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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

(‘UWAHATI BENCH GUWAHATI

A

o 142 0£2006 -
2. VD [ T
© 13.06.2006 -
DATE OF DECISION ....ccovniivneaniannn
‘SrlTapan Sunadhar IR . : e - | v
tsreiermesssssessssesbensyanbaenan nanbavet e et se e cesoreseastarasnsesasennrsereses Applicant/s»
MrAdllAhmed and Ms Smita Bhattacharjee ) ‘ -
T S SR Advocate for the
’ ' : ' Applicant/s. -
Versu_s-‘- |
‘Umon ofIndla&Others e - \ S
cissearsesssnnnrisearassintesiesrasasnarens S Respomient_/s

Advocate for the

Respondents
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fN

HON'BLE MRKVSACIHDANANDAN '\/‘ICE-CHAIRMAN~ B .

-

1.  Whether reporters of IocaI newspapers _ X
' may ‘be allowed to see the Judgment ?.

2. Whether to be'referred to t:he Reporter or ‘no.t ?

3. (Whether to be forwarded for mcludmg in the Dlgest )

,Bemg comphed atjodhpur Bench ?° <
4.  Whether their Lordships wish to see tIie fair copy
. of the]udgment A




~ Government of India o : |
~ Beltola, ! Guwahatx 22 ) 5 _ Apphcant

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

!

-Original Applicatmn No. 142 of 2006 '
Date of Order Thxs the. 13th day of]une 2006
’ The Hon’ble er K. V Sachxdanandan che-Chaxrman

) ";Srl Tapan Sutx adhar

Lower Division Clerk . '
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau (SIB)
Ministry of Home. Affalrs

By Advocates Mr Adll Ahmed and Ms Smita Bhattacharjee Advocates
. Versus - " '

1. 'The Secretary to the Government of Indxa R . ._ R . \
"~ . Ministty of Home Affairs, .~ N i
North Block New Delhi - 110 001 S _

2. ;The Dlrector Intelhgence Bureau o Lo
' Mxmstry of Home Affairs , - ‘ ' -
35 SP Marg, New Delhi: .. | NI S

3.. -'The]omt Director,
 Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau
.~ Ministry of Home Affairs, . , S
,”Government of India, - | SR e
'.~Itanagar Arunachal Pradesh ) R

4. The Assxstant Dxrector (E) N
S Subsxdlary Intelligence Bureau
Ministry of Home Affairs - -

- Government of India ' L e

- .Itanagar, Arunachal Pradesh © .. = ...Respondents. .

e

) ByAdvocateMs U: Das Addl. cosc s o §

~ ORDER (ORAL
KV. SACHIoAﬁANDAN V.C) -

fThe apphcant is workmg m the Subsxdlary Intellxgence

-

. Bureau (SIB for short) Mmlstry of Home Affaxrs Whlle the apphcant

'was workmg at Itanagar he was charge sheeted under Rule 16 of the

.‘~

\// s .-
R .
In
P
.
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' CCS (CCA) Rules 1965] He submitted written statement: The

'Re'spondent No. 4 initiated- regular inquirj;; by appointing-'ln'quiry .
Officer and he was asked to appear before the Inquxry Officer on

12 04.2004. After the anmry, the lnquuy Officer found the apphcant‘. .'

guxlty and 1mposed minor - penalty vxde order dated 14. 09 2005' '
: reducmg pay by two stages from Rs. 3800/- to Rs. 3650/- in the time

scale of pay of Rs. 3050-75-80-45901— or a perlod of two years thb

N
effect from the date of issue of the order. The apphcant ﬁled appeal

dated 20.09.2005 before the Respondent No. 4 requesting for re-

.exammatxon of the penalty 1mposed The apphcanl: ﬁled anotheri

appeal dated 17. 11 2005 before the: Appellate Authorlty for revxsxon of

-~ g

the decxsxon of the stcnplmary Author:ty The Appellate Authonty
. vide order dated 23.02.2006 regected --l:he appeal on the ground that

. the appeal was subm;tted after the expu'y of the stxpulated perlod of'

submxsszon Aggr:eved by the said action of the respondents the ..

' apphcant has ﬁled this appllcatlon seekmg the followmg rehefs -

g1 That the Hon’ble Trlbunal may be
pleased to direct the Respondents to set aside
and quash. ‘the impugned order - No.
33/E/2004(2)-6269 dated 14.09.2005 and also
the Appellate Office - memorandum No. .
33/E/2004(2)-974 dated 23. 02 2006 issued by
the Respondent No. 3

82 To pass any other appropnate order or
orders-to which the applicant may be entitled
and as may be deem fit and proper in the facts '
and circumstances of the case.”

2. Heard Mr A, Ahmed learned counsel for the apphcant and
¢ ) .

Ms U. Das, learned Addl C G.S.C. for the respondents

3 " Learned counsel for the apphcant submxtted that t.he

)

, Appellate Authorlty vlde annexure -W dated 23. 02 2006 disposed of -

the uappe‘al _pf the applicant only for the‘rre_aso;n_ thatlx_t cannot be.

- R .
\/\/ ’
‘.
'
R
.
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xmpngned order dated 23.02. 2006 it reveals that “there was go fgesh'

. well. Learned counsel for the apphcant also. subm:tted that he w:ll be_’

~ . .
A S

_consxdered as xt was submltted after the expiry of the stlpulated

- perxod Learned counsel for the respondents submltbed that from the o

satlsfied if a dxrectxon is glven to the Appe}late Authorlty to consxder'

appeal dated 1'7 11 2005 afresh and dlspose of the same

A ,,._noththstandmg the fact that it was ﬁied at a belated date and pass a

fresh order Learned counsel for the respondent subm:tted that it wﬂl

~.

* suffice ends of_ Ju_stlce and she has no obJecl:lon.

ﬁ‘_xejectmg the appea} on the. ground i:hat the - appeal filed by the.,'

4. Consxdermg the cryptxc order of the appellate authorxty'

. apphcant was time barred I am of the view that fresh opportumty is

'to be ngen to the apphcant Therefore, 1 dn'ect the Appellate

. _Authorlty' to consxder the appeal of - the : apphcant afreshn

' noththstandmg the fact that 1t has been filed after the expn‘y of the

hmltatxon penod and consider the same’ mth due applxcatxon of mmd._

N R G

and pass a speakmg order and communicate the same to the apphcant
thhln a hme frame of t:hree months from the date of recelpt of thxs _'

ord er.

The O.A is dxsposed of at the admlssxon stage 1tse]f No ..

order as to costs

(KWL SACHIDANANDAN)
: VICE-CHAIRMAN

/mb/ -

rounds 0 £ ac not alread consxdered” Therefore 1t is. on merlt as -

]
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 1
GUWAHATI BENCH, GUWAHATL ;
‘1‘”&73'? KIELi
(An Application Under Section 19 of The A itilé heti Bench
Tribunal Act 1985)
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. / (’fl'—OF 2006. d
Shri Tapan Sutradhar
:..Applicant
- Versus -
The Union of India & Others
...Reépondents
INDEX
SL | Annexure Particulars Page
Neo. | B " No.
1 Application 1-22
2 s ’ Verification 23
3 A |Photocopy of the Memorandum dated 24 15
03.03.2004.
4 B | Photocopy of the complaint dated 08.03.2004. 2
5 € [ Photocopy of the reply dated 17.03.2004 fled by | 5+
} the applicant. '
6 D Photocopy of the reply Order No.33/E/2004(2)- 29
256-2159 dated 25.03.2004 issued by the
Respondent No.4. ,
7 E Photocopy of the Memo No.l/SO (A) 2004-05 29
' (1)-2363 dated 01.04.2004.
g F Photocopy of the Memorandum dated | «,
13.09.2004. .
9 G Photocopy of the - Memorandum dated| 3
22.09.2004. _ ,
10 -’ Photocopy of the order dated 17.12.2004. 99
T[T | Photocopy of the letter dated 10.02.2005. 23 - 34 |
12 3 Photocopy of the preliminary hearing dated 35 - 3¢,
25.02.2005
13 K Photocopy of the said Memorandum dated 374
| | 31.05.2005 alongwith inquiry report dated |~ '~ R
12.05.2005. |
14 L Photocopy of the representation dated 43 44
15.06.2005. , '
15 M Photocopy of the Memorandum dated|
22.06.2008. '
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16 N Photocopy of the letter dated 24.06.2005. ﬁa‘z‘ﬁi:i,{i@em

17 0 Photocopy of the departmental heating daic ;5'7':“47;“
01.07.2005 against Sti Tapan Sutradhar.

18 P Photocopy of the written brief dated 28.07.2005. |50 - 55

19 Q Photocopy of the  representation-dated | 5, . 53
08.08.2005.

20 R Photocopy of the Inquiry Report dated |59 . ¢
24.08.2005.

2t S Photocopy of the representation dated
08.09.2005. 6

27 T |Photocopy of the impugned order dated| 5.
14.09.2005.

2 U&V | Photocopies of the representations dated L5 -¢
20.09.2005 and  17.11.2005 submitted by the | ©° ~ ¢
applicant.

24 w Photocopy of the Memorandum dated| (v
23.02.2006.

Date: - 6. 2006 , Filed By:
Swide Bhatach qc@e& |

Advocate



Q

Tifte smafim afuan
Central Auliwst.atne T..biwil
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, L
GUWAHATI BENCH, GUWAHATI. 17 Uy

T -.:;rgraﬁ' FTYYIS
(An Application Under Section 19 of The Administrati‘\re Tribunal:t: Cench

Act 1985)

ORIGINAL APPLICATIONNO. /. {/ L~ OF 2006.

Shri Tapan Sutradhar
...Applicant
- Versus -
The Union of India & Others
...Respondents
LIST OF DATES / SYNOPSIS
- 24.10.1994 Applicant joined in Subsidiary Information Bureau (SIB)
posted at Guwahati.
17.11.1994 Applicant was posted at Silchar, SIB unit.
21.10.1994 Applicant was transferred from Silchar, SIB to Guwahati,
SIB.
March 2000 Applicant was transferred from Guwahati, SIB to Itanagar,
SIB.
03.03.2004 Article of charge was brought against the Applicant under
Rule 16 of CCS (CCA) Rules 1965.
08.03.2004 Applicant submitted a formal complaint before the
Respondent No.4 against the Shri Viplav, SO/L :
17.03.2004 Applicant filed reply against the Memo dated 03.03.2004.
25.03.2004 Respondent No.4 initiated a regular inquiry against the
applicant by appointing Inquiry Authority under Rule 16 of
CCS (CCA) Rule 1965.
01.04.2004 Applicant was asked to appear in person for hearing on
12.04.2004.
13.09.2004 Inquiry Officer requested Shri Viplav, SO/I (Complainant)

and applicant to attend hearing on 16.09.2004.

22.09.2004 Inquiry Officer informed Shri Viplav, SO/I and applicant
that he could not present to attend the hearing on 16.09.2004
due to-his physical indisposition and again he requested both
of them to attend hearing 22.09.2004.
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17.12.2004

24.12.2004

10.02.2005

25.02.2005

31.05.2005

15.06.2005

- 22.06.2005

24.06.2005

01.07.2005

28.07.2005

08.08.2005

24.08.2005

08.09.2005

Respondent No.4 appointed Sri Rajkamal Sitaram, SO/G,
SIB, Itanagar as new Inquiry Authority in place of St
D.C.Mandal, SO/A who has been transferred to Kolkata.

Applicant was transferred from Itanagar, SIB to Guwahati,
SIB.

Applicant was informed of the preliminary hwring of the
departmental inquiry under Rule 16 (1) (b) of the CCS
(CCA) Rules 1965 against him shall hold on 25.02.2004 at
11:45 AM. at ‘G’ branch, SIB, Itanagar, Gohpur Tinali,

Preliminary hearing was held and the applicant was asked
some questions by the Inquiry Officer in presence of the

Inquiry Officer and presence of the Inquiry Authority and

Presenting Officer.

Inquiry Officer Sri Rajkamal Sitaram, SO/G, SIB, Itanagar
submitted the report and the applicant was asked if he
wished to make any representation or submission against the
inquiry report, he may do so in writing before the
Disciplinary Authority within 15 days from the receipt of
the said memo.

Applicant had filed representation against the Inquiry Report
before the Respondent No.4 through proper channel,

Respondent No.4 ie. the Disciplinary Authority stated that
the Charged Officer had not been given any opportunity to
cross examine the witness, therefore, the inquiry report
remitted for further inquiry and report.

Inquiry Authority directed the applicant to appear for

hearing on 01.07.2005 at 11 AM. at ‘G’ Branch SIB

Itanagar, Gohpur Tinali.
Departmental hearing against the applicant was held.

Submitted written brief Presenting Officer to the applicant
and he was asked to submit his written brief within 10 days
before the Inquiry Authority.

Applicant submitted representation against the written brief
submitted by the Presenting Officer.

Respondent No.4 submitted report of further inquiry to the
applicant and also stated that he may take any representation
or submission in writing before the Disciplinary Authority
within 15 days from the date of receipt of the Memo.

‘ Applicant re-submitted representation before the Inquiry

Officer.



$4.09.2005

20.09.2005

17.11.2005

23.02.2006

The Disciplinaty Authority by the impugned order imposed
penalty to the applicant under Clause (IIl) of Rule 11 of
CCS (CCA) Rules 1965.

Applicant submitted representation before the Respondent
No.4 ie. the Disciplinary Authority requesting him fo re-
examine the imposition of penalty.

Applicant submitted another representation /appeal before
the Appeliate Authority for re-examination of the case as he
had inadvertently filed an appeal earlier before the
Disciplinary Authority.

The Appellate Authority rejected the appeal for re-
consideration of penalty to the applicant.

Hence this Original Application filed by the applicant before
this Hon’ble Tribunal for secking justice in this matter.

N\
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, § &
GUWAHATI BENCH, GUWAHATI 4
{
(An Application Under Section 19 Of The Administrative Tribunals Act 1985)
ORIGINAL APPLICATIONNO. ___! Gb2—  OF 2006.
BETWEEN
Shri Tapan Sutradhar
Lower Division Clerk
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau (SIB)
' Ministry of Home Affairs
Government of India

Beltola, Guwahati — 22.
... Applicant

 -AND-

1. The Secretaly to Government of
India, Ministry of Home Affairs,
North Block, New Delhi 110 001.

2. The Director, Intelligence Bureau,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
35 SP Marg, New Delhi.

3. The Joint Director,
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau,
Ministry of Home Affairs
Government of India,
Itanagar, Anmachal Pradesh.

4. The Assistant Director (E)
Subsidiary Intelligence Burean
Ministry of Home Affairs
Government of India
Itanagar, Arunachal Pradesh.

... . Respondents.

DETAILS OF THE APPLICATION

- ﬂ\”}\fcgu\“

Troughs Swita Bholtackagjes

1. . PARTICULARS OF THE ORDER AGAINST WHICH THE

APPLICATION IS MADE:

This application is directed against impugned Order No.
33/E/2004(2)-6269 dated 14.09.2005 and also against the
Appellate Office Memorandum  No. 33/E/2004(2)-974
dated 23.02.2006 issued by the Respondent No. 3.

A~
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JURISDICTION OF THE TRIBUNAL :

The Applicant declares that the subject matter of the instant
application is within the jurisdiction of the Hon’ble Tribunal.

LIMITATION:

The Applicant further declares that the subject matter of the
instant application is within the limitation period prescribed under
Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunal Act 1985,

FACTS OF THE CASE:

Facts of the case in brief are given below:

4.1 That your humble Applicant is a citizen of India and as such
he is entitled to all rights and privileges guaranteed under the
Constitution of India. He belongs to very poor economically
backward Schedule Caste Community.

4.2 That your Applicant begs to state that he was selected and
appointed as Lower Division Clerk through Staff Selection
Commission (NER). He was posted as Lower Division Clerk in
Intelligence Burcau (IB) at Itanagar, Arunachal Pradesh. He joined
in Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau (SIB) on 24.10.1994 and posted
at Guwahati. Thereafler, he was immediately- posted at Silchar
Unit, SIB on 17.11.1994, which is under administrative control of
SIB Guwahati. He was transferred to Guwahati from Silchar on
21.10.1996.Again he was transferred to Itanagar in March 2000
Lastly he was transferred to SIB Guwahati from Itanagar vide
Reference No. IB Order No. 4/TP/CV/2005(9)-18478-555 dated
24.12.2004, but he was released from SIB Itanagar on 15.02.2006
vide Office Order No. 92/2006. Now, he is working as LDC at SIB
Guwabhati.

4.3  That your applicant begs to state that a vague, fabricated,
incorrect and misconceived Article of chatges were framed against
him by the Respondent No. 4 vide his Office Memorandum No.



33/E/2004(2)-1631 dated 03.03.2004. The action against him was -
under Rule 16 of CCS (CCA) Rules 1965. The Atticle of charges
as framed against him as under: -

“Atticle .

That the said Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC on
27.02.2004 i.c. on the day of disbursement of salary,
at around 1 p.m. was found sitting unauﬂxoriseﬂly in
cash branch of the SIB, Itanagar. As it was causing
interruption in the smooth distribution of cash, he
was asked by Sri Viplav, SO/A to leave the branch.
He refused to obey the Iawful direction of the SO/A
and challenged his authority. The Respondents stated
that the applicant threatened the SO/A of physical
assault and dire consequences. However, with the
intervention of other officials he was taken away
from the spot.

Shri Sutrdhar by his above said action
obstructed the smooth functioning of the government,
disobeyed the lawful order of the competent authority
and misbehaved with the official superior. This is
unbecoming of a government servant and is violative
of Rule-3 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964”. '

A copy of the Memorandum dated 03.03.2004
is annexed herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE - A,

44 It is to be stated that your applicant submitted a formal
complaint before the Respondent No. 4 against one Sri Viplav,
SO/ on 08.03.2004. In the said complaint it was stated that when
the applicant came to the Accounts Branch, Itanagar to make an
inquiry regarding his TA bill, one Sri Viplav, SO/I has insulted him
and on 27.02.2004 at lunch time when the applicant was sitting
inside the cash Branch, then again Sri Viplav, SO/ charged him
and misbehaved him with offensive language. As such, he



infonnedﬂleRespondentNo.4aboutﬂ1eincidentsandtotake
necessary action in the matter.
A copy of the complaint dated 08.03.2004 is
. amncxed  herewith and  marked  as
ANNEXURE - B.

4.5  That your applicant begs to state that on 17.03.2004, the
applicant filed a reply against Memo- No. 33/E2004(2) - 1631

dated 03.03.2004. In his reply, he denied all the charges framed on

hlmbymchpondentsandhealsopmyedthatlfanynusmkehas
been done may be excused.

A copy of the reply dated 17.03.2004 filed by
the applicant is annexed herewith and marked
as ANNEXURE - C,

4.6  That your applicant begs to state that the Respondent No.4
initiated a regular inquiry against him by appointing Inquiring
Authority vide his Order No.33/E/2004(2)-256-2159 dated
25.03.2004 under Rule-16 of the Central Civil Services
(Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules 1965 and also by
exercising of the power conferred by the Sub-Rule-1(B) of Rule-16
of CCS (CCA) Rules 1965 appointed one Sri D. C. Mandal, SO,
SIB, Itanagar as Enquiry Authority to enquire in to the charge
framed against the applicant,
A copy of the Order No.33/E/2004(2)-256-
2159 ‘dated 25.03.2004 issued by the
"Respondent No4 is annexed herewith and
marked as ANNEXURE — D.

4.7 That your applicant begs to staﬁe that the Imjuiry Officer Sri
D. C. Mandal vide his Memorandum No. I/SO (A)2004-05 (1)-
2363 dated 1* April ZOMnxfmnwdmeapplxcantmathehasto
appear in person for hearing on 12042004at 11:00 hours and also
to submit in his defence on the charge brought

&



A copy of the Memorandum No.I/SO
(A)2004-05 (1)-2363 dated 1% April 2004 is
annexed  herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE - £..

48 That your applicant begs to state that vide Office
Memorandum No. 1/SO(A)2004-05(1)-6633 dated 13.09.2004
the Inquiry Officer requested the Sri Viplav, SO and Sri T.
Sutradhar, LDC to attend for hearing on 16.09.2004 at 1100 hours
and to submit documentary proof and written witness in support
of official allegation brought.
| A copy of the Memorandum  dated
13.09.2004 is annexed herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE - [, |

49 That your applicant begs to state that vide Office
Memorandum No. 1/SO(A)/2004-05(1)-6899 dated 22.09.2004
informed Sri Viplav, SO and the applicant that the Inquiry
Officer could not present to attend for hearing on 16.09.2004 due
to his physical indisposition and again he requested Sri Viplav,
So and the applicant to attend for hearing on 24.09.2004.

A copy of the Memorandum dated 22.09.2006}

is annexed herewith as - ANNEXURE - G.

4.10  That your applicant begs to state that the Respondent No.4
vide his Order No. 33/E/2004(2) — 8823 dated 17.12.2004 under
Ref. No. 33/E/2004(20-256 — 2159 dated 25.03.2004 appointed Sri
Rajkamal Sitaram, SO/G, SIB, Itanagar as Inquiring Authority to
enquire into the charges framed against the applicant since earlier
Inquiring Authority Sri D.C. Mandal, SO/A has been released on
transfer to SIB, Kolkata. : |

A copy of the order dated 17.12.2004 is
annexed  herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE - R,



4.11 That your applicant begs to state that the new Inquiry
Authority vide letter No. I/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004-143-1370-120
dated 10.02.2005 informed the applicant that the preliminary
hearing of the departmental inquiry under Rule 16(1)(b) of the
CCS(CC&A) Rules 1965 against the applicant shall hold on
25.02.2005 at 11.45 am. at ‘G’ Branch, SIB, Itanagar, Gohpur
Tinali. The applicant was requested to aftend the hearing either
alone or with his defence assistant. The applicant was also directed
to submit list of additional documents/witnesses as required for his
defence during the preliminary hearing. Further, it was mentioned
in the said letter that if the applicant fail to appear in the
preliminary hearing on the date, time and venue the hearing shall
be held ex parte. '

A copy of the letter dated 10.02.2005 is

annexed  herewith and marked as

ANNEXURE-T. -

4.12 That your applicant begs to state that in pursuance of the

letter dated 10.02.2005 the preliminary hearing was held on
25.02.2005 and the applicant was asked some questions by the
Inquiry Officer in presence of the Inquiry Authority and Presenting
Officer. The applicant in his reply stated he obeyed the instruction
of Sri Viplav, SO/A and he never threatened him with physical
assault or dire consequences. Further, it was also admitted by the
applicant that he had come to collect his pay, but he was not called
officially. ,
A copy of the preliminary hearing dated 25.02.2005
is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE ~
I,

4.13 That your applicant begs to state that the Respondent
No. 4 vide his Memorandum No. 33/E/2004(2)-3871 dated
31.05.2005 enclosed the inquiry report dated 12.05.2005 which
was submitted by the Inquiry Officer Sri Rajkamal Sitaram, SO/G,
SIB Itanagar and the applicant was also asked if he wished to
make any representation or submission against the inquiry report,

A

T~



he may do so in writing before the Disciplinary Authority within
15 days from the date of receipt of the said memo.
A copy of the said memorandum dated
31.05.2005 alongwith - inquiry report dated
12.05.2005 is annexed herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE - K.

4.14 That your applicant begs to state that the finding of
Inquiry Officer is reproduced below for kind perusal of this
Hon’ble Tribunal.

“FINDINGS

As per the charges framed against Sh. Tapan
Sutradhar, LDC, two main points had to be
proved/disproved —

1. Whether the C.O. had disobeyed the lawful
order of his official superior. '

2. Whether the C.O. had been disrespectful
~ towards his official superior.

1. Thought the C.O. has denied disobeying his
official superior in the preliminary hearing however it
has been proved beyond doubt that the C.O. had done
so, as per the statement given by the witnesses i.e. Sri
Ramakanta Bhattacharjee, LDC/Cashier and Shri C.
Chetry, JIO-I/G. '

2. The C.O. has also denied being disrespectful
towards his official superior but the statement of the
witnesses proves otherwise. However, the witnesses
couldn’t remember (being more than one year age)
whether the C.O. had actually threatened SO/A of
physical assault and of fire consequences.

Therefore, the charges that the C.O. had
disobeyed the lawful order and had been disrespectful
towards his official superior, stand proved against
Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC”.

It is stated that a careful reading of the reasoning
advanced by the Inquiry Officer for arriving at such a conclusion is
incorrect, misconceived, vexatious and a product of concoction of

.



material facts and evidence. The vagueness / material irregularities
and illegalities, contradictions and inconsistencies in the report is
crystal clear on the face of the record in as much as in paragraph 2
against Article I he has pointed out that the witness could not
remember (being more than one year ago) whether CO has actually
threatened SO /A of physical assault and of dire consequences.

Such pragmatic observation is, thercfore, obviously
vague, incorrect, capricious, misleading, unfounded, made
surreptitiously with a malafide intention and had a motive not
‘based on any Materials, documents or witness whatsoever, but
merely based on mere surmise and conjecture not sustainable in
law under the facts and circumstances of the case.

Under such circumstances, when the admitted
posiﬁonisﬂlatbeingthemattetwasmorethanoneywagoﬂw
witnesses could not remember  the incident, there is no logical
ground to frame the charge against Sri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC.
From these factual positions, it is proved beyond all reasonable
doubt that your applicant did not commit any misconduct. The
principle of law and rules of natural justice cast upon the
disciplinary authority a responsibility to give him reasoning for

- amiving at a decision, discussing quite ¢laborately, exhaustively.
Hence, the Inquiry Report is apparently incorrect, misconceived,
ambiguous, fabricated and a product of concoction of materials
facts in view of the position that the charge frame was is a total
violation of Rules of the Central Civil Services (Classification,
Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965.

4.15 That your applicant begs to state that he filed
representation against the inquiry report before the Respondent No.
4 through proper channel on 15.06.2005. In the said representation,
he refuted all the allegations made in the inquiry report submitted
by the Inquiry Officer.
A copy of the representation dated 15.06.2005 is
anmexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE - L.

g



4.16 That your applicant begs to state that the Respondent
No. 4, ic. the Disciplinary Authority vide Memorandum No.

_33/E/2004(2)-519-4343 dated 22.06.2005 stated that since the

Charged Officer had not been given any opportunity to cross
examine the witnesses, therefore, the inquiry report remitted for
further inquiry and report.
. -A. copy of the Memorandum dated
22.06.2005 is annexed herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE -M, ‘

4.17 That your applicant begs to state that vide letter dated
24.06.2005, the Inquiring Authority directed the applicant to appear
for hearing on 01.07. 2005 at 11 am. at ‘G’ Branch, SIB Itanagar
Gohpur Tmah *
A copy of the letter dated 24.06.2005 is
amnexed”  herewith - and . marked  as
ANNEXURE -\, ‘

4.18 * That your applicant begs to state that in pursuance of -
the letter dated 24.06.2005, the hearing of Departmental Enquiry
against him was held on 01.07.05. In the hearing, Inquiry Officer,
Presenting  Officer, -Charged Officer, Complainant and witnesses
were present. When the Charged Officer asked the complaint that
whether the permission -is required fo enter -info the Accounts
Branch, the Complainant Viplav cited the [B Security Manual,
2000 (Ps. 6/7) in that regard. The complainant has also stated that
on 27.02.2004 he was informed that there was some trouble in the
cash branch, he immediately rushed to the Cash Branch and he
informed the representative of F.U. Nlg. was not satisfied with the
system of disbursement of salary to the representatives of F.U.s and
had entered an argument with Cashier. However, the Cashier

~ tactfully shorted out the problem Further he stated that he found

several employees were mttmg/stzmdmg in the cash branch without
being called (here it may be clarified that the Cashier call members
of staff’ of each branch separately so that over crowding could be
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avoided). Obviously that was undesirable. Therefore, he asked
everybody including Sri Sutradhar to leave the Branch. When the
Charged Officer asked the Complainant whether the DDO has full
power to manage the affairs of cash, then the Complainant said that
it is the fundamental duty of the Cashier and the DDO to ensure
that the Government money is protected and the cash is to be
disbursed in a trouble free manner. When the Charged Officer
asked the Complainant that cordial relation should exist among the
Government servants and he has been falsely implicated and
deliberately the complainant has also insulted by saying “Get Out”,
then the Complainant replied that he said “pleased leave the room”

The statements of two witnesses were also recorded
by the Inquiry Officer. The Cashier R. Bhattacharjee, the witnesses
No. 1 has stated that on 27.02.2004 at around 2.30 P.M. when he
was disttibuting pay to the staff, being pay day there was a lot of
créwgin the cash branch and among them 2/3 of the staff were
making a lot of noise which was quite disturbing, Hearing this
SO/A Sri Viplav came to the Branch and inquired whether all the
people present in the Branch have been officially call for not and

SOJA asked all those who were not officially called to leave the
room. But Sri Sutradhar did not leave and Sii Viplav again-asked —
him to Icave. In the meantime,thiS aiitude annoyed Si~Viplay,
SO/A and told Sri Sutradia he Witness No. 2 Sri C.
greedCompletely with the statement
made by the Witness No. 1 and he did not add anything more. Sri
R. Bhattacharjee, the Witness No. 1 stated further that on that day
Le. 27.02.2004 later on Sri Sutrashar (Charged Officer) colleted
his pay alongwith others members of the °Estt.” Branch, who were
called officially.

A copy of the departmental hearing dated
01.07.2005 against Sri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC
is ammexed herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE - O,
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4.19 That your applicant begs to state that the Inquiry
Aauthority vide his letter No. 1/SO(G)-Inquiry/2004-5285 dated
28.07.2005 submitted written brief of Presenting Officer to the
applicant and he was asked to submit his written brief within 10
days before the Inquiry Authority.
A copy of the written brief dated 28.07.2005 is
annexed herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE - P,

4.20 That your applicant begs to state that he has
submitted his representation on 08.08.2005 against the written brief
submitted by the Presenting Officer. The applicant denied the all
charges imputed against him.
A copy of the representation-dated 08.08.2005
is annexed herewith and marked as

ANNEXURE - Q.

421 That your applicant begs to state that the Respondent
No. 4 vide his Memorandum No. 33/E/2004(2)-5742 dated
24.08.2005 submitted report of further inquiry to the applicant and
also stated that he may make any repr&emation or submission in
writing before the Disciplinary Authority within 15 days from the
date of receipt of the Memo.

A copy of the Inquiry Report dated 24.08.2005

is annexed herewith and marked as

'ANNEXURE -R..

422 That your applicant begs to state that he has
submitted representation on 08.09.2005 against the Inquiry Report
re-submitted by the Inquiry Officer on 09.08.2005.

A copy of the representation dated 08.09.2005

is annexed herewith and marked as

ANNEXURE - §.

423 That your applicant begs to state that the Disciplinary
Authority vide order No. 33/E/2004(2)-6269 dated 14.09.2005

.9{
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imposed penalty to the applicant under Clause (III) of Rule 11 of
CCS (CCA) Rules 1965 and ordered that pay of the applicant will
be reduced by two stage from Rs. 3800/- to Rs. 3650/~ in the scale
of pay Rs. 3050-75-3950-80-4590/-for a period of two years with
effect from the date of issue of the order. It is also further directed
that the applicant will eam increment of pay during the period of
reduction and on expiry of the period, the reduction will not have

_the effect of postponing his future increment of pay.

A copy of the impugned order dated
14.09.2005 is annexed herewith and marked as

j “ANNEXURE -T.

424 That your applicant begs to state that he submitted
representation before the ,Respéndent No. 4, the Disciplinary
Authority on 20.09.2005 requesting = him to  re-examine
imposition of penalty. It is worth to mention here that due to
inadvertent he has ‘wrongly submitted appeal/representation before
the Disciplinary Authority for reconsideration of his penalty. As
such, on 17.11.2005, he filed another representation/appeal before
the Appellate Authority for re-examination of the case |
Copies of the representations dated 20.09.2005
" and  17.11.2005-submitted by the applicant
arc. ammexed herewith and marked as
ANNEXURES =& ¥ respectively.

425 That your applicant begs to state that the Appellate
Authority vide their Memorandum No. 33/E/2004(2)974 dated
23.02.2006 rejected his appeal for re-consideration of his penalty.
The said Memorandum was issued in a very cryptic mamner. No
ground has been stated by the Appellate Authority for rejection of
the appeal of the applicant. The Appellate Authority has only stated
that the appeal of the applicant could not be considered as it was
submitted after the expiry of stipulated period and there were no
fresh grounds of facts not already considered.

3
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A copy of the Memorandum dated 23.02.2006
is annexed herewith and marked’ as
ANNEXURE - V4. |

4.26 That your applicant begs to state and submit that the

Appellate Authority rejected his appeal in a very cryptic and in a

mechanical manner. Without giving any cause or causes the
Appellate Authority has rejected the appeal of the applicant in a
most arbitrary and whimsical manner after three months. However,
after three months the appellate authority rejected the appeal on a
technical ground that it was submitted after expiry of stipulated
periods. It is admitted position due to inadvertent the applicant
earlier filed the appeal in a wrong forum, Being a model employer
the appellate authority empowered with the rule to condone the
delay. Rule 25 of the Central Civil Services (Class, Control and
Appeal) Rules, 1965 provides that the appellate authority may
entertain the appeal after the expiry of stipulated period, if it is
satisfied that the appellant had sufficient cause for not preferring
the appeal in time. In the instant case, there was no negligence on
the part of the appellant as he has earlier filed appeal before the
Respondent No. 4 on 20.09.2005 inadvertently. Later on it was
rectified by the aﬁplicant, when it came to his knowledge.

427 That your applicant begs to state and submit that
two inquiry proceedings were conducted against the applicant for
the same charge. Moreover, during pendency of the inquiry one

‘hearing was to be held on 16.09.2004, but it was adjourned by

the Inquiry Officer to 24.09.2004, but the same was informed to
the applicant only on 22.09.2004. From this, it appears that the
Disciplinary Authority was so irresponsible and negligence in
conducting the said enquiry. -

4.28 That your applicant begs to state and submit> that
there is no hard and fast rule to call each and every employee
officially by the Accounts Section to collect the salary. Apart from
the applicant also, there were other persons from other section were
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present at the Cash Branch. Hence, IB Security Mannual 2000, did
not apply in this case as stated by the Complainant in the cross-

examination.

429 That your applicant begs to state and submit that

there were no independent witnesses’ statement recorded in the
cross-examination. The witnesses’ statement which was recorded
by the Inquiry Authority were directly sub ordinate to the
complainant The Inquiry Authority did not apply their mind while
recording the statement of those witnesses. The Inquiry Authority
should insist recording of other independent witnesses, who were
present at that time. From the statements of the above two
witnesses it is crystal clear that there are My persons from SIB
officc and Field Unit of Naharlung.  However, the Inquiry
Authority did mot consider to take any statements from other
persons who were also present at the time of so call incident except
those two witnesses, who are directly sub ordinate to the
complainant. These two witnesses may be termed as a interested
witnesses. The complainant in his cross examination on 01.07.20035
has stated before the Inquiry Authority that he was informed,
there was some trouble in cash branch, he immediately rushed to
the cash branch and found that F. U. of Nlg. was not satisfied with
the system of disbursement of salary to their representatives and
entered argument with cashier. The complainant was -also found
several employee of SIB Iltanagar were standing/sitting in cash
branch without being called. The complainant has also asked every
body to leave the room, but as per statement recorded one of the
witnesses R. Bhattachrjee, Cashier has stated in his statement that
complainant told Sri Sutradhar to ‘get out’. Moreover, the Cashier,
the witness No. 1 was not sure at what time the incident took place.
He made a contradictory statement that on 27.02.2004 at around
230 P.M. when he was disbursing pay to the staff, the incident
took place. But when he was cross-examined, he has stated it may
be 1 PM. to 1.15 P.M or it may be around the lunch time. The
Inquiry Authority intentionally did not recorded other independent
witnesses, i.e. Field Unit of Naharlung or other staff members
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who were present in the incident. The witnesses who were
examined by the Inquiry Authority are directly under the
complainant. As such, credibility of the witnesses is doubtful. The
statement of witness No. 2 Sri C. Chhetry, JIO-1/G is also not
specific to the allegations broﬁght against the applicant. The
witness No. 2 has simply stated the he agreed completely with the
statements made by Sri R. Bhattacharjee, LDC/Cashier and he has
nothing more to add. From this it appears that there was a
conspiracy on the part of Accounts Section to malign the image of
the applicant and also to harass him. The Inquiry Authority did
not conduct the inquiry in a impartial manner, they did not care
to call other witnesses apart from Accounts Section (as there are
so many staff from other sections and field unit workers from
Naharlung) at the time of the incident. From the evidence on
record, there was disturbance in the Cash Branch created by some
other staffs and field unit of Naharlung, but those staffs were
spared in the inquiry proceedings or no charges were framed
agamnst them. The witnesses, who were deposed before the Inquiry

_ Authority may be termed as a interested witnesses as they are

directly under the control of complainant who was Section Officer
of the Accounts Branch.

430 That your applicant begs to state and submit that
the impugned order passed by the Disciplinary Authority is much
cryptic and does not disclose his mind how and on consideration
of what materials and evidence on record he could arrived
erroneous conclusion. The impugned 6rder, therefore, exposed his
negligence on a staggering scale inasmuch as for non
application of mind, but to the contrary, consideration of some
extrancous grounds not based on proper appreciation of evidence
and materials on record and hence, caused a miscarriage of justice.
It is abundantly clear that the Disciplinary Authority passed the
impugned order in colourable exercise of powers and without
proper application of mind. The order so passed gives a definite
indication that it is a product of his biased attitude not sustainable
in Jaw. As such, violative of the principle of natural justice and
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administrative fair play. The service rules and jurisprudence cast
upon the Disciplinary Authority a responsibility to discuss
categorically and exhaustively the materials and documents relied
upon to arrive at a definite conclusion.

431 That your applicant begs to state and submit that
whatever evidence is produced in the inquiry proceeding did not
establish charge level against the applicant and Inquiry Authority
as well as Disciplinaty Authority and Appellate Authority come to
the conclusion mechanically against the charge brought against the
applicant. |

4.32 That applicant begs to state that submit that from the

facts and circumstances stated above it is amply evident that he
has been made scapegoat of the circamstances. The Disciplinary
Authority and Appellate Authority avoided most of the grounds of
infirmities in the proceedings raised by the applicant only view of
intention to established the charge without appreciating the
evidence on record and also without further discussing the

evidence on record.

433 That your applicant begs to state and submit that the
Disciplinary Authority and Appellate Authority —has no cogent
reasons or grounds to say anything in support of the charge brought
against the applicant.

4.34 That your applicant begs to state and submit that the

entire disciplinary proceeding and penalty of reduction of pay by
two stages from Rs. 3800/- to Rs. 3650/- in time scale of pay of Rs.
3050-75-3950-80-4590/- for a period of two years with effect from
the date of issue of the impugned order is devoid of any merits.
Further, it is also submitted that the applicant will suffer irreparable
loss and inquiry if this Hon’ble Tribunal does not interfere with the
matter. The balance of convenience is strongly in favour of the
applicant. It is, therefore, pre-eminently a fit case to interfere with
the matter.
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435 That your Applicant submits that he has got reason to
believe that the Respondents are resorting the colorable exercise of

power.

436 That your Applicant submits that f the action of the
Respondents is in violation of the fundamental rights guaranteed
under the constitution of India and also in violation of principles of
natural justice.

437 That your ' Applicant submits that the action of the
Respondents by which the Applicant has been deprived of his
legitimate Rights, is arbitrary. It is further stated that the
Respondents have acted with a malafide intention only to deprive
the Applicant from his legitimate right.

438 That your Applicant submit that the Respondents
have deliberately done serious injustice and put him into great

‘mental trouble and financial hardship to him and as such the

impugned orders are liable to be set aside and quashed.

439 That in the facts and circumstances stated above, it is
fit Case for the Hon’ble Tribunal to interfere with to protect the
rights and interests of the Applicant by passing an Appropriate
Interim Order staying the operation of the impugned orders
14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006. )

440 That this application is filed bonafide and for the interest of
justice. -
GROUNDS FOR RELIEF WITH LEGAL PROVISIONS:

5.1 For that, due to the above reasons narrated in detail
the action of the Respondents is in prima facie illegal, malafide,
arbitrary and without jurisdiction. Hence, the impugned orders
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dated 14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are liable to be set aside and

5.2 For that, the Respondents have not able to prove the
so-called allegations leveled against the applicant. Hence, the
impugned orders dated 14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are liable to be
set aside and quashed.

53 For that the only two sole witnesses, who were also
interested witnesses, have also stated that as the incident is more
than one year, they are unable to remember the actual facts of the
incident. Therefore, the allegation is totally false and concocted.
Hence, the impugned orders dated 14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are
liable to be set aside and quashed. '

54 For that, the Disciplinary Authority has not
conducted in the proper way and manner. They conducted two

inquiries against the applicant for same charges. The respondent
No. 4 in his memorandum dated 22.06.2005 has admitted that the

Charged Officer has not been given any opportunity to cross
examine the witnesses. Accordingly, the inquiry report was

- remitted for further inquiry and report. Hence, the whole inquiry

conducted by the Disciplinary Authority is not in proper form,
casual, malafide, whimsical and colourable exercise of power by
the Disciplinary Authority. Hence, the impugned orders dated
14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are liable to be set aside and quashed.

5.5 For that it is admitted fact that apart from the
applicant other persons of the staff were also present in the incident
and they were also making disturbance and noise in the cash
branch, but they were spared by the respondents the reasons best
know to them. Hence, the impugned orders dated 14.09.2005 and
23.02.2006 are liable to be set aside and quashed.

5.6 For that it is not mandatory to call each and every
employee of the department to collect their salary from cash
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branch. The IB Security Manual 2000 does not apply in this case.
Hence, the impugned orders dated 14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are
liable to be set aside and quashed.

57 For that, the Disciplinary Authority intentionally did
not take the evidence or statement from other persons, who were
present in the incident. However, the Disciplinary Authority
interested to take evidence from the two witnesses, who were
directly sub ordinate to the complainant. Hence, the impugned
orders dated 14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are liable to be set aside
and quashed.

58 For that the two witnesses are also unable to recall
the physical assault to the complainant by the applicant, which
is  evident from their statement in the cross-examination.
However, the witnesses has also stated that the complainant used
the word “get out’ to the applicant, which is not accepted from a
responsible  government officer. Hence, the impugned orders
dated 14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are liable to be set aside and
quashed.

59 For that the whole incident is fabricated by some
interest and vested circle only to cast malign to the applicant in
his service carrier. Hence, the impugned orders dated 14.09.2005
and 23.02.2006 are liable to be set aside and quashed.

5.10 For that the  obscrvation made by the Inguiry
Officer in the report is not based on evidence and record but on
conjuncture and surmise which is not permitted in law. Hence, the
impugned orders dated 14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are liable to be
set aside and quashed.

5.11 For that the impugned orders of penalty suffer from
virus of non application of mind and consideration of extraneous
grounds not based on materials and evidence and as such not
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sustainable in law. Hence, the impugned orders dated 14.09.2005

‘and 23.02.2006 are liable to be set aside and quashed.

5.12 For that the impugned orders of penalty as imposed
not being according to the prescribed norms and procedure is not
sustainable in law and the rule framed thereunder. Hence, the
impugned orders dated 14.09.2005 and 23.02.2006 are liable to be
set aside and quashed.

5.13 For that mere perusal of the appellate order it is
clear that the findings recorded therein are totally perversed and
not sustainable in law.

5.14 For that the Appellate Authority have tactfully
avoided the grounds raised by the applicant, therefore, the
appellate order is non speaking, mechanical and on that score
alone the same is liable to be set aside and quashed.

5.15 For that in view of the matter the impugned order of

penalty as well as the appellate order confirming the same are
not sustainable and the same are liable to the set aside and
quashed.

The applicant craves leave of this Hon’ble Tribunal advance
further grounds at the time of hearing of this instant application.

DETAILS OF REMEDIES EXHAUSTED:

That there is no other altermative and efficacious and remedy
available to the applicant except the invoking the jurisdiction of

this Hon’ble Tribunal under Section 19 of the Administrative

Tribunal Act, 1985.

MATTERS NOT PREVIOUSLY FILED OR PENDING IN
ANY OTHER COURT:
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That the applicant further declares that he has not filed any
application, writ petition or suit in respect of the subject matter of
the instant application before any other court, authority, nor any
such application, writ petition of suit is pending before any of
them.

RELIEF SOUGHT FOR:
Under the facts and circumstances stated above the applicant

most respectfully prayed that Your Lordships may be pleased to
admit this application, call for the records of the case, issue notices

- toﬂ:eRmpondenlsastowhymefeliefandreﬁevmsoughthtby

the applicant shall not be granted and after hearing the parties,
Your Lordships may be pleased to direct the Respondents to give
the following reliefs.

8.1 That the Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased to direct the
Respondents to set aside and quash the impugned Order No.
33/E/2004(2)-6269 dated 14.09.2005 and also the Appellate Office
Memorandum No. 33/E/2004(2)-974 dated 23.02.2006 issued by
the Respondent No. 3.

82 To pass any other appropriate order or orders to which the
applicant may be entitled and as may be deem fit and proper in the

facts and circumstances of the case.

83 To pay the cost of the application.

INTERIM ORDER PRAYED FOR:

Pending disposal of the application, the applicant prays before this
Hon’ble Tribunal for an interim order directing the respondents to

- stay the operation of the impugned order No. 33/E/2004(2)-6269

dated 14.09.2005.
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 Application is filed through Advocate.
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VERIFICATION

L, Shri Tapan Sutradhar, Son of Shri Bhanu Kumar Sutrdhar, aged about 39 years,
working as Lower Division Clerk in the Office of the Joint Director, Subsidiary
Intelligence Bureau (SIB), Ministry of Home Affairs, lanagar, Arunachal Pradesh, do
hereby  solemmly verify that the statements made in paragraph Nos.
LA 4R el 404 T are true to my knowledge, those made in
paragraph Nos.  .4:3.f0 413 arel 4.4 fo 4:25 —— are being matters of
record are true to my information derived therefrom which [ believe to be true and
those made in paragraph ... ............... Are true to my legal advice and rests are
my humble submissions before this Hon"ble Tribunal. [ have not suppressed any material
facts.

And I sign this verification onthis 9% dayof Jime 2006 at Guwahati

Ogc\fban \QW
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No. 33/E/2004(3.)-
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau,

Ministry of Home Affairs, o
Government of India, A : _
Itanagar 0 K MAR 2004' ’
Dated, the —

S Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, SIB, Itanagar is hercby informed that it is
proposed to take action against him under Rule 16 of CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965.A statement of
the imputation of misconduct or misbehaviour on which actmn is prcposed to be taken as

_mentioned above is enclosed. o

[ N Shri Tapan Sutradhar LDC SIB, Itanagar is heseby given an opportum’v to

m.;ke such reprasentation as he may wish to ma’ka againat the proposal.

R ~ 'If Shri Tapan Suiradhar, LDC, SIB Itanagar faﬂs to submit hxq rcpwscnzataaﬂ

. ,'mthm 10 -days of receipt of this memoran‘dum, it will be presumed that he has no
, -'rcpmscntamon to make and orders will bo liable to be passed apainst Shei Tapan Sutradhiar, ‘

- LDC ex-parte.

. 4"-: Ny The receipt of thxs memorandum should be acknowledged by Shi ’iap:m
- Sutxadhm LDC, SIB Itanagar. - .
\p} o
(18 RAM
Assistant Divectot/E
Disciplinary Authority
M%L
1.
To
| ‘/élm Tapan Sutradhar LOC
SIB, Itan@
ATTESTED

ADVOCATE
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¢ That the said Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC on 27.02.2004 i.e., on the day of disbursement of
" salery, at sround 1 p.m. was found sitting unauthorisedly in the Cash Branch of the SIB,
! Ttanagar. As it was causing ITEIruption in the smooth distribution of cash , he was asked by
'/ Shri Viplav, SO7A to Jeave the branch. He refused to obey the lawful direction of the SO/A and—
. challenged his authority. He threatened SO/A of physical assault and of dire consequences.
' However with the intervention of other officials, he was taken away from the spot.

L “Shri Sutradhar by his above said actioxﬁ obstructed the smooth functioning of the
"' government, disobeyed the lawful ordet of the competent authority and misbehaved with his
~. olficiul superior. This i unbecoming of a government servant and is violative of Rule-3 of the
. CCS(Conduct) Rules, 1964. . ' : ' |
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B

&

TO s o
The Assistant Director/E,

siB, Itanagsr.

Sir, ,
With due respect I beg to informe you that I was
insulted badly twice by Shir viplob, so/I at office
‘hours, once at I/Br. some days earlier when I went to:
know £rom him about my 8 Tour T.A. claims pending to
Acctts Br. i.e. to SO/A. On reply he said to me strongly.
: - ' "Getwout", in this way he insulted me and I came=out .
A without any protest. Another insident was occuréd on
AT PU ~1:) 4 day .(27.02.04) at lunch time when I was sitting )
' inside the ¢ash Br. and cashier disburshing cash &t
that time some staff disturbing cashier on knowing : .
this so/A i.e. shri Viplob charged me and misebehaved
me with same language at when, I was also suffering
. from mental anguish due to some domestic problem and
\ henca, I could not be silent and protest against those
languages. , Sienk ' ’

. Whatever'még be, I informed to AD/E, §IB, ITA. o
wweverbally in -t is regard on the same day i.e:. on = '
57.02.04, due to short of time and my tension I could

not .complain on wrikksm writing against him i.e. Shri
: Viplob, s0/IX. ' '
Ta ' This is for your information and haceasary action
T as deemed fet please.

Thanking you.

Yours faithfully, -
. 7
B g /,/"g._’),])‘DL\
( T. Sutradhar )
LDC, E/BL.
sIB, Itanagar.

;
i

.I‘ ’ N
4
i
1
i

ATTESTED

Sk Qnattachages
ADVOC ire :
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* . ) R W —Q',P i
Tiie Assistant Director/I i R
4 L o g
v S ¥

'\‘\S: STIZ ‘Itaﬁ“ AL, '
ralse aliégation-of”
T ah A
st u*?; e
s B e il 2

for action against

3 ]
s 2P . . . , , B B
et ¥ With due respect, 1°beg 10 inform you that 1 have peest charged agaiiist: a false o
& AR allggation. In {his connection, 1 had already informed you vetbally on 27.2.04 and in writing on BT
R é’8304, copy of which is cncloscd. , S e e TR
That Sir, following are the reply with best of my xnowledge and belief. -
' . G S iyt
of SIB, Itanagat’ I cannot &

«Jnauthorisedly sitting in U ash Br. ) nag
uriglcwl‘aiid the aclual mesning of -the languags, whether any authority i .
required for sitting inside the Cash Br. at tunch time, if 80, who ‘wi}l issue . ""L'-'
this authority lcttchemo./Cérﬁﬁcate-, it is not known to ifie. . f I %
of cash you may please sk (' Cashier

oth’ distribution
bed him of not.

ii. Regarding Smo
\or ] would distur

about e, whetl
SO/A to leave the Cash Br. it funch time, as , .

iii When asked by Shri Viplav,
any argument.

N fit. .
: soon as 1lcft the Br. without
© Regarding throatened 1O sO/A of ‘physiéai assault an
conscquonccs, it 18 completely false. . o

Oy <oy
o .

=

.

d of/ ciir.c

V..

please be takén sgainst Shed

'
i

ot
A

T a
"

B Whatever may be, 1 pray to you a proper action may
!

t2 i Viplav, SOA.
v S -’,” . . . . . ,
) n . R ﬁ‘_r"' .
thas been done by me. ' ‘ .
- i

g A AR Y = i
° -
s L.

Wit 1 may please be excused if any mistake
!'é;f Thanking you. ® . %
- i

o
- S S
Yours fi i _
. 'Htlt’*
2\ e

Yoo Phaftachasies SIB, lianagar. e T B
ADVOCATR, e ,

.4“.
iine DA
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AT S e e
AR
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| No. 33/5/2004(2) * L5 =2 ( gf
- gubsidiary Intelligence Bureau,” LS
Ministry of Homé Affairs, ;

Governimerit of India, - o
| 5 MR 1004

ftanagat, -

" Dated, the -

ORDER

usider Rule-16 of the Central Civil Services, (Classification,
hri Tapan Gutradhar, LDC :

being held against S

 Whereas an.Inquiry
anid Appeal) Rules-1965 38

.

And wheteas, the undersigned considers that an Inquiring Autﬁdrity@i‘i@uld be -
{inted lo Laquire into the charges [ramed against the said Shti Tapan Sutadlwag, LDC. g3

Now, therefore, the undersigried in axercige of the powers conferred by Sub-Rule
of Rule-16 of the CCS(CCA) Rules-1965 hereby. appoints Sh#i D.C. Mandal, SO, SIB, 0
ggar as Inquiring Authority to enquire into the charges framed against ths said Shei Tapan *
adhar, LDC, SIB, Itanagar. ‘ . j ‘

_ J.5. RAWAT) e
Assistant igectol/8 - -
Dinciplinary Authority;
SiB, llagdagar, :

1 Shri D.C. Mandal, SO/ A, SIB, Itanagar- albngwith a copy of the Chatge-sheet.
2. Shri P.K. Dey, UDC, SIB, Itanagar - for information. B

: Shri Tapan Gutradhar, LDC, 618, Iganagar. : X
4. The Assistant Director/E, IB Hqrs., New Delhi - for informatior.

Cop;" o' -

ATf - | (70 ) 0

TESTED = Assistant Directol/B, ., .

Sen . Disciplinary Authority, - e
Y. Braltechage. S1B, Itanagar. et




0. 1/80( A)/2004-05 (1) |
Subsxdnw Intclligence Burcdls . - -a0f » |
- (MHA), Gowvt. of Indid, ' @ ,\ WR ‘ﬁg&&

Ttanagar
Dited the, '

N MEM@RANDUM

{lie charg® framud against ghi Tapan gutradhiaf ¢, LDC, e 18
o\ 004 at 1100

’“nmccnm\ gwith

"o apREAT pefore the undet signed in persont 10 for hearing 0
";’\é;;\'\m suimithing g his defence ont the charge nbrought.

aring, it will be prcqumcd that thére 18 othifify

156 of fmlurc in appeatmg for ho
art for the charge.
mzs\ Aw e

®. C.1 NDAL; 5.0y
- Inquiry Officer : :

adhm‘, LDC,

:  SIB, Itanagar (for information)

ant Dircetor/Es
QIR, ltanagar (for mfmm.tmn) '

1. The Assist
The » Selioh Officer/F,
c. SIB, ltanagar (e ™ ec®

1.
3. hnI‘K Dey, U DG,

/

. C. MANDAL; 8.0
- Inquiry Officet

6(‘1\&@ Py ata - b
" ADVOCATE char- |

s Ay e

P

R S : P
Yoo .; g AR .o .
e T T
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‘ ANNEXURE-- F -
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' 1
X%
R o
, NoJ/SO(A)/iOOd-OS(i)s, 3
Subsidiary Intelligence Buredyy, - o
(Ministry of Home Affairs), - S ‘
Government of Indin, _ ’ Ly
. Ttanagar, S _— S
: patet: 43 SEP 2004
o MEMORANDUM
. " ’,v, - . ‘ |
Lo In connection with tho charge framod against Shri Tapan, Sutradhar, LDC by, Shri
Lo Viplav, SO to the extend that he (Sri Sutradhar) refused to obey the lawful direction of
_f'_,,-(SOfA (Vip\av).the then . Shri Viplav, SO and ShA T. Qutradhar, 1.0C are feq\;eﬂmd 0
Lo Atend for hearing On 16/09/2004 at 1100hrs, to the epdersigned, the Inquiry Officer and
o submit documentary proof of \Written witness in suppoi*‘t oftice allegation brought.
N o
. 5\ 9 \
(D.C. MANDAL,)
8O,
L INQUIRY OFFICER
ooy Sk Viplav, SO.
R S0, Itanagar. (
Ly SwiTen Sutradher, LDC.
SRR SIB, Itanngar. ‘
o) .
S 1) The A.D, SIB, Itanagar for information please. ’
e .7 2) The S.(ﬁfﬁ,sm,ltamgm. :
3) ShiiPK. Dey, UDC, SIB, Itanagar |
_ : v /
(D.C. MANDAL)
. SO, |
INQUIRY OFFICER.

ATTESTED.

 Soda Bhebtactagee
ADvocC AT,
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MEMORAND oM

}

S Aslws in physical indisposition'l
16/09/2004 . Hence Shri Vipl
g on -?AJOQ/‘ZOM at 1200hrs. to

four - hesrin (
ubrait documentary proof or Written witness

: 'To‘ '
1) Shri Viplav SO.
3IR, Itanager.
\3/ Shri Lapan sutradhat, LDC.
e 8IB, Itanagpt. .

M -Copy o ‘ . '
R "The AD. S1, ltanagar for information

av, SO and Shri

P omos s

yrdee e T el

s ey mam s e
[

— 2= o . :
- - ANNEXURE:- 6

\

" No.1/SO(A)/2004-05(D)- é' @’C]?

Subsidiary Intelligence Bureat .

(Ministry of _Homé Affairs), i

Governmént of India,
Itanagar;

D 27 SEP 2004

could ot be present 10 attend for hearing on
*-r Sutradhar, LDC @0 requested 1o atend
the undetsigned, the Tnauiry Offioet and to
in support office allegstion brought. :

i

(D.C. MANDAT)
S0, ’

R\IQUIRY OFFICER

pLea_s;eZ' L ' ' (
AR (D.C. MANDAL,)
. 50, .
INQUIRY OFFICER.
i

oo Battachas
4DVocATE R\

W

b T

T N
E S
RS AN
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ANNEXURE--

0. 3/E/20042) - $B2
Sui&mdiaty Intelligence Bureay, o -~ -
(MHA),Govemmem of India, S |

n.'er\eas “an Inguiry under Rule-16 of the Cemral Civil S¢i
,ppeal) Rules~1'965 is being held against Sim Tapan Suﬁ‘ﬁ“dhm; L‘DC

“And whereas, the undersigned considers that an ingudring Atthority 6ho
ﬂe& t6 inquire into the charges framed against the said Shri ‘Tmpaﬁ ?swmdhm‘; LBC.

¥ Now, therefore, the undersigned i exercise of the powers coiiférred by Sub-Rale
: ;of Rule-16 of the CCS(CCA) Rules-1965 heteby appoiuts Shei Raflatal Sitiva; SO/ G, SIB i
tahugar §6 Inquiring Authority to enquite into the charges framied agﬁmst thé seid Shin Tapan

hﬁhﬂt, LDC SIB, Itanagar : :

().5. RAWAT )
Asélstant Directoi&
© Disciplifiary A@tﬁoﬁ&y,

SIB, tanagar,

1. Shri Rajkamal Si&aram SO/G, SIB, Itanagar- alongwith & copy of ﬁhe C’harg,e—
 sheet and a defence statement. K
© 2. Shyi P.K. Dey, UDC, SIB, Itanagar - for information.
\/Shn D.C. Marndal, SO/ A, SIB, Itanagar - for mfofmaﬁon‘

Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, SIB, ltanagar. .
5. The Assistant Director/E, IB Hqts.,, New Dalhi - A fiew Ihgusiting Authotity i
required for enquiry of the matter since Shri D.C. Mandal , 50/ A hag heen
released on transfer to SIB, Kolkata . . -

m@ﬁmwmmmm'
S18, itas

ATTESTED
ADVOCATE
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2 ANNEXURE-- 1

» g - S
e P 2} — 17D
L NO. 1/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004 - {45 — ["5 o
w SUBSIDIARY INTELLIGENCE BUREAU
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS
. GOVERNMENT OF INDIA |
' _ ITANAGAR | ' Vs
o ‘
DATED ~ 10.02.05
TO, S
SHRI TAPAN SUTRADHAR, , o N
LDC, . b , | YRR
SIB, ITANAGAR, | - , 10 FEB 2005 e
ARUNACHAL PRADESH. | ' @5 , W
‘ ) 160 ()

7

SUBJECT- DEPARTMENTAL ENQUIRY UNDER RULE 12 OF THE CCS (CC&4) - -
S . RULES, 1965 AGAINST SHRI TAPAN SUTRADHAR, LDC s
ok
SIR, ¢ . . . ;J . . '

I have been appointed Inquiring Authority vide Order No. 33/1/2004(2)-8823 datcd
17.12.04 to enquire into the charges framed against you vide Memo No. 33/E/2004(2)-1631 dated
03.03.04 '

{.- 1 shali hold the preliminary hearing in the matter on 25.02.05, 11.45 aum. at ‘G’
Branch, SIB-Itanagar, Gohpur Tinali. You are requested to attend the hearing cither alone
or with your dcfence assistant. Your defence assistant should be a government servant oz
retired government servant and should ot be a legal practitioner.  Particulars of the
defence assistant may be furnished well in advance so that necessary comrespondencs from
the competent authority of your defence assistant could be made. You can also submit list

of additional’ documents/witnesses fequired for your defence during the preliminucy
hearing. . | '

It you fal to appear in the preliminary hearing on the aforesaid date, ime and venue, the
* - hearing shall be held ex parte. : '
\ AJ

) . \ ‘ X

. :
of

{

(RAJKAMAL )
| SECTION OFFICER/G
S "~ AND
. N \[ /( ‘ INQUIRING AUTHORITY
‘\ / : | ! '
A R . - * Q '
N CRE ) ,
| )
< T-S U
ACC '\{r ' |
. . ) . . ' ¢
| - ATTESTED
:, : SN\YQ M&Q}\& ‘Ce
avosug
. \\ ) . ) ) B :m [ v - w- ~ - . ’
\\‘“ \ | - "’.::;G/"V' . . Ctm— "*\J;:\g em v e e ey
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SO/A, SIB ITANAG '

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR/E, SIB, ITANAGAR FOR iNTORMATEON
ASSYSTANT »DIRECTOR/E B, HEADQUARTERS NEW DELHI

ON.
S?—IR] ? K DEY UDC, SIB, ITANAGAR -AND THE PRESENTNG
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g in re écﬁ,_ﬁ){ﬁ‘mv,a' arnt Sutradhar, LDC on 25,0 2065 ;
e b i‘ﬁSéi}é,@,. of Inquiry -Authori@.and Presentin | : :

l ' eveese e .' ' ‘f Y
b o

| Do you accept or deny the c_harges levied against you 7" "

L

- Tacceptithat I was sittinig without permission irl the Cash™: - -
. Br: but I deny disobéying the ordet of Shii Viplay; SO/A;

qh;iilenging. his authotity and threatening him of difé .

conisequences. o

Why were you present there or were you called officially 7

1 had come to colleot ty pay but 1 was not called o
dfficially. ,

A

¥

What had happened ptiot to the entrance of Shri Viplav, )
SO/A ? : : R

1\ ' _ [ & ..» P [P 4, ' I b, O . A BRS¢
‘The pay! was beitig disbiifsed by the Cashier whén 2/3 -
Tocal eiployess of this dtganisation entered the Cash Bi:'

and started disturbing the Cashier.

¥
wr Y

Then what happeéned ? -

[ SR

At that nti:me Shri Viplév, SCi)/A entered into the Cash Bt.
and asked me why { was sifting there and did | take proper -

permission and fold me to getout. e

¥

Then what happened ?

. ':Iaiiixmediatély foft the Foom without saying a wotd. ;
. But Shri Viplav, SO/A has accused that you did 1ict obsy

him and threateried hiin of physical assault and dife '
consequences. What have you say in this regard ?

t

Itis all false. I did not say a word and left the oo -
immediatcly on being told by Shri Viplav, SO/A.
| |  Contd..2/-
_ATTESTED : '
APVOCATE

ver s iverk amet bt e e Baes i e P27 Sr—




=3k - fi
. Ko P '
A . | X

At the time of this incident whio all wete present il the - S
CoshBr? S ]

. “Except S/Shri Ramakanta BHattachatjee, Cashier and C. .
~ " Chettry, JIO-UG, 1 do niot remember anyone clse. The L

throo local etnployees disturbing the Cashier were most o
. probably from the BIPs who had come 1o colleet their pay
and were not familiar to me. | - R
You ate once agait asked to recall whether you fiad at all” .
Spoken to Shri Viplav, SO/A at that particular timeie. ot i
before loaving I}L‘he Cash Br. ? ' : o

No, I did not say; anything to Shri Viplav, SO/A.

Do you iiAVG anything else td, add to your above given

statements 7 ‘ , L
,‘ . L N | " 3 ’

l
L e Rt
y B ~ (P.K.Dey) |
cer ; UDC/ Presenting Officer

e
D

UL
- rip———

| W
L i .

| (Raj Kamal-Sitaram)
Section Officer/G, Inguiry Officer i

ek ' P

+ -
v..¢-\'-‘-i. T

ATTESTED
Smidte. V\B‘\Q&Q . |
ADVOCATER dm\\%e |
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ANNEXURE:-

No. 33/E/2004(2)- 2 71
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
Government of India, -

ltanagar. Dated. the- -
6o 73 1 Ay 705

, | Please refer to the Disciplinary Authority, SI8, ltahagar O.M. No.
- 33/E/2004(2)1 531 dated03.03.2004 and O.M. No. 33/E/2004(2)-8823 dated
© 47.12.2004 regarding appointment  of Shri Rajkamal Sitaram, 80/G, SIB,

" tanagar as Inquiry officer to inquire into the charge framed against Shri Tapan

~ Sutradhar, LDG, Charged officer.

2 A copy of the report of the Inquiry officer, Shri Rajkamal Sttarar,
'SO/G, SIB, ttanagar is enclosed. The Disciplinary Authority will take a suitable
~ decision after considering the report. If Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, Charged

K
*d

officer wishes to make any representation of submission, he may wish to do 80,

. inwriting to the Disciplinary Authority within 15 days of recelpt of this Memo.

3. The receipt of this Memo may please be acknowledged.

el /%@;/
o \/(

Assistant Director/E -
" Shri Tapan Sutraghar, LDC
SiB, ltanagar.

Encl : As stated.

ATTESTED

Seitey %\Qﬁhcﬁ\q \ee
ADVOCATE (0
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SUBJECT: ENQUIRY REPORT IN RESPECT OF CHARGES
FRAMED AGAINST SHRI TAPAN SUTRADHAR, LDC
VIDE MEMO NO. 33/E/2004(2)-1631 DATED 03.03.2004

The undersigned was appointed as the Inquiry Authority, vide order No.
33/E/2004(2)-8823, dated 17.12.04 (but received on 01.02.05) to inquire into the
following charges framed against Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC.

ARTICLE -1

According to the statement of Shri Viplav, Section Officer/Accounts
Branch, on 27.02.04, the day of disbursement of salary for the month of
February, 2004 at around 1 pm Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC was found sitting
unauthorisedly in the Cash Branch. As at was causing interruption in the

- smooth distribution of Cash, Sri Sutradhar, LDC was asked by Sn Viplav,

SO/A to leave the Branch. Sri Sutradhar refused to obey to lawful direction of
the SO/A and challenged his authority. He threatened SO/A of physical assault
and of dire consequences. However, with the intervention of other officials, Shri
Sutradhar was taken away from the sport. Shri Sutradhar by his above said
action obstructed the smooth functioning of the government, disobeyed the
lawful order of the Competent Authority and misbehaved with his official
superior. This is unbecoming of a government servant and is violation of Rule -
3 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964.

FINDINGS

As per the charges framed against Sh. Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, two main
pomts had to be proved/disproved —

1.  Whether the C.O. had disobeyed the lawful order of his official superior.
2. Whether the C.O. had been disrespectful towards his official superior.

1.  Thought the C.O. has denied disobeying hls official superior in the

' preliminary hearing however it has been the

donec so, as per the statement given by the witnesses ie. Sn Ramakanta
Bhattacharjee, LDC/Cashier and Shri C. Chetry, JIO-UG.

/12 The C.O. has also denied being disrespectful towards his official superior

but the statement of the witnesses proves otherwise. However, the witnesses
couldn’t remember (being more than one year age) whether the C.O. had
actually threatened SO/A of physical assault and ofdire consequences.

Therefore, the charges that the C.O. had disobeyed the lawful order and
had been disrespectful towards his official superior, stand proved against Shri
Tapan Sutradhar, LDC.

Note - The mmpartiality of the witnesses can be proved by the fact that
they were pointed out as witnesses by 'ghe C.O. himself and not by SO/A.

Sd/- 24.05.5

ATTESTED

§<‘r\\,\€ok %ﬁac hows e
ADVOCATE
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(Rajkamal LS)
Section Officer/G
& ,
Inquiring Officer
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- “"‘*l@ﬂki‘.‘e’ REPORT 1P RESTEL ) OF CHARGES
FRAMED AGA "”l"“ “‘"Q"‘?? FAPAN HUTRADIEAR,
300 VIDE B AP NG 3HER00AT)- 1641 DATED
(?‘3= a3.04
7 The undersigned was aprointed as e fneivinge At Janty, vide ouder 110,
'i 1/2004(2)-88 223, dated 1 11204 (al e seivadd on ()l 072.05) m mq\mf‘ snte the
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o the s‘\niww*n of St "L,)le Seotion (M Toer/Ascounts

""am h, o 27, (2.04, the dav of dishuranend of sty for the wonth of Febmary.

: at neownd b p:.._ St Vapem sutpdhor, LG s Tourd sitting -
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©mave the Nmm‘h Shet Yatradhar velfue weed to ohey 1o lx\\\'h\l A eetion ()i thie SEIA,
caud shnticnged his authoaty, e threate ) SO of physicil nasanit and of dire

GRHISCCUEITSS TTawever witli the m!nw ationn of other offieints, Sha Sutrudhiar
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sy laken sway from the spot. Shysi: Satepethar by his above aid action obstructed
T smooth fune toniug of the goveend, (th(w'v] e Lavensd order of the

Corgien Amlority ond el vt with b oieinl superior,  This [
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SUPETIor. . ' ’ '
ER Whether the €700 Dad beew Giaresnaetiud cowrds his official s;upc:"im'.
, . K B
i, Though e Cey N denied Vaohe \n ¢ his \51"\'\--'-'\1 HPCFIOT iy b

puciiminary Bearig howeved Hhas boen prove s byond doubt ﬂl"!l the

C.O) had dons so, 05 par e statanss s piven by the WANCESEs §.C. ¢. Shn

Raimakania }_"»‘nntt:u;!nu_“wfz. PG ashier, and Shii o, Chetry, 1t U VG
The CAO. hus also denid being, disresp eetful townks his officiul
suprerior ot the clatement of e v ilnesses proves athorvise. However
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STATEMENTS OF SHRI RAMAKANTA  BHATTACHARIJEE,
LDC/CASHIER (WITNESS 1) SHRI C. CHETRY, J1O (G) (WITNESS 2) OF
CASH BRANCH CALLED AS WITNESS ON 12.05.05 IN CONNECTION

WITH DEPARTMENTAL ENQUIRIES AGAINST SHRI TAPAN
SUTRADHAR, LDC ON THE INCIDENT ON 27.02.04.

INQUIRING OFFICER - Tell us about the incident that occurred in Cash
branch on 27.02.04 ? '

WITNESS 1 On 27.02.04 at around 2.30 pm [ was distributing pay to the
staff. Being payday there was a lot of crowd in the Cash Branch and among them
two/three of out local staff were making a lot of noise which was quite
disturbing. Hearing the commotion, SO/A, Shri Viplav came into the branch and
asked the Cashier whether all the people present in the branch had been officially
called or not. When the cashier replied in the negative, SO/A asked all those who
had not been called to leave the room till called. Shri Sutradhar, who was also
present there and who had not been called officially did not leave. Shri Viplav
again asked him to leave but the person did not leave. This attitude annoyed Shri
Viplav, SO/A and he told Sh. Sutradhar to get out. At this time Sh. Sutradhar
became abusive and used disrespectful language against Sh. Viplav. Sh. Viplav
then left the room and went to fetch SO/E, as Sh. Sutradhar was at that time
posted in Establishment Branch. Sh. Viplav returned with Sh. Jitendra Singh
(SO/E) who tried fo reason with Sh. Sutradhar but he did not listen and continued
to shout and create a scene just outside the Cash Branch.

INQUIRING OFFICER TO WITNESS 2- Do you agree with what has
been stated by Witness 1 or do youn have anything to add to it?

WITNESS 2- I agree completely with what has been stated by Sh.
Ramamkanta Bhattacharyee, LDC/Cashier and have noting additional to add to
it.

INQUIRING OFFICER - So you both agree that Sh. Tapan Sutradhar,
LDC disobeyed the orders of Sh. Viplav, SO/A and used abusive and

disrespectful language against him.

WITNESS 1 - YES
WITNESS 2 - YES
Sd/- illegible Sd/- illegible Sd/illegible
(Ramakant (C. Chetry) (P. K. Dey)
Bhattachatjee) JO-1 UDC
LDC/Cashier G Presenting Officer
(Witness 1) (Witness 2)
Sd/- illegible
(Rajkamal Sitaram)
Section Officer/G,
Enquiring Authority
ATTESTrQ
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o, o
The %ssastant Di i"e.(:t‘c‘)’r/E,
‘Diséi?liﬁﬁf?.f@ﬁthﬁ ritys

SIB, Itanagar. . o
o - ( Through Proper Channel )
Ref. :: Yﬂur O.l\vli. N0‘33/E/2004(2)-3871 dt‘3105.05 (date ()f received on 0306.05)

Sub :- Prayer for subrsission of representation against false ailegation dnd ghidise
enquiry report of dt.24.05.05.

Sir, : * '

with due respoect and humble submission 1 bog to inform you ngain that | was
inyulted badly twice by Sh. Viplav, SO, in this regard 1 had submitted a written complaint
against him on 08.03.04, but instcad of faking action a chargc was frafed againsgt mc of
01.03.04 vide O.M. No.33/E/2004(2)-1631 dt.03.03.04 (date of receipt on 08.03.04 since
I was on leave) in this regard a request representation was submitted by me on 17.03.04,

2. That Sir, chérge was framod on the hasis of hig falsc statcment to saVe him and to
hsras‘;s/punismrap me since myself belong to S/C community, I feel strange that caste~
distinction is there &t the office too. ' ‘

3. That Sir, in this rcgar‘d'an inquiring authority was appointed vide 0. M. Mo.
SR 33/&2004(2}256-2159 dt.25.03.04, accordingly two lhearings were held vide OM.
s No.1.-’SO(A)/,200$05(1)-2363, 4t.01.04.04 and O. M. No.l/SC)(_A)/ZOOL!-OS(_])-6899

dt.22.09.04 date of hearing werc held on 12.04.04 at 11.00 Hrs. and on 24.09.04 at 12.00
1ls. respectively at SIB, ltanagar, but report of hearingys are still pending, witli the
administration. It is therefore, requested that cach copy of those hearing repotls fmay
kindly be issucd to mc as an carly datc.

. /4. That Sir, on keeping pending thosc reports another inquiring authority wak appoinicd

4t 10.02.05 and a copy of which was sasucd ta me vide 1YNo. 178 dt.01.03.05.

5. That Sit, thq'unduc cnquiry report submiticd by §h. Rajkamal Sitaram, 0/, 1O
to you on 24.05.05 has been disowned by me for the following reasons - :

(1) Ttwas anc-sided judgment. , :
(2) The two persons mentioned by me to be present during ihe said incident; do not
" mean that they are my witnesses.
(3) Witncsscs atc working under Sh. Viplav, SO and all hclong to gencral categaty.
. (4) ‘Lheintention of the.J/O i to trap me only. '

(continuied page-2)

ATTESTED

Sﬁ\k\?-\ %\ Q‘ﬁbkcj\ .
ADVOCATE =

URNEISRORY. 0 Ko g .
LA

‘on 17.12.04 vide O.M. No.33E/2004(2)-8823 dt. 17.12.04 and hearing was field o -
95.02.05 at 11.45 Hrs. at SIB, Itanagar vide letter No. L/SO(G)-INOUIRY/2004-142-3370
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From the statement of witnesses it is cledred that

(a) - Sh. Viglav, Qection Officer, who ordercd me strongly to get out from {hc ()fﬁcc
: «Pagsing an unparliamentary word”. : ' yoy
‘(6) Twolthree of ocal staff was making a lot of noise which iwas quitc disturbing.

tut was unduly charged to mc and no action was taken against the other crring,
staff members.
sed study between the statements of SO(U/A) and withiesses the real
picture has come out that o

. The time of the incidence i.c. T was insulted at tunch time of 27.02.04 beiween
13,10 Hrs. to 13.15 Hrs. but ncither at 1 P M. nor at 2.30 .M. stated by Sh.-Viplav, 8O
and witnesses respectively, there was a considernble diflerence beiween the stated times
‘py them and hefice it is impossible to correct both the times but possible (0 wiong botlt
fho times. Therefore, it is logically proved that the statoments were fabricated t6 trap-mo,

accordingly the enquiry report submitted by YO on 24.05.05 may please by takefy a3
wrong.’ ' '

Whatevet may he, [ pray ta you a propet action may plcasc he taken agaifiat &t
Viplav, 5O.

Thanking you.
Vours faithfully
Dated — June 15, 2005. Tapan Sutradhar
: LD, B/Br., SIB, itanagar
A membet of $/C community.
v
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S No. SMEIROMR): 57 T — b3 R e
~Subsidiary Eﬁ%@ﬂ_i@éﬁ? Buréau, A : b
T Miinistry of Home Affairs INEXURE-- )
Government of india, i ANNEXURE“ M
ltanagar. O e e ki e
| Dated, the = 2 2 JUN 2008

fat

A MEMORANDUM .

ngomg through the enquiry report it hes been found that &he
siicer (C.0.) had not been given ahy opporturiity to cross-examine the
itted for further enauiry @nd

Accordingly the enquiry report is rem

{AK. R@Y y o
Assistant Diréctor/e
Dlselpﬁ‘i‘nary,mﬁi&fw
SiB, itanagar.

-

Shjri Raj Kamal sitaram, S.0, Enauiry Officer,
S1B, ltanagar-- for necessary action

St Tépan Sutradhar, LDC
SIB, ltanagar.

ATTESTED

Seda Whalka e}\g&'&;\
ADVOCATE |
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NO. VSO(G)-ING )Ulizmom -5k - 2//{0 é‘,(
S SIDIARY INTHLIIGENCE BUREAU T ANNEXURE--
MRS ERY OF HOME AFFAIRS

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA

FIANAGAR - : 2 4 JUN 2005

o DAn D - 24.06.05 ‘,

1A

/. GHRITAPAY, AFTRANDE

—-—

i

V i‘) ’1[\1\‘51\(\.\}{
: \\Lj\ll\bn[\\ PRI\D\ aiL .
B ‘ Lal - Dl P/\l\ H\M WNTAL L N()UH(Y UNDER RU] 116 OF TH]: (,(,‘%
((.«C&('\) RULES, 1965 AGAINST Snlu TAPAN S UTRAD

e, \
Mr-,Mo NO. 33132004 gz)-s.\b‘-am DATED - 22.06.05

EFERINCE -

n, you are dirceted to
Brumh SIB Itanagar,

mentioned nmxmmndm

\\’ iy ;dcrcnm to, the above
y7.05 at 11 a.m. in ‘G’

T apprar fot footing o, \‘nd‘\y e 0L
. (mlxpm il\mh
eld ex paste.

I you fail m g up, the hearing would be h

Yours Sincerely

(RAJKAMAL SH-AlL
SECTION OFF ‘K,ER/G

AND
INQUIRING AUTHORITY

[
\

TEOPY T = |
G . . , ' I}
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR/E,

LINFOR IMATION.
SHIRL P K DEY, UDC, S1i3, ITANAGAR AND THE

l’R] (SENTING OFF (CER. -

! ~ (
\ '
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' Hearing dated 1-7-0% in the Departmental enquiry against shri Tapan
fradhar, LDG.

‘ '-«fes-:.ent,:; 1..8hri Ra} Kamal Sitaram, SO/G, Inquiry Officer
L 2. Shri P.K. Day, UDC | Presenting Officer
3. Shri Tapan Sutrﬂdhar 1.DC, Charged Officer
4. Shri Viplav, SO/A, Complamant :
- 5. Shri Ramakanta Bhattacharjee LDC/Cashier (. Withess-1)
6. Shri C. Chhetri, JIO-I/G (D. Witness-11)

First statement of Shri Viplav, SO was recorded.

‘Statomaont datod 01.07.05 of Shri Viplay, 8O ~

: Shri Sutradhar, LDC on 27.02.2004, i.e. on the day of disbursement of salary, at’
around 1 p.m. was found sitting unauthorisedly in the Cash Branch ofthe S1B, itanagar. | asked himto -
leave the branch. He refused to obey the lawful direction and challenged my authority. He threatened
‘ma of physical assault and of dire consequences. However, with the intervention of other officials, he
wds taken away from the spot. *

CROSS EXAVINATION OF SHRI VIPLAV, SO BY SHRI T. SUTRADHAR LOC Of -

01‘;07.06.

Cherged Officer : | was no idea about cross examination,

Ghargad Officer | Whéther the permission is required from SO/A for entering Into Accounts Br/ Cash
Br. ? Whether the permissior Is required from SO/A for recelving pay at launch time alsa if 80,5who will
issue the official parmission? Whather Cashiar can disburse the pay during laurich hours™? Whou ar i
was disturbing Cashaer? :

VapiaviDDO IB Security Manual, 2000 (Ps - 6/7) very clearly says, " (vif) the Section Officers wilt be
‘responsible for ensuring access to their Sections/ Units to only authorized persons who haswe
}aqmmate bufsmess in their Sections/Units.

» : {®) An employee not working in & Branch should not be allowed to enter the Biranch
,, umess he]she produces a written permission from hisfher superlor officer detalling him/her for duty

‘  Branch souaht to be visited indicated therein. 1n exceptional cases
of emergenc;y, the 8.0.7 senior most officer present may graint entry to such an employee on &

specific request, after duly satisfying himself of the purpose.

(xl) The SOs/DCIOs/ATOs incharge of the Branches handling classified AOCUMBrits
sheuld at all times, ensure that no unauthorised person, even if he /she Is working in the same
butidlng, enters thelr Branches without due authori "

: On 27.02.04, | was informed that there was some trouble in the Cash Branch, |
1mmedzatery rushed to the Cash Br. | was informed that the representatlve of F.AJ., Nlg. was not
satisfied with the system of disbursement of salary to the representatives of i-.Us and had entered into
an argumeﬁt with Cashier. However, the Cashier had tactfully sorted out the pmbie-rﬁ

. | also found several employees were sitting/ standing in the Cash Brarch wnhwt Facang ‘
,alled (Here it may ba clarified that the Ceshier oalls members of staff of ach branch separately co
- that overcrowding could be avolded). Obviously thot was undesin: able. Thennfore, | asked aveiydody
mc!udmg Shri Sutradhar to leave the Branch. '
Contel, 2/~

| MTESTE‘D
ADVOCATRE
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2.

R ',rgedxeﬁioerw\fﬁémer the DDO has full power to manage the affairs of cash? Whether
" can aiso postponc/ relecso the pay at normial condition ?

;ipianDDO . & Is the fundamental duty of the Cashier and the DDO to ensure that the Govt.
~inoney is protected and the cash is disbursed in a trouble free manner. | acted accordingly, |

« 'Changed Offinar : DDO does not have full power. He is a Govt. servant and | am also a Gowt,
 sarvant. and hence Cordial relation should exist among the Govt. 5e.§wapts. | am boing
~implicated fatsely and deliberately. He (SO/A) had also insulted me by saying "Get Out".

“ViptavatBO :_i had said {to ovarybody who ware not required to sit in the Branch), "Pleaseo

‘{eave the room". Though he was misbehaving with me yet | had been maintaining my
“compostre and at no point of time insulted him. :

‘Charged Officer : Since | belong to SC community | was targeted by the DDO which is
" proved by the fact that | was told to got out.

| Viplaw/DDO : it is completoly irrelevant ailegation with a view to shifting the focus from main
. issue, '

o The Charged Officer then said that he did not have any other question and Shri

- Viptav, SO was allowed to leave. ,

Thereofter, S/Shri R. Bhattacharjee, LDC and C. Chhétri, JIO-I/G déposed
- baefore the 1.0, ' '

Thoreafier statement of S/Shri R. Bhattacharjee, LDC/ Cashier and C. Chhetti,
JIOHG was recorded '

. STATEMENT OF SHRIR. BRATTACHARJEE, LDC(CASHIER)

On 27-2-04 at around 2.30 pm | was distributing pay to the staff, Being pay day
- thoro was a lot of crowd in the cash branch and among them two/throe of our local staff wore
‘making & lot of noise which was quite disturbing. Hearing the commotion, SO/A Shri Viplav
" came into the branch and asked the cashier whether all the people present in the branch had
" been ofiiclally called or not. When the cashier raplied in the negative, SO/A asked all those
who had not been cailed to leave the room tlll called. Shri Sutradhar, who was also present
. thero and who had not been called officially did not leave. Shri Viplav again asked him to
- leave but the person did not move. This attitude annoyed Shri Viplav, S.0/A and he told
. Sh.Sutradhar to got out. At this time Shri Sutradhar became abusive gnd used disrespectfui
language against Shri Vipiav, Shri Viplav then left the room and wenf to fetch SO/E, as Sh.
Sutradhar was ot that time postod in Establishment br. Shri Viplav returned with Sh. Jitendra
. Singh(SO/E) who tried to reason with Shri Sutradhar but he did not listen and continued to
. shout and créate a scene just outside the Cash br.

“ INQUIRY OFFICER TO WITNESS 2 ~ Do you agree with what has been stated by Witrieas 4
or do you have anything toadd to it ?
Contd...3/-

= ATTESTED
ADVOCATE



S | agrae "comﬁistaiy with what has been stated by Shri R. Bhattacharjee, LOC/
~ashier and have nothing more to add. '

‘-Wh‘«'ather the dishiursament time was 2:30 p.m. or 1:00 p.m. to 1:15

IEE) : | am not sure about the time as | did not look at my

Fi-3® '**'.-‘,'7 i v','-
OH. R, BHAT ] A PIARGER

- CASHIER (S HALLS 5.
+ - watch but it was around lunch time and it may be 1:00 p.m. to 1:15 p.m.

L - On being asked by Inquiry Officer, Shri Sutradhar said that he had hot beeén
called officially to the Cash Br. Shri R. Bhattacharjee, Cashler said that as per the instruction
“of DDO he used to call the staff on phone to come and collect their pay. He added that on
* that day i.e 27.02.04 later on Sh. Sutradhar coliected his pay alongwith the other members of
Estt’ Br. who were ¢alied officlally.
)

7/
/

coudp o Gy
(PK.DEY)  ji703”
uBc/ Presenting Officer

e

(Raj Kemal Sitaram)
Section Officer/G, Inquiry Officer

i
Vs

(Ramakanta Bhattacharjee) (C. Chhetrij
LDC/ Cashier JIOHG
0. Witness- D. Withess-l

d&fj ﬁf” Ij(m‘ Topors Sinsoad for, A%CJ‘[’.‘)’,ﬁ”-
192, /f?osﬂ%"’ :
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| NO. ISOG)INQUIRY/2004 =

SIHIARY I

MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS
A‘fVﬁRNNmNTO¥ﬂﬂﬁA

[TANAGAR .

DATED - 480705~

.. suBMCT- DEPARTMENTAL ENQUIRY UNDER RULE 16 OF THE CCS

o RULES, 1965 AGAINST §HRI TAPAN SUTRADHAR,

" Please find the encl

. Youare asked to submit your written
n ten days.

osed writtén bricf submitted by the Presenting, Officer.
brief as per rules to the undersigned within

! .
' Yours Sincerely

1

<l
RAJKAMAE ARAM)
SECTION OFFICER/G

AND
INQUIRING AUTHORITY
AGAR AND T11E

TNauiaiN G AUTHORITY

§IIRIPK.DEY, UDC, SIB ITAN
PRESENTING OFFICER.

ATTESTED
§k@&A»§$Moﬁoakaﬁg&
ADVOCATE
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PRESENTING OFFICER'S BRIEF

" gﬁi'l'UDés PfeSénting Officer :
’jSﬁb :;;.?I:ﬁ“quif‘y-‘ into the charges .framed agains: Shti Taﬂpa"ﬁ
A, LDC Vide O;M;‘No.sleIZOM(IZ)—‘i631 dated 03.03.2004.

| have receivéd the order No‘33/E/2004(2)~254-2163 dated 25.03.2004 from the

agsistan ;%D'ifr‘f'eptdria(_Diécif)iin'ary Authority, SIB, ltanagan) appointing me 3% Presenting

Office for - thia “charge framed against Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC undef Rule 16 of
GG%{(‘:IG}K)‘RMGMSSS fot viotatibn of Rule 3 of cCs(Conduct) Rules 1964,

; ;. The Charge undet Article | - That the said Shri Sutradhar, LDC on 27.02.2004

y'day. of disbursement of salary. at around 1 P .M. was found sitting unauthorisédly in

ltaneigar. As it was causing interruption in the smooth distribution

Viplav, SO/A to leave the branch. He refused to obey tHe

¢ authority. He threatened SO/A of physical

ith the intervention of other officials, he was

ash'Branch of the SIB,
Shithe. was asked by Shri
diraction of the SO/A and challenged hi
“agsault.and of dire consequsnces. However, W
“rakeri away from the spot.

_Shri Sutradhat by his above said action obstructed the amooth funetioring of
aveinment, disobeyed thie lawful order of the cortipetent authority and miskstiavad with
ﬁﬁgig@ﬁ@ﬁ‘e‘?‘ibr. This is unbecoming of a government servant and is violative &f Rule 3 of

"CCS{Conduct) Rules 1864. | .

in reply of the charge, Shri Sutradhar, LDC (C.0) completely dénied the

” _' The Dis¢ipiihafy Authority, SIB, tanagaf in this circumstances fed! 0 fHold an
«and appointed an lmuiry Officer(1.0.) and Presenting Officer (P.0) to snguire the’

- The Discibiiﬁaw» Authority appointed Shri Raj Kamal Sitaram, $.0(G) as
0.33/E12004(2)~8823 dated 17.12.2004 :

esented 2 State v/ithessé

TN
(R 2N

uiring Authority vide ordef N

During the. hearing, the prosecution has pr
7 . . .. 4 in support of the charges.

The C.O. has not produce any defence witness or defence documents in

upport of his defence.
C:70rl/f\fi. . .2,’-
- ATTESTED
SeoXon r@,\ﬂo@ﬁ%
ADVOCATB '
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On the next hearing, the/C_.O. given the statement in prasence of the LO. an

Do yéu accept or deny the charges levied against you ?

[ 3

: 'i:.,,éé‘:_cé'pt that | was sitting without permission in the Cash Br. but |
deny disobeying the order. of Shri Viplav, SO/A, challengitig his
authority and threatening him of dire conseguences. ‘

Why were you present there or were you called officially ?

i had ¢ome to collect my pay but | was not called
_ officially. ' ‘

*What had happened prior to the entrance of Shri Viplav,
SOA? . o :

The pay was being disbursed by the Cashier when 2/3
local .employees of this organisation entcred the Cash B
‘and started disturbing the Cashier.

Then what happened ?

- Atthat time Shri Viplav, SO/A entered into the Cash Br.
and asked me why | was sitting there and did | take proper
permission and told me to get out.

t

Theh what happened ?

¥

A i'r_’ﬂmédiately left the room without saying a word.

But Skti Viplav, SO/A has accused that you did not obey
.~hirn and threatened him of physical assault and dire
- consétuences. What have you say in this regard 7

it is all false, | did not say a word and left the room
immeédiately on being told by Shfi Vipiav. SO/A.

At the time of this incident who all were present in the
CashBr.?

Except S/Shri Ramakanta Bhattacharjee, Cashier and C.
~ -Chettry, JJOV/G, | do not remember anyone else. The
~“three local employees disturbing the Cashier were most \
probably from the BIPs who had come to collect their pay
ahd were not famiilar to me. '

: Contd....3/-
ATTESTED.
Srika Brattachaded
ADVOCATE
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LR }'1‘ ?L -3-
) “ "‘:~'§ "'(;?,& 1:‘1
ey 1 You'are once again asked to recall whether you had 3t all

! J,«- Spoken to Shrl Viplay, SO/A &t that particular time i.e,
before leaving the Cash Br. 7

“." No, | did not say anything to Shrt Vipiav, SOIA

Do you have anything else to add to your above given
Yo sta‘tements ?

- No. : - .

: ln consldeﬂngcthe statament of the €.0. and the State Witness (Complianant)
ne the. Campianmm

.','givemanotherabpportunity t the Charged Officer to croés exami
. B m"" 4 1

v
e

“d,the"cross examinatmn tacorded as under ! 1.
+ S " \'(V ‘ . ,l R -!-.‘" \“f»;f
01,07 _.- Shyi Viplay, 80 - ?, R
’ 15; "? dhar LDC on 27.02.2004, i.e. on the day of disbursement of ealary, at o oL
} )qrggrld ‘izp m was found sitting unauthorisedly in the Cash Branch of the 51B, itanagar: | hkéd: htm o :
. --léaifexthe‘}branch He refused to obey the lawiul direction and challenged my authority. He threater‘sed Mooy
,‘mga @offphysxcal "assaulf ‘and of dire consequences. However, with the intervention of other offsmals he
R 'ves»taken away from the spot. .
) G
harged ‘Offioer : | was no idea about cross examination | ! 1;;
from SO/A for entering into Aooounts By eCéa"s{"'z BT

:'« h‘ur'g d,Ofﬁcer Whether, the permtssnon is required
3 required from SO/A for receiving pay at launch tlme algo .il: ¢o ,“/h(,

L2 WWhéther the permission is ,
? Wherther Cashier can d\sburse the pay dunng TBunch’ hour‘g T
: ‘f.l s ';:{t( ‘&%%

Y

*r‘ »'wﬂl s sué*the official permission
Whether» } was disturbing Cashier ? A ;
P I

il ,
pra\dDDO IB Security Manual, 2000 (Ps — 6/7) very clearly says, " (vii) the Section Officers will e ,

f ‘?\ és?ié’ﬁaible for ehsuring access to their Sections/ Units to only authorized persone: who have . -
%J P %"} ¢ 5A

JEg t‘matc Business in thelr Sections/Units.

rwe {x) An employee not working In a Branch should hot be allowed to enter tﬁcﬁ*lf"r‘,a'u, .

,unle 8" helshe pmﬁuces a wntten permissxon from his/her superior officer detailing- htm/herﬁar Uity ¥ s
aouaht to he visited indicated, therein. in r*xceptsomma%. P

whmh stauld be & ed.
the S.0./ senlor rmost omrer present may grant antry 1o suoh an cmpmym Gry 2

i «ofgemergency
specxﬁc ‘request, after duly satlsfylng himself of the purpose. :
-2 O 3*‘ . c“‘
St (x1) The SOs/DCIOS/ATOS incharge of the Branches handling olaczsmed dommerm *
R mhiykd -gt-all times;’ ensure:that no unauthorised person, even if he /she 18 worklng m tha ‘garne
2 L’g;idmg, 9nters their- Branches without due authority”. | ”»g{?» N T
g : ;i'\ ¢ 1:.';1‘ ) :)*‘g}\ v ;

L G " On, 2‘? G.’E 04,(1 was Informed that there was some trouble in. 1hé C‘c.mh B:?nc,h ;
L e fe ﬂmmed; tely ?rushed to the,Cash Br. | was informed that the representative of F, Ul NI HWag 11t i
& and:had. entnrec" mh, ,*r;;q

" sat@fzgq vyith fha ‘system of disbursement of salary to the representatives of F,Us
4 n_a{ggument With Cashiér. - However, the Cashier had tactfully sorted out the problerm. 1 et
N O Conid i
: . L R
-4- & .
ATTESTED L L e e
"S'rl}"a o : o ’
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o

A-
Cash Branch |
f otaft of edch
asirable.

also’ found several o
éagt}gq; (Hers it may be clarifie

ployees were siting/ standing in the

(Hé d that the Cashier cails members O
V. § f}tﬁ_éﬁ'»QVéfoowding could be avoided). Obyiously that was und
srybody including Shri Sutradhar to leave the Branch.

: ‘Wﬁé@hér_iﬁe DDO has . full power to mahage the affaire of coshi?
so postpone/ release the pay at normat condition ? -

: fd_ﬁdéi'méﬁtal duty of the Cashier and the DDO 1o ensure that the Bovt,

2 “ﬂqth"e';‘i‘gg_ﬁshﬂis disbursed in a trouble free manner. | acted accordingiy.

nt and | am also @
ing irpilcatéd

Officet:: DOO does ﬁqi have - full power. He is @ Govt. serve
W er_\:éh?;CoTa1@?""’1@1@&5"'_éhéutd exist among the Govt servants. | am be
4 daliberately. Ho {SO/A) had also insulted me by saying "Get out”.

d to sit in the Branch), "Blease

ui\:‘ g
{ had been maintdining my

i, hadsatd (to evérybody who were not require
or’”. Though .he was misbehaving with me ye!
g at no point of time insulted him.

arged: Officer " Since | belong to SC community | was taigeted Y the DDO which 18
ad by, the fact that | was told to get out.

platély irrolovant allegation with a view tb shifting the focus from maih
od- Officer then said that he did not have any other question and Shri

/ ::f:_: The Charg
“Viplav, §0 was allowed to leave.
i the hearing, the state withess gi
of the LOJ P.O. and C.O. as under !

(CASHIER)

yen thelr staternent o

. presence
RIR: BHATTACHARJEE. LBGC

.+ STATEMENT.OF SH

S On 27-2-04 at around 2.30 pm | was distributing pay 1o the siaff. Being pay day
the e_}wasi’a__io't of crowd in the cash branch and among them twolthree of ou local staff were
R aki'i‘\g‘:-af"bt of noise which was quite disturbing. Healing the contnolion, SClA Shi Wiptay
@ into the branch and asked the cashier whether all the people present in the branch had
{gfﬁiﬁia\_!y calted or not. When the cashier replied in the._negativé. SOIA asked &l those
hohad not been called to leave the room il called. Shri Sutradhar. who was also present
thete and who had not been called officially did ol leave. Shri Viplav again asked him to
L leave’ but the person did not move. This attitude annoyed Shri Viplav, S.0/A and he told
""?,;;"S"n‘}{.s‘ut'radhar to get out. At this time Shri Sutradhar became abusive and used distespsctiul
.. language against Shri Viptav. Shi Vipiav then left the room and went to fatch SO/E, a4 Sh.
“Sutradhar was at that time posted in.Establishment br. Shri Viptav returned with Sh. Jitendia
o ,;.-.Sihg_h('SOIE) who tried to reason with Shri Sutradhar but he did not listen and continved (o
.. shout and create a scene just outside the Cash br.

Centd, Bl

ATTESTED
ADVOCATE
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& NQUIR\' OFEICER TO WlTNESS 4 — Do you agree with what has been stated by Witness 1
+or-do you have anything to add to it? - '
TEMENT OF SHRI G. CHHETR JIO-/G |
U | agree comipletely with what has been stated by
Cashier and have nothing more to add.

Shri R. Bhattacharjeé, LDC/
s 2:30 p.m. of 1:00 p.m. to 1:15

CASHIER sH. R. BHATTACHARJEE] : | am not sure about the time as | did not look at my

j\_rigt;qh:bui Tt was around lunch time and it may be 1:00 p.m. to 1:15 p.m..

On being asked by lnquiry Officer, Shri Sutradhar said that he had not béen

ly to the Cash Br. Shri R. Bhattachatjee, Cashier said that as per the instruction

Il the staff on phone to come and collect their pay. He addéd that ¢n
¢t on Sh. Sutradhar collected his pay alongwith the othef msmbers of

satled official
of DDO he used 1o ca
“that day 1.6 27.02.04 lats
Estt’ Br. who were called officially.
W s revaaled n-the enquiry that, Shri Sutradhar, LDC has accepted that he was
present in the Gash Btanch on the day of incident. Though, he has denied disobeying ordér
éf;p"is_Suﬁ@ﬁﬁ officer, however, as per statement of shri R. Bhattacharje&, LDC/Cashier dnd
Shri G- Chetri, JIOH/G duiritig the heating, It Is proved that Shti Sutradhat, LDC disobayed the
ordef of his Superior Officer and misbehaved with him in presence 0 ithe
'%hé?efﬁre"cha‘fges_leve!ed against Shri Sutradhar is proved.

) (P.K. Dey)
UDC/ Presenting Officer
o ATTESTED
E .4 Sk MQ‘:‘AQQ%
ADVOCATE

f the abové Withess arid
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To,

The Section Officer/G,
Inguiring Authority,
SIB, Itanagar.

~ ( Through Proper Channel )
Ref :- Your letter No. 1/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004-5285 dated 28.07.05.

Sub :-  Subimission of 'representation against false allegation and undue brief
submitted by the ¥resenting Officer on 26.07.05.

Dear Sir,

With duc respeet T beg to inform you that the Presenting Officer’s bricf which
was conununicated to me is nothing but the collection of the Asticle-I of the charges,
reply of the charges by me, hearing report of dt. 25.02.05 and hearing/Cross
cxamination repart of dt. 01.07.05. '

That Sir, cxcopt cross cxamination almost all the reply have been submitted by
me morsover, 1 beg to add some important points with carlier reply, thoes are as
under - : '

(a) General circular has not been issucd before the said incidcnt that nobody can
enter into the CaslyBr. 1o collect pay on Payday without permission, though I
was thefe at lunch time.

(b) Pay should not he dishursed at lunch time. Since, lunch time is allowed for all
officials to take lunch & rest to refresh for the work of next half/afternooh i.e.
from 13.30 Hrs. to 17.30 Hrs.

:: (¢) Complainant and witncsscs arc working in the samc branch and also belong to
same category (General) and hence, such type of related witnesses has beer
disowned bv me.

() There is no wclfarc for mc in this organization since, 1 helong to S/C
commuhity and hence. whole the administration are trying to
harass/punish/trap me, as a result, I am always here with dread from the crucl
administration. :

FROM THE STUDY OF THE CHARGE SHEET/SHOW CAUSE NOTICE
DATED 30/03/2005 AND HEARING/CROSS EXAMINATION REPORT DATED
01/07/05 THE REAL PICTURE HAS COME OQUT THAT -

L T have been charged vide O.M. No.33/F/2004(2)-356-2462 dated 30.03.05 by
_ the Disciplinary Authority on the basis ot the false statement of Sh. Viplav, SO /1 that -

ATTESTED (continued page-2)
Socakean Qﬁ&a’-’&@c‘«“\qﬁe&
ADVOCATE

\fﬁ&
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(i)  [havc not submitted my joining rcport after retum from lcave  and also
memo has been issued to me on 17.02.05 in this tepard but, | had
submitted the joining report on 27.12.04 (F/N) alongwith formal leave
application so, there is no question to issuc Memo actually, mcmo has not
been issued to me on 17.02.05 by the authority.

(i) I have allotted thie work pertaining to bill of ALC,PPSS, and Misc,
actually, in addition to thcsc work T was allotted the work pertaining to
bills - Long Term Adv., O,A.L., Minor Work, Major Work,
Wages, RR.T.. -~ Motor Vehicle. Grant in Ald. A/C biil and D/C bill
also. '

(ii)  Thc Diary No. 5631 dt.27.11.04 was pending with mc but, the said Diary
No. was the Scooter Adv. Bill/Order/Claim in r/o. Sh. B.K. Sahoo, LDC
posted at Acctts/Br. has been done by me vide Bill No.459/04-05
dt.16.09.04. )

2. On cross oxamination Sh. Viplav, SO/ said that hc has full power on Cash &

Acctts/Br. And also said that his verbal order has full value in office. Actually, he has

no full power and also verbal order has no value in office. Since, there is no existence
- of verbal order.

3 From the study of thc above mention reality it is clcar that Sh. Viplav, SOMis a
liar and hence, the charge which was framed on 01.03.04 vide O.M. No. 33/1:/2004(2)-
1631 dt. 03.03.04 on the basis of the false statement of Sh. Viplav, SO/I (Proved as a
tiar above) has no valuc at all. |

4. On logical pressurc the withcsscs changed their statement on time. Thercfore, it
is clear that their statement was not completely correct.

s. That Sir, the unduc written brict submitted by Shri P.K. Dey, UNC, P/O to you
on 26.07.05 has been disowned by me for the above mentioned reasons.

6. Therefore, it is requested to vou to arrange for taking an cxccutive action

ageinst Sh. Viplav, SO/I on the basis of my various complaints/representations/replics

dated 08.03.04, 17.03.04, 15.06.05 and aiso this one, for the harassment on different

anglc upon an S/C Govt. cmiployce, for mishchave ( T.ikc master and scrvatit rclation
instead of cordial refation ) upon subordinate staff like me and also for keeping

pending my Cash-compensation till today which has been claimed by me before

14.02.2005 ( For this act of his viciousncss T may also writc to the T.ahour Commission

too in future it necessary since, my claim was genuine ).

Thanking vou. e
ATTEST ED- (continued page-3)
- ADVOCATB
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' Yours fatthfully

Dated — 08/08/2005. ' Tapan Sutradhar
LDC, 13/8r., S113, itanagar
A member of 8/C community.

Copv to :-

P please, .
. Shri Viplav, SO/1, SIB, Itanagar for information please.
Shri P.K. Dey, UDC, P/O, E/Br., SIB, Itanagar for information please.

Tapan Sutradshar
LDC, B/Br., SIB, Itanagear,
A member of S/C commurity.

ATTESTED
4DVOC 4Tg |

i Thé?jﬁﬁﬂ Difﬁétbr, SIB, Itanagar for information and kind necessary action
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No. 33/E/2004(2)- K742

Subs&dnaw Enm@%ﬁgémce Buréaau, ‘ ,
ﬁﬁ E?s' - ! ' N , .

Mintstry of Home
Gwemm@n% oﬁ india,

pated, the ~ 2 4 AUG:J

agar O. M. No.

the Disclplinary Authotity, SIB, itar
5% 06,2005 xamtnation o%‘

5 regarding ¢ross ,
ulty of the oharges, framed against Shei Tapan ~

4 officar.

he te poﬁ of further Inquiry, submiﬁed by !nq
SOIG 818, Iﬁanagar '
suttabie decta!m aftar conSIA!

Charged officer wishes to make
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ENQUIRY REPUF

e’

\ | | ,
SUBSBCT 'hmugurn\*Hﬁrcn(yxNitESVhX"!(}w(ﬁiAR(na; o
| AR A AINET STHRETAPAN SETRADITAR.
o LT O MO LSS 20084 (651 AT,

TRAIARE: . o
. . ) _ ) x
" '. ' ‘ b . t. g, ,.'
Please refe. 0 fhe meoud o 33/12200H2)-3 Lot s dated 22.06.05 10 : N
which! the Inquiry 1 gport was retuined by the Disciplinary Authority awith the -

igtructions o give i) apportunity o the CO Ly crogs-examine e wilnesses, 1D
this regard the'two v :ﬁilu.\-.\:szt:‘-z noe by, Sl Ramakanta Bhatiaeharjee, Cashier aned’
Shrt C.Chetiry. 20 atonghyith e Chmplaisahn Sjwi Viplas. S0 A were caiied
for cross cxzjm')ina(i{.\{_. by the CO on 01.07.05 af L1 aaw, vide letter no. Y8O{G)-
ZiAl,(’\imzf')"J'E.O(‘M dated .":;‘!;(?di'.i?ﬁﬂ s\t theg persons inctutding the Preventing Gificee,
Shei PUEL Dy, attceded the hearing, on the ceheduled dufe and the mihitfes
socorded and signed Ly altpreamt i the Crous eramination v ept Lor the Gmings
of the incident nnde; consideration whicl was given by the withesses of around
2.30 p.n and which was redtilied o arond ) pan. notling net e came ap. o the
repott previously su Cnitted s eesnbinitted belpw for I'n‘_u'l‘:'w- o :
t

Yhe undersigned was appointed as the [nquiving, Antlority, vide ordet no.
33/R2004(2)-8823, Jated 171204 (but reccived an 01.02.08). to Inguire into fhie
followiing chiarges fi: aned agningd St Tapan Sugeadhar, TOE

. t i

CARTRICLE - 1 l ;

) According (¢ the datement of Shet \"ipl:n\', Gection Officer/Accoutts
Braoch, ot 37.02.04° the day ot dinbidescment o fFaalaey for the monl of Febrisdry, . _
‘2.0()\\1 o arondd b pi Gl 'l':‘up:m’ Guiradbor, LIC was found  sitling i e
anthorisedly in dhe o a2 onch, A ) s COnsINg nterinption n e ol o
distribution of Casli Shis Auteadhar, LD was asked by Shei Viplav, SOIA Lo
leave the Branch. € 1 Sutadhar rylused 1o ohey the lasvful direction of the S0OIA
and challenged his-;:,mihm-‘.l;;z Tl threatenegd SOIA of physical assault and ‘o_fdii‘e
congequences. Howtver ety the intetvertinin of other sllieinly, Slet Sidraedivae
Was taken away-ftos the spot. Shu ffv"m.r:t\dlmr by his above said action obsiructed
the smooth functioping of the conernpuent, dizobeyed the Tawful order of the
Tompelent Atthotiiy and aichelpved  with his ofticind cuperior.  This is
unbeconiing of a govermnent eorvant and s beiolation of Rule-3 of the CCH
(Conduct) Rules, 1961,

‘
:

1 .
t Ag por the duges frnned pamst Sl Tapan Gy sdr, LI, bwo i
poinis had 1o hepro Leidispraved : ‘ '
1. Wikt ter thre CL0. L dizebeyedihe fawdnd crder of his ofticial -
' smpt:‘.t ar, :

2 Whett o the £7.00 hoe been st e poectind tonenrds s ottt f
ENIORETN A _ -

! "
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L ‘ '
the CLO. g slemied dirobeying lis Lliejl superiorin the
detrer it bigs been proves heyond doubt that
v he'elntentent given oy he wilnesaes

ihe C.oe had
ie. Sty Wanlakania phattgebargee, LDCYCashior, and Shri €.

Thougi.
prelinunay hewing ho

done s0. ns Y
. . '

Chefry ¥ TIO=IGL S o -
Y » “ : v
- 1 ‘ 1' 4. .
4
)

The C._‘; .t mdso demed beinug (\isrgt;spf:ctif\:ﬁ towards his ofliciad
superie: but the atatemeni of the wilnesses proves otherwise.
}\f’f.n-ve'\ i the wHnesses coutdn’ demeber (being marg thartr anie ;
0). had :\ctu;-‘\li‘y threatened SQO/A of '

year agi) whether the €

e pligsied) acsrantlt and of dive CONEUUERCES.

t N i

o o ¢ " : )
KA CFlierelore the - harges. gl e (L0, had disob
Shad been disrespectiun townds his oficial superior,

‘ . - . :
dyed the Tawdnl order and
aand proved against st

.

S 'l;{i;’mn\\'Su fradhar, LD .
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N . ( AI\-.. ){ ’) ‘/" }&’:\)/
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q
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ANNE) S

ANNEXURE=

{ Through Proper Channel ) -

" vour .M. No.33/E/2004{2)-5742 dated 24/08/2005.
Submission of representation egalfst ¢alse llegation and undu m‘w
peport resubmivted by the Inquiring Officer (10) on 66/08 15508,

Dear Sir, - -
With due respect I beg to inform you that the enquiry téport rwubmﬁfed by
“"the 10 on 09/08/2008 s nothidg but the eame enquiry repért of dated 24706/2005
which was comimunicated to me vide your O.M. No.33/E/2004(2)-3871 ddted 31/05/2008
nd ke ‘peply/Fepresentation of dated 15/06/2005 which hde been dibmitféd by fhe
3:-ogaingts enquiry repert of dated 24/05/2006, accordingly, 1t weuld b the ddme
 reply/representation of enquiry report of dated 00/08/2005. Therefore, it tiay please Bé
i, taken as the réply/representation of Inquiry report dated 09/06/2005. P
2. ‘Therefore, it s requested that ity varioua c@?np!aws/ﬁepre@éﬁ%dfié@/ﬁg&ﬁ!i@f@
of dated 08/03/04, 17/03/04, 18/06/05 and 08/08/05 way pledse be é’g&iﬁit@d‘déﬁfzﬁ@r
~for finding out the istake committed by Sh. Viplav, SO(L/A) and dieo’ for: | akifg
Ve secutive Getioh against hi. T

YN
v

NS < 1o bring to your kind notice that in case of failing 1o carry out fiy Fequest,
T shiall e bound to diiclosis the whole matter to the National Commlsgion for S/C ahd” .
.8/, New Delhi and algo 1o the Committee of Parlioment of 4
- parliment House, New Delhi for taking executive action against him, S e

LA

Thanking you.

 Yours faithfully

Dated - 08/09/2005. ’ ( Tapen Surradhar j .
' : LDC, B/Be. 518, Itanaga®, . - .
A member of S/C Community.

ATTESTED
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’ ANNEXURE-- T

A\

No. SIER00MZ: & X

Subsidiary ktalilgence Buraau,

(MHA), Wmmm of Indig,
ganagar,

Dated, e~ 1 4 SEP 2005

QRDER

o Whereas Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC while posted at SIB, itanagar was issued Memo No.
T a3fERC04(2)-1631 dated 3.3.2004 by the Compotent Authority under Rule-18 of CCS(CCA) Rules -1885 on the
foliowing chaiges - ,

S ARTICLE - “Thet the: said Snri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC on 27.02.2004 i.e., on the day of
dishursemant of satary at ground 1 P.M. was found sitting unauthorisediy in the Cash Branch of the SIB, lranagar.
As It was causing imarruption in the stnooth distribution of cash, he was asked by Shrl Viplav, SO/A to leave the
pranch. He refused to obey the lawful direction of the SOJ/A and chalienged his authority. Ho threataned SO/A of
physical assault and of dire consequencas. Howavor with the intervention of other officlals, he was taken away from

tho spot.

' Thus, Shri Sutradhar by his above sald action obstructed the smooth tunctioning of tho
govamment, disoboyed the lawiul ovrder of the Competent Authority and misbahaved with his official superior, Thie '
is unboooming of & gov-mmont sarvant and ie viclation of Rule~3 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1064, -

2. Whorses, Shii T. Sutradhar, LDC submitted his rapresentation on 17003105 and. denied the
chorges. Henod, tho inquity Officet ¢.0) and Presenting Officer (P.0.) wore appointed on 26.03.2004 to enquire
into {he charges, fremed aguainst him. The L.O. Shi D.C. Mandal, SO/A gubmitted his enquiry report on 28.08.04.
The Competent Authority pointed out some diccreparicies In the enquiry report Hence further enguiry was ordered,
which coutd not bo heid dus to ill health of Inguiry Officer, Sh. D.C.Mondai, SO. Finally. he was relieved for SIB,
Kolkata on his transisr w.af. 10.12.2004 on that around and til that time he could not complete the enquiry.

3 Whereas, in view of above mentionod facts, the new 1.0., Shril RK. Sitaram, SOIG was appointed on
17.12.04 and he submitbed his enquiry report on 25.05.05. The enquiry feport was torwarded to Shri 7. Sutradhar,
CLDG to make sy repracantation cr gubmission. Sh. T. Sutradhar submittad his written reply on 18.06.05. in his
- representation, he deniad the charge. Agsin, tra Competent Authority chsarved that the C.O. had not bean given
due opportunity t© croas-examine the witnesuad. Accordingly, the enquiry report was remtted for further enquiry.
The 1.0, Sh. RK, Sitaram, SOVG submittad his anquiry report on 08.08.05. The 1.0. in his enquity report pointed
out that tho C.O. disoheyad the lawtul order ot his official superior to him and ho had been disrespectful towards his
supaeror official a8 par the statemant given by the witnesses L.e. Sh. R. Bhattachatjes, LOC/Cashier and 3hn C.

Chetry, JIO-IG, SiB, mneogar.

4. ; , | being the Disciplinary Authority have carefully gone through the anquity reporis
submitted by the 1.0. on 26.05.05 and 00.03.05 and the written replies submitted by Sh. T, Sutradhar, LOC dated
16.08.05 and 08.08.05 and cther relevant documents/papers on record, agree with the findings of the Inquiry
ofioer, according to which the charges thet the C.O., Shi T. Sutradhar, LDC had disobeyed the lawful order and

' had been disrespectiul towards his guperior official, stand proved beyond doubt.

. 4 ~ THE UNDERSIGNED, THRERFORE, \MPOSES PENALTIES ON 8HRI 7. SUTRADHAR, LDC

UNDER CLA! {itf) OF RULE {1 OF CCH(CCA) RULES-1885 AND ORDERS THAT THE PAY OF SHR) 1.

SUTRADHAR, LDC WILL BE REDUCED BY TWO STAGES FROM RS. 3800/- TO RS. 2650/~ iN TIME EC0LS
OF PAY OF RS. 2080-76-3960-80-4590/- FOR A PERIOD OF TWO YEARS WITH EFFECT FROM THE DATE OF
ISSUE OF THE ORDER. ‘

ADVOCATR
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FAENT OF pAY DURING THE PFRICD oF

iT 16 PURTHER DIRECTED THAT HE WL EARN IHCR
WAVE i ErrEet (812

o AND THAY o9 ENFIRY OF THIR PERION, THE RENUC TION Wit t MOT

R 3
POSTPONING HIS FUTURE INCREMEMT OF FAY.

. | , "\X"*\"
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Anniatant’ ractorE
Discipiinary Authority,
QiR Hanagar.

/
vV yo .
: /
Shri Tepan gutradher, Lo
si5, fjanagar.
Copy to -
4 The Assistant Director/E:, 1B Hars., MNaw Delbl
2 The Section Offtcer/A, SIB, ftanagar.
3. The s8 Calil ACR Catll, SIB, {tanagar.
4 The PSINGO, I8, itanagns /
5 PFof shil Trpan Susradhmr, 1 DO, SIP BanagHas /
/

Analstant Directol/E
Diccipiinaty Authority
§18, itanagar.

ATTESTED
Seila. Detarchagie
ADVOCATE et



‘Assistant Director/L,
“Disciplinary Authority,
- SIB, Ithnagar.

Dear Str, ,
© With due respect and humble

EXTREME S¥ MPATHETICAL

(Through Proper Chanmne})

Sub :- Request for re-examine for releasing the imposed penalties.

Ref:-. Your O.0. No.33/E/2004(2)-6269 dated 14.09.2005.

submission 1 made this representation to

bring to your kind notice ofi the subject cited above in respect of reference above.

2. That Sir, a charge was framed against me on 01.03.2004 vide O.M.
No.33/1/2004(2)-1631 dated 03.03.2004. After several correspondence the cge was
fihalized with penalties imposed on me, that the Pay would be reduced by two
stages: from Rs.3800/- to Rs.3650/- for a period of two years w.e.f. 14.09.2005,

though, I am an innocent Govt. servant.

Thanking you. |

Dated — 20.09.2005.

1t is. therefore, prayed before your kitd
authority & personai gracious sell’ to
kindly re-examine the case as to pass
necessary order for finaliziig the case
without penalty as Your Honouir would
deem fit and proper for the ends of
justice.

Yours faithfully

(Tapan Sutradhat)
LDC, B/Br, SIB, Itanagar.

ATTESTED

%""N}C& %\C&k‘ er}@ﬁ&e
ADVOCATE




ANNEXURE- V

Ta, . _ EXTREME SYMPATHETICAL
The Hon'ble Joint Director, :

- Appeltate Authority,

SIB, Ttanagar.

{ Tharough Proper Channel)

© Sub :- Praver for revision of the decision of the Assistant Director/E, Disciplinary
Authority, S113, {tanagar.

C Ref:- SIS, Managar O.0. No.33/E 2004(2)-6269 dated 14.09.20085.

Respected Sir,
With due respect and humble submission I made this representation to
bring to your kind notice on the subject cited above in respect of reference above.

2. That Siv, a charge was framed against me on 01.03.2004 vide O.M.
N0.33/1/2004(2)-163 1 dated 03.03.2004. After several correspondence the case was
finalized with penalttes imposed on me, that the Pay would be reduced by two

stages from Rs.3800/- to Rs.3650/- for a perlod of two years w.e.f. 14.09.2005,
though, I am an innocenit Govt. gervant.

It is, therefore, prayed before your kind
authority & personal graclous sefl to
kindly re-examine the case as to pass
necessary order for finalizing the case
without penalty as Your Honour would
deem fit and proper for the ends of
justice.

Thanking you Sir.

Yours faithfuily

Dated — 17.11.20048. (Tapan Sutradhar)
LDC, B/Br, S1B, Itanagar.

ATTESTED
S, Srelechagee
ADVOCATE
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. . ANNEXURE:; W
| . . e £X(5°

No. 33iEZ0042)- <1 T
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau,
Ministry-of Home Affairs,
Government of India,
itanagar. '

Dated, the — : 2 3FE3 2006

MEMORANDUM

Please refer to your appeal dated 17.11.05 regarding re-consideration of Penalty
order No. 33/E/2004(2)- 6269 dated 14.09.2005.

it is hereby informed that the appeal of Shri Sutradhar, LDC has heen considered
by the Appeliate Authority sympathetically but could not be considered as it was submitted after
the explry of stipulated period for submisslion and there was no fresh grounds or fact not already

considared.
e

9.7,
/ Joint diréc'tclr

9/!‘()6

e

o

Shri Tapan Sutradhar, L.DC
~Through ADI/A, SIB, Guwahati,

ATTESTED

ADVOCATR » Q\B °



