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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, GtJWAHATI BENCH. 

original Application NO. 142 of 2001. 

Date of Order : This the 26th Day of March,2002. 

The Hon le Mr justiCe ..chowdhury,viceCharmaa 

The Hori'ble Mr K.K.SharITla, Administrative Member. 

Sri Tarun Kr. Dey, 
Working as SEN/Flood Control/MaligeOn 
Office of the Chief Engineer, N.F.Rly, 
Maligaon,GUWahatill' 	 . . . Applicant 

By Advocate Sri M.Chanda, A.ChakrabortY. 

- Versus - 

Union of India 
represented by the General Manager, 
N .F .Railway. 
MaligaOfl. GuWahati-1 1. 

The General Manager, 
N.F.Railway, Maligaofl, 
Guwahati-li. 

Chief Engineer, 
N .F .Rai lWay, 
MaligaOfl. 

Chief Bridge Engineer, 
N.F.RailWaY, 
MaligaOfl,GUwahati 11. 

Sri Balbir Singh, 
Chief Bridge Engineer, 
N.F.Railway, 
MalthgaOn , Guwahati-1 1. 

Dy.CE/BridgO Design, 
office of the Chief Engineer, 
N.F.Rly,Maligaofl,GUWahatill espondents. 

By Sri J.L.Sarkar, Railway standing counsel. 

ORDER 

CHOWDHURY j.(v.C) 

This application under Section 19 of the Adminis-

trative Tribunals t 1985 has arisen and is directed 

against the communication of the adverse remarks vide 

letter No.CE/SS/13/O/ADV dated 12.10.2000 as well as the 

order passed by respondent No.3 rejecting the representation 

of the applicant vide letter No.CE/SS/13/0/ADV dated 

22.1.2001 in the following circwflStaflCes. 

contd. . .2 
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2 • 	The applicant was first appointed as Bridge Inspector 

Grade-Ill (Apprentice) with effect from 14.5.76. He was 

promoted to the post of Bridge Inspector Grade-Il with 

effect from 29.6.79 and Bridge Inspector Grade-I with 

effect from 27.12.84, as Assistant Works Manager on 14.3.90 

and thereafter promoted as Senior Engineer, Bridge Design 

with effect from 26.10.95. The applicant was subsequently 

promoted to ihian Railway Service of Engineers (IRSE) 

Group 'A' with effect from 3.8.2000 on the strength of 

recommendation made by the DPC that was held in UpSC office. 

Vide communic atiori dated 12.10.2000 the applicant was 

communicated the adverse entries for the year ending 

31.3.2000. The full text of the said adverse entries are 

re-produced below : 

'I 

Not fully agreed .The pro;ess report 
on adoption of RAW Manual is not 
being sent to RDSO regularly and also 
not put up till March,2000. The 
review of water-way of Br.No.93 
was delayed badly;prctection scheme 
for Br.331 was prepared in a most 
non technical way. 

(i)Level of knowledge of functions 
inadequate & poor. 

(ii)Applicàtion is lacking on his 
part 

(iii )Technicai input in the plan & 
preparation is lacking. 

(i) Quality of outpur is very poor. 
There is poor initiative. 

(ii) Minutes of the SCEs/Assam,Tripura 
& Arunachal pradesh were highly 
inadequate and 1had to be redrafted 
entirely.Lack of application is 
evident in working as noted by 
CE himself." 
. . . . . . • S • 	••t• 

The applicant submitted his irepresentation before the 

authority against the said order. He gave reasons in support 

of his stand for expugnation of the adverse remarks. The 

authority by letter dated 22.1.2001 rejected the represen-

tation of the applicant and upheld the ACR. The applicant 

contd. .3 



-3.'.' 
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preferred an appeal bef ore the appellate authority. The appeal 

was not disposed of the applicant submitted reminder to the 

authority for disposal of the appeal. Since the same was also 

not disposed of, the applicant moved this Tribunal assailing 

the legality and validity of the adverse entries. 

3, 	The respondents submitted its written statement. In the 

written statement the respondents mentioned that the appellate 

authority by its order dated 18.4.2001 communicated to the 

appli'cant the effect that te.. adverseremat'ke againstthe 

couMn No,2and3 were sustained and that expugned the adverse 

remark against the Column No.1. It was stated and contended 

that the adverse entries against Column No.2 and 3 were lawfully 

made on assessment of the work of the applicant. Mr,M.Chanda, 

learned counsel for the applicant stated and contended that 

none any of the adverse entries made against the applicant 

are . not sustainable in law. According to the learned couflsel 

the respondents authority recoded the adverse entries in a most 

casual manner without considering the materials on record. The 

learned counsel submitted that the entire adverse remarks is 

based on the item No.1 of the communication dated 12.10.2000. 

When No.1 was expunged the other two entries also ought to have 

expunged. The learned counsel further submitted that the authozi 

while recording the adverse remarks overlooked the main object 

of recording adverse remarks. Learned counsel also submitted 

that ACRS  are written for improvement of performance of an 

officer and they are not to be used as a vehicle of oppression. 

Mr.J..L.Sarkar. learned Railway standing counsel for the respon-

dents submitted that the concerned authority after careful 

examination of the service record of the applicant made the 

adverse remarks. Paragraph Confidential report are required to 

be made by the authority in the proper form indicating the quali1 

and contribution of the officer. The entire object is to 

cone 4/.' 
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• improve the quality,of,,the of ficer. It is not meant to be 

used as :a doséof ,  rbu1i. Indian Railway Establishment Code 

Para 1606 of the 

same indicates that confidential report shall be submitted 

annually in respect of a gazetted railway servant for the 

period ending 31st Narch Of the year so as to• eadethe 

authorities by the second week of day. Confidential reports 

on gazetted railway servants must contain a full and frank 

apprisal of his work during the year,the traits of character 

whether pleasant or unpleasant, aptitude, personality and 

bearing etc. which contribute to quality of his work as 

a gazetted railway servant and his fitness for shouldering 

larger executive and administrative responsibilities. The 

report must not be confined merely a to general marks and 

off hand impressions so brief and casual as to convey 

little or no real meaning and the assessment must be based 

on failure or excellence in the work entrusted to the gazetted 

railway servant. Para 1608 and 1609 of the IREC are reproduced 

below : 

'1608. A gazetted railway servant shall not 
ordinarily be given an unfavourable 
confidential report bEf ore an opportunity 
has been taken, preferably at a 
interview or, if that is not practicable, 
by means of a personal letter pointing 
out to him the direction in which his 
work has been unsatisfactory or the faults 
of character or temperament etc. which 
require to be remedied. The mafler and 
method of conveying to the gazetted railway 
servant that his work needs iMprovement 
in certain directions must be such that the 
advice given and the warning or censure 
administered whether orally or in writing, 
shall, having regard to the temperament 
of the gazetted railway servant be most 
beneficial to him. If inspite of this, 
there is no appreciable improvement and 
an adverse confidential report has to be 
made, the facts on which the remarks are 
based should be clearly brought out. 

1609. As a general rule, in no circumstances, 
should a gazetted railway servant be kept 
in ignorance for any length of time that 
his superiors, after sufficient experience 
of his work, are dissatisfied with him; 
where a warning might eradicate a particular 
fault, the advanageS of prompt comnmuni-
Cation are obvious • On the other hand, 
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the communication of any adverse remarks 
removed from from their context is likely 
to give a misleading impression to the 
gazetted railway servant concerned. The 
procedure detailed in ri4e 1610 should, there-  
Lore, be followed. 

The entire exercise is for improving the quality of the 

I  officer. We have already indicated, the nature of the entries 

mentioned in item 2 and 3. In item No.2, level of knowledge 

of functions inadequate andpocr, application and .techinical 

input in the plan & preparation are lacking and so also 

mentioned about quality of output is very poor and poor 

initiative. The ACR  for the year ending 310.2000 was ccmmui-

cated to the applicant on 12. 10.2000. At any rate by that te 

the applicant was promoted to higher post and therefore the 

kCR has lost its sting and is weak piece of material. The 

adverse, entries are not associated with any die-honesty and 

lack of integrity of the officer. In recording ACR  basic' 

elements of fairness is not to be disregard.. That . apart the 

authority while passing the remarks only gave his conclusion 

by rejecting the representation. As alluded the whole 

exercise is for the improvement of the officer concerned, so 

that it can guide and improve the career performance of the 

officer. This exercise is totally missing in this case.. On 

consideration of all aspecs of the matter we are of the 

opinion that the impugned adváse entries referred to in 

memo dated 12.10.2000 and the order dated 22.1.2001 to the 

extent mentioned is not sustainable in law and thus quashed. 

Therefore the adverse remarks on the basis in our view.are 

not sustainable. 

The application is accordingly allowed. There.:,. 

shall, however, be no order as to costs. 

(K.K.SkiAI4A) 
A1)MINISTRATIVE MW&R 

pg 

(6Y) 
vxc.WaRMAN 
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O.A. No. 	/2001 

BETWEEN 

Sri Tarun Kr. Dey, 

Working as SEN/Flood Contral/Maligaon 

Office of the Chief Engineer, N.F.Rly 

Maligaon, Guwahati - 11. 

Appli can t 

8Q - 

 Union 	of India represented by 	the 

General Manager, N.F.Rly, 

Maligaon, c3uwahati-11. 

 The General Manager, 

N.F. Rly, Maligaon, 

Guwahati-li 

 Chief Engineer, 

Office of the Chief Engineer, 

Maligaon, Guwahati-li. 

 Chief Bridge Engineer, 

Office of the Chief Engineer, 
( 

Maligaon, Guwahati-li. 

 Sri Balbir Singh, 

Chief Bridge Engineer, 

Office of the Chief Engineer, 

Maligaon, Guwahati-li. 

In The Central Administrative Tribunal 

Ouwahati Bench :: Guwahati. 
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• 	 6. 	Dy. CE/Bridge Design 

Office of the Chief Engineer 

Maligaonp Guwahati-li. 

Respordents  

Details of the Application : 

1. 	Particulars of the order against which the 

1 applicationiS made : 

The application is made aqainst : 

1) 

 

The letter No.CE/SS/13,0/ADV dated 	12.10.2000 

(Annexure s -A/5) issued by the respondent No.3 

communicating the adverse remarks in the Annual Confidential 

Report for the year ending 31.03.2000. 

ii) 	The letter No. CE/SS/13/0/ADV dated 22.01.2001 

(Annexure-'A/7') issued by the respondent No.3 disposing the 

representation of the applicant against the adverse remarks 

• communicated. 

Jurisdiction: 

The applicant declares that the subject matter of 

the application:is within the jurisdiction of the Honble 

tribunal. 

Limitation: 

The applicant declares that the application is 

within the period of limitation dnder section 21 of the 

Administrative Tribunal ACtq 1985. 

Facts of the case: 

4.1 	That the applicant is a citizen of India and as 

such is entitled to the rights and privileges guaranteed by 
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the constitution of India. 

• * 	a a 
• U 	 S S 

4.2 	That 	the 	applicant is LME 	and 	AMIE(Civil 

Engineering). 	He was appointed as 	Bridge 	Inspector! 

Grde-III (Apprentice) w.e.f. 14.5.76 in N1F..Rly and 

thereafter was promoted to the post of Bridge Inspectar/ 

Grade-I! w.e..f. 29.6.79 and Bridge Inspector! Grade-I w.e.f. 

27.12.84. He was promoted to Group B service of the 

engineering department and posted as Assistant Works 

Manager, Bongaion on 14j990. Thereafter he was promoted 

as Senior Engineer, Bridge Design w.e.f6.1O.5 and posted 

at Maligaon. 

That the applicant has been promoted to IRE 

eRailway Service of Engineers) (Group 'A') w.e.f. 

present he is working as Senior Engineer! Flood 

Control', Maligaon. In this connection it is stated that for 

promotion to group A' service (IRSE) DPC is held in 

association with UPSC where Annual Confidential Reports (for 

short ACR5) for the last five years are consider.- It is 

also stated that gradation of marks is such that only 

'Good' ranking for 5 years will not entitled any officer for 

promotion to Group 'A' service. There must be 'Very Good' or 

'Outstanding' ranking in some years. 

4.4 	That 	the respondent No.5. the Chief 	Bridge 

Engineer (for short CBE) on number of occasions called the 

applicant in his chamber and used humiliating words. There 

have been occasions also when the ' languages used and 

behaviour of the CBE were unbearable and the applicant had 

to politely protest and request him not to humiliate the 

applicant by such words and behaviour and instead put his 

1T •  

/ 
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views in official notes and communicate him by serving 

letters. The applicant had to make such a request because 

the issues raised by the respondent No.5 had no relation 

with the reality of the works and factual pogition of the 

progress. The respondent No.5 became very much annoyed and 

wanted to find faults with the applicant and made some 

communications through notes and letters. These letters and 

notes reflected wrong position and the applicant replied to 

the same representing the correct position. 

4.5 	That the applicant received' communication dated 

12.10.2000 communicating adverse remarks in the ACR for the 

year ending 31.03..2000. It is stated that if there was 

anything adverse during the said year ending it was to be 

communicated under the rules of the Indian RaIlway 

Establishment Code (Rule under Article 309 of the
ft 

Constitution of India) by the second week of May 9 2000. It is 

stated that on 2.5.2000 the respondent No.5 wrote a letter 

to the applicant and advised him to improve in the matter of 

disposal in a workman like manner. The applicant submitted a 

letter dated 29.8.2000 to the CBE. Maligaon i.e. respondent 

No.5 explaining the position and wrote that " as such your 

observation vide reference above that the case has been put 

up on 2.5.2000 is wrong". Most unfortunately the respondent 

No.5 was very much annoyed on the applicant. The respondent 

No.5 also wrote a letter to the applicant expressing 

displeasure in connection with the monthly progress report 

regarding adoption of manual of instruction for Railway 

affecting works by the State Govt. The applicant submitted a 

detailed information by his letter dated 29.8.2000 

explaining the total position that there was no lapse on the 

art of the applicant and stated that issuing letter by the 
/ 

£ 
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respondent No.5 on 29.5.2000 to the applicant stating that 

his instructions had not been complied with was not 

appropriate. This caused more annoyance to the respondent 

No.5. Ultimately the adverse communication for the year 

• 	 ending 31.3.2000 was communicated to the applicant. 

Copy of the letters dated 2.5.2000 

and 	29.8.2000 are enclosed 	as 

Annexure 	-'A/l 	and 

respectively. 

Copy of the letters dated 29.5.2000 

and 29.8.2000 are enclosed 	as 

Annexure- 	A/3 	and 	A/3A' / 

respectively  

Copy of the adverse conmunication 

dated 12.10.2000 is enclosed as 

Annexure- 'A/4 

4.6 	That the applicant submitted representation dated 

6.11.2000 to the Chief Engineer, Maligaon against the 

adverse communication dated 12.10.2000 where he has 

explained the total position including the humiliating 

behaviour by the respondent No.5. By letter dated 22.1.2001 

the applicant has been informed by the respondent No.3 that 

the adverse remarks would stand. No reason was given nor a 

speaking order was passed. The applicant therafter 

submitted a representation dated 24.01.2001 to the General 

Manager, N.F.Rly'requesting for his kind intervention. 

Copy of the representation dated 

6.11.2000 is enclosed as Annexure- 

'A/S. 

Copy of the letter dated 22.01.2001 

is enclosed as Annexure- 'A/6' 
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Copy of the representation dated 

24.01.2001 is enclosed as Annexure-

'Air. 

4.7 	That in the letter dated 2.5.2000 the respondent 

No.5 wrote that compliance with the direction and 

implication in respect of the schemes forwarded by the West 

Bengal Flood Control Board by 1st May,2000 have not been 

done as desired and advised him (applicant) to impro\ie in 

the 'matter of disposal in a workman like manner,. Th 

applicant in his letter dated 29.8.2000 to the CBE, 

Maligaon i.e. respondent No.5 explained that the schemes 

received from West Bengal Flood Control Board were submitted 

to the CBE Mligaon aftr examining them properly with 

his(applicant's) certificate that "none of the schemes 

submitted for 96th meeting belongs to N.F.Rly" and also 

wrote that for the above reason. the observations of the CBE, 

Maiigaon In his letter dated 2.5.2000 that the case has been 

put up on 2.5.2000 without the schemes received was wrong. 

This reflected the correct positian and CBE made no furtheri 

communication on the subject s  

4.8 	That the respondent No. S in his, letter dated 

29.5.2000 wrote that the monthly progress report regarding 

adoption of manual of instructions for Railway affecting 

works by the state Government for the month of Janury to 

March, 2000 have been issued without approval. He also 

expressed his displeasure in the said letter in respect of 

tending final copy of the draft manual of instructions for 

RAW Tripura state after incorporating the addition and l 

alteration upto the 3rd meeting of the State Committee of 

Engineers Tripura State. The said respondent in his said 
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letter also advised the applicant to improve his working so 

as to bring about a qualitative change in his(applicant's) 

approach and attitude therefrom.. The applicant in his letter 
1 

dated 29.8.2000 categorically replied an the above to the 

respondent No.5 and wrote that the monthly progress report 

for RDSO was lastly despatched to RDSO under the signature 

of the said respondent for NoV'98 and thereafter from Dec'98 

it was sent under the signature of SEN/FCW. In this 

connection it is stated that the aforesaid progress reports 

were sent to RDSO as per the direction of the said 

respondent - 

" May be issued under signature of SEN/FCW, 

letter/progress being a.matter of routine." 

As regards the sending of draft manual the applicant wrote 

that the same has been duly handed over by him to the 

Chairman of the committee during the 2nd meeting which was 

held on 5..5.99. As regards obtaining the approval, of the 

said manual the applicant wrote a letter to the Chairman, 

State Committee of Engineers and after gtting confirmation 

the details were recorded in the case file and the file was 

put tip to the said respondent for his appraisal 	on 

6.5..2000. The said respondent on being satisfied with the 

information passed remarks - "SEN/FCW to peruse and obtain 

the copy of notification for keeping on records,".The 

applicant also wrote that the approach to any work assigned 

to him was always complied with in time. Thereafter the CBE, 

Maligaon being satisfied did not communicate anything to the 

applicant on the above subject. - 

4.9 	That the adverse remarks communicated under letter 

No..CE/SS/13/0/ADV dated 12.10.2000 contains 3 items of 

adverse remarks. The 1st item reads as under 
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"(1) 	Not fully agreed. The progress report 	on 

adoption 	of 	RAW Manual is not beingi 	seat 	to 

RDSO 	regularly 	and 	also 	not 	put 	up 	till 

March2000. The review of water-way of BR.Na93 

was 	delayed 	badly 	protection 	scheme 	f or 

Br.No.331 was prepared in a most 	non-technical 

way." 

It 	is 	stated that the subject 	in 	reference 	to 

which, 	the communicating officer is not fully agreed is 	not 

known to the applicant nor the same has been communicated to 

him and hence the above view of the communicating officer is 

vague. The manner of the communication indicates 	abruptness 

and 	non application of mind. As regards further remarks 	it 

is 	stated that the applicant has always sent 	the 	progress 

report of adoption.of Manual for RAW to RDSO during the year 

1999-2000. in time. Thefollawin,g will indicate the 	correct 

position more clearly : 

Month Case No. 	 Signed by 	Despathed 
SEN/FCW/MLG 	 on 

on 

April'99 W/FCW/ML8/G-35/Pt.I 10.5.99 	 12.5.99 

May'99 -Do- 	 9.6.99 	 9.6.99 

June'99 -Do- 	 13.7.99 	 14.7.99 
/ 

July'99 -Do- 	 12.8.99 	 14.8.99 

Aug.'99 -Do- 	 8.9.99 	 8.9.99 

Sept.'99 -Do- 	 12.10.99 	13.10.99 

Oct. 99 -Do- 	 5.11.99 	 5.11.99 

Nov'99 -Do- 	 13.12.99 	13.12.99 

De. '99 -Do- 	 6.1.2000 	7.1.2000 

Jan.2000 -Do- 	 17.2.2000 	17.2.2000 

Feb. 2000 -Do- 	 7.3.2000 	7.3.2000 

.Mach 2000 -Do- 	 7.4. 2000 	10.4. 2000 
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With regards to the delay in review of water-way 

of Br..No.93 it is stated that there was no delay an the part 

of the applicant. In fact the case file 

Nb.W/29/AJRA-DMAL/93/W1 has been held by the applicant for 

only 25 days out of its total holding of 587 days (from 

13.3.99 to 24.10.2000) by the different officials. It is 

€ated that the CBE,Maligaon i.e. the respondent No.5 

himself held. the file for 76 days. (Enclosed Annexure -A/8). 

With regards to the preparation of protection 

scheme for Br.331 it is stated that the protection works 

were designed under the guidance of CBE. The preliminary 

plan was prepared showing Guide Bund (fbr short GB) reduced 

ib length dL(e to space constraints (hill, high land etc.) 

and 1-spur was shown in full length/size as per design . as 

there was no space corstraints and while giving final shape 

of the plan the CBE approved the GB but expressed, his 

anguish for not reducing the site of T-spur which according 

to him was wastage of money. In this connection it is stated 

that the CBE is the final authority for approval of the 

proposal and any addition or alteration was subject to his 

at isf actions. 

The 2nd item of adverse remarks reads as under: 

"(2) (i) Level of knowledge of functions in 

inadequate & poor. 

Application is lacking on his part. 

Technical input in the plan & preparation 

is lacking." 

That the above remarks does not signifies the 

fields and instances where the applicant has the inadequate 
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• and poor knowledge and also where application is lacking or 

how technical input is lacking on the part of the applicant 

but are contrary to the factual position as stated 

herre- in-before.. 

The 3rd item of adverse remarks reads as under: 

"(3)(i) Quality of output is poor.. There is 

poor initiative. 

(ii) Minutes of the SCEs/Assam 	Tripura & 

Arunachal Pradesh were highly inadequate and 

had. to be redraf ted entirely.. Lack of 

application is evident in working as noted by 

CE himself". 

It is stated that what CE has written/noted is a 

subjective view of the CE and is not known to the applicant. 

The above remarks are contrary to the factual positions and 

'actual works done by the applicant during the year 

1999L201 As regards the statement that the minutes had to 

be redraf ted entirely the applicant begs to state that the 

.ayXegation speaks of hostility against the applicant. The 

Aepplicant had worked as the Secretary of the committee and 

recorded the base materials foi- the minutes and discharged 

his functions with proper interactions with thei members of 

the committee which includes high officials of the states 

and these base materials were submitted to the Dy.CE/BD duly 

processed through computer and final minutes prepared after 

thorough discussion with concerned officers including the 

applicant.. This is the factual position and in the above 

circumstances recording adverse remarks on such allegation 

as conmunicated is beyond the scope and objective of 

\ 
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communicating ACR. The applicant begs to reiterate that he 

had no lapse in duty in this respect and the respondeilts 

were also fully aware of the same and as such without any 

ctmmunicatian, show cause notice, charge sheet etc resorted 

to acting behind the back and purportedly damage the ACR of 

the applicant. Malice is explicit in the matter. 

4',10 	That the adverse remarks communicated under the 

said letter dated 12.10.2000 are not based on the factual 

position of,the progress of works and the performances of 

the applicant during the year 1999-2000. The remarks are 

vague and abstract. It is written in the said communication 

tihat "  The above is conveyed to you so that you are made 

aWare of the deficiencies for improving your performance in 

the desired direction." But the same does not specify the 

nature of the work or areas of the work where the applicant 

has deficiencies or requires improvement. It is evident from 

the above that the ACR has been written in sloth shod manner 

for damaging the service record of the applicant. Whereas 

the case file of water way review for Bridge No.93 was with' 

the CBE, Maligaon for 76 days out of 587 days, it was with 

the applicant for 25 days which is the shortest possible 

period f or working and movement of the file. This file was 

wtth the Dy.CE/BD (respondent no.6) for 251 days. 

4.11 	That the applicant had protested against the 

humiliating behaviour of the respondent No.5 which caused 

annoyance to the said respondent for which the adverse 

remarks have been given in the ACR of the applicant for the 

year ending 31.03.2000.. It is stated that the annoyance and 

prsonal displeasure of the resondent No.5 with the 

applicant without any nexus with the works done in fact, 

rsulted in giving adverse remarks in the said ACR which is 
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nothing but the malafide exercise of power and position. 

Malice in facts and malice in law is explicit in the facts 

and circumstances of the case. 

c. 

	

4.12 	That the applicant never before in his service 

life has any communication of adverse remarks rather his 

performances and achievements were incredible. 

	

5. 	Grounds for re).iefs with leaal provisions: 

For that the communication of the adverse remarks 

to the applicant pertaining to the year ending 31.03.2000 is 

violative of the rules and procedures. 

	

5.2 	For that giving adverse remarks in the ACR of the 

has not been given bonafide but is the result of malafide 

exercise of power. 

	

5.3 	For thatthe adverse communication is vague and 

abstract in nature. 

	

5.4 	For that the contents of the communication are 

self explanatory and do not reflect positions. 

	

5.5 	For that the adverse remarks have beer give for 

the shake of adverse communication only without any 

intention to give the applicant scope of improvement. 

	

5.6 	For that the points and facts raised by the 

applicant in the different letters and representations being 

reflection of factual position have not been rebutted by the 

respondents. 
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5.7 	For that the respondent No.5 was misbehaving with 

applicant against which the applicant had protested, as a 

result the applicant has been given adverse remarks in the 

ACR which was communicated to him 1  

5.8 	For that malice in fact and malice in law is the 

reason of such adverse remarks in the said ACR. 

5.9 	For that the adverse remarks are not based on the 

facts and performances of the applicant. 

5.10 	For that the disposal of the representation dated 

06.11.2001 has been made in a perfunctory manner and without 

dealing any point raised by the applicant. 

5.11 	For 	that the disposal by the letter 	dated 

22.01.2001 is the result of non application of mind. 

5.12 	For that the disposal of the representation is 

unreasoned and is by non speaking order. 

5.13 	For that the disposal of the representation by the 

respondent No.3 has not given an' reason as to why the 

adverse remarks would stand although a detailed 

representation was made pointing out the unreasonableness of 

the adverse remarks. 

/ 	 6, 	 Details of remedies exhausted: 

The applicant has represented to the respondent 

No.3 but the same has been rejected. 

I 
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There is no other remedy under any rule and this 

Horible Tribunal is the only forum for redressal of the 

grievance. - 

7, 	Matters not previously filed or pending before any 

other Court: 

The applicant declares that he has not filed any 

'other case in any tribunal 5  Court or any other forum on the 

subject matter1 However, the applicant states that he has 

filed an application against his transfer to Eongaigaon 

before this Hon'ble Tribunal which has been numbered as OA 

No.108/2001 and is. pending. 

ReUefs sought for : 

Under the facts and circumstances of the case q  the 

applicant prays for the following reliefs : 

8.1 	The adverse remarks communicated under letter 

4Jo.CE/SS/13/0/ADV dated 12110 12000 (nnexure- A/5) and the 

order of the respondent No.3 rejecting the representation 

of the applicant communicated under letter No.CE/SS/13/0/ADV 

dated 22.01.2001 be set aside and quashed. 

8.2 	Cost of the case1 

8.3 	Any other relief/reliefs the Hon'ble tribunal may 

deem fit and proper. 

The above reliefs are prayed for on the grounds 

stated in para 5 above. 

Interim relief orayed for  

During the pendency of this application 	the 

applicant prays to restrain the respondents to •act upon the 

iCR of the applicant for the ye ar ending 31.03.2000. 
	 I 

The above relief is prayed for on the grounds 
	L 

átated in para 5 above. 

I 
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Lio. This application has been filed through Advocate. 

ii. Particulars of Postal Order : 

1) 	1 1 P.O 	ND 

Date Of issue 

Issued from 	 . 

Payable At 

I 	 / 	 I  

Particulars of Enclosures : 1 12 * 

As'stated in the inde<. S 

H I 
I 

/ 

Li 
5 	

5 

Verification 

-• 	 S  

5). .S • .S 5 SS_ 	 I  S. .- - 

S-- 

H / 	

- 

-.5 . 

4 	 - 
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Verification 

I, Tarun Kr. Dey, San of Late B.K. Dey, 

resident of MaligaonN Guwahati -11, aged about 50 years d 

hereby verify that the statements made in para 1,4,6 and 7 

are true my personal knowledge and those made in para 2,3 

and 5 are true to my legal advice and the rests are my 

humble submission. I have not suppressed any material facts. 

And I, sign this verification on thiIs  

5th day of 	,2001. 

I3uwahati 	 Sicinature 

I 



; 	 ifl 

LPCWJMILJ. 	 I 

Through DY.CE/k1) ) 

/ 

Sub 96th meeting of the Technical 
CoamittEe of Weat Bengal Flood 
Cotj Board, 

:1 

Vide endorsnent on Mo,6,3p/ 401(18) 
: da.ed 240402000 at SN9 .of Cse NO/G/Q13/pt,V 

directed to prise the po8ition and implication 
in respec o the sches forwarded by the West enga1 
:ooCtrol Board by 1st May, 20oc It is nóted.tht the 
ojn 	have notbeen done as desired.. The  

date (2c5e 2000) without the schnea 
% ive 

You are advised to improve and take necessaxy 
'.acton*for disposal of the matter in a worknian like 

/ 

- 	( BalbirSinqh) 



; 

' 

' sb! 

'•. 

Confidential. 
N. F.ia ilway 

No:- ] 'K I )/Copifd ./rl isc/ I 	 )i. 29 	-20(fl). 

To. 

CBE/MLG 
N.F.Railway. 

( Through Dy.CE/BI)/rvll (i ) 

Sub:- 96th meeting of (he Technical Coininittec of the W.I)/F.C.0 
Scheduled to be held on 4 May'2000. 

Ref- Your L/No. CBE/ Con1d./Msc Dl. 2-5-2000. 

S ii•. 

Vide memo no. 3 F-1/407(18) dl. 24-4-2000 at SN/9 of case No. W/FCW/MLG/G-
13/Pt.—V your endorsement on 27/4/2000 was as under - 

"Please go through and apprise the posit ton and implication in respect of any item 
concerning us by May' 2000." 

The schemes received from W13/FCB afler properly examining were submitted back 
to you on 28/4/2000 with a certificate by me that "none of the schemes submitted for 961h 
meeting belongs to N.F.Rly". 

As such, your observation vidc reference above that the case has been put up on 
2/5/2000 is wrong. 

It is further communicated by you under the letter reference above that - " (he case file has been put up without schemes". 
It is clarified here that - once the schemes have properly gone through, examined and 

certificate (as quoted above) given thercol it may he presumed that the scheme would not be 
required for further checking at the higher level for time constrajnt. 

However, in case of any doubt or lbr cross check, calling schemes by you was hardly 
a matter of 10 seconds only on inter-corn and that was produced too, on being asked to 
submit. 

In this connection, issuing letter of displeasure is not only extending injustice to the 
undersigned but it appears to be hill of prejudice. 

• 	 Yours Sincerely, 

, 

(T.K.Dey) 
SEN/FCW/MLG 

Copy to:- 
N.F.Railway. 

PA to CE- may please arrange to put up the letter to C13E through Dy.CE/f 3D. 

k 
(T.K.De) 

SEN/FCW/MLG 
N.F.Railway. 
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AINEXURE 	/'3 

IONFIDENTIALs 	o 
Pb) 

Office of the 
General Man ager(!orks), 

!Uaaon. 

Dated 29 5 2000. 

N,F. R 

1 SL. CBE/Codl /Mj 

TO\4hr1 T.K.Dey, 

.1 

I 

I 

I 

I 
; 

( Through DY.CE/BD 
) 

Subi... Adoption of Manual of Instructiona 
for. Railway Affecting trks by the 
State Government Monthly Progress 
Report0  

Ref a- Director(B&s)ca..II/1sQ,,LxoI8 letter 
No.RI3F/SCA dated 15.9.1998. 

Monthly Progress Report on the subject is thb 
submitted to RDSO• Progress report for the xrrnth of Dec'99 ws. 
pj1por perusal last on 24.1.2000. Progress Repo1€iTr iie month of Jan, Peb, MiiEFi & april, 2000 have been issued without proval and putting Up it to DY.CE/BD or the undersigned . 

2. Also in respect of the Draft Manual of 
• 	 Instructions for RAW Tripura State I had instructed sever&t. 4  times verbally to send a final copy of the Manual ef 

Instruction duly incorporating the addition and altetiôti4j • 

	

	discussed upto the 3rd Meeting of the State CoMmittee Of  Engineers Tripura State, :when the manual was finally 
recomrnendj unanimously for adoption, to enable the Secretiy. 
Transport(Chaian,scE/Trjpura) to process and obtain the • 	, f approval of the Govt. and arrange for its pub1icatjo in tho I Gazette.  However, the iflstructfr have not been compiiad I Inspite of repeated discussion on the matter. 

3. Displeasure is hereby expressed for such 
leckdaisjcal approach to work and in compliance of the clear instructions. You are advised to improve your working so 

ü • •. to bring about a qualitative change in your approach and 
• 	 attitude htberto. 

• 	 '• 	 • 

( Balbjr Sings ) 

Chief Bridge Engineer, 



ANNEXURE/ 

; 

	

ConfidentiaL 

r 	No:- iKI)/Contil./Misc/2 

	 N.E. Railway 	
Dt. 29 9-2000. 

•1'o, 

CJ3E/M LG 
N.F. Railway. 

( 'Iluough I )y.Cl.Yl fl )/M I G ) 

Sub:- Adoption of Manual of Instruction for RAW 

(Monthly Progress Report) 
Ref:- Your L/No: - CBE/Con fd 1./Misc Dl. 29-5-2000. 

Sir, 
In terms of your letter under reference the para wise reply is furnished below. 

1. Monthly progress report for RDSO was lastly despatched to RDSO under your signature 
for Nov'98. Thereafter, from I)EC'98 it was sent under the signature of SEN/FCW 
(predecessor) observing your remarks that- 
"May be issued under signature of SlN/FCW, letter/progress being a matter of 
routine," 

(i) 	During the period from Jan'99 to Jan'2000 (1 3 months) the case file has been put up 

for many occasions, but it has never been advised to take approval of CBE/Dy.CE 
/BD prior sending the progress report to RDSO. 

Etc' 
	

(ii) 	Further, on advising (verbally) to put up the case file time to time, so to be conversant 
with the on going progress, it was put up on 2 1-1-2000 for perusal only but not for 
approval. Besides, it was not desired / advised at that point of time also to put the 

1" 
	

progress file for approval on wards. 

More over, on putting up the case tile to you on 26-5-2000 with a reply letter, against 
Rly. Bd's letter, querying about the progress, instead of signing the letter, you passed 
the following remarks - 

Monthly progress report has been discontinued to be put up fir approval before 
despatching since Jan'2000. This is not appreciated." 

(iii) 	It is clarified here that, the progress report has neither been put up for approval of 
CBE or Dy. CE/Hi), in the past nor there was any instruction for taking approval 
be fore despatch. As such, the question of discontinuity of taking approval dose not 
arise. 

Contd. 
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2 

3 	2. 	As regard to item (2) ic. sending final copy Draft Manual duly incorporating the two 
new items, I have always replied that the final copy had been personally handed over by 
me to the Chairman of the committee during the 2' meeting held on, 5-5-99. 

I 
I 

Further, to confirm the action regarding the putting of manual to the Govt ofTripura for 
obtaining approval, a letter was issued to Chairman Stale Comniitice of Engineers by the 
undersigned. Besides, on confirming from Chairman later, on phone, details was recorded 
in the PP side ofthe case file and was put up to you for appraisal on 26-5-2000. On being 
satisfied with the information you pased the foUowing remarks - 

"SFN/FCW to persue & obtain the copy of notification for keeping on records," 

i'here after, issuing letter by you on 29-5-2000 to the undersigned stating that your 
instruction havènot be complied is not appropriate. 

3. It is stated that the approach to any work assigned to the undersigned was complied 
always in time. It is right place to mention it here that there had been no meeting of 
SCE/Assam since May96 for three & half years. After I assumed charge in Jan'99 as 
SEN/FCW, all th meetings of all the States of Assam; Arunachal Pradesh & Tripura 
have been organised alone and conducted well in time. Besides, all the routine works viz. 
Monsoon observatioq works, bridge review, survey of rivers and preparing plan There of, 
also sending reports to all concerned(RDSO etc.) have been done in time. 

• 	Further, apart from above, a huge no of additional works viz. Monsoon obsçrvation 4 
bridges, Sui'ey- 4 bridges with preparing plan , design guid bund, protection work, 
review water way etc Br. No. 93 & 331, Protection work- 2 bridges etc. have been done 
without interrupting the 3 nos of routine works of rivers observations nominated by 
RDSO with a very negligible staff (30 nos) only under different lOW's / BNGN, SGW, 
LMG&MILG. 

In perspective it appears -that the displeasure expressed by you 'is again not proper and 
fraught with prejudice. 

Yours Sincerely, 

(T.K.Dey) 
SEN/FCW/MLG 

N. F. Rail way. 

Copy to:- 
PA to CE may please arrange to put up the letter to C13E through Dy.CE/BD. 

C) 

(T.K.Dey 
SEN/FCW/MLG 

N.F.Railway. 

I 
1• 

lc 
I . 

$ - 

It 

- 

I; 

: 4 



(Confidential) 
y') 

Northeast Frontier Railway 

't 	 Headquarters office, 
(Works Branch)/Maligaon 

t?1 
No. CE/SS/ 13/0/ADV 	 12.10.2000 

Shri T.K.Dey, 
SEN/FCW/MLG 

	

(. j! 	 Sub ACR for YE 31.3.2000 communication of adverse entries. 

The following adverse remarks have appeared in your ACR for 
yearending3l.3.2000: 

a 	 . 	 I 	/ 
"1) Not fully agreed. The progress report on adoption of RAW 

	

;t 	 4 	 Manual is not being sent to RDSO regularly and also not put 
up till March, 2000. The reviçw of water-way of Br.No. 93 	iL- 
was delayed badly; protection scheme for Br. 331 was 

/ 	 prepared in a most non-technical way. 

(i) Level of knowledge of functions in inadequate & poor. 

c L) \ 	 (ii) Application is lacking on hi part. 	. 
• (iii) Technical input in the plan & preparation is lacking. 	•• 

(i) Quality of output is very poor.. There is poor, initiative. 
(ii) Minutes of the SCEs/Assam, Tripura'& Aninachal 

* Pradesh were highly inadequate and had to be redrafted 
entirely. Lack of application is evident in working as noted 
by CE himself'. 

The above is conveyed to you so that you are made aware of the 
deficiencies for improving your performance in the desired direction. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this letter on the duplicate copy 

	

1 	
and send the same to the undersigned within 15 days time. Please note 
that representation, if any, has to be preferred within one month's time 
of receipt of this letter after which no representation will be considered. 

H I 
(B.K.Agarwal) 

Chief Engineer 
Copy to: PS to GM, NF Railway. 

/7 

	

(B.K.Agarwal) 	.• 

/ 	
Chief Engineer 

I 	 ft  

5 	.1 
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t MEXURE 

N.F.RaHway 
Con fidenti al  

• 	

Y NO. T.K.D/Cofd./ 3/2000 	 Dt.6-1 ! -2000. 

To, 
The CE IMaligaon, 
N.F.RLY 

Sub:- ACR for YE. 31.3.2000 - Communication of adverse entries. 

• '. 'r 	Ret:- 	CE's Confidential letter No. CEISSI13I0IADV dtd.12.10.2000 

Sir, 
In terms of your letter under reference I firmly deny and disagree with the adverse 

• remarks which has been communicated to mc vide your letter iited above. The remarks are not 
based on my peifonnance rather it is due to biasness of reporting/reviewing officer(s) for the 
'reasons lying else where. I beg to furnish the parawise reply for 	favour of your kind 
information and sympathetic consideration please.. 

(1) 	Jst..part:- "The progress report ...................... 	Mar ch'2000". 

In this connection may kindly see my reply at Ann. - 1 where in it was clearified 
to CBE that the charges brought vide his letter No. CI3E/ConIdl/Misc dt. 	29.5.2000 
(Annexure —2) was not correct. 

(1) 

 

204  part.: "The rcview of water way .................badly delayed". 

In this connection a chart prepared to show the movement of the concerned file 
'Annexure-3 which will speak the truth whether the delay was on my part. 

That Sir, From the summery of the above chart (at bottom) it may 
• 	kindly be seen that, out of total 587 days since the 1st endorsement on 18.3.99 

till 24-10-2000 the file was held by me for 25 days only i.e. 4.25 %. 

It is brought out here that the water way of Br.No. 93 (9 X 100 ft.) was already 

	

' 	
alised on 11.1.2000 & duly approved by CBE with further instruction to process the 

4. 	 • 	 '..' / 

tenders etc. (Aimexure-4). But while furnishing the information to. GM by CBE the 
water way already finatised was mentioned as 700 ft instead of 900 ft for which GM •,'. 

	

/ 	remarked as u.ader. 
' I 

4 	 . 	

• 	 "
The waterway is being practically halved. Pl.have the calculations etc. re-checked 
.....................

dc". (Anncxurc-5) 

Contd. 

11 	• 
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To comply GM's note the calculations were re-checked and found that the 
water way------900(ft) as calculated earliar was correct. 

It is ,however not known at what point of time, water way was further reduced 
down from 900(ft) to 700(ñ) against the existing 1380(ft) as no record of this is 
available in any of the concerning case files. 

After GM's intervention on 14.7.2000, the finalisation of the W/way took a 
new turn and the case delayed further. AEN/FCW has been instructed by CBE to re- 

• calculate the v!way based on old survey records etc.and the case file duly re calculated 
is lying even to day with DY/CEIBD since 29.9.2000 and the review is still being done 
on trial &error method and final decision is yet to be taken by CBE. As such question of 
delay in review of water way on my account dose not arise. 

• 	.(1) 3d pait:- "Protection scheme for Br. 331 .......most non-technical way". 

li. .1. 	During the restoration of this bridge, CBE, DYICEIBD and AEN/FCW were closely 
attached to this bridge work and they were fully familiar with the site conditions. The 
protection works (guide bund, i/spur etc.)were designed under the guidance of CBE. 
However, AEN/FCW was always consulting me for design /calculazion etc. 

• 	On completion of the design, the preliminary plan wai prepared showing GB 
• F 

	

	reduced in length due to space co raints (bill ,high land etc) and the T-spur was shown 
in full length/ size as per design as there was no space c04raints. 

i: 

While giving final shape of the plan, CJ3E approved the GB but exprssed his 
anguish for not reducing the size of T-spur also which in his opinion was wastage of 

F 	money. 

You may like to appreciate that the csó is put up to the. .CBE being the final 
authority for approval of the proposal for any suggestion addilions/altration if any • 

before giving the final shape for which he is only competent dose not show that every 
body other than him is technically poor who are connected with design. These remarks 
made in the ACR are not based on facts, rather due to prejudice. 

..ui1_Of) (i1 3(i) 
For better appreciation, prior replying to the above, it is necessary to furnish 

the present set up of FCW in brief. The position is shown through Annexurc-6. 

May kindly appreciate Sir, how with a skeleton gang only all the 
• !. 	 programmed works (col-2) along with huge additional works too (col-3) have been 

completed within the specified period of time -absolutely with my iniliative alone. 

Contd 

1. 

I • 

••. 

------, 
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Sir, in the most lfllpoltIflt part of my representation I would like to bring out 
here that ----- the design staff like CDA,SDA etc. who used to work under the control of 
SEN/FCW were with drawn ifi  1992 and merged with DYCJIBD There after all the 
river protection works were done in the Bridge section. 

As a SENIBJ) in 95-96, I have also designed protection works of river Simen, 
Kuniátia etc. 

I" However, for a certain period of time Sn S. Sarkar who worked all along as 
AENIBD, on getting promotion as SENIFCW in April'96 was asked to continue design 
works  also to assist the then SEN/BD, Mr. Rajib Kumar as there was shortage of AENS 

After departure of Sn Sarkar, (Aug 197)  his successors were also being 
assigned the job of rivei protection works c.'henever 	the post SENIBD remained' 

7 vacAnt 

It is brought out here that Sir, for extending this assistance to bridge design 
section, FCW section had to suffer much as there had been no ASCE's meetings for 
consecutive three & half yrs (3 /2 yr) and considerable part of this period present CBE 
was the HOD/Br section After I joined in Jan'99, I again started the meeting absolutely 
with my initiative alone 

Unfortunately, on joining as SENIFCW in Jan'99 , since the post of 
SEN/13D was lying vacant, all the protection woiks were again thrown on FCW stating 
that one AEN/FCW was posted newly after a gap of 8 yrs and qiotmg his old duty 
which wasLto be updated after merging the design section of FCW with BD. section in 
1992. 

OV  

With submission, Sir, by Iughlightmg all the above, I don't mean to point 
out that 1 have been compelled to shoulder extra duty although not reflected in the duty 
hst but I want to point out here, that while discharging extra duties, unlike my 
predecessors, I have conducted all the nominated meetings of all the states, completed 
all the works as programmed in 992000 and also have done huge extra works all well 
within scheduled time as already mentioned above 

In perspective, the charges brought vide item 2(i), (n), (in) above & 3(i) 
below are not only base-less, but being not specific in nature are considered as "Will) 
CHARGES" and brought against any body with malafied intention only.  

301) 
Minutes of the SCE 	redrafted entirely.  

To am'e at the fact why this re-drafting, I shall request your honour to 
kindly call for your memory regarding the positive remarks (Goo1, V good ete) made - 	.. by you on the cover page of minutes booklet of SCE's meeting held in the post 
monsoon '99 and send back the booklet to CBE. 	 Contd. 
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This was prepared and submitted by me wherein contribution of the 
officers above me was not much. It is pointed out here that Sir, the above booklet was 
not further sent down to the level below by CBE for record, instead it was said that it 
would be kept by him for his personal record. 

Here after, on completion of the pre- monsoon meeting in April '2000 
when draft minutes duly prepared and submitted by me with in 10/ 11 days of 
completion of meeting through DYCE/BD to CBE, he drained down the full brain 
holding the file for more than one month to make the minutes April '2000 some thing 
special to impress upon you, perhaps to achieve more positive retrarks this time, but 
this time,, unfortunately, the booklet was returned to me with your remarks "Thanks" 
only. - 

/ 

(1' 	- 

I: 

'.•i• lL•I 

It is pointed out here that while making addition/alteration in the minutes 
one important column "Committees decision" was completely eliminated by CBE and 
instruction has been included without being discussed and resolved in the meeting that 
- ' Statement & Inspection report (RAW) shall be tabled in the next meeting". This 

• 	. may affect sentiment of the officers /members and thus the future meeting also. 

Further, claim by CBE "re-drafted entirely" indicates that there was no 
materials at all in the draft minutes prepared and submitted by me to DYCEIBD and 
onwards making further addition/alteration submitted to CBE by DYCEIBD. It can well 
be understood how baseless charge can this be that officers below him failed to produce 
any material By this CBE wants to say rather show that all in the bridge wing are 
useless except him and thereby grab the full credit alone. 

item 3 (ff1 Last line- "Lack of---------------by CE himself". 

In this regard, Sir, I sincerely believe that the charges do not require be given 
clarification from my side as you know mepersonally. Yet I shall quote 213 works 

1 

	

	 which were required to be done very fast'in face of ensuing and full monsoon which are 
asunder — 

U 

,• 	 , 

• 1'!' 

(a) 	Protection works of left G. bund of river Diana (Rly Br. No. 180, MG under 
Sr. DEN /APDJ. 

 

As instructed by you all the works right from inspection of the site, suggesting 
boulder sausage bed bars etc. making drawing.plan estimate worth'Rs. 46 lakh were 
completed and submitted to you with in 2 days. Later DEN/IV/APDJ informed after 
monsoon that the work was completed before monsoon and proved to be very effective 
in saving the 'RIy. embankment. 

Contd. 

' 

rt1 . 

d 
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1. 

. (b) 	Taking sounding as per your instruction (by- echo sounder) personally by a 
CoUfltIy boat round the piers 4 to 7 in the river Brahmapulra in the full fiood (AUG' 
99) and the detailed report there of with sketches on graph paper showing erosion 
round the pier3 was put up to you on the very next day. 

Thus, it is evident from the above that there is no lack in working with me 
Instead, the lack what is noticed in the bridge wing after I joined is lack of leadership, 
improper instruction, incomplete guide line, very poor feeling for the fellow officials. 
Besides extending humiliating behaviour and finding faults all the time to create mental 

• pressure. 

Now, Sir, in the 2nd  and final part of my representation I would like to 
t communicate the reason for which CBE made an attempt to spoil my ACR inspite of 
; completing all programmed works of 99 - 2000 with huge extra work well within the 

specified time and flilly initiated by me alone. 

The reason behind this was his unbearable increasing humiliating behavior. 
This development was noticed in him little after he was promoted to SAG. 

In few consecutive occations calling me in his chamber he misbehaved with 
me using unparliamentary words which I protested and requested him, instead of ill 
behaving he may put PP notes and serve letters. 

As a result of the above development in April'2000, CBE started finding ioop 
holes against me and communicating through PP notes of the respective case files, 
supported with displeasure letters. 

Two such displeasure letters have been communicated to me in the month of 
May'2000. The reply of the one is available at Annexure-1, details already narrated in 
item 1(i) above. 

The reply to the 2 d  letter (Annexure-7) if compared with the PP notes 
(Annexure-8) it will be found that the charge is not only wrong but false also. (CBE's 
letter is available at Ann. —9) 

It is a matter of regret that all these above occurrence took place in the month 
of April, May'2000 and communicated to me through ACR YE. March'2000. 

It is worth mentioning here that I have very recently been inducted into 
Group- A by Railway Board. Obviously, my performances as reflected in my successive 
ACBs, rust have carried very good gradings which were favourably taken into 
considers  On the face of it, such adverse remarks in the •  ACR-2000 speaks volume about 
the prejudice and bias which were predominant in the mind of Initiating as well as 
Review Authority. Contd. 

ji 

ttq 



1, therefore, request you to kindly have the perspective view of the above 
fact and expunge the adverse rernark made in my ACR which are not based on fact 
rather based on personal grudge, false ego to miscon3lruc my SInCCTIIIy and honesty 
which I have maintained till dale. 

(U!  

H 
(TJCDey) 

• 	 - SEN/FCW/MLG 
• 	 N.F.Railway 

' 	 . 	 • 

• 	

. 

I  

I 
) 	 . 
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AEXWE 

(Confidential) 

NORTHEAST. FRONTIER RAILWAY 

Headquarters office, 
(Works Branch)/Maligaon 

oil  

-\ 
N 

No. CE/SS/13/0/ADV 	 22nd Jany/2001 

Shri T.K.Dey, 
SEN/FCW 
NF Railway 

Sub: 4CR for YE 31.3.2000-- disj,osal of representation 
against adverse entries. 

Ref: Your def'pice against advewe enlr/e, No. 7KD/( q/U/3/20O0 
di. 6.11.2000. 

After carefully going through your above representation, it has been decided 
that the remarks recorded in your ACR fbr YF, 3 1.3.2000 would stand and no 
modification is called for. 

(B.K.Agarwal) 
Chief Engineer, 

NFRailway 

Copy to : PS to GM, NF Railway, Maligaon. 

(B. K.Agarwal) 
Chief Engineer, 

• 	 NF'Rai.lway 

2 b6 

, 



To, 
The General Manager, 
N.F.Railway, Maligaon. 

3o 
No. TKD/Confidentjal /112001 

H 

ANNEXURE-
I)t. 	—() 1 -2001 

(Through Proper Channel) 

Sub:-ACR for Y.E.3 1/3/2000 - Communication of adverse entries. 

Ref:-CE's ConfidentiaJ Letter No. CE/SS/13/0/Adv dt. 12/10/2000. 

Respected Sir. 
With profound respect and humble submission 1 beg to furnish 

the following few line for your kind information and sympathetical 
consideration please. 

That Sir,- My representation against adverse report 
communicated to me for Y.E. 31/3/2000 (letters with annexures enclosed ) has 
yet another scope for expunging the adverse remarks if gone through by you 
personally with perspective view and open mind as the remarks made in my 
ACR are not based on fact at all rather false ego to misconstrue my sincerity 
and honesty which I have maintained without any spot till date. 

I, therefore, request your honour to kindly intervene and extend 
justice to me as the entries made in my ACR by superiors are all irrelevant and 
only to harm my career without maintaining any norms with an intention to 
debar my promotion and to keep me in mental agony to spoil the peace of mine. 

I, therefore, earnestly request your honour to kindly 
communicate your favorable view with in 15-2-01 SO that, I do not require to 
knock the Royal door for natural justice. 

DA- As above. 

Advance Copy:- 	 Yours faithfully, 
I. GMIN.F.Rly.,MLG. 
2. Secy. POA/N.F.Rly./MLG.  

T.K. Dey — JRSE(P) 
LME, AM.IE (Civil) 

SEN/FCW/MLG/N.F.Rly. 

\ 

.9 
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Br.No. 93 Kopili - Review of Water Way. 

Table showing below the movement of Case File No. W/29/AJRA-DML3IW-1 with time 
L. 	.,h ,fTh.Ic 

a 

AENIFCW 
SEN/FCW 
Dy. CE/B D 

Trans.Pd._ 
AEN/FCW 
SEN/FCW 
Dy.. CE/BD 
JE/I/DRG. 
AEN/FCW 
SEN/FCW 
CBE 
SEN/FCW 
AEN/FCW 
SEN/FCW 
CBE 
AENIFCW 
SENIFCW 
DY.CE/BD 
AEN/FCW 
bSfw-1 
AENIFCW 
DY.CE/BD 
CBE 

Trans. Pd. 

05/w-i 
DY.CE/BD 
0SIw-1 
SENIFCW 
05/w-I 
SEN/FCW 
CBE 
Trans. Pd. 
SFJWIFCV 
SEN/FCW 
DY.CEJBE 
SEN/FCW 
AEN/FCW 

PS/w
EN/F

-
CW

- 
 

Sent to 
_____ 
Date Holdin Sent to Date Holdm Sent to Date Holding 

g g 	No. No 	of 

No. of of days days. 

18.3.99 
Days 

1 AEN/FCW 287.99 - DY.CE/BD 11.7.2K 3 

19.3.99 - CD.A1BR. 28-7-99 5 ABE/SPL 14.7.2K 2 

19.3.99- 5 DY.CFJBD 2.8.99 67 Trans. Pd. 16.7.2k 1 

23.9.99 
24.3.99 1 OSIW-1 

_____ 
8.10.99 - AEN/FCW 17.7.2K - 

25.3.99 - DY.CE/BD 810.99 . 	 26 SEN/FCW 17.7.2K - 

25.3.99 - AENIFCW 311.99 - AEN/FCW 17 - 

25.3.99 5 SSE/FCW 3.11.99 12 SENIFCW 17.7.2K - 

30.3.99 14 CDM/1CW 1511.99 - AEN/FCW 17.7.2K 1 

13.4.99 6 AEN/FCW 15.11.99 _____ SENIFCW 18.7.2K 1 

19.4.99 - CDA/BR. 15.11.99 14 AEN/FCW 19.7.2K 1 

19.4.99 2 AENIFCW 29.11.99 2 SEN/FCW 20.7.2K - 

21.4.99 1 SDA/BR. 1.12.99 5 AEN/FCW 20.7.2K - 

22.4.99 5 AEN/FCW 6.12.99 3 SENIFCW 20.7.2K - 

27.4.99 1 DY.CEIBD 9.12.99 29 AEN/FCW 27.2K - 

28.4.99 5 CBE 7.1.2k 4 OS/W-1 20.7.2K 3 

3.5.99 18 DY.CE/BD 11.1.2K 6 Trans. Pd. 23.7.2K 1 

21.5.99 10 ABEJHQ_ 17.1.2K 1 AEN/FCW 24.7.2K - 

31,5.99 - CRE 181.2K 2 SEN/FCW 24.7.2K - 

31.5.99 - - ABE/HQ 20.1.2K 1 DY.CE/BD 24.7.2K 7 
4 

31.5.99 1 ABEIIIQ 21.1.2K 19 CBE 31.8.2K 

1.6.99 1 Trans. Pd. 9.2.2k 1 SEN/FCW 4.9.2K - 

2.6.99 - ODE 10.2.2K - AENIPCW 4.9.2K 7 

2.6.99 2 DY.CE/BD 10.2.2K 18 Trans. Pd. 11.9.2k 1 

&.3. 6.99 __  
4.6.99- 6 
8.6.99 
9.6.99 - AI3E/SPL. 

 _________ 
2822K k.9.2K

9.6.99 

1 AEN/FCW 
- 

2 Trans.Pd. 29.2.2k 1 SEN/FCW .9.2K 
1 

116.99 - AEN/FCW 1-3-2K AEN/FCW .9.2K 

11.6.99 - 3 	- ABE/IIQ, L3.2K -- 
13 

SEN/FCW 14.9.2K 1 
AEN/FCW 15.9.2K  14.99 I SDA/BR. 1.3.2K 

15.6.99 1 AENIFCW 14.3.2K 9 SE/FCW 15.9.2K 	4 
- 

16.6.99 8 SEN/FCW 23.3.2K - SEN/FCW 19.9.2K 	- 

- 

24.6.99 1 DY.CE/BD 23.3.2k 4 AEN/FCW 19.9.2K 	2 

2599 13 SEN/FCW 27.3.2K -__- SEN/FCW 21.9.2K 	- 

7.7.99 1 AENIFCW 27.3.2K - CBE 	- 21.9.2K 	1 - 

8399 12 CDM/ 27.3.2K 16 SEN/FCW 22.9.2K 	3 

20.7.99 1 AEN/FCW 12.4.2K - AEN/FCW 25.9.2K 	- 

- SEN/FCW 12.4.2K - - OSIW-1 25.9.2K 	3 
- 21.7.99 

7_ DY.CE/BD 12.4.2K 42 AEN/FCW 289.2K 	- 

- 21.7.99 
- 	 28.7.99 - CBE 24.5.2K 48 SEN/FCW 28.92K 	1 

DY.CE/13D 29.9.2k 	25 
jp till 24/10/2  

: 

4ERY :- 	From 16-3-Y9 to 14-lu-buuu 	- .. 

Holding file by --- AEN/FCW = 57 days. 
do ---- --- SEN/FCW 25 days. 

- 	
---- do ---- 	--- Dy. CEIBD 251 days (and still at his disposal). 
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Sri T. K I)c> 

Un :i.on Of :I:ncl Ia & Ors 

:s: 	th:•? m at-ter :if 

- 	 Wr:i tten S atemen -1 on heha:Lf of 

the nc:ricIen 

1 he res pon :len tsin the above case 	mo 1 

respectfully I:eçi tC:) state as unc:Ier 

:1 	 1 hat the respondents have qone throk.Lçj h the 

oricj :i.nj:]. a pp1. :1. cat:i.on and 	have. understood 	the 	c:on teii ts 

the rec; 

2 	 That. 	the re?spontlefl ts do not adm :1. k 	any 

statement except -1h::- L'Jh:l c:h are ¶1:.:if:i.c:a]. :1>' 	admitted 	In 

- .ir :1 t t:-?n sta temen t ., 	tinen ts not adm:i. t. ed are denied. ,  

3,, 	 That 	reply to the stat emen ts in para 4.4 

• it is st.e':: kIat 	lie pert'.::irmIid:e of -l:iie .aDp].:i.c:.nt bqAng not. 

• /' ,Sdti. sfa ctory •. scDr - tc:(:)mincJ5 and (:lefl ci. en :ds were po:i.n .cl 

out an(:j l:rouq lit to the not:i. ce of the app 1. :1 cant ver ba:l. :iy 

•fi rst c:L.tnsel :i.nq him at the same time for - necessary 

:1. mprovemefl ts .. Al 1. counsel. :1. n q used to be made i. n p resen ce of 

• .1' the respond en t No ,. 6 to whom the app]. I can t re p0 rted.. the 

app:l. :1. cant d :i.sp 1. ayed a non cha]. ant at t I tude of irsubord in a tion 

towards his :i.mmed late sui:erlor .  ( responclen t Ho.. 6) 



- 	

2 " 

Commun :1. c.:t.:ion in wri. tinq 	had 	to be made in the 2nd step 	as 

the ap:l:it:ant failed to improve his perform•anc:e.. 	It is 	also 

stated 	that fa:Lse and baseless al :Lecjation 	:i.?v:1ed by,  

appi :i. cant 	acja±nst Respondent Mo 5 	have 	no bearinq 

whatsoever 

4 .. 

 

That in reply to the statements in para 4.5 

:1 t :1. s stated that the c:e ten t au hor :1. ty commu.n i c:a ted j he 

ad''?rse cm tn. es in the ACR of the app]. :i. c::an t for the per :i.od 

end:inq 31 .. 3.. 2000 after due verification •. L..etters referred 

c:I a tec:i 2 5 . 2000 and 29 8 .. 2000 are ....tot re 1. evan t to t he ACR for 

L 	t he period c•:•n ci :1. nq 31.3 ..2000. However, del. a>' in respond :i nçj to 

/ 	
:i.etter dated 2.. 5 •.2000 by the applicant after near].>' 4 months 

1 	by his letter dated 29.. 8.. 2000 ref ].ects the leve:L Jf 

promptness and eff:i. c:ien cy be:incj oi:servci by him 

5 . . 	 'Ihat in rc?ply to the statements in 1:ra 4.6  

:1 t is sta t€•?ci 	that the respc:)nden t no .. 3 c:c:nsi. ck'n:ci 	the 

iIsn tat:i.on ci at.ec:i 6 .. :1:1. .. 2000 of the. api:1  :1. can t. and 

cc:mmun :i. catec:i u pho 1. ci :1. n cj cft he adverse remarks.. Responden t 

Mo ,. 2 consi ci e red rep resen tat :i on cia ted 24 .. :1. ,, 200 :1 of the 

app:I. :1 c::an t 	and 	communicaled 	by 	c::onfiden t :i.al 	letter 

Mo Z./SS/CR/W/5 dat d 18.4.2001.. 

?"vide

i) c••xpunq:i.nc cif adverse nemark c:ommun:1.c:ated 
... 

 i tern 	no'.. 	1 	in 	CE:/IIL.G s 	letter 

Mo .. CE/SS/13/O/AI)V datc::x:i 12 ., 10.. 200O. and 

:i.i ) uphold:Lnq the remaininq two a:iverse i.tems 

\ \ c:cmmun :i ::a ted 

\\ 

6.. 	 That in re;:1.y to the statements in para 4.7 

it is stated - that :ietters r. e .f: ernec:i dated 265.2000 and 
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00 

is 3 ::: 

8 200() are not i'e:i•vai t to the ACR for the l::*er :i.od end :inq 

:I. '.000 It is also to ste t.ha t SEN/F(W :1. stc:) e> i:i.ne 

t I: s c: hc?fds te c hnically And fu rn :ish h :1 s cxmmen ts Respond en t 

IsIC) S was to at:iend the neetinq .. P .....t:i. c:i. pan is of Tec:hn I c:a :t. 

Advisory Committee are t'equ I rec:t to examine, suqq es t. and make 

t.ec:hn :1. c:a:l. • c:on t ri I: ..tion In fin i I st :1. on o ....the s:: Ic-mes 

,Schemes 	necessarily 	shoul c:l have been pt.i t 	up 	here 

.?'tif,catlon 	that 	the sc::heilw:?5 ubmIt:tecI d:i.d 	not 	c:c:c:ern 

Nl:: 0  r:i>' at tie :i:vc:i of is not enf.:uqh. In factq 

t.lre were sc: C?f€?s pertain :Lnq to c:ther railways vi. . Etern 

Railways and ::1Lth Eas tern Ra:i lways The app:i. :1 ::an t ci :i.ct not 

make a mei t:i.c:'n of th:i.s wh:i. :l.e putting u: :t he • c::asc? '.;:i. tht:u t 

While 	si..pc r"f:i. ::i :i 	had ci :t. :i.nq 	of 	the 	matter 	is 

I t. a 1. sc; rcfI.ec:t.s :i.ack of depth and 	knowl edlqc? in 

wo r k:i n q 	of .....:? apf:) 1 :1 c:an t. w hcD has chc: en to nake 	:1 r re :levan t 

&l.:h..ecjat:i.cDnS 	rathe: r 	than tak:Liiq note o....the sho rtc::ominçjs 

po in ted out an ci ma ki. nq t:o :i. lye efforts tcjm ID rove 

That in reply to the statements in para 4,8 

the re.j:c:n ci •n ts reiterate t he s ta temen t5 macto i. ii pa ra 

at:)ove 

rtit in I'?f.:Ly to 	statements in paPa 4.9 

• Wis s ta tec:I that the con ten t:L on p resen ted by t he a pp :t. i. can 1 

/ is far atiay from the facts Llea r i6structions were qiven to 

send the proq res report to RDSO under the signature of 

sE:,\,/:cw The app:I. :1. cant however stopped put tinci up the 

p roq ress re p r t for apprc:)va 1. before des patch al t houq I, no 

• 	such :instruc::tion was q:i.ven Prqress report fc:r• the month of 

January, 	 Iiarc:h and Apr:i.l.200() could not be seen in 

the 	c:ase f 1 1. e rsu 1 t i. n cj :i. n :1. ssue of 	c:c:)mmun :1 cat. :i. on 	cia ted 

29 5 2000 Further a 	pe rusa :1 	cfthecasce f :1. 1 e refer red 
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i''.:i.c that the pp:i. :i. nt signed the forwarding letter and 

report on 16.. 2 . 2000 and not on 17.20000. There is no 

No.. on the •f(:)_,;aI.dI inq J. etter and report for January ,29OO 

Copy of j: rog ress re i:xDr t. for Dpcember,1999 5t??fl t as I'C PO •  f •frr 

January 2000.. it is also statcx:i that c::ol :Lection of data for 

rev:i. ew of wa te r -"way f r&n CWC req u:i red some time. Co :i. :t. e ct :1 on 

of data an ci rev :1. ew of wa te r-way of br i. dqes :1. s one of the 

task 	to be carried :u t by SEN/FCW ,, r here has 	been 

c::ons :icierab:i,e - de :1 a>' in final isa t:i.on of the waterwa>'.. 	the 

api:) ,I. :i cant cannot absolve h:imself of the respcn si b:i. ii ty by 

simply tabulating the movemeiit of case fl. l ? .. A:l.sc ., Items and 

.f:.ie:icl, of shortcomings :i.nvolvinq lack of applic:ati.on 	and 

techn :i. cal in p't at the LEvel of  a ppl:i. cant po:i.n ted out are on 

recor:i.. Verbatim remarks rec:c:rded by the Chief . Enineer 

(resj:onden t no.. 3) in c:ase file No,. W/273/O/l::t .. x:i: /i•••7 at F'P-14 

on 3() ..6.. 1999 in r -eferen c:e to nàtinq IDut up are reprodu c::ed 

i:e :i. ow w h I c h sl:ea  k oft he pe rforman ce of the a p p1 1 c:ant-" 

"There has to be oI:j ect:Lvi ty in one s wor1.i.. 

Here obj ect is to mm :i.m:i. z e charges for wacons 

used /n ceded fcD r in::'n soon reserve ,  BEN/FCW Is no t 

ab:Le to apprec:i.ate th:i.s and a:p].y h:i.n]:f 	in 

t.iii:i.s di:ir'ec:L:C)I' 	u  

:t t 	:1. 	. 	•fu i' 1 her 	s •t. 	ted 	t h 	i. sEN/t::w 	i . re.cns :1. b 1. e 	fo i' 

col. :iection of key gaug :inçj and scour data at bridge sites 	of 

nominated r :i.vers dur:ing 	the monsoon.. 	Data c:ol :Lec:ted 	is 	to be 

su bm:i tted to Resear cli Des :1 qn and S tan ci ard Org an :1 sa t:i on 	of 

M:in :1. stry of 	Ra I :l.way ,, 	I...ucknow after the monsc:'on - every 	year.  

RDSO 	by their 	letter 	No RE4F/FO/2000 d a ted 	15.1.2001, 

in tiinated lot 	of 	cfef:i. c::ien c:ies in the data subni:i. tk.ed for 	the 

year 	1999-2000 .. 	1 he 	above fact 	a:Lso rf].ects 	lac:k 	of 



: 	 S  

in i t:i.at:i. 'e 	and i:x:xDr performan c:e on the part of 	the  

S 	
app:iic:att.. 	S  

9.. 	 •Thi:t in reply to the statementsin para 4.10 

and - 	: 11 :1. t it stated that performance aplDra:lsai of the 

appi.i (::arit for the year end inc 31 03.. 2000 was ver :i.fied 

initially by Respondent No.. 3,. Havincj ver :lf :ied . adverse 

entries were a]. :l.cWJed to rema:i.n in the ArR whjrh were 

subseq uen t:iy commun :1. ca ted td the ap p1 i c:an t.. he respond en t 

no.. 3 cons:Ldered the representation dated 6.. 1 :1. .. 200() of the 

app 1 :1. can t - ci :1 spass :i. on ate 1 >' and ci :ls posed the same uphol din cj 

the adverse remarks .. T he res IDOfl ci en t No .. 2 cons :1. ciereci the 

• rei:resen tation dated 2I.. :1 .. 200:L of the appl :1 ::an t 

c:i :1 spass ion a tel y an ci ex puncj e:l one :1 tern of adverse remarks 

while upholci:i.ncj other two adverse items.. In t.he liçjht of the 

mater :1 a]. presen ted in the two - rep resen tat ion of the 

• appl :1 cant.1 respondent no .. 3 and responclen t no .. 2 considere(:I 
S 

independen t:i.' the veracity of the adverse remarks a.ppearinçi 

in the ACR and upheld the same .. Contention of the appi. I c ...it 

that the remarks c:ommun :1. ca ted are vacjue and abs t ia c: t is 

I:ase]. ess and not correct .. Performance a )j) I']. S:\  1. is based on 

• 

	

	the quality of ci isposa 1 and techn :1. cal con tr:i. i:ut:ion made and 

not on the ,:tfflier o ...clays of hold :i.ncj of the case fi les by an 

:i.nd:v:icIua.i. 

or 

10.. 	 That in reply to the statements in para 4.12 

:1. t is stated that the app.i :i.can t has not substan tiated any 

re cc' rd :1 n the form of a ppre c: i. at :1. cn / commen ci at :1. on 1. t te r and 

award - e t r: foe his past :i.n c: red :1 b 1 e 	pe rfo rma ces 	and 

achievements.. 
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That :i.n 	the fcxcts and c::i. r c::un stan c:e of 	the 	::ae 

d 	eies to be dismissed w :1. th :o.t 

Ver:Lf:Lc:at:Lon 

:;: •, • 	 •, 	• !I workinci 

ii:i :iqaon !' 	do 

her•z'by ver :i:fy that, the tatemen ts mac:fein the paraq raphs 1 

to 1 :1. are true to my kn ow I. edq e • 

Guwa ha •i 1. 

t/7 /2001. 
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No :142/200:1 
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LJ,(:),,:. 	8.. C)rs  

 

n 

?j()•IjiI 	:i.n 	rci:i>' 

Wr :1 L t.n :Lrnen 1: 

ku 	•I 

 

1 ic 	ii'..'.n b :i Y:? 	f:i i: 1:i. :i t. ci:. L 	i::'?c: i:f ii i.].>' 	i:cq 	t.(D 

ate a ur:ie 

That 

Wr:i. tLn 	t a t (1) n I 

t 	c:cn :n L. ti:crf 

t 

J. n 

I.J. (::ri 1. 

i:ytiie rep 

it:p].y Lc 

	

C) c: n•? 	t hrc'..i.ci h 	1:. h 

i :Icn 	ai ci 	u.n'.:i e rs .c:c:'ci 

	

L.I.:.?inc.?n t 	J. rt 	IAIr:i. .tc:'n 

ci ci 	ic 1:, 	ci (II :1 1any stiatement. t; hi c: h a re not su p i::'c'r teci 	I::'>' 

011 
	 • 	That :1. n rei::d. 	to t iiC' 	ti'. terne'n L. in i::ara 3 t he 

a i: i:: 1 :1. can t 	:1 e ri:.e. 1: he s ta t.tinen .:i.n pa ra 4 U 4 C:).t:  lite OA i t 

J. 	; 	-t (...! cl 	t i.a t 	perfc::i r tian C::: of 	t. ic? 	. i:) p] J. c:ri 1:. 	 Cit.'. 

i. 	L(Iy 	 :i :i. 	Lhc•? 	i:.aIIcI:.cci 	wc:rk 	 ':c'cii pl iy LC':(:i 

efficieritly w i. i. :1. n tifrie., As 	c 	t :1 on of coun sel j. n ci for 

J. rn i::' r(fnn t 	ci es not a r :i. s 	] f. iiii ci en :1. eci that 	s hc:' rt corn :1 n c s 

i:itD'..tctiI:. 	to 	1.i: 	ic::'t.i. c:::? 	c:.........  

veri::'a:i.:i.y. 	The resi::IcDncients have i:rouçht i::ase:i.ess 	anci 	false 

	

:i. :l.E?ctL:i.':, 	ti",.i.I:. 	tiC:? 	i:)iD:i :j(::aui 1. 	CI:i.s1:):i.)/.Ci 	ct 	IIC.)fl C:iit:i.ant. 

I: I: J. 1.,..i.d 	c:f i i s'..' i::'c' rci :1. ii at. :i. C:)n tcta rd s h :1 s J. fflfliPCi J. t? s u p e I' 1 O F.  
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40 ili..t 	in 	r?I:iy 	to the statements 	.1.11  paragraph 

4 the 	a t::'l::'l :1 cn 1:. 	rei te rates 	the s ta tements made 1 n I::'ara 	4 . 5  

of the O 

That 	:1. n 	rep :i. y 	to 	the statements :i. n 	irac.J rxph 

6 	it it 	t:tcd that the respondent No 	5 	:i.%ueci d15lD.ie.Lre 

:i.(? 	t. 	I:.: 	r ti ng 	"Com p l iance d c 	:1. ic1 	by 1 	5 	2(><)(> has 	i:c•e:n 	pu. t 

I.1.::i 	on OOC)" 	:1 	one clay 	late. But 	i.lc.? r:.?::(:)I(.lc. 	&'.':ill 

i€v'tl that 	c:IItDl :i.ai 	c:c? 	was 	(.:l':)ri:•? 	on 23 	4 .%OO() :1. 

fore the tarqet date 

6. 	 That in reply to the statem .ent in parairaph 8 

1 he app]. :1. c:an t hum b 1>' su bmits t.ha that t lW? Hon b :i e 1 r 1. bun .:\ :1 m ay 

be pleased to call for 	e I:  :i. 1. e Mc' 	W/273/0/F: t XI /LF7 and 

cross 	examine the not :i.nq lDeteen the 	app 1 1. cant 	and 

respondent no3 to arr:i.ve at the •fac::t that 

was I all stand ing on t he '/  of minimis ing the cha rges  

c:LA(D I.?cl by ie. j:x.:ncI c:n k. l"lc:' 	•, The Hon'bl e 1 r :1. I::'L.'.n ': :t.  may 

'i 	call. 	for 	e le tte r of I:?T)C1j l:.o 	know 	the ci c•x i:.h of 

truthness l:rl:i.nd I 1:. 

iha I :i. n reply to the s tatements in pa raçj ra ph 

9 	..... c: ai:1:icanL reiterates the sta tements in I:ar. 	4. 10 	& 

4.11 	cif the OA 

That in reply to the statements in paracraI::'h 

10 	the 	applic:ant submits that his 	I::'e rf(:)rfflance 	and 

achievements were acknowledged a nd encouraged by 	(3ei&ra:I. 

Man ager 	c i \' :1.11 ( I c\L'SIc'. id of 	" C)l...... 31(l'lX) :tiir.' " I::'c? rfc 	I(fl:"I1 '!' 

I 

Verifi cation 
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'rfj c::i.c:'t 

Ti. ri.n 	1< r Dey &n of - 1.. a tc€ 

re:icIen t of hal :iqaon (3i,hati :1:1k do hereby ver :i:fy that the 

t. 	inche 	j. 	 rej c::i.nctei' 	 k.Il.A e 	to 	my 

kofl. edçe ncI t:e1 :lef 

And :1: 	:i.cin this ver:i.ficat:i.ofl ol"i th:is 	day 


