfe, hzt the 
ca8e W a .se.t &r± iiia.t sme o( the uzze doavvnt t.W/L2 £Lmt 
aie 	neqtieme o( .the then 1.0. .Sh. P. Sitha, 1n&ctcvt 
tdw t'.a6 k Lt.JatZ on ths CLXL,vt to 	p1/Lent deavnvt. The 
FR-I and FR-U a&rutiA &anch cormvztA and VLA's opó'&it ithen 
exôied by the tftm VIG, S. N. 	he vim not satisked 
tjth Ae 	 a &Lch cUaed Ae case LUUh SFL S. 
P. Sn9h Yada'J and gave hm open oi((en .o kerinve6tigate he 
Q26e. 1ncto& S.P. &nh Yai accepted the thz&wige and 
£tLt the case tho'uxyh&j and collected 6u.ent 
rzLte!thz6 aLJan6t he. accLthed peum. And AewaAtet the cue 
t'226 nzde out tD 1inch ptoecut2Dn aLJa.n6.t he acmsed 5k. 
SJeet flzscjczpta, the Jiten &tanth Maivvt, .1, Vhi and6 
c. The vxtk cre by 5k. S.P.SZnk Yadcw is hiijiP4 cnded 
by .he wdvtgned as ceJl Ae then t7IG. it vnA ao ajirnnded by 
he wJnime OcZt, Banking i&hch 'teaUed into filing Cke 

Sheet a4(?.k obaini.r sanctcon Am the caii.ttent  althou4. The 
clmqehas been Pled a.ctht6t the acaed peon6'at 6.4.9E. 

• 	 . 

In ve,i o( he 4acts mentc4, I hightg 
icea,tmn fed that 1r.zcto't S.P. Sink Vadw deivó)e4 4uLtab?.e 
c.sk .temd .aony.WL coime,tzton CittEgaitp tD €nWa3e kc.6 

- 

• 	-- 

• • o 	

y&J 

 

(M.K.Jt) A 
& 	OK Potice.. 

 



(k'X: 	Qli9!fl r4U.__jr: 	J lateth____ 

Laiatton to hc.by acorde4 for the grant of czu*i 
r.wfir1 and C.C. t 	the. follOwing Officer, for tiruli.ing 

• th' follcpAng carms tergotted fur 197 in .P.13./7.c.5/4 5  
'66/97 and P.8/979 re.pitivy an d6tatle8 belows. 

:  Amount rowarded 
ISO — 	 — 

• 	 .'inch Ya4ky.Xng, 	• ;. 

2.o 	;h.andeap UoyalesUtpolnepr, 
. 250r'OOsC.C. 

3 0 	*anoj 

	

s 	25OC'Z,.,c, 

	

- 	- -s-- 

33OOt) 

(up,e 	i(jht hundred )oniy 
It La aertifiQ,d that the aunt pre=ribed in iisoa 

letter 	2/4/8u.i.Ii dtd.1/E1/90 h'^jG not bnr 	tn4 In 
this rocjlsrd. 	 • 

1y 
Sup 	nt.csru*rnt 

• ti. 
MSKi 

• 7, •., 
____ 

opy tos- • 

1. 8.1J.d1erk alonjwith COMMendatiOn Certificate for 
•OCoeary *atry in the tVIeo kook. 

• 2 9  The 	swtlOn in duPllcAte for n/a. 

Poraon Corcrrid. 	 - • 0• 

1. 
V 

Uperinterictt of 
.uX/. c3/3-ti. 

Or 



+ 0  

• 	.--....•. 	 . 

• 0 	 0.I  

OF 

69VEI1NIENT OF INtl/I 
0 

MINIS TIL.Y OF PEIISUNNEL, P. G. & PENSIONS 

COMENDATION CERTIFICATE 

zJ 

0 	 0• 

GL 

0 ,1 

0 	
0 

0 

0• •  

,w. 

to S llrj 	.Sirighyadav.Irispr. is HIGHLY 

COMMENDED for finallaing of casea targetted for 1997 

	

in .....j• d .RC.S/94. 	
11 

rn (' 

	

0 	

- 

0• VY 	.-'- 'c 
TED: 	 SUPERINTENDENT OF OLICE 

JWAHATI 	 0 	CBI/ACB/Guwahatj; 



1' 
1 

OFFICE ORDER NO. J'l 	I 	Datodx- 	/ 	4970 

Joint DireCtor(EZ) ,CBI/Calcutta vide his :order  dtd.. 
21/10/97'j.a ploaBed to sanction a Cash reward to the following' 

Officers Of CBI/AcB/ouwahati Brazxth for their Good work done 

during his vistt as detailed belows-" 

Name &rm De8gnation 	- - - . 	notR::rded - --- - - -- 
NO. 

3•thoplAsueye laspr 	
1500.00 

ai.P.iscj% YtdW.1nr. 	 3503a00 
3e 	t.R.;.ceatn5pr. 	 150000 

/ 
45OO'O 

(:RUpøPQUX th4aau4 £tv. hundred )only 
It is certified tLhat, the amount prescribed in H.O. letter 

No.08/0X/90..ADV.dated 21/09/90 has not been e,eóded in the 

Superintendent of Police. 	= 
CBI/ACB/Guwshati. 

Memo NO0E/24/_/ " ' 	 Dated:- _ L1J /2 0 97 
Copy to:- 	 , 

10 A/C section in duplicate for necessary action. 
• o Person concerned. 

.4 

Superintendent of Police. 
C131/AC13/Guwahati. 

IJ0 
	

10001 



:. 

' 	 CFFICE ORDER NO.  Dated:-_________ t97 

Special Director ,C131/New Delhi vide his order dtd.08/03/97 
is pleased to sanction a cash reward to the following Irtspr.of 
of CBI/ACB/Guwahati including Regional ,Office & Shilloncj Unit 
for their good work done during his visit as detailed below:- 

Name & Designation Amount rewarded. 
No. 

1, Shri.R.P.Bose,Inspr. ks. 	1200/- 

2. Shri.A.B.Gupta.Inspr Rs. 	1200/ 

Shri.S.P.singh Yadav,Inspr Rs. 	1200/- 

•. 	4. Shri.K.I3armanInspr P. 	1200/- 

Rs. 	4800/- 

(Rupees FOUr thousand eight hundredAonly 

It is certified that the amount prescribed in H.O. 
letter No.O8/01/90-D.V.dated 21/09/90 has not been exceeded 
in the case. 

Supdt.of Police,CBI/ACI3, 
Guwahati. 

Memo No.E/24/  Dated:- 	197 

Copy to:- 

• 	1. A/c Section in duplicate for necessary action. 

2. Person concerned. - 

SupdL.of Police,cuI/?cu 
(uwahati. 

1/1/1/11(1 



OFFICE ORDER NO, 	 I 	Dated:- /7/197 

Sanction is hereby accorded for the grant of 
Cash reward to the following executive staff for their 
Good Work done during the year 1996 as detailed below:- 

: 	
EeEiEntEoE: 

:: : : : :

EEE EeEaEdEd:: No 

• 	
YaAv,InØL*. -. 	 1. sao/. 

20 	 __ 	 1*. 300/.. 
3 

i.1000/.. 

(Rupees 

•• 	. 	It is cortified that the amount prescribed in 

U.O. letter No.29/4/81-AD.III.dated 1/8/90 riaa not been. 

eeeded in the case. 

• 	 1 	 • 	 Supdt.of 

	

• 	 . 	. 	 Guwahati. 

• Memo NO.E/ 241 '7 	-'33 	. 	Dated:- 	1 97 

Copyto:- 

 • • 	 'oetioa 	dupUoat.e for n/a. 

	

• . 	• P*raoa conJurwxt 

* 	 • 	 Supdt.of Poiice.CBI/ CB, 
• . 	Guwahati. 



OPFIQE 0RDR 140 . 	__ ? t cl_I 	Dated:  

SWIC 4 o.Q f beroby aocorded for the 9rant of 

C4Zi reuard/to the ol1ovingoLfioii*ta for their good.work 

done in ose No.P.E.22(A)/96.auQ or 22/7/96'vaa deta.lad 

bolows- ,  

	

- - 	 - - - - - - - _., - - - - - - 

	

- - 	 Mowt Poiard. 

- ON 	 an - aw 40 ap Im do - - no - 40 - - 40 am - - - - do - -Im 

2. 	1.K,auçqax.IJiapr. 	 . 200/u' + C.C. 

• VPA 	•Sfl.5.P.Sincjh,Inspr. 	 " 	" g •  200/- + c.c. 

- 3. 	Sri.5.L.QogaiCoast. • 	- 	•• 	1001. + C.0  

b e  500/" 

(Rupeaa five hundrsd)only 
Xt is certified that the axaunt prribod in 11.0. 

letter 	2/4/81-AD.111 dated i/8/90 has not been- e*eeded 

in the C't5O. 
• 	 .• 	.' 

•• 	 '• 	 • 	• 	-• 	; 

updt.of PoLtce,CBX/ACB, 
Ouw&uiti. 

	

memo 	Dat.ds-'//'96. 

Copy tos 

. i/c 8eution in dipUcate for necessary ct.on. 

2. Parson conornad. 

''Sut.of Pe.CBI/fl, 

• 	 c.zwahati. 

ii 1) 



/ 

/ 

04. 

G OJ ! RNMEVr : F IND IA 
/ CENTRAL BUREAU .OF INVESTIGATION 	l 

OFFICLOF THE SUPDT.OF POLICE 
A c.B.GUWAHATI 

CQMEATIQ ____ CERTIFICATE 
3 

...,., 

•Shries.p.singh dv.Inapr,CBI/B/Guhati 
• 

0/ 

: 

• ii-iigh1, Connended for hizcjood Woric dene in Case 

No.PE.22(A)/96_S in, on 12/7/96.. 

Supdt.of PO1iceC I/ACB 
• 	Guwhtj, 

,, 	4. 4 	 - 	 -*.. 	 • 	 - 	 - 

* 

..••___I 	 • 	e 



Ov V'ICE ORDL} NO. 	 Datodzi./ ((p96 

is hereby accorded for the grant of cauh 
reward/to the iollOwing of ficiala for their good work doae 
in oae Nu.P..23(A)/96.3110 on 22/7/95 as detailed below. 

- - - - - - - - - - = - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
o. Nms 64 Doaiçjnation 	 Aaunt Rewarded. 

- , - - - - 	- - - - - - 	- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

200/- +.C.c. 

	

8h..P.$inç4 Yadav,Iruipr, 	 Ri, 200/ur+.C.c. 
3. '.S.L.Qogc.conat. 	 Age 100/- +,cc. 

C 

	

	 Totali- 500/.. 

(RUWOS five huzKtred )only' 
A$ ''f.p.• 

0 

It is oerttfidd that. the anunt preecribod in H .0. 
letter,No.29/4/81.M).flI dated 1/8/90 has nt bs.n a.ed.d 
in the caae. 

8updt,oi POlice.Cflh/JCII, 
(hrwahiti. 

Dateds 96. 
Copy soz 

1. WC Section in duplicate for necoaary oction. 
24 Person coernsd. 

Sup1t.of Police.CnI.Abn. 
Ouwahati. 

iiu ' a 



4K 

% 

GRfjT OF INDIA: 

CENTRAL EflJREAU OF It'JVESTIGATION: 

0/ 

	
OFFICE. OF ViE SUPnT OF POLICE 	 co 

A.C. B. GTJWAflATI. 	
1. 

a, 

Cc1MLNDATION CERTIFICAI-11E 
	 0/ 

/9 

Shrj 5.I.sthh 
	 I 

	

' 3 

	 is highly conended for his Good Work done In Case 

an 12/7/96. 

	

IX 	
PZ  vl(~ 

&updt. of Pelce,CB /ACB 

• 	 ••,' 	 .• / 4 g 	• 

) 



UrVIC4 QftL)IiR NO._ (>7J3 / 	rJateds'.Jt/r'/• 
I 

Gftwtlon is bereby muceded for the grant o41 
aaah reward/to 	foll-OwUtg officer for Muir good work 
c3c)na .in caae NQ.RC.29(k)/N"sflQ an detailed below.'. 

61* 
Nam & Diçjrat.toii 'ii' 	 MoUnt Rewarded 

no. 
'. 	 __ 

1. Sh.A.t.Ou.Iriipz. 3. 200/- i.C.C. 

.5.P.Sinh 	dav.Ixwpr - 	b. 300/- *.C.C. 

 3hria.DuttaU/conat. ii. 100/'. + C.C. 

40 .It,arCoiut, 0,30 100/. + C.C. 

Totals-w 700/'. 

(LupoE 0 S(.v3n hundred ) only 

- 	in certified that the aznount yrescrLbed in 11.0. 

latter N0.39/4/81-)W.ZII dated 3/8/90 han st been 
exaoedQd in the gape. 

8updt.of POUC,CaX/hCz. 
OW ihtj. 

1 ' 	so.n/24/ L'1i/ 	 '96 
Cpytos* 
10 	oowita Section in duplicate for nwemry action. 

the C .C. for neas*r' aa tlon. 
SoNsClack a1oriwith the CC. for two ri t 

z&çdt,oi 
1wat 

iidJd 



2 	 GOVERN)*NT OF XIIDIA •  
OF7XCE OF ThZ45UppT.op POIICE 
CJTRAL BVR2MJ 0? INY15TIWTI0N • 

ki 

2 	 AoC.B.OtJWAflI. 

4 

gQM'xoN CT RTZF LC)T• 

SKRI
• 	

•. S ,' 	•i V/ 	x wsi'c .caz/Ac13/ 
• 	2 	 -•- 	 V 

QMAHA?X 13 Himmy C0MMNDED  VOR KIS QQOD WO1U( 
notm. IN CASC NO.RC.2()/96.3Q. • 

SUPDT .0? POLXCE UI p?C1I: 

&cJ• 

A 



oIU. OR)I 14(a.. 1_LLJ 	Dat.43ds2R 

arstiOfl is horoby acCOr(ad f or th çjant oi Cash 

gzwatd to the oi1o.iincj oiLiccra in btè,ch thsy have taken  

active part rordillj BkLiftlfQ Of the 
Dranch oio. irzn 

Nos: Quwakufti to SuAidarPur as detailed b.loW$' 

- — 	 — 	
- 	 - 

Si • 	 (t Deal cjnati on 	- 	 unt Rewarded 

3*. 	
£z 

A. s • • p • aLnh Vadav • I n.npr. • 	 r. 

TOt 

nupoea orii thoua 	)onlj 

it is certtfied that the aou.nt preacribed in H .0. 	-. 

letter o.29/4/81J½D.III dated 1/8/90 has not bNM 0eOdX1 

in the caaee 

po1ice.CBX/tC19 
xwahati. 

MtXt%O N0-.J24/ 	
DatedsIPT 7/ 

Copy tO$- 

1. z/c 3ction in duplicate or &b)CQ5flXY tion. 

2/ Poreon crnid. 

5Ldt .upo lice .cuI/ ZI1B 
quwaha. 

q. 	

( " 

.LIj .1 
U', 

y 



	

q. OIFIC ORDER NO , 	JJ 	 Datol*496 

Saztic". is herebi accorded for tt ,.a grant Of 

Caøti Reward and C.C. to th ai1oing Officer for their 

good work done in Caao Io.YC.22(JL)/96 T3/8 120,420 3 468,471 

Ipc & Seo.13(2) nw 13(1) (d) Of CJct.198B in, wtU.ch Si. 

I oonthted search with the assiatance of S1.No2 to 4 

fu1ty in,tle residential prmitus of the accuaod and received 

irreain'*tin (joouernflts/aa detailed belows-' 

31. NO. Naze & Desicnation 

S — — fl •S 	 - — ----------------- 

1 0 	s.A.1.ct1pta.Ia8p 	 P.s. 250/-' + CC. 

20/ sh.s.P.Singh.IxUpr. 	 . 	." + C.C. 

Sh.J.N.GogOi.H.C. 	 l5O/ + CC. 

4.. 	Sh.l3hag Singh.Conatable 	 Rs. 100/+ C .C. 

j. 750/- +.C.C. 

(wpees Sovon hndrcd & fift.y)oriy 

It is certified that the amount prescribed in 

H.O. j.cttor t).29/4/81-IU),III dated 1.8.90 hao not been 

eeedad in the Caoe. 

3updt,oAr Po1ice.CBI/JiC13 
cuwhat4. 

-7 

tarr. 	 ir/21/ -?- LW  - 	 Datod. 	 -  T1t 
£ ' - 	 - - 

Copy tol - 

3,.. 	A/C Section in dup1iCaU for nooessary ection. 

PeraOCi 

3. 	S.B.Cierk alongwith coundatiOn Cortificata for 

nocui u1'. 

$ 	
.• 	 n: 7- 

	

:. 	 øupdt.oi po1ic.CB)Q' 

.' 



4 

0 	
CEL BEAU OF 
OFFICE OF THE SUPDT.OF POLICE, 

co 

7 	 ;4 • 	 • 	 - 
2) 	 • 	

/ 

	

/ 	 • 	 • 
A 	 • 

: 	 •• 	
MMETXON. CERTIFITE 	• 	• 

ia g1y 
6.00mmendeo tor his good work flCaae 

• 	

d • 	
Supdt.of POlice,CBI(ACB) 

• 2 

	

• 	 • 	
Gahatj, £ 	 0 • 	 • 	• .• 	_______ 	• 	* 

• 	
•0 

4 

•0. 	• 	—•• 	/0 	 • 

• 1 



0WFC1'. 'OR[ 	NO.  - 	 Uated:- 4Lc 1 7 ~ 

l)IG I CHI (Ii)OUwiiIATIvide his order dtd.9.1.96 in 
p1Ga&aito 1 flanction a Ch £ewird to the following officerin reoqntt - 

ion to thxr çjood work done and sincere effort and perstverance to 
dutitts brftnch could a chioved the Anntl ttrget ww.l in a&',anc 

dGt8jlcd blOW 

£ Designation 	. - 	 pount 1w 	ded. 

j. Sh.S.P.Sitgh Y&.v,ansp.ictor 

S 	 5  5 

0 	 '3. 5 00. 00 

2. L.bflofb.1. Ps. 5 001CO 

3• A.M5O,S.1. . 	 - 	 P. 00.00 

'. Sh.P.ko',S.I.  0000 

iti1 	z-  

(kuees two th ,usnci )on.Lj 

it Is certified thzt th . amo.tnt rescribed in H.O.  

lttor  0/1/9O-M.II ct.21.9.9 0  has not ben xce 	i'the case. 

6uperntE.ndar1t of police, 
CBI/hCL3/Guwahatig - 

p4emo wo./24/xi/ 	j - 71 / 	Dateds- /-/i/'( 
Copyto the 1 

h A/C Suction in dultcate for necessr1 action. 

5----- 

. veiron co,cinev. 

ttperintendentf Police, 
C/ACtI/ouwatt 



A 

Office Order No  

DIG, CBI 9 SRO 0  Shillong - vLdor hisordér. dated 30/12/94 is 
P16G504.tO;aflCtton,Caah rewardto the followinQ staff of C8I, 

B,Shi1Ióncj Branch as he hasbeen entrusted five Cases viz. 
/27/93.1/93 1,/94,32/94. and 7/94. Out of vwhich .2 Cas&s fin1ised 
'and both were sent. up f or trial and remai:ing C.., are under 
investigation, He also atton4qdjic. duties such at verification 

of Secrot'irfortnetjons and conducUng Raids etc* as detailed 
belowi... 	 . 

\ 

Sl.No, 	flnmo a. tsignation 	 Inount rew&rdecj 

........................................ Rs.750/.. 
I, 	 . 	 a . 	,. 	 •',,' 

- 

• 	. 	 • 	 . .. 	Total 	Rs.70/ 

( It4)eas Seven hundred' fifty ) only. 

4 	- 

Supdt. of Polic.,CBI 0g, 
Shillong, 

Memo No./24/hLh. 	 . 	 Date. 	.. . 
.i 

Ccpy to th  

1. WC Sfction in duplicate for ra. 
Preon concerned. 	. 

- Supdt. of )Poli, 
'Shiflong 

4 



/ 

CITICE ORDER NOs  

U1t3/Cl/N.E.Peqion,hj11onq has been pleased to  

sanction the ivllowinj ,4 C.th Reward to the undor mntir 

ta±f for their geed w.xk 	orie iuring the period 13 as 

s1t*ile elw s-. 

!3L, NO 	J1E £t 	SIATI(N 	 AMOUNT SCTICNLL. 

 E:tj. 	0IC,Chravrty,1rpr. 
xxxx B,X*X";x2aIs!** be 1.c14/. 

 &ri 8,P,Sjnh Yudav v  Xnspr. s.  

 Shri P. Siikia 1  irpr, , 	5a/.. 

• 	4. Shri M.Seranie.Inzr.  

5 0  Eh. S*nj,y Sen g Inspre  Beo/.. 

¶rOTL.  
-- 

( RU?ES THRLS TUSAND ) or'i •  
It is certifieI that the amount prescri b~e4 in the 

letter. Nas 2/4/21..A2,1IX td. 7/a'i has not seen 
in the C.&e, 

upintvqit 
C1jCkfiL long. 

17 W241 	-'LT - 

Copyts  -. 

 

	• 	 H: 

/C Section in flunlicate sr neceairy a ctl on e  

2) 	Peopn c.ncerned. 

0 ftlice s  

yr i • 	 • 	

O 



GOVfifJ4LrT' It'JL)IA, 
	 . 	EXURE A/, 	r 

OFFICE U?' TUE SUPDT.OF POLICE, 
rri 2uflrWpT1oN DRAIJCII. 

I' 
	 GUWAHATIz-5. 

tJO.[)P/StIL/1999/ _///20/l57/93 Dated,GuwajaU. 	 __ 

To 

S.P.Sfnyh Yadav, 
Inspr.C131/AcIJ/Guwahati. 

sub - 	Sanction of Commuted bay-a w.a.f. 
01/101 99 to 28/10/99 - r2 

Refer your application dtd.29/10/99 praying for 

Conunuted leave w.o.f. 01/10/99,tc28/1/99 It is to inform 
that as per, leave Rule 12(8) at page 154/C of Handbook 1999 

it is stated that non Gazottd Govt.Servant should produce 
the medical Certiuic.te from (1) C.0.H.S, Dtor if the Oovt, 

S' - vaiit is a cciis .eneflciay and residing within, the Unitof 

C.0.11.. at tho Limo o illnono. 

You have informed .offiée through -  telephonic talk on 

01/10/99 and petition dbd 05/10/99 that you will not be able 

to attend office due to illness.but you have not enclosed the 

medical Certificate of. Doctor nor have you submitted any leave 

applicatlo' in a precr1bed ,[orm indicating the period of leave, 

nature of 11 mess etc The reasons given by you 	not sat! - 

ctOry duo to the facts that aJ1e oflicialsof this office 

visited your house for delivering of urgent letter it ive found 

that your house A n remained under lock and key and on subsequent 

visit no satlsfactor'j reply was given by your wIfe regarding 

your whereabouts etc, 

in v.Lew of the above facts and circurnstances,you are 

directed to explain as to why your leave period may not be 

treated as uz)atLthorised abienco. 

Your explauat.ton should reach this office within 3 days 

from issued of this memo failing' which action will be taken as. 

per rule. 

/ . 
' I  

Suporintondent ofPo1Lco, 
COI(ACD)Quwahati. 

Memo tiO.DP/SIIL/199 9/ 	JA/20/157/93 Dated* 
Copy to z- 
1. ' 	The DIG/CL%i(t4Efl)Guwahatj for favour of information 

please. 

Superintendent of Police, 

	

• 	 Q3I (AC8)Guwaiatj. 

el/- 	 - 0-0-0-0- 0- 

	

• 	 I 
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r-7 
Al. 

• 	 (k? •'\ 
the 	updt: . of Poll r' 	 / 
C11i1AC1I/1E 	 \.. 

l ip  

5uh 	nHCLIQ.IP of Cn,u,,p,,t- r'el ienve .w.e. r. oi/io/gq to 201.10199 

Ilef 	NO 01 1 /5111/199 9 1055031n1701157193 

Sir, 

May kindly refer on rubject matter. In this 

connectjos, r have t:o ta to. that 1 e:u o• : p lrna trom 

Stat- c Police of Utter l'rodeli. I am not reg1tered in any of 

the rGilf, hi pes, cry I o raI - ed I is tuwn It n C t My wi to • tils t I a 

also a Sot-c, of A'rn,,i govt. cnspJoyo, 	In Close of nsedical 

firveds 	c,isu It 	Gna'hn I: I 	Merli cat 	Cal letje. 	o thor 	S ta to 

dIspcnaor' or neoro. C rc'qi atorc.gI Mccli cal pract-J tionor. 

Further 	Chic 	è.n. 5 . 	l)lapnsary - ldcnted 	in 
GuzqahtoCj tow,, are s Ilun 	dot 7/0 h(m. from my Iouo o:id the 

said di'onsnry oio 	ii. t:lsny do not have full equJprne,s C and 

0 I:1,cr 	W'?(llc0l 	fact lily, 	Isiv.irlahly 	rfr'g - 	Ch,q 	'aI:ic'nf:r 	to 

Cng,hnti 	tlo,hIcn I 	C:? Iv't,:. 	fog- 	l:rnnI:,,,c'g,t- 	nnil 	ns 	notril 	on 	Chic 
oijv.icc of doc f- or cU:. :10/ 17/99. 	I cogs ii I Led 	. ft. C. Gily, the 

certificate thereof 1r oireacfy s uhrniLLcI to you along with, 	
I 

Medic.,) FitI,O5 cert) ft cnt.e.. 

• 	 Further more IL i 	t;nt:cgl thin t ois '30110199 in 

the night I foil: aevoro cisC pnl:s nud very high, puip.ttntjon 
t-hor',fore 	T 	cli,f 	lid I V It or 	hove 	Close 	nor 	t:Isc 	n ajcl 	C(11$ 

l).lsnsnrie s C;)O:I of: iscl, f - line, n uc1,. J oppronciiegt the 

iicorcsl: gloctog.-  of Gonhsni 1- ttccllcn 1 Co liege. who a(ivised for 
rest -as wol 1 as some chsecIc—ups is, gniiIsnLl mcd.IcnJ College 

ond as .sticIi I aLtefRlcd Cite Ned) cal College on 1110199 and 

informed you teloplinitfrn])y as well us vigis, soy written 

to 

'I 

1 

as us y w I Ic' 	I 	-i .1 so .i 	we rig us ' 	WOIIJC SI a 15(1 550 05)0 

• 	was LIserv1 to Is)ols oIfor mc' •hisr..h,sq office hours these fore 1 

was tcsnpernri ly shift - a,? to -my fit- in, 	lpo,,sc' at 

Ci:wol,nf: f 

- -'• 	_. . 

• 	• 	0• 

- 



.e 

-, 	 •. 
- 

- 	
. 	 - - 	 -. 	 4_-•._ 	 -' 

e2 

ry. 
121 

So far as dr'llvnry of •.rqent 1etv; is concerspd, 

- I do noI know a, y1 Eh. coittit thereof, nor you made me 

nckiiowledqe any audi Dotter as yet ovosi after rosi.mlnq m' 

duties on 9/DIf99 nfI.r suhmlttlnq my Medical Fits,e 

cerLilicatc and apg'iIcj,Lion to jrnnt Medical 	(.eave 	in 

pre5crlbed formaL alonq with required enclosures. 

I am suflerlui, great il:,nncl ni hardships as you 

!,n,'e not dSsbured my cainry even t he it 9 to two months had 

81 reody eJ o'sed. Tt I re,ues ted nnce again therefore that 

my salary may. kindly lie .hlhurso(l soon. 

• 	 •"-- 	- 	____ 

Yours faithfully, - 	
H 	 . 

( din  Ifl r,j ; 	rj: ii VAIJAV ) 
rNsr/C I IAC1I/Gily 

t 

\) 

-I 

- I 

- 

- 
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NTRA;, BURE OF
V I STIGTION N.E.REGION :: GOWAHATI 

7- 

• 	As ther 	are ser.loi,5  rn 	
lack 	

alle 	
ornss 

jscon d Ct  
of devoj0 	

g

of duty and  de1jbrate defjanc 	 integjy 
a of the order of S 	 p uperior Ofjrr nd 	making 	false 	and allegaj05 

•against 	upe;0 	
OffIcers agajns 	

hr Inspector, It has been decided to 
is,je on him for major Pna1ty. 	

- 
2. 	

A;Urther COfltinh3añ 	in du 	.nf 
* 

S.P.sjflgh 
Yadv would SUbye 	discjpljn 	and-. Working 

atmosp in the Office . Shrj 
S.P.slngh Yad-, 1ecto'- 1  hereby ordered to handover 

charge of all cases with him (Under investjgj0 
trial, and complajts etc.  

a1 	
to Shrj A.K.s a , 

or SPOner 	de by hi 	
Dy.s.p 

m and recV  dGpo 	
the listd orumentc 	

y 

	

cloctjmeflt. 	
and bthqj5 recejv 

	/ cot 	 by 11
1 during •/ verification in the Malkhana 

imrnediely This proes should be comp1eed 
within 5 

days at th 

f.... 

	

- 	 fly.irpr 	
of 

•0 	

CAT, 

Y ic  

CBT ID tJO..2)/l2/0 	
flat 	2R03 7001  

• 	

0 

Supdt 	of PJj 	 e, CPJwaf)ati 	r 1  

flicrcary action 	 Ac  

(2) 	 Shrj A.K.Saha 	
ACfl, ')waha 

• 	 '. 	 ... 

- 	 •1- 	

- 



- 	
A 

IV 

CENTRJL BORAU OF INVESTIGATION, 
N.E.REGIQN ::: .UWAHATI. 

ORDER. 

--- 

• 	'2 

	

Whereas 	a 	disciplinary 	proceedIng 
against 	Shri 	Suresh 	Pal 	Singh 	Yadav, 
Inspebtor,CBI,ACB, Guwahati is contemplated 
Ref .CBI 	ID 	No.821/12/coMp/SLC/NER 	dated 
28 .3. 2000) 

Now, therefore; the undersgined in 
exercise. of the powers conferred by. Sub-tule (1). 
of Rule 5 of the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment (Subordinate Ranis)(Discjpljne and 
Appeal) Rules, 1961, hereby p1..ces the said Shri 
Suresh. Pal Singh Yadav,Inspector,CBI,ACB, Guwahati 
under suspension with immedaite effect. 

It is further...ordered that ,urin.g the 
period that this order shall remain in force,the 
headquarters of Shri Suresh .Pal Singh 
YadavInspector,CBI,ACB, Guwahati. 'shoUld be 
Guwahàti and the said Shxi Suresh Pal Singh Yadav, 
shailL not leave the headquarters without 
obtaining previous permission of. the undersigned. 

. 	 r'. 

\(• ¼) 

K.C.'anUgo), 
Dy.InspecLor General of. Police, 

CBI,. N.E.Region, Guwahat.i. 

To Shri S.P.Singh Yadav,Inspector,CBI ACB, 
Guwahàti.. 

- - P - . 	-- iuuy n upat. or oiice,CBI,ACJ3, Guwahàti. 
CBI Ib No. 	\0 	/12/CQMP/src/NER/99 

Copy to the Director General of Police, 
Uttar Pradesh, Lucknow, alongwith a copy of CBI ID 
No.821/12/COMP/SLC/NER Dt.28.3.2000, for favour 
of information. 

' ""., - Côpth'the Joint Director (East Zone), 
CBI, Calcutta alognwith a copy of CBI ID 
No.821/12/CQMP/SLC/NER dt.28.3.2000 for favour of 
inforrtation. 
3. 	Copy to SP C}31 ACJ3 Guwahati for.keeping 
in the Personal File of Inspector S.P.Si.ngh Yadav, 
CBI, ACB, Guwahatj. 

H 	. 



LA 	'A  ~j 

No 	 II 2 L (OM(SLC& \ . 
Government of India 

Central Bureau of Investigation 
N.E. Region, Guwahati78 1 003 

	

Dated 2.' 	2c1 

	

• 	 . 	 MEMORANDUM 

The undersigned pr poses to hold an inquiry against Shri S.P. Singli 

Yadav, lns3ector ,CBl,ACB,Guwahati(under suspension), tinder Rule. 8 of The 

Delhi Special Police Establisliiiieitt(Subordinate Ranks) (Discipline and Appeal Rule 

• 

 

1961 ).The 	hstance of the imputations of misconduct or misbehaviour in respect 

• of which the inquiry is proposed to be held is set out in the enclosed satement of 

articles of charge(Annextire I) A statement of the imputations of misconduct or 

iiiisbehaviour in support of article of charge is enclosed(Annexure II). 

Shui S.P. Singh Yadav is hereby directed to submit, within 10 day' 

of the receipt of this Memorandum, a written statement ol his delence and also to 

• 	state whether he desires to be heard in person. 

He is informed that an inquii -y will be held in respect of the articles of 

charge as are not admined. He should, therefore, specifically admit or deny the 

• 	article of charge. 	 . 

Shri S P. Singh Yadav, 	lnspector(u/s) is further informed that if ho 

'does not submit his written slateilient of defence on or before the date specified in 

para. 2 above, or does not appear in person before the inquiring authority or 

otherwise fails or refuses to comply with the provisions of the 	Rules 

	

• 	orders/directions issued in pursuance of the said rule, the inquiring authority tiiay 

• hold the inquiry against him ex parte. 

. 	 Attention of Shri S.P. Sitigh Yadv, lnspector( u/s) is invited to. Rule 

20 bf the Ceiitral Civil Services(Conduct) Rules , 1964,   under which no 

Government servant shall bring or attempt to bring any Political or oIIt.ci(lo influence 

to bear upon any superior authority to further his inteust in respe( I of niatters 

pertaining to his service tinder the Government. II any reprecentation is received on 

• 	 -• 

i C- 



V. 	 4* 

his behalf from another person in respe( I of any matter dealt with in these 

proceedings it will be presumed that Shri S.P. Singh Yadav,Inspector Is aware of 

such a representation and that it has been made at his instance and action will he 

taken against him for such violation . 	 V 	 V  

6. 	 The receipt of the Memorandum should be acknowledged. 

\'). ? 
V 	 (K.C. Kanungo) 

DIG CBI NER Guwahati 
• . 	 V.  •. 	 Name and designation of Competent AuthOrity 

To 	 V  

'-' Siuri S.P.Singh Yadav, lnspector(U/S) 
CB.LAC,Guwahatj 

(Through SP,CBJ,ACB,Gtiwaliatj) 

Enclo: 	 V 	 V 	 V  
• • 
	Annexure:l and Annexure:Il 

(Page 1 tog) 

* 	
I . 	- 
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Iage 

ANNEX(JR:I 

ARTICLE OF CHARGE FRAMED AGAINST'SHRI SURESH PAL SINGH YADAV,INSPECTOR 
CBI ACB GUW\HATI (NOW UNDER SUSPENSION) . 	.. 	.. 	. 	. . 

That Shri S.P. Singh -Yada, lnspeclor,(Sb.lnspecior, 	of U.P. Traffic Police on 

deputation to CI as lnspector);while. Functioning as such in ACB,Guwahati Branch durinq 1.996 to 

1999 committed gross misconduct by failuig to maintain absolute integrity, devotion to duty and 

acting in a-manner unbecoming of him ins much as he, who was etrusted with inv .estigtion of 

RC.27(19G di. 121.96 against Shri Puma Knta Borah, Sudt.Enneer, ONGC, Nazira 

registered, Ui nw 13(i)(e) of P.C. Act, 1988 without invostgatiq 1110 cm pcopmy. 

recodmepded for its closure apparently with malalide intention showing gross negligence and 

ck - f devotion to duty and thereby contravened Rule 3(1)(i)(ii) & (iii) of CCS conduct Rule, - - 

1964 r 

• 	 . 

I . . 

---1 
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Page 

ANNEXURE:II 
/ 	 STATEMENT OF IMPUTATION OF MISCONDUCT IN SUPPORT OF ARTICLE OF CHARGE / 	

AAINST SHRI S.P.SINGH YADAV,INSPECTOR CBI ACB GUWAHATI (NOW UNDER 
SUSPENSION) 

That Shri S.P. Singh Yadav, (a Police S1 on deputation from U . P. traffic 

Police) was working as Inspector in AC,CBI, Guwahati Branch during 1996 to 1999. 

That a case vide RC. No 27(A)/96-SHG was registered in CBI. Guwahati 

BraLH on. 12,796 against Shri Puma Kanta Bora @ P.K. Borah Supdt. Engineer, ONGC(here in 

after to be referred to as SO.) for allegedly having acquired assets disproportionate to his known 

sources of income, u/s 13(2) nw 13(i)(e) of PC Act, 1988 and the investigation of this case was 

entrusted to Said Shri S.F. Sirigh Yadav.(Here in after to be referred to as .0.) 

It was alleged in this F,I.R that during 1986 to 1999, said Shri P.K. 

Borah(S.0.), had earned total income of Rs. 4,68386.00 from all his sources while his assets' 

were to the tune of Rs. 4,74,313.00 The S.O. had incurred an expenditure,( 1/3 of his total 

income) during the above period to the tune of Rs. 1,56,000/- and as such SOr was alleged to 

have acquired and was in possession of assets disproportionate to his known sources of 

income, to the tune of Rs.1 62,155/- punishable u/s 13(2) nw 13(i)(e) of P.C. Act. 1988. 

• 	. 	(4) 	During investigation of this case searches were conducted on 10/10/96 

at, various places including residence and office of S0. Inventories of Hoise hold goods were 

also prepared 

(5) 	The CD file and FR(i) of the above case submitted by Shni S;P.. Si.ngh.' 

.Yadav ,lnspector show that the 1.0. did not ôonduct investigatiônof this case in proper manner, 

making a total mess of the investigation. He extended the check period beyond what wa 

mentioned in the FIR, although short check period should have been selected keeping in viei, 

he acquisition of major as' s by the SO, which in this case was conlined to a period of 8 

years(approx) from 1986 to March, 1994 as mentioned in the FIR It cnrld hnve been further 

reduced by proper analysk but 1.0. unnecessarily extended it uplo Decerritier,, 1 977.Thnugh on 

papers, he had taken the check period from 23/08/80 to 10/10/96, but virtually il was extended 

upto3i/12/97 



Page :3 

(6) 	A comparison of movable assets of SO as men honed in the FIR 'and of 

what was actually found by 10 as mentioned in his FR(i) are given below: 

/ 

SI No Item 	 Value movable 	Value of Movable Assets as 

assets (Shown in 	finally calculated by 10 in F.R(i) 
the FIR) 

(i) NSCs 	 Rs.80,000.00 	 Rs.55,000.00 

NSS 	 Rs.20,000.00 	 Nil 

UTI 	 Rs.10000.00 	 Rs.20,000.0() 

(iv) Jivandhara 	 Rs.14,800.00 	 Rs14,800.00 

• 	(v) Bank Balances 	Rs.44,013.00(2 	counts) 	Rs.58,095.00 

(A/c No 443 & 838) 	 (5 A/cs) 

 MotorCycle 	Rs.31,500.00 	 Rs.31,000.00 

 Cat 	 Rs,1,00,000.00 	 Rs.150,000.00 

 Firm Equipments 	Rs.1,2,QQQQQ 	 Rs.12,000.00 

Total: 	 Rs.3,12,313.00 	 R900 

(7) 	Moreover, movable assets which were not shown in the FIR , but found 

out by the 1.0. during investigation and included in the Final calculation of Assets by 1,0 	a 

nëntioned in the F.R(i) are as under: 

0) 	Share 	 Rs.40,500.00 

Onida TV 	 Rs.22,700.00 

Refrigerator 	Rs. 13,00000. 

Booking of Fiat UNO 	Rs. 2,300.00 

Cash 	 • 	Rs. 17,000.00 

(vii) 	, IDBI Bond 	 Rs.. 5,3O0,00 

Rs..QQft0PQO 

\ 

• . • 	• 	 •• 	,• 	•• 	 • 	• 	
- 	a 

• . 	• 	• 	 • 

I 

• 	 • 	 •.•.. 	: 

• 

'V 
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Therefore the total value of movable assets found out by the 1.0. during 

/ 

	 investigation, as mentioned above under para 6 and para 7 above was Rs.3,30,895 + 

Rs.1,00,800 = Rs.4,31,695/- 

Thus there had been increase in value and numder of movable assets 

by Rs. 1,19382/- as found out by the 1.0. during investigation, and as mentioned in the F.R(i) 

In in case of immovable assets also the values of which was shown as 

Rs. 1,62,000/- in the F.l.R consistinof two plots of land, increased upto Ps. 402 fl00.00 This 

mncrase. in value of imr'novable assets of SO, was primarily on account of booking of a flat by 

8,0s wife at Delhi for which a sum of Rs,2,28000.00 was paid to the housing Co-operative 

ociety at.Delhi, during the check period, but the tatter asset was not taken into account by the 

JO in the F R(i) whilc making ftnal calculation 

(9) 	The investigation had thus disclosed that the S 0 had deliberately 

concealed the above payment made to the Co-operative Society at Delhi by his wife, as well as.: 

other movable assets acquired by him in his name/in the name of his wife.The atniesaid payment 

of Rs.2,28,000I- made to the Housing Co-operative Society was not disclosed by th.e SO. in 

his proforma property returns.hich the SO, had' submitted on 3I3/7, to his Department durhig 

investigation of this case'!"m was an act of deliberate gross misdeclaration and concealment 

on the part of the S.O. for which could have been made liable for pnsecution/Regular Deptt. 

action, but 1.0. in stead. of recommending actions against the S.O. as above, recommended 

closure of the case.' 

(12) 	During investigation of the above case, a number of gross misconducts 

were committed by Shri S.P. Singh Yadav, Inspector as mentioned below. 

He did not scrutinise the seized dor.unients f101 (lid he suhiiiil any 

scrutiny report.The CDs do not indicate any such action on the part of the 1.0. 

He did not collect any evidence/ or evidence in proper manner to prove 

each item of income, assets, and expenditure of the S.O. . As a matter fact. 1.0. (lid not examine 

a single witness during investigation of this case:As such I.Q. did iiot submit calender of 

evidence(oral) and Calender of evidence (documentary), along v.ilh the FR(i) , which constitute 

an integral and vital part of F.R(i), which he was bound to do 

The 1.0. wrote a few letters to some authorities/Bodies etc. for verifying 

expenditure and assets of the S.O. but without waiting for their replies or without showing the 
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result of the replies so obtained/ received in the case diary or FR(i), hurriedly submitted Final 

Report Part:l without collecting any evidence which was further facilitated due to lack of 

adequate supervision by the S.P in charge. 

The 1.0. did not consider various expenditures incurred by the S.O. 

during the check period, even though documentary evidence was available for proving such 

expenditure.He did so in order to make out the case, fit for closure 

The SO, was"having five L.I.0 Policies The 1.0. did not calculate 

premium paid by the S.O. on account of his five 1.101 policies, t'n annual premium against 

these policies being to the tune of Rs 30,328.00 1.0. also did not include these amounts in the 

expenditure of the SO, during the check period, in order to favour the S.O. 

Likewise, the l.O,,djd not include expenditures of the S.0 on many 

other heads like(i) educational expenditure of SOs childrens.(ii) payments of house rent made 

by SO. (iii) expenditures incurred on conveyances,, including payments made towards road tax. 

insurance, POL and maintenance, as the S.0 was having one car and one motor cycle during 

the check period, on account of which the expenditure on these heads would have been very 

subtantial. 

The 1.0. allowed a lot of benefits to the 5.0. as alleged income of S.O. 

withbut any shred of evidence , merely based on statement of the S.0 and without verifying 

the S.O's statements. 

The 10, did not disclose about the prolorma property return dated 3397 . 

submitted by the S.O. which/'S.O. 1 had received from the Dept. of the S.O. , during investigation 

of this case, in order to allow various undue benefits to the SO, which the S.O. himself did 

not how in his proforma property returns did. 3/3/97. 

Like wise, tO allowed an income of Rs. 2,16,695.00 to the S.O.on 

accdunt of matured values of .  NSCs etc. without collecting proper evidence and gave benefit of 

the rntiro matured sum of NSCs and other such investment as the income of the S.O. during the 

check period, whereas only interest earned by the S.O. against this investments should have 

been considered as his income durinq the check period provided the S 0 had declared/shown 

these incomes in his Tax rcturns and property statements. 

The 1.0. allowed benefit to the S.O. on accouht of agricultural income 

to thr tune of Rs. 86700.00 during the check period, all though tile S.O .  in his property return 
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dtd.3/8/90 had shown agricultural income of Rs 21 .000/-only. which as such , had been taken 	' 

mId account in the allegation made in the F.I.R. 
Yt  

(xi) 	Jhe 1.0. had shown an amount of Rs 2,300.00 as booking'amount for 

booking Fiat UNO car by the SO, although the S.O. had actually deposited a sum of 

Rs.23,300.00 against the said booking, showing thereby an undue benefit of Rs.21,000/- to the 

S.O. on this head. .. . . ' 

(xu) The I ) again allowed benefit of income to the S 0 to the tune of 

R9,97,350.00 towards alleged profit made by the S.O. in the purchase and sales ófhares 

'during 1992 to 1994 , although this was not shown by the S.O. in his prolorma propertyreturri 

dtd. 3/3/97 nor in S.0s income tax returns. 

The 1.0. also did not conduct any invest;galion or made any verification 

in this regard and gave the entire henelil to the S.O , obviously with i:mproper/malafide : 

intention. 

The 1.0 (11(1 nl recomiiu?nd any action aairisl the S 0 	but instead 

recommended the case to be closed against the S.O 	 . 	. 	. 

The 1.0. did not reconirnend any action against the 	S.O 	for 

concealment of his income , said to have been derived from the sale/purchase of shares.The 

speculation in purchase/sale of shares being itself a misconduct, which generally is prohibited in 

thecondcut rule,the .1.0, should have verified and rer.omrnended actions against the S.O. 

whih he did not. 	 . 	. 

The 1.0. did not requisition the services of Technical Officer 	for 

scrutinising the seized documents in this case which tie was mandatorily required to do, which 

further facilitated him for recommending closure. 	 . 

. That it seemts the actions of the 1.0. was not critically examined by the 

Branch , for reasons best known to him.Law Officer who examined this case as such agreed, 

puttinj implicit faith on hinlhough uncalled for) 	 . 	. 

That clue to unanimous recommendations of closure of branch officials, 

based on the result of Investigation and calculations made by the 1.0. all had agreed with 

recommendation of l.O.,without having any reason to suspect any malafide at the relevant time, 

which has now become clear on in thorugh study of case diaries etc. and analysis of facts 

mentioned by the 1.0. in the F.R(i). 

'I 



I 
Page:7 

(xix) 	In the mariner aforesaid said Shri S.P Singh Yadav ,showed lack of 

inte9ry ,Iack of.devotion to his duties and conducted in an unbecoming manner and thereby 

contravend Rule 3(1) (:) (ii) and (I',)  of CCS Conduct Rule 1964 
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'? 	 To, 
The Deputy Inspector General of Police 
CBI/NER/Guwahati. 

Through 
• 	 The Supdt. of Police 

• 	 CBI/ACB/Guwahati. 

Ref: Your Memo No 1516/12/Comp/SLC/NER/pT(Il) dtd. 22/5/2000. 

Sir, 

With reference to above Memorandum, Article of charge & statement 
of imputation of misconduct in support of article of charge against the 
undersigned, the following written statement is submitted 

2. 	That the article of charge and the imputation thereof are hereby denied 
in toto as the said charge intended to be framed against me is without 
jurisdiction, perverse, malicious, vindictive, mischievous, false & 
incorrect, but seems to have been issued with the sole intention to 
cause injury and vexation to me and my family and mislead senior 
officers in respect of my devotion to duty and integrity by creating 
controversy and confusion out of nothingness. 

• 	3. 	That my written statements submitted earlier in pursuance 'of the 
memorandum DPSHL/200010021IN201167193 dt 10/1/2000, and 
memo no 1477/0200/12/COMPISLC/NERI99IPt(lll) dt 17/5/2000 
issued by the DIG/CBI/NER may be treateJ as part of this written 
statement. 

 

4- That in this case FIR was registered against the accused/suspect Sri 
P.K. Bora in Rc-27(A)/96-SHG u/S 13(2) nw 13(1)() of PC Act 1988 
and original FIR was sent to the Hon'ble court of special Judge, 
Assam, Guwahati as per the procedure laid down under Cr.PC. The 
Hon'ble Court issued search warrants and in pursuance to it searches 
were conducted in the residential & office premises of the accused at 
Mehsana, Gujarat, Sibsagar and Jorhat in Assam, under the 
supervision of the than SP/CBI/Ghy branch Sri M.K. Jha & Dy.SP Sri 
K.C. Choudhury 

Investigation was conducted under the supervision of the 
SP/CBI/ACB/Ghy Sri M.K. Jha & Sri B.N. Mishra and as per the 
procedure and guide lines of Cr.PC under which the Hon'ble court of 
special judge CBI has got ample power to issue necessary directions 
to the 1.0. from time to time. After the completion of investigation FR(l) 
was submitted by me. The final report pt(Il) thereon was subiitted by 
the than Sr. PP/Now DLA/CBI Calcutta Sri J.S. Terang on 25/3198. In 
this connection Para 25/82 Page 33 of CBI Manual may be seen which 
reads:- Sr.PP/PP & APP will give final comments on final reports in 
those cases which are marked to them in the prescribed format of final 

çL )\•, 
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report (Part-Il). Sr.PP/PP/APP while giving comments in FR Ill  also 
give certificate that " I have carefully gone through FR-I, I have 
examined case diaries, statements of witness, material documents,-
plan of action, details of exhibits etc thoroughly before giving my 
comments and opinion: 

"Further para 5/365 page 97 of CBI crime manual stipulates that The 
prosecuting staff must not depend entirely on the final report of the 1.0 
nor base their, comments only on them. They should examine case 
dairies and statements of important witnesses as well as material, 
documents/articles etc before offering their comments. They have to 
consider not only the opinions and suggestions of the 1.0 but also th 
relevant facts of the case". It is nothing gain saying the fact that FR 
(II) by Sr.PP/Now DLA J.S. Terang were given in the light of aforesaid 
instructions of CBI crime mahual. 

'After submission of Fr(l) & FR(ll) the SP again scrutinized the said 
reports, case dairies and all documents and had discussion with 1.0 & 

• Sr. PP/Now DLA Sri J.S. Terang and gave his SP's Comments on 
2/4/98. It is important to mention that under P.0 Act, SP has statutor, 
responsibility of investigation of D.A. cases and as such through 
various instructions/ direction/ notes/monthly progress report to DIG 
and JD/EZ/Calcutta available on crime file ,SP/CBI was fully aware of 
the facts/circumstances and evidences (oral) and (documentary) 
available on record file. 

Thereafter on the basis of FR(I), FR(ll), SP's comments the than 
DLA/Now ALA Sri D.C. Sarkar in ,  the manner and procedure as 
aforesaid gave his comments on 12/5/98. 

On the basis of FR(l), FR(II), SP's comments, DLA comments, 
DIG/CBI/NER Sri N.R. Roy, I.P.S. again thoroughly scrutinized all the 
documents, CD file, etc. and had detailed discussion with me and 
SP/CBI and after bonafide satisfaction and taking more than sufficient 
time in scrutinizing the file (as is evident from the date of submission 
of SP's report on 214/98 and DIG's comments on 20/1 1198) he 
submitted DIG's comments on 20/11/98. 

On the basis of unanimous recommendations of 10, Sr. PP, SP, DLA, 
DIG the JD/EZJCBI/Calcutta, now Addl. Director CBI Calcutta, OR 
Upen Biswas, I.P.S. passed final order for closure of the case on 
3/12/98 again after undertaking proper scrutiny of the records in thi6 
regard and obviously after bonafide satisfaction regarding 
investigation. . 

After receipt of order from SP/CBI/ACB/Guwahati Sri Om Prakash and 
on being authorised by SP, in view of the closure order of case against 
accused by JD/CBI/EZ/Calcutta, I filed closure of the case u/s 173 
Cr.PC in the.competent Court of Special Judge Assam, Guwahati in 
May 1999. The Honbie Court of Spi. Judge Guwahati under whose 

• 	 , 	 . 	
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supervision and control too the case was investigated, scrutinized the 
Final Report filed u/s 173 Cr.PC duly forwarded by SP/CBI/ACB 
Guwahati Sri Om Prakash vide letter no, 3/27(A)196-SHG/07573 dt. 
17/6/99, accepted closure report and passed a detailed speaking order 
on 14/2/2000 accepting the said final report. 

Therefore in view of detailed and close supervision of chain of senior 
officers and after their collective, honest, bonafide and unanimous 
decision as per their best wisdom it is illegal, immoral, unethical un-
officer like and mischievous to apportion alleged charges on tO alone 
and the fact itself speak deep malice and animus of the DIG/CBI 
against me. Further in this case closure order was passed by his' 
senior and therefore is it not gross insubordination and indiscipline on 
the part of the DIG Sri Kirti Chandra Kanungo @ K.C. Kanurugo 
DIG/CBI to rake up the issue without any permission from competent 
authority. . . 

Moreover, the brder of Hon'ble Court of Special Judge is a Judicial 
Order and questioning the propriety of, the same by DIG/CBI Sri K.C. 
Kanungo, by issuance of the instant chargesheet amounts to Criminal 
Contempt of the Court for launching of which in competent Court of 
Jurisdiction, I reserve my rights. 

5. 	That it is ? basic common sense point which Mr. Kirti Chanjra 
• . . Kanungo @ K.C. Kanungo DIG/CBI do pretend not to know that whn 

a criminal case is closed under the order of the competent Court of 
Law, the only way opened to the' complainant under the law is to file a 
revision petition before the Higher. Forum of Law or else a fresh case 
has to be registered against the suspect I accused and case has got to 
be reinvestigated dé-novo by any other so ,called efficient 10 beyond 
the supervisory control of Mr. K.C: Kanungo, DIG and if any result 
other than that as came out during the investigation of the earlier 10 
(myself) comes I may also be prosecuted under whatever provision of 

• law of this land. However the pretentious silence of DlG/CBI in this 
regard and non observance of established procedure under the law 
and, rule in such situation, but issuance of charge sheet setting out 
false and totally incorrect charges. & imputations for departmental 
action against me by becoming 'complainant, inquiry officer:  witness 

• disciplinary authority & Judge himself speaks his design & malicidus 
intent to cause me injury anyhow, for, extraneous reasons. It° is 
pertinent to mention herein, that DIGICBI/NER is not my controlling 
authority which is SP/Cbl/ACB/Guwahati. Thus usurpation' of the 
controlling & disciplinary power of SP/CBI/ACB/Gñy in this regard and 

• throwing to the wind the bonafide speaking order of his.. superior 'i.e. 
JDICBI/EZ/Calcutta Dr. Upen Biswas IPS as well as the orders of the 
Court of Special Judge. Assam is nothing but an act of gross 
indiscipline, insubordination and malafide onthe part of DIGICBI Mr. 
K.C. Kanungo. 

NN 
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6 	That the remark of the DIG/CBIINER in inpUttion vide Para-5 that.• 
"The 1.0 did not conduct investigation of the case in proper manner 
making a total mess of the investigation and that the 1.0 unnecessarily 
extended the check period upto December 1977 and upto 31/12/97" is 
unwarranted mischievous and misleading and it appears that he has 
not gone through the file properly. As 1.0 of the case I fixed the check 
period from 23/8/80 to 10/1 0/96 as per the instruction of the SP.' There 
was legal grounds for fixing chedk period from 23/8/80 since 'the 
suspect joined the office on this said' date and the end.date of check 
period was fixed as 19/10/96, that is the date of search on which date, 
the inventory of movable properties prepared' and documents 
pertaining to immovable properties were seized. 

Further the suspect was working as Asstt Engineer in I.D.A. Education 
Project Assam Agril. University since 1977 and thereafter as Asstt. 
Engineer Assam P.W.D. since 1978 which is revealed from the 
scrutiny of staff card of ONGC on personal file of the suspect and as 
such a benefit of likely savings of Rs. 19,200/- were given from 
Dec.'77 to 23/8/80 i.e. beginning of the check period as shown in FR(I) 
which is absolutely logical and rational and which was also accepted I 
upheld by all concerned i.e. Sr.PP/SP/DLA/DIG/JD as well as Hon'ble 

• court. 

• 	
In the said imputation it is further alleged that "He (1.0) extended the 
check period beyond what was mentioned in FIR although short check 
period should have been selected keeping in rView the acquisition of 
major assets by the S.0 which in this case was confined to the perioci 
of eight years (approx) from 1986 to March 1994 as mentioned in the. 
FIR. It could have been reduced by proper analysis " etc. is nothing 
but the foolish height of pretentious ignorance on the part of worthy 

• ' DIG Sri K.C. Kanungo. The conjecture surn'ses and guess, 
apportioned by DIG in this regard itself shows his confusion and lack 
of certainty. 'By shortening the check period does he want not to give 

• 	•. 
 

any benefit of likely saving to the suspect, which will be totally illogical, 
• ' irrational and illegal. The fact however in reality are that the FIR in this, 

case was registered on 12/7196 on the basis of a SIR/Complaint 
submitted in 1993 in which verification was continued by three other 
inspectors, out of whom two recommended for closure of the 
SIR/Complaint at verification stage itself, but surprisingly the assets 
income & expenditure were calculated upto1993 only for the reasons 

• best known to them and SP supervising the said verification of 
SIR/Complaint. However Mr K.C. Kanungo DIG observed a stoic 
silence on this point, instead he chose me as his target for extraneous 
consideration then the fact of the case. 

Coming to the facts of the case, following logical, sound, practical, fair 
& just principles of investigation, check period was fixed as 2318/80 to 
10/10/96 since '' accused joined ONGC on 23/8/80 and searches 
were conducted on 10/10/96. Even assuming for argument sake that 
check period should have been reduced as alleged by DIG in 

I 

I. 
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imputation, the benefit of likely savings of fhe accused had to be 
invariably given ,in which case his total 'likely savings would have 
mounted to abnormal figures which ultimately had to be accepted. 

Regarding alleged extension of check period from 23/8/80 to 10/10/96 
upto Dec. 197 rather virtually to 31/12/97,' DIG/CBI did not show asto 
how the same was done, but setting out same in irnputation.without 
basis shows his blatant, malafide & Falsehood. 

'7. , That by makiig averments in imputation in Paa'(6), (7), (8), (9)& (10) 
the DlG/CB has with bad motive intended' to project the increase in 
the value' of assets set out in FIR and thereby sought to project strong 
case against S.O. However, the DIG pretentiously ignores the blunder 
in his calcuation that while he does so he stick to the check period for 
the purpose of income upto March 1994 only. However the fact is that 
many assets & investments & expenditures were made by S.O. as 
stated in Para (7) & (10) subsequent to March 1994 and upto 
10/10/96. Obviously in all fairness while computing value of assets 
acquired by S.O. as in Para (7) & (10)the income during the period in 
which said assets acquired, would have to be invariably hken care off. 
Thus herein the DIG with bad motive confused the issues and sought 
to make false case in perfect tune with the morals of 'Blind man 
describing elephant by , touching his different organs and creating 
controversy but failing obviously to describe the elephant as a whole", 
However, here worthy DIG/CBI Sri K.C. Kanungo is not at all blind but 
create controversy so that his 'mischievous attempts to harm the 
subordinates in the grab of even arbitrary and illegal supervision could 
be accepted by superior officers with credence. 

That it has been alleged in the imputation at Para 10, Page 4 that Ulfl 

case of immovable assets the value of which wa's' shown 'as Rs. 
,62,000 in the FIR consisting of two plots of lands increased up to Rs. 

4,02,000". This increase in value of immovable assets of SO ws 
primarily on account of booking of a flat by SO's wife for which a sum 
of Rs. 2,28,000 was paid to the Housing Co-operative society at Delhi, 
during the check period, but the latter asset was not taken into account 
by the 10 in FR-I while making Final calculation", is nothing but utter 
and intentional falsehood, since it has been clearly mentioned in the 
FR(I) submitted by me as well as in the statement (B), that is 
statement of assets at the close of period of check i.e. 10/10/96, 
prepared during course of investigation and enclosed with FR-I. This 
shows the extant of falsehood and mis-representation of actual fact 
our worthy DIG Sri K.C. Kanungo could resort to in his bid to cause 
injury to me on an issue which was closed by the JDIEZICBI Calcutta 
Dr. U.N. Biswas IPS and accepted by the Court long back. 

That it•is alleged that the SO deliberately concealed by not delaring to 
his department of the payment of Rs. 228000 in the name of his wife:to 
h9using cooperative society atDelh,'and that the said act of deliberate 

4 ' 



'è gross misdeclaration and concealment on the part of SO for which 
could have been made liable prosecution / regular departmental 

• action, but the tO instead of recommending against the SO above 
• recommended closure of the case" is nothing but irrational, arbitrary 

and perverse statement. 

The fact however is that during investigation it was found that 
aforesaid flat was booked by suspects wife, who was a teacher and 
income tax assessee and that said amount was not paid by suspect as 
per his statement. The said fact was supported by documentary 
evidences available on record file and as such non declaration of the 
payment to the department does not violate departmental conduct rule. 

This fact was discussed with Sr. PPISPIDIG while having discussion in 
this regard and while rendering assistance in the preparation of their 
comments and as such said payments though were taken into account 
in the expenditure of suspect but non declaration perse does not entiI 
any crime for recommending prosecution as alleged by the DIG more 
so because registration 'formalities of' the said purchase were not 
completed then. 

It is pertinent to point out here in that DIGICBI Sri K.C. Kanungo 
himself obtained transfer advance to the tune of Rs. 80000 for shlfting 
his family from Jämmu to Guwahati but even after lapse of almost one 
year he has not utilized the said advance but earning interest thereon 
but without informing to department orfiling I.T. returns in this regard 
or returning the said amount with penal interest of 18% as per rule. Is 
it not misappropriation I misuse of Govt. money or concealment of 
income or non declaration, of income as because he is a senior CBI. 
officer.  

Similarly since his posting at Guwahati worthy DIG by misusing and 
'abusing his official position is stayhg in furnished AC suite of Coal 
India Guest House on highly subsidized lodging and fooding charges 
or without payment getting himself declared as perpetual guest of Coal 
tndia, but suppressing this fact of his stay in Govt./PSU lnspection• 
Quarters and as such not entitled for disbursement of HRA.. he is 
drawing dOuble ,HRA and thereby making illegal earning. Mqreover 
during tour to different places he drew HRA including TAIDA but not 
'even paid 'lodging charges then. Has, the Worthy DIG informed. 
department about it' and shown in his property return and IT 'returns' 
regarding his earnings? Obviously Kaiser's wife should be above' 
suspicion and investigation is an open minded exercise to bring ou 
the truth not a closed minded exercise to subject the suspects to 
harassment and condemnation any how from the word 'go'. 

10. 	That as alleged in Para 12(i) (ii) (iii) at Page 4 of the imputation that Sri 
S.P. Singh Yadav did not scrutinize the documents and that he did not 
collect 'any evidence, nor examined a single witness during 
investigation of the case, and that calendar of. evidence (oral) ai'J 

I 

• I, 
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(documentary) are not submitted along with FR-I and that hurriedly 
submitted final report, are also false and incorrect but invented with 

bad motive by the DIGICBI for the purpose of issuing chargesheel, 

create controversy,, mislead senior officers and make 'Tamasha' in the 

name of supervision. 

it is pertinent to mention herein that in investigation of DA case under 

PC Act Statutory responsibility is that of Supdt. of Police. Herein this 
case documents so collected during search or obtained otherwise 
were properly scrutinized and Supdt. of Police personally also 
scrutinized all the documents available on record. In this connection 
discussion note of SP CBI,. dt. 25/1/97, 7/6/97, 8/9/97 and 513/98 are 
available on CD File. Thus in view of the said allegations after 3 years, 

• and closing of the case after following due process of Law and 
prevailing system and procedure, of CBI are absurd and tantamount, to 

subjecting 10 under Fear .  of Perpetual Condemnation and harassment 
without any iota of responsibility of all concerned supervising officrS 

• 	and as such any succeeding officer for the heinous offence of strayig 
• 	 10's cow in the paddy field of any friend of supervising or disciplinary 

authority, will tempt them, as in this case, for reopening of the case, 

raising imaginary questions of how, why, what and than issue 
chargesheet like this with bad motive and animus creating bogey, of 

• 	 falsehood and misleading controversy. It is important to mention 
• 	 herein that since my joining in CBI not a single chargesheet filed by 

me in competent court turned in acquital or discharge of the accused. 
During 1999 to 2000 during incumbancy of DIG CBI Sri K.C. Kanungo, 

• 	 five cases were registered on the information submitted by me. During 

• 

	

	 said period five results of RDA presented by me in CVC / other 
departments, were communicated and all turned into exemplary 

• 	 conviction. Since myjoining in CBI in 1993 and until now I was granted 
• 	 18 cash rewards and also conferred with 9 commendation certificates 

• 	 for excellent investigation regularly and consistently. Only after ardval 

* 	. of DIG/CBI Mr. K.C. Kanungo in July 1999 that he on the behest of a 
• 	 dismissed bank employee and CBI charge sheeted person in RC- 

7(A)196 SHG and Assam Police Charge sheeted in Case No. 696/95 
u/s 324/307/498A in Dispur Police Station, District Kamrup named 

• 

	

	 Arun Baruah who is a close friend of DIG, that I was subjected to all 
sorts of denigration, condemnation and discrimination and as such 

	

• 	 despite registration of 5 cases on.SIRs submitted by me, 3 surprise 
checks carried in pursuance of DCBI circular leading to registration of 

•  PE/RCs, securing conviction in all the 5 cases presented for 
departmental action and investigation of High Court referred and 
monitored case RC-34(A)/96-SHG and also RC-5(A)/98-SHG against 
CGM Tèlecom(T/F) Guwahati registered U/S 120 B, of IPC )Sec. 7 & 
13(2) R/W 13(1)(e) of PC act 1988 having wide ramifications in entire 

•  North East Region during the period of DIG Sri K.C. Kanungo, 
however my good performance was not recognised, despite clear ,  cut 

instruction as per DCBI circular in this regard for granting reward I 

commendatIon certificate. Though in siTilar circumstances others 
were granted reward and CC by DIG/SP 'an example in this regard 
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without prejudice and ill will are cited of Insp. K.M. Das who was 
granted cash reward and CC for conducting surprj.se check by DIG/CBI 
K.C. Kanungo. But I was discriminated for said recognition despite 
conducting 3 surprise checks which turned into registration of 3 cases 
for causing defalcation I wrongful loss of more than 35 lacs of Rupees. 

However the worthy DIG is very eager to give memos and charge 
sheets at the drop of hat and false and flimsy ground,,even if he has to 
dug up the settled and closed issue by his predecessor or superior and 
as such he so far issued countless memos and charge sheets on 9 
count of charges as yet, showing his deep prejudice, bias, malafide 
and animus against me which is the real cause culminating into 
issuance of said charge sheets. 

Returning to the fact of said imputation it is further stated that on 
8/I97 the then SP/CBI after having detailed discussion and bonafide 
satisfaction as regards to the outcome of the investigation averred that 
"As there are no evidences of substantial assets against the accused / 
suspect therefore it will be extremely difficult to initiate law court 
prosecution" and therefore advised me to expedite investigation and 
submit FR-I soon. As such the said discussion note was taken on CD 
file which was then accepted by the then SPICBI Sri M.K. Jha. Further 
the monthly progress repor'. were sent by SPICBIIGHY regularly to the 
competent authority in this case i.e. JDICBIIEZ Calcutta Dr, Upen 
Biswas IPS through DIG/CBI/NER Sri N. Mullick IPS and others, 
obviously after appraising himself of the details of the investigation 
and discussion with me. This statements were made not to evade 
responsibility but to assert that investigation was done properly and 
supervised as per practice of "Collective Supervision" in CBI. 

The allegation made in Para 12(u) of the imputation are utter false and 
incorrect. The fact however is that all evidences as regards to income, 
assets and expenditures of the SO whereon the FR-I is based were 
properly taken into account during investigation and are available on 
the Record File. 

Similarly it is also utter false and mischievous statement that calendar 
of evidence (oral) and (documentary) were not submitted with the FR-I4 
The fact however is that it was very much submitted and is available 
with FR(l). Non observance of same by DIG but setting out illegal 
allegation in imputation without making proper inquiry I verification of 
the fact or discussion with me is nothing but mischief to create 
controversy and mislead senior officers out of nothingness. 

So far as the allegation that 4110  did not examine a single witness 
during investigation of the case" is concerned, it is stated that worthy 
DIG may kindly see again the Provisns of Sec 161(1) of Cr.PC 1 in this 
regard which does not cast any mandatory direction on the 10 to 
examine all witnesses. Particularly in DA cases and more specifically 
in this case letters were despatched to the concerned officials I Deptt. 

/ 
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I Institutions etc. for eliciting I confirming the facts of the case, clearly 

/. 
showing in the letters so despatched to forward reply giving name, 
designation, addresses official and residential etc. of the reply 
forwarding authority. Thus after receipt of such letters the name, 
designation, address etc. of the letter forwarding officers proving the 
fact in question were taken on record file as well as calendar of 
evidence. Besides in the given circumstances of this case as it did not 
require personal examination of any witness nor the supervising 
officers directed to do so as such 161 statements of all the witnesses 
cited in calendar of evidence were not recorded. 

11. 	that the allegations made in Para 12(iii) of the imputation that "10 

wrote a few letters to some authorities I bodies etc. for verifying 

expenditure and assets of the SO but without waiting for their replies 
or without showing results of the replies so obtained I received in the 

case dairies or FR(l), hurriedly submitted final report (Part-i) withoUt 
collecting any evidence which was facilitated due to lack of adequa.te 
supervision by the SP lncharge" are false, incorrect, misleading and 
mischievous and the worthy DIG Sri K.C. Kanungo could have saved 
himself from the consequences and embarrassment in his extra zeal to 
pin me down by issuing this chargesheet for extraneous 
considerations than alleged fact, had he scrutinized the documents, 

crime file I CD file properly and u 1scussed the case with ?ne, lt.is 

surprising indeed that the worthy DIG who issued charge sheet to two 
inspr. for failure on their part to receive him at N. Delhi Airport and 
consequently worthy DIG was.unable to discuss the case in Taxi car 
with 10's while coming from Airport in New Delhi to CBI Guest House 
showing his pretentious workohalism, did not bother to discuss this 
closed case himself with me before issuing this illegal charge sheet. 

• - 	 The fact however in this regard is that letters to all concerned who 
could have thrown light on the income, assets and expenditures etc. of 
the suspect in the instant case were sent and replies of all those whh 
were duly received are available on CD file I crime file and on the 
• basis of the same, FR-I was prepared and those letters received and 
names of forwarding authority were shown on cIendar of evidence 
(documentary and oral) respectively. ••• 

So far as the phrase "hurriedly submitted final report (Part I)" as used 
• by the worthy DIG in the said context is concerned, I am to state that 

the said "Hurry and its obvious consequences" is a double edged 
sword used by the supervising officers likes of worthy DIG to assert 

their ,  arbitréry actions at their will but without assuming consequent 
responsibility. In this connection worthy DIG may please seéhis own 
direction at Para 10, Page 3 of his CBI ID No. 451315(A)198 SHG dtd., 

• . 6/1/2000 in RC-5(A) 98-SHG which I quote "10 should subrpit Final 
Report (Part I) without delay and positively by the end of January, 
2000. Failing which serious view will be taken calling for disciplinary 
•action, if need be", though he was well aware that a great deal of 
investigations was still remained to be undertaken. Thus it is open to 

ZA 
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3'. be seen by one and all that how far legal morale ethical and fair on the 	ON 
part of worthy DIG/CBI Sri K.C. Kanungo is to charge me for alleged. 
consequence of hurrying in one place and at another place lash me 
into hurry by putting sword of disciplinary action on my head but 
submit FR(l) in 'the case obviously without investigation. This case is 
now transferred to another 10 Dy.SP/Sri A.K. Saha who is reportedly 
still carrying out investigation of the case. Thus it shows that in each 
and every case the DIG/CBI/NER Sri K.C. Kanungo without. properly 
analysing the case and proper application of mind passes illegal and 
arbitrary orders to subordinate officers under threat of disciplinary 
action. 

The allegations made in Para 12(iv) of imputations that "IC did not 
consider various expenditures incurred by the SO during the check 
period even though documentary evidence was available for proving 
such expenditure. He did so in -order to make out the case fit for 
closure" is imaginary, capricious, false and incocect statement borne 
out of the malice and animus against me as worthy DIG failed here to 
specifically mention which particular expenditure against which 
documentary evidence was available but not taken into account by me. 
The fact however, is that all available and verifiable expenditures have 
been taken into account. 

That, so far as the allegation made in Para 12(v) of imputation is 
concerned, it is not known that how the worthy DIG arrived to the total• 
annual premium of LIC of the suspect as Rs. 30328 but even without 
mentioning the period thereof and risk date etc.' though he is very 
quick and zealous being judgemental and in passing sweeping 
remarks misleading senior officials and thereby creating undesirable' 
confusion and controversy. The fact however in this regard is that Rs. 
14,900 against Jeevan Dhara Policy, invested by suspect in 1991-92 
only as shown in FIR/Proforma Return etc. and not Rs. 30328 

.mentioned by the DIG and as said investment of Rs. 14800 was taken, 
into expenditure side in FR(l). So far as other deductions such as 
CPF, FPF Benevolent Fund, PLI, SSS, Income Tax, Professiona!Tax, 
CTD including other. LIC are concerned they were already made g  while 
computing net salary of 'the suspect and as such said deductions 
amounting to Rs. 519732 ivere made from the gross.salary of the 
suspect amounting to Rs. 1537263 between 1/9/80 to October 1996as 
shown in detail in FR(l). Thus the question does not arise to show,  
them in expenditure side again. So far as policy with yearly payment of 
Rs. 11573 in the name of Master Neet Borah S/o P.K. Borah is 
concerned its risk date was 25/3/95 while check period is 17/10196. 
However,, the said expenditure was also taken into account in 
aforesaid deductions. Regarding the annual premium of Mrs 
Nayanjyoti Borah w/o suspect the fact' is that its risk date is 28/3/93 
only and she paid it from her earnings as she was a teacher and small 
time entrepreneur and an income tax assessee. As such herein neither 
the income of the suspect and wife was clubbed with that of th 
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suspect as aforesaid and naturally aforesaid premium since 1993 was 
not included in the expenditure of the accused. 

That the allegation made in Para 12(vi) of impUtation are already taken 
care of under the head non verifiable expenditures as the age of his 
three children at the end of check period as per personal file of 
suspect were 9 years, 6 years and 3 years and at that time they were 
studying in 4th ,  1st and NIL class in the very private school Holy Name 
School where suspects wife was teacher. 

Further the suspect was staying in the ONGC quarter while posted at 
Sibsagar I Nazira and Mehsana and on his transfer to Mehsana the 
wife of the suspect was staying with her father Monoranjan Chutia at 
Sibsagar where the searrh was conducted in supervision of Dy.SP Sri 
K.C. Choudhury, as such payment of any house rent does not arise. 
As regards expenditures on POL incurred on conveyances are 
concerned the subject used to get car / M/C maintenance allowance. 
From ONGC and as such said expenditure is taken care of by said 
allowance. In view of it allegation of substantial expenditure on this 
account are unfounded and baseless. 

It is also pertinent to mention here. that a professional investigator 
should desist from making sweeping capricious remarks as 
circumstances of one case differs totally from others and some times 
contradictory results are obtained on same account. Thus there are 
circumstances wherein public servants instead of making expenditUre 
on HRA makes substantial income, strange indeed. An example is our 
worthy DIG himself who is receiving double HRA by staying in a 
furnished Air Conditioned suite in Coal India Guest House but making 
highly subsidized payments, or making no payment at all, getting 
himself declared as Company's guest, since his posting at the last one 
year at Guwahati. Thus the worthy DIG in fact is making income than 
expenditure on account of HRA but without showing the same in his[t 
Returns or disclosing it to department. Besides worthy DIG is also 
misusing official vehicle from Coal India Guest House daily to avail the 
subsidized lunch provided to him as guest of Coal India. The distance 
between DIG/CBI/NER office and Coat India Guest House is about 15 
km, thus DIG/CBI himself is misusing Govt. vehicle for 30 km each day 
(both ways journey) for launch alone. 

That the allegation that UlO  allowed a lot of benefits to the SO as 
alleged income of SO without any shred of evidence merely based on 
the statement of the SO and without verifying the SO's statement" is 
baseless malicious and incorrect. The worthy DIG though made such 
mischievous remarks but he has not specifieçf the items or instances 
where alleged allowance of benefit without verification of evidence 
were given to the SO in this regard. Nor he has shown how the alleg2d 
benefits has prejudiced the prosecution case and materially altered the 
DA case in favour of SO. 
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' 	The fact available oh file are however diametrically opposite to the 
mischievous remarks of worthy DIG. In this regard I would like to refer 
the gift of Rs. 40000 shown by the SO in FR(I) which were not taken 
into account while computing the income of the suspect as there were 
no bank transaction or reference of any legal instrument in this 'regard 
except written and signed certificate furnished by the SO on behalf of 
his mother and brothers. And therefore no allowance of this benelit 
was given. However the earlier DIG Sri N.R. Ray who scrutinized the 
file from 2/4/98 to 20/11/98 microscopically and discussed threadbare 
the case in presence of Sr. PP/SP also, with a view to find out any 
lacunae so that departmental action could be recommended as the 
case was going in closure and therefore asked to verify the fact that 
though the aforesaid gifts were not accounted while computing the 
income but find out if SO has informed to the department and if not 
recommend departmental action on this count (A bizarre proposition 
indeed). However the said fact was verified and lo and behold the S0 
has indeed informed to his department of Rs. 50000 gift from his: 
mother and brother against purchase of land at Jorhat as shown in 
FR(I) and as such this proposition of RDA on this count was dropped. 

Obviously the SO who should have been allowed further benefit of Rs. 
50000 in his income' in view of aforesaid and thereby further 
accentuating his income as in FR(l) was even not given said legitimate 
benefit. 

Further through a certificate of Rs. 93600 paid as salary from 1988 to 
1993 to suspects wife while she was working as teacher in Holy, Name 
School, as issueby Rev Fr Palli Kunnel Principal of the said school 
was available on the file but even the said income was not clubbed 
with suspects income. Though this benefit should have been 
legitimately given, thus even further accentuating the income of the 
suspect in FR(l). 

Moreover though the suspect furnished a statement of income and 
income tax certificates of his wife proving the income of his wife from 
knitting, embroidery and handloom, a common activity of the earnings 
of women in Assam, was also not taken into account while computinçs 
the income of the suspect. Thus as against the malicious allegation of 
DIG Sri K.C. Kanungo, of favouring the accused of income without 
shred of evidence the SO was infact been cisfavoured of not 
accounting even legitimate income of Rs. (50000+93600) = Rs. 
143600atleast. 	. 	 . 

16. 	That the allegation made in Para 12(viii) of imputation by thepIG rj 

KG. Kanungo that "the 10 did not disclose about the proforma property 
return dated 3/3/97 submitted by the SO which SO (read IO,'a badly 
drafted imputation) had received from the department of the SO during 
investigation of this case in order to allow undue benefits to the SO 
which SO himself did not show in his proforma returns dtd. 3I3I97 is 
malicious imaginary false and incorrect statement. The worthy DIG did 

1. 
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not show however which undue benefit specifically were allowed to the 
SO which materially altered investigation in favour of SO and as such 
for want of specificity I reserve my right to rebut the same as and when 
it is made known to me. 

Further it is wrong to state that the said return were received from the 
Dept. of SO to 10 who allegedly did not disclose. The fact how ever is 
that said return vide letter no. 14/18-Vig dtd. 15/3/97 from Manager 
(Vig) who addressed to SP/CBI/GHY who recek'ed it by appending his 
signature thereon, and all concerned as aforesaid i.e. 
Sr.PP/SP/DIG/DLA etc, had seen it and considered the relevar. 
information therein while giving their opinion. 

• 	Therefore selective pickup of the 10 alone for said malicious remark 
without considering the circumstances and systm and procedure 
prevalent in this regard in CBI shows that DIG seems to suffer from 
Psychopathic Syndrome known as 'SP Singh Phobia" which impeis 
him with bad motive to rake up issues set at rest well in past as per 
collective unanimous opinion of all concerned and thereby create 
unwarranted and illegal controversy and confusion out of nothingness, 
but cause me vexation and injury any how by falsifying the facts, 
issuance of charge sheet by pick and choose basis disregarding 
circumstances to fend for only extraneous interests. 

Under the circumstances I am afraid I may be given next charge sheet 
by worthy DIG for Fijian hostage drama by putting blame in my mouth 
even if it entails sparing coup leader George Speight, but setting out 
obviously false and baseless imputation thereon s, ded with high 
sounded English Jargon sufficient to mislead senior officers and 
confuse them into beIievig of DIG's mischievous charges atleast on 
paper. 

	

.17. 	That imputation in Para 12(ix) alleging "10 allowed 'an income of Rs. 
216695 to the SO on account of material values of NSC etc. without 

• collecting proper evidence and gave benefit of the entire matured sum 
of NSC's and other such investments as the income of the SO durirg 
check period whereas only interest earned by the SO against the 
investment should have been considered as his income during the 
check period provided the SO had •declared / shown these income in 
his tax returns and property statements" is irrational, incorrect and ill 
founded conclusion made without understanding the case as a whole. 
The fact however is that the suspect from 1985 to 1989 in different 
years invested Rs. 80000 in NSC, as shown in FIR also. Obviosly this 
investment will fetch the SO Rs. 160000 (approx) in different years 
from 1991 to 1995 as maturity value of NSCs. Obviously this will now 
be taken as his income as a whole but other investments made or 
reinstatement made out of aforesaid amount in NSC or any immovable 
property before check period will be taken as expenditure / investment 
and which have been considered• 'and shown distinctively in the 
expenditure side of the suspect in FR(l). The other withdrawls made by 



14 

SO from his CTD, NSS investments etc. as per available evidences as 
shown in FR(l) during check period further enhanced SO's income to 
216695 and said benefit of income were legitimately oeen given by all 
concerned as aforesaid during their comments I opinion. 

So far as the last sentence "Provided the SO had declared I shown 
those income in his tax returns and property statements" is concerned 
it is not known whether it is a part of imputation or mere observation. 
When worthy DIG himself is confused and not definite then how can 
he set out imputation. It seems worthy DIG himself has not gone 
through even FIR and verification report properly which accounts for 
the NSCs purchased by the SO and made known to the department 
also. As the verification report and FIR assets were worked out from 
the informations made available from the department. The said 
investments and income therefrom were confirmed and legitimately 
taken into account while preparing FR(l) and as such vague surmises, 
guess, observations, conjectures made by the DIG to buttress his 
conclusion are nothing but an attempt to confuse the issues only. 

18. 	That the allegation made in imputation at Para 12(x) that "10 allowed 
benefit to the SO on account of agricultural income to the tune of Fc. 

86700 during the check period although the SO in his property return 
dtd. 3/8/90 had shown agricultural income of Rs. 21000 only which as 
such, had been taken into account in the allegation made in the FIR" is 
an illogical, irrational and absurd statement on the pert of the DIG/CBI 
Mr. K.C. Kanungo and reflects his confused state of mind and that is 
why he jumps at his convenience from FIR to Final Report to property ,  
returns to any other documents in his bid to advance his mischievous 
conclusion. 

Thus when DIG talks of Rs. 21000 as per property return of s 1uspect 
dtd. 3/8/90 and stick to said argument then even the FIR where check 
period was upto 1994 then how the SO could state about his'future 
agricultural income upto 1994 and why the SIR/complaint vifying 
officers did not considered his agricultural income even from 3th/90 to 
1994 and why ,the DIG Mr. K.C. Kanungo is silent on this aspect Thus 
had this been considered at the time of verification then certainly even 
this case would not have been registered. Infact the FIR against SO 
was registered on the complaint of ONGC which was verified by three 
officers of this branch out of which two officers recommended afte 
verification for closure of the complaint but the third officer Lt. lnsp 
G.K. Das recommended for registration of the case which was 
considered and registered into instant case. 

Thus the fact in this regard are that agricultural income to the tune of 
Rs. 86700  was shown during check period from 1980-81 to 10/10/96 
but the alleged property return shows agricultural income of Rs. 21000 
dtd. 3/8/90. Obviously it is not clear whether this is agricultural income 
from one financial year or since joining of the O in ONGC and uptO 

I8/90 or any other thing. it is a fact as revealed from the letters of the 
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• 	SDC/Jorhat, Agricultural Extension Officer Jorhat and Cooperative 
farming society, Jorhat available on record File and also as per 

•  disclosure of property returns filed by the SO to his department that his 
family of 3 brothers have 48 bighas of ancestoral agricultural land in 
Jorhat and that they are progressive farmers using modern techniques 
of agricultural farming and HYV paddy crops. Thus during 1980 to 
10/10/96 i.e almost during 17 years an agricultural income of Rs. 
86700 was shown which come to Rs. 5000 (approx) per year. Thus 
how insensible, irrational and illogical argument are of worthy DIG Mr. 
K.C. Kanungo not to give even this benefit of agricultural income to 
suspect official when this source of income was duly intimated to the 
Department. 

19. 	That the allegation made in the imputation in Para 12(xi) that uTh e  10 

had shown an amount of Rs. 2300 as booking amount for booking Fiat 
•  Uno car by SO, although the SO had actually deposited a sum of Rs. 

23300 against the said booking, showing thereby undue benefit of Rs. 
21000 to SO on this head" is a classical and glaring exampe of fact 
twisting of whole investigation by worthy DIG Mr. K.C. Kanungo who 
without properly going through the case which was closed by 
JD/EZ/CBllCakcutta Dr. U.N. Biswas IPS, two years ago and reopened 
it without later's permission as well as permission of the Honble Court 
and thereby brought forth an illegal charge sheet and imputation which 
reflect his ulterior motive, analysis of the fact from prejudiced mind, 
and bias attitude in undertaking the whole fault finding exercise, with 
bad motive and singular objective to bring out illegal charge sheets as 
many as possible, even by lying, falsifying the facts, or projecting 
twisted facts to buttress his malevolent conclusion to mislead senior 

• 	officers/HO. 

The facts however in this regard is that as per Letter ref. No. 
BAPL/UNO/8-13/97 dtd. August 1997 from Bass Auto Pvt. Ltd. 
Ahmedabad, the authorized booking agent of said Uno car and letter 
for permission dtd. 8/7/96 submitted by the suspect to his departrent 
showed that Standard Chartered bank offered car loan facilities for 
which booking amount was Rs. 21000 and said amount was offered by 
the bank as loan on interest thereon as Rs. 2300 to be paid by person 
booking the car. Thus the suspect paid Re. 2300 as interest from his 
pocket intending to avail loan of Rs. 21000 and as such said payment 
only amounting to Rs. 2300 was taken on the expenditure side in The 
FR(l). The rest of Rs 21000 which was to be taken as loan from bank 
was obviously neither shown on the income side not with expenditure 
side as income of Rs. 21000 through loan and expenditure amount in 
booking the car took place simultaneously and in view of it onIy Rs. 
2300 was shown legitimately on expenditure side alone which was in 
fact paid extra from the pocket of SO. 

20. 	That the allegation made in imputation Para 12(xii), (xiii), (xiv), (xv) are 
also false and incorrect. The evidences regarding income of97350 on 
accounts of purchase and sale of Pacific Granite share are available. 
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on record file and seen and discussed by Sr.PP/SP/DLAJthe then DIG, 
in detail and as such no question arises of any concealment of the fact 
in allowing such benefit legitimately to the suspect. 

That the allegation made in imputation Para 12(xvi) that ulh e  10 did 
not requisition services of Technical Officer for scrutinizing the seized 
documents in this case which he was mandatorily required to do, 
which further facilitated him for recommending closure" is false and' 
incorrect and the said statement is made because of deep seated' 
animus. and malafide being harboured by the DIG Sri K.C. Kanungo in 
his mind against me which impels him to pin me down and subject me 
to injury. any how picking me alone but sparing the long que of 
supervising authorities viz. SPISr.PPIDLA/DIGIJD and Court of Special 
'Judge Assam as well. Further there is nothing like mandatory 
stipulation on the part of 10 to requisition services of technical officer. 
Moreover if I am alone subjected to the liabilities for all faults thar 
what for the long chain of supervising officers as aforesaid are made 
for, and certainly ifone inspector as per the exalted opinion ofworthy ;  
DIG Mr. K,C; Kanungô "could 'befool all the aforesaid" including Hon'ble 
Court and could secure, unanimous passage of alleged malafde. 
recommendations into closure of the case, bUt still remain singularly 
liable for alleged fault dug up by the likes of worthy DIG Mr. . K.C. 
Kanungo anytime until the wretähed soul of the 10 is extendd wiU 
protection to eternity by the almighty in heaven or hell (even hell is 
better as rules, fairness, propriety justice prevail their-in essential for 
realising dignity of human life, but not in the fiefdom of DIG Mr. K.C. 
Kanungo) then certainly the highest authority in department and Govt. 
of India needs to review its policy of supervision by such long que of 
supervisory authorities, incurring so much of expenditure on salary 
and establishment, when ultimately it is the lamb of an 10 who is to be 
sacrificed for remissness of supervision on the part of said authorities. 

22. 	That the allegation in imputation at Para 12(xvii) UThat  it seems the 
actions of the 10 was not critically examined by the branch for reasons 
best known to him. Law officers who examined this case as such 
agreed putting implicit faith on him (though uncalled for)" is an immoral 
statement made by worthy DIG Mr. K.C. Kanungo. If I am not critic1ly 
examined or examined otherwise by the branch then how come I am 
responsible for their mental condition and alleged benevolence of  
agreeing unanimously with my recommendation, and how couldl knoy. 
the reason thereof and should be liable to explain the same to 
esteemed personae of worthy .010 Mr. K.C. Kanungo twç, years I. iN a ,  K 
instead of being asked about it from the said officers who unaniiously 
endorsed my recommendation after examination of the factsof the 
case.  

It is surprising that why the worthy DIG/CBI who it seems to project 
himself as only repository of honesty and integrity by virtue of direct 
Dy.SP/CBI'and thereby assuming the right of self proclaimed Jehadi,tô 
condemn all lPS officers and deputationists and pass derogatory 
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remarks against them during discussion with lO did not ask from 
Sr,PP/now DLA Mr. J.S. Terang SP/CBI Mr, M.K. Jha & B.N. Mishra, 
the then OLA I now ALA Mr. D.C. Sarkar, DIG Sri N.R. Ray IPS 
JDICBIIEZ, now Addl. Director CBI Calcutta Dr. U.N. Biswas IPS and 
last but not the least Court of Special Judge Assam Ghy, the reasors 
of implied faith all had in me unanimously, and reasons for not 
examining critically (with vindictive, unfair, illogical, irrational, 
injudicious mental condition of worthy DIGand with insulting and 
abusive manner) what does the implicit faith by law officer in me, 
mean? And why worthy DIG stopped from his malicious remark upto 
law officer only or at the most Branch officer i.e SP, when the same 
was a unanimous decision of Sr.PPISPIDLA/DIGIJD and Special 

Judge Court Assam, Guwahati. 

So far as the fact reqarding alleged statement as aforesaid is 
concerned, let the worthy DIG be enlightened that from 6/3/98 to 
25/3/98 I was on tour to New Delhi in C/W Training Programme in CBI 
Academy and presenting case in CVC etc. and joined HQ on 26/3198. 
While proceeding to New Delhi in C/W aforesaid and as per instrurtion 
of the then SP/CBI I handed over all the documents, CD File, other 
records, FR(l) etc. to Sub. lnsp. Manoj Banerjee briefing him out the 
whole case and the said fact was also taken as a note on CD no. 83 
dtd. 5/3/98 which worthy DIG pretentiously ignore to see and 
understand the facts, but jump upon at first available opportunity to 
level malicious charges and create controversy deliberately. Under the 
circumstances it was Manoj Banerjee SI with whom Sr.PP Sri J.S. 
Terang had his discussion for preparing FR(ll) which was typed zid 
finally signed by Sr.PP on 25/3/98. Therefore how could it be; said that 
the law officer agreed with me for his alleged implicit faith inme?.On 
the contrary he must have thoroughly seen and considered he facts 
as main $0 of the case was not  present at discussion. Further handing 
over of all the documents / records / CD file etc. to SI Manoj Banerjee 
as per instruction of SP/CBI, shows openness in my approach. 

Further after submission of SP's comments on 214/98 after having joint 
discussion with Manoj Banerjee, SI and me, the DLA comments were 
given on 12/5/98 at Calcutta, where the said technical officer whose 
mandatory opinion were allegedly not taken by me in order to facilitate 
closure of the case was also available at arms length to render his 
valuable opinion in this case at mere asking. Obviously the DLA Sri 
D.C. Sarkar was not having that alleged implicit faith in me thereby 
obliging me with his benevolence of agreeing with my 
recommendation. 

Further more since recommendations of DLA on 12/5/98 upto 20111/98 
i.e. more than six months the file was lying with the then DIGICBIINER 
Sri N.R. Ray IPS at Calcutta not because of implicit faith in me but for 
proper scrutiny only. The DIGICBIINER Calcutta visited Guwahati in 
September 1998 and discussed in detail in the same manner and style 
(perfectly critically in worthy DIG Sri K.C. Kanungo's parlance baf 
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made Dy.SP K.C. Choudhury, lnsp I K. Barman, CA I Manoj Deb and 
many others to put up application for premature repatriation against 
abusive and insulting behaviour of DIG) which made me to submit my. 
repatriation application for transfer to my parent organisation i.e. U.P. 

• . Police in 1998 itself followed by undesirable, arbitrary remark of DIG 
which led to my repatriation, but for the intervention of Chief Justice, 
Gauhati High Court monitoring the High Court referred case being 
investigated by me, giving direction not to repatriate me until charge 
sheet in C/W said case is flied, that the said repatriation order could. 
not materialized. But the present DIG/CBI Sri K.C. Kanungo in blatant 
violation of said direction of Court communicated vide SP/CBI ID No., 
817ICNGEN/Do125/98-GHY Dt 21/12/98 without informing or 
permission form High Court, illegally and arbitrarily passed order for 
withdrawl of case although SP's report in this case was already sent 
and only charge sheet remained to be filed after receipt of prosecution 
sanction orders. The DIG/CBI/Calcutta who was no less a criticaI 
examiner than our present worthy DIG, not being able to succeed a 
mere wretched irisp. repatriate at his will made adverse remarks in 
poor voiceless ACR of mine for the year 1993 as reviewing officer, 
before himself going on repatriation to his parent cadre West Bengal, 
despite the fact the Branch SP Sri B.N.. Mishra gave excellent remarks, 
but accepting authority JD/EZ/CBI/Calcutta Dr. U.N. Biswas.IPS may 
be because of his administrative compulsion just signed in the 
appropriate column of my ACR accepting the said capricious and 
arbitrary remark which was obviously communicated to me followed by 
again repatriation order with said stigma to my parent cadre. As it was 
very disgraceful for any self respectful person to come on deputation 
to CBI with all clean and excellent record but go with the malicious 
reward of stigma that too with out rhyme or reason. I represented the 
fact to DCBI/New Delhi against malicious remarks made by DIG N.R. 

• . . 	Roy in my ACR and also moved the Honble Bench of CAT Guwahati 
• . 	 vide OA No 338/99 whereby the Hon'ble Court suspended the said 

repatriation order based on the arbitrary and malicious comments of 
the then DIGICBI Mr. N.R. Ray without having ny adverse on record 
against me. This legacy of arbitrary victimization was passed on to the 
present worthy DIG, who vowed to see that since earlier DIG was 
having nothing adverse on record against me upto October 1999, 
which enabled Hon'ble Court to pass favourable order in my favour, 
that he. made It a mission in understanding with' earlier DIG that 
countless memos are issued all at once calling 1r explanatidn but 
even before stipulated time as set out in explanation, serNA the 

•  charge sheet by putting me under suspension without disbursin'even 
subsistence allowance though mOre than 1 1/2 months has passed ince 
suspension order. Besides stoppage of my salary for October 199 
which has not been disbursed even today despite my representation to 
DCBI and as such again I had to move Court but worthy DIG has 
issued another charge sheet in this regard too. The whole exercise 
were undertaken to subvert the justice in Court and to victimize me for 
daring to approach Court for justice. 

.1 
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In view of aforesaid the golden letters for fundamental rights of judicial 
remedies as enshrined in cOflStjtUtiOfl of this nation seems to loose its 
sheen as no fundamental right or constitution is above than the 
defacto supervisory rights of the worthy DIG even if it is il'egaL 
arbitrary, malafide, unfair and injudiciouS and because the worthy DIG 
have thousand and one ways of subverting the justice dispensed by 
the Hon'ble Court, and which he is efficiently and excellently carrying 
out by issuance of many charge sheets, putting under suspension, 
stopping salary and subsistence allowance dishonouring family 

members etc. 

Reverting to the main issue ti the aforesaid background it is further 
stated that how much the then DIG/CBIINER Sri N.R. Ray was criticä 1  

examiner (but certainly less than our worthy DIG Mr. K.C. KanungO) 
could be seen from the fact.that a.bright young CB inspector Class 
post graduate in Physics, good composer of English poetry, Sandéep 
Goyel could not withstandrnCrit1CaI examination of the then DIGICBI 
N.R. Roy and finding no way out from said critical examination, the 

officer committed suicide. 

However even the said critical examiner despite his arbitrary and 
malicious remarks without any basis leading to my victimization and 
vexation as aforesaid and adverse remark in ACR for 1998, showered 
his benevolence on me by reposing implicit faith in me and thus 
blessed me by agreeing to my allegedly malafide recommendation of 
closure of the case albeit only 6 months later, possib'y without alleged 
mandatory opinion of technical officer sitting at his arms length in his 
office in order to facilitate closure of the case as per my alleged 
malafide desire and thus he paved way for the passing of closure 

order of the case by JDIZICBI Calcutta Dr. U.N. Biswas IPS. 

Further, lo and behold, even the Hon'ble Court did not desist from 
having alleged implied faith in me and it too accepted the closure 
report by passing detailed speaking order in this regard. 

23. However the worthy DIG Mr. K.C. Kanungo who seems to be. thinking 
himself as only repository of honesty and integrity and only savior of 
this corrupt nation, highest in order of corruption in the cbmity of 
nations on earth declared by' a body consisting of men 16f white 

skinned race of superior ,  wisdom, which is going to draii further 
because me like 10 and all other supervising officers reposing implied 
faith in my recommendations, that the angel of honesty came tohis 
dream in Jammu and agitated him to break his slumber and ordered 
him to move to Guwahati as a great crime has occuried there because 
of satanic instinct of implied faith of all concerned officers including 
Court in Suresh Pal Singh Yadav, which facilitated burial of a massive 
scam in the Hon'bfe Court of Specia' Judge Assarn Ghy, which 
accepted the burial report (closure report) based on implied faith of all 
concerned' in 10. As such the worthy DIG, stirred up by the diyine 
dream ordaining him to move Guwahati and salvage this great nation 



Ce3 	

2O 

\t 

'I from the proverbial last straw of corruption on the nation's back, set on 
to move Guwahati. However there was one hurdle that is transfer but 
for our worthy DIG, there is no hurdle as he has acliieved excellence.: 
and invented novel and ingenious way of securing transfer, which is 
nothing but "Controversy" and if controversy does not give desired 
result than assault physically on any subordinate, get a police case 
registered and as such worthy DIG forced HO to transfer him fronr 
Dhanbad to New Delhi to Chandigarh to Jammu and finally to 
Guwahati. Whatever may that be worthy DIG created controversy in 
small branch of CBI at Jammu which obviously forced HO to not only 
transfer him from one hard area to only other available in country at 
Guwahati. However as the HO has transferred him giving colour of 
punishment posting, which obviously annoyed our worthy DIG who 
vowed and told to his another colleague over telephone in presence of 
an 10 that "HO transferred me from Chandigarh to Jammu to make me 
unhappy but I was happy at Jammu and again HO transferred me from 
Jammu to Guwahati to make me unhappy but I am happy but I will 
make HO repent for their move". Thus fired with rage against HO as 
aforesaid which added fuel to fire to his controversy creating instinct, 
he set out with his mission at 0/0 CBI/NER/Ghy code named as 
"Operation Tumult CBI". As a result Dy.SP/K.C. Choudhury, InspfK. 
Barman, CA to DIG/Manoj Deb submitted representation for premature 
transfer I repatriation. PP/MV. Ramaniah, Daftari/Anjan Deb, CA to 
SP/Mukut Deb, Head .Clerk/D.K. Dutta, family members of CBI officials 
submitted representation to HO against arrogant, abusive and illegal. 
acts of our worthy DIG which are available in HO. However Wth the 
arrival of our worthy DIG the crime rate of corruption in entire North 
East Region nose-dived, which is proved from the statistical data that 
during the period of Sri N. Mullick IPS the then DIG/CBI/NER and 
because of his implied faith in lOs crime rate soured to 47 registration 
of cases from the targeted 35 during 1997, which deelined to 30 in 
1999 even with the arrival of worthy DIG and to 25 in 2000 during the 
reign of the worthy DIG. And in coming truly 21st  century our worthy 
DIG's mission is to make NE Region corruption free under "Operation 
Tumult CBI" seems to be a reality when branch target of registration 

• would be NIL,and thereafter there will be no CBI as then worthy DI(3 
will declare NE Region as corruption free ala style our nationa' 
mission of declaring "Polio Free Nation". 

Further as because of misplaced implied faith earlier less worthy DIG's 
had in their subordinates, corruption was on the rise as evidenced 
from the rising graph of registration of cases. Therefore our present 
DIG in perfect tune of "Charity begins at home" started selected 
digging up the matters/cases rested in peace in the graveyard of 
CBIIACB/Branch and then exhumed the skeleton in the form of non 
submission of weekly dairy by me in 1996 and obviously issued charge 
sheet for major penalty vide Memo No. I477I12ICompISLCINERI1999 
Pt(iii) dtd. 17/5/2000. • 
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/ 	 Encouraged he further dug up and tumbled upon by, another skeleton 
(not from the cupboard) which was laid to peace by the unanimous 
implied faith of Sr.PP/SP/DIG/DLAJJO/Special Judge Assam in 10, hut 
how can the worthy DIG be satisfied and therefore he Issued Instant 
charge sheet against me for declaring it to superiors that it seems to 
be dead which the aforesaid officers confirmed to be so. But our DIG 
insisted that others are not responsible as they put the signature on 
the dotted line on Panch Nama as they had implied faith in the first 
declarant of dead i.e. me. 

Un-reIentedin his zeal of making NER Crime Free and bring docvn 
registration of cases to zero by cleaning the CBI courtyard first, he 
now moved from past to present and then withheld my salary for the 
month of October which he did not release despite representation to 
DCBI, after waiting six months and finding no way out and being a fool 
of mine who had misplaced faith in the Hon'ble Courts of this nation 
and the citizens fundamental rights to seek judicial remedies as 
enshrined in the golden letters in our constitution, forgot that 
everything that glitters is not gold, and thus moved foolishly to the 
Guwahati bench of CAT for release of my October month salary on 
account of my remaining on medical leave vide OA No. 137/2000. The 
court though entertained my application but how can it interfere in the 
fiefdom of our worthy DIG. Obviously he agair issued charge sheet for 
major penalty vide memo no. 1378/12/COMP/SLC/NER/P(l). dtd 
11/5/2000 forliving In his flefdOhi'but reposing faith In another;,whick if 
could prove will entail my extradition from not only CBI but 9,1so frQrn 
my parent cadre UP Police. 

Un-relented in his mission of making NER "Zrro Crime Area" he 
enlisted the services of even undesirable contact man, dismissed bank 
employee and CBI charge sheeted person in RC-7A196-SHG u/s 
1208, 420, 468, 471, 477A IPC & under PC Act and also Assam Police 
charge sheeted person in Case No. 696/95 u/s 324/307/498A of IPC 
named as Arun Kumar Barua and entered into a friendship treaty with 
ñim in his "Operation Cleanup CBI" with assurance that earlier officers 
allowed the 10 B.R. Roy lnsp. to file charge sheet in the court by 
putting implicit faith in him and that he should not worry, he will be 
saved from conviction by not allowing further vital evidences important 
for conviction, submitted by lnsp. Suresh Pal Singh Yadav from being 
adduced in court, and as such again he issued a chargesheet 
for major penalty for allegedly calling his excellence Arun Kumar 
Barua, his esteemed friend as Chor". Since our worthy DIG is firm 
'believer in retributive theory of punishment and seems to not agreeing 
with our culture of at least keeping women in high esteem and address 
them accordingly, therefore while setting out imputation in his'charge 
sheet for major penalty he made uThat woman said to be my wife" out 
of my wife. May be itis height of incivility on the part of Mr. K.C. 
Kanungo DIG/CBI who still reThains worthy DIG, but it is 'neither 
strange for him nor a matter to take umbrage upon on the said remark 
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/ 	 as he arrogantly thinks that a wife of a slave subordinate is also a 
slave in his fiefdom and she could be addressed in any way he likes. 

Furthermore, our worthy DIG ably administering his fiefdom of CBI in 
NE Region seems to be believing firmly in the doctrine of his 
usovere ignty H and that uKing  does no wrong" and as such any body's 
personal dignity, modesty has no meaning before sovereign in his 
fiefdom, therefore while serving the charge sheet he did not deem it fit 
to wait and serve it in person but issued the sovereign diktat from 
Shillong to his deputy i.e SP/CBI/GHY Om Prakash to ensure service 
of the charge sheet immediately and as such ..without waiting me to 
return from Special Judge Court Assam Guwahati where I was on duty 
in connection with some trial case, despatched two constables who 
landed at my residence and in a most bizarre and insulting ianner,  
tried the said charge sheet to be received by my wife, which she 
refused for obvious reasons that when I was on duty it should have 

• • been served on me and not to her. Irked on .the incidth't she 
coplained the matter to the DCBI and Assam Human Right 
Commission. Though an inquiry was conducted by JD/CBI/CAL Dr: 
U.N. Biswas IPS, but our worthy DIG seems to remain undeterred 
perhaps convinced from his experience of so, many years that HO 
might have teeth, but they are meant for baring only and not to bite 
him, even if he displays height of incivility as aforesaid. 

In his bid to make CBI/GHY/ACB Branch "Zero Registration Branch" 
he not only withheld the unanimous recommendation of branch for 
registration of three cases on the verification report arising out of RC-
5(A)/98-SHG being investigated by me but also passed order on the 
three files of SA/SHG/99120, SA/SHG/99/21, SA/SHG/99/22, 
pertaining to the cases against telecom officials and contractors for 
awarding contracts on 200% to 500% higher than the prevailing 
market rates and thereby causing wrongful loss to the department td 
the tune of crores of Rupees, but worthy DIG would not put up  fot 
orders for registration of the three cases to JD/EZ/CBllCalcutta Dr. 
U.N. Biswas but ordered on file for RDA Major Penalty fot even 
submitting verification report. Unbelievable indeed but in the lnd of 
our worthy DIG such unbélievablethings do happen normally. : 

Thus our worthy DIG has issued charge sheets on 9 counts so' far i q  
less than '3 months. The earlier less worthy supervising officers did not 
deem it fit to issue even a single memo in 7 years of service 

I

on 
deputation because all had allegedly misplaced implied faith in me. 

Our worthy DIG is so fast indeed that even Einstein principle that 
nothing moves faster than light seems to fade before his speed, that 
he knows it before hand the replies to be submitted by subordinates as 
such he takes decision on the memos served even before the deadline 
set therein for submission of reply and as such he issued memo n.o 
753/1/COMP/SLC/NER dt. 22/3/200' received by me on 23/312000 for 
givin immediate reply. He issued another memo 

f. 

if 
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751/12/COMP/SLC/NER dt. 22/3/2000 received on 23/3/2000 fixing 10 
days time for reply. He also issued observations vide memo no. 
747/3/5(A)/98-SHG dtd. 22/3/2000 received as on 23/3/2000 runnjng 
into 29 pages for reply and calling for disposal of the cases giving 
observation from CD no. 1 dt. 17/2/98 to CD No. 144 dt. 19/1/2000 for 
explanation immediately. 

As mentioned afore two replies out of 3 were to be given immediately 
and for third one was given ten days time i.e. by 4/4/2000. But our 
worthy DIG Mr. K.C. Kanungo @ Kirti Chandra KanUngo is even ahead 
than our great socialist leader Dr. Ram Monahar Lohia, who used to 
say that "Zinda KomenPannch Saal lntzaar Nahin Karteen": Thus our 
worthy DIG did not wait even 10 day s set out in his one memo, leave 
apart other two and thus he passed order on 28/3/2000 itself vide CBI 
ID No. 821/12/COMP/SLC/NER forhanding over charge of all cases 
(under investigation, trial, RDA complaints etc. to Sri A.K. Saha Dy.SP 
including all correspondences made and received by me and deposit 
the listed documents, seized documents and documents otherwise 
received / collected by me during investigation I verification in 4he 
malkhana and with further direction to• complete the whole process 
within 5 days. It shows perhaps the overflowing integrity, etra 
devotion to duty and examplary fairness, judiciousness on the part of 
the worthy DIG to be imitated by all less worthy supervising officers. 

24. 	That the allegation made in imputation at Pera 12(xviii) "that due to 
unanimous, recommendation of closure of branch officials based on.the 
result of investigations and calculations made by the 10 all agreed with 
recommendation of 10 without having any reason to suspect any 
malafide at the relevant time which has now become clear on the 
thorough study of case dairies etc. and analysis of facts mentioned by 
the 10 in the FR(l)" is nothing but conclusion of a mischievous and 
malafide mind Which has reserved judgement even before isuance Of 
charge sheet not to say before even beginning of trial. Theaforesaid 
discussion in fact clearly revealed falsification and distortiOn of th 
facts, intentional misrepresentation and falsehood of the fa&s of the 

• .  case and totally bizarre illogical, injudicious, irrational anaIyis ofthe 
facts with singular bad motive and objective on the part of DIG Mr. 

• 	K.C. Kanungo to some how injure me by misleading the 'superior 
• 	officers and carrying out disciplinary proceeding in arbitrary and 

farcical manner throwing to the wind all cannons of justice and fair 
play. Therefore the imputation and charges are not at all proved. 
Further the DIG Mr. K.C. Kanungo has neither supplied me a cop; of 
his inquiry report stating clearly check per;od, income, assets, 
expenditure etc. during check period the likely savings of the accused 
before beginning of check period as well as the detailed analysis of.the 
facts as regards aforesaid at one place to give holistic view of facts, 
circumstances and evidences etc, and also with reasoned 

• analysis as to how non adoption of DIG's plan of investigation vis-á-vis 
the investigation unanimously approved and accepted by 
Sr.PP/SP/DLA/DIG/JD as well as court has prejudiced the prosecution 

\I) 
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case and on receipt of the same again I reserve my right to file further 
written statement. Further DIG/CBI though created confusion Without 
going through the files properly, with bad motive and mischief':but he 
was unable to prove and project how the surplus income as calculated 
to the tune of Rs. 344387 unanimously by all aforesaidcoUld turn out 
to be disproportionate even considering distorted and falsified facts of 
DIG as discussed above. It is also capricious and irrational to reserve. 
malicious remark of unanimous recommendation to branch officials 

only, i.e lOISr.PPISP alone. As discussed afore critical and detailed' 
examination of the case was also done by DLA/DIG/JD and Court of 
Special Judge Assam. Senior officers than Branch Officials do not at 
all put their signature on dotted line. They are in fact final authority of 
decision making as per practice and procedure prevailing end also as 
per relevant instructions in CBI Crime Manual. In fact it is the superior, 
officer only who after proper analysis and considerations of the fact 
make changes in the recommendation of subordinate officer. An 
example in this regard is PE-7(A)/94-SHG against a Jute Corporation 
of India official against which also unanimous recommendation of, 
conversion of the case in RC was not accepted by the then DIG and 
the case was disposed off in PE itself recommending departmental 
action against the SO. Further in this case though the RDA was 
recommended on 9 charges and SPs report was prepared and signed 
by SP and sent to DlG/CBI who forwarded it to DLA/Mr. D.C. 'Sarkar 
for his opinion and who even without the knowledge of lO/SP dtrected 
the Sr.PP/Sri .J.S. Terang to redrft SPs reports only on two cdints of 
charges, and accordingly SPs report was sent finally tO. SOs 
department on two count of charges only. The' aid fact of orders etc. 

• are available on the note sheet of the crime file. Similar instances are 
available on almost all files including present worthy DIG who 

• 

	

	arbitrarily and injudiciously changed the, recommendations of 
,lO'/PPISP at his will; Thus keeping aside the superior official from the 
alleged' malafide recommendation of branch official as regard any 
consequent liability and responsibility is again a reflection of bad 
motive and -malafido mind of the worthy DIG to injure me on pick andY 
choose basis.' 	•, 

25. 	That the allegations made in the imputation 12(xix) that "In the mann 
afbresaid Sri S.P. Singh Yadav showed lack of integrity, lack of 
devotion to his duty and conducted in an unbecoming manner and 
there by contravened Rule 3(i), (ii) and (iii) of CCS Conduct Rule 
1964" are nothing but illegal and capricious and as discussed in 
aforesaid paragraph it is amply demonstrated that charge sheet and 
imputations were served by Mr. K.C. Kanungo @ Kirti Clandr 
Kanungo DIG/CBI/NERIGhy, maliciously and mischievously by 
falsification and distortion of the facts in case to injure the undersigned 
for certain extraneous reasons end to settle scores for his pésonal 
enemity and on behalf of undesirable contact man, bank dismiss 
employee and CBI charge 'sheeted person Mr. Arun Kanti Barua who 
is a close friend of DIG/CBI. The said case was recommended 
unanimously by Sr.PP/SP/DLA/D1G for closure and final orders 

'I 
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.7 	 thereon for closure were passed by JDICB1IEZ Calcutta now Addi. 

Director/CBI/CaICUtta Dr. U.N. Biswas IPS and following closure order 
from the competent authority final report u/s 173 Cr.PC was filed in 
Court of Special Judge who accepted the said final report by giving 
detailed speaking order with out any shred of comments on the 
investigation and as such also the undersigned cannot be held heble 
and responsible singularly for alleged imputation as the undersigned is 
not the decision making authority who was in this case Dr. U.N. 

Biswas IPS the then JDICBIIEZICaI and new AddI. Director Calcutta. 

Furthermore the said CCS Conduct Rule 1964 are not applicable on 
me being a deputationist and as such DIG lacks competence to issue 
charge sheet and at least not at all as regards to the said alleged 
imputation which in any case discloses contravention of the provision 
of IPC for which DIG/CBI/NER Mr. K.C. Kanungo should seek the 
permission of the Court for reopening the case and thus fresh 
investigation be conducted de-horse of his mischievous inflUence,, and 
if any criminal liability is fixed as regard to iiiy role alone or along with 

Sr.PPISPIDIGIDLA etc. then obviously charge should be filed in court. 

26. 	The last but not the least it will not be inappropriate to scrUtinise, and 
understand the. purport and meaning of. the closure order of the 
.JD/CBI/EZ/Calcutta Dr. U.N. Bisws IPS. vide CBI ID No. 
39219813127(A)196-SHG dt. 3/12198 which reads. - '1 Who submitted the 
source information/ please ask his explanation close the case". . 
therefore clearly shows the case ought not to be registered at all as 
the SIR/verification itself did not disclose any DA Case. It is Important 
to mention herein that two complaintlSlR verification officers out of 
three viz. lnsp. M. Sarania & lnsp. P. Roy did not recommend the case 
for registration of RC, but the third one Insp./Lt. G.K. Das by distorting 
and misrepresenting the fact made the modest DA Case of Rs. 162000 
in FIR. It is also pertinent to mention that assets declared in FIR are 
those which 'suspect has duly intimated to his department which 
supplied the said figure to CBI for complaint/SIR verification. Even the 
then SP/CBI/ACB Guwahati while analysing the facts of the 
investigation observed in his SPa comments which I quote :- "That this 
case was having very weak footing right from the beginning because 
Sri P.K. Bora has been working as Supdt. Engineer in ONGC and has 
been getting fat salary. However the case was registered sirice he was 
already processed and orders were obtained from the competent 
authority". . . 

Obviously there were inherent weakness in the case and following 
blunders were committed by Late G.K. Das while conducting 
verification and submitting recommendation for registration & RC 
which DIG/CBI'deliberately, pretentiously and mischievously chcse to 
remain silent about. Thus following questions stares in the face of DIG 
Sri K.C. Kanungo who with bad motive racking up the controversy 
without even going through properly the FIR itself :- 

'I 
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en the case was registered on 12/7/96 then why the 
rnputation of income was restrained from 1986 to 1994 only and 
upto July 1996 

wnen it was confirmed during verification stage that the suspect 
was working as Asst. Engineer lD\ Project since 1977 thereafter 
as Asst. Engineer PWD/Govt. of Assam w.e.f. 1978, and thereafter 
as Asst. Engineer ONGC w.e.f. 23/8/80 continuously then why his 
net pay during 1986 to March 1994 only were taken for 
recommending DA case? And why his legitimate likely savings 
since 1977 to 1986 for nine years were not taken into account 
while computing pay/income as per FIR. 

3, when as per verification report and as shown in FIR Rs. 80000 
investment were shown in NSC during 1985 to 1989 only and 
thereby computed inter-alia of DA of Rs. 162155 of the suspect 
then why before registration of FIR on 12/7196 the income 
received after maturity period of 6 years amounting to Rs. 160000 
were not taken into account in the legitimate income of the suspect 
which alone would have nullified the said DA of Rs. 162155? 

It is obvious that at the beginning itself the Complaint/SIR was 
submitted for extraneous reasons and thereafter case was registered unfairly 
and illegally and in total disregard to the Plethora of DCBI circulars 
stipulating very cautious approach as regards to the registration of DA cases 
which may cause untold misery harassment and humiliation to the pbIic 
servants. 

Thus in view of the aforesaid detailed discussion the case after 
investigation was closed on the unanimous recommendation of 
lOISr.PPISP/DLAJDIG and accordingly JDICBI/EZ/Calcutta now AddI. 
Drector CBI/Calcutta passed order for closure as above and the Hon'ble 
Court of Special Judge Assam rightly accepted final report u/s 173 Cr.PC by 
passing detailed speaking order discharging the suspect and ordering for 
return of documents. 

However the DIG/CBI/NER with bad motive and mischief in mind 
issued this charge sheet for imputation by misrepresenting, distorting the 
facts and reeTing to blatant lie to confuse and mislead senior officers with 
the singular purpose to injure me and subject me to undeserved humiliation, 
harassment and suspension. 

I hereby appeal to the Additional Director GBI Calcutta Pr. U.N. 
Biswas IPS and DCBI to cause an inipartial enquiry into the matter iind save 
me from the illegal, unfair, arbitrary"and injudicious action of DIG/CBI Mr 
K.C. Kanungo. . 

Date 	' 6 
SURESH PAL SINGH YADk1 

INSP/CBI/ACB/GHY(u/s) 

Z. 

r q 
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Name & LJesign. of 
accused . h.Purna Kanta Borah 

Superiritendiriq Engthcer/ 0 

Class-I Gazetted. 

Brief tory_of the case 

The suspect officer(b.O.) entered in the Fervice 

of Industri.l Duvelopment Association, Education Project, Assam 

ricultura1 University on 13-12-1977, then he has chanced zi 

his scrv  ice by joining the 	sm btte PD ervice from July'79 

onwarth. and aq. in he hu s ch.ngeo his scvice by joining in the 

O.N.G.C., scxvice on 23-8-1980 as 'ssistant Executive Engineer(Civil) 

nd he is'coht nuing his 	rvice with the L.'NC till the date of 

registration of this cuse on 12-07-96. 

The instant case was registered on the bsis .of 

Souice infcLmctiun with the .1iegtion that 6h.Purna Kanta Borah is 

having posesion of aSLets which are disproportionate to his known 

sources of income. 

Investigation has revealed that Sh.P.K.Borah is 
the X*xt eldest child of his parent, his father Lt.Ganesh 

Chandra Borah was xxXxxmisr blessed with the other children who are 

Chandra Krita boreh(son) Njrmala KuInri(ddughter),Krishna Xanta Borah 

(son) and 3ishwa KantaBorah(son), Nirmala Kumri was married to 

Shri (ThanaNth of Jorhct.ixxkkxyex She is employed aE.  Private 

Secretryto the Generai Manager,Geo-Physicist, D.V.B.,GNGC Proj€ct, 

Co ntd... 
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Jorhat. Shri 
.han,ra Kant Borab, Sb. Krishna Kanta Borh and 

ShriB1$hw Kk 	Borh are .ii employed In Xk'Qi1Pajd seces  

Urna 4antaborab 'was m' 	j 
at.Nayanjyoti 	r. , And the4  were bleed with three 
the' are Upa 	

ah(daugh) 11 years of age and studying 
in 

Cl;s_V by now anu %mt. Uddipannj Borah(daUg) 7 years of 
age and 

stuay ing in C1as_;1 bj now, and h.Neet Borah(son) 3 years 

6 mnths of age b j  noVo Smt.Nayanjyotj Borah ws from 
a well-go- C113 ,  .fatnly. 

For the purpose 01 investigation 
of this ifltt case 

the check 
period Is taken from 3-8...8O the dt, on which 

Joied as Astt.xecutjve nginee-' in  UNGC Sibsegjr,Nazirato 
10-10-96 the date on which the 	ecujpped with a the search warnt 

from Honble Court c3nductet seahes in the house and 
prejses 

of Sh.P.K.Sah at Village Tiljjçjm ,Distt. Jorhat at 
his 

res,dent, premises, Nizara, Sibsagar and at ONGC Housing Complex 
Mehiana" 4134 Gui rdt . 

The 1.0. ha obtained t. cttement of 
paypartjcu1a 

frocñ Dy.ManegeL (F & A) T.b.(,• (P)EkjiC,UNGCJ6Ltd. 
Sibsagr 

whith was 
forwrud to?, (-UI, Lh,.wahetj by Sh..A.L.Kur4e1 vide 

his, letter dtd. 2 0/10/97 .±oL the cerjod from 1985..86 to 1993..94 
anor the rnaining subsequent period tiii Feb/1997. The 100 0  
has Obtuinecj the P'-'particuiars from L)y.Manager(F & A)  
Mehsana vide his 

statement dtd. 8/9/97 which was forwarded to SP/ 
Cl/Wàhtj by ManaeLvj1afl) Sh.C.ngaraJuvje 

his 1ete t . 
dtd. 30/9/97 and 

for the perind from 1980 to 1985-86, The 1.0 *  has 
btained the i4-particu1rs from the accuser himself. 	On the 

,f eparticu1drS NJWw so obtained the 1.0. has Ca1cuI,ted the 

amount of pay and ellowenc5 received bj  the suspect durjn 

who1e check period and came to &bL,Qr*taIim that .15,52,663/ 
w. rthe amount earned by the suspect. 

Contd.. •  H 
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In cour-e of investiatjon the 1.0. 

flspr. has LxjnLci the suspect officer and 

the other probable 	urccs of ir4ceme of the 

4ccordingl 1  ti± I.(. has collected document 

Sh.5.P.Singh Yadav, 

tried to ascettain 

ccuEed. 	And 

from jricultura1 

xtension Officer, hotia Circle, Titabo r Jriculture sub-Div is jOn 

Distt. Jorhat which UPUXtL the Contention of the ccused. And 

1130 ascertain the other sources 01 income as follows :- 

i) Divicent und lntrest s. 3,000/- 

LiZ Incone Tax Iefunci p.s 	38, 380/- 

Matutrity va1eReceipt on NC and others Rs. 216,695/ 

Profit of ps. 23,000/- by sale of Car kegistration No. 

MS 1688 and profit of Rs, 8,0CC,- by sale of a fl* 

Car 	uitt.jn Nc. '1_291. 

i) Sh1re Profit earned Rs,  

tiw On the 1 ikely expenditure side the 1.0. has made 

the catculations by deducting 1/3 01 the gross income of the 

ccused all fr it known sources of income , Thus, the 1.0. hea 

worked out the likely $ áV i ng ot the ac c used pe rs on for the whole 

check period e follows : 

') Rs. 15,52,662 gross pay and allowances 

B) Other s;urces of inceme which w€re detailed above comes to 

. 4,73,125/- the combinati.n of *3i& both the figures make 

, 20,25,788/- and the ascts which the accused was likely to 

have in posession c.ilier to the check period ascertained by 

the I.Q. was gs. 19,200/-. Therefore, on the date on whibh the 	' 

* cheek period ens the accused can be said to have a total 

arn1ng of Rx Z $*8G Rs., 20,44,988/- the 1/3rd of this firè 

rrokes Rs. 6,81,662.66 and Rs. 20,44,988 - p.s . 6,81,662.66 eakes 

b. 13,63,325.3g. 

Or the ccasjor of conducting the vku.zk.* searches 

the T.Q. has made the inventory of the goods and particularó 

found which makes the total value of Rs. 4,76,306 which were 

ascertainec an. cilculated on the basis of documentary and áther• 

eviaences collectec. by the I.L. curing the investiation. 

.3 



accu5eci has ma& Lhe payment of Ks. 2,28,000/- till the 	0 
eàding XXXXXaS date CL checkperiod for purchase of a flat 

at New L)elhi in the n tie of mt.Nayanjyoti Borah. Mcwicxf 

And one plot ot lnci at Jorht covered by D6C No. 5242 was 

purchaSLd by the accused during the year 1988-89 for Ks.42,000/-

and another plot of lancl it Jorhat covered by DAC No. 5250 

was purchased by the accused in the ear 1993-94 for Rs.1,32,000/-

only, thus, for the acquisition of land and landed property 

the ccused has made the expenditure of Rs. *aVe 4 1,02,00p1-

only from his 	known soutc.es of income. 

Ana 1 is i 	$ 

The FIR allegutions are not substantiated by the 

evidences collected during investigation and the evidences so 

• 

	

	collected are not sufficient to Lut the likelj defences of 

the accused person . 

• 	
The 1.0. tias collected the personal file of the 

suspect in respect of his 5ervice in the 0NC. 

if f icultils $ 

L4cesstions z 	 NIL, 

Qini 

I agree with the opinion of the 1.0. recommendjg 

• 

	

	closure of the instant case as it is appearing from the eviencs 

collected that in place of FIR allegations being substantjaed the 

case 4s going otherwise favouring the suspect. 	There is n pot• 

on our part to make a prosecution case bas4d on nothinge 

13 	ecom:endatipnss 

I deto the view othe 1.0. in hi: FR-I. 

.Cert.it Ic ate 

Certified thit I have carefully gono thvough the PRX.' 

I have x.1jned caie 	 ut i found tht no witnesc hs been 

/ 	
examjed b1 the 1.. 	so no x sttment of withesses are. 

but 1 have examined the material documents,plri of action etc. 

• thoroughly before giving my cocnmenL ina iinion. 

(J..T .P/CL/Ac 
ilç 

	

	
GuwahatifDtcL2SL3J9B 

/bH/ 
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- 	Coiuiientsoi l)1A. ClU, Calcutta Region lii c/w RC No. 27(A)/96-SIIG. 

t•liavccarô'fully gone through the Final Report Part 1& II as. well as SP's 
comments thereon. This case was registered on the basis of source iiformation against 
Shri Puma Kantá Borah, Superintending Engineer, ONGC, Nazira, Assam u/s 13(2) nw 
13(1)(e) of P.C. Act, 1988 on the allegation that the accused officer while posted and 
functioning in various cmacities in the ONGC, during 1986-1994 had amassed huge assets, 
both movale and immovable, by corrupt and illegal meanLwhich was grossly 
disproportionate to his known sources of ioncome to the tune of Rs. 1,62,155/-. 

2. 	in this case, there has been an unanimous recommendations o the branch 
officers viz. 1.0., Sr.PP and S.P. for closure of the case since evidence collected during 
investigation does not support the allegations made in the FiR. 

3. 	investigation conducted has collected evidence, both oral and documentary, 
to establish the following figures of income during the check period from 23.8.80 (i.e. the 
date ofjoining ONGC) to 10.10.1996 (i.e. the date of search). 

- a)Assets during pre-check period 	 Rs. 19,200/-. 
b),Income during the Check period 	 Rs.15,42,670/-. 

• 	c) Expenditure during C.P. 	 Rs. 3,39,177/-. 
(1/3rd of salary Income Rs.10,17,531 during C.P) 
Likely Savings during C.P. 	 Rs.12,03,493/-. 
Assets during C.P. 	 Rs. 8,78,306/-. 

f Likely saving plus Ases during the pre-check • 	penodi 	 Rs.12,22,693/-. 
• 	g) Surplus Likely Savings during C.P. 	 Rs. 3,44,387/-. 	 . 

4. 	investigation has also revealed that Mrs. Borah was working as an Asstt. 
• . .Teacher in a school at Sibsagar during the period from 1988 to 1993 and she received sal;iry 

to the tune of Rs. 93,600/:. Besides, the accused officer also claimed a gift of Rs. 40,402.00, 
but the 1.0. had not taken into account such gift as no cogent evidence could be produced by 
the accused officcr.Thc fact of receipt of such gift has also not been intimated to his 
d,eart nent. 	 . 

5. 	Sr.PP has mentioned in his FR.II that no witness has been examined by the 
1.0. and so, statement of vitnesscs arc not available in this case. This is highly unsatisfactory 
on the perfoimance of the 1.0. who needs to be reprimanded by the supervisory officer. 

6. 	In view of the facts kind circumstances of thc case, as indicatcd above, I nun . 
also inclined to be in 'g'ccmcn( wih the uhlanhlnouls reconlinc6dations of the hanch officers 
That the case should be closed since the ahlcgaLio, Of poSscssi(is ofdlproporijo,atc assets 

• by the accused offl"r do not hold good; and on the otherhuand, a surpid aiugs of 
Rs.344,'387/- has L ne on record. 

1 

D.C. Saikar). 
l)cpty Legal 	iviscr, 
jj/CdcuUaRcjon. 

r' 

4, 
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COwEwrs OF SP TN CASE MO t1(A)/96-SIfo 

1) 

 

CdAe No. t de oJ 	 RC 27(4)196-5KG 
Pt. 12.7.96. 

- L) Recormendo.t)ono TO. , 

10. in hJ. FR-I ht4 kecofli,,eadtd that cue may be c2oed 4 
the a!1eaio,t eou.d not be et4bUAhed. 

U) Recommendation oi $. 

Sit. P.P. in FR-IT has aLso ktonr tjle4 to c1oe the 	e; 
3) 	Comrnen 	04 	 : 

• 	 -) Atteqdtton 

Thi4 We 	 on the bcai4 o Soujtee LnokmatLo,. IL W04 aF1t94 that the ac1.4ed Sit. P. K. Bo'uzlt wu frijtd to be (it 
po464J,,, 0,4; a44et4 dJ.4pitopoiv.tJop 	.to ItJL4 Izno 	4owce4 o £stcome. 

On the ba4 t4 04 Lhe SiR, vyng o 	had ' wo4ked out  
that Sit. P. K. o'taJt had kece1ved .toL&t Lnwme oit Lite pv,2od 4itom 
1916 to 1994 at h. 3,12,2581- whettQ.44 du.fl1nB the 4a.Ld peitLod he 

• 	 owtd 4t p044e4aon o a44et4 wottk A.. 414,313/- Lhu4 he u 	owtd 
•  Lit p044e44Lon 0 4 tu4e.t4 £Z44 to kL4 bizown 40u.FtCe4 06 Cnome to the Lwte 04 £, 1,62,055/-. The ca&e ta having a vey weaJ 4;ooUng tLgh.t 

•'tom the begZnn.Lng beaczu4e Sit, P. K. 8o't€zlt ha4 been wokh.zig 04 Supe-tintendtng EngLitt In OHGC and Iuu been ge.ttLng IJPJty 4at 4JaJty. 
Koweuv the ea4e wao kegZ4teked 4lnct he waA o2keady p'toce&,ed and 
okdek4 weite obtaL,ttd itom the coritpete,t o.u.thon.Ly, 

Sooit atvt the -tegi4ttation o6 the c.a4e, 4ewteJte4 weite 
e.ondcted on 10.10.96 at the natLve ptace o,4; Sit. P. K. 80.cit 	tutU 04 at the pta.c.t o4 htA po6tijtg aMeh4ana(ja) Th.0 	o't the pwtpo6e to eat4ua..te the Lncome, tXPVU UtU-te and 0.44 eL4 the &tteI 
Pekiod ha4 ,lnzzUy been .tatn jum 23.8.10 

to 10,10.96 i.e. the date 
o4 4eakcItes. 

	

Sit. P. K. Ro'vzh Joined ONOC a.4 	EngLnett(CLuJ) on 
23.8.10 at SIb,agM p'tofeivt o OMGC and Lhe.tegLM he tUO.4 
to OWOC pitofec.t at Mek4ana In May 1993 04 SupeitZntn,jg Eng1ttM,  In 
between he got p4omo.t4on 0.4 an Ezecwt(ve engLnee't on I • 1 • 15. He a2o got pMtomoaon 04 Pg. &pek(Jt.tenijLng EngLneeit on 1. 1.88 and a6 SLL)dLitg. 
EngLneek he wu pkomo.ted on 1.1.9, P't-Loa 

to Joining OM3C, Sh, 80.ah =4 icoitPzZng 04 A&&t, EngLnee.it in A44am ABitUWT 	UflAVIMJ.Lty, Joithat, Fitorn 	 (inLveia2ty he joined the 4vtuIe a3 A..t.t. Englneej in PC7V. Sk. Boitah L4 604Leat4 a Ctvtt EngLneeit jtom J'tht Ennpj1j CoUtgt in the yeait 1979. It 14 iuon.th mentAonZng hvte 
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that tkoth he paed EnginevUng Ln 1919 but dan.2n9 ItL6 4.tudy he had 

JoLted Agn.LcaUu.fl.O2 U2ve.44Lty wtdvt IDA ptoJe.t itLght Jkom 1971. 

Sh. 130'to.h &ua6 mo.n.n2e.d to Smt. Nayanfydt-2. Sokah V/0 UoPtofl4fljaJt 

ChetLa oA SLb4ago.k in Joiw.ofty, 19 8 5. H' kzu got 2(.two) d.uhtV'A 

namely Upuaiia 8o'tait and UddLpaita Eokah aged about ii yeax/ and 1 

yQ.0.k& kespectivety and one 40n ,taineiy Sh. leet Bokah aged abou..t 4 

yea.'u. His both daaghtQJL4 a'te. &cJtoot going. M'i. I. BOflAh was WOkb..LItg 

as a teachot Lit an E,tgtiAh iie.dLiLm Achoot name.ty f(oty Uame School at 

bagvt A tom the pe.ttLod 1989 to 1993- 

P&Lo't to the che.cz pe.'tLod i .e. 13.12.11 to 23.8.S0 i.e. hLte 

Sh. Boka.h was won.thtg in the htCJZ 4e'LVLCe.4 his total Lncor 0a.6 

The de.ta124 o6 tvLe.h has been catudated by the 1.0. in 

his Fi-1 in the colw,tt " i,tcomt beo'tt the eitec.k pvt.Lod" and 1.0. has 

t(áePt 1/3 as his e.pendLtu.ke  du.'tJng that pe'vLod thah his total &avLtg 

was . 19 1 200/-. 

VuxLng the check pe.JtLod, the Lnve.4tLgaJ2OPI Ita. 	dL6clo4td the 

total Lncme o 	Sh. Bon.ah, the accuAed the de.taJJA oj iohLch a.'te a4 

• 	 tutde.k 

 Net Jjteome jAcm Salcvty . 	10,11,531.00 

 VLvLdenc( stece2ved by kAni dwr.Jng P*. 	3,000.00 

95-96. 
1 

• 	3) AkLcaUWtt Ineoie. 	s 

Sh. Foitzh has thvLnied AgkeltWLaL 

• Lne.ome. 'tLgkt Jkom 1980-81 to 1995-96 i.e. 

1.4.8 91 	to 	10.10.96 A. 	8700.00 

The be.ne.J_t o 	this Litcone 

ha4 been gLven be.ca.u4e he has 

been Lnon.mLng his depo.ktmt$.t 

om time to  time ktgaJtcWtg 

the Litcome he has been ge.ttLng 

t(itOM his A9kLctLthutaL land 

and the matte'L has aZoo been i.nve.4tL4.ttd. 

4) 	Income Tax ke.w1d , 

He has e2oJ.me.d Lncome tov14d4 

income tax ke.tLfld WhLC.Jt a'te a s  

wtdtkz 

	

I) 1993-94 	h. 20 0 380.00 

	

U) 1995-96 	13. 18,000. 00  
13. 38 0,380.'O 	 A. 38,380.00 



	

Titem~tu'tkty
vae 	

\ 

51 	s. 	
NSc/ 	/S 	the 

	

2. 2,16,6951' 	

.2,16,695100 

peod oM 199296 mt to 

	

at 	
the 	

tego'Y Y 

6 	
pq  on SeU o 

ptLk 

v kde, No. AS16 

toa kOM depa 	
and tk
0001-  

me W 6oLd 	 000/ 
81 	

A. i,  

he h
adeaLned . 25,00I 

m i1 he 
No. WNW91 at  • £Otd 

	

wkLk he dP° 	
and 

kn 	991 	
1,20,0.00 tu 

he 	ntd 
pM 	

. g,000. 	
tot 	

• 

PILO 	torn Sh& 

n 	2 

	

• 26,11 	
95 

he dP0td 
o 

1,23,45000l 
Tk14 pøLtt ka.6 been 

O a 

 the  
bw"tjqaftd

uzM. cLL&p01d o th*OU 
bkOh.V 

The 	
the bot 
b the 1.O. 

Th 	ndVL 
Co 
 tIt kei he 

	

a o 	
. q,350fr 	

• 

• 	 1nmt kO 
an 	

ìtOm the 

	

b 	V0"L 	
e.z 	

. 	52,014.0 0  

Th 	the toL 
	mt 	

Sk. P. K. 
8o& cc 

15,42,670. 00  

	

the atY dL the chte 
	od 	

e tot 

A 

	

. i0,11, °  ' 
i1- o 	t amL h 

to 

 

eped 	
1 

ktC 	

O 
. 3,39,171.00 th At 

tt 

comeA  

the a 	

• 6,13,354 ,00 1 

	

the btt 	o 	£aVLfl o sk. P. K. 80k 
9,200.00 iA 

	

to the thea p 	
ka6 	 L0 o 

ahOU L.• 
. 

added to 	
av 	

th 	
p 	 Sk. P. K. 

	

eom to 	
- 50 P 117-001+190 

 

the 	
auL 	o 	She P. K. 

Bot, 

	

dz ø 

	headkng 

	

h dCt0 	
tk he h atd the 

s,7,30 6 . 00. 

	

n 

1t 	
daU4 	

gLU 

306.00 	

the 

PMouaItt a 	
aM 	

At CJ 
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ok 

OM 	 , 	

efl be ue 	
Sk. . K. oh k 9ot 

the above  

U,tpw4V3 tO tk 	Lne 06 
. 3

2
32.207100 

z 	
12022,693.00 

To  
- A6Mt' 	

.L'ctdt 	• 	g 306.0 0  

:.SPt 4V 	
L 3 44 37.0 

be 	
e 	

the 	$k. 

P. K. Eo 	
k not been bLe to .b 	bWktd. 

The 	
0 	

tMt dL the pd 

kO 

 

1988to  1993 M. 	w 	
n 	

HotY 

Name SchoOL 	Sbg and ht d eeved 	
to the te o6 . 

93,600.00. 

• 
ApaAt £OM th tboVe, Sh. lO'Ut had 

	

eLajffied 	gLt 06 A. 

400402.00 m detaued
bO: 

d'i 	1992t 
n 	8ok 	both 

k gLues m L6t o 	
. 

	20,21. 

LL 17
hA 	

pvb&t OP&t kLs motkcfL ho. given 

n 
	20,201/ 

, 

0. h not gLv 	bene6 06 	
dDIO. a the gL6t 

4W Cet 

h 	ot been 	0td b ny doeLVt 	Mo 	he 

htt 

	

the depkn 
bot the apeMU 06, gL6t 

b 	m. In view o6 	bQVe 

t 

Aact I am o the opinion that 1.0. 	
niY dtL'4 tWA bve6 	O 

ka4  

the dWIAltdo 

W 
In view o 

the £ath a4 dJCLL-' 
o.boVt , T am con4t't4' 

to 	ktt 	h the 	
o$ the t.0. 	s• y.. nd 

that the 	t nty be 0d 6 the 	
the 

accubf-d c.ou.td  not be 

A. K. 
S Gk3ahxti.  

Mu p000 

•1 
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'NXt -  A/jo 

CItT1lAL 1tJM1 OF IIIYI;GTIGATIOIF  
• 	 - 

ubs 	COinti of DIO,CB1 9 Z,. Re gion in (1iI, 
Gu1ich cpze No. hG 2(j/96.' AQ. 	* 

I 'zivo gouc thiouh ?.Itt. tjnd anncnts of hrarrh W 
arid • 	 tha DLA thron, copi 	tP of 	ieh ar 	 to th 
Jt. Direøtor(Rast) for kind pruaa1 and'ordcrs. 

• 	This i 	Disproportloriatn •.sti cro registered 
• 

	

	&rintthri P.K.3orah, supdtC. Xngincer, ONGC, Razire, 
A*i*. 

Durinth cc1urse or tvvAattgrtion the al1t1ofl 
• of pd3a(!smlon of D.A. by tho imacilae)d hns not h'in (tnhJ1sh(i 

beyond doubt. Invc,.sti;-ntlon waa ni 90 wdo to *i it the 
accusod had fa1ld to lritlrixtto his Oe1;tt. 1 * egn rdl rl g  

• 	roecipt of gift and purchase of land. Investirtt1on reVealed 
that in both the InsLances tha accuei had duly 1ntiated 
to his cptt. 

The branch nrfiaer3 and DI,, h;jv unaninou*1y 
eOOmmcded for cjo3urc of the case. I find that thcre i 

710 O.A., rather'there is a surplus iflComc of i.3.3 1 44,387/.. 
I, the - efore, in agreeing with the branch and DLA recoiezid 
for uiosure or the oau. 

ubiitted to the JD(8&at) for kind ocere. This is 
a JD  level case. 	• 	

0 

: 

Dy.4i 3]r. on1, of Police, 
• frwlo,- A iLovc. 	 6jç1cuttn 

R1it/figg. 
 

LUAirlt;   
0 	 0 

Th N. 	/J/2?(A)/96-RG. 	Dcttc.th- 

.0 	 LI 	

* 	 S 	 S 

0 	

\ • 

• ay 
• 	

•0 	 • 	
0 	

• 
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the requisite number of 

stamps and folios. 
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iN THE COURT OF THE SPECIAL JUDGL 	ASSAi : 	GU'Ad1TI 

SPEC IA i, CASE NO .1/2000. 

I State 

Vs. 

Puma Kant Bcrah 

present: 
Shri K. 	K. 	Das, 
Special Judge, Assarn, 

o R D E R 
Seen the F.I.R. of R.C.2'7(A)96 SHO. 

forwarded by the Supdt. of PDlice CEI/ACE/ 

Shillong vide his No. RC.27(A)96_5H/251 

dated 12.7.96 alleging an offence U/s 13(2) 

nw 13(1)(e) of P .
C. Act against the accused 

Puma Kant Borah. 
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The case is registered. Also seen 
the 

Final report submitted bySupdt. of Police 

CBI/ACB/GuWahati vide his letter No. 

3/27(A)965HG/07573 dated 17.6.99. The 

finalep0rt has been submitted. 

ConLd... 2/ - 

I 



14. 2. 2000 

Contd... 

— ASSAM A 9 
	

i. 

iqr 

Date of application for 
the copy. Date of making over the 

copy to the applicant. 

I 
dISA 

/ 

•_• 
• 	L.. 	• 

Seen the chargé report. 

Considering the rnat e ria:L.sn: 

record the final report submitted 

by the 1.0. is accepted. The accused 

is discharged. 

Return the sei2ed articles from 

whom it was seized in due course of 
0 

time 

Sd/ K. K. Das, 

Special. Jude, Asnm, 
G UWANiTJ 
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4. 

Sub: 

CENTRAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
(moN:: GUWA}ATI 

Yadav under 
DeP3rtmtat inquiry proposed against Shri S.P. Singh 
rule B of the SOPE(SUb0te Ranl(S (DlSClPtt and Appeal Rule) 

1961. 
Charge sheet was served on Shri S.P. Singh '(ada'!, Inspettor (under 

suspe$9) 
vide 

memOraflm No.1 516iiComPISL EPt- dt.22.5.2O°° 

proPPS to hold department enquiry against him. Shri S.P. SinghYadav was 

vide this memo, to submit 

withlfl 10 dayS, of the receipt of the 

a written statement of his defence and also to stat whether he, 

desOS 
to be heard in perSOfl. 

Shri S.P. Slngh 
Yadav vide his letter 

dt.15.6.200 

his reply to the arge sheet mentioned above. 

	

submijoed 2. 
	

The arged official (Shri S.P. Singh Yadav) has at the outset 

the char9S in toto ttegifl9 that it has been issued on him without uri5d1Ctl0fl 

and that the charges as perverSe malicioUS, vindictive, mi$chiev0Us false and denied 

incorrect and have been issued for mstead9 seniot officer in respect of his 

	

devOtiOfl to 	
duty and Integrit 	

All these grounds are 	
agifla 	and 

hypOrbO,th0utbas  

3. 	The c
harged official has further tried to draw sympathY of other6 

fflcerS includifl9 law officeVS and senior officers by tegifl9 that since eryb0dY 

I etse had agreed lth his recomme atiOn tot 

osUre of the case, t Uld therefore, 

by lssUifl9 c

harge sheet on him, tantam0tt0 challefl99 their deCiS%0, hlCh all 

of them had talen after bonafide satisfactom He has further 

a'leged that since 

closure tpOrt 

submitt by him in this case hlCh was oarded 5P1 CBl, 

Suwahat%to 
the Spi. Judge , Assam, Guwahati has been 

cepted by the tatter on 

t woutd 	
prOPer and 11egat to serve charge seet on 

	
with0t 

 
1. 

• 0 t8ifliflg 

order of the competent ourt.He has also tried to mis'ead b saying that he 
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is not responsible for all these and S.P.,CBI ,Guwahati should be held responsible 

whose statutory responssible it was to do so This tactics seems to be a dishonest 

ploy adopted by the charged official to confuse the issue to mislead the senior 

officers for gaining undue sympathy. In doing this, the charged official has safely 

forgotten that the officers concerned who had agreed I approved with the 

recommendation of the 10 for closure of the case,did so merely basing their views 

on the final report submitted by the 1.0., presumably in good faith and if the final 

report of the 1.0. is found to be shoddy, unreliable, false, misleading and fabricated, 

prepared without conducting thorough investigation, the officers concerned who had 

examined the final report of the 10. and had agreed with his recommendation which 

was finally approved by the higher authority can not be held responsible merely for 

having agreed with the LOs for his negligent and malafide conduct. 

4. 	There is no necessity for obtaining order of the court for taking 

disciplinary action against the 1.0. for his lack of sincerity, negligence, lack of 

devotion to duty and perfuntory and motivated investigation conducted in this case 

and the undersigned being the disciplinary authority is competent to take the action 

agaInst him. In any case the Higher Authority in CBI after being apprised of the 

situation have approved the proposed course of action ,including his suspension 

and disciplinary action proposed against him whic are being taken for his various 

acts of misconducts, lack of devotion to duty ,insubordinatiOfl and 
high.handed 

conductJbehaVi0Ur. The DGP, U.P. also been informed of the whole facts and they 

have not shown any disagreement with the course of action being taken against the 

Charged Official 

5. 	
In order to assess the worth and veracity of the reply given by 

the Charged Official, the undersigned has gone through the C.D. filQ and relevant 

documents and got them checked through branch officials including Crime 

27 



Asistaflt.Wh1l9 going through the case diary file , an unsigned discussion note of 

the case held by the S.P with the 10 is found enclosed with CD No. 24 dated. 819197 

In this note, (page 92 of the CD file and page -3 of the discussion note) the details of 

premium paid against five different LIC policies of the accused and his family are 

Indicated, as mentioned below: 

k 	PllcNo. 	jicD ate 

No. 

33897325 	17.05.80 

440340367 	28.03.92 

440552557 	28.03.95 

440019163 	06.05.89 

440340375 	28.03.92 

sured' 	Irneflt 	rnfPoIic 
iums 	r 

150001 	 387.80 	P.K. Bora 

(Hly) 

	

1000001- 	 6947.00 	-do- 
(Yly) 

	

2000001- 	 11573,00 	Mater meet 
(Yly) 	Bora (hA) 

	

1000001- 	 4653.00 	P.K. Bora 
(Yly) 

1000001- 	 6380.00 	Mrgi4aYafliOtI 
(Yy) 	Borah,C/O 

P.K. Borab. 

6. 	
The total annual premium against these five polices comes to 

Rs. 30,328.60 and conservative calculation shows that total premium paid against 

these policies during check period upto 10.10.96 would be aroung R0,40,200.6
0 . 

But 10 has, in his reply at para 13 , denied this.The 1.0. has neither verified the 

actual premium paid by the accused !his wife 
against these policies from L.I.C. nor 

taken the correct amount of premium paid against these policies during the check 

period, while calculating the expenditure of the accused On the contrary he has 

assorted that the premuims against these policies were being deducted from the 

salary of the accused. 
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7. 	But from the salary statements I pay slips of the accused, it i 

found that only a sum of Rs. 6121- 
P.M. was being deducted from his salary which 

comes to Rsl,3441- per annum only and not Rs. 30,328.601-. Moreover 
a glance at 

the seized documents (MR 54196(10), showed that there were three premium 

receipts seized relating to policy number 440019163 (SI. no. 4) and the sum total of 

premium paid against these three receipts comes to Rs. 21 ,489.30(ref page 15 to 

17).TheSe premiums were paid by cash which pertained to the period 5193 to 5196. 

As such the question of deduction of these premium from salary against this policy 

does not arise.The 1.0. has not taken the actual premium paid into consideration 

against all the plicies, excluding the deductions made from his salary. 
The 10 has given benefit of income to the accused to the tune of 

8.
that he had sold 1500 shares of Pacific 

Rs.979 3501- based on the latter's claim  

Granite , © 82.30 per share, Ofl 
3I9193 for total sum of 1, 23,4501- ,whereaS these 

shares were purchased by him on 6I9I92 	
he profit earned by the accused 17.40. T  

from the sale of these share was shown as capital gain and worked out to the tune 

of Rs 97,3501. But in the propertY return dtd.3I3197 , which the accused had 
ese shares were not 

submitted during investigation, the purchase and sale of th  
shown, nor the accused had sought permission Igiven intimatatiofl to his 

department regarding acquisition and disposal of these shares. Thus the accused 

violated the ONGC CofldUCt 
Rule for which disciplinary action should have been 

recommended against the accused by the I.0.
1WhICh he did not do. 

9. 	
As per the, CofldUCt Discipline and Appeal Rules, of ONGC Ltd. 

1994, speculation in any stocks, shares or debentures are prohibited lncIUdlfl9 

frequent purchase or sale or both of shares , securities ,stock or debentures or 

other Investment which are deemed as speculation within the meaning of this 

sub.rUte(19'3) .MoreOver as per sub rulel9(4), for making investments in shares, 

securities, debentures or mutual funds scheme, etc. an 
 intimation is required to be 
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given in the proforma, as prescribed in Annexure ONGC:CDA-7 to the Competent 

Authority, which the accused did not do.Yet the 10. did not recommended any action 

against the accused on this score. 

It is further observed that the 10 did not seize the original 

income tax returns said to have been filed by the accused and his wife before the 

Income tax authorities. This is a gross misconduct on his part. The 1.0. merely relied 

on the statements of the accused and unauthenticated /unsigned documents 

produced by the accused before the 1.0, whIch was uncalled for and unwarranted. 

10. has also not verified the income of accused's wife from the 

authorities concerned where she was working or from where she is said to have 

derived her income. The 10 has taken the statement of the accused and his wife as 

gospel truth 	without verification and without verification of these facts from 

income tax returns filed before the Income Tax Deptt.He also did not verify whether 

income shown by her in her income tax returns were manipulated income to cover 

up the illegal income of the accused. 

Perusal of the duplicate CD file of the case available in the 

crime section further shows the last C.D. submitted by the 1.0. was CD No.36 dtd. 

16112198.In none of the CDs submitted by him, tO shown scrutiny of documents, 

seized during the search or collected during investigation. He has also not enclosed 

the scrutiny report of the documents In any of these CDs; neither this fact is 

reported any of the P.R relating to this case. 

The Original CD file of this case Is lying with Shri S P. Singh 

Yadav (Charged Official). He should have deposited the original CD file in the Office 

while handing over charge which he did not do. By not doing so he has committed 

another misconduct. Even though SP, CB1, Guwahati Branch had issued a memo to 

him vide no. 0563813137(A)/96-SHG on 8th Sept'2000 directing Shri S.P. Singh 

27 



Yadav to deposit the original CD file of RC 27(A)196-SHG with the crime clerO 

immediatelY ,after obtaing a proper receipt, but so far, he has neither deposited th 

original CD file, nor respondented to the above memo dtd. 8th Sept, 2000, issued by 

the S.P. The office COPY of the said memo is enclosed. 

14. 	
Again, in the FR(I) ,while claculating the income of the accused, 

1.0. has taken a sum of Rs 2,16,6951 
as matured value of NSCS without causing any 

verification. The entire sum of the mautured value of NSCs was shown by the 10 as 

his Income I.e. profit on investment made in purchase of t4SCs by the accused.The 

10. dId not verify the movable and immoval property reutrnS file of the accused 

(Personal file) seized durng search(MR 54 196(19), in which at page 18, the accused 

had shoWn his investment in purchase of NSCS from Sibsagar Post Office for i 

during five years from 85.86 to 89.90. These NSCS, it seems had 
sum of Rs 80,0001-1 
matured betWeen 89-90 to 92-93 and as such the profits lgain by way of lntere

st 

-.BUt instead, 
earned by the accused is (Rs. 2,1616951- - Rs. 80

10001-) Rs. 1,36,695!  

the tO took the entire matured sum of NSC as acused income thereby giving to the 

accused an undue benefit of income of Rs. 80,0001-. While doing so, the 10. even did 

not verify from the Income Tax Returns of the accused to see if the said amounts of 

interest were shown by the accused in his income tax returns for the 

orrespondiflg years. 

15. 	
As per Circular issued by CBI, while i

nvestigating D.A. Case (Ref 

mandatOrily required 

Page 51 to 68 of CBI Circular I Standing Instruction Book) it is  

for 10 and the SP to seek the assistance of Technical Adviser, CBI at the earliest 

possible time . The 10. was also required to incoroPOrate this point In the plan of 

action. But nothing of this sort was done by the tO, which facilitated him in making 

recommendation for closure of the case WIthOUt 
conducting proper jvestigati0fl. 

16. The accused while booking a fiat UNO Car ha 
	actuafly 

expended a sum of Rs 23,3001- but 10 has shown only 2,3001- on this head. In his 
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explanation, he has justified this by showing that the accused had taken a loan of 

Rs. 21,0001 from the Bank for which he had paid intest of Rs.2,3001- only. As the 

repayment of loan was made by the accused the loan amount was used for bookin] 

of Flat UNO car the entire sum of Rs.23 93001 should have been shown as 

expenditure unless the booking amount was refunded later to the accused during the 

check period. This fact is also mentioned in the discussion note at page 92 of the CD 

file, attached to CD 24 datd. 819197. 
In the matter of agricultural income also, the 10 has given 

benefit of 86,700I to the accused, although iii the property return dtd. 318190 the 

accused had shown agricultural income Rs 21,0001 only. 
It is also found that the 10 did not include expenditure of the 

accused on many heads such as educational expenditure of his childrer., 

expenditure on house rent, expenditure on conveyance including road tax POL 

maintainance (as the SO was having one car and one motor cycle and the 

expenditure on this head would have been quite considerable amount.) 
As per CD file, the following letters were issued by the 10 

SI. No. 	Letter No and date 	to whom issued 	
page no in the CD file 

	

1. 	3127(A)196SHG13832 Mr. G. Mohan 	 58 

Dtd. 16/6197 	Eastern Gas Agency 
Nayanpur Path 
GaneshgUri Chariati, 
Guwahati6 

	

2. 	3117(A)196.SHG!3830 	Dr. R.K. Sharma 	
59 

Dtd. 1616197 	
president PragjyotishPUr 
Co.operatiVe Gr. Housing 
Society Ltd. 4/4 Hawa Singh 
Block, Asiad Village Camp, 
New Delhi.110049 

3. 	3I27(A)196.SHG!3834 	
The Land Settlement Officer 	60 

Dtd. 1616197 	
Dy.Commi$S%Ofler Office 1  
Jorhat. 
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4...' 

4. 	. 3/27(A)!96SHGI3833 The Branch Manager 62 

Dt. 1616197 $61, Jorhat 

5. 3127(A)196-SHGI3831 The Regional Manager 63 

Ot. 16I6I97 UBI, Sibsagar Region 
Donabora Road,Jorhat(AsSam) 

6. 3I27(A)196-SHG!3983 The Manager, SBI Palvasan Branch 65 

Dtd. 2316/97 Dist Mehsana, Gujrat. 

7. 3127(A)196.SHG/3984 The Manager, SBI, ONGC Coloy Br. 	66 

Dt. 23/6197 Sibsagar 

8. 3I27(A)196.SHG14571 The Post Master, Meh8ana HO 69 

Dt. 1517197 Mehsana,384001 
Gujarat 

9. 3127(A)196.SHGl4554 The Post Master, 70 

Dtd.1417191 Head Post Office, 
Mehsana, Mehsana, 
Gujrat:334001 

10. 3127(A)I96-SHG/4553 The ONGC Employees 71 

Dt. 1417197 Co.opee Credit and 
Thrift Society Ltd. ONGC 
Complex, Mehsana, 

11. 3127(A)96-SHGI4552 

Gujrat. 
The Post Master 72 

Dt. 1417197 Head Post Off ice,Sibsagar 
Sibsagar,785640 

12, 3I27(A)196-SHGI4551 The post Master, Head Post Office 73 

dtd. 1417I97 Sibsagar, Assam 

13. 3I27(A)196-SHGI4573 Messers M.C.S. Ltd, 75 

Dt. 15/7197 Sri Venkatesh Bhawafl 
Plot No. 27, Road No.11 
MIDC Area, Andheri(E) 
Mumbai-400093 

14. 3127(A)I96-SHG14572  MIs Mafatlal ConsultanCY India Ltd. 76 

Dtd. 1517197 Calcutta 700071 

16. 3/27(A)I96.SHG!4988 The Sanskar Electronics 
81 

dtd.518197 Gujarat 
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9.  

• 3/27(A)196.SHG14943 The Branch Manager 	 82 
Dt. 518/97 	LICI, Sibsagar, Assam 

3I27(A)196.SHGI4942 Mehsana Radio Palace 	 83 
Dt. 5'?8197 	Raj Mehal Road, Mehsana 

3127(A)196-SHG/4941 The Company Secretary . 	 84 
Dtd. 518197 	ONGCL, New Delhi 

3I34(A)196SHGI4940 MIs Bass Auto Private Limited 	 85 

Dtd. 518/97 	Ahmedabad380007. 

But the CD file does not contain the replies of tre above letters 

nor these have been shown in the FR(i) submitted by the 10. 

10 did not enclosed calender of evidence, oral or documentary, 

while submitting FR (I). The copy of FR(l) which is undated Is available at pages 1 to 

IT of the crime file (F.Rs) of RC. 27(A)196.SHG. A typed copy of this FR(i) (unsigned) 

Is available at page 18 to 30. 
The case diary file of the 10 shows that he had not examined a 

single witness in this case and no statement of the witnesses are available in the CD 

file This fact is also mentioned in the comments of Shri J.S. Terang , the then Sr. 

PP, now DLA datd 2513198 at page 31 of FR(s) file. 

Shri D.C. Sarkar the then Dy. Legal Adviser in his comments dtd. 

1215198 at para.5 has also highlighted this fact. The DLA has mentioned in his 

comment that non.examinatiofl of a single witness by the 1.0. is highly 

unsatisfactryly for which 1.0. needs to be reprimanded by the supervisory officer 

(page 41). But in the reply given by the 10, he has has not admitted a single fact 

!mistake mentioned above. On the contary he had made wild and baseless 

allegations against the undersigned imputing motive with a view to defame, 

humiliate and lower the dignity of the undersigned with malice, for which separate 
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acttoflS have to be take against him,SuCh conducts on the part of 10, including one 

mentioned at para 13 do not entitle him to enchanced subsistence allowance. 

24. 
It is also seen from the documents at pages 36 to 40 and 44 , 45 

46,47 etc. of crime file containing original complaints and veritifiCatiOn report etc 

that the accused was drawing HRA. But the 10 has not taken into account payment 

of house rent by the accused for the period the accused was staying in hired 

accommodations 

25. 	
On the whole, I find that there is no substance or merit in the 

reply given by Shri S.P. Singh Yadav to the charge sheets served on him as stated 

above.H1S reptyleXPtaflation is therefore rejected as being throughlY unsatisfaCtoIY 

view of the above, the veracity of the charges levelled against Shri S.P. Singh 

ydav,though not in doubt, still can o4y be tested during the oral inquiry ,for whlch 

order shall be issued by the DisciplinarY Authority shortly, by appointing Inquiry 

Off icer and presenting Officer and during the inquiry, Shri S.P. Slngh Yadav should 

extend fufl co-operation for finalising the inquiry at the earliest. 

h 12 t  
(K.L 1(antlngO) 

DYiNSPECTOR GENERAL OF POLICE 
Cal NER GUWA1IATI 

Sgrt S.P. Slngh y adav(Through SP,CBI,GUWahatI) 

Dated: 	- - 

Director General of police, U.P., LuckflOW. 

Addl.Direct0r(),', Calcutta. 

Supdt. of Police, CBI,ACB, Guwahati. 	 / 

DY.1NSPECTOR GENE At dF POLiCE 
CBI NER GUWAHATI 
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No 	i2 	/12/C0MP/SLC/NER/99/(Pt.i) 
Government of India 

Central Bureau of Investigation 
0/0 the Dy.lnspector General of Police 

N.E. Region, Chenikuthi Hill Side, 
Guwahati-781 003 

Dated 2 3_- 

WHEREAS an Inquiry under Rule 8 of the Delhi Spedal Poilce 
Establishment (Subordinate Rank) (Disdpline and Appeal) Rule, 1961 Is being held 
against Shri Suresh Pal Singh Yadav, Inspector, CBI,ACB,Guwahati (now under 
suspension) (Ref. this ID No (1) 411 1 / 1 2/Com/SLC/NER/99/Pt.II Dated 
22.10.2000 and (ii) 4105/I 2/Comp/SLC/NERJ99/Pt.l Dated 21.10.2000) 

AND WHEREAS the undersigned considers that an Inquiring 
Authority should be appointed to Inciure Into the charges framed against said Shri 
S.P. Singh Yadav, Inspector, CBI,ACB,Guwahati (now under suspension). 

NOW,THEREFORE I  the undersigned, fin exercise of the powers 
conferred by subru!e 3 of the said rule hereby appoints Shri V.Agashe, Dy. Supdt. 
of Police, CBI,ACB,Shfllong Unit as the Inquiring Authority to inquire into the 
charges framed against the said Shri Suresh Pal Singh Yadav, Inspector, 
CBlACB,Guwahati (now tinder suspension). 

Shri H. Banerlee, Si CBL,Guwahati is appointed as Presenting p 
Officer to present the case before the tiuiring Authority. 

(K.(. i<aingo) 
DYJNSPECTOR GENERAL OF POUCE 

CBI N.E.R GUWAHATI 

Copy to: 
'..-' Shri Suresh Pal Singh Yadav, Inspector,CBI,Guwahati(n0w under 

suspension) through SP, C31, ACB, Guwahati. 

Supdt. of Police, CBLACB, Guwahati. 

Shri V. Agashe, Inquiring Authority, DSP,CBL, Shillong Unit. 

Shri N. Banerjee, Si, CBI,ACB GuwahatL 

Director General of Police, U.P., Lucknow. 

MdI. Director, CR1, Calcutta for favour ot information. 



FANI 
EXtJP A/ 

vernment of 'odia 
Central Jreau of Tnvestigation 
.O/O.Dj.Sudt. of Police 
titi—rruption Branch, 
0aklfld,S1il1ong 

TO, 	 24.1.21)1)1. 
n. S.P  Sjnah 'adav, 
nsnr , I/ACW.1wahti 

1ktder suspension ) 

(irough SP/CBI/J wahti). 

Pf L. 	Wemorandum N,. 1516/12/COMP/ SLC/NEP/(Part .  Ii) 
dated 22.5.2000. 

e undrsigned in the cap3city as the Inouiring 
Aithcrjtywith reference to above 14morancium has fixed 1.2.21)01 
as t 	date for Preliminary Enciuiry, you are hereby directed 
to present yourself for preliminary enoutry at 2.1)1)PM in the 
O10.Dj.SP1CBI/ACB/O a k1 3nd,i1long :_ I on the afore—said date. 

VAIBHA AGASHE 
.jgrintEndent of Police 
CBI(ACB)iu ong . 

(ENJIRY OFFICER ) 

3/__ _' 	 Dated: 24.1.2001. 

10 	 Qopy forwarded to DIG/CBI/NEwahti for information 
and necessary action, with e reouest to spare & direct 
the following office;I/chI/cZ'j's as per above oroqrmq — they.are 
3. S. P,  Sjr1h 'adv, spr CBI Gjp.ah t I tUJ S) ICO) a'i 

. Mafloj Banerjee, 	(P0). 

SP/CBI/A/QJw ahti for infoation & necesery action 
with .a recuest to snare & direct 	. M.Baneree,SI/CBIf. 

Iwahati. ( P0 to attend the P.H. 

attend the p.!-i. with the relied upon dowment - .--' 
.MBanerjee 13I/CBI/Gj w3h.j.  (Po, He is recuested to 

• 	VAISHAV AGASHE ) 
.Jiriritendent of Po1 
CBiACB)11 long. 

ENJIRY OFFICER) 

\e. 	 -F., 



To, 

Sri Vaih.hav Aaihe 	 0 

L)y. Supdt. of Police 
CBI/ACB/SPE 
Oakland, 
Shillong - 1. 	 00 

Sub : Memorandum 	No. 	1516/12/cONP/SLC/NER/Part.II0 	dt. 
22.5.2000. 

Ref : Your letter no. DISC/3/82 dt. 24.01.2001. as received on 
31.01.2001. 

a 

Sir, - 	--- 	- -- 	•---- 	-- - 	 - 

May kindly ref above on the subject matter. In this 

connection I am forwarding herewith three seperate letters 

containing ,2,2 & 6 pages respectively (each page signed by 

me) for favour of your consideration and necessary action 

please. 

Yours faithfully, 

• • 0 

(Suresh Pal Singh Yadav) 

IUSP/CE31/ACB/ U/s 
Guwahati. 

JUP 



To 

Sri Vaibhav Agashe 

Dy. Supclt. of Police 

CBI/AcB/Shillong 

(Inquiry Authority) 	
0 - 

Sub : PrelimiLlary Enquiry in respect of charges vide Memorandum 
No. l516, 1l2/COP/SLC/NER/(Part. 1 I) dt. 25.5.2000. 

Ref : Your letter no. DISC/3/82 dt. 24.01.2001. as receive&on 
31.01.2001. 

Sir, 

1 -- 

4 - 	. • _0 	 - 	 - 	- 

flay kindly ref. as above on the subject matter whereby I 

am directed to present myself for preliminary Inquiry at 10 NI 

in the 0/0 the DSP/CBI/ACB Oakland Shil].óflgl on 23/1/2000. 

2. In this connection I am to state that I am unable to 

attend Inquiry as aforesaid for the fo11-iingreaSonS :- 

that the Disciplinary Authority i.e. DIG/CBI/NER Sri 

K.C. KanungO- vide his suspension order, CBI ID No. 

1191/12/Comp/SLC/NER/9 9  dtd 28/4/2 000 has directed me 

not to leave the Head Quarter without obtaining 

previous permission of DIG himself and since than I 

have received no communication from him as regards 

change of. this condition restricting my movement 

outside Head Quarter 1.e. Guwahati ever since my 

suspension w.e.f. 26.4.2000. 

.Furhter, you might be aware that as per provisions of 

suspension in fundamental rule if the period of - 

suspension is extended heyonl three months for any 

reason for which the suspended offtcer.IS not directly 

Pq 
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- 

41\ 

	

• 	and solely responsible for delay in Iruiry than his 

subsistence allowance would be increased to 75% of the 

pay. However long 9(nine) months has elapsed sincE my 

suspension w.e.f. 26/4/2000 without InquIry and for no 

fault of mine 'in delay of Inquiry, and despite my 

appeal the Disciplinary Authority maliciously and with 

a sole malevolent objective of wrecking me mentally and 

financially didnot increased the subsistance allowance 

as per provision from 50% to 75% and Lhus conderrning me 

to s'r1ous iinancial constraints and as such i am 

unable to attend Inquiry at Shillong' and maintain' 

myself atShillong during course of Inquiry. 

* 	- 	
- 	 ' - - 	 ' 	 - 	 r 	 , 	 - 	 ' 	 '. '- 	

:--•-- •'• 	- -' - - - 

This i's for kind information and necessary action 
please. 

Yours' faithfully, 

Suresh Pal Singh Yadav 
INSP/CBI/ACB/U/5 

-' Guwahatj. 



- 

/ 
To 	'- 

Sri Vaibhav Agashe 

I)y. Supdt. of Police, CBI/1CB 

Shillong. 

(Inquiring Authority) 

Sub : Preliminary Enquiry in respect of charges vide Memorandum 

No. •1516/12/COMP/SLC/NER/(Part.II) dt. 25.05.2000. 

Ref : Your letter no. DISC/3/82 dt. 24.01.2001 as received on 

31.01.2001. 

Sir, 

May kindly ref. above on the suIject matter whereby I am 

directed to appear before you at Shillong on 23/1/2001 for  

preliminary inquiry. - - 

In this connection it- is humbly submitted that in the 

subject matter neither- the rule nor procedure whereunder 

the proposed Inquiry is to be conducted, has been mentioned. 

Further, the Disciplinary Authority, i.e. DIG/CBI/NER Sri 

ICC. Kanungo who himself prepared- the charge memorandum 

after whatever prelfriinry Enquiry by him, failed to despatch 

as yet the essentialand inseparable enclosures of charge 

memorandum i.e. list of witnesses and list of documents 

whereon the charges- in proposed Inquiry are to be proved 

against me. 

- - - 	 understanding 
It, is Eftrange, but not beyond - my prudentA that the 

Disciplinary Authority i.e. DIGJCBI/NER who is well aware 

- of the fact and provision in CBI as well as procedural 

requirement of Disciplinary  proceedings, that while sending 

SP"s report to concerned departmental authorities for RDJ\ 

proceedings, -Charge - mernorandm, Article- of charges, 

- .Statementc, of Imputation, List of witnesses and list of 

documents cited.qlongwith gists of witnesses and facts of 

documents to he cited in. -  departntental proceedings etc, are 

invariably enclosed. urther.-more for any failing in this 

regard he himself will call the -investigating officer of 
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the CDI to the Regional Office for preparin9 the same, but 

under no circumstances charge memorandum is sentiithbut list 

of witness and list of documents to be relied upon. 

In view of. it, the reason, for failure on the part of 

DIc/cBI/WER to send then along with charge memorandurn,andas 

heard in the department, from reliable sourcE'5are not far to 

seek but reasonabli le.toh'lievethatsame has been done by 

Disciplinary authority with deliberate & malevolent objective 

to recaste the said list of witnesses and iist,documents after 

receipt of my written statements in respect of charge 

memorandum.to  suite IS design and in view of defence taken by me 
inW.S. 

4. 	I have learnt now that said list of witnesses and list 

of documents are being casted under direction of DIG/CBI/NER. 

Sri K.C. may as that be, I am least afraid of 

such malicious tactics of Disciplinary authority to. secure 

tailor made Inquiry report under pressure from Inquir1n - 

Authority on the basis.of tutored statement of witnesses and 

manufacutred fact in documents after receipt of my written 

statement.Iiowever.in  the interest of justice & fairness and 

with a view to defend myself reasonably and properly said 

list of witne.sses and documents as proposed •to be cited in 

said Inquiry be furnished to me first as per the provisions 

and a reasonable time may also be provided to prepare my 

defence in view of above factshefore any Inquiry. 

This is foE your kind consideration and necessary order 

please. 

Yours faithfully, 

Suresh Pal Singh Yadav 

INSP/CBI/ACB/ U/s 

Guwahati. 



1c 
To. 	 - 

Sri Vaibhav Agashe 

I)y. Supdt. of Police 

CIII (ACI3) Shillong 

(Inquiring Authority) 

Sub : Preliminary Enquiry in respect of charges vide Memorandum 

No. 1516/12/COMP/SLC/NER/(Part.II) dt 25.05.2000. 

Ref 	Your letter no. DISC/3/82 dt. 24.01.2001. as received on 

31.01.2001. 

Sir, 

flay kindly ref. above on the subject matter. In this 

connection I have to submit-. 

That as you are aware that my appeal under rule 14 of 

DSPE(D.A) Rules against the order of suspension and 

• memorandum of charges ai-; above said, besides another 

memorandum nf charges issued alongwith above said, vide No. 

1516/12/comp/SLC/NER(Pti II) dL. 22/5/2000 are pending 

• before appellate nithority i.e. Additional Director 

CBI/flZ/Calcutta for disposal. Thus in view of the fact that 

my appeal before IDCBI i.s pending for disposal, -the inquiry 

against me should not be carried out until disposa1 in as 
much is the completion of i nquiry and imposition of the 

penalty on the basis of the same would render the appeal 

infructuous. 

That it is also noteworthy that the inquiring officer who 

is appointed to undertake the Inquiry is undergoing 

probation period and confirmation of his service is 

depending upon the dcci sion to be taken by Di.scip] mary 

Authority i.e Sri J.C. Kanungo 1)JG/C131/NIIR. Therefore the 

'N 
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V Inquiry Officer would be constantlY under the pressure of 

the DIsCiplinarY Authority and WOUI(1 he unable to exrcise 

his Independent mind. 

4.Further some incidents happened in recent past wherein the 

pay of the Inquiry officer was held up stating his official 

tour as unauthori ed tour and the period On ri tour as 

unauthoriZed absence and also in respect of his release 

form Shillong branch to join at New Delhi On transfer 

wheie l4is respected wif(Wcwly wedded) IS working, and 

thereaftet the way he - was not allowed to jOiH at C? Dlhi On the 

message f of •  Disciplinary Authority under 
	threat 	of 

disciplinarY action (which is 'still pending) and tIits 

•and rejoin aciain at Shullong unit forcing him to recall  

keeping the other departmental atiOP in abeyance for time 

beingevOkes a, genu.ine apprheflSi0fl in me that the Inquiry 

officer will he used as a tool by DisciplinarY Authority to 

submit 
a tailor made Inquiry at the dictate of disciplinary 

authority by using the prding disciplinary matters aainsL 

Inquiry Officer to succumb to the pressure ofDiscip]inflrY 

AuthoriY that is 'Sri. K.C. KanunqO DIG/CBI/NER. 

5. It is al 1so important to note the observation ' of the 

Disciplinary Officer i.e. DIG/CBI/flER appearifly on page 84 of 

the Inspection ieport of Guwahai branch by ,  DIG during 

Dec'2000' that "The charged 'officiai has given reply to 

these chrgesheetS which were not found satisfactory. 

Accordingly Sri V. Agashe DSP/CBI Shillong unit has been 

appointeJ as Enquiry Officer vide No. 4123/12/ComP/SLC/99 

Pt(II) dt. 23/1019 9  and Sri Hanoj Banerjee SI as presenting 

officer. As E.0 has been -transferedto Delhi, he has been 

directed tet these inquiries coripletecl early and before his 

relief". Ur!ici er the circumstances the Inquiring Officer has no 

the. Deep-Sen hut onl.y choice •to choice between Devil and 	
he 

dictated by the Devil i.e. the choice offered by the worthy 

Disciplinary Authority i.e. DI6/CBh/?1EP Sri l.C. KanuncJo to 

extract altai.ior made Inquiry Report from Enquiry officer at 

the earlist with a view to pass punishflent 'ordei against me 

• H / 



- 

H 	 rQ 
if  

for etrafleOUS COUSJ.(lCraLlOtis (already exp1aned in appeal 

bcfhre Ai)CBI/EZ/Ca Icutta which Is ;t.i 11. endincj 3i,!a1 before hiiTt) 

and in bargaln to wittdraW disctpI mary action ayainst r.o.,, 

which may entail serious conserp1efl(' for his entire service 

career. and ' than only release him to join his newly wedec3 

respected wifc.,seperated by a distance of 2000 Km from the 

Enquiry Ofcer. P. tempting c hoice indeed, for any normal 

homosepian species of Darwin to jump upon with glea to grab 

the opportnitY of joining the wife early, and in bonus earn 

the well deserved confirmation report of the DIG as well s 

drop?ifl .of,prOpOSed diciplinary matters, release' o pay 'etc.' 

for unauthorized absence etc. ordered t o  he made by the 

C . 

DIG/CDh/NRL 

6. In myseries of repr.esflLati0fl I have shiowil tie anitnus of 

DiscipliIarY Authority against me and i have a reason,tp 

believe that Disciplinary Authority would • exert his 

pressure on the Inqüiring Authority to take a' desired 

approach towars me in the Inquiry. Therefore, in the 

interest of justice I request that a confirmed/Permanent 

officer of ,  the CBI, who is not directly working under him 

and outside his influence, should be appointed to ctas an 

Inquiring of ficer.So that he can act independently & free 

from :the pressure of the Dis'iPliT1arY Authority. 

7.Furthe.r itwould not be inapropriate and out of place to bring to 

your notice, the reactiOflrY, prejudicial,, arbitrary and 

discriminatory remarks of Disciplinary Authority in his 

Annual branch inspectiOn for the year 1999 and 2000 that 

"Reward should not be given to person like S.P. Singh who 

is using eward money for fighting cases a9aiflSt CBI". 

"The last but not the least is gross partiality and 

harassiflen .of department staff by' deputatOflist 	of ficers 

whose I carrier 	prospects 	are 	being 	systematicalii S  

rnged,'destrOyed "in well pl:aiined manner and creating 

situatin of internal infightiny in organisatiOfl. They are 

; ! doptillql  the Policy of divide and rule which, has, caused 

thorough demorlizatiOfl among •ti departmental staff". 

SN 



us i. n view of a foresa id observation, the truth is not ía r 

to spek and surmisc that the uisciplinary Authority i.e 

DIG/CBI/NER Sri K.C. Kanungo who is a departmental proinotee 

is echoing his deep sealed grouse a(jainst the deputationist 

in general and IPS officers ii, parti cular, through the 

mouth of lower staff, Lhouqh none of them harhours or feed 

to such dangerous feelings in the organisation. May as that 

be, it is chilling and mortifying to learn that an officer 

of such an exalted position believES , harh)OUrS and 

propogate such dangerous doctrinej theorized'on'his real or 

imaginary perception) to describe the state of 'affairs in 

CBI. Therefore I have a reason to believe that the worthy 

proponentdi ,scOVerer and author of thr,  Philosophy himself 

in recti.onary vein under mental seize of the said 

philosophy is actingas a counter balance to systenatically 

damage /cestory 	the 	career prospects 	of 	me 	like 

deputationists in a well planned manner by initiating and 

ii. tituting action against as many as 7 chargesheets for 

major and minor penalty with in a short span of. 3 months on 

false flimsy & non exi.stant grounrlq against which replies 

were given and appeal is pending for disposal under Rule 14 

before Ai)CBI/EZ/Calcutta, puttinqnund(,tzsuspeflsion  for more 

than 9 months until now 	 per pro!son,9oprfg3 months 

salary, ordering for not granting rewards as per his 

direction in inspection report of 1999. Not granti; y leave 

encashment in lieu of Earned leave as per existent 

provision, not granting deputation duty - allowance at 

enhanced rate applicable since 1997, re-opening those 

matters without competence which were closed either by 

hon'ble court or his superirs like ADCJ3I Calcutta to find 

fault only but targetting superior I.P.S officers. The list 

is unending however)  last but not the least to mention is 

the passing of the order For initiating regular inquiry i.n 

all the c1iargesheetr above said appointing flnquiry Officer 

by D.A. with full knowledqe that my appeal against all of 
for clisosa1 

them are pending 7 as yet before the appelatte authority i.e. 

Additional Directoi: CBI/EZ/Calcutta. Dr U.N. Rissiisl.P.S., 

V33 - 

ft 	4 	ft 



if 	5 	if 

a depuLa tIOniS t which reeks mali cr () f tilO 1)isC.Lpl i.iiary 

Au Lhori Ly i r a s m;ich .1 s ha F. I h- dollo I l i F Ii (Thy I (U 

moti.ve to scuttle any move and ohsLruct appli en Lion of 

IndopciidcnL mind ill di sposni ol 'ty appal h; Lhe aeai laLe 

authori ty. 

• 	'l'hus 	I 	iliIVI3 	a 	i. (2015011 	Lo 	l.c t ir'c' 	Lha L 	Llir, 	IJL;c i.p I ima UY 

authority w.i.Lli the aforesaid dnriyer ous iiientai fi.xn Lion has 

targetted me like lower dCJLflLhM1.i5L 	tool for settling 

I&F carecrr scars & scores as 	clic.ed by him in the 

aforesaid ohserVatiOfl and I have a firm belie I that the 	•. 

SOi id hargeSheet$ \a're issued by the disciplinary authority 

and asst:d order for initiaLi.fl regular proceedings wthont 

SenSe of proportion 	and p oper application of mind and 

under psychologicalinfirrnitie 	as expressed by him In 

aforesaid Inspection Report, and thus I have a mortifying 

apprehension that any Inquiry under present Disciplinary 

Authority and. by the Inquiry officer appointed by him will 

be a farce. 

0. I am not afraid of above said 7 chargesheet issued so far 

or any other 700 might be contemplated by the Disclplinar.y 

authority, For Inquiry again me after the Iion'ble Central 

Administlative Tribunal ordered for stay of my 

repartriatiOfl order in October 1999 but the important 

question herein is that why such senior officer should nOt 

learn to accept gracefully the verdict of the Flon'ble Court 

but use their supervisory and disciplinary . stick to nullify 

the result of judicial orders and force obey their dictatesoutside 

court in the guise of supervision and impranable armour of 

Discipline, instituting inquiri.c?S at the drop of hats just 

to cause harraSsmeflt vexation and financial injury to 

lower sub-ordinates. Thus 1 have a serious doubt that any 

Inquiry under present dispenratiOn and in view of aforesaid 

could be carried out with Justic(-- )  Fairness and reasonable 

opportunity to defend myself. 

\ 



- 

I hope that necess 'y and appropriate action would he 

taKen in the rnattcr I have sLited ahove and failing which I. 

would be at liberty to seek appropriate legal remedies. I 

expect an expeditious reply of this request of mine and till 

the same is done Enquiry should not be ;rdd to 

precipitate the issue. 

I 

Yours faithfully, 

qC _j 
4, 	

.. 

Suresh Pal Singh Yadav 

INSP/CBI/ACB/U/s 

Guwahati. 

4 
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3OMR 
I • 	 IN THE CEN 	L DMINISTRATIVE TR UNAL 

61— 

BETWEEN 	

c Shri Suresh Pal Singh Yadav, Inspector. 
(Under Suspension), 
Central Bureau of Investigation, 
Office of the Süpdt. of Police, 
Central Bureau of Investigation, 
R.C.Baruah Road, Sundarpur, 
Guwahati- 781 005. 

Applicant. 
AND 

K.C.Kanungo, 
Dy. Inspector General of Police, 
Central Bureau of Investigation, 

- 	North Eastern Region, 
Guwahati. 

Respondents. 

The Dy. Inspector General of Police, 
Central Bureau of Investigation, 
North Eastern Region, 
Guwahati. 

The Union of India, 
through the Secretary, 
to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Personnel & 

• 	Training, New Delhi. 

Submission on behalf of Respondents indluding by Respondent 
No.1 (who is also respondent No.2) 

Para I 	The application is directed against the 

The memorandum • No.1516/I 2/COMP/SLC/NER/(Pt.11) dated• 

22.5.2000 containing articles of charges 	• • 

and 

Order No.4111/I 2/COMP/SLC/NER/99/Pt.II dated 22.10.2000, 

both issued by respondent no.1, the latter being the order rejecting the written 

statement of the applicant being found unsatisfactory and instituting Inquiry 

against the applicant. 

• .• •- 
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Para.2. 	Though the applicant has averred that the matter is well within the 

jurisdiction of the Hon'ble Tribunal but the respondent no.1 has serious 

reservations about the same, because both the orders referred to above, were 

issued by respondent no.1, on valid and legal ground, elaborating detailed 

reasons, which were self-speaking in nature. 

Para.3. 	(Limitation) :- 	The appeal dt.18.7.2000referred to by 

the applicant against the charge sheet was not done under the rule 14 of the 

Delhi Special Police Establishment Act(Subordinate Rank) (Discipline and 

Appeal) Rules, 1961, which provides for an appeal against suspension and not 

against the charge sheet issued to the delinquent official. Moreover, the 

applicant was issued with the charge sheets and was kept under suspension, 

with the approval of Director, CBI. 

Para.4. 	(FACTS OF THE CASE) 

Para.4.1. 	The applicant has alleged that his reply given to the charge sheet 

was rejected by respondent no.1, with sole purpose of his harassment and 

victimisation and that the charges brought against him were trumped up charges 

- - based on allegations, concocted by the Disciplinary Authority which is not a fact 

and denied. The charge sheet was issued in conformity with the law and after 

proper application of the mind to the facts in issue. This was necessiated to 

maintain efficieny, disdipline and docorum in the office as the applicant was 

found to have committed serious acts of misconduct, negligence, improper 

investigation and insubordination and impropriety etc. which tended to subvert 

discipline of the office but for which the applicant was also kept under 

suspension with approval of the Director, CBI. The orders of the CBI H.O. 

communicating order of the Director for keeping the applicant under suspension 

and for initiating Regular Departmental Proceedings against him was received 

from Addl. Director, CBI, Calcutta vide Fax Message 

No.79/I 8/STAFF/J D(E)199-CAL dt.23.3.2000, which is marked as Annexure-

All. 

There is no bar for taking disciplinary' action against the applicant 

for acts of misconduct committed during period anterior in time to the 
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appointment of respondent no.1 in his present capacity as Disciplinary Authority 

of the applicant. The report of investigation submitted by the applicant in 

RC?27(A)/96-SHG recommending closure of the case, though finally accepted by 

the competflt Authority was based on the report and perfunctory investigation 

conducted by the applicant, forcing the higher officers to accept the 

recommendation willy-filly. At the same time, it was pointed to the applicant by 

various officers who examined his report that his investigation was very poor and 

the applicant deserved to be reprimanded for conducting such investigation. In 

fact, the applicant recommended closure of the case without examining a sincliQ 

witness during investigation. Shri D.C. Sarkar the then Dy. Legal Adviser, CBI, 

now Additional Legal Adviser in his comment dt.12.5.98.at para 5 had observed 

or that non-examination of a single witness by the 1.0. is highly unsatisfactorVJ 

• 	 which 1.0. needs to be reprimanded by the Supervising Officer. The comment of 

Shri D.C. Sarkar is enclosed as AnnexureN 11(4) 

Para.4.2. 	The facts relate to the appointment of the applicant in CBI as 

Inspector which is a matter of record. 

Para.4.3. 	The applicant has maintained that his performance in CBI was 

exemplary as he received several rewards and commendations during discharge 

of his official duties. These rewards and commendations which were issued to 

the applicant appear to have been done more or less, in routine manner and 

these do not attest to any exemplary performance of duty by the applicant. This 

•  fact is further clear from the copies of the respective orders/ certificates issued in 

these regards and enclosed by the applicant with the application. It is further 

fortified from the report of Inspection dt.01 .07.97 of the Guwahati Branch, 

conducted by Shri N.Mallik, IPS, DIG (predecessor of respondent no.1) whose 

observation in this regard is reproduced below: 

• 	 "I have indicated in my previous inspection that SP was vry liberal 

in granting rewards for undeserving cas. InmV opinion the trend continued 

throughout the year, 1996 and also in early part of 1997. In fact, this tendency 

has been checked only after receipt of H.O. instruction regarding grant of 

rewards. 
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H 	I had earlier pointed out that rewards should be very selective and 

should be given not for routine works but for extra ordinary piece of work, like 

arrest of absconders, good and gualitative investigation, good recovery in 

searchs, good trap cases or good convictions achieved. If the rewards are 

granted most liberally and indiscriminately, the same is bound to loose its 

importance. 

• It is therefore, clear that rewards and commendations granted to 

the applicant don't fall in any of the above categories. 

Moreover the real character of the applicant and his perfunctory 

work ad arrogant behaviour came to the notice of the Authority later, on 

account of which the following adverse remarks were recorded in the Applicant's 

ACR, during the period of the predecessor of respondent no.1 and was 

communicated to the applicant, vide No.511 dt.29.7.99. 

(I) 	"He has tendency to finalise cases without collecting 

clinching evidence. 

(ii) 	He is an indisciplined officer and exhibits insubordination 

occassionally" 

Therefore the allegation made by the applicant that the charge 

sheets were issued to him by the respondent no.1 without applications of mind is 

• 	absolutély baseless, mischievous and malafide in nature and without any 

• 	 substance, as these were done, perfectly in accordance with the law and 

procedure, after due application of mind. 

Para.4A. 	The applicant has attributed animus to the respondent no.1 which, 

• according to the applicant, developed after the latter filed a petition (O.A. 

No.338/99) before the Guwahati Bench of the Hon'ble Tribunal, assailing the 

order of repatriation of the applicant issued by CBI and seeking his absosrption 

in the oganisation. This is thoroughly incorrect and mis-conceived as the order 

• of repatriation of the applicant with immediate effect was issued not by the 

respondnt no.1 but by the Head Office (H.O.) of CBI. On the contrary, the 

respondent no.1 had, recommended in favour of the applicant, and had request 

H.O. not for his immediate repatriation, vide No.1444/142/99-NER dt.16.9.1999 
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which is enclosed vide Annexure- A/2. Moreover, it was not only the applicant 

alone who had been asked to be repatriated. Various other officials of CBI 

posted in the N.E.Region, both at Guwahati and Silchar Branch were ordered by 

H.O. for immediate repatriation after they completed their deputation tenure 

• 	against which they filed petitions, before Hon'ble Tribunal. No charge sheets 

• have been issued to any of them, unlike the applicant. These officials of CBI who 

had been ordered for immediate repatriation and who have filed petitions in the 

Hon'ble CAT, Guwahati Bench against their orders of repatriation are 

(I) 	Shri K.M. Das, Inspector, CBI, Guwahati. 

Shri D.Dutta, Inspector, CBI, Guwahati. 

Shri A.K. Deb, PP, CBI, Guwahati. 

Shri D.Bhattacharjee, Inspector, CBI, Silchar. 

Shri M.J.Kutton, Constable, CBI, Silchar. 

Shri Johny Thomas, Constabke, CBI, Silchar. 

(yii) 	Shri Ashit Kr. Deb, Constable, CBI, Slichar. 

The application filed by last three officials vide O.A. No.416 of 1999 

has already been dismissed by the Hon'ble Tribunal vide order dated 30.1.2001. 

observing inter alia, as under :- - 

"We have given our anxious consideration on the matter. In our 

opinion a deputationist as such can not claim any right to continue in the 

borrowing department. The deputationist continued to be an employee in his / 

her parent department but his / her service is place on deputation to a post 

outside his cadre in another department on a temporary arrangement. On expirv 

of the period of deputation, the employee is to go back to his / her parent 

department and to discharge the duty in the parent department in the same post 

or in a higher post if he / she earned promotion in the parent Department as per 

the service rules. The deputationists, as such, do not have any right for 

absorption in the borrowing department. No such rule / policy produced before 

us indicating any provision for absorption of the deputationist. 

• - ...... The above observation of the Hon'ble Tribunal is based on the 

decisionof the Hon'ble "Delhi High Court in the case of Union of India Vs. Shri 



/ 
1492 \ 
Mathura Dutta (CW.1721, 1889 and 1995/97) and the order of the Apex Court 

and Ors,in Civil Writ No.1721,1889, 1895, of 1997 and the order of the Apex 

Court dated 13.12.1999 in SLP No.16694-95/99. The respondents also referred 

to and rlied upon the Judgement of the Principal Bench of this Tribunal in O.A. 

No.872/98 (Prithvi Singh & Ors Vs. UOI & Ors) decided on 7.11 .1998. 

It is therefore prayed that the application of the present applicant 

filed vide O.A. No.338/99 may kindly be dismissed likewise, which is causina 

Para.4.5,1 	It is not a fact that the applicant was convalescing on medical 

advice, taving suffered from severe chest pain on 30.9.99. It has been apparent 

that the applicant unauthorisedly absented from duty, in order to evade the 

delivery of the H.O. order on him for his immediate repatriation, and other 

important communication from the office of SP CBI Guwahati and urgent matter 

which beOame clear from the subsequent conducts of the applicant. 

Para 4.64. The allegation of Administrative high. handedness of respondent 

no.1 is wihout substance baseless and hence denied. 

Para.4.7. 	It is not a fact that Dr. Rupali Baruah whom the applicant had 

consulted for his alleged chest pain was the nearest, available Doctor as made 

out by thel  applicant. In fact Dr. Rupali Baruah was some way related to the 

applicant. She was not authorised to issue any Medical Certificate or Treat any 

patient, neither in her official nor in her private capacity. This fact has been 

confirmed by Dr. M.M. Deka, Principal-cum-chief Medical Supdt. Guwahati 

Medical Qollege Hospital in his letter No.MCP/1/84/347 dt.3.5.2000 marked as 

Annexuré-A/3. 

Para.48. 	It is not a fact that the applicant had temporarily shifted to his 

in-law's háuse in Chenikuthi, Guwahati. This is because, the report of official 

sent by S.P., CBI, Guwahati to the residence of the applicant during the relevant 

period would clearly testify to the contrary. Moreover, the applicant, at no point of 

time reported this fact about shifting of his residence to his in-law's house to the 

SP, CBI, Guwahati, where he is working and which he was duty-bound to do. 
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in, the applicant has mentioned falsely that he was advised rest 

after check up in the Guwahati Medical College Hospital. Whereas Prof. (Dr.) 

B.R.Baruah,Supdt., Guwahati Medical uoiege tiospital, viue itutii INU. 

MCH1829/82/381 dt.4.5.2000 (marked as Annexure A14) has stated that after 

check up on 1.10.99, no rest was recommended to the applicant. The applicant 

also did not report again in the Guwahati Medical College Hospital for further 

treatment after 1.10.99. On the contrary, the applicant obtained another medical 

certificate from Dr. Rupali Baruah, who had no locus standi to issue any such 

certificate, and which was inadmissible. 

Para.4.9. 	The so called medical fitness certificate submitted by the applicant 

was not a valid and proper one. As such, the said certificate was rightly rejected 

by the applicant's controlling Officer, I.e. S.P., CBI, Guwahati. 

The applicant was called upon by his Controlling Officer i.e. SP CBI 

Guwahati, vide letter No. DPSHL. 1 999/05583/A/20/1 57/93 dt.30. 11.99 (ma.rked 

as Annexure A15) to explain why the above, period for which the applicant had 

applied for medical leave, should not be treated as unauthorised absence. 

Para.4.10. The facts narrated by the applicant have not been correctly stated 

• and is denied. In fact Shri J.N. Gogoi, SI who was asked by SP, CBI, Guwahati 

to visit the residence of the applicant for delivering two letters (Closed covers) to 

the applicant, after visiting the applicant's house several times found the house 

under lock and key. The reports of Shri J.N.Gogoi, SI, who had also met the wife 

of applicant on 2nd. occassion, are enclosed as Annexures A/6(1) and A16 (2)). 

These reports clearly show that the applicant was not in his father-in law's house 

taking rest, as alleged. Had it been so, the applicant wife should have surely 

known this fact and informed CBI accordingly. 

Para 4.11. The applicant has enclosed a copy of his written reply dated 

6.12.99 - No comment. 

Para 4.12. & 

Para 4.13. Due to unauthorised absence of the applicant from duty from 

1.10.99 to 28.10.99 (28 days), no salary was paid to the applicant by the 

Controlling Officer of the applicant as per the rule. 
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Para 4.14.. There is no such rule which would debar any controlling officer to 

verify the facts and pleas of his subordinate staff (applicant) regarding his 

unauthàrised absence from duty, irom the concerned deptt. And as such, the 

questioh of exercising of the police power, as alleged by the applicant, is 

thoroughly irrelevant, misconceived and beside the point. 

'Para 4.15. It is a fact that the applicant, through his wife had loged a complaint 

to the Director., CBI and to Assam Human Rights Commission and had appealed 

to the .oint Director, CBI as stated by the applicant. Accordingly, Joint Director, 

CBI (now AddI. Director, East Zone) had conducted and inquiry into the said 

allegations made by the wife of the applicant which was found to be totally false 

and 'acordingly Joint Director, CBI, reported the matter to the Head Office. This 

fact susequently came to the notice of respondent No.1 through the D.O. letter 

No.Dy.DE 2000 003291/0079 dt.06.03.2000of Special Director(E)., CBI.. 

The allegation of the applicant that CBI personnel indulged in an 

• impropr behaviour at the residence of the applicant and tried to intimidate his 

wife and daughter is purely mischievous and malicious. The allegations were 

found false during the above inquiry. The reports of Shri Anil Borthakur, Head 

Consthble and Shri Bhag Singh Katoch, Constable who were deputed by the 

S.P. to the residence of the applicant are enclosed as Annexure A17 and A/8, 

alongwith 	the report of Shri 	A.K.Saha, DSP, 	vide 	No.A/10/157/93/04730 

dt.28.07.2000, marked as Annexure A19, who was asked to verify the above 

complint of Smt. Jonali Barua, wife of the applicant. 

Para 4.16. The applicant has alleged that sometime in Novernber/ December, 

1999, i n file No.153/99NOL.lh/NER, the Respondent No.1 in his note to SP,CBI, 

'wrote that rewards should not be given to person like S.P. Singh Yadav who is 

using the reward money for fighting CAT cases against CBI. Shri Manoj Deb, PA 

who is maintaining the above file after going through the said file has certified 

that no such note was recorded by respondent 'No.1 in the above file. This is 

marked as Annexure A/lU. 

Para 4.17. The applicant has referred to the order dt.28.3.2000, issued by 

respondent no.1, intimating the applicant that charge sheet will be served on the 
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applicant on account of allegation of gross misconduct, lack of devotion to duty 

and integrity, deliberate defiance of the order of superior officer, insubordination 

and maling false and motivated allegations against the superior officers by the 

applicari1t. In view of the above, the question of substantiating the allegations at 

thatstae did not arise. 

Para 4.8. The applicant has stated that for denial of benefit of Special Duty 

allowane to him, he has filed a separate application before the Hon'ble Tribunal. 

Para 4.19 The applicant has enclosed copy of the order of suspension 

dt.26.4.000, issued by respondent no.1, as Annexure-A15 - No comment. 

Para 4.20. SP CBI Guwahati vide letter No.A.201157193/00832 dt.8.2.2000 

has intimated that list of witnesses and documents were served on the applicant 

which is marked as Annexure AI11(1). The said list of witness and documents 

were sent to SP vide No.469/12/Comp/SLC/NER/99(Pt.11) marked as 

Annexure-N1 1(2). 

Para 4.21. The applicant did not conduct investigation properly and without 

examining a single witness recommended closure of the case. 

Para 4.122. The opinion of Sr.PP, Shri J.S.Terang who examined the final 

report, shOws clearly that the applicant did not examine a single witness during 

investigation as no statement of witness was/ is available in CD file. The opinion 

of Sr.PIP dt.25.3.98 is marked as Annexure-A/1i(3). 

Para 4 !.23 , 
to 

Para 4.25. Since the 1.0. (applicant) did not examine a single witness, the 

questi?n of perusal of statements of witness does not arise. Accordingly Shri 

J.S.Terang, Sr.PP certified as under. 

"Certified that I have carefully gone through the FR(t). I have 

examiiied case diraries but I .found that no witness have been examined by the 

1.0. and so no statement of witness are available in the case diary. 

Para 4.26. As already stated above the then Dy. Legal Adviser in his opinion 

dt.12.5.98 (Annexure-A/11(4)), observed as under. 

"Sr.PP has mentioned in his FR(ll) that no witness has been 

examined by the 1.0. and so, statement of witnesses are not available in this 

/ 
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case. This is highly unsatisfactory on the performance of I.Q. who needs to be 

reprimanded by the supervising officer." 

Para 4.27. Shri ftR.Ray, DIG in his comments dt.15.5.98 (Annexure-A/11(5)) 

also reiterated DLA view mentiond above, pointing our, inter-alia. 

"Surprisingly in the FR(lI), Sr.PP had mentioned that no statement 

of witness is available in this case and thus apprently, no witness has been 

examind. This is not only surprising but highly unsatisfactory. DLA has also 

observd accordingly. The branch SP should give his comments in this matter". 

Para 4.28. In view of above Joint Director. had no other option left than to 

agree with the views of officers above. 

Para4.29. The case was closed as 1.0. (applicant) did not collect any 

evidene nor examined a single witness during investigation of the case. 

Para 431. No Comments. 

Para 4.32. No. Comments. 

Para 433. The applicant has not furnished copies of relevant order! Manual 

referred by him in the application. During inspection of the Guwahati Branch, the 

respondent no.1 found but various lapses of the applicant. As an inspecting 

officer Ot the Branch, the respondent No.1 was duty bound to examine all cases 

closedduring investigation! trial! RDA to see if the closures were justified and 

take appropriate action against the defaulters. 

Para 434.• It is true that the work of the investigating officer (in this case the 

appplicant) was required to be supervised by SP. That, however does not mean 

that the 1.0. should not carry investigation properly and would throw the blame 

on the supervising officer for conducting shoddy and improper and motivated 

investiation. The question of supervison by higher officers became out of 

question as no proper report of progress of investigation was being sent 

regularly to higher officers. 

Para 4.35 
and 

Para 4.36. Rule 14 of the Delhi Special Police Establishment (Subordinate 

Ranks) (Discipline and Appeal) Rule, 1961. refer to Appeal, against order of 

suspension. In the instant case, though respondent no.1 was competent to keep 
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the applicant under suspension and initiate Disciplinary Action for major penalty 

under aove Rule (marked as Annexure A112 but he had taken prior approval of 

Directorf CBI and as such the question of further appeal against the order of 

suspension does not arise. An extract of rule 14 of the above rule is mark as 

Annexdre-A/13. 

Para 4.37. 	Since there was no merit in the contention of the applicant in his 

written statement of defence, is as much as the applicant instead of replying to 

the charges against him, made wild and baseless allegations against respondent 

was rejected accordingly, vide order dtd.22.102000 no.1, the written statement 

passedby the respondent no.1 which has been enclosed by the applicant, along 

with his application1 as Annexure-A113. 

Para 4.38. 	The order dtd.22.10.2000, of respondent no.1 was a detailed one, 

giving clear cut reasons as to why the defence of the applicant was not 

acceptable and pointing out the various lapses committed by the applicant. The 

applicant was found to have conducted improper and motivated investigation 

and did not examine a single witness during the investigation of the case nor 

incorporated all relevant facts in his Final Report. He also did not enclose, 

alongwith his Final Report, Calender of Evidence, oral and Documentary, which 

he was duty bound to do. 

Para 4.39. 	The allegations of animus against respondent no.1 	harboured 

towards the applicant, is thoroughly misconcieved and baseless. The conducts 

of applicant came under close scrutiny, alongwith other investigating officers, 

during inspection of Guwahati Branch of CBI in which applicant was serving. 

Para 4.40. 	There is no question of coming' to conclusion about the guilt of the 

applicant which 	has to 	be 	established 	during 	departmental 	enquiry 	only. 

Moreover, the final decision on the result of departmental proceeding has to be 

taken by the Disciplinary Authority of the applicant in the U.P. 	Police the 

applicant being a deputationist officer to CBI. 

Para 4.41. 	The Preliminary Inquiry referred to by the applicant, is actually the 

Preliminary hearing which was proposed to be conducted by the Inquiry Officer 

• 
to find out if all formalities had been completed before commencement of taking 
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evidence of witnesses produced on behalf of the Disciplinary Authority. This was 

done to expedite the hearing only which the applicant does, not want for his own 

vested interest. 

Para4.I2 
and 

Para 4.43. The allegations made by the applicant are frivolous, baseless and 

without substance and hence denied. In" case, the applicant was finding any 

genuine difficulty in attending the Inquiry at Shillong, which the applicant had 

none, he could have brought this fact to the notice of the Respondent No.1, 

sufficietIy in advance. Moreover, Shillong being hardly 100 Km from Guwahati. 

It was quite possible on the part of applicant to return back on the same day after 

attending preliminary hearing. 

Para 4.44. The allegation is baseless and without substance and hence 

denied. The Inquiry Officer has further clarified in his letter dt.12.3.2001 

(Annex ure-A/14) that though he had not received separate letter of confirmation 

in service regarding completion of his probation but the present posting amounts 

to the same. He had further enquired in the CB1 Academy and Head Office CBI 

in this regard and he was told that no such letter is issued. 

There is no question of the Departmental Enquiry against the 

appIicnt being held by another DIG, as long as the applicant remains posted 

underthe jurisdiction of respondent no.1. In case, the applicant has desire to do 

so, hq can submit a petition to the appropriate authority, seeking his transfer 

from Guwahati to Calcutta in his own interest which the competent authority may 

decide as may be appropriate, under the facts and circumstances of the case. 

Para 4.45. As the conducts of the applicant were detrimental to the proper 

maintenance of discipline and efficiency, in the office, it was felt imperative to 

take action against him. Moreover, the misconducts on me part oline appiturn 

were so grave and serious that he had to be kept under suspension and 

departmental proceedings initiated against him on account of various charges 

which has also been done with approval of the Director, CBI. Besides these 

charges the applicant has also been found to have charge sheeted an innocent 

person against decision of CBI Head Office in RC.1 5/93-SHG. Though the 
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explanatin of the applicant was called for by SP CBI Guwahati Copy endorsed 

to DIG vide no.00546/./15(A)/93-SHG dtd.23.1.2000 (AnnexUre-A115), the 

applicant 1  has not submitted any reply till date: The applicant also physically 

assaulted the complaint Shri A.K. Baruah for which disciplinary action has been 

taken aginst the applicant. 

Para 5. 	iGROUNDS FOR RELIEF WITH LEGAL PROVlSIO: 

Para 5.1. 	The charge sheet was served on the applicant for not having 

conductd investigation properly in RC.27(A)/96-SHG and the various lapses on 

his part were pointed out in para No.5 to 24 of the order dtd.22.10.2000 issued 

by Resndeflt No.1 (which has been enclosed by the applicant with his petition 

asAnnexure-ALi) 

Para 5.2. 	The fact that the respondent NO was not posted as DIG when the 

applican was carrying out investigation in the above case does not make any 

differene as the charge sheet can be issued at any time for the lapses 

cornmittd v henever the matter came to the notice. 

Para .5.. 	The charge sheet have been issued in accordance with law and 

proceedure There is nothing in the CBI Manual which would militate against the 

impugnd charge sheet on the applicant, issued vide 

No.1516/12/COMP/S1C/NER1' (PT.11) dtd.22.5.2000. The applicant has also not 

furnishd copies of the relevant provisions of the CBI Manual on which he wants 

tobankupOfl. 

Para 5.4. 	It is not the difference in opinion but the manner in which the 

applicant had conducted investigation, which was most callous and perfunátory 

leadinJ to the closure of the case, which has been the subject matter of the 

chargesheet. 

Para 5.5.. 	The order dtd. 22.10.2000 of respondent no.1 is detailed one, 

giving lear cut reasons and pointing out facts and various lapses on the part of 

applicant for which he was charge sheeted. 

Para 5.6. 	The allegations based on which the charge sheet was issued were 

incorprated in the inspection note of the respondent No.1 which was sent to the 

Joint director! AddI. Director vide No.121 dtd.1,5.1 .2000. The relevant extract of 
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the observation in the inspection Report of respondent no.1(vide pages 43 to 48) 

is enclo ed as Annexure-A/1 6 while forwarding letter as A-I 6(1). 

Para 5.7,. 	There is nothing as such to settle score with the applicant. The 

conduct of the applicant was so repugnant and so much detrimental to discipline 

decorurr and efficiency that there was no other alternative left with respondent 

no.1 than to issue charge sheets against him for his various lapses. The 

applicant was also found unfit to be in CBI by the predecessor of respondent 

no.1, as mentioned above under para 43(Page 4).. 

Para 58. 	There is no merit in the contention of the applicant which has 

alreadybeen discussed under para 4.44 and Annexure A/14 above. The list of 

witnesss and documents were also furnished to the applicant, as has been 

rnentiored under para 4.20 above(Annexure All 1(1) and Annexure A/I 1(2). 

Para 5.9. 	As mentioned earlier Preflminary hearing was intended to find out 

if all formalities have been completed for expeditious hearing. 

Para 6. 	. There is no provision under rule 14 of the Delhi Special Police 

Establihment (Subordinate Ranks) (Disóipline and Appeal) Rules,1961 for 

makingippeal against the charge sheet. 

Para 7.,1, 	No comments. 

Para 8 
and 	 - 

Para 9.1 	There being no merit in the application as mentioned above, it is 

submitted that the application may kindly be dismissed in limine, alongwith 
cost, for causing undue harrassement, tension and loss of time to the 
respordents. 	 . 	 . 	 . 

K.C. Kanungo) 
Dy. Inspector General of Police, 

- 	 CBI NER Guwahati(Respondent Nà.1). 



Confide ta1 

NNEXURE 7'/1. 
IN REPLY TO OA NO. ô1/2001.. 

A&E./ y splas, 

TQ 	:bI&,CaI, N.E. REGION, GUWAHATI (.) 

FROM 	SR.PA  TO Jb(EAST,CBI SCALCUTTA (.) 

ORG. NO.. 7 /18/STAFF/Jb(E)/99-CAL. bATEb 23.3.2000. 

REFERENCE CBI lb NO. 383/12/COMP/SLC/NGR/99 bATEb 

11.2.2000 REGARbING COMPLAINT AGAINST SHRI S.P.SINGH, 

INSPR. CaI,&UWAHATI(.) EXTRACT OF THE OaSERVATIONS OF 

JOINT bIRECTOR (E),CaI, SbCBI (E) AND bCI ARE SENT 

HEREWITII IN 5EPARATE ENCL.OSEb SHEET FOR TAKING 

FURTHER NECESSARY ACTION (.) THIS ISSUES WITH THE 

APPROVAL, OF Jb (EAST),CaI.CAL(.) 

ENCLO :A5ABOVE. 

SR.PA TO Jb(EAST) 
• Car/CALCUTTA. 

• 	 / 

ng J • 



SD 

rz  (g 

7 	 S 

£ - 
	 p 	" -V 	•i c 	WrC. 	••1 vitE  

J 	- 

•-- 	*, 

21 

Li 

t c' 

• 	
.. .. 	A 

• 

	

- 	 S  

• 

• 	

,• 	•. 

1. 	
- 	 • 

• 	

• 	 •. L 

	

:' ;:'-. 	 • 	 • 

; 

/ 

- 

# 

	

________ 	•J• 	!, I 	 •-• -- 

VX 
ng  

,_1sIen 
	 Lav 

	

1• 	

• AIL 



- 

CENTRAL BUREAU 01 INVESTIGATIONS 
N.E. REGIONS 

GUWAHAlff REPLY TO 

r 	Sub:. 	
epatniat0fl of Sbri ••jh aaVs I

nspect0r 	/ 7 
ai,ACBs Guvahat 

00598 .20014h1  

O. 
NO. DPADI 199 
	

dt. 

a tod18 2D9 ' 

RePatc1atb0n of Sbri 5•p.S 
	 not. 

yad8V. 15pect0r. 

CBX,A5 	
GUW6ti 	

raflCh, 	
at 	the 	

mom0  

rec0m 00  

(• KVK anuna° 

DXflsPeCt0X 
GeflOrBl 

of.°' 

C.B.1'

11999*, 

Guwaha 

ept 

Dr. TarS 	
Chand Admifh5tt8t 	

0ff1r 	
CDI New Delhi 

.j/l42/99_NER 	
Dat0dJ5 

mk 

	

• 	 •.• (f2T1%N 

	

• 	 nt eJ POIICSI 
AcAte 

t 0 



rom :- 	Dr.M.M.IDeka,MD 
Principa1 C_chjefSut., 
Gauhj Medical College & Hospita 

/ 	 Guwahatj. 

kv 

(Z 

The Superintendent of Police, 
Cent'reau of 'nvesti-ation,B,

•- Sunderpur, Guwahatj. 

cOFIDEJTLAL 

THE PRINCIPAL cum CHIEF SUPERIMTDENT h. 	fj 	
IATI MEDICAL COLLEGE AND HOSPITAL :: .GIJWABTI , 	

2::::::: 

1CP/1/84/347 
Dtd. Guwahati, May 03, 2000 

Ref :-. 	
Your letter No.02709//20/j57/93 Dt.03.5.2000 

Sir, 

With reference to the above letter, I would 
like to inform you that - 

1. Any registered M.B,B,5 •  Doctor is competent 
to isSue certificate of ailments. But Dr.Rupalj Baruah,MD  
is an offjcdr in the rank of Assistant Professor working 
in Community Medicine Deptt. As such she cannot issue 
aoffjcja1 certificate. 

/ 	 2. It appears that Dr.Rupalj Baruah has issued 
the certificate in her private capacity because no Off,tcial 

e number is ther. 

\ 	
3. She is not entitled to do private practice. 

Thanking you, 

Yours faithfully, 

• 	 (Dr.M.M.Deka) 
Principa1Chjef Supdt., 

Gauhati Medical College & Hospi1. 

-:OOo:- 
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GOVERNMENT OF ASSAM 

Office of the Superintendent 
GAUHATI MEDICAL COLLEGE & HOSPI 

- 	

'Guwahati -781032. ASSAM. INDIA 

~ 01~ 
- 

ii 

NoMCH/ 829/ 82/ // 	 Date 4-5-2000, 

To 	 Superintendent of Police 
CBI,ACB,SundarpU.t,GUahati—. 

Subject:— 	 Information regarding medical certificate 
in respect of Sri Suresh Pal Singh. 

Ref:— 	 Your letterNo.02421/A/20/157/93, dated 17/4/20006 

Sir, 
With reference to the letter number cited above , I 

would like to fuFnish below the reply forfavour of your informati-oh and 

doing the needful. 

As per record of OPD Cardiology, G.M.C.Hospital 
Sri Suresh Pal Singh reported to this hospital' 
for treatment on 1-0-99 videH 0spital Entiy 

• 	 No. 17060/99 and Deptt. ReQd No, 2062/99. 

Dr.(Mrs.) Neena Nath, Resident Physician of 
Cardiology Deptt. of G.M.C.Hospital had issued 

the advice slip .' 

Photostate copies of the, Cardiology 02D for thE 
period from 1-10-99 to 27-10-99, provided • There 
was no Carc1iobgy QPD.on 28-10-99. 

4 ) C bØtQ 
No.4349/99 ( 

copy-enclosed). 

5) No rest was proscribed to the patient by 
Dr'(Mrs,) Neea Nath. Hence question of jssui 
cdrtificate fiom the C.M.C.H. does not arise. 

o) The records reveal that the patient did not 
visit subsequently after 1-10-99. 

7) Dr.(Mrs.) Rupali Baxuah, M.D, is an Officer 
in the rank of Assistant.PTofeSSor working 
in the Community Medicine DepttT ilf Gauhati 
Medical Coliege,Guwahati. As such the certifi 
cate which was issued by her to Sri. Suresh 
Pal Singh is not related with the G.M.C.H. 

It appears that she hg issued the 
medical certificate in her private capacity. 

Yours 

prof. (Dr.) 
SuPefirnCflde\ 

Gauhati Med. 	Ieq3 '&S2gtA 
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. 	. 	 OFFICE OF ThE SUPDT.OF POLICE, 
ANTI CUUJWPI'XON BR.ANCL, 	

ANNEXURE Al 5. • 27 
/ 	

: 	 S 
GUWMATI I1REPLY TO OA NO. 1/20010 

	

.7 	 . NO.DP/S11L/1999/e5 	' .J/v'2O/157/93 Dated.Guwahati 	 9 99. 

To 

Sri .p.sitiqh Yadav. 
5 	 Inspr.C131/ACB/Guwahati. 

Sub i — 	Sanction oL Commuted leave w.e.f. 
01/10/99 to 2A/10/99 - re g.  

.5 ,  

Refer your application dtd.9/10/99 praying for 

Commuted leave w.o.f. 01/10/99 to 28/10/99. It is to inform 

that as per leave Rule 12(8) at page 154/C of Haric1book 1999 

it is stated that non Gazetted. Govt.Servant should produce 

the medical Ccrtlf.lc . 'Le from (i) C.O.U.S. Doctor if theQoi-t. 

Servant is a CCFIS beneficiary and resLding within theUnit of 

nL Lito Limo of Ulaoco. 	. 

you have informed office through telephonic talk on 

01/10/99 and petition d.td 05/10/99 that you will not be able 

:to attend office due to illness,but you have no.ez1osed the 

medica1cerL.Lfi.CaL0 of Doctor nor have you aumit'ted.any leave 

appl'icati.On ma precribed form indicating thartod of 1eao 

nature Qf illness etc, ihe reasons given by you 	not satia - 

factory duo to the 1:ects that a'V\te officialsof this office 

visited your house for delivering of urgent letter it Ire found 

that your house 	remained under lock and key and on subsequent 

visit no , sat.isfactOryrepiy was given by your wife regarding 

your whereabouts etc. 

In view of the above facts and circunlstanCes.yOu are 

directed to explain as to why your leave period may not be 

• 	 treated as unauthor.Led abaesico. 

Your explanation should reach this office within 3 day; 

from issued of this memo failing which action will be taken as. 

per rule. 	 . 	 . 

superintcndent ofPol\Lce, 
Cul (ACI3)auwahati. 

Memo NO.DP/SFIL/1999/ 	JA/20/157/93 Dateds- 
Copy to :- 
1. 	The DIG/Cu! (t4ER)Guwahati for favour of information 

S 	
please. 

	

I 	 Superintendent of Police, 
C131(ACB)Guwahatj, 

el/- 	 . 	-o-O-O- O- O 	. 
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ANNEXURE - A/a. 
IN REPLY TO OA NO.7J 

Ol No G/rLocJ 
 

NTIL 	 :1O/ 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 
0/0 THE SUPERINTENDENT OF POLICE 
CENTRAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

ANTICORRUPTION BRANCH 
RG.BARUJ%J1 ROAD,SUNDIJ?JUR 

1LWAIIATI 

1 •.:1..., 

No.A!20115719314 71,?, 	
DATE :: 28/07/2000 

To 

The Dy.Inspector General of Pi.  
Central Bureau of Investigation 

Region,Guwaaj 

Sub: Complajntfi lodged by Mrs.JonaJj Barua regarding harassment, by CBI Officials on 10/01/2000 at her residence. 

Ref: Your iilstructjons dtd. 28/07/2000. 

Sir, 

On verification it is found that on 10/01/2000 Shri Anil Borthakur,Hd.Cot & Shri 
Bhag Sing Katoch,onst. both of CBJ/ACB/Guwatj Branch were deputed to serve the 
Charge Sheet No.DO S }IL/ 1999/0021/Aj20/157/93 dtd. 10/01/2000 in a closed cover on Shri 
S.P. Singh Yadav,Inspr. as he was not found present in the office. Accordingly the above said 
staff visited the residence Shri S.P.Singh Yadav, Shri Yadav was notpresent at his residence 
also. Mrs. Jonali Barua ,W/o Shri S.P.Singh Yadav who was present at the residence refused 
to accept the close covere Jdressed to Shri S.P.Singh Ydav. On her refusal to accept the 
letter, both the staff return back to office. Shri S.P.Singh'Yadav did not retuiii4 to office till 
end of the office hours on 10/01/2000, therefore the C/sieet could not be served on him on 
10/01/2000. However the next day i.e. on 11/01/2000 tie C/sheet was handed over to Shri 
S.P.S. Yadav when he caine to office. On 10/01/2000 ShJi Anil Borthalcur submitted a written 
report that the C/sheet could not be served on Shri Yadav as he was not present at his house 
and his wife also refused to accept it. On.escrutiny of Attendance Register and Movement 
Register of IO', it is found that Shri S.P.Singh Yadav has signed the attendance register on 
10/01/2000 at 09.30 hrs. which has been authenticated by SP. As per movement register Shri 
S.P.Singh Yadav left office on 10.00 hrs. aftermaking entiy in the movement register as follows: 
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/ 	10/01/2000 

/ 	10.00 
Proceeding to Central Bank of India ,Adabarj and Pan Mkt.Branch, 
PNB Mahavir Mkt. Branch in connection with investigation of 
RC.5(A)/98-SHG. 

Sd[ 
S.P.Sing 

Inspector/Guwahatj 

Further on scrutiny of the case diary file of case no.5'(A)/98-SHG, it is found that Shri 
S.P. Singh Yadav has not written any case diary on 10/01/2000 (He has written CDNo.140 
on 9/1/2000 & CD N,  o. 141 on 11/01/2000). 

- He does not appear to have W submitted his weekly diary after 9/1/2000. 

I have personally interviewed Shri Anil Borthakur,HC & Shri Bhag Sing 
Katoch,Constcffiey stated that no untoward incident had happened 4The residence of Shri 
S.P.Singh Ya av when they vsited th?esidence 	 1i 4so 	-1t 

kl -p on !~~`alasucAiLhcifeVlh 	-fting'Yadav w*oul: d have 
lodged a complaint against the staff for their misbehaviours with his family members. But 
neither Shri S.P.Singh Yadav nor Mrs. ionali Barua brought any such charges against the 
staff al the relevant point of time. T, SP. 

I am , therefore, of the opinion that allegation against the CBI Staff is after thought 
and baseless. I m gven tounderstand that Dr.Upen Biswas,IPS, Addl.Director,cBgEz), 
Calcutta 

( the then Jt. Director,CBI(EZ), Calcutta 
) during his last visit to Guwahati on 

14/02/2000 recorded the statements of Anil Borthakur,B g Katoch & Mrs. Jonah 
Barua and others in connection with a similar complaint 

. uther details of the same are, not 
available in the branch. 	 A 

Yours faiful , 

(A.KSJW) 
}P (HQ) 

CfflACB/Guwabajj 

Inc. 

• 	: 
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ANNIXURE P/1O 

IN REPLY TO OA NO.1/2OQi 

Ref: OA No.30/2001 of. Shri S.P.Singh Yadav, Inspector, 

• Para 4 0 16) 

• As desired by DIG CBI NE Region, :1 have thoroughly 

checked file No.153/99/VOL.II/NER which is being maintained 

by me. There is no such noting 	or facts 	recorded 	in. the 

above fi16 or in the Note sheet to show that DIG CBI NER had 

writtefl any.notin. 9 to indicate that reward should not be 

given to jerson like S.P.Singh Yadav, Insector, who is using 

reward ironey for fighting CAT case against CBI. 	• 

• . .. 	

••.. 

Manoj Kr.Deb) 
PA to DIG CBI NER, 

Guwahati. 

Dy.inspeCtOr General of Police,C131, NER,Guwahati. 	. 

-oOo- 
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ZN 
Vo 

NO.A/:2O/l57/93_g/ 

India 
Central flureau of Investigation 
0/0 Supdt.of Poljoe 

Dated , the 

oPoSlAgh Yadav,Inapr 
U/s. 

Subz 	Departmental Enquiry vida C/Sheet N0.1378/12/COmp/ NER/99 dt11,5.2000 

• 	Find er1oaed copies of relevant documente as per 
list enc loaed in the above noted departmentaj enquiry. 

Some of the docuents of which oopie8 have not been furnished 

are already available with you and some of which may be 

inapected in presame Of the presenting Officer after/during 
the preUminary hearing. 

Superintendent of Police, 
CBI/Acfl/Guwatj 

En6to.A/2o/l57/937 	Dateds 
Copy to the Dy.Inapr.oeneral of 
r.t.469/12/CoHp/sy//99(PTII) dt.8,2.2001, 

Superinndnt 	11ce, 
CBI/ACS/guwatj . 



- 	 - 

____ • 

, 	e 
1 

- 	 - 	 - 

CENTRAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIOIS 

- 	- N.E.REGI0l 
	: GUWAflATI. 

Sub: 	
Charge sheet issued against Shri s.p.Singh Yad 
Inpector,CBI,Gti (under suspension) vide 
Memo. No l5l6/12/C0MP/SL' RIP 

- Dt. 22.5.2000 . . 

Zerox copy of the listed documents are enclosed 

heieWith in respect of above departmental proceeding. 

2. 	The r
emaining docCmfl ents of whiCh copies have not U'  

been furnished are either available with the C.O. or he 

can inspect the documents as soOfl 
as possible in presence of 

the presenting Officer after / during the PreliminarY 

Hearing. A fresh list of these documents aiongwith copies 
Charged 

are enclosed a set of which may be delivered to the  

0fficer to-day ( 8.2.2001) as desIred by DIG. 
K 

Enclo As stated: 	
I 	

I 

"' 

-. 	
for R.O. CBI, .E.1egiOfl Guwahati 

Dated 	'-S  

- Dated ________ 

P CDI 	 (PT.II) 

(PT. II) 

,nrrnefltS forwarded to 

Copy alongwith list of documents 
& copies of 

Shri V.Agahses DSP CBI 5hjlioflg Unit ( 1.0.) 

(2) 	
Shri Hanoi Banerjee, SI CDI Guwahati ( P.O. 
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Final 

 
£teport - II 

1 1 	Case No. & date 	 RC. 27(h)/96-SHG dt. 12/1/96. 

Section of Law 

	

	 U/s. 13(2) R/w 13(i)(e) of 
P.C.Act. 19880 

Name st and dcc ign. 
of ?rose.tr , 
prepririq Lctmerts 	h.J.L.Teraflg. E'r.P'. 

Date when P$1 was 
received 	 2 	23-03-98. 

Date whe 1-11 was 
prepared 	 1 	25-03-98. 

6 0 	Date when 'z'.s were 
torwaried t i.U. 	I 

Name & Lesi9fl. of 
accused 	 Sh.?urna Kanta 8orah 

uperintendiflq £ngincer/ 
Clac.- I Gazetted. 

Brief gtQ rY 	the ca 	& 

The suspect officerU'.00 entered in the service 

of Industrial Development Association, Sducation Project, Assam 

vgricultUral University on 13-12-1977, then he has changed *X 

his service by joining the Assim St.te P41) service from July'79 

onwards and agth he has chnged his cervice by joining in the 

C.N.G.C. scrvice on 23-8-1980 as Assistant executive Engineer(Civil) 

and he is corit nuing his srvice with the LJNGC till the date of 

registration of this case on 12-07-96. 

The instant case was registered on the basis of 

source informetion with the allegation that sh.Purna Kanta Borah is 

having possession of as.ets which are disproportionate to his Known 

sources of income. 

Investigation has revealed that Sh.P.K.Borah is 

the 2z*3t eldest child of his parent, his father L ,t.Ganesh 

Chandra Borah was xxxxxmm blessed with the other children who are 

Chandra Kanta orah(sofl) Nirmola Kumari(daughter) , Krishna Kanta Eorah 

(son) anci Bishwa Kanta L&orah(son), Nirmala Kurnri was married to 

Shri GhanaNath of Jorhat.XtXeX She is employed as Private 

Secretary to the General Manager,Geo-t1ySiCist. D.V.B.,CC Project, 

Contd... 



1iD) I 
. 	

Kanta Dorah. 
Jorhat. Shri Ch fld 	

Sb. Krishna Kaflt 	orh 	 4 
Shri Di$ 	

Km 8orh are dli empled in 
x 0i1_aid seines. 	( 

Borab wac married in Jan/198 3  with 

Shi Puma Kanta  

kur.X. Md thea were blescd 
with three children 

Nayfli 0t   

	

a B rah(d ght ), 	
years 

of age and studyifl in 

they are Upa  
orab(dauQ 	

1 years of age 

Class_V by now an  
and studi in Ciasc- b now, and h.Neet l3orah(50n) 3 years 

6 months of age b now. 
bmt.N 	jyoti borah was 

from a well_O 0  

family. 

For the purpose of inVeSti9ti°' of this instflt case 

the check period is takes from 238-80 the dt. on whiCh 

joined as 	
ngifleer in 	3C,5 

5gar,Nt to 

10_10_96 the date on whiCh 	
1.0. equipped with the 

search 

warrant from Hon'ble Court cndUt searches in 
the house and 

premises ot Sh.2.K.0m 
at Vjlaqe Tiltki ,L)istt. Jorhat at his 

resient,premise5a Nizara, 559ar 
and at ONGC HouEiflQ CompleX 

Mna. 	G4rdt 

The 1.0. 	
obtaine .he &tt of pay_Part ular5 

from Dy.Maflagem (1 & ) T.B .G. (PCb) 	
Ltd. SiS 

which was torw 	
to a. CI Uuwahati by bh.S .. 

•Kurei ve 

his 
letteL dtd. 20/10/97 for e 

period 	
9886 to i993-9  

l Feb/1991 	
The I.C. 

ana Lor the raifli9 
b5eqU2flt period til

.   

has obtained the 	_parttC 	trom 
y.$anager(I & ) 

Mebsafla vide his sttCe dtd. 6/9/97 whiCh was forwar
ded  

a 	

to SP/ 

ine his letter 

cI/ht by Manae 	fl vigla) Sh.C.fl raju v  

dtd. 30/9/91 
and for the peri fr 1980 to 1985_86. 
	1.0. has 

obtained the 	
from the accUEe hisseif. 

Cn the b,.si8 

_ a_Parti 5 	
so obtane the 1.0. has calcul 	the 

ros 
amount of pay and a1lowafl5 

received b the sus 

9 	

pect durinQ 

the whOlO chec- perio and came to 	
that R.15.52,663 

was the amount earned by the suspeCt. 

Contd... 

I 
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( .

Ik  

In coUe of 
mv tt0fl 

the 1.0. 

bas exat' 	
the su$P 	

Off jc:er and trted to scettath 

the  other prob 	
.UrCC$ o 

	

i.e. has collected  

f irceme of th! ,:ccused. 	
And 

tt.: 	
docueflts from 

gricult 

ten° ofttc0h0t 
cirel Titdbor rtcu1tu 	

b_bi 

° 	

0fl 

d 

Distt. jothat 
whiCh 5uP20tt5 

the contCflttOfl of th 
ccused. An 

alsO asCéIt the other 
0urcCS of incO 

follOws s- 

j) 	ivid 	
nd tet$t . 3,000/'- 

income Tax Refund Rs 	
38, 380/- 

atuirtt va1Beecejpt on NC 	
0ther& . 216,69 5/ 

profit of 	23,000/- by 
5ale of Car gi5ttôtt0fl No. 

1688 
and prof it of p. 8,000/ by 

salC of 

Car 	
e. 	W-291. 

5hare pf it ernCd . 
 

he 1.0. has made 

930 On the likelY expefl 	
side t  

the 	
tions by dedUCt 	i/3 

calcU 	

o 	gross incO 
of the 

accU5 	
all from OWfl 

soues of income 
• ThuS, the 1.0. has 

accused persOn 
for the whole 

ked out th 	
5 aving o  

wor 

ceC periOd as folloWs 

• 	) s. 15,52.662 gro 	
py and allowatices 

) 	
soU 	

t ince whiCh 
wCt€ detail ab 
	cOS to 

• 4,73,125/ the combifleti 	
x botL the  figute m:.kC 

hiCh the aCCUSCQ 
was likelY to 

• 20,25,8 	and the  assetS W  

have tO p  essiOO 	lier to the chCCk 
period certat0 b 

the 1.0. waU 
M . i9,200/ 	

Theref0te on the date on whibh 
the 

eck period encS the 
acCUS& can be said to 
	a  total 

earoi9 of 	
. 	9 	

the 1/3r of t 

662,66 *akes 

his iqure 
 

2O. 44 . 

ma5 • 6.81,662,66 and . 20,44.98
8 
 - . 6.81.  

. 13,63.325 . 3  

On the. cc .5iOn f 	
the 	

saahe5 

S mdde the 
inventotY 

the 1104 h 	
of 

the goods and partiC ularS 

foUnd 
which mCS the total value 

Of s. 4,76,306 
whiCh were 

asCertam0 anL. 
cIlculated on th basiS of docuny 

and other 

evia 	lLecte b the 
	duEt0 the 

C  



k _ 

as madt the payment of PS. 2,28,000/ till the 

The accused h  
endi date o chock period for purch of a flat 

at New e1hi ifl the u 	
t.°° borah. 

1 	
at Jorhat coVered by C L. 

5242 ws 

one plot o  

purcheS b the aCCuS 
during the year i98-89 for PS.42.000/ 

and anoth plot of Lane at orhat 
covered by 	No. 5250 

was 
purchased by the accused 

in the year 993_94 for 

only, thus* for the 
aUi5tU00 of land and landd propertY 

the ccused has made the exPendttu of 
PS. 	 4,02,000/ 

only from his
loxxam knowfl 5ourc:cs 01 income. 

9. 

The FU allegations are 
not 5stantjat 

by the 

evideflce$0t during inveSt9att°fl the evidences so 

collected are not 
5
Uffictet to Lebut the likely defeQCeS of 

the 

1.. 	0oilecteC the 
personal tile of the 

The 	hi  

surpect in renpect 
of hir erviCe in th 0Nc. 

30, 	
N..L.. 

3]. 	
Nib 

12. 	21Bi1 	I  

i agree 
with the opinion of the 1.. 

commendiflg  

closure of 
th instant case as it 	

appcOtn9 from he evidences 

collect 
thct in place of IR ai1egati0 being subetafl 

tj8t the 

care is 	
ur1ng the suspect. 

There is no point 

going otherwise fvo 
böEd on nothifle5 . 

on our part to make a 
prOeCUt t00 case  

13. 

deto the view of the ]•Q. n ht 

34. 	
1 

Certiti that I he 
C ref u 1 y gone thvo ugh th 

F- I. 

1 he 
exQ,.iCd case diaries, but 1 found 

th .t no wit eEL hs been 

ex,vninedb the i.L'. an so no W 
tteme0t of withesses are 

available 

but i have 
examined the 

mater ial docarnents,planof action etc* d 

thoroughly before giviU m 	
ana apinfl.  

(J . 

* 
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I have carefully gone through the Final Report Part I & II as well as SP's 
comments thereon. This case was .registered on the basis of source information against 
Shri Puma Kanta Borah, Superintending Engineer, ONGC, Nazira, Assam u/s 13(2) nw 
13(1)(e) of P.C. Act, 1988 on the allegation that the accused officer while posted and 
functioningin various capacities in the ONGC, during 1986-1994 had amassed huge assets, 
both movabie and immovable, by corrupt and illegal means which was grossly 
disproportionate to his known sources of ioncome to the tune of Rs. 

1,62,155/-. 

In this case, there has been an unanimous ecommendatjons of the branch 
officers viz. 1.0., Sr.PP and S.P. for Closure of the case since evidence collected during 
investigation does not support the allegations made in the FIR. 

Investigation conducted has collected evidence, both oral and documentary, 
to establish the following figures of income during the check period from 23.8.80 (i.e. the 
date ofjoining ONGC) to 10.10.1996 (i.e. the date of search). 

Assets during pre-check period 
Income during the Check period 

Rs. 	19,200/-. 

Expenditure during C.P. 
Rs. 15,42,670/-. 

(1/3rd of salary Income Rs.10,17,531 during C.P) 
Rs. 	3,39,177/-. 

Likely Savngs during C.P. 
Assets during C.P. Rs.12,03,493/. 

Likely saviiig plus Assets during the Rs. 8,78,306/-. 
pre-check period. 

Surplus Likely Savings during C.P. 
Rs. 12,22,693/-. 

Investigation has also revealed that Mrs. Borah was working as an Asstt. 
Teacher in a school at Sibsagar during the period from 1988 to 1993 and she received salary 
to the tune of Rs. 93,600/-. Besides, the accused officer also claimed a gift of Rs. 40,402.00, 
but the 1.0. had not taken into account such gift as no cogent evidence could be produced by 
the accused officer.The fact of receipt of such gift has also not been intimated to his department. 

Sr.PP has menfinnpd in 	 .. 	- 
tiia no Witness has been examined by the 

1.0. and so, statement of witnesses are not available in this case. This is highly unsatisfactory 
on the performance of the 1.0. who needs to be reprimanded by the supervisory officer. 



/ 

6. 	In view of the facts and circumstances of the case, as indicated above, I am 
also inclined to be in agreement with the unanimous recommendations of the branch officers 
that the case should be closed since the allegations of possessions of disproportionate assets 
by the accused officer do not hold good; and on the otherhand, a surplus savings of 

Rs.3,44,3871- has come on record. 

(D.C.Sarkar) 
Deputy Legal Adviser, ( / 
CBI/Calcutta Region. 

FIA 



O\ 
Central Bureau of Investigation 

Calcutta Regional Office. 

Sub:- 	Comments Of DIG,CBI,N.E.R.in RC 27(A)196-SHG. 

In the aforesaid case, the allegation in brief was that Shri P.K.Borah, 
Supdtg. Engineer, ONGC, Näzira, Assam had acquired assets disproportionate to his 
known sources Of income, during the period 1986 to 1994 by corrupt and illegal means, 
to the tune of Rs.1,62,155/-. Investigation conducted and evidence collected during the 
period of check I.e. 23.8.90(the date of joining) to 10.10.96(the date of search) had 

shown a surplus saving of Rs.3,44,3871-. 

2. 	Investigation had also revealed that Mrs. Borah was employed in a school 

during 1988 to 1993 and had received around Rs.93,6001- as salary. The accused has 

claimed that he had received a gift worth Rs.40,4021-. However, it was not accepted by 

the 1.0. as no cogent evidence in support of the said gifts could be produced by the 
accused officer. Neither any intimation regarding this receipt of gifts had been 

furnished by him to his department/authoritY. 

b- 	• 	
Surprisingly in the FR-Il, Sr. PP had mentioned that no statement of 

witness is available in this case and thus apparently, no witness has been examined. This 
is not only surprising but highly unsatisfactory. DLA has also observed accordingly. 

The Branch SPshould give his comments in this matter. 

It is also necessary to find out as to whether, under the prevailing 
Departmental Rules, the accused officer was required to intimate his authority about 
receipt of gift etc. If any such lapse/violation could be found, we can at least 

recommend departmental action against him. 

Branch SP also should indicate as to what was the outcome of verification 
made during SIR stage and the basis of recommendation for registering an RC against 

the said officer 

Dy. Inspr. GenI. of Police 
CB1L N.E.RegiOn. 

SP/CB I/Guwah.at.i 

1-9 _VCA BI ID Note No. i/ 	
Dt: 
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SCHEDULE 

rn tt 	 - 

DESCRIPTIOT OP 	LPPOIITIIG 	;.tJTEORITY ElOiLD TO.BO PE1LLTi5 	1)  

PJ,  1Y OR POST. 	. LUTORITY. 	 IOS3. 	 . 

ATmoRrn 	. 	 pE!LLTIES 	 LP?ELLLT3 .JJTHORITY. 

2 	 3 	 4 
-- 

(i) Fatigue duty in the case of 

	

- 	
CoristbleS cnlyj; 

• 	 . 	 Eztra Guard Duty(i the case 
cf ead CorstableS and 

- 	 Constables cnly); 

(iii)Black Krk; 

- 	 (iv) £ense;. 	- 	-. 

-- 	 (v) withholding of increments 
or promotio 

- 	 (vi) Recovery from pay of the whole 
or Dart of any pecuniary loss 
caused to the GoverUn2flt by 

- - 	. 	 ng1genCe or br ach- .o orders; 

. 	 (vii)Reducticn to a lowpr rank or post 
or to a lower tIne:scale of to a 

- - 	- lower stage - in a time scale, 

- 	• 	- •• 

 

( viii)Corpulsory retirement; - 	- 

(ix) Reoval from sejce which saJ1 
• 	- not he a disqualification for 

. 	- 	 futue employment; - 

() 	Dismissal from service. which shall 
- 	 ordinarilY be a disqualification 

for future employment. 

• 	 . 	 Contd....273 

- 	 - 	 . 



(i) L,.Insoector Geni. 
of iice. 

(2) Inspecr General 
of Police. 

( 	Tf.T 	r.Cui' 

(2) Insectcr Geni.c 
Polico 

() NC aDpea]. allowed. 

(2) Dy.Inspector 
General of PcliCe. 

(i) No appe2l allowed. 
I 2*1 Dy.Ii1spr.GGfl3.0. 

Police. 

(iv) to (vt) 

(iv) t'... 

All 

All 

All 

- 
- S . 	 ------- 

5 -4 

DI S'IL POLICE ESTBLTST 

1 •  : r..5Dectors 	Dy..Inspr. 
 

cludLflg 	General of 	kssisteflt Inspr. 

t2echr_j.cal 	Police. 	 General of Poli. 

IsDecOrS, 	 (2) Dy.Inspector Geni. 
of Police. 

Public 
PrcseCUt0 	 - 

Sub—IflSPrS. Dy.Iz5spr. 
jncluding Genl.of Police. 
P ech ni cal 
Sub—IrSpe stors, 
isstt.PUb1iC 
Prosecutors 
Grade—Il and 
- S S t t • Sub - 
Insp2ctcr. 

Head 	 Supdt.of police/1)Dy. 	t.of Police. 

Constables. Lsstt.Inspectcr 2) Sudt.Of PoliCe/AIG. 
Gener'.l of Pc1j.c. 	- 

-Ccnstables. SP/AIG. 

	

	(i) Dy.Supdt.Of Police 

(2) Supdt.Of police/AIG. 

(i)Supdt.of Police! 
sstt.IflSpeCt0T 

General of Police. 

(2) Dy.Inspr.Ger].0f 
police. 

NOTE: (1) In respect of Subordinate Police Office the ranks of liCe & FCs 

attached to HeadcivarterS of the Delhi Special 
police Establj&nt, 

the Lsstt.Directr(P) will exerci 	the poweis of the st.of 

Police as noted above. SP Hqrs. in C3I H.O. will nw exercise the 

powers in place of AD(P). 
In particular cases in which the I.nspr.Genl.of Police was actually 

the appointing authority, the punish--ents at itens vii to I will 

be awarded by him. 

 

C\1' 

(2) 

Contd.. 02j4 

 



ANNEXURE - A/ i: 
REPLY TO OA NO. 611201. 

EXTRACT OF 
THE DELHI SPECIAL POLICE ESTABLISH1J41T (SUBORDINATE RANKS) 

(DISCIPLINE AND APPEAL) RULES, 1961. 

PAET-IV APPEALS. 

14. APPEAs AGAINST ORDERS OF StJSPENSION: 

if 	
A subordinate Police Officer may appeal against 

Ir.

an Irder of suspension to the authority to which the 

authority which made or is deemed to have mad the order is 

imriediateiy. subordinate." / 
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L 
IN REPTOO 

W41  

F 	A 	X 

DIG 	CI 	NER 	GUWHATI 	(.) 

TO 
SHILLONG 	.) 

SP 	CBI 	ACB 
S. FROM 

DATE1VV200l  rt:' ------------------------ ----------- _._ ------ 
REPLY TO PARA - 430. 

NE PROBATION PERIOD 
FOR flSP'S I ONE 'EAR 

ANt) Xl IS ALREADY OVER 

IN MY CASE. ¶%4OUH 
3 HAVE NOT RECEIVED NY LETTER FROM HEAD OFFICE 

REGARDING COMPLET3P' OF 1Y 
PROBAT10t M' OT INC A1 SHILLONG HAS COME 

AFTER SUCCESSFUL COMfL IFN (i 	
AND PHASE OF TRAINING AND 

CLEARING OF WRtTEM 

2. 	REPLY TO FR 

THOtJH I HAD MCI 
RaCEIED t'P( 

SEF.AAIE LE1ER OF Co 
IRMATION IN. 

SERViCE. THE RDER FO 
HE PREtT 	

AMOUN TO THE SAME () I MAD 

ENU3RED 114 THE C1 ACA 	
ANDHEAD OFFiCE IN THIS REGARD BUT I WAS TOLD 

THAT NO SUCH LETER IS 	
;UD (.. ------_____• ,-..-- -,-.--- -----------*--.- -*..,-. -..--..--------__------ 

V 	

/ 	DY.SUPER 	
-NT OF POLICE 

CXIACP 	
LO3 UNIT 

E  

\ c/( 	
4ILLON1 

CBI, N.E.RegiOrl, Guwahati. 

SP CBI ACB Guwahati. 
No.J12/3 .IP/SLC/NER/99/F'f.I (V01.1) 

Copy alonywith enclosures to : 

t)y.flireCtor (AdrTui) CBI, Ned Delhi. 

Dated  
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. 	 GOVERNMENT. UF INDIA 
. 	. CENTRAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

OFFICE OFTHE $JPDT. OF POLICE 

	

ANTI 	RRLJPTION BRAND-I 	•- -_. 

NDERIUR, GUWAHATL.5, 
• 

3 .. ..,•.• 	. -. ........... 

DIG dlglf, 
Reminder 	 ••• 	 -. 

No,___ 	3/15(A)/93—Shg 	 Dated__________ 

To 
Shri S.P.Singh Yadav, 
Inspector of Police((J/S), 
Guwahati, 

Subs.. 

Please référ this off ice erorsernent No. 0772 dtd.6/12/2000 
and letter citd. 22/12/2000 theexplanation called for from you is 
still awaited. You were allowed to peruse th.4cerrd file etc as 

de sired by ut you in your letter dtd. 14/12/2000, 

You are hereby directed to sunit a your explanation 

c 

	

	
within 5(five) days from receipt of this letter as the se a 
to. be . put up to DIG for further necessy action. 

Superintendent of Police, 
CBI : ACB a Guwahati 

Endat. NO 3/15(A)/93—Shg. 	 Dated 

Copy for,iformation to I- 

y'fhe DIfCBI/NEWGhy. with ref to his IDNO 208 dtd, 19-1-2001 

Immediate action would be taken on receipt of explanation 

	

from Sh. Yaday. 	 / 

< 

\ 	
•.y 

Superitendent of Police, 
cBI $ ACB a Jwahatik 
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1) 	Sl/SHG/99/1 6: 	This SIR was entruested to him on 2 3/9199. 
is pending verification. 10 should submit verification report at an early date. 

It 

SI/SHG/98/1 1 : 	1.0. has already submitted his report which has 

been sent to )D(E) on 4/1 1/99. 

(1v)(1 1)(47) , 	COMPLAINT : 

I) 	C0/SHG/99/28: This was marked to 10 on 1 3/12/99 which is 
under verification and should be completed early. 

(iv)(1 1)(48) 	INSPECTOR S. P. SINGH YADAV: 	During inspection of 

ACB, Guwahati Branch all 10.s were called for interview by the, undersigned. 
InspectQr S. P. Singh Yadav though he was called to report to the DIG at RO for 
discussion of his cases he did not report. 

From his personal file it is seen that he joined CBI on deputation from 
U. P. Police Ion 24/9/93. During his entire tenure in CBI since his joining he had 

finalised 1 0cases out of which 1the following two cases ended in closure. 

I) 

	

	RC 20(A)/96-SHG 
RC 27(A)/96-SHG 

None of his cases whi€1 have been disposed of finally. These are all 

,endiflg under RDA or Trial, as given below: 

1) 	RC 1 5(A)/93-SHG 
RC 16(A)/93-SHG 
RC 27(A)/93-SHG 
RC 3(A)/96-SHG 
RC 5(A)/96-SHG 
RC 5(A)/94SHG 

CASES PENDING IN RDA 

Pending Trial 
Pending Trial 
Pending Trial 
Pending Trial 
Pending Trial 
Pending Tria1IRDA 

I) 	PE 7(A)/94-SHG 	Pending RDA 

PE I 2(A)/95-SHG 	Otherwise disposed of 

CASES CLOSED DURING INVESTIGATION: 

1) 	RC 27(A0/96-SHG : 	This case was ErIstered against Shri P. K 

Borah, Sipdt. Engineer, ONGC, Nazira who reportedly)fl officer in the Agreed 

List. 

(iv)(I 1 )5O) 	
In the FIR registered on 12/7/96, it was alleged that the so 

during 1 86 to 1994, had total income of Rs. 4,68,286.00 while his assets we 
to the tune of P.s. 4,74,313.00. The SO had incurred expenditure during the 

I ,56,000/-(calcUlated as one third of income) 
above period to the tune of P.s.  

44, 
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and as such he was alleged to have acquired assets disproportionate to his known 
sources of income,punishable u/s 13(2) r/w 13(1)(e) of PC Act, 1988. 

During investigation searches were conducted on 10/10/96 at 
various places including residence and office of SO. Inventories of House hold goods 
were also prpared. 

i The perusal of CD file and FR(i) shows that the 1.0. either 
not know how to conduct investigation of a DA case or he had deliberately made a 
total mess of investigation. He had taken an extended check period beyond what 
was mentioned in the FIR. The check period should have been selected making it 
as short as possible, keeping in view acquisition of major assets by the SO. which in 
this case was confined to a period of 8 years (approx) from 1986 to March, 1994 
as given in the FIR. It should have been reduced but was unnecessarily extended to 
December, 1977. Though on papers, 10. had shown check period from 
23/08/80to 10/10/86, he virtually extended it up to 13/12/77. A comparision 
of movable asstes of SO in the FIR and what was actually found by 10 as 
mentioned in (115 l- Kl) is given Delow  

Item Value shown in FIR Final calculation 

NSC Rs. 80,000.00 .Rs. 55,000.00 

NSS Rs. 20,000.00 NIL 

UTI Rs. 10,00000 Rs. 20,000.00 

Jevandhará Rs. 14,800.00 Rs. 14,800.00 

Bank Balance Rs. 44,013.00(2 accounts) 
Ale No. 443 & 838 

Rs. 58,095.00 
(5 A/cs 

Motor CyIe 
Car 

Rs. 31,500.00 
Rs. 1,00,000.00 

Rs. 31,000.00 
Rs. 1,50,000.00 

Farm Equipments 
TotalRs.3.12,3l3.00. 

Rs. 12,000.00 	 Rs. 12,000.00 
R.3,30,895.00 

(iv)(1 1 )(52) 	Movable assets which were not shown in the FIR, but found 
out during investigation and included in the Final calculation of Assets by 10 are as 

under: 
De AAfl flfl snare 	 . 

Onida TV 	 R.s. 22,700.00 
Refigerator 	 Rs. I 3,000.00 
Booking of Fiat UNO 	Rs. 	2,300.00 
Cash 	 Rs. 17,000.00 
IDBI 	Bond 	 Rs. 	5,300.00 

Rs. 1,00,800 

(lv)(11 )(53) 
	Thus there has been increase in movableassets by 1,19,382. 

'H. 
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upto 4,02 1 000.00 , on account of booking of a flat by S.O's wife at Delhi for 
which a sum o Rs, 2,2 8,000.00 was paid to the housing Co-operative society at 
Delhi, during the check period 

It is therefore apparent from above that the S.O. had deliberately 
conceled the above payments and assets acquired by him in the name of his wife, 
which he did not disclose it in his proforma property returns submitted on 3/3/97 
to his Department during investigation of this case.This gross misdeclaration on the 
part of the S;0. Would have made him liable for prosecution or atleast he should 
have faced regular Deptt. action, but 1.0. in stead recommended closure of the 
case. 

Apart from the above , a number of gross misconducts have been• 
comitted by the La. during investigation of the above case, as mentioned below. 

(i) 	1.0. did not scrutinised the seized documents nor did he 
submit any scrutiny report . The CD does not indicate any such action on the part 
of the 1.0. 

He did not collect proper evidence to prove each item of 
income, assets, and expenditure of the S.O. As a matter fact, the 1.0. did not 
examine a single witness during investigation of this case and as such did not submit 
calernder of evidence ( oral ) and Calender of evidence (documentary), alongwith 
the FR.(i) submitted by him. 

•The 1.0. wrote a few letters to some authorities /Bodies etc, 
for verifying expenditure and assets of the S.O. but without waiting for their 
replies or without showing the result of the replies so obtained in the case diary or 
FR(i) , hurriedly submitted Final Report ,part:I without collecting any evidence, 
being in league with S.P. Shri M.K. Jha 

The 1.0. did not consider venous expenditures incurred by the 
S.O. during the check period , even though documentary evidence were available 
to proof such expenditure, in order to make out a case for closure. 

The 1.0. did not calculate premium paid by the S.O. on 
account of flve LICI policy to the tune of 5.15 lakhs the annual premium of the 
these policiçs being to the tune of Rs 30,328.00 and did not include these 
amounts in the expenditure of the S.O. during the check period 

Likewise•, the 1.0. ,did not include expenditures of the S.O. 
on many other heads like (i)educational expenditure of the childrens.(ii)PaYfllents of 
house rent made by S.0.(iii)expenditures incured on conveyances,including 

paymenst made towards road tax, insurance , POL and maintainance , as the S.0 
was having one car and one motor cycle during the check period ,which would 
have been quite substantial. 

The 1.0. allowed a lost of benefit to the S.O. on account of 
his income without any shred of evidence and without any logic , merely on 

statement of the S.O. 
The 1.0 did not disclose abOut the proforma property return 

submitted by the S.O. dated 3/3/97 , collected during investigation of this case in 
order to allow various benefits to the S.O. which the S.O. himself did not show in 
his profrorna property return dtd. 3/3/97, obviously with malafide intention 

c1 



Q46 

(ix) 	Like wise , tO allowed income to the tune of 
2,1 6,695.OQ on account of matured values of NSCs etc. without collecting proper 
evidence and giving benefit of the entire mautured sum of NSCs and other such 
investment as the income of the S.O. during the check period , whereas only 
interest earned by the S.O. against this investments should have been considered as 
his income during the check period , provided he had declared /shown these 
incomes in his Tax returns and property statements. 

Thel.0. allowed benefit agricultural income• to the ()  
tune of 86,700.00 to the S.O. during the check period, all thouth the S.O. in his 
property return dtd. 3/8/90 had shown income of Rs 21,000.00 on the said, 
which had accordingly been taken into account in the allegation against the S.O. in 

the F.I.R. The 1.0. has shown an amount of Rs. 2,300.00 as 
booking amount for booking Fiat UNO car thought the S.O. had actually deposited 
a sum of Rs. 23,300.00 against the said booking. 

The 1.0. again allowed benefit of income to the S.O. 
to the tune of Rs, 97,350.00 towards alleged profit made by the S.O. in the 
purchase and sales of shares during 1992 to 1994, atlthough this was not shown 
by the S.O. in the proforma property return dtd. 3/3197 nor in the income tax 

return filed by the S.O. The 10 also did not conduct any verification in this regard 
and gave the entire benefit to the S.O. obviously with fraudulent intention The 1.0 
did not recommend any action against the S.O. for concealment of this income of 
the S.O. said to have been derived from the sale/purchase of shares The 
speculation in purchase /sale of shares is itself a misconduct generaly prohibited 
in the conduct rule The 1.0. did not requisition the services of Technical Officer 
for scrutiniSing the seized documents in this case which mandatorily required to be 
done obviously with dishonest intention,for closure of the case. 

Shri M.K. Jha, SP who supervise the investigation of this 
case winked to all these gross misconduct of the 1.0. and did not point out at any 
time any of these lapses and directed the 1.0. to submit FR(i) hurriedly as is clear 
from the Case Diary Nb.24 dated 8/9/97 submitted by the 1.0. in which the 

following facts were recorded During the discussion, the worthy S.P. averred that as there are no 
it would be extemly 

evidence of substantial assets against the suspect , therefore  
difficult to initiate a law prosectuiOn case against the suspect.However, he advised to 
expedite the investigation and give FR(i) soon , discussion note is enclosed herewith 

for perusal ." 
Thereafter the 1.0. submitted FR(i) after examifliflt the accused and taking intà 

account what the accused stated as the absolute truth. 
There are other factors to show that both the 1.0. and SP Shri M.K. )ha were 

responsible for closure of the case with the Malafide intention on account of which an: RC may be 

registered against them. (1 )RC.34(A)/96.SHT5 is High Court referred case. The allegation relates to 

misappropriation of about Rs. 38 Läkhs by some employees Guwahati High Court, such as Record 

Arranger(çla55lVL Upper Division Asstt, Treasury Officials, Audit officials etc. the main 

/2 
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accused is Shri Vahid All a Class-IV employees who has already been dismissed from service.\ 

The orders of Special Director on the F.Rs ih this case was received in the Branch in the month of 

Aug/Sept but lo of delay took place in the preparation of SP's report. The articles of charges 

statements of imputations1 draft sanction orders were also not properly prepared and checked as a 

result of which the SP's report had to be returned by the Regional Office again and again. The 

1.0. did not colLct the relevant conduct rules applicable to the officials against whom RDA was 

recommended by him. As a result the SP's report could not be forwarded to the Registrar, 

Guwahati High Court which could be done only'311121I999. The explanaltion of the 10 has also 

been called for by the undersigned and he has been directed to get the draft charge sheet 

prepared vettell and keep ready which would be filed after s anction for prosecutions are 

received. This should be expedited by the 10 through personal contact. The Sanctioning Authority 

should be exanined before issuing sanction order with reference to original documents and 

statements of itnesseS recorded by the lo relevant to the charê. This procedure should be 

followed in all cases where sanctions are required to be issued. 

(2) RC. 5(A)198-SHG Dt.1112!98 The above case was registered on 11/2/98 

under section 7 and 13(i)(e) of PC Act, 1988 jand Section 120B IPC against Shri K.R. Ganesh and 

others, pjursunt to seizure of Rs 25,31 ,2001- from his possession at Guwahati Air Port on 6/9/97 

followed by seizure of another Rs 4 lakhs during search of his house at Guwahati. Shri K.R. 

Ganesh also confessed before Shri Dinesh Sharma, Executive Magistrate, Kamrup, Guwahati 

• that seized Cash 	
rs/parties whom he had favoured by 

were paid to him by different contracto 

issuing various types of work orders but subsequent alleged that his statement was extracted 

under coercin.Thereafter he has been taking different stands at different times. 

I have found that the 1.0. is unnecessarily delaying in iflvestigatiOn in this case 

and not taking prompt action on the instruction issued by the undersigned.A5 jhuge amount of 

cash was reovered from the possession of the accused who is under suspension, the 1.0. should 

• have confind the investigation to a small period, say about 1 year or so on the allegation of D.A 
investigation in different directions as a 

but instead of so doing he has unnecessarilY expanded the  

result of which the investigation is dragging unnecessarilY. 
In this case though, seized cash recored from the possession of the accused 

consisted of a number of bundles of currency note of Rs. 1001- and Rs. 5001- denominations 

of different bank,The 1.0. was asked out to whom these bundles of cash were 
bearing bank slips  

nk Officials, but he has not found out so far, to whom 
issued. But though he has examined the Ba  

\C1\ 



these bundles had been issued, who should all be examined. This excercise is important to rebut 

the plea of the accused and other persons who are colluding with him in creating false defence. 

the 1.0. has been asked to complete the excercise by end of January, 2000 and submit FR--I 

failing which actions would be taken against him. 

The conduct of this 1.0. is worth mentioning hereAfter his order for repatriation 

was issued by HO the 1.0. did not attend office. His jwhereabouts could be traced after many days 

he submitted medical certificate showing that he was seek. But actually, he was trying to obtain a 

stay order from the CAT/ High Court.After his petition was dismissed by Honbie Guwahati High 

Court, he has filed another petition in the CAT., Guwahati Bench against the order of ,  repatriation 

which is yet to be decided. 
There were complaints against him and the complainant Shri A.K. Baruah was 

called to the Regional Office by Dy. S.P. Shri K.C. Choudhury pn the instruction of undersigned 

and after he was examined Shri S.P. Singh Yadav findifng the complainant in the Regional Office 

llast his tempder and began assaulting the complainant abused him in unparliamentary language 

in front of the room of DIG.When his explanation was called for, he has started making false 

allegations against DIG and other staff concerned alleging that this is a conspiracy made against 

him to defame him. The SP has been asked to initiate RDA against the inspector and report the 

matter to CAT about his aforesaid conduct and unworthiness of the Inspector to continue in CBI 

any longer. 

ADANI MAO, INSPECTORNO personal inverview could be held with him during 

inspection as he is posted at Shillong Unit, at Shillong. However, he is having the following cases 

with him under investigation: 
(1) RC. 31(A)/96-SHG Dated 13.9.96:This case was registered against (I) Lt. 

Col. V. K. Mahajan( MGAR)(A-1), (ii)Maj. I.S. Basnet(@ MGAR)(A-2),(iii)MaI. Pwan Wahi of 3 

MGAR(A-3) (iv) Nb/sub. P.S. Verma, (A-4) (v) LNK Mjukund Das (A-5) and (vi) M/s Kapcon 

(A-6), on the allegation that the accused person conspired among themselves pursuant to which 

20 thousand Gorkha Hats were purchased from M/s Kjapcon (A-6) at exorbitant rates and 100% 

payments were made to the supplier even though the accused firm had supplied Gorkha 1-lats 

much less in quantity and quality causifng loss of several lakhs to the Govt. of India etc. This case 

was transferred to the present 1.0. jon 11.12.98 from the previous 1.0. Shri D.B. Singh, pursuant to 

his transfer to Bombay. The previous 1.0. had examined 12 witnesses and the present 10 has 

more or less examined the same number of witnesses but so far no evidence has been collected 

114, 
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CENTRAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATI° 
NIENREGION:: :: GUWAHAT1 4 

Sub 	
INSPECTION OF ACB GUWAHATI BRANCH B D1 
CBI N.E.REG1ON GUWAHATI 

1 am enclosing herewith a copy of the inspection report of 

Guwahati Branch held by the undersigned at different times during December'99 

and JanuarY'2000: for favour of your information and necessary action. 
VI,' 

(K.C. aUNGO) 

DY .INSPECT0R fA9 i  

I ¶ 
	 To 	

CBlCa1CUt. 	 Dated: \S—\ 

ot 

I 	 I' 

- 


