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12.01.200-) 	Heard Mr H.K. Das, learied Counsel 
appearing for the Applicant; and Mrs M. 
J)as, learned Stan ding Conncel for the 

Unh of India (t;o whom a copy of this 0-A,. 

has already been supp'ied) and perused the 

materials placed on record. 

Admit:, 	Tcsue 	nn:Ice 	to 	the 

}espondeifls requiring them to file their 

written stat:ement/ohje.rt:ion if any, by 

24.02 .2009. 

The Respondents are to cause 

production of the records of the disciplinary 

proceedings and of the appeftate 

proceedings at the time of hearing. 

Caft this matter on 24.02.2009. 
O-da- 4' 

cf 

(Mu. ohanty) 
Vice-Chairman 

n km 
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2&02 .2009 	Mr H.K. Ds, learøE..d Counsel 

ppering for the Applicant, is present Mrs 

M. Ds, learned Md}. Siding Counsel for 

the Union of lndis prays for more time to 

file written ststment. 

C 	this 

awaftig written 
Respondents! 

matter on 03.04.2009 

statement from the 
.4 

(Mdl. Mohanty) 
Vice-Ctairman 

nkm.. 

No. written statement has yet been 

filed by the Respondents inthis case. 

Call this matter on 15.05.2009 

awaiting written statement from the 

Respondents. 

Send copy of ,  this order to the 

Respondents in the address given in the 

(M.R.Mohanty) 
Vice-Chairman 

VU) 	9,Y%A10-1 ~t7_1 ~AAP9 / 1 -,  

t 	cj7-. 15.05.2009 	Mr H.K.Dàs, learned counsel 

0 	
(11'- 	 for the Appliant is present. Mrs M. Das, 

learned Addi. Standmg counsel for the 
Pecrrn,ditits irv for time t6 file written 

03.04.2009 
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Call this matter on 17.06.2009 
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_L 

- 	

Respondents. 	 - 
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O.A.No.lof 2009 

17.06.2009 	Mr.ftK.Das, learned counsel appearing 
• 	 for the Applicant is present. On behalf of the 

Respondents more time is prayed to fife written 
• 	 statement. 

Accordingly, call this matter on 

23.07.2009 awaiting written stafement from the 
Respondents. 

TiTh A)/ JlJ 

I 
I' 

(M.R.Mohanly) 
Vice-Chairman 

/bb/ 

27.2009 Mr.H.K.Das, learned counsel for the 

Applicant is present. No written statement has 

yet been filed by the Respondents. 

Call this matter on 24.8.2009 awaiting 

written statement from the Respondents. 

(M.K.CJd'turvedi) 	(MR.Mohanty) 
Member (A). 	 Vice-Chairman 

24.Q8.2009 No written statement has veL 

been ified by the Respondents in this 

\ase. On the prayer of Mr.K.K.Biswas, 

1eied counsel representing the 

Rails, call this matter on 099.2009 

awaitin\written statement from the 

Responde'  

Se\\ copies  of this order to 
the Respondè 	the address given 
intheO.A. 	\\ 

(MK.Chaturvedj) 	(M.R.'Mohanty) 
• Member(A) 	Vice-Cftrmaij 

Im 
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24.08.2009 	In this case notices 

directed to be issued to the Respondents 

0 '' 	 0 	 by '  our order dated 	12.0 1.2009. 
0 

 Accordingly, notices were issued to 'the 

'Respondents 	on 	24.01.2009. 

ku.. A-v...E 	 AdjourninentS 	were 	granted 	on 

.' 	 24.2.2009, 03.04.2009, 	15.05.2009 2  

•'V') 	JY) \'ViV'. W3 &4, 	•' 	

• 17.06.2009 and 23.07.2009 Despite all 

• •• these adjournmènts, the Respondents 

have not yet been filed the written 

statement in this case. 
0 	 . 	 Call this matter on 21.10.2009 for 

OY 	
heanng... 0 
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O 	 Send copies of this oxder to the 

Applicait and the Respondents in the 
C' 	

0 

address giv,en in the O.A. 

1t 	 . 
(M.K.9iaturvedi) 	(M.R.Mohanty) 
Menber(A) 	Vice-Chairman 
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021.10.2009 	Reply has been filed only on 

/ 

	

	 20.10.2009. Mr.H.K.DOS, learned coonsel 

for the Applicant seeks and allowed tour 

/ 	
0 

• 	
. 	 weeks time to tile reply. 

At i-J 	 List on 02.12.2009. 	0 

(Madan KumYthitUrVed1) (Mukesh Kumar Gupta) 

' i'' 	./bb/ ' 
	Mern6er (A) 	Member (J) 

02.12.2009 	Three weeks time is granted to to file 

rejoinder. 
0 	 A/Q t'i'"' 

V 	 (/ 	 List the matter on 24.12.2009. 

0 	 .MdanøtU1Vedi) (Mukesh unmar 6uptki) N. 
Member (A 	 Mem(J) 

	

0 	 'urn! 	
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O.A.lof 2009 

24.12.2009 	Learned counsel for the Applicant 

submitted that rejoinder is ready. He will file 

	

- 	 the same during the course of the day. 

lop,
List the matter on Pt February 2010  It   

for hearing. 

(Madan K/marChaturvedi) 
Member (A) 

Im 

	

J3 i24 	 01.02.2010 	On the request of Mrs.M.Das, learned 

Sr.C.G.S.C. adjourned to 24.02.2010. 

CA S Ve_2- 	 (Madar>KGmar Chaturvedi) (Mukesh Kurnar Gupta) 

IbbI 	
Member. (A) 	 Member (J) 

V t 

• 	 V. 	 - • 	24.02.2010 	On the request of parties adjourn 

to 5.3.2010. 
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05.03.2010 	- Mr A.Ahmed, learned counsel for the 

applicant states that he is no longer the 

counsel of the applicant in the present case. 

V 	 in the circumstances adjourned to 22.3.2010. 

(Madan K Chaturvedi) 	(Mukesh Kr. Gupta) 
V V 	 Member (A) 	 V 	 Member (J) 

/pVg/  

22fl2fl1O 	idet the matter 	77nd April 2010. 

(Madan I'mar Chaturvedi) 
I'A\ 

/pb/ 
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	On the req;xest of 1arnei counsel for 

th p lies RdJc)urneIi lo 27 04 2010 

A 	 (Madan um1ursiedi)(Muke5PiGupta 
- 'Mi nbei kAi 	 Men be kJ} 

nkm 

I'PIP
27 4 oio 	bn the request of Mrs M Das. learned 

Sr.Standing counsel for Respondents1 case is 

adjourned to7.5.2010. 
I 

k.L 	•- 

(Madan Kt1ar Chaturvedi) (Mukesh Kumar Gupta) 

Im 	
Member (A) 	 Member (J) 

2-0  

07.05201 0 	iearned proxy counsel for'Resondents 

prays time-which is not objected by learned 
• 	C& 	 - 	counsel for Applicant. 

Case is adjourned to 265 2010 

(Iadan Kumar Chaturvedi) (Mukesh Kumar Gupta) 
• 	 Member (A) 	 Member (J) 

Lm 

265201 Q 	Mr H K Das, learned counsel for 

Applicant has made a equest, for 

--L- ' 	 adjourning the .case namely, O.A.No. 

	

' t' 	VV2th'- 	 1/2009 Mrs M. Das, learned Sr Standing 

Counsel for Respondents also prays for 

-- 	/ 	 adjournment, in the circumstances, list the 2-0 
matter on 9th  June 2010 

	

- . 	 (Madan K mar Chaturvedi)- (MUkesh Kumar Gupta) 
Member (A) 	. 	. Member -(J 

/Lm/  
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"T 9  ''"7 09.06.2010 	 Heard'Mr H.K.Das, learned counsel for 

	

AA 	 the applicant and Mrs M.Dos learned Sr.. 

C.G.S.0 for the• respondents. Hearing 

fr 244,  k 	concluded. Qrdèr reserved. 

7 	 r. 

/Chaturved) (Madan Kr 	(Mukesh Kr. Gupta) 
Member (A) 	- 	Member (J) 
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I *to 
14.06.20C Judgment pronounced in open Court. Kept. 

in separate sheets. Application is dismissed. No 

costs. 

(Madan K mar Chafurvedi) (Mukesh Kumar Gupta) 
Member (A) 	 Member (J) 
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O.A.01/2009 & M.A.02/2009 

CENTRAL ADMINISRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATI BENCH 

Original Application No.0 1 of 2009 
& 

Misc. Application No.02 of 2010 

Date of Decision: This, the 1-j  tday of June, 2010. 

HON'BLE SHRI MUKESH KUMAR GUPTA, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HON'BLE SHRI MADAN KUMAR CHATURVEDI, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

Sri Tapan Sutradhar 
Lower Division Clerk, 
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau (SIB) 
Ministry of Home Affairs, 
Government of India, Beltola 
Guwahati-22. 	 . . .Applicant 

By Advocate: 	Mr.H.K.Das 

-Versus- 

Union of India, 
Represented by the Secretary to the 
Government of India, Ministry.  of Home Affairs, 
North Block, New Delhi-i 10003 

The Director, 
Intelligence Bureau, 
Ministry of Home Affairs, 35 SP Marg, 
New Delhi-i 10003. 

The Joint Director 
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau 
Ministry of Home Affairs 
Government of India 
Itanagar, Arunachal Pradesh 
PIN-791111. 

The Assistant Director (E) 
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau 
Ministry of Home Affairs 
Government of India, Itanagar 
Arunachal Pradesh 
PIN-791 ill. 

By Advocate: 	Mrs.M.Das, Sr. C.G.S.C. 

Respondents 
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O.A.01/2009 & M.A.02/2009 

ORDER 

MUKESH KUMAR GUPTA. MEMBER (ii: 

M.A.No.02/2009 has been filed seeking condonation of delay. 

Reply has been filed. As the issue raised in the present O.A. relates to 

penalty imposed in disciplinary proceedings, we are of the view that 

interest of justice demand that the same be decided on merits and be not 

rejected on mere technicality. Hence delay is condoned. M.A. is allowed. 

Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau (SIB in 

short) in this O.A. under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, 

challenges memorandum dated 27.01.2006, vide which penalty of 

reduction of pay by three stages from Rs.3975/- to Rs.3725/- in the time 

scale of pay of Rs.3050-4590/- for a period of three years (Annexure-1 6) had 

been inflicted, as reduced by appellate authority order dated 16.06.2006 

(Annexure-18) to "two stages" for a period of "two years". He seeks all 

consequential benefits including costs. 

Admitted 	facts 	are 	that 	memorandum 	dated 

30.03.2005(Annexure-5) under Rule 14 of CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 had been 

issued containing two article of charges, namely (i) he was found in the 

habit of keeping the papers for months together and adopting dilatory 

tactics in prompt disposal of Govt. work and (ii) Even though he 

proceeded on 5 days casual leave w.e.f. 13.12.2004 to 17.012.2004, he 

reported for duty only on 27.12.2004 and despite repeated verbal 

directions and written instruction vide Memo dated 17.02.2005, he did not 

submit his joining report and formal application for leave. As the charges 
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O.A.01/2009 & M.A.02/2009 

were denied on 27.04.2005, an oral enquiry was held. He participated in 

the inquiry. Ultimately, the enquiry officer vide report dated 27.12.2005, 

concluded that both the charges stood proved and the disciplinary 

authority having agreed with said findings forwarded the enquiry report to 

him vide memorandum dated 28.12.2005 (Annexure-18) for making 

representation, if ciny, and he indeed submitted representation dated 

05.01.2006 (Annexure-15) stating that the charges leveled against him were 

false and •issued with a view to harass him. Ultimately, the Assistant 

Director/E, SIB, Itanagar, being the disciplinary authority, imposed afore 

noted penalty besides directing that he will not earn increment during the 

period of reduction and that on expiry of said period, reduction will have 

the effect of postponing his future increment. Period of suspension w.e.f. 

14.02.2005 to 26.04.2005 will be treated as 'dies non'. It further averred that 

as applicant has already been awarded another penalty minor penalty 

vide order dated 14.09.2005, both the penalties would not run concurrently 

and said major penalty would come into effect after expiry of period of 

minor penalty. Statutory appeal preferred was disposed of vide order 

dated 16.06.2006 and taking a lenient view such penalty of reduction had 

been reduced by two stages for a period of two years instead of three 

stages for a period of three years, as inflicted by the disciplinary authority 

period of suspension was also directed to be treated as leave of the kind 

due and admissible, instead of 'dies non'. 

4. 	Learned counsel appearing for the applicant Mr.H.K.Das raised 

the following contentions:- 
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O.A.01/2009 & M.A.02/2009 

(I) 	Allegation made vide charge no.1 is not a misconduct. 

Similarly, with regard to charge no.11, it was stated that totally false 

allegation has been made against him. He had submitted his joining 

report on 27.12.2004 besides requesting the concerned authorities 

that 12 days of leave availed by him from 13.12.2004 to 24.12.2004 

may kindly be sanctioned as earned leave. Reliance was placed on 

Annexure-8, a communication addressed to Section Officer/A, SIB, 

Itanagar, to buttress the aforenoted contention. 

Applicant has been harassed and had a heavy workload, 

which factum was brought to the notice of concerned authorities on 

10.01.2005, highlighting that he had been doing various duties, as 

described therein. It was also requested that workload may kindly be 

minimized. Vide order dated 24.1.2005, the work load has been 

distributed amongst the staff of Accounts Branch, but applicable 

w.e.f. 01.02.2005. This in itself would indicate that earlier he was over 

burdened, which aspect had been accepted by the concerned 

authorities. 

In response to charge memorandum, vide representation 

dated 27.04.2005, he clarified that he was dealing not only with the 

bills of ALC, PPSS and Misc., but also works pertaining to bills of Long 

Term Advance, O.A.E. - which includes canteen staff pay bill, minor 

work, major work, wages - which includes covering contingency staff 

pay and related bills, rent rate and taxes, motor vehicle, grant in aid, 

AC bill and DC bill etc. He had discharged his duties to the best of 

the abilities. Many documents, where were listed under article-I, in 
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O.A.0112009 & M.A.02/2009 

fact, had not been received by him, but were received by others, 

namely N.Murali, C.Chetry and P.Dey. With regard to article-Il, it was 

pointed out that due to heavy workload, he could not reply to 

memorandum dated 17.01.2005 till 13.02.2005. He had already 

submitted his joining report along with formal leave application on 

27.1 2.2004.As such there was no justification or necessity to submit 

the same once again. 

(iv) 	Enquiry officer while establishing the charge against him, had 

relied upon the statement of Section Officer/E. No opportunity of 

cross-examination of said official had been afforded, which amounts 

to negation and violation of principles of natural justice. Neither 

Murali - the complainant, which led to initiation of charge was listed 

as witness nor Mr.Viplav, Section Officer/I, who had made a totally 

false statement. When said enquiry report was made available to 

him, he made representation dated 05.01.2006 highlighting that 

Section Officer/I had harassed him falsely and without any 

justification merely because he belongs to SC community. Works had 

not been distributed equally or in accordance with rules. As such, it 

was prayed that the case may be finalized imposing no penalty. 

Placing strong reliance on 1979(2) SCC 286, Union of India & Others v. J.Ahmed 

it was contended that there may be negligence in performance of duty 

and a lapse in performance of duty or error of judgment in evaluating the 

developing situation may be negligence in discharge of duty but it ipso 

facto would not constitute misconduct unless the consequences directly 

c 
attributable to negligence would be such as to be irreparable or the 
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O.A.01/2009 & M.A.02/2009 

resultant damage would be so heavy that the degree of culpability would 

be very high. 

In the above backdrop, learned counsel prayed that 

applicant is entitled to relief, as prayed for. 

5. 	Contesting the claim and by filing reply, it was stated that 

applicant was a senior LDC and posted in Accounts Branch. Initially he had 

applied for 5 days casual leave from 13.12.2004 to 17.12.2004, he was due 

to join duties on 20.12.2004 (with suffixing 18 &19.12.2004), but he extended 

his leave by sending a message stating that he was unable to join due to 

some domestic work. Later he physically reported for duty on 27.12.2004. 

He was asked to submit his joining report and to apply for earned leave for 

the whole period w.e.f. 13.12.2004 to 26.12.2004. Despite sever reminders, 

he did not submit joining report along with formal leave application. Vide 

memorandum dated 17.01.2005, he was again advised to submit joining 

report along with formal leave application, but he disobeyed said direction 

and lawful order of competent authority. Thus, he was placed under 

suspension vide order dated 14.02.2005, and later charge memorandum 

had been issued on 30.03.2005. On representation made, suspension order 

was revoked and he was reinstated in service vide order dated 26.04.2005. 

As. no witness was listed and the entire allegation was based on 

documentary evidence, after affording opportunity of hearing to the 

applicant, the enquiry office submitted his findings. The disciplinary 

authority after going through all the relevant records, submissions made by 

the applicant as well as enquiry report and also representation dated 

06.01 .2006 found that applicant used intemperate language against his 
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superior officers and concluded that the charges leveled against him stood 

proved and consequently punishment in question was inflicted. Though the 

findings recorded by the enquiry officer as well as disciplinary authority 

holding him guilty of the charges were confirmed by the appellate 

authority, but taking a lenient view, penalty imposed had been modified. 

Vide reply, para 4.8, it was specifically stated that vide memorandum 

dated 17.01.2005, applicant was advised to submit joining report 

immediately along with formal leave application to the Section Officer/A, 

SIB, Itanagar, but said direction had been flouted. The so-called 

application dated 27.12.2004 "in fact was not submitted before the 

authority". It was further stated that said communication placed on record 

did not bear either any signature or acknowledgement of the concerned 

officer. When the papers are received by the Accounts section, first entry is 

made in the branch diary register and thereafter same are distributed to all 

dealing hands according to allotted subjects. There is no record about his 

joining report and leave application in the office register. 

6. 	Thus, Mrs.M.Das, learned counsel for the respondents 

vehemently contended that applicant is making false, baseless and 

misleading statement that he had submitted joining report and formal 

leave application. Our attention was also drawn to representation dated 

06.01.2006 preferred against the findings recorded by the enquiry officer to 

suggest that plea raised by the applicant regarding no opportunity 

afforded to him to cross-examine Section Officer/E as well as other persons 

is afterthought as no such plea had been taken therein. Learned counsel 

also emphasized that appellate authority had taken a lenient view of the 
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O.A.01/2009 & M.A.02/2009 

matter and modified the penalty. Thus, there is no scope for any judicial 

interference. 

During the course of hearing, before the enquiry officer, 

applicant did not submit any list of witness, whom he required to examine 

nor made any prayer to cross-examine any witness. Since Mr.Viplav, 

Section Officer IA was not examined during the hearing, question of cross-

examining him did not arise. Reliance was placed on 2009 (4) SCC 225, 

Praveen Bhatia v. Union of India & Ors., and 2005(8) SCC 351 M.M.Malhotra 

v. Union of India & Ors. to contend that the power of Court/Tribunal to 

interfere with the quantum of punishment is extremely restricted and only 

when the relevant factors have not been considered the Court can direct 

reconsideration or in an appropriate case to shorten litigation, indicate the 

punishment to be awarded; and that can only be in very rare case. 

Ultimately, it was prayed that applicant does not deserve any 

further sympathy from this Tribunal. 

We have heard learned counsel for the parties, perused the 

pleadings and other materials placed on record very carefully. We will first 

deal with the gravament of the charge as far as article-Il is concerned. In 

order to appreciate this aspect, it would be expedient to notice, the 

contents of said article, which read thus:- 

"ARTICLE-Il 

That the said Shri E Sutradhar, LDC while working in 
Accounts Branch proceeded on 5 days C.L. w.e.f. 13 to 
17 Dec., 2004. However, he reported for duty on 
27.12.2004. Desoite reoeated verbal directions and 
written instruction given vide Memo 

Page8of 13 



O.A.01/2009 & M.A.0212009 

No. 1 7/Acctts//Misce/2001-02 (9) dated 17.02. 05 he did 
not submit his joininc report and format application for 
leave. 

Thus, he disobeyed the lawful order of the 
Competent Authority and tried to play fraud with the 
Govt. He exhibited conduct violative of RuIe-3 of the 
CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964." 

(emphasis supplied) 

Vide statement of imputation, it was observed that:- 

"ARTICLE-Il 

That the said Shri Sutradhar while working in Acctts. 
Branch applied for 5 days C.L. w.e.f. 13.12.04 to 17.12.04 
(prefixing 11-12/12/04 and suffixing 18-19/12/04 being 
Sats./Sundays) and permission to leave station for 
Guwahati on the grounds of very urgent domestic work 
vide application dated 9.12.2004. He was allowed to 
proceed on said C.L. by the competent authority. He 
was to report for duty on 20.12.04. However, he did not 
report for duty on 20.12.2004 and sent a msg. that he 
was unable to attend the duty/office due to urgent 
domestic works. 

He reported for duty on 27.12.04. He was asked to 
apply for EL and submit formal joining report and 
application of leave. Despite several reminders, he did 
not do so. Therefore vide Memo 
No.17/Accts/Misce/2001-02(9)-275 dt.17.01 .05 he was 
directed to do the same. However, he aciain disobeyed 
the order of the competent authority. 

Thus, he tried to evade submittinQ ioining report 
and application for leave with a view to manipulatinQ 
his leave. He disobeyed the lawful order of the 
competent authority and tried to play fraud with the 
government. He exhibited conduct violative of Rule 3 of 
the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964." 

(emphasis supplied) 

At the outset, we may note that applicant vide representation dated 

27.04.2005, offered the following explanations:- 

"ANNEXURE-li, ARTICLE-i 1 

Page9of 13 



N. 
O.A.01/2009 & M.A.0212009 

That Sir, I have already explained the reply in 
Annexure-1 Article-1 1, but here I received the said 
memo. Of dt. 17.01.05 but due to heavy work load I 
could not be rerlied the said memo, till 13.02.05, but 
here the authority thought that I tried to evade 
submitting joining report and application for leave With a 
view to manipulating my leave, but here, there is no 
Question of evasion/manirulation of leave from me 
since, I have already submitted my joining report along 
with formal leave application on 27.12.04 i.e. on the day 
of my joining." 

(emphasis supplied) 

9. 	The sole issue, which requires consideration with regard to 

article-Il is. whether he submitted joining report along with formal leave 

application on 27.12.2004, as well as attended memorandum dated 

17.01.2005 or not. Bare perusal of above, would establish beyond doubt 

that applicant had not replied to memorandum dated 17.01.2005. Only 

explanation offered by him had been that: "due to heavy work load I 

could not" reply the said memo fill 13.02.05. 

On examination of Annexure-8, communication addressed to 

Section Officer/A SIB, Itanagar, which according to applicant, was the 

joining report submitted, we noticed that it did not bear any 

acknowledgement of the concerned officer/section. If the applicant had 

submitted his joining report besides formal leave application on 27.12.2004, 

we failed to understand as to why he did not reply to memorandum dated 

17.01.2005 promptly in writing only one line that he had already submitted 

such joining report. Non-furnishing of reply to said memorandum in itself 

indicates that things were not as simple and crystal clear, as projected. 

Rather, there had been some gray area. The only explanation furnished by 

him was that he had submitted said joining report to Shri Viplav on 
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27.12.2004 by hand. Further allegation made had been that he had been 

harassed and implicated. If there is any truth on this aspect, why he did not 

impleade him in present proceedings, and did not request the inquiry 

Officer to summon him for examination, remains a mystery. It appears that 

applicant has though projected that it as a case of malice, but failed to 

prove said aspect. We may note that Hon'ble Supreme Court in E.P. 

Royappa v. State of Tamil Nadu, (1974) 4 SCC 3 held that: 

"The burden of establishing mala fides is very heavy on 
the person who alleges it. The allegations of mala fides 
are often more easily made than proved, and the very 
seriousness of such allegations demands proof of a high 
order of credibility." 

10. 	So far as allegation made vide article-I is concerned, 

allegation in specific had been that he was found to be in habit of keeping 

the papers pending for months together. It is not in dispute that he was 

posted in Accounts Branch in August, 2004. The details of bills for approval 

which alleged to have been kept pending were detailed vide statement of 

imputation and it was pointed out that he though received many papers 

during the period in question i.e., when he was posted in said branch, but 

made no sincere efforts to clear the pendency expeditiously. It is no doubt 

true that distribution of works amongst the staff of Accounts Branch had 

been notified w.e.f. 01.02.2005, but the fact remains that work allotted to 

the applicant prior to said date had not been attended promptly and 

sincerely. In his defence statement dated 27.04.2005, he had taken a plea 

that he was heavily overburdened and the work distribution was not 

equitable. While categorizing the documents under three heads namely, 

handed over to S/Shri Murali, C.Chetry and P.Dey, he pointed out that five 
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out of 15 documents were received by Sh.Murali, 4 out of 27 taken over by 

Sh. C.Chetry and out of 50 papers taken by Sh.P.Dey, "some papers" were 

kept pending. If the figure, as noticed, is taken into consideration, this in 

itself would imply that dispute was raised only in response to insignificant 

number of documents. In other words, it had not been clearly disputed that 

sizable number of documents received by him during the period in 

question had not been attended to and not placed before the concerned 

authorities for taking appropriate decision. Moreover, the scope of judicial 

review has been aptly summarized in B.C.Chaturvedi v. Union of India & 

Others, reported in (1995) 6 SCC 749 wherein Hon'ble Supreme Court held 

that in a disciplinary enquiry, the strict proof of legal evidence and findings 

on that evidence are not relevant and adequacy of evidence or reliability 

of evidence cannot be permitted to be canvassed before the 

Court/Tribunal. In Kuldeep Singh v. Commissioner of Police, (1999) 2 SCC 

10 Hon'ble Supreme Court held that courts would not interfere with the 

findings of facts recorded at the domestic enquiry but if the findings of 

'guilt' is based on no evidence, it would be a perverse finding and would 

be amenable to judicial scrutiny. 

11. 	On examination of further aspect, namely, quantum of 

penalty, we may note that though the appellate authority, in principle, had 

approved the findings recorded by the enquiry officer, as accepted by the 

disciplinary authority, but took a lenient view in the matter and modified 

the penalty. Fact remains another minor penalty had been imposed vide 

order dated 14.09.2005, which in itself would indicate that applicant had 

surely some deficiencies to overcome. We may further note that it is not the 
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case of applicant that said minor penalty order dated 14.09.2005 has either 

been modified, interfered by the appellate authority or challenged before 

the judicial forum. We do not find any justification in the contention raised 

that judgment in J.Ahmed (supra) and Kuldip Singh (supra) are applicable 

in the facts and circumstances of present case. Similarly, it is not the case 

of no evidence, where very high standard of efficiency was QcG6ptecl from 

the LDC. The standard of proof in the departmental enquiry is 

preponderance of probability and the provisions of Evidence Act are not 

applicable. In our considered view, there had been no violation of the 

principles of natural justice. 

On examination of all aspects of the matter, we do not find 

any illegality in the disciplinary authority order dated 27.01.2006, as 

modified by appellate order dated 16.06.2006. Similarly, we also do not find 

any substance in the various contentions raised by the application for the 

reasons, discussed hereinabove. 

In the result, finding no merits, O.A. is dismissed. No costs. 

(MADA W R CHATURVEDI) 
	

(MUKESH KU MAR GUPTA) 
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

	
JUDICIAL MEMBER 

Em 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: 
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G U WA HATI BEN C H 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

L.._Cottrcerj 	
M.P. No. 2/09 
In O.A. No. 1/09 

Sri Ta pan Sutradhar 
.. ...............Applicant 

__ nf)trat1veT!4 -vs- 

7 	 Union of India and others 

I44i 	 0 	 Respondents 

j 2 OCT 	 -AND- 

Gtwah 3Oh 	 IN THE MATTER OF: 
Lt& T4T4r An objection to the Miscellaneous Application 

filed by the applicant praying for condonation 

of delay in filing the Original Application. 

I, Sri 	 1AAA$H 

aged about.44.years, presently working as 	 .. 

do hereby solemnly affirm and state as follows:- 
• 

That I am the . 	iiAt\T... CIQEE).... 

I have been impleaded as party respondent 

no ..tf ... I have gone through the Original Application and have understood the 

0 

	

	contents thereof. I am conversant with the facts and circumstances of the case. 

I have been authorized to file this written statement on behalf of all 

respondents. 

That I do not admit any of the averments except which are 

specifically admitted hereinafter and the same are deemed as denied. 

That the applicant in the present Miscellaneous Application has 

failed to explain the delay by taking meticulous case why the application could 

not be filed within the period of limitation and why the application is being filed 

taking so much time. The contents of the application on the face of it reflected 

the casual manner in which the application is prepared. 

4. 	 That the contents of the application do not indicate any bonafide 

reason sufficient enough to condone the delay. 
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That the applicant in fact 	 the sufficient 

cause which is beyond this control for invoking the help of Section 5 of the 

Limitation Act, 1963. 

As stated by the applicant he was in great financial hardship. In 

this respect the humble answering respondent begs to state that the poor 

financial condition or want of fund of the applicant would not constitute a 

sufficient cause within the meaning of Section 5 of the Limitation Act, 1963. 

That the applicant negligently made enormous delay without 

explaining the sufficient cause for delay and on face it reflects the casual manner 

in which the application is being prepared. Hence, on sole ground also the 

applicant for condonation of delay is liable to be dismissed and consequently the 

O.A. is liable to be dismissed. 

S. 	That the applicant in fact slept over the matter for about 540 days 

(One year and one hundred and seventy five days). 

9. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 1 and 2 of 

the Miscellaneous Application, the humble answering respondent begs to state 

that the applicant Sri Tapan Sutradhar was found in the habit of keeping the 

papers pending with him. He even did not obey the order of the Section Officer, 

Accounts in respect of processing of bills and kept pending the bills with him 

without showing any reasons. He was not inclined to clear the bills as a result of 

which the payment to concerned parties (workshop owners) could not be made. 

Moreover, he also ignored the urgency of several messages for early clearance 

of bills and did not take prompt action to clear the said bills. 

The applicant showed lack of devotion to duty and willfully 

adopted dilatory tactics in disposal of government work to the detriment of 

public interest. He reflected his conduct of violation of Rules 3 (1) and Rule 3-A 

of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 and acted in a manner unbecoming a 

government servant. 

The applicant while working in Accounts branch, SIB Itanagar 

applied for five days' casual leave with effect from 13.12.04 to 17.12.04 

prefixing 11-12/12/04 and suffixing 18-19/12/04 being Saturdays and Sundays 

and to leave station for Guwahati for urgent domestic work vide application 

dated 09.12.04. He was allowed to proceed on said Casual Leave and was to 

report for duty on 20.12.04. However, he did not report for duty on said date 

and sent a message for his inability to attend his duties. 
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The applicant reported back f:4u & 2'7rpQJ -1e was asked 

to apply for Earned Leave and to submit169iial joining report and applicant for 

leave. But he, inspite of several reminders of the department, did not do so. The 

department again on 17.01.05 issued a letter to the applicant to submit the 

application for leave but the applicant again disobeyed the order of the 

department authority. The applicant in fact disobeyed the order of the 

department authority and at his whims does his duty that too without respecting 

the order of superiors. 

Thereafter, the applicant was placed under suspension vide order 

dated 14.02.05. An enquiry was initiated against him. The applicant was charge 

sheeted by giving him the Article of charges vide memorandum dated 30.03.05. 

The suspension order was revoked vide order dated 26.04.05. The departmental 

enquiry was held. The applicant was also asked for appearing in the hearing into 

the enquiry. The Enquiry Report was prepared and the Enquiry Officer found that 

the charges against Sri Tapan Sutradhar (applicant) as proved. The disciplinary 

authority thereafter imposed the penalty under Rule 11 (5) of the CCS (CCA) 

Rules, 1965 vide order dated 27.01.06 by reducing the pay of the applicant by 

three stages from Rs. 3975/- to Rs. 3725/- in time scale of pay of Rs. 3050-75-

3950-80-4590 for a period of three years. Further it was ordered that the 

applicant will not earn increment of pay during the period of reduction, and that 

on expiry of this period the reduction will have the effect of postponing his 

increment of pay. Further directed that the period of his suspension with effect 

from 14.02.05 to 26.04.05 will be treated as 'dies non'. 

The applicant has already been awarded minor penalty vide order 

dated 14.09.05. Hence it was ordered in order dated 27.01.06 that both the 

penalties will not run concurrently and the major penalty imposed vide order 

dated 27.01.06 will come into effect after expiry of the period of minor penalty. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3 of the 

Miscellaneous Application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that 

the department authority has conducted the enquiry as per CCS (CCA) Rules, 

1965. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4 of the 

Miscellaneous Application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that 

the grounds taken for delay of 540 days in filing the case before this Hon'ble 

Tribunal are not sufficient grounds and not meticulously explained by the 

applicant. Further ignorance of law by a literate person and lack of awareness of 

urgency in filing the Original Application is not a sufficient cause for invoking the 

provision of Section 5 of the Limitation Act. 

rV 
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That a bare reading of the 	 understood that 

there is no such sufficient cause established which is beyond his control for 

invoking the help of the section. 

That the instant Miscellaneous Application is not filed bonafide and 

without sufficient cause. 

That in view of the above the application for condonation of delay 

is liable to be dismissed. 

tp 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Sri 	 Zs/o 

	

aged about.4t4.yearS, presently working as the .... A' iSfl9,V 	 (•) 

	

o ....&'.U.IA 	do hereby verify as follows:- 

That 	the 	statements 	made 	in 	paragraphs 

,..... are true to my knowledge and belief, those made 

in paragraphs .............  ... ,iQ ............... . ............ being matters of record are true to 

my information derived therefrom and rests are my humble submission before 

the Hon'ble Tribunal. I have not suppressed any material fact before the Hon'ble 

Tribunal. 

And I sign this verification on this 	''day of Ock.0t,e71,2009 at 

Guwahati. 

'I 

ATURE 
Ass5taflt Director (E) 

SubsidiV 't1Sicnce But eau 
I121M) .ovt. tiflna4a 

ItanZgar 
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Tapan Sutradhar 	...PPLICANT 

-Vs-- 

Union of India & Ors. 	...RESPONDENTS 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
GUWAHATI BENCH:: GUWAHATI 

OA No. 	of 2009 

Tapan Sutradhar 	...APPLICANT 

- Vs - 

Union of India & Ors. ...PESPONDENTS 

• 	 SYNOPSIS 
The applicant is presently working as LDC in the office 

of the Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau (SIB), Beltola, 

Guwahati. The applicant while was working as LDC in the SIB, 

Itanagar the applicant had to join the Accounts Branch of SIB, 

Itanagar on 6.9.2004 by virtue of an oral order. After few 

days of his joining the applicant could find that a huge 

numbers of works were pending before his joining in the 

Accounts Branch of SIB, Itanagar. The applicant did his best 

to finish the works. However, in the process he found himself 

in the midst of heavy work load which he informed the 

respondeits by a communication dated 10.12.04 (Annexure- A/i). 

• The applicant surprised to receive an order dated 

16.02.05 suspending him with immediate effect in contemplation 

of a departmental proceeding. The applicant by his 

representation dated 18.02.05 prayed for revocation of the 

order of suspension. 

On 30.03.05 the Assistant Dir.ector/E, 	Disciplinary 

Authority, SIB, Itanagar issued a charge sheet vide Memorandum 

No. 331E/2004(2)-356-2462 under Rule 14 of the CCS(CCA) 

Rules,1965 framing 2 (two) article of charges against the 

applicant. The first charge related to the habit of the 

applicant of keeping the papers pending. Whereas the second 

charge was related to non submission of the joining report and 

formal leave application for the leave availed by the 

applicant. The applicant sumitted his written statement of 

defense dated 27.04.05 denying all thecharges. 
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On 28.12.2005 the inquiry officer submitted inquiry 

report to the disciplinary authority holding both the charges 

to be proved. 

In the entire inquiry procedure there was gross violation 

of natural justice in each and every step. Inquiry Officer 

while holding Article I charge to be proved took into 

consideration the .complaint made by Sri N.Murali, LDC, MT 

Branch and the order dated 17.02.05. The said Sri N. Murali 

was not made a witness in the proceeding, never part of the 

hearing and the applicant was denied with the opportunity to 

examine the said Sri N. Murli and on the other hand the order 

dated 17.02.05 was never included in the list of documents 

annexed to the charge sheet dated 30.03.05. The said document 

was never served upon the applicant. 

On the other hand the inquiry officer while holding 

Article II charge to be proved solely placed reliance on the 

statements made by the Sri Viplab, Section officer/I, SIB, 

Itanagar, whom the applicant submitted his joining report and 

leave application by hand. Therefore, the said Sri Viplab, 

Section Officer/ I, Itanagar was never been a. part of the 

enquiry proceeding ., and the applicant was denied with the 

opportunity to examine the said SO/I. Hence, entire enquiry 

proceeding was vitiated for miscarriage of justice and gross 

violation of natural justice. 

The disciplinary authority as well as the appellate 

authority placing reliance on the inquiry report imposed upon 

the applicant a major penalty vide order dated 27.01.06 and 

16.06.06 respectively. 

Being aggrieved by the orders dated 27.01.06 and 16.06.06 

of the disciplinary as well as the appellate authority the 

applicant has come before this Hon'ble Court for quashing and 

setting aside the aforesaid two orders being based on perverse 

finding of the inquiry officer and gross violation of natural 

justice. 

Hence the present original application. 

***** 
, 

Fi1td by 

'Advocate 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATI BENCH:: GUWAHATI 

OANo. .1. 	of 2009 

LIST OF DATES 

10.12.04 Representation by the applicant to reassess and 

reduce the work allotted. [Annexure- A/i] [Page- i ] 

27.12.04 Joining report submitted by the applicant. 

[Annexure- 8] [Page-35'] 

14.02.05 Order of the Assistant director/E, Disciplinary 

Authority under memo no. 32/E/2004(2)-1471 

suspending the applicant with immediate effect. 

[Annexure- A/2] [Page- 13 1 

16.02.05 Order of the Assistant director/E, Disciplinary 

Authority granting the subsistence allowance equal 

to the leave salary. [Annexure- A/3] [Page-&O] 

18.02.05 Representation submitted by the applicant for 

cancellation of the suspension order dated 14.02.05. 

[Annexure- A/41 [Page-2t] 

30.03.05 Memorandum of charges. [Annexure- A/5] [Page-2] 

24.01.05 Order under memo no. 17/SO-MISC/ACCTTS/03-04 showing 

distribution of work among the staff of accounts 

branch. [Annexure- A/9] [Page-36] 

05.04.05 Representation submitted by the applicant to the 

disciplinary authority i.e. Assistant Director/E, 

SIB, Itanagar to furnish the relevant documents for 

preparation of his written statement of defense. 

[Annexure- A/61 (Page-31] 



I 
Cent,j Mm, ' iWJtAfll , Js Iv 	/ 
( 	

JAM 7fl9 

24.0405 Written statement of defense. [Annexure- A/7] (Page-fl. 

I 

26.04.05 Order under memo no. 33/E/2004(2)-3089 revoking the 

suspension order. 

05.05.05 Order under memo no. 33/E12004(2)-3344 appointing 

Sri Raj Kamal Sitaram, SO/G, SIB, Itanagar as 

Inquiry Officer. 

05.05.05 Order under memo no. 33/E12004(2)-3345 appointing 

Sri Debashish Pal, UDC as Presenting Officer. 

03.06.05 Order issued under memo no. I/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004-

481-4015 fixing the date of preliminary hearing as 

14.06.05. [Annexure- A/10] [Page-3] 

14.06.05 Proceedings of the preliminary hearing. [Annexure-

A/il] [Page-40] 

15.12.05 Communication by which the Inquiry Officer forwarded 

the written brief of the Presenting Officer dated 

08.12.05 to the applicant. [Annexure- A/12] [Page-41] 

23.12.05 Representation of the applicant against the brief 

submitted by the Presenting Officer. [Annexnre-

A/13] [Page-14] 

28.12.05 Inquiry report dated 27.12.05 forwarded by the 
r 
Disciplinary Authority. [Annexure- A/14] [Page-4.o~ ] 

05.01.06 Representation submitted by the applicant against 

the inquiry report. [Annexure- A/iS] [Page-(.fl 

27.01.06 Order of the disciplinary authority imposing a major 

penalty of reduction in pay by three stages from Rs. 

3975/- to Rs. 3725/- in time scale of pay of Rs. 

3050-75-3950-80-4590/- for a period of three years 

with further stipulation that the applicant will not 

earn increment during the period of reduction and on 
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expiry of this period the reduction will have the 

effect of postponing his future increment of pay. It 

was also directed that the period of his suspension 

w.e.f. 14.02.05 to 26.04.05 will be treated as "DIES 

NON". [Annexure-  A/16] [Page-46 ] 

0.02.06 Representation submitted by the applicant to the 

ffl~ 'appellate authority. (Annexure- A/171 (Page-st] 

16.06.06 Order of the appellate authority imposing a penalty 

of reduction in pay by two stages from Rs. 3950/- to 

Rs. 3800/- in time scale of pay of Rs. 3050-75-3950-

80-4590/- for a period of two years with further 

stipulation that the applicant will not earn 

increment during the period of reduction and on 

expiry of this period the reduction will have the 

effect of postponing his future increment of pay. It 

was also directed that the period of his suspension 

w.e.f. 14.02.05 to 26.04.05 will be treated as 

leave. [Annexure- A/18] [Page-Sz]. 

Filed by 

Advocate 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATI BENCH:: GUWAHATI 

OA No. 	i of 2008 

BETWEEN 
Tapan Sutradhar, 

Lower Division Clerk, 

Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau (SIB), 

Ministry of Home Affairs, 

Government of India, Beltola, 

Guwahati- 22. 

APPLICANT 

-Versus- 

Union of India, 

represented by the Secretary to the 

Government of India, Ministry of 

Home Affairs, North Block, New 

Delhi- 110003. 

The Director, 

Intelligence Bureau, Ministry of 

Home Affairs, 35 SP Marg, New Delhir110003 

3.' The Joint Director, 

Subsidiary 	Intelligence 	Bureau, 

Ministry of Home Affairs, Government 

of 	India, 	Itanagar, 	Arunachal 

Pradesh. pig- iqii,J 

4. 	The Assistant Director (E), 

Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, 

Ministry of Home Affairs, Government 

of 	India, 	Itanagar, 	Arunachal 

Pradesh. pJ- Tqu 

RESPONDENTS 

C~/~ -Fc"g~~ 
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PARTICULARS OF THE ORDER(S) AGAINST WHICH THE 
APPLICATION IS MADE: 

The present application is made against the order no. 

32/E/2004(2)-4175 dated 27.01.2006 issued by the Assistant 

Director/E, Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, Itanagar and 

order no. 33/E/2004(2)-4175 dated 16.06.06 issued by the 

Joint Director, Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, Itanagar. 

(Annexure: A/16 and A/18). 

JURISDICTION OF THE TRIBUNAL: 

The applicant further declares that the subject matter of the 

instant application is well within the jurisdiction of the 

Hon'ble Tribunal. 

LIMITATION: 

The applicant further declares that the application is within 

the limitation period prescribed under Section 21 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. 

FACTS OF THE CASE: 

4.1 	That the applicant is presently working as Lower 

Division Clerk in the Office of the Subsidiary Intelligence 

Bureau (herein after referred to as 'SIB'), Beltola, 

Guwahati- 22. 

4.2 	That the applicant initially joined the service as 

LDC on 24.10.1.994 in the office of SIB, Guwahati. Thereafter, 

on 7.11.1994 he was transferred and posted at SIB, Silchar. 

It was on 6.9.2004, while the applicant was working as LDC in 

the SIB, Itanagar, by virtue of an oral order he had to join 

the Accounts Branch of SIB, Itanagar. The nature of job of an 

LDC is diary, dispatch and typing according to Swamy's rule. 

After few days of his ,  joining the applicant could find that a 

huge numbers of works were pending before his joining in the 

Accounts Branch of SIB, Itanagar. The applicant worked his 

level best to finish the pending works which resulted in a 
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heavy work load on the shoulders of the applicant. Apart from 

these the applicant had to perform the Air Bag duty also. It 

is stated that the primary reason for allotting such huge 

nos. of work to the applicant is to harass him and make his 

service life miserable. There was no equal distribution of 

works among the LDC's in the branch. Therefore, the applicant 

had to face tremendous work load in the branch and on being 

burn out made a representation dated 10.12.04 to the Section 

Officer/A, SIB, Itanagar for reassessing the works allotted 

to him and to reduce the work load. However, the respondents 

did not attend the prayer made by the applicant. 

•A copy of the representation dated 10.12.04 in 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure- A/i. 

4.3 	That it was while the applicant was working as LDC 

in the Accounts Branch of SIB, Itanagar surprised to receive 

an order under Memo No. 33/E/2004(2)-1471 dated 14.2.05 

invoking Sub-rule (1) of Rule 10 of the CCS(CCA) Rules' 1965 

placing the applicant under suspension in contemplation of a 

departmental proceeding with immediate effect. Accordingly, 

by an order dated 16.2.05 subsistence allowance was granted 

to the applicant. 

A copy of the Memo No. 33,/E/2004(2)-1471 dated 

14.2.05 and order dated 16.2.05 is annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure- A/2 and A/3. 

4.4 	That the applicant who had no knowledge of the 

reasons for his suspension made a representation dated 

18.2.05 to the Assistant Director/E for 

withdrawal/cancellation of the order dated 14.2.05. 

A copy of the representation dated 18.2.05 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure- A/4. 

4.5 	That 	the 	Assistant 	Director/E, 	Disciplinary 

Authority, SIB, 	Itanagar issued a charge sheet vide 

Memorandum No. 33/E/2004(2)-356-2462 dated 30.03.05 under 

Rule 14 of the CCS(CCA) Rules,1965 providing opportunity to 

'I 
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the applicant to prefer representation against the sai 

memorandum of charges. 

A copy of the Memorandum No. 33/E/2004(2)-356-

2462 dated 30.03.05 is annexed herewith and 

marked as Annexure- A/5. 

	

4.6 	That in the aforementioned -memorandum (Annexure- 

A/5) two charges were framed against the applicant. The first 

charge related to the habit of the applicant of keeping the 

papers pending. Whereas the second charge was related to non 

submission of the joining report and formal leave application 

for the leave availed by the applicant. 

	

4.7 	That on 05.04.05 the applicant made a communication 

to the disciplinary authority i.e. Assistant Director/E, SIB, 

Itanagar to furnish the relevant documents for preparation of 

his written statement of defense. However, causing prejudice 

to his defense the disciplinary authority never supplied the 

relevant documents to the applicant for preparation of his 

defense statement. 

A copy of the communication dated 05.04.05 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure- A/6. 

	

4.8 	That the applicant submitted his written statement 

of defense dated 27.04.05 denying the charges leveled against 

him vide the memorandum no. 33/E/2004(2)-356-2462 dated 

30.03.05. The applicant in his written statement of defense 

categorically denied both the charges. 

A copy of the written statement of defense 

dated 27.04.05 is annexed herewith and marked 

as Annexure- A/7. 

	

4.9 	That the applicant while denying the Article I 

charge categorically stated in his written - statement of 

defense that by a verbal order on August'2004 he was posted 

at the Accounts Branch of SIB, Itanagar. Before his joining 

in the accounts branch huge numbers of papers were pending. 

The applicant did put, his best efforts to complete the 

C7;/297 JiLe2 
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pending works but in the process he found himself in heavy 

work load. To that effect the applicant also made a 

representationdated 10.12.04 (Annexure- A/i) for reassessing 

and reducing the work load allotted to him. However, the 

respondents never attended the prayer made by the applicant 

and continued to harass him by allotting more works making 

his service life miserable. Instead of attending the prayer 

made by the applicant the respondents without any basis with 

the sole purpose to harass him issued the suspension order 

dated 14.02.05 in contemplation of a departmental proceeding 

and came up with thememorandum of charges dated 30.03.05. It 

was also stated by the applicant that he did more works 

besides his normal duty hours and in this regard he received 

Over Time Allowanc (OTA) from time to time. Hence, no 

reasonable person properly instructed in law could come to a 

conclusion that the applicant acted in a manner which is 

unbecoming of a Government servant and there is no prima 

facie legal evidence to show recklessness or misconduct on 

the part of the applicant under Rule 3(1) and Rule 3-A of the 

CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

4.10 	That the applicant while denying the Article II 

charge categorically stated in his written statement that on 

27.12.04 at the time of joining, he submitted his joining 

report along with the formal leave application to SO/I by 

hand in the office of the SIB, Itanagar. It was also 

specifically stated by the applicant that he did not receive 

the memo dated 17.02.05 as mentioned in the Memorandum of 

charges dated 30.03.05 in Article- II charge. 

A copy of the joining report submitted by the  

applicant dated 27.12.04 is annexed herewith 

and marked as Annexure- A/8. 

4.11 	That the applicant begs to state that the works 

which were shown to be kept pending by the applicant vide 

Annexure- II to Article- I are not the stipulated works 

allotted to him. The receipts took over by N. Murali, LDC, MT 

Branch were pertaining to motor vehicle bill. The 
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distribution of works among the staff of Accounts Branch 

issued vide order dated 24.01.05 by Section Officer/A, did 

not disclose that the work of preparation of MV bills was 

allotted to the applicant. Therefore, the applicant was 

charged for not performing the works which were never been 

part of the works allotted to him. Hence, there is no legal 

evidence to show that the applicant exhibited conduct 

violative of Rule 3(1) and Rule 3-A of the CCS (Conduct) 

Rules, 1964. 

A copy of the order dated 24.01.05 issued by 

the SO/A is annexed herewith and marked as 

Annexure-  A/9. 

4.12 	That by an order under memo no. 33/E/2004(2)-3089 

dated 26.04.05 the suspension order dated 14.02.05 was 

revoked. Thereafter, the disciplinary authority issued an 

order under memo no. 33/E/2004(2)-3344 dated 05.05.05 

appointing Sri Raj Kamal Sitaram, SO/G, SIB, Itanagar as 

Inquiry Officer to enquire into the charges leveled against 

the applicant. Again by another order under memo no. 

33/E/2004(2)-3345 dated 05.05.05, Sri Debashis Pal, UDC, SIB, 

Itanagar was appointed as Presiding Officer to present the 

case in support of the article of charges against the 

applicant. 

4.13 	That on 03.06.05 an order was issued by the Inquiry 

Officer under memo no. I/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004--481-4015 fixing 

the date of preliminary hearing in the matter on 14.06.05 at 

'G' Branch, SIB, Itanagar. Accordingly on 14.06.05 applicant 

appeared in the preliminary hearing. 

Copies of the order dated 03.06.05 under memo 

no. Il SO(G) - INQUIRY! 2004-481-4015 and 

proceedings of the preliminary ,  hearing dated 

14.06.05 are annexed herewith and marked as 

Annexure- A/10 and A/il. 

4.14 	That the Presenting Officer on 08.12.05 submitted 

his written brief to the Inquiry Officer holding all the 
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charges to be proved. The written brief of the Presenting 

Officer was communicated to the applicant by the inquiry 

Officer vide memo no. I/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004-1035-8063 dated 

15.12.05 giving opportunity to submit his reply. 

A copy of the memo no. I/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004-

1035-8063 dated 15.12.05 is annexed herewith 

and marked as Annexure -  A/12. 

4.15 	That the applicant by a communication dated 

23.12.05 submitted his written brief to the Inquiry Officer. 

The applicant in his reply very categorically stated that 

there was no equitable distribution of works among the staff 

in the Accounts Branch of SIB, Itanagar which resulted in 

heavy work load upon the applicant. The applicant also stated 

that during his small tenure in Accounts Branch, SIB, 

Itanagar, he alone prepared the bill amounting to Rs. 

87,97,550/- exclusive of other works. Again while denying 

Article -II charge the applicant in very clear terms stated 

that he submitted his joining report along with leave 

application on 27.12.04 to SO/I, SIB, Itanagar making a 

prayer to sanction his 12 days leave period from 13.12.04 to 

24.12.04 as earned leave. 

A copy of the reply to the written brief 

submitted to the inquiry officer is annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure- A/13. 

4.16 	That thereafter the Inquiry Officer submitted his 

report which was communicated to the applicant by a 

memorandum no. 33/Estt/2004(2)-9054 dated 28.12.05. The 

Inquiry Officer placing reliance on the documentary evidence 

and report of the presenting officer hold the Article-I 

charge to be proved. In Article -II charge the Inquiry 

Officer while holding it to be proved relied on the records 

and the Statement of SO/I, • SIB, Itanagar. 

A copy of the Inquiry report communicated vide 

memo no 33/Estt/2004(2)-9054 dated 28.12.05 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure- A/14. 

J4 
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4.17 	That the applicant begs to state that the findings 

of the Inquiry officer is perverse being based on no 

evidence. The Inquiry Officer while holding both the charges 

to be proved left out relevant evidence and took into 

consideration evidence which are irrelevant. The Inquiry 

Officer derived conclusion on surmises and conjectures 

without discussing oral and documentary evidences. 

It is further stated that that the Inquiry Officer 

while holding Article I charge to be proved took into 

consideration the complaint made by Sri N.Nurali, LDC, MT 

Branch and order dated 17.02.05. It is stated that Sri N. 

Murali was not made a witness in the memo of charges, never 

part of the hearing and was not examined by the applicant and 

on the other hand the order dated 17.02.05 was never included 

in the list of documents annexed to the charge sheet dated 

30.03.05. Again the said order dated 17.02.05 was never 

received by the applicant. Therefore, the opportunity to 

examine both the evidence in which reliance was placed by the 

Inquiry Officer to hold the Article-I charge to be proved was 

denied to the applicant, which resulted in gross violation of 

natural justice and vitiated the entire enquiry proceeding. 

Moreover, so far as Article- II charge is concerned the 

Inquiry Officer while holding it to be proved placed reliance 

solely on the Statement made by the Section officer/I, SIB, 

Itanagar, whom the applicant submitted his joining report and 

leave application by hand. The said Section Officer/I was not 

made a witness and the applicant was not given opportunity to 

examine the SO/I, SIB, Itanagar causing serious prejudice to 

the defense of the applicant leading to gross violation of 

natural justice. Hence, the entire enquiry proceeding 

vitiated for gross violation of natural justice and resulted 

in perversity of the enquiry report being based on no 

evidence. 

	

4.18 	That by a communication dated 05.01.06 the 

applicant submitted his reply against the report of the 

Inquiry Officer holding the findings to be perverse and being 

5 
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based on no evidence. The applicant begs to state that there 

was clear non application of mind on the part of the Inquiry 

Officer while proving the charges. The Inquiry .  . Officer 

recorded in his findings in the Article- I charge that the 

applicant kept papers pending for more than 6 (six), months 

whereas the period of posting of the applicant in the 

Accounts Branch of SIB, Itanagar was only 5 months and 7 

days. Hence, the Inquiry Officer without appreciating any 

evidence on record derived conclusion only on conjectures and 

surmises. 

A copy of the reply dated 05.01.06 against the 

enquiry report is annexed herewith and marked 

as Annexure-  A/15. 

	

4.19 	That the applicant begs to state that the 

Disciplinary Authority vide order under memo no. 33/E/2004(2) 

dated 27.01.06 issued the impugned order imposing a major 

penalty of reduction in pay by three stages from Rs. 3975/-

to Rs. 3725/- in time scale of pay of Rs. 3050-75-3950-80-

4590/- for a period of three years with further stipulation' 

that the applicant will not earn increment during the period 

of reduction and on expiry of this period the reduction will 

have the effect of postponing his future increment of pay. It 

was also directed that the period of his suspension we.f. 

14.02.05 to 26.04.05 will be treated as "DIES NON". 

A copy of the order imposing penalty of the 

Disciplinary Authority dated 27.01.06 under 

memo no. 33/E/2004(2) Is annexed herewith and 

marked as Annexure- A/16. 

	

4.20 	That thereafter the applicant submitted an appeal 

dated 06.02.06 before the Joint Director, SIB, Itanagar i.e. 

Appellate Authority for re-examination of his case and 

revision of the order imposing penalty dated 27.01.06. 

A copy of the appeal preferred by the 

applicant is annexed herewith and marked as 

Annexure- A/17. 
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4.21 	That the appellate authority by order under Memo 

No. 33/E/2004(2)-4175 dated 16.06.06 reduced the penalty by 

imposing punishment of reduction in pay by two stages from 

Rs. 3950/- to Rs. 3800/- in time scale of pay of Rs. 3050-75-

3950-8074590/- for a period of two years with further 

stipulation that the applicant will not earn increment during 

the period of reduction and on expiry of this period the 

reduction will have the effect of postponing his future 

increment of pay. It was also directed that the period of his 

suspension w.e.f. 14.02.05 to 26.04.05 will be treated as 

leave. 

A copy of the impugned appellate order under 

memo no. 33/E/2004(2)-4175 dated 16.06.06 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure- A/18. 

	

4.22 	That the order imposing penalty dated 27.01.06 does 

not disclose any reason as to how the charges against the 

applicant have been proved. The impugned order is cryptic, 

brief and it ex-facie showed non consideration of relevant 

details in the proceeding. The order imposing penalty only 

gives the details of the charges while holding the charges to 

be proved with out furnishing any cogent reason. Hence, the 

impugned order imposing penalty is a non-speaking order and 

not sustainable in law. 

	

4.23 	That the satisfaction of the appellate authority as 

well as the disciplinary authority on the applicant being 

guilty of both the charges is not based on any evidence. The 

orders dated 27.01.06 and 16.06.06 of the disciplinary 

authority as well as appellate authority did not discuss 

anything for proving the guilt of the applicant in the 

Article- I charge. However, the both 'the authorities while 

holding the charges to be proved solely relied 'on statemeht 

of Section Officer/I, the applicant was never given any ------------------------------------ 
opportunity for examination of the SO/I, thereby causing 

gross violation natural justice. Hence, on this score alone 

the impugned orders 27.07.06 and 16.06.06 is liable to be set 

aside and quashed. 
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4.24 	That the applicant files this application bonafide 

for securing the ends of justice. 

5. GROUNDS FOR RELIEF(S) WITH LEGAL PROVISIONS: 
5.1 Because the appliant prayed for inspection of documents 

vide his communication dated 05.04.05. However the 

disciplinary authority denied the applicant the said 

opportunity causing gross violation of natural justice and 

serious prejudice to his defense. Hence, on this ground alone 

the impugned order imposing penalty is required to be set 

aside and quashed. 

5.2 Because the Inquiry Officer while holding the Article I 

charges to be proved took into consideration the complaint 

made by Mr. N. Murali, LDC, MT Branch. However, the said LDC 

was neither made a part of the list of witnesses nor was 

examined during the course of hearing. Therefore, there is 

clear violation of natural justice causing serious prejudice 

to the defense of the applicant. Hence, the findings of the 

Inquiry officer as well as the disciplinary authority are 

based on no evidence and perverse and liable to be set aside 

and quashed. 

5.3 Because the Inquiry Officer while holding the Article I 

charge to be proved relied on the order dated 17.02.05. The 

said order dated 17.02.05 was not a part of the list of 

documents and the applicant was denied his opportunity to 

examine the said document. Therefore, the findings of the 

Inquiry Officer are perverse being based on no evidence and 

the entire departmental proceeding vitiated for violation of 

natural justice. Hence, the entire enquiry procedure smacks 

of malice and vendetta and as such liable to be interfered 

with by this Hon'ble Tribunal and the order imposing penalty 

of the disciplinary authority is cryptic, brief and it ex-

facie shows non consideration of relevant details and liable 

to be set aside and quashed. 
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5.4 Because the Inquiry Officer while holding the Article II 

charge to be proved solely relied on the statements made by 

SO/I, SIB, Itanagar, whom the applicant submitted his joining 

report dated 27.12.2004. However, the said SO/I, SIB, 

Itanagar was neither made a witness in the departmental 

proceeding nor was examined in the regular hearing thereby 

causing gross violation of natural justice. Hence, the 

findings of the Inquiry Officer and the satisfaction of the 

disciplinary as well as appellate, authority are perverse 

being contrary to the evidence available on record. 

5.5 Because there is no evidence available on record to 

prove the conduct of the applicant to be violative of Rule 

3(1) and Rule 3-A of the CCS(Conduct) Rules, 1964. On the 

contrary, the evidence available on record shows the bonafide 

conduct of the applicant. Hence, the order imposing penalty 

of the disciplinary as well as the appellate authority are 

cryptic and liable to be set aside and quashed. 

5.6 Because the impugned order of penalty is a non speaking 

order as it does not disclose any reason as to how the 

charges against the applicant have been proved. The impugned 

order therefore, is arbitrary being passed in total non 

application of mind. 

5.7 Because the Inquiry Officer came to the conclusion of 

charges to be proved on surmises and conjectures without 

discussing oral and documentary evidence. Two most valuable 

witnesses i.e. Sri N. Murali, LDC, MT Branch and Sri Viplav, 

Section Officer/I were not examined wherein reliance was 

placed by the Inquiry Officer. Therefore, the entire enquiry 

proceeding is vitiated for violation of natural justice. 

Hence the entire enquiry report is devoid of any substance 

and cannot form a basis for imposing penalty on the applicant 

because law is very clear that the departmental enquiry is 

not an empty formality. 
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5.8 Because by applying the test of preponderance of 

probability no reasonable person can arrive at a finding that 

the applicant is guilty of both the charges. Hence the order 

of the disciplinary as well as appellate authority holding 

the applicant to be guilty of both the article of charges is 

unreasonable and not liable to be sustained. 

5.9 Because the disciplinary authority in the present case 

did not apply its independent mind and was guided by the 

cryptic and sketchy report of the Inquiry Officer. Since the 

mind of the disciplinary as well as appellate authority was 

made up, it failed to consider the relevant evidence 

available on record and relied on irrelevant aspects and thus 

made a serious error of law and fact in holding the applicant 

guilty of the charges and imposing upon him major penalty. 

5.10 Because from the sequence of events it is clear that the 

order imposing penalty has been passed with the sole purpose 

to harass the applicant and make his service life miserable. 

The disciplinary authority was predetermined and the entire 

enquiry process was an empty formality. Hence on this ground 

alone the order of penalty is liable to be quashed. 

The applicant craves leave of the Hon'ble Court to 

advance more grounds both legal and factual at the time of 

hearing of this case. 

DETAILS OF THE REMEDIES EXHAUSTED: 
That the applicant declares that he has exhausted all 

the remedies available to him and there is no alternative 

remedy available to him. 

MATTERS NOT PREVIOUSLY FILED OR PENDING IN ANY OTHER 
COURT: 

The applicant further declares that he has not filed any 

application, writ petition or suit regarding the grievances 

in respect of which this application is made, before any 

other court or any other bench of the Tribunal or any other 
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authority nor any such application, writ petition or suit is 

pending before any of them. 

RELIEF(S) SOUGHT FOR: 

8.1 Quash and set aside the order imposing penalty under 

Memo No. 33/E/2004(2) dated 27.01.2006 issued by the 

Assistant director, Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, Itanagar 

and Memo No. 33/E/2004(2)-41 -, 1 5 dated 16.06.2006 issued by 

the Joint director, Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, Itanagar 

and grant all the consequential service benefits. 

8.2 Cost of the application. 

8.3 pass any such order/orders as Your Lordships may deem 

fit and proper. 

INTERIM ORDER PAYED FOR: 

At this stage the applicant does not pray for any 

interim order. 

The application is filed through Advocates. 

PARTICULARS OF THE IPO: 

 IPO No. 

 •Date of Issue 

 Issued from 

 Payable at Guwahati 

12. LIST OF ENCLOSURES: 

As stated in the Index. 

Verification 
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'Ouwahat Bench 

I, Sri Tapan Sutradhar, Lower Division Clerk, Subsidiary 

Intelligence Bureau(SIB), Ministry of Home Affairs, 

Government of India, Beltola, Guwahati- 22, do hereby 

solemnly affirm and verify that the statements made in the 

accompanying application in paragraphs 4.1, 4.6, 4.17, 4.22 

and 4.23 are true to my knowledge, those made in paragraphs 

4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, 4.10, 4.11, 4.12, 4.13, 

4.14, 4.15, 4.16, 4.18, 4.19, 4.20, and 4.21 being matters 

of records are true to my information derived there from and 

the grounds urged are as per legal advice. I have not 

suppressed any material fact. 

And I sign this verification on this the 7 4day of 

2O0. at Guwahati. 

APPLICANT 

'I 
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(Typed copy) 

To, 	 ANNEXURE-//1 

The Section Officer/A 

SIB, Itanagar. 

Sub: Request for not to harass me. 

Sir, 

With due respect I beg to inform you that I have been 

harassed by the authority concerned on pressing to do heavy 

work which is not possible be me to solve the work and clear 

the pending. 

I have to do the following work:- 

P.P.S.S.- Covering the subject. 

(a)Portarage, (b) 	Airlift, (c) Police Guard, 

(d)W/S clothing, (e) Army ration and (f) Legal fee. 

Long Term Advance- Covering 

(a) Scooter Advance, (b) House Building Advance, 

(c) Any other long term advance. 

O.A.E- which includes canteen staff pay also 

Minor Works (MW) 

Major Works (MW). 

O.E. - Miscellaneous (ALC claim only) 

Wages. 

R.R.T. 

M.V. (Motor Vehicle). 

It is requested that the work load may please be 

minimized which are possible to solve by me. 

Memo please be issued in this regard, before decreasing 

the work load and after decreasing the work load for easy 

compare whether really decreased or not. 

Thanking you. 
Yours faithfully 

Sd!- 
T. Sutradhar, 
LDC, SIB, Itanagar. 
Date: 10.12.04. 
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No. 33/E/2004(2) 
Subsidiary Intelligence I ii tm ii, 

(N't 1.1 A) / Goveriuw.nt of tud ja, 
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1 .)ited, the T 

dl 4 f 2O5 
ORDER 

\Whereas a disdplinary proceeding hgai.nst Sun T. Surrad.har, LDC, SIB, 

ltana gar is con teinplated/ pending. 	. 

Now, therefore, the indersigned 111 exercise of the pw ens coi(ni:ed by 
Sub-rule (1) of Rule 10 of Ow Centid Civ,1 Servict'o (Classification, Coiit ml and 

Appeal) Rules -  1.965: hereby places the said Shri 1. S radbw. Ii ( wdi -;i i 	'i isi 

with inim.cdia te effect. 

ii is further, ordered that during the period thit this order ;1ial.1 ceiiiii.n ii 

orce Headquarter of Sh:ri T. Sulradhar, LDC should he at Si B, Itanagar and the Said Shri 

T. Sutradhar: LDc. shall not leave the. Headquarters (SI EL Itanagar) 'vi1hot.t.t oI,1aining 
the prey tous pern.usSion of the widers:igned. 

• 	 ( A.J. kO) 
ssistan1 t)ircctoi/E 

Dsd ph  nary A ut Ii oil Ly, 
• 	 . 	 . 	 SIB, Ilanagar. 

S.hri .....utra(Ihar, L1)C, SIB, itaia;ar. (:)rders iegard:i.i ig "u hsislonce  

- aIllo'ane 	liiii;sihle to hii.ii during 11w pru'id of  uk st,:1 'non will J' 
issued, separately. 

• 	
. 	 • 	 - 	•, 	 , 
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OFFICE ORDER NO. 	120/2005 	DATED.: 16.02.2005 

Ref.: . SIB, Itanagar Dkciphnary Auth ty Order N. 33iEI2U0.1.2) 
1471 dated 14.02.2005. 

Sub : Placement of Shri T. SUtradhar, LDC, SIB. Ilanagar under 
• . . 	 suspension wbe.1. 14.02.2005. 

Shri T. Sutradhar. LDC, SIB, Itanagar (Under suspension) is granted 
subsistence AHowance, an amount equal to the leave salary which he would have 
drawn if he had been on half py leave immediately before the date of his suspension 
until further order.  

.'\ssistan( Dir ectdr/E 

No. 33/E/2004(2) -- 	 -: 
0 	

Subsidiary Intelligence BuFeu 	-.-••/ 
(f'/U tA), Goveininent ol 1nth' 

Itanaqar. 	 0 	
0 

0 	 Dated, the - 11 FtB 2U•V5 
0 	 . 	

0 

T O  
Shri r. Sutradhar, LOC . 	-. 	He.should furnish every month a 
(Under suspension) 	 . 	certificate to the effect that he is 
S1B, Itanagar. 	. 	

0 	 not engaged in any other employ- 
0 

	

	 ment, business, profession or 
0 

vocat,o. 
... . ...... •• 	.. •i 

	 0 

• 	 0 	 I 

rr 

73T 	0 

0 	

0 	 thrwahati Bench . ±1 
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To, 	 J 
Shri A.K. Roy, 

 LC)f  

sistant DireCtor/E,
Disciplinary Authority. 	

2009

1

Sub :- 	PLayer for withdrwa1/Caflce11atb0 	Uwahat,Bon 
suspensiOfl orer on sympathetiC groun 

 1A/n,/nc. 

	

Ref.:.- 	order No.33/E/200 4 ( 2 ) 1 ' 1  

sir, 
With due respect I would like to lay 8cMfl 

the following Lewline for favourT of your kind 
sympathetic consideration please. 

That Sir, a suspension order has been 'issued 
to me on 14/02/05. I feel strange to receive the order 
all on a sudden. I still OoUld not understand the 

reason behind my suspensiofl. buririg my service period 
at Itanagar it has always been my endeavOur to obey 
my seniors and sincerly discharge the duty assigued 
tome. Nevertheless, anything mistake may happen by 

me for which I am ready to acknOWldQC the same because 
after all I am also a humati being0 

I therefor.e, earnestlY request your honour 

to kindly CXCUSC me if anything.mistaken committed by 

me unknownlY. i also promise that I will try, my level 
best to preserve office dedorUn ard rever let any of 
my seniors to complain against me in future. Thus, 
the suspension order issued against iue may,  kihdly be 

withdrawn/CaflCe110d/id by the issue of another 

order, 

I shall be waitting for your kind conider 

ation please. 

Thanicinc: yoU. 	, 

yours faiL}lfuliY 

Dated _18/02'/2005. 	(Tapan sutradhar) 

Place - Itana9ar. 	Inc, Acctts/Br., 
SIB, Itanoar, 
PIS 

I 	'• 	No.124440. 
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MOST IMMEDIATE 

No. 33/E/2004(2) — ..3'G
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, 

(MHA), Government of India, 
Itanaqar. 

Dated, the 

- 30 
MEMORANDUM 	 . 

The undersigned proposes to hold an enquiry against ShrI Tapan Sutradhar, LIX; under 
Rule 14 of the Central Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965 The tance 
of the Imputations of misconduct or misbehaviour In respect of which the Inquiry is proposed to b 
held is set out in the enclosed statement of articles of charge (Annexure-l). A statement of the 
imputations of misconduct or misbehaviour in support of each article of charge is enclosed 
(Annexure-lI). A list of documents by which, and a list of witnesses by whom, the articles of charge 
are proposed tobe sustained are also enclosed (Annexure lii and IV). 

Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC is directed to submit within 10 days of the receipt ofhis 
Memorandum a written statement of his defence and also to state whether he desires to be h"ard in 
person. 

He is informed that an enquiry will be held only in respect of those articles bf charge as  
are not admitted. He should, therefore, specifically admit or deny each article of charge. 

Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC is further informed that if he dc 	ft • 
statement of defence on or before the date specified in Para. 2 above, or dco not 	. SOV 
before the inquiring authority or otherwise fails or refuses to comply with the provisions o 	14 o 
CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, or the orders/directions issued in pursuance of the said rule, 	.irinç 
authority may hold the enqUiry against his ex-parte. 

Attention of Shri Tapari Sutradhar, LDC is invited to Rule 20 of the 	Wi.l Clvi 
Services (Conduct) Rules, 1964, under which no Government servant shall bring or attempt to brin ç  
any political or outside influence to bear upon any superior authority to further his intere'.t in respec 
of matters pertaining to his service under the Goverrirnen. If any representation i; 	J 	1  on h 
behalf from another person in respect of any matter dealt with in these proceediii;.; ii will b 
presumed that Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC is aware of such a representation and that it has beer 
made at his i 	rics & action will be ken aqain;t him rer viniation o 7f Rule 20 o kh'; '.Y 	(flonduct 
Rules, 14. 

The receipt of the Memorandum may be acknowledged. 

To 
Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC 
Sia, itanagar. 

A.K. ROY) 
Assistant Director/E 

Disciplinary Authority 
SIB, Itanagar. 

ruwah6ti  8ench 

• 	 •• 
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ANNEXURE-! 

ARTlCLE- 

That the said Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC while working in Acctts. Branch w.sound 
in th •>i1 of keeping the a rs 	din for months together and adopting dilatory tactics 
in prOi pt disposal o 	Vt. wor 

Thus, he exhibited conduct violative of Rule 3(1) and Rule 3-A of the 
C(((L. nduct) Rules, 1964. 

ARTILCE-il 
/ 

That the said Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC while working In Accounts Branch 
on 5 days C.L. w.e.f. 13 to 17 Dec., 2004. However, he reported for duty on 

27 r)espite repeated verbal directions and written instruction given vide Memo No. 
1'/ Misc/2001-02 (9) date 170205 thd not s.ibrmt his joining reporfurmi all 

;onforleave. 

Thus, he disobeyed the lawful order of the Competent Authority and tried to 
play fraud with the Govt. He exhibited conduct violative of Rule-3 of the CCS (Conduct) 
Rules, 1964. 

7 J4 2009 

Tw" ahati Bench 

Contd .... 3/- 
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. 	 ANNEXURE-Il 

ARTICLE4 

That the said Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC was posted 
w :JJ otted work pertaining to bills of ALC, PPSS an4 Mii 	owever, he was fciin m 

he habit of keeping the papers pending with him. Whenever he was asked by the Section 
)fficer to dear the pendency he used to reply that he wasjavilyburderedor work 
hstrii:; .. on. m the branch was inequitable and other dealing assistants were enjoying or 
ii±tilar .?xtraneous reasons. 

On 10.02.05, Shri N. Murali, LDC, MT Branch appeared before the SO/A and 
aid .J. 	bLlls of MT branch dating badc to Aii., 7iO4 had, been pending with Shri T. 
'utrath 	xLd despite his repeated requests Shri Sutracth.ar was not inclined in dearing the 

. -)ills as a result payment to parties concerned (workshop owners) could not be made and he 
had 	orry figure beforethem. SO! A asked him to take over relevant papers from Shri 

-. and process them. Accordingly, Shri Muxali took over following 15 receipts from 
3hri Sutradhar and submitted the bills for approval and signature of competent authority on 
11 .O?f)5 

•'S 	Br. M.T. Branch Memo No. & Date Awount Bilhs 	prcxesse 	vide Remark 
N. 	tdat'e . Rs. D3.No.&B.No/date H 
1. 	'' 	t.&l2.O4 1/MV/2004-05(3)-3822 dt. 06.12.04 8210  

C.B. No. 19//04-.05 /\./2OO4-05/3799-&878 •240 
r201204  

30.08.04 
jV,' 	0 	-053)-i2 dL20.12.04 

dt27.08.04 
B.No. 848/2004-05  
dl 11.02.05 

?560 
9717 )4.'i.)/ at. 1/MV/2004-05(4)-3823 

5. 	 0,95t. 15.12.04 1/MV/2004-05(3)-3822 dt. 13.12.04 29,991  
6 	. 	17.12.04 (Rs. 81,227) 1/MV/2004-05(4)-3823 dt.15.12.04 8530 
7 	'.cJL 20.12.04 1/MV/2004-05(4)-3823 dl 20.12.04 8979  

 5016 dt. 18.10.04 l/MV/ 2004-05(4)-3822 dt. 14.10.04 3977 C.B. No. 20/MV/04-05  
B.No. 849/2004-05  4355 dt 30.08.04 1/MV! 2OO4-O5(8)-392 dt 27.08.04 2245 
dt. 11.02.05 
(Ps. 6,222)  

 5944 dt 08.12.04 1/MV/2004-.05/Genl-12/ dt.06.12.04 913 C.B. No. 21/MV/2004-  
05  4354 dt 30.08.04 1/MV/2004-05/Genl-12/ dt27.08.04 350 
B1'Jo.850/2004-05 
dt 11.02.05  

 Received 	from I/MV/2004_Q5(9)-5922 dl 09.02.05 8040 C.B. No. 22/MV/04-05 
Dy. Section  B.No. 851/2004-05  

dt. 11.02.05  5866 dt. 03.12.04 I/MV/2004-05/GenI-12/ 280 
dt 02.12.05  

 6150 dt. 17.12.04 9/MV/lmp/2004-05 dt. 15.12.04 2025 C.B.No. 23/MV/04-05  
B.No. 852/2004-05  Received 	from 9/MV/Imp/ 2004-OS dt. 11.02.05 1190 

Dy. Section  dlll.02.05  

Contd ... 4/-. 
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Meanwhile, messages No. (1) PM/12 dtd. 02.02.05 (received from BIP, Maja), (2) 
No. 21/Acctt (Misc)/DRJ/05 dtd. 10.02.05 (received from SIB, Daporijo), (3) KM/13 dtd. 
12.02.05 (received from BIP, Sarli), (4) No. AM/04 dtd. 22.02.05 (received from BIP, Taksing) 
and (5) No. JK/07 dtd. 04.03.05 (received from )JIP, Kalaktang) were received for early 
deararLce of bills of ALCS as the ALCs were pressing hard for the same. However, Shri 
Sutradhar ignored the urgency of the messages and did not take prompt action to cjlear the 
bills. 

And Shri Surradhar was not making any effort for clearing his pendency 
expeditiously, and since the Financial year, 2004-05 had. been coming to an end and 
budg .1 ; crgets were to be achieved,, his remaining papers were given to Shri C. Chetri, 
JIOl; .. u(1 ;hri P. Dey, SA/G. 

Shri Chetri was given following 27 papers on 11.02.05. 

/ 

, 	Dy. No. 5546 dated 9.11.04. 
Memo No. 6JZRO/Accts(B)/2004/909 - SIB, Ziro. 
Memo No. 2/ ALC/ TWG/ 2003-04/ 4288 - SIB, Tawang>-(Dy. No. 6255 dt. 27.12.04) 
}Yiuy3 No. 111'  ALC/TWG/2003-04/4371 	J 
Dy.No. 03 dt. 07.01.05 - BIP, Koloriang. 	 i:T:,: -... .:.:: T ................-- 

. Dy. No. 246 dt. 31.12.05 - BIP, Kolorlarig. 	 I 
7. Dy. No. 4284 dt. 26.08.04 - BIP, Maja 	 . 

- . Dy. No. 4308 dt. 27.08.04 - SIB, Ziro 	
7 

/ 	Dy. No. 4282 dt. 26.08.04 - SIB, Daporijo 	 I\j /QQ9 
j(J Dy. No. 4851 dt. 30.09.04- SIB, Ziro. 
ii. Dy. No. 4850 dt. 30.09.04 - SIB, Daporijo. 

Dy. No. 4610 dt. 27.09.04 - BIP, Koloriang. 
Dy. No. 5339 dt. 29.10.04- SIB, Ziro. 
Dy. No. 5186 dt. 20.10.04- SIB, Daporijo. 

,. 15. Dy. No. 5188 dt. 20.10.04- BIP, Maja. 
/ 16. Dy. No. 6252 dt. 27.12.04- SIB, Daporijo. 

Memo No. 6/ Posts/ DRJ/ 04/522 dt. 23.11.04 
Dy. No. 526dt. 31.01.05- SIB, Daporijo. 

. 19. Dy. No. 5115 dt. 12.10.04 
Dy. No. 5071 dt. 14.10.04 
Dy. No. 5445 dt. 05.11.04 
Dy. No. 5949 dt. 09.12.04 

/ 23. Dy. No. 249 dt. 15.01 .05 
24. Dy. No. 375 dt. 24.01.05 

/ 25. Dy. No. 531 dt. 31.01 .05 
Dy. No. 6096 dt. 15.12.04 
Memo No. 55/G/PORT/2003-04(2)-1269-8976 dt. 24.12.04. 

Contd .. . 5/- 
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Shri P. Dey was given following 50 papers on 22.02.05: 

Diary No. and date 

1. 5118 dt. 12.10.04 
7. 128 dt. 11.01.05 
7. 7292 dt. 26.04.04 

5121 dt. 12.10.04 
 6176 dt. 22.12.04 
 342 dt. 20.01.05 

V. 5673 dt. 29.11.04 
8. 5862 dt. 03.12.04 
9. 3335 dt. 16.07.04 

683 dt. 29.07.04 
178 dt. 23.08.04 

... 4698 dt. 28.09.04 
5296 dt. 28.10.04 
5680 dt. 29.11 .04 

5. 374 dt. 24.01.05 
 3200 dt. 07.07.04 
 6175 dt. 22.12.04 

. 4554 dt. 09.09.04 
•'). 5629 dt. 27.11.04 

 111 dt10.01.05 
 373 dt. 24.01.05 
 460 dt. 28.01 .05 
 4351 dt. 30.08.04 
 4983 dt. 06.10.04 
 5364 dt. 02.11.04 
 528 dt. 31 .01 .05 
 4614 dt. 27.09.04 
 5677 dt. 29.11.04 
 5258 dt. 27.10.04 
 5406 dt. 04.11.04 
 5630 dt. 27.11.04 
 5678 dt. 29.11.04 
 5864 dt. 03.12.04 
 6145 dt. 17.12.04 
 6328 dt. 31 .12.04 
 6329 dt. 31.12.04 
 106 dt. 07.01.05 

ur; 

7 	2009 

ir 	13 
uwahatf Bench 

fi 

Contd. . . .6/- 



4585 dt.iO.09.04 
2)9. 4849 dt. 30.09.04 
40. 5632 dt. 27.11.04 
fl. 5634 dt, 27.11.04 

 5631 dt. 27.11.04 
 6112 dt. 16.12.04 

44:. 6265 dt. 28.12.04 
45. 5863 dt. 03.12.04 
46. 529 dt. 31.01.05 
47. 530 dt. 31.01.05 
4. 527 dt. 31.01.05 

 4860dt. 01.10.04 
 1229 dt. 24.12.04 

'V 

L. 

: 

V 	 Trtunl 
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4:' 

Thus, Shri Sutradliar acted in a manner unbecoming of a Govt. servant, showed 
lad 01 devotion to duty and wilfully adopted dilatory tactics in disposal of Govt. work to the 
de-r- i t of public interest. He exhibited conduct violative of Rule 3(1) and Rule 3-A of the 
C.(. (I'uCt) Rules, 1964. 

ARTICLE-U 	 : 

That the said Shri Sutradhar while w'orkng in AccUs. Branch applied for 5  
L. w.e.f. 1toi (prefixing 11 -12/12/04 and suffixing 18- 

19/1 L/ 04 being SatsJiidáys)anIrmission to leave statioi for Guwahati on the 
groi;nds of very urgent domestic work vide application dated 9.12.04. He was allowed 
to ed on said C.L. by the competent authority. He was to report for duty on 
2L. u1. However, he did not report for duty on 20.12.04 and sent a msg. that he was 
unable to attend the duty /office due to urgent domestic works. 

He reported for duty on 27.12.04. He was asked to apply for EL and submit 
formal ioining report and apphcatioii of leave Despite seil riiin 	did not 
d6 so. Therefore vide Memo No. 17/Accts/Misce/2001-02(9)-275 dL50 	was 
directed to, do the same. Hôwever,he 	mdoyed the order of the competent 
authority. 	 - 	 _________ 

Thus, he tried to evade submitting joining report and application for leave 
with a view to manipulating his leave. He disobeyed the lawful order of the competent 
authority and tried to play fraud With the government. He exhibited conduct violative 
of Rule 3 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

Contd .... 7/- 
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ANNFDCURE-III 

ENtS BY WHICH THE AR'flCL JF CHARGE Fb 
SHRI TAPAN SUTRADHAR LDC SIB, ITANAGAR 

SINo. 
Dy. No. 5546 dated 9.11.04. 
Memo No. 6/ZRO/ACCtS(B)/2004/909 - SIB, Ziro. 1 

mo No. 2/ALC/TWG/200304/42 - SIB, Tawan (Dy. No. 6255 dt. 27.12.04) 
io.No. fl/A.LC/TWG/200304/4 3  

	

5.. 	j.No. 03 dt. 07.01.05 - BIP, Koloriang. 
Dy. No. 246 dt. 31.12.05 - BIP, Koloriang. 

	

r 	NO.4184dt.._BIP,Maja. 

	

.., If 8 Dy. No 4308 dt 2708QL- SIB, Ziro 	 L 

	

Dy. No. 4282 dt. 26.08 - 	SIB, Daporijo. 
No. 4851 dt. 30.09.04 - SIB, Ziro. 	 7 ' I 

No 4850 dt. 30.09.04 - SIB, Daporijo. 	
2009 

	

12.. 	'. No. 4610 dt. 27.09.04 - BIP, Koloriang. 

	

13. Dv. No. 5339 dt. 29.10.04 - SIB, Ziro. 	 Guwahati Bench 

No. 5186 dt. 20.10.04- SIB, Daporijo. 
C. No. 518 dt. 20.10.04 - BIP, Maja. 
y. No. 6252 dt. 27.12.04- SIB, Daporijo. 

17. Memo No. 6/ Posts/ DRJ/ 04/ 522 dt. 23.11.04 
1. Dy. No. 526dt. 31.01.05- SIB, Daporijo. 
1?. Dy. No. 5115 dt. 12.10.04 

Dy. No. 5071 dt. 14.10.04 
Dy. No. 5445 dt. 05.11.04 
Dy. No. 5949 dt. 09.12.04 
Dy. No. 249 dt. 15.01 .05 
Dy. No. 375 dt. 24.01 .05 
Dy. No. 531 dt. 31.01.05 
Dy. No. 6096 dt. 15.12.04 
Memo No. 55/G/PORT/2003-04(2)4269-8976  dt. 24.12.04. 

SLNp 	 No. and date 

5118 dt. 12.10.04 
128 dt.1l.01.05 
2292 dt. 26.04.04 
5121 cIt. 12.10.04 
6176 at. 22.12.04 Contd.. .8/- 

l( 



19- 

11 

 342 dt. 20.01.05 
 5673 dt. 29.11.04 
 5862 dt. 03.12.04 
 3335 dt. 16.07.04 

 3683 dt. 29.07.04 
 4178 dt. 23.08.04 
 498 	t. 28.09.04 
 5296 dL. 28.10.04 
 5680 dt.29.1i.04 
 di. 24.01.05 
 3200 dt. 07.07.04 
 6175 dt. 22.12.04 
 09.09.04 

• 	27.U.04. 
Qj .t.15 

21. .. 	o.i. 24.01.05 
18.01.05 

 d'.. 30.08.04 
 4983 dt. 06.10.04 
 5364 dt. 02.11.04 
 528 dt. 31 .01 .05 
 4614 dt. 27.09.04 
 5677 dt. 29.11.04 
 5258 cIt. 27.10.04 
 5406 dt.04.11.04 
 5630 dt. 27.11.04 
 5678 dt. 2.11.04 
 5864 dt. 03.12.04 
 6145 dt. 17.12.04 
 6328 dt. 31 .12.04 
 6329 dt. 31.12.04 
 106 dt. 07.01 .05 
 4585 dt. 10.09.04 
 4849 dt. 30.09.04 
 5632 dt. 27.11.04 
 5634 dt. 27.11.04 
 5631dt.27j1.04 
 6112 dt. 16.12.04 
 6265 dt. 28.12.04 
 5863 dt. 03.12.04 

I 

• 

/ 

7 L41\J 2009 

(,uwahaj Bench 

Contd. . .9/.. 
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, 4. :29 dt. 31.01.05 
7. 30 dt. 31 .01.05 

 527 dt. 31 .01.05 
 4860 dL 01.10.04 
 6229 di 24.12.04 

ANNEXURE-1V 

LVV I 1 -H\fSSES_BY WHOM ART1CLE 
SUTRADHAR• LDC ARE P 

• L.:N 2009  

UWahatLBe 11Ch 

is 
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~Z'f ~V' ;4rq*a  
tiBehc 

To 	 EXTREMESYMPATHETICAL 
11e :4LS!St!iJIt J)IieCtOJ'IEI  
SIB._Ita1!ar. 

/ 
Prn'er for perrni,don to collect the relevant documents to write 

-- 	 defen&e statement. 

Ref. - Your memo No.331E12004(2)-356-2462 dt. 30103/2005. 	 1• 

Sir. 

Wfth dtw resj.ect I eg t 	u thu. Imy ikisc be permitted to eolle the 
evant docunient from today i.e., front 05104012005 to till the date of 

sbmtssin t uy cIefncc statcmcnt from EiTh'. and AccttsfRr. th write my 
d ifence ste.ment agahst your memo, reference. a xive, 

Thanking yut. 

Yours faithfully 

(Tapan Sutradhar 
Dated 0/04/2005. 	 LDC, SIB, Itanagar, 

PIS No.124440. 
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7 
To 	 I 	 E<TtEME SYMPATHETICAL 
The Assistant birector/[ 
SIB, Itanagar.  

Sub :- 	Prayer for submission of pny defence statement in writing.. 
I, 	

I 
Ref. 	1. 	Your order rio. 33/E12004 (2)1471 dt. 14.02.05 

2. 	Your memo n. 33/E/2004 (2)-356-2462 dt.'30'.03.05. 

Sir, 

With due respect and humble subissipn I beg to inform you that I have been 
charged against my suspensipn order isued on 14.02.05 in Ref. (1) above and alSc 
asked to submit a written stitenentof hiy defence in Ref. (2) above. 

/ 
That Sir, following are the step by step reply with best of my knowledge and 

belief. 

ANNEXURE-I-ARTICLEJ 

That Sir, when I came from leave/tour at the same time I was verbally postcd 
in Acctts Br. on a particular table all on a sudden, at that time large nos. of papers 
were piding before my posting at that table and hence, there were no question of 
dilatory tactics rather•Ihave done more work beside my normal dutyhours, in this 
regard I have received OTA too from time 'to time whereas, hiy nature of duty 
were not so according to Swainy's Manual on O1ff.ice.,Pro'cedure. 

ANNEXURE-I - ARTICLE-Il 

That sir, Iproceeded on 5 days C/L due to urgent domestic work but could 
not report duty on time due to another urgent work and leave extended upto 24.12.04 
with intimation and I reported for duty on 2 7.12.04 with the submission of my 
joining report alongwith formal leave application wherein, I requested for Sanction 
of 12 days E/L and deducted from my credited leave. On repeated verbal directions 
by the authority, I was also replied verbally from time to. time but I have not 
received your memo of dt. 17.02.05. 

- ARTICLE-I 

That sir, I was allotted not only the work pertaining to ills of ALC, PPSS and 
Misc but also the work pertaining to bills are as under :- 

Long Terin Advance - which covering (a) Scooter Advance (b) House Building 
Advance (d) Car Advance (e) Any other long term Advance 

O.A.E. - which includes canteen staff pay .bill also. 

	

Aftesuc 	 Contd ............. 2 
, 	 . 
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Minor Work. 	
2 - 

Major Work. 	 ?u WIM I t 1 8 -tic h 

Wages - which covering contingency staff pay and related bills. 
Rent Rate and Texes. 
Motor Vehicle. 
Grant in Aid. 
AC Bill and bC Bill. 	 / 

That sir, besides the above mention work I was also detailed to perform Air- 
9y9urIsI ,  Guwci.hati and back by the authority from tL!p.to time and I 

carried out the said order - smoothly. Whenever I asked to dearthendenc 
used to repjyl was heavily burdened or work distribution in the r 	as 
inequitable really it was in this regard I informed to the authority verbally from 
time to time and at last I informed in writinn1O.1204 wherein I requested to 
decrease the present workload which were possible to solve and the Section 
Officer/A commented in writing op the body of my request representa'f ion that he 
would be discussed with m but itwa pending to him: 

That Sir, suddenly a 	 issued vide order no. 
17/50-MISC/ACCTT5/0304 dt. - 24.0L05 	 A,herein my subject was 
to prepare all bills/claims (e.g. payGPF, LIC, Mèal, TA etc.)f JIOLII but 
I receivSds of my old subject from diary upto on 31-01.on pressure and I 
tri

,
Tl best to clear all the papers which were pendfrig to me and upto 

10.02.05. o ld work on that da Y the remaining old papers were taken 
by the authority from ne an a lowme to dt e new work, accordingly I was going 
on. 

I 

That Sir, according to AnnexureII Ar,ticle-I, 1st para I was allotted work 
pertaining to bills of ALC, PPSS and MISC, but he'r I was charged for pending of 
Motor Vehicles bill again you said that Sh. N. Murali, LDC took over 15 recei ts 
from me but it is cleat' from chart that SI. o. 12 and 15 were received from diar 
b Sh Muralt and also 51. No.4 9 and' 11 were not received by me, it shows that 
your S atement is not correct 

That Sir, lastly I prepared consolidated ALC bils vide B/No. 804/04-05 dt. 
27.01.05 for Rs. 43,452/ which was most urgent said by the SO/A, whereas, being a LbC my nature of duty is not to prepare/prbcess bill. It is requested that the 
nature of duty of LDC may please be known frqm' S wwy's Manual, if necessary. 

That sir, out of th apers which were given to Sh. C. Chetri, JIO-I/G on 
11.02.05, 51. No. 5,6,17 and 27 did not trace out by me, tFough my subject was-
changed on 01.02.05 by order and also m' nature of duty was not so. 

That sir, again out of th50 papers ihich ë'&'iven., toSh. P. bey. SA on 
22.02.05 are as under :  

Contd ............. 3 
.1 
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S. 	 c) 
 
 

Act ion of Some papers Were täketi by me. 
 

Some papers were received by tarliérdeal ing assistant. 
Some papers were not m Subject then according to you. 
Some paper§ had no action. 

Some papers were kept by me for filing. 

TR' 
GuwahaU Bench 

Though the subject was 
changed on 01.02.05 and also my nature of duty was not so. 

X~ ANNEXU- P.,E' -II  'APTICLE 1I 

That sir, I have al 
here r

ready exp(oied the reply in Annexurel Art ide-h, but I 	v 	C 	ernoo 	
70105 but due to heavy work load I could the said memo till 

13 02 05 but here the authority 1*%ought that I rid to evad submittln9 	
application for lédve with a view to manipulating  my leave, but here there is no 	Stiori of evasion/manipulation of leave from Inc Since, 

I have already Submitted my joining report alongwith formal • 	lcavc application on 27.12.04 i.e. on the day of my joini> 

ANNEXUEIII 

That si, 
regardiig list of document by which 'the articles of charge framed, 

I have already described in m reply of your AnnexureII Article-I. 

NNEXU1E...II 

That Sir, regarding list, of witnesses by whom articles of charge framed are as under :- 

Witness should 'be any person here 
Person should be mcntallyand phyGicall y  fit. 

So, documentary evidences is not exist here since, person is not compare with 
document and hence, Arnexure_IVl has novalue here. 

Whatver may be, I shall be waitirig for your'kjnd consideration please. 

Thanking you, Sir, 	 I  

Yours faithfully 
Place : Itanagar

,  
bated 27,04.05 	 ' 	

,(T. SUTRAbHAR) 
LbC 4  SIB, Itanagar 
P15 No. 124440 
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SI. 	1 Name (S/Shri) 'Work 
1N0.l 

1. 	j A.1.bey, Assistant '1. 	All work pertaining to Budget 
Monthly expenditure statement 
Peconciliation with RPAO 

.-Long term advances - 
5. 	All bills, claims (e.g., Pay bills,. 

GPF, LTC, Mcdical, TA ctc) of ACIQ- 

2. S.K.Mitra, Assistant 	1 1. Issue of Cheques, LOC 
• . 	 ' a.'Analysis of bill register' 

3. 'cconciliation of Banks 'scrolls 
4. Audit paas . and other related 

work 
S 	 I 	S 

I 	eciarationt 	nange of  
JCbo ••• 

3. S.S.buttb., UbC I 	1. 	Al' bilk/claims 	e..g., Pay bills, 
LTC, Medica1',TA etc) of non- 

gazetted ministerial staff and Canteen 
staf fIG ,tE 

 M.Chakraborty,UbC :11. 	All bills/claims (e.g., Pay bills, 
• I GPF,LTC, Medical, TA etc) of Ado-I 

• I .AND JIG-I ____________ 
 

5. A.Khound, UbC '4Bifls of PPSS,_Minor_works, 
P.P.T, Wages, MV1ne 	—c 

D. Purkit, LDC4 1. 	Bills of 
7. '  'O.P. Sonar, LtC .1. 	All bills/claims 	e.g., Pay bills, 

GPF,LTC, Medical, TA etc) .of'SAs 
8. T. Sutradhar,LLC 	, , 	1. 	A!l bilk/claims (e.g., Pay bilk, 

&PF,L'TC, Medical, TA etc) of jIQ-fl 

17/5-M5C/ACCU5/03-04 4NN 	
- A/4 . 

 

Subsidiary intelligence Bureau 
MHA) 1  Govt of India 	. 

Itanaqar  

ub bistributton of work anona the staff !fthe 
Accounts Branch. 

bitribution of work among the st4ff of he 	7 

Accounts Branch w.e.f. 01.02.2005 shQf I be asundet': 
ORbER Jahat,Bench 

Aftested  

dvoc ate. 
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9;I5..PrascdLL'C 	1. Bills of ALC, Pension bills; . 
10. 1 B.K.Sohoo, LtC 	 1. AU bills/claims (e.g., P' bills, 

GpF,LTç, Medical, TA etc) of 
GOs 

2. Income Tax of aii ranks. 
11 	Bhola Mondal,LbC 	biir'y, bespatch, Festival Adv, 

QTA. 

Any other work can b.allotted to any other dealin.g 	S  
assistant in public. interàt. 	 . 
Pending papers of tie present dealing asstants shoU not 
bepassd on to the new dealing assistants. 

Section Officer/A 

- 	 - All DeoiinQ Assistont 
1. 	A.T.bey, Assistant 	 I ...... 
2 	S K Mutra, Assistant , 

 5.S.butta,L)bC 	S  

1 1  MChakraborty,UbC 
1 A.Khound, UbC 

. D. Purkait, LbC 	1 

I. . 	 . .jvfl, 	b.. 

. 8 . T. Sutradhar, LbC 
9. S,,Prasad, LbC 
10L 1 B.K.Sohoo,LDC 
11. 1 Bhola Mondal,LriC 

I  •J 	2OQ 

- Ouwahtif3ench 

ric 

L 	i C' 



ANN EXUes— 4/jo 

NO. IIS0((3)-LNQUIRY/2004 -  
SUBSIDIARY INTELL.IGENCE I3URE.AIJ 

MINISTRY OF I-TOME AFFAIRS 	 - 	/ 	2009 
GOVERNMENT OF INI)IA 

• 	-. 	 1TANJAGAR 	 TTt tra 
Guwahati Bench 

- 	 DA'rED—o3.o.o5 
TO, 	

-' 
"SHRI TAPAN SUIRADHAR, 

LDC, 
-. 	SIB, ITANAGAR, 	 I  

ARUNACHAL PRADESH. 	 - 

SUBJECT - DEPARTMENTAL ENQUIRY UNDER RULE 14 oF THE CCS 
/ 

(CC: A) RULES, 1965 AGAINST SHRI I'APAN SUTRADHAR, 
LIX;. 

SIR,  

I have been, appointed iuqthing Authority vide Order No. 33/E/2004(2)-
3344 dated 0.0,5.05 to enquire into the charges framed against you vide Memo 
No. 331E12004(2)-356-.2462 dated 30.03.05 

I shall hold the preliminaiy hearing in the matter on 1 4 .U.05 at 11.45 a.rn. 
at 'G' Branch, SiB Itanagar, Gohpur Tinali. You are requested to attend the 
heanng either alone or with our delence assistant Your delence assi.tant should 
be a government servant or retired government servant and should not he a legal 
practitioner. Particulars of the defence assisant may he furnished well in advance 
so that necessary correspondence Iroin the competent authority of your deknce 
assistant could he made. You can - also submit list of additional 
documents/witnesses required for your defence during the preliminary hearing. 

If you fail to appear in the preliminary hearing on the aforesaid date, lime 
and venue, the hearing shall be held cx PLc. 

Youi- Sincerely 

I 	 (1WKAMALWflRAM) 
SECTlOtI OFEICER/G 

AND 
- INQUIRING AUTHORITY - - 

Attstd 

Mtocai 	 I 	 - 	 - 
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CC)P,Y TO :7 	 - 	 [ 	uwahaU Bench 

So/A, SiB ITANAGAR 
ASSISTANT DIRECTORJE, IB, ITANAGAR - FOR 

/ INFORMATIoN 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR/E, 113, 1.mADQUARTERS, NEV 
DELI - 

 
FOR IN.F()RMAflON. 

SIJRI 1)EBAS1SFI PAL, UI)C, SIB ITANAGA ANI) TIlE 
.PRESENTIf'4(i OFFICER. 

INQUIRING Al )RrrY 

A 



b01t- 	On- 

A NN Ex L) U_ — All 
Sub: Departmental Enquüy under rule 14 of the ccs (CC&A), Rules, 1965 

against Shri Tapaii Sutradhar, LDC. 	 - 

Preliiuinat-v hearing dated, 14-06-05. 

	

Present: 1) Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC & Charged Officerl 	
2009 

) Debasish Paul, UDC & Presenting...Ofticer. 	I 	iiit ri-r 
Guwq 

	

- During the prehmtnaty hearing on 14-06-05 (started at 116OO-hr' 	dtj Bench 

Shri Sutradhar was asked about the charge (Article-I) against him, he replied as' 
tinder: 

The works allotted to him were not the job of a LDC. 	/ 
Before his posting in Accounts Branch on a particular table, huge 
works were already pending. 
He was allotted the works pertaining to bills of ALC, PPSS and 
Misc. But the 15 receipts took over by Shri Mürli were pertaining 
to Motor Vehicle. 
Some of the receipts given to S/Sbri Chetri and Dey were not 
pertaining to his ailotted works and some of them were filing 
papers/had no action. 

Further when Shri Sutradhar was asked about another charge (Article-lI), 
be replied as under: 

() 	Ou his return from leave on 27-12-04 h 	rnitted joining report 
and leave application to SQ/I by hand at I. Branch. 
He received the memo dated 17-01-05. However he could not 
submit reply due to heavy rush of work in h1 table. 
He did not receive the memo dated 17-02-05. //.e  said "'(Ai  /4 Iflq70 

diW. t205 AAI m' 4 	sJaM -ft M47 	.4 1'(u.s Z.A. tiot . j4ti h.. 
.i 

Finally Sun Sutradhar added that his Defence Statement dated 27-04-05 
may be taken as deposition before the Inquiry Officer. 

/ 

(Taph Sthih 	 (Debasish Paul) 
Charged OfiTher 	. 	 Presenting Officer 

(Rajkamal 	ram) 
SO/U & Inquiring Authority 

Atstd 

4vocai. 

. 	 ...' . .... 
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NO. I/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004 13 3S 
SUBSIDIARY INTELLIGENCE BUREAU 

MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS 
GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

ITANAGAR 

DATED—. 15.12.05 
una 

SHRI, TAPAN SUTRADHAR, 
LDC, 	 . 	 L 	J/HJ 7flfl 
SIB, ITANAGAR, 
ARUNACHAL PRADESH. 

/ Guwahati Bench 

SUBJECT - DEPARThIENTAL ENQUIRY UNDER RULE 14 OF THE CCS 
(CC&A) RULES, 1965 AGAINST SHRI TAPAN SUTRADHAR, 
WC. 

SIR, 

Please find the enclosed written brief submitted by the Presenting Oflicer. 
You are ásk&i to submit your written brief as per rules to the undersigned within 
ten days. 

YOurs Sincerely' 

SECTION OFFICER/U 
AND 

INQUIRING AUTHORITY 

COPY TO - 

1. 	SHRI DEBASISH PAL, UDC, SIB ITANAGAR AND 
THE PRESENTING OFFICER. 

INQUIRING AUTHORITY 

!~1 7 0777A. 



/ 

'To 
C 	Shri Rajkamal Sitaram, 

Section Officer/G & Inquiring Authority 

2Q09 

tuwahaU Bench 

Sub: Departmental Enquiry under rules 14 of the CCS(CC&A), Rules, 1965 
against Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC- written brief of Presenting Officer. 

Sir, 
Please refer to your letter No. 1/SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004990-7682 dated 

29.11.05 on the subject cited above. 

Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC has been issued Charge Sheet under rules 14 
of the CCS(CC&A) Rules, 1965 for his following misconduct: 

ARTICLE-I 
That the said Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC while working in Accounts 

Branch was found in the habit of keeping the papers pending for m6nths 
together and adopting dilatory tactics in prompt disposal of Govt. work. 

Thus he exhibited conduct violative of Rule 3(1) and Rule 3-A of the 
CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

ARTICLE-Il 
That the said Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC while working in Accounts 

Branch proceeded on 5 days CL w.e.f. 13 to 17 Dec., 2004. However, he 
reported for duty on 27.12.04. Despite repeated verbal directions and written 
instruction given vide Memo No.1 7/AccttsfMisc/200 1-02(9) dated 17 .02.05, he 
did not submit his joining report and formal application for leave. 

Thus, he disobeyed the lawful order of the Competent Authority and tried 
to play fraud with the Govt. He exhibited conduct violative of Rule-3 of CCS 
(COnduct) Rules, 1964. 

During the course of preliminary hearing on 14.06.05 when Shri Tapan 
Sutradhar, LDC was asked about the charge (Article-I) against him, he replied 
as under: 

The works allotted to him were not the job of a LDC. 
Before his posting in Accounts Branch on a particular table, huge 
works were already pending. 
He was allotted the works pertaining to bills of ALC, PPSS and Misc. 
But the 15 receipts took over by Shri Murli were pertaining to Motor 
Vehicle 
Some of the receipts given to S/Shri Chetri and Dey were not 
pertaining to his allotted works and some of them were filing papers/ 
had no action.  

Im 



(2) 

Further when Shri Sutradhar was aske4 about another charge (Article-Il), 
he replied as under: 

On his return from leave on 27.12.04 he submitted joining report and 
leave application to SO/I by hand at I. Branch. 
He received the memo dated 17.01 .05. However he could not submit 
reply due to heavy rush of work in his table. 
He did not receive the memo dated 17.02.05. He said that the memo 
dated 17.02.05 had not been issued by the Admn. and thus D.A. said 
false in this regard. 

Documents show that Shri Sutradhar kept the papers pending for months 
together without any plausible reasons. Further it is also. confirmed from, Estt. 
Branch that Shri Sutradhar .did not submit joining report and leave application 
on his return from leave. Hence the charges against Shri Sutradhar stand proved. 

Submitted please. 

(De asish Paul) 
UDC & Presenting Officer 

A. 



NtI LA' 	- 

-r 
/ 

Shr Rakamal Sttaram, 

Ref Your letter No./SO(G)-INQUIRY/2004-1035-8063 dated 15. 12.2005. 

Sub Submission of representation against brief submitted by the Presenting 
Oflker(r'O). 

/ 

With due respect I beg to reply the brief submitted by the P0 on 08.12.05 
those are as under - 

REGARDING PENDING WORKS 

Works had not been distributed according to rank 
Myself is an LDC and hence, my nature of jobs are diary, dispatch and 
typing only according to Swamy's rule though, on that period I 
prepared bills amounting to Rs.87,97,550/- exclusive of other work. 
Other reasons were already been explained by me on my de1nse 
statement on 27.04.05. 

REGARDLNG JOIN LNG REPORT 

1. 	1 had submitted the joining report along with leave application on 
27.12.04 to SO/I at 1/Br. Wherein I requested that the 12 days leave 
availed by me from 13,12.04 to 24.12.04 niy please be sanctioned as 
E/L for regularization of leave but, I know nothing why it did not reach 
to the SOlE. . . 

It is therefore, requested that the case may please be finalized without 
penalty. 

Thankiilg you. 

Yours faithfully 

Dated - 23. 12.2005. 	. . 	 (Tapan Sutradhar 
[BC, B/Branch, 

Attested 
	 SIB, Itanagar. 

.... 

--7-- 
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No133IEsttl2004(2)- 
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, 	L Guwahaii aench 

Ministry of Home Affairs, 
Government of India, 

ltanaaar. 	 2 8 DEC 2.5 
Dated, the- 

/ 
MEMORANDUM 

/. 

Please refer to the Disciplinary Authority, SIB, Itanagar.O.M. No. 
33/E/2004(2)-356-2462 dated 30.03.2005 and O.M. No. 33/E/2004(2)-3344 
dated 05.05.2005 regarding appointment of Shri Rajkamal Sitarm, SOIG, SIB, 
ltanagar as inquiry offlcer to inquire into the chargeframed against SM Tapan 
Sutradhar, LDC, Charged officer. 

A copy of the report of the Inquiry officer, Shri Rajkamal Sitaram, 
SO/G, SIB, Itanagar is enclosed. The Disciplinary Authority will take a suitable 
decision after considering the report. If SM Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, Charged 
officer wishes to make any representation or submission, he may wish to do so, 
in writing to the Disciplinary.Authority within 15 days of receipt of this Memo. 

The receipt of this Memo may please be acknowledged. 

i4ssistant Director/E 

To 

Mtsted 

d,mat. 

/ 

Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC 
SIB, Itanagar. 

End : As stated. 



SUBJECr : 	ENQUIRY REPORT IN RESPECT OF ChARGES 
FRAMED AGAINST SURI TAPAN SUTRDIIAR, 
LDC VIDE MEMO NO. 33/E/2004(2)-356 DATED 
30.03.05 ?O9 

qt 

thtOJffl:JC:r 7: 

 4-i  
ENQUIRY IPORT 

ARTiCLE — I 

That Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, while working in Accounts Branch was found in the habit of keeping the papers pending for months together 
and adopting dilatoty tactics in prompt disposal of government wdEk' 

Thus, he exhibited conduct violative of Rule 3(1) and Rule 3-A of 
the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 	 7/ 
ARTICLE —LI 

That Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, while working in Accounts. 
Branch proceeded on S (five) days C.L. from 13 "  to 17th  December, 2004, but 
reported for duty on 27.12.04. Despite repeated verbal directions and written 
instruction given vide Memo. No. 17/ACCttS/MjSCJ200IJJ2 (9) dated 17.02.05 he 
did not submit his joining rcport and formal application for leave. 

Thus, he disobeyed the lawful order of the Competent Authority, 
tried to play fraud with the Government and exhibited conduct violative of RuJe-3 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

FINDINGS 

ARTICLE_I - 	As per documentaiy evidence submitted by the Accounts 
Branch and as per the report of the presenting officer, after checking the  Diary 
Register of the Accounts Branch, it is proved conclusively that Shri Tapan 
Sutradhar, LDC, had at least 68 	rs Pendi with -.hiM, some of them for more 

-gonthan six mouths, without any pTausiasón. 	 1 
-- 

ARTICLE-Il -; 	As per the records of the Etablishment Branchas per the 	ç.nLQLSecton Officer/I it is also proved beyond doubt that àji 
and written instruction of the competent authority, he re 

did not submit his joinrng report and formal application for leave.. 

Therefore, both the above mentioned charges stand proved against Shn Tapan Sutradhar, LDC 

(RjkiaL) 
Section Oflicer/G 

Inquiring Officer 

/ 



A 
.LNLrO&E - 

/ 

To 	 2009 
The Assistant Director!E, L--ww t 
Disciplinary Authority, 	 uwahati Bench 
SIB, Itanagar. 

( Through Proper Channel) 

Ref :- Your O.M. No.331EsW2004(2)-9054 dated 28/12/05. 

Sub :-Submissionf representation against false allegation and undue enquiry 

7 	report submittef'by the Inquiring Officer(I0) on 27/12/05. 

Sir, 
With due respect I beg to inform you that the enquiry report submitted by 

the 10 on 27/12/05 has been disowned by me for the following reasons - 

FROM ARTICLE- I 	 - 
 I have been posted verbally at Acctts/Branch on 06/09/2004 but, according to 

Swamy's - CCS (Conduct ) Rules - Do not convey oral instructions to the 
subordinates. (If done for unavoidable reasons, confirm in writing as soon as 
possible. ) Thus, violation of rules by the Authority. 

 Large No. of papers was pending before my posting at that table. 
 A request representation had been submitted by me on 10/12/2004 to the 

SO/A for decreasing the work load and the SO/A also commented "Please 
discuss" on 10/01/2005 on the body of the same representation but, action has 
not been taken by him. 

 Work has not been distributed either equally or according to the rank. 
 Generally our working period is eight (8) Hrs. but, some of my working 

period was 56.5 Hrs. (Example - Normal office duty from 09.00 Hrs. after 
than started for Air-Bag duty by order, which is very risky work after than 
normal office duty started again without any rest up to 17.30 Hrs.) 

 The nature of job of an LDC is diary, dispatch and typing only according to 
Swamy's rule. 

 The work pending with me was not for diary, dispatch and typing. 
 Almost 54 No. of papers were pending with me but not at least 68 No. of 

papers pending with me. 
 My period of posting at AccttsiBranch was five(5) months and seven(7) days 

only at that time, therefore, how could I kept pending papers more than six(6) 
months. 

 At that period I received 252 No. of papers in addition to a large No. of 
pending papers and I disposed off almost all the actionable papers in addition 
to 2 pay bills and 2 RRT bills every month for those no paper has come and 
all together I prepared bills amounting to Rs.87,97,550/- along with I 
performed Air-Bag duty frequently to SIB, Guwahati and one (1) RP & AO, 

Shillong tour from Acctts/Branch for Acctts. matter. 

(Continued page -2) 
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--2-- 	 uwahati Bench 	
/ 

ii. 

	

	Other reasons were already been explained by me on my detense statement on 
27/04/2005. 

FROM ARTICLE —II 
1. 	I had submitted the joining report along with leave application on 27/12/04 to 

SO/I at I/Branch. 

[

3.

The statement of Shri Viplav, SO/I was completely false, since, Shri Viplav is
a liar, it is proved beyond doubt on my earlier representation dated 08/08/2005:

inst SO/G's letter No. 1/SO(G)INQUIRY/200452 85  dated28/07/OS. 
 Slui Viplav, SO/I tried to trap/harass me on saving false since, I belono toS/C

.community. 
 If my joining report along with 	jeave application had misplaced by any 

reason in that case I shall agree to resubmit the same. 

FINDINGS/REFLECTION 

On the study of the above mention points it is clear that there is completely 
other reason behind the charges framed against me vide O.M. No.33/E12004-356 

dated 30/0312005. 

That Sir, Rule 10(5), GII(10), Chapter 3 says "The total period of 
investigation and disciplinary proceedings should not ordinarily exceed six 
months.", thus the period of departmental action is over. 

It is, therefore, requested that the case may please be finalized without 
penalty. 

Thanking you. 
Yours faithfully 

Dated —05/01 /2006. (Tapan Sutradhar) 
LDC, B/Branch, 

SIB, Itanagar. 

Copy to :- 

The Hon' ble Joint Director, SIB, Itanagar for information and kind 
necessary action please. 

(Tapan Sutradhar) 
LDC, B/Br., SIB, Itanagar. 
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Subsdry Intelligence Bureau, 
()c 	 (MHA), Governent of India, m  
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' Wheras Shri T Sutradhar LDC whIe posted at SIB, $tanagar was issued Memo 
No 33/E/2OO4(2)56-2462 dated 30/03/05 under Rule-I 4 of CCS(CCA) RuIe, 1965 on the 
foVowig charge  

t 	 c,I 

': 	 Etici!:i 

	

.' 	\ : j' • 	' "Thatthe said Shri T. Sucfh',. ? jC whHe working in Acctts.5ranch wasfound 
I it of keeping the papers 	r'd r 	)fltl ,s together and adopting dilatory thctics in b. 

promptdisposal ofccM. work. 	• 	 . 	. 	 . 	.. 	.. . 

• 

	

	 Thus, he: exhibited conduct violative of Rule 3(1). and Rule 	A of the. 
CCS(Conduct Rules, 1964' 

'I 	 AThJeAL 	 - 

That the said Shri T Sutradi at LOC hi1e wo king in Acctts Branch proceeded 
• on 5.days Ci. w.4113 to 17 Dec., 2004. However, he reported. for duty on 27.12.04. Despite 

repeated verbal directions and written instruction given vide Memo No 1 7/At..ctts/MiSC/2001-02 
(9) dated 1702 05, he did not submit his joining report and format application for leave 

• 	 . 
Thus, he disobeyed the lawful order of the Competent Authority and tried to play 

fraud with the Govt He exhibited conduct violative of Rule3 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964 

AndhpraS, Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC submitted hIs representation on 28/04/05 
and denied a11 the charges framed against him Therefore Shri R K Sitaram SO was appointef 
Inquiring Authority vide Memo No 33/E/2004(2)-3344 dated 5.5.2005. The I 0 summoned Shn 
T. Sutadhar,LDC to appear before him for heari'ig on 14 06 2005 and he appeared on that day 
but denied the charges He also made certn statement agaut the charges Mer that the 
docurnntary evidences in connecttor w h r es were checked thoroughly and jt was proved 
concksively that Shri T Sutradhar. LDC nac atleast 68 papors pending with him, some of them 
for more than six months, without any plausbte reason Further as per the records of the 
Establishn,enfBranh it was also proved beyond doubt That'déspite repeated verbal directions 
and wiitten •in$ruction..of the Competeri' lie had not submitted his joining report and 

• foimal applicatiqn.. r:leave. The I.Q. thus pr4ved both the charges !evelled againsthim and 
submitted his inquiry report dated 28 12 05 

And whereas the undersigned on go1ng through the Inquiry report, agreed 
with the findings of thel 0 and forwarded the Inquiry report to Sh Sutradhar vide Memo 
No 331E/2004(2)-9054 dated 28 Dec 2005 for making representation on the report of 
LQ. : • :' . •• ••• • . ••• 

•• c 	 • 	 . 	. 	• 	Contd2l- 
Att6std.: 	. 	• 	• 	• 	• 	 • 	•. 
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0 	 uwahatiBench•. 

And whereas Sb Sutradhar, LDC submitted his representation dated 
06 01 06 wherein he said that charges levell2d against him were false and with a view to 
harassing him asoused intemperate language against the superior officers 

And whereas the undersigned on going through all relevant recor1s and 
submissiqn mad.eby...S.ri . Tapan SutradarLDC finds, that the charges agàint him 
stand proved.  

NOW:';THEREFORE, THE UP 1tSIGND, AWARDS hIM MAJOR PENALTY 
UJDC1 RULE 1,1 ((V) OF THE CCS ( CGA) RULES 1965 AND ORDERS THAT THE PAY OF 
SHRI T. SUTRA9HAR, LDC BE REDUCED EW THREE STAGES FROM RS 39761- TO PS 
372i- IN TIME SCALE OF PAY OF R. -95C' i 49O/- FOR A PERIOD OF THREI 
YEARS. 

 

IT IS 'FURTHER DiREcTED THAI HE NILI.. WOT EARN'lNCREMENT OF. PAY 
D.URItG THE. pEiQD:.OF REDUCTION AID THAT ON 'E'XPIRY OF THIS PERIOD THE 
REDUCTION WILL HAVE THE EFFECT OF POSTPONiNG HIS FUTURE INCREMENT OF 
PAY. IT IS:.ALSQ:.'FyTFER.pIRECTED tHAT THE PERIOD OF HIS SUSPENSION W.E.F. 
142 200510 264 2005W1LL BE TREATED "DES NON" 

S 	 .......S 	 . 5  '5 	
: ? k• 	 ..... 	 S 	 S  

FURTHER, SH SUTRADHAR HAS ALREADY BEEN AWARDED MINOR 
PENALTY V1DE ORDER No. 331E12004(2)-6269 DATEb5 1 4 .09 .2005 . IT IS, THEREFORE 
FuRTHER ORDERED THAT BOTH THE PENALTIES WILL NOT RUN CONCURRENTLY 
AND THAT THIS. MAJOR PENALTY' VLL CE INTO EFFECT AFTER EXPIRY 'OF THE 
PERIOD OF.MINOR'?ENALTY.  

S 	(A.K.RUY)- 	S  , S 	 S SSISLdflL livrecto II 

Disciplinary Authority 
SIB, Itanagar. 

V 	.' 	 S 

To  
Shn T. Sutradhar, LDC 
SIB,ltanagar 

Copy to - 1) The Assistant Directors E,G,CC,ACR, lb hqrs New Delhi 
....... Th..r4irn (ffiArIA cUR Itn(it 12 cOoies'F. 	. 	 S  

	

-.. 	.. 	- -_ ... 	- - - 	- 
3) The SB cell! ACR cell, Sl B, 11tanagac  
4),The:P.F.,ofShriT. Sutradhar, LDC. 	

/iisstant As 	Director/E 
Disciplina'y Authority 

SIB Itanagar 
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To, 	 EXTREME 
The Hon'ble Joint Director, 
Appellate Authority, 
SIB, Itanagar. 	 7 

Sub: 	Prayer for revision of the decision of the Assistant Di' 
ectorDisciplinary Authority, SIB, Itanagar. 	 âUWhti Bench 

Ref..: 	SIB, Itanagar 0.0. No. 33/E/2004(2)- dated 27.01.2006. 

Respected Sir, 

With due respect and humble submission I mad& this representatiOn to 
bring to your kind notice on the subject cited above in respect of reference 
above. 

That Sir, a charge was framed against me on 30.03.2005 (after my setup 
transfer) vide O.M. No. 33/E/2004(2)-356-2462 dated 30.03.2005. After a long 
period the case was finalized with major penalties imposed on me. 

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

Thanking you Sir, 
Yours faithfully, 

(Tapan Sutradhar) 
LCD, B/Br., SIB, Itanagar 

Dated : 06.02.2006 

711 
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Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, 	4MNJFr Rez -4/le (MHA), Government of India,  
Itanaqar. 

ORDER 	
Datedthe_JUNQ6 

Whereas Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC while posted at SIB, Itanagar was issued Memo No. 
331E/2004(2)- 356-2462 dated 30/03/05 under Rule-14 of CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965 on the 
following charges :- 

Article-I 

"That the said Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC while working in Acctts. Branch was found in the 
habit of keeping the papers pending for months together and adopting dilatory tactics in prompt 
disposal of Govt. work. 

Thus, he exhibited conduct violative of Rule 3(1) and Rule3A of the CCS(Conduct) 
Rules 1964". 

Article-Il 	 / 

That the said Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC while working in Acctts. Branch proceeded on 5 
days C.L. w.e.f. 13 to 17 Dec., 2004. However, he reported for duty on 27.12.04. Despite 
repeated verbal directions and written instruction given vide Memo No. 17/Acctts/Misc/2001-02 
(9) dated 17.02.05, he did not submit his joining report and formal application for leave. 

Thus, he disobeyed the lawful order of the Competent Authority and tried to play fraud 
with the Govt. He exhibited conduct violative of Rule-3 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 

And whereas, Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC submitted his representation on 28/04/05 and 
denied all the charges framed against him. Therefore, Shrl R.K. Sitaram, SO was appointed 
Inquiring Authority vide Memo No. 33/E/2004(2)-3344 dated 5.5.2005. The 1.0. summoned Shri 
T. Sutradhar, LDC to appear before him for hearing on 14.06.2005 and he appeared on that day 
but denied the charges. He also made certain statement against the charges. After that the 
documentary evidences in connection with charges were checked thoroughly and it was proved 
conclusively that Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC had atleast 68 papers pending with him, some of them 
for more than six months, without any plausible reason. Further as per the records of the 
Establishment BranOh it was also proved beyond doubt that despite repeated verbal directions 
and written instruction of the Competent Authority, he had not submitted his joining report andN 
formal application for leave. The 1.0. thus proved both the chrgës• levelled against him and 
submitted his inquiry report dated 28.12.05. 

And whereasthe Inquiry report was forwarded to the Charged Officer, Sh. T. Sutradhar, 
LDC vide Memo Flo.33/E/2004(2)-9054 dated 2812,2005 for making representation on the 
report of 1.0. and Sh. Sutradhar, LDC submitted his representation dated 06.01 .06, wherein he 
said that charges levelled against him were false and used intemperate language against the 
superior officers. 

Contd .. . 2/- 
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Now, I being the Appellate Authority, have gone through all the records of the 
Departmental Enquiry and found that the DE against him had been conducted strictly as per the 
procedure laid down under CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965. The findings of the disciplinary authority 
conform to the evidence on record. 

However, in view of the length of service rendered by him and other relevant factors, I am 
inclined to take a lenient view in the matter. Accordingly, I order that: 

The pay of Sh. T. Sutradhar, LDC be reduced by two 	from Rs. 3,950/- to Rs. 
3800/- in time scale of pay of Rs. 3050-75-3950-80-4590/- for a per!odöf two years. 

He will not earn increment of pay during the period of reduction and that on expiry of 
this period the reduction will have the effeót of postponing his future increment of pay. 

The period of his suspension w.e.f. 14.02.05 to 26.04.05 will be treated as leave of 
the kind due and admissible. 

Further, as Sh. Sutradhar has already been awarded minor pJjy  vidq, Order 
331E/2004(2)-6269 dated 19QQ, both the penalties will not run 	rrëitiTand that this 
major penalty will come into effect after expiry of the period of minornaIty. 

1"( 	I• (Dr. Anand Kumar)-. 
Joint Dlretor 

Appollato Authority 
SIB, itanagar. 

V 
To 

Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC 
	 ;. 	 Tunaj 

SIB, Itanagar - Now, SIB Guwahati. 
I 

Copy to :- 1) The Assistant birectors : E,G,CC,ACR, lB Hqrs. New Qelhi. 
The Assistant Director/A, SIB, Guwahati. 
The Section Officer/A, SIB, Itanagar (2 copIes). 
The SB cell/ ACR cell, SIB, Itanagar. 
The P.F. of Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC. 

Joint Director 
Appellate Authority 

SIB, ltanagar. 
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/ 	 IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNM 

'.:. 

Sri Ta pan Sutradhar 

Union of India and others 

..Respondents 

INDEX 

SI. Annexure . Particulars Page no 
No. 

1 . 
Written Statement 

2. 
Verification 

Copy of the leave application dated 09.12.04 for 
3. 1 

five days casual leave with effect from 13.12.04 

to 17.12.04 

Copy of. the memo dated 	17.01.05 und.er  no., 
4. 2 

17/Acctts/Misce/2'001-02(9)-275 	issued 	to 	the 

applicant to submit his joining report alongwith 

leave application. 	, 
Copy of the messages dated 02.02.05, 10.02.05, 

12.02.05, 22.02.05 and 04.03.05. 

Filed by: 

/ aJo 
Mrs. Manjula Das, 

C92 

CAT, Guwahati Bench. 

I 

I 

/ 
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Guwahati Bedch 
Tf'ftE  

IN THE MATTER OF: 

In O.A. No. 1/09 

Sri Tapan Sutradhar 
Applicant 

-vs. - 
Union of India and others 

Respondents 

-AND- 
IN THE MATTER OF: 

Written statement on behalf of the 

respondents. 

(WRITTEN STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENTS) 

• 	 I, Sri $A 	7.1? 	.L]!Y., 
aged about.44years, presently working as the.# 	(7*W7. ... 

do hereby solemnly affirm and state as follows:- 
\' 

That I am the ....... l.STT ...... 

.....Awj'c a 	I have been impleaded as party respondent 

no ... ...I have gone through the Original Application and have understood the 

contents thereof. I am conversant with the facts and cirumstances of the case. 

I have been authorized to file this written statement on behalf of all 

respondents. 

That I do not admit any of the averments except which are 

specifically admitted hereinafter and the same are deemed as denied. 

That before traversing various paragraphs of the present Original 

Application, the answering respondent would like to place the brief facts of the 

case. 

BRIEF FACTS OF THE CASE: 

3.1 	That the applicant Sri Tapan Sutradhar was initially appointed as 

'Lower Divisional Clerk in the office of the Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, 

Güwahati. He was, thereafter, transferred and posted at SIB, Silchar. After 

completion of about ten years of service in the rank of LDC, the applicant was 

transferred to SIB, Itanagar on 06.09.04. The Applicant as being the senior LDC 

was osted in the Accounts branch and allotted accounts works. 
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3.2 	That the applicant was in fact in the habit of keeping the papers 

percding for months together and willfully adopted dilatory tactics in prompt 

disposal of the government works. 

That the applicant while working in Accounts Branch, SIB, 

Itanagar, had applied for five days Casual Leave from 13.12.04 to 17.12.04, he 

was due to join on 20.12.04 (with suffixing 18-19/12/04) but he extended his 

leave by sending a message stating that he is unable to join due to some 

domestic work. Later, he physically reported for duty on 27.12.04. He was asked - 	a 
to submit his joining report and to apply for Earned Leave for the whole period 

i.e. from 13.12.04 to 26.12.04. Despite several reminders, he did not submit his 

joining report alongwith leave application. 
__- 

3.4 	That the authority, thereafter, vide letter dated 17.01.05 under 

no. 17/Acctts/Misce/2001-02(9)-275 issued a memorandum to the applicant and 

advised him to submit his joining report immediately alongwith the formal leave 

application to the Section Officer, Accounts, SIB, Itanagar. But he did not submit 

the same and thereby, disobeyed the lawful order of the competent authority. 

3.5 	That the disciplinary authority issued suspension order to the 

applicant, Sri Tapan Sutradhar w.e.f. 17.02.05 under no. 33/E/2004(2)-84-

1529-(A) and initiated an enquiry against him under Rule 14 of the CCS(CCA) 

Rules, 1965 for the imputation of misconduct. Accordingly, charges  

were issued to the applicant vide memo no. 33/E/2004(2)-356-2462 dated 

30.03.05. 

3.6 	That the applicant made representation before the authority for 

the cancellation of the suspension order dated 18.02.05. The authority, however, 

thereafter, reinstated the applicant in service vide order dated 26.04.05. 

3.7 	That the departmental proceeding was initiated against him. An 

Enquiry officer was also appointd to make the inquiry into the charges leveled 

against the applicant, written statement ot cletence ciatea Lf.U'}.0 was 

submitted by the applicant. The hearing in the matter was also fixed on 

14.06.05 at 11:45 AM at "G" Brach, Itanagar, Gohpur Tiniali. The applicant was 

also requested to attend the hearing. In the hearing he replied into the charges 

framed against him. Thereafter vide letter dated 15.12.05, the applicant was 

asked to submit his written brief to the Inquiry Officer within ten days. 

3.8 	That after completion of the inquiry, the inquiry report was 

prepared and submitted to the Disciplinary Authority. The copy of the said 

inquiry report was also communicated to the applicant. On receipt of the inquiry 
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report the applicant submitted an application dated 05.01.06 to the Disciplinary 

Authority against the inquiry report. 

	

3.9 	That the Disciplinary authority after going through all the relevant 

records and submissions made by the applicant found that the charges against 

him stood proved. The applicant was also given full opportunity to defend his 

case but he could not establish his case. As the charges leveled against the 

applicant were proved, the Disciplinary Authority thereafter imposed major 

penalty under Rule 11 (v) of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 vide order no. 

33/E/2004 dated 27.01.06 by reducing his pay by three stages from Rs. 3975 to 

Rs. 3725 in time scale of pay of Rs. 3050-75-3950-80-4590/- for a period of 

three years with a further direction that the period of his suspension with effect 

from 14.02.05 to 26.04.05 be treated as 'Dies-Non'. It was further ordered that 

this major penalty would come into effect after the expiry of period of his minor 

penalty which had already been awarded to him vide order no. 33/E/2004(2)-

6269 dated 14.09.05. 

	

3.10 	That the applicant thereafter vide his application dated 06.02.06 

requested the Appellate Authority to review the decision of the Disciplinary 

Authority whereby it imposed the major penalty vide order dated 27.01.06. The 

Appellate Authority, thereafter, reexamining the case of the applicant by taking 

into account the relevant records and proceedings of the inquiry, confirmed the 

decision of the Disciplinary Authority vide order dated 16.06.06. 

4. REPLY TO THE FACTS OF THE CASE: 

	

4.1 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.1 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent has nothing to make comment on 

it as they are being matters of records. 

	

4.2 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.2 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the applicant 

Sri Tapan Sutradhar was initially appointed as Lower Divisional Clerk in the office 

of the Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, Guwahati. He was thereafter transferred 

and posted at SIB, Silchar. After completion of about ten years of service in the 

rank of LDC, the applicant was transferred to SIB, Itanagar on 06.09.04. The 

Applicant as being the senior LDC was posted in the Accounts branch and 

allotted accounts works. 
Further it is stated that the contention made by the applicant 

regarding the previous pending papers in fact was not based on records or 

documents. 

\) 
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It is absolutely false that, to harass him 

miserable, he was allotted huge works. The applicant is a senior LDC having 

experience in his service and the workload in fact was not unreasonable. 

4.3 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.3 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the applicant 

was in fact in the habit of keeping the papers pending for months together and 

willfully adopted dilatory tactics in prompt disposal of the government works. 

Thus he exhibited conduct violating of rule 3(1) and 3-A of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 

1964. 

Besides, the applicant while working in Accounts Branch, SIB, 

Itanagar, had applied for five days Casual Leave from 13.12.04 to 17.12.04, he 

was due to join on 20.12.04 (with suffixing 18-19/12/04) but he extended his 

leave by sending a message stating that he is unable to join due to some 

domestic work. Later, he physically reported for duty on 27.12.04. He was asked 

to submit his joining report and to apply for Earned Leave for the whole period 

i.e. from 13.12.04 to 26.12.04. Despite several reminders, he did not submit his 

joining report alongwith leave application. Thus, he tried to evade submitting 

joining report and leave application with an intention to manipulating his leave. 

Thus, thereby, the applicant disobeyed the order of the superiors. 

	

4.4 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 4.4 to 4.6 

of the application, the humble answering respondent has nothing to make 

comment on it as they are matters of record of the case. 

	

4.5 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.7 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the list of 

documents by which the articles of charge framed against the applicant was 

supplied to the applicant alongwith the articles of charges. 

Further the letter dated 05.04.05 made by the applicant does not 

indicate the relevant documents as sought by him. 

Further, it is stated that the applicant's right to inspect the 

documents or to get copies of the documents would acquire only when he would 

appear before the Inquiry Authority in course of formal inquiry that is before 

commencement of the recording of evidence, the delinquent is to be allowed all 

sorts of opportunities including inspection of documents and/or to have the 

copies of the documents proposed to be used against him. In the instant case it 

was premature on his part to ask for documents, that too without indication the 

relevancy of documents. 

	

4.6 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.8 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent has nothing to make comment on 

it as they are being matters of records. 
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4.7 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.9 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the Applicant 

as being the senior LDC was posted in the Accounts branch and allotted accounts 

works. Further it is stated that the contention made by the applicant regarding 

the previous pending papers in fact was not based on records or documents. 

It is absolutely false that, to harass him and make his service life 

miserable, he was allotted huge works. The applicant is a senior LDC having 

experience in his service and the workload in fact was not unreasonable. Further 

the applicant also failed to furnish the detailed list of receipts on daily basis and 

on weekly basis to know his performance from time to time. 

Hence in view of the above facts the representation dated 

10.12.04 	s found to be unfounded and unwarranted. 

4 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.10 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the applicant 

earlier applied for five days casual leave with effect from 13.12.04 to 17.12.04 

vide his application dated 09.12.04. He was allowed to proceed on the said 

Casual Leave by the competent authority on 10.12.04 with due receipt and 

acknowledgement of the same. He was due to join duty on 20.12.04 (with 

suffixing 18-19/12/04) but did not do so and in fact reported back for duty only 

on 27.12.04. 
Thereafter, the applicant was asked to apply for Earned Leave and 

submit formal joining report and leave application. Despite several reminders 

from the respondent authority he did not do so. The authority thereafter vide 

letter dated 17.01.05 under no. 17/Acctts/Misce/2001-02(9)-275 issued a 

memorandum to the applicant and advised him to submit his joining report 

immediately alongwith the formal leave application to the Section Officer, 

Accounts, SIB, Itan''. 
pertinent to mention here that the so called application dated 

27.12.04 as mentioned by the applicant in fact was 

authority. There is no any receipt with signature or any proof that he actually ------- 
submitted his joining report alongwith his leave application since all the papers 

received by the Accounts Section, first made entry in branch diary register nod 

after that it is distributed to all dealing hands according to allotted subjects. But 

t' is no such record about his joining report and leave application in the office 

reg ister' 
Copies of the said application dated 

09.12.04, memorandum dated 17.01.05 

office note are annexed herewith and 

marked as Annexure 1. 	and 

t%)  

10 

respectively. 
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4.9 	 That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.11 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that being a dealing 

assistant, one cannot refuse to do the office work which is of urgent nature and 

is assigned to him by the In-charge i.e the Section Officer in addition to one's 

allotted work. The Section Officer/In-charge has the prerogative to change the 

allotted subject of any dealing assistant at any time by writing or orally as per 

the urgency of the work. The applicant being a senior LDC was allotted the 

works which is of urgent nature and the works were assigned to him by the 

Section Officer. The applicant was, thus, allotted the work of the preparation of 

the MV Bills by the Secticin Officer, Accounts but he did not obey the orders of 

the Section Officer and kept pending the bills with him without showing any 

reasons. 
Further it is stated that besides the MV bills, the applicant also 

kept pending the clearance of other important bills, which were under the scope 

of work already allotted to him, for a long time. Messages no. (1) PM/12 dated 

02.02.05 received from the BIP Maja, (2) No.21/Acctt(MiSc)/DRJ/05 dated 

10.02.05 received from SIB, Daporijo, (3) KM/13 dated 12.02.05 received from 

BIP, Sarli, (4) No.AM/04 dated 22.02.05 received from BIP Tasking, (5) 

No.JK/07 dated 04.03.05 received from BIP Kalaktang were received for early 

clearance of bills of ALCs but the applicant ignored the urgency of the messages 

and did not take prompt action to clear the said bills. 
Thus, he acted in a manner unbecoming of a Govt. servant, 

showed lack of devotion to duty and willfully adopted dilatory tactics in disposal 

of Govt. work to the detriment of public interest, thereby, exhibiting conduct 

violative of Rule 3(1) and Rule-3A of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964. 
Copies of the said messages dated 02.02.05, 

10.02.05, 12.02.05, 22.02.05 and 04.03.05 are 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure 

series. 

	

4.10 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 4.12 to 

4.14 of the application, the humble answering respondent has nothing to 

comment on it as they are being matters of records. 

	

4.11 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.15 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the applicant 

was allotted work to do all bills/claim of JIO-II/G only. Bills such as GPF 

advance, LTC, Medical and TA bills were required to be prepared as and when 

they prefer and pay bill are required to be prepared once in a month. As per 

work distribution order (Annexure-A/9 of the Original Application), the applicant 

was allotted the minimum work as because at that time the strength of JIO-II 

was 68 only. 
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As regards his joining report and leave appH€at4OtReld11 

did not submit the same. He failed to submit any documentary proof as regard 

submission of his joining report with leave application. 

	

4.12 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.16 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent has nothing to comment on it as 

they are being matters of records. 

	

4.13 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.17 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that in the 

departmental inquiry an inquiry officer was appointed and inquiry was conducted 

and opportunity was given to the applicant for hearing. Written statement of 

defence dated 27.04.05 was also submitted by the applicant. The hearing in the 

matter was also fixed on 14.06.05 at 11:45 AM at "G" Brach, Itanagar, Gohpur 

Tiniali. The applicant was also requested to attend the hearing. In the hearing he 

replied into the charges framed against him. After hearing and proper 

examination of the evidence of record on 14.06.05 the charges framed against 

the applicant were proved. 

It is to be stated here that the enquiry officer found that there are 

in fact documents which show that the applicant, Sri Sutradhar, kept the papers 

pending for months together without any plausible reasons. Further it was also 

confirmed that the applicant did not submit joining report and his leave 

application on his return from leave. Hence the charges against Sri Sutradhar 

stood proved. Thereafter vide letter dated 15.12.05, the applicant was asked to 

submit his written brief to the Inquiry Officer within ten days. 

It is to be stated here that from the records it appears that no 

such application dated 27.12.04 was submitted by the applicant. It was also 

admitted that the applicant received the Memo dated 17.01.05 whereby he was 

asked to submit the joining report and leave application to the authority. The 

applicant admitted that he cold not submit reply due to heavy rush of work in his 

table. 
Further the Memo dated 17.02.05 (Annexure 3 of the Original 

Application) was issued to the applicant which contain as follows: 

"He should furnish every month a certificate to the effect that he 

is not engaged in any other employment, business, profession or vocation." 

In fact the said order dated 17.02.05 which in fact is not a 

relevant document into the charges framed against him. 
Further Sri N Murali took all the pending bills from the applicant 

and processed the same and got sanction from the competent authority on 11- 
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02-05. From the record it appears that the urgent bill so all61tt'S
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was not completed by the applicant and it is proved by the documentary 

evidence. 

4.14 	
That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.18 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the charges 

were framed on documentary evidence. The Enquiry Officer recorded in his 

findings in Article I that the applicant was posted at the Accounts branch in the 

first part of the month of September, 2004 and he was placed under suspension 

w.e.f. 14.02.05. As such, it was more than 6 months i.e. from September, 2004 

to February 14, 2004 that the bills and papers were pending with him. Moreover, 

it may be mentioned that the dealing hand cannot keep any bill or actionable 

paper more than 15 days at his own and without informing to his Section 

Officer-in-charge. But the applicant, Sri Sutradhar did not follow that procedure 

and he kept pending almost all the bills months together and thus hampered 

public interest. 
Further, the inquiry officer in his inquiry report comes to a finding 

that that documentary evidence revealed that the applicant had the papers kept 

pending for months together without any plausible reason. It was also confirmed 

from the records that the applicant did not submit the joining report and leave 

application on his return from leave. After documentary evidence as well as from 

the inquiry it was found that the charges were proved. 

	

4.15 	
That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 4.19 to 

4.21 of the application, the humble answering respondent has nothing to 

comment on it as they are being matters of records. 

	

4.16 	
That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.22 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the disciplinary 

authority after having being satisfied with the inquiry report into the charges 

framed against the applicant as proved, issued the penalty order dated 27.01.06 

by awarding penalty of reduction of salary in three stages from Rs. 3975/- to Rs. 

3725/- in time-scale of pay of Rs. 3050753950804590/ for a period of three 

years. 
The said order dated 27.01.06 is a speaking order. 

	

4.17 	
That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 4.23 of the 

application, the humble answering respondent begs to state that all the charges 

against the applicant were proved on documents as well as after hearing of the 

applicant. So far the charges under Article II are concerned, in the hearing the 

applicant disclosed as follows: 

co 
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"He received the memo dated 17.01.05HW 'co 

not submit reply due to heavy rush of work in his table." 

Further there is no proof or any evidence on the part of the 

applicant that he submitted the application for leave on 27.12.04. 

Further the applicant at the time of hearing replied that he did not 

received the Memo dated 17.02.05. The said order contains: 

"He should furnish every month a certificate to the effect that he 

is not engaged in any other employment, business, profession or vocation." 

The said order was issued to the applicant. 

So far the charges under Article I is concerned, it appears from 

record that the applicant kept at least 68 papers pending with him, some of 

them more than six months without any plausible reason. 

Thus, thereby it is established and proved that the charges leveled 

against the applicant are proved. 

4.18 	
That this application has no merit at all and is liable to be 

dismissed. 
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VERIFICATIO!4 

I, Sri4V .Y 	 S/° 

aged about.4.Year5, presently working as 
hereby verify as follows:- 

That 	the 	statements 	made 	in 	paragraphs 

................are true to my knowledge and belief, those made 

in paragraphs ... ibeing matters of record are true to 

my information derived therefrom and rests are my humble submission before 

the Hon'ble Tribunal. I have not suppressed any material fact before the Hon'ble 

Tribunal. 

And I sign this verification on this Oday of O
, 2009 at 

Guwahati. 

rV 

Assistan: u.i y( E) 
Subsidiary 'ntelligence Suru 

£frZJM) Qovt. of Indg 
Itanagar 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:: j 
GUWAHATI BENCH:: GUWAHATI:: 

OA No.1/2009. 

29 DEC2UU9 

. Guwai 0iCon rI' 
BETWEEN 

Tapan Sutradhar. 

APPLICANT 

-Versus- 

Union of India and Ors 

RESPONDENTS 

REJOINDER 

1. 	That a copy of written statement has been served 

upon the applicant. The applicant has gone through • the same 

and under stood the contents thereof. The statements which are 

specifically admitted herein below, other statements made, in 

the written statement are categorically denied and the 

respondents are put to the strictest proof thereof. 

2.1 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 3.1 

of the written statement the deponent does not admit anything 

) 	contrary to the relevant records of the case. 

S'J' 

.01 

2.2 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 3.2 

of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that the applicant 

since his joining in the Accounts Branch of SIB, Itanagar 

discharges his duties to the satisfaction of all concern. It 

is stated that there were huge pending works before his 

joining in the Accounts Branch and the applicant didhis best 

to finish the pending works. However, the respondents without 

f 
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assessing the work load shouldered on the applicant continued 

to give him more works and make his service life miserable. It 

is stated that there is not proper distribution of work among 

the staff in the SIB, Itanagar and as a result the applicant 

had to face tremendous work load and he submitted a 

representation dated 10.12.04 [Annexure- 1 of the O.A.] to the 

S.O,, Itanagar to reassess the work allotted to him and reduce 

his work load. However, the respondents never attended such 

prayer of the applicant and sat over the matter. 

	

2.3 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 3.3 

of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein begs to state that at the time of  

joining on 27.12.04 he submitted his joining report along with 

formal leave application to the S.O./I i.e. Sri Viplav. Hence, 

the contention raised by the respondents regarding non 

submission of joining report is unfounded and misleading. 

	

2.4 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 3.4 

to 3.10 of the written statement the deponent does not admit 

anything contrary to the relevant recordsof the case and the 

respondents are put to the strictest proof thereof. 

	

3.1 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.1 

& 4.2 of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that only with the 

sole purpose to harass him the respondents in spite of 

discharging duties to the outmost satisfactIon by the 

applicant kept on assigning him more works to make his service 

life miserable and which made him compel the submit 

representation dated 10.12.04 for reassessment of works 

allotted to him and reduce his work load. 

3.2 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.2 

& 4.3 of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 
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statements made in the O.A. begs to state that the applicant 

never developed such habit of keeping paper pending in fact it 

is due to his promptitude huge pending works before his 

joining in the Accounts Branch was disposed of. However, the 

respondents without considering such hard work of the 

applicant continued to assign him more works to make his 

service life miserable. The applicant never resorted to any 

dilatory tactics. Moreover, the applicant submitted his 

joining report along with the formal leave application to the 

S.O. /1 by hand. 

	

3.3 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.4 

of the written statement the deponent does not admit any thing 

contrary to the relevant records of the case. 

	

3.4 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.5 

of the written statement the deponent begs to state that the 

prayer of the applicant for furnishing of necessary documents 

for preparation of written statement of defense was rejected 

causing serious prejudice to his defense and the respondents 

only with the sole purpose to evade inspection of the 

documents by the applicant had denied to furnish the necessary 

documents. 

	

3.5 	That with regard to the •statements made in Para 4.6 

of the written statement the deponent does not admit anything 

contrary to the relevant records of the case. 

3.6 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.7 

of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming he 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that in spite of the 

representation dated 10.12.04 praying for reduction of work 

load. However, the respondents failed in totality to attend 

the grievance of the applicant at the relevant point of time 

and proceed departmentally against the applicant. Therefore, 

now at a distant point of time the attempt made by the 
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respondents to assess the merit of the said representation is 

totally uncalled for and has got no substance. Moreover, the 

respondents have not denied the fact that the applicant 

received Over Time Allowance (OTA) from time to time for 

discharging duties which clearly proves that contentions 

raised by the respondents pertaining to keeping the works 

pending is totally false and baseless and an attempt to 

mislead the Hon'ble Court. 

That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.8 z.F 
the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that the applicant 

submitted his joining report along with the formal leave 

application to the 5.0./I i.e. Sri Viplav on hand.  

However, the respondents failed to consider the aforesaid 

aspect of the matter during the course of hearing. It is 

worthwhile to mention here that the respondents neither 

included said Sri Viplav in the list of witnesses nor examined 

him during the course of hearing. However, for recording the 

finding of article - II charge to be proved solely relied on 

the statements of Sri Viplav causing gross violation of 

natural justice and various Hon'ble Apex Court decisions in 

this regard. Moreover, the office notes annexed by the 

respondents have got no relevance in the matter because those/i 

are of 2005 not of 2004 and the contents of the office note1 

are of no substance. 

3.8 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.9 

of the written statement the deponent while denying the• 

ccntentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that list of pending 

works cited by the respondents in Annexure- 3 are pertaining 

to the period when the applicant was placed under suspension. 

Therefore, the contentions raised by the respondents are 

baseless and misleading. Moreover, the respondents admitted 

the fact of the applicant getting Over Time Allowance (0Th) 
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and therefore there is no occasion for the respondents to hold 

the applicant guilty of Rule 3 (1) and 3-A CCS (Conduct) 

Rules' 1964. 

	

3.9 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.10 

& 4.11 of the written statement the deponent does not admit 

anything contrary to the relevant records of the case. 

	

3.10 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.11 

& 4.12 of the written statement the deponent begs to state 

that the respondents admitted the fact of reliance being 

placed on the statements of S.O.II i.e. Sri Viplav while 

coming to the finding of guilt of the applicant pertaining to 

the Article- II charge in gross violation of Principles of 

natural justice. 

	

3.11 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.13 

of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that findings of the 

Inquiry officer is perverse being based on no evidence. The 

Inquiry 'Officer while holding both the charges to be proved 

left out relevant evidence and took into consideration 

evidence which are irrelevant. The Inquiry Officer derived 

conclusion on surmises and conjectures without discussing oral 

and documentary evidences. It is stated that the respondents' 

have not denied that the inquiry officer while holding 

Article- I charge to be proved solely relied on the statements 

of Sri N.Murali, LDC, MT Branch and order dated 17.02.05 in 

gross violation of Principle of natural justice. The said Sri 

N.F4urali was neither included in the list of witnesses and no 

any opportunity was given to the applicant to examine Sr:L 

Murali. The inquiry officer conducted the inquiry in gross 

violation of Principles of natural justice causing serious 

prejudice to the applicant. Moreover, the order dated 17.02.05 

wherein reliance was placed by the respondents to prove the 

article- I charge was not included in the list of documents 
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and no opportunity was given to the applicant to place his say 

in the mater. Hence, on this score alone the entire proceeding 

vitiated for violation of Article 14 and 16 of the 

Constitution of India. It is further stated that the 

respondents have not denied that the inquiry officer hold 

Article- II charge to be proved only on the statements of 

S.0./I i.e. Sri Viplav, who the applicant submitted his 

joining report by hand. The respondents.by not denying have 

admitted that the said Sri Viplav was not made a witness to 

the proceeding and the applicant was not given any opportunity 

to examined said Sri Viplav to bring the truth before the 

respondents during the proceeding. Hence, the entire enquiry 

proceeding vitiated for gross violation of natural justice and 

resulted in perversity of the enquiry report being based on no 

evidence. Therefore, on this score alone the impugned orders 

are liable to be set aside and quashed. 

3.12 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.14 

of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that the inquiry 

officer derived conclusion on conjectures and surmises4 The 

1.0. relied on the statements of persons who were not examined 

even not listed in the list of witnesses and the applicant was 

denied with the opportunity to examine those persons causing 

serious prejudice to the applicant. Moreover, the primary 

documentary evidence placing reliance on which the 1.0. 

recorded finding of guilt had not been included in the list of 

documents and the applicant was not given opportunity to place 

his say in the matter. Hence, the impugned orders are liable 

to be set aside and quashed. 

3.13 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.15 

of the written statement the deponent does not admit anything 

contrary to the relevant records of the case. 



	

3.14 	That with regard to the statements made in Para 4.16 

of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions raised therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that the 

disciplinary authority as well as the appellate authority 

failed to records any reason as to how the charges against the 

applicant have been proved. Hence on this score alone the 

impugned orders are liable to be set aside and quashed. 

	

3.15 	That with regard to the statement made in Para 4.17 

of the written statement the deponent while denying the 

contentions made therein and reiterating and reaffirming the 

statements made in the O.A. begs to state that the entire 

proceeding vitiated due to gross violation of Principles of 

natural justice and on this score alone the impugned order 

imposing penalty is required to be set aside and quashed. 

	

3.16 	That 	in view of the 	aforesaid 	facts 	and 

circumstances of the case the present O.A. deserves to be 

allowed with cost. 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Sri Tapañ •Sutradhar, Lower Division Clerk, Subsidiary 

Intelligence Bureau(SIB), Ministry of Home Affairs, Government 

of India, Beltola, Guwahati- 22, do hereby solemnly affirm and 

;cierify that the statements made in the rejoinder in paragraphs 

are 
true 	to 	my 	knowledge, 	those 	made 	in 	paragraphs 

•c, 	
. 	 being matters 

of records are true to my information derived there from and 

the grounds urged are as per leqal advice. I have not 

suppressed any material fact. 

And I sign this verification on this the 241i.day of 
December, 2009 at Guwahati. 

APPLICANT 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 	I 
GUWAHATI BENCH 

\ 	

IN THE MATTER OF:- 

O.Ano. 1/09 

Sri Tapan Sutradhar 
.. 

pp ican 

VS 

Union of India and ors 

...Respondents 

-AN D- 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Reply statement on behalf of the 

respondents to the rejoinder filed by the 

• 	. 	 applicant. 

(REPLY STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENTS) 

I, Sri A.K.Sarkar, S1O .... 4.é 	 , aged about 

	

years, presently working as the Assistant Director (E), SIB, MHA, Itanagar, 	C3 
Arunachal Pradesh, do hereby solemnly affirm and state as follows: 	 J 

.. 

• 	That I am the Assistant Director (E), SIB, MHA, Itanagar, Arunachal 

Pradesh. I have been impleaded as a party respondent no. 4 in the above 

application. A copy of the rejoinder in the aforesaid case has been served upon me. I .  

have gone through the same and have understood the contents thereof. I am - 

acquainted with the facts and circumstances of the case. I have been authorized to 

file this Reply on behalf of the respondents. 

That I do not admit any of the averments except which are specifically 

admitted hereinafter and the same are deemed as denied. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraphs 2.1 of.the 

rejoinder, the humble answering respondent begs to offer no comment as being 

) 111 .  matter of records. 

That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 2.2 of the 

rejoinder, the humble answering respondent begs to state that the applicant Sri 

Tapan Sutradhar was appointed as LDC in SIB, Guwahati on 24.10.94 and posted to 

SIB, Itanagar on 12.06.2000. 
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After joining in SIB, Itanagar on 12.06.2000, initially he was posted to 

Accounts Section and was dealing with Pay Bill etc. but after receiving a complaint 

from his supervising officer about the pending work on 23.08.2000, he was shifted to 

MT section and attachment with AD/E, and being a Senior LDC he was again posted 

to Accounts Section from September 2004 onwards and entrusted the works of 

preparing of monthly bill of ALC, PPSS RRt, MV & Miscellaneous bills like other six 

LDC's posted in the branch. His approach towards official duties was very casual and 

negligent and willfully adopted dilatory tactics in disposal of the official work, 

amounting to huge unattended papers in his dealing subjects in the branch, causing 

monetarily loss to the persons concerned whose bills kept pending. The works of the 

branch after re-assessed were equally distributed to all the dealing officials in the 

branch taking into account the seniority of the officials vide order dated 24.01.2005. 

Therefore facing tremendous work load and not attending to the prayer of the 

applicant is not correct. 

Copies of the complaint dated 23.08.2000 

and distribution of work dated 24.01.2005 is 

annexed herewith and marked as 

ANNEXURES- 1 & 2 respectively. 

S. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 2.3 of the 

rejoinder, the humble answering respondent begs to state that after availing 5 days 

Casual Leave from 13.12.2004 to 17.12.2004, suffixing on 18/19.12.2004 (being 

closed holidays) he was supposed to join on 20.12.2004, but he extended the leave 

on domestic ground over a message dated 21.12.2004 and though he physically 

reported for duty on 27.12.2004, he did not submit his joining report which was 

required to regularize his leave period for extension. He was asked to submit his 

joining report alongwith leave application for the extension periods vide Memo dated 

17.01.2005 for regularization of his extension period, but even then he did not give 

any response to the official instructions. The official record also did not reveal any 

records about submission of joining report dated 27.12.2004. It is mentioned here 

that, all papers submitted before the authority, the concerned supervising officer of 

the branch after putting his signature on the papers, sent for entry in the diary 

register in the branch for record and then distribute the papers to concerned dealing 

hand. Sri Tapan Sutradhar did not submit any statement against the Memo dated 

17.01.2005, which revealed that he had not submitted any leave application or 

joining report on 27.12.2004. Therefore, the submission of joining report, on 

27.12.2004 as stated in the Rejoinder is not correct. 

Copies of message dated 21.12.2004 and 

Memo dated 17.01.2005 is annexed 

herewith and marked as ANNEXIJRE- 3 & 

'V 

4 respectively. 
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6. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 2.4 of the 

rejoinder in respect of paragraphs 3.4 to 3.10 the humble answering respondent 

begs to state that the Disciplinary Authority, SIB, Itanagar, issued suspension order 

to the applicant vide order no. 33/E/2004(2)-1471 dated 14.02.2005 pending 

contemplation of disciplinary proceeding and granted subsistence allowance vide 

order no. 33/E/2004(2)-84-1529 dated 17.02.2005. The charge sheet was issued 

vide order no.33/E/2004(2)-356-2462 dated 30.03.2005 under Rule 14 of CCS(CCA) 

Rules 1965 for two charges, the first charge is keeping pending papers and the 

second one is non-submission of jolEning report after availing extension of sanctioned 

leave. The applicant was given an opportunity to submit his defence statement 

within 10 days receipt of the charge sheet. He submitted an application dated 

05.04.05 requesting for inspection of documents, it is to state that, the applicant 

does not indicate relevant documents sought by him and was to ask for documents 

at that stage. The listed documents appended to the charge sheet are made 

available to the charge officer during the hearing stage only. Therefore, the same 

was not considered. Sri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC submitted his defence statement on 

27.04.05 and denied both the charges and thereby 1.0. and P.O. was appointed for 

inquiring the charges. The suspension was reviewed on 27.04.05 and revocation of 

suspension order was issued vide order no.33/E/2004(2)-3089 dated 27.04.05. The 

applicant was thereafter asked to appear before the hearing held on 14.06.05 at 

11:45am at G Branch, SIB, Itanagar and advised him to bring his defence assistant 

and list of documents/witness if any required by him for defending the charges. But, 

he did not submit any list of documents or name of the witness required by him. He 

pursue the case himself during the hearing. During hearing he denied all charges 

under Article-I & II and denied to receive the Memo dated 17.02.2005. The memo 

dated 17.02.2005 was not marked to him. He was asked to submit his joining report 

vide Memo no. 17/Acctts/Misc/2001-02(9)-275 dated 17.01.2005, which he 

categorically stated in his defence statement dated 27.04.05 that he received the 

Memo dated 17.01.2005 but due to heavy rush of work, he could not reply the same 

till 13.02.2005 and repeated his stand of submitting joining report on 27.12.2004. 

The JO's findings was served to him vide O.M. dated 28.12.2005 and the applicant, 

Sri Tapan Sutradhar, submitted his reply on 05.01.2006. The Disciplinary Authority 

after going through all the relevant records and submission made by the applicant 

found that the charges against him stood proved. The applicant given full opportunity 

to defend his case but he could not establish his defence in the time of enquiry. In 

considering the appeal made by the applicant dated 06.02.06, the Appellate 

Authority after re-examining the case confirmed the decision of the Disciplinary 

Authority vide order dated 16.06.2006. 

Copies of the order dated 14.02.05, 

17.02.05, 05.04.05, 27.04.05, 28.12.05, 

05.01.06 and 16.06.06 is annexed 

herewith and marked as ANNEXURE- 5, 

6, 7, 8, 9, 10 & 11 respectively. 

di 
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7. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3.1 to 3.4 of 

the rejoinder the humble answering respondent reiterate and reaffirm the 

statements made in para 4 and 6 of this reply statement. 

S. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3.5 of the 

rejoinder the humble answering respondent has nothing to comment on it as being 

matters of record. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3.6 of the 

rejoinder the humble answering respondent begs to state that the applicant as being 

the senior LDC was posted in the Accounts Branch and allotted accounts work. 

Further it is stated that the contention made by the applicant regarding previous ' 

pending papers was based on records or documents. It is absolutely false that to 

harass him and make his service life miserable, he was allotted huge works. He was 

allotted the work of preparing bills, like other LDC's in the Branch's and being a 

senior experienced LDC the works are not unreasonable. The workloads in the 

Branch were equally distributed to all dealing hands in the Branch taking care of the 

seniority of the officials vide order dated 24.01.2005 (Annexure A/9 to O.A.). 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3.7 of the 

rejoinder the humble answering respondent reiterate and reaffirm the statements 

made in para 5 of this reply statement. Further it is stated that the charge-sheet was - 
issued on 30.03.2005 sustained by documentary evidence only. During hearing the 4 
applicant did not submit any list of witnesses which he required as witness or not 

raised any question about witness for cross-examination. Therefore, Sri Viplav, SO, 

was not examined during hearing. 

10. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3.8 of the 

rejoinder the humble answering respondent reiterate and reaffirm the statements 

made in para 4 of this reply statement. Further it is stated that the Section Officer i/c 

has the prerogative to assign works to any dealing hand subject to urgency of the 

work and being a dealing hand one cannot refuse to do the work of urgent nature, 

but the applicant did not comply the orders of the Section officer and kept pending 

bills with him without showing any reasons. 

It is pertinent to mention here that the applicant was placed under 

suspension on 14.02.5 whereas the period of pending bills is from August 2004 

onwards. 

Further it is stated that all the dealing hand posted in Accounts Section 

are allowed Over Time Allowance ('OTA' in short) as a incentive to clear the daily 

received papers on daily basis and accordingly the applicant also sanctioned OTA for 

clear the papers on daily basis to avoid the hassled situation during the end of 

financial year, i.e. March. But the applicant inspite of drawing the OTA kept papers 

pending with him. 
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/ 

_ 
That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3.9 and 3.10 of 

the rejoinder the humble answering respondent has nothing to comment on it as 

being matters of record. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3.11 of the 

rejoinder the humble answering respondent begs to state that the 1.0. vide his letter 

dated 03.06.2005 asked the applicant to appear before him on 14.06.2005 at 11.45 

am at SIB, Itanagar and giving him an opportunity to submit list of additional 

documents/witness required by him for his defence. During hearing the applicant did 

not submit any list of witness which he required as witness or not raised any 

objection about the witness for cross examination. Therefore, Sri Viplav, SO, was not 

examined during hearing. The applicant having the right to cross examination Sri 

Viplav, SO, during hearing failed to do so to establish his right. Thus, the question of 

violating the principles of natural justice does not arise. 

That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 3.12 of the 

rejoinder the humble answering respondent begs to state that the allegation made 

by the applicant alleging that the relvant documents were not made available to 

him, is not tenable, since the copy of the enquiry report was given to him vide our 

Memo. No. 33/E/04(2)-9054 dated 28.12.05. 

Thus the humble answering respondent begs to submit that the instant 

application has no merit at all and is liable to be dismissed. 

1 
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VERIFICATION 	 - 

J3 4.$A1<FWa I, 	Sri 	A.K.Sarkar, 	S/O......................................., 	aged 	about 

.Lyears, presently working as Assistant Director (E), SIB, MHA, Itanagar, 

Arunachal Pradesh, Pin- 791111, do hereby solemnly verify and state that the 

statements made in paragraphs ................ are  true to my 

knowledge and belief, those made in paragraphs 

........LQ......  ..... ... ................... being matters of records of the 

case, are true to my information derived therefrom which I believe to be true and 

the rest are my humble submission before the Hon'ble Tribunal. 

And I sign this verification on the !Vday of March, 2010 at Guwahati. 

K.i-1L) 
"- SIGNATURE 

C CD CCE 

	

(M 	. 
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Gu*hat Eonch 

ANNEXURE-1 

TYPED COPY. 

SEAL 
INTELLIGENCE BUREAU *MHA* 

599/ 23/8 

Shri T.Sutradhar (L.D.C.), who has been working in A/C Section and allotted to 

the desk dealing with Pay Bill and other allowances of the desk has been found 

frequently on leave causing much inconvenience and pending to the desk work. His 

service to this branch is not useful. 

It is requested that he may be withdrawn from Account Branch and transferred to 

any other Section. In his place Sri P.Pandit who is a good worker may kindly be posted to 

Account Branch immediately to clear of the LTC, P.advance & other Miscellaneous. 

Sri Sutradhar has been absent without intimation 

w.e.f. 21.08.2000. 	 Sd/ 

13/08/2000 

To, 

AD/E 

SIB,Itanagar. 

Sd! 

Sd! 	 Sd! 
	

11/9 

23/ 	 28/8 
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Shri T Sut. iLhr ( L .- .0 ) who has b uxi 
in A/C Sec Lion and a1?ot:d to the dcsk dek. in • -ith 3)Y 
L ii 	flU otL-r d 1our15( 	of tr- c 'i ic na }infour10A r 
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SI. 	Nme(S/hri) 	I . 	
Work 

No_____________  
1 	t:r bey, Assistant '1 	All workpertaining to Budget,  

I Monthly expenditure statement 
3.Reconcil,a'tion with 1PAQ 
4-Long term advances - 
5. 	All bills, claims (e g , Pay bills, 

GPl, LTC, Mcdica!, TA ctc) of ACIO- 

2 S K Mitra, Assistant i 	Issue of Cheques, L(N.. 
I. Analysis of bill register 

3 'econciLiation of Banks scrolls 
4 	Audit paas 	and other related 

.; work 
5 	becicirat,on/ Change of bbO/ 

13. 5 S buttb, UbC 1 	Al' bilk/claims 	e g , Pay bills, 

I 	 / 1 , &PP, LTC, Medical TA etc) ofnon- 
gazetted ministerial staff and Canteen 

'staff! 0 AE 
M'Chakr1aborty,UbC1 1 	All bills/claims (e g , Pay bills, 

• 	. 
GPF,LTC, Medical, TA étc) ofACIQ-  I, 

• 

5 

0  

ANbJIO-I 
A Khound, UbC \_.-4 BiI1 s of PPSS,_Minor_works, 

PPT, Wages, MVchne- 

7 
D. Purkait, LbC 	. 
0 P Sonar , LOC 

1. 	Bills'of OE, 	r 
al. 	All bills/claims (e g , Pay biUs, 

&PF,LTC, MedicAl ,  TA etc) of SAs 
8 T 5urdhar, LbC 1 	II bi!Is/clarrs e g ,Pay bilk, 

• j 	.. 	

0 	

. !&PF.UTC. Medico!. TAtc) of JT{Q-II 

.41 4 

9 

0 	 wJ 
0 

• 	 I. 	 •• 	
0• 
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0 	 . 

Subsidiary nilelligence Bureau 
(MHA) ;  Govt of India 

0 	 . 	Ltonago.r 	
0 

22 M 	1O 
3ub tftltibuti6n of work amona the staff of he 

	

Accounts Bronch. : 	 0 	 • Guwhi ? 
• 	 • 	•• 	

0 • 	 •• 	

•• 	 0 

00 	 0• 	 0000 	 .S. ..... 
0 b i tributin  Qf work among the staff. of the . 	 0 

Accounts Bronc}' w e f 01 0 2005 shall be a&under 
QRbER 
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• 	1j. 	B.K._,aioo, uC 	 1.- All bills, cloirns. 	Pry' bills, 

GPP,LTç, 'Medicd,..TAetc) of 
GOs 

2; IncomeTo.x of aii ranks. 

11.hoki ,&v\onda l,Lt)C 	bi;iu'y, bespcitch, Festival Adv., 

I. 

Any other work cor be allotted to any other dealing 

assistant in public intei est 
Pend'ng papers of 4te present dealing assstants she 1 l not 

bepased on to the ne:w dealing. assistants. 

• 	 S 	-- 	 Section Officer/A - 	- 

AU_DeoknAssistant$ -  

Ti A T 	As be/, sistant 

2 	5 K Miti a, Assista] 	 2. 2 MAR 21010 

L J 5 5 Duttu, Wt)C 
I 4 ' M Chakrbor1y,Ub( 	 GuWAhati_Bench 

15 AKhound,UbC 	I 
6 b Purkait, LbC 

I 	. 	1  'i.r r 	c• 	 1 
I. 	• 	 . .jvflor, 	L_J 	... 	• 

L1. Sutradhar, LbC _j 
• 	 •;:9. I 	 LbC • 

10 lBKbahoo,LDC 	
- 	

) I 	?C 

i. 

 

L . 	ti 
..' 	 ?••• 1hola Mon.  dal,Lt .'- . 	 . 	 • 	 . 	 • 	 - 

• 	.• 	• 	• 	Copy to: 	 . . 
Assistant lDiréctor/E 	 • 
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No I 7iAccftsMsceI1.O.( 	. 
SubiJ'a" lnteUge ice 
v1HA) GOVT of rnoa 

ftanaQar, thC 	1 I J 

MEMORANIII . 	 - 

Y'ii were cm f-is Iavc4 from 12//4tcZ4L12'4 

But no ioInin repoti tas been received ther bv 30/A or by soir m -  iOu 

YOU bate reported on 27'12'04 A uuh YOU are advised o submtl vo '  

ouiiiig reporl immediately with the io'rw I CCiVC PppI'ctio tc' the U"i9'S in1 

-- 	. 	.. 
-- - - --- ------ 

•1 	 - 	-. 

Section Officer/A  

ShnTSutradhr 

() 	Account Binc  

,..opv for intonliation to 

The Section Qfficer/E SIB, Iianagr. 
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- No 33f1W2004(2) 	f A 	I 
Subsidiary htlligence Burau, 

	

(MHA) , Gov rnment of India,. 	 Benci 

Dated, the 
14 	2005 

OR 1) ER 

Whereas a discpIinary proceeding against Shri T. SuiradhaL LDC, SIB, 
Itanagar is contemplaled/ pending. 

Now, therefore, the undersigned in xecise of the powers conferrçd by 
Sub-rule (1) of Rule 10 of the Central Civil Services (Classification, Contr)l and 
kppeal) Rule',- 1965 hereby places the said Shn 1 Sutradhar, LD( imeler suspension 
with unmedi&.e effect 

it Is further, o.rdere4 that during the period that this order shall remain in. 
force Headquarter of Slui T. Sut.adhar LDC should be it SIB, Itafla8ai lrkd the said Shn 
T. Sutiadhar, LDC shall not leave the Headquarters (SIB, Itanagar) without obtainnig 
the previous pernuission of the udersigned.. 

(AI<.RO) 
Assistant Diredoi/E 

D3sd.p11nay AutbodLy 
5113, ltanaar 

To 
Shri. T. Sutradhar, LDC, SilL Ilanagar. Oider regarding 	sitence 
allowance admissible to hint during the period of his suspensiox will be 
issued separately. 

N.O .O. 
Copy to: 

The Assistant Director/iL lB Hqrs., New Delhi. The dxounistuce in 
the order of suspension was made on the hsis i an allega tio;. 

of SO/A, S113, 'Itanagar. 
The Section Officer/A, SIB, itanagar. Order regarding subsistence 
allowance admissible to him during the period of his 	pensioi will 
be issued separately. 
The SB Ce]1/ACR Ce}i/O.O. Book, 5113, Itanagar. 

jV'l'F of Shri 1'. Sutradhar. 1DC, SiB, itanagar 

7 /fr) 
Asstst'ai4 JJirectojF 

. D.iscipJiii;uy .Authrity, 
5113, taiauar. 
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G]w 
OFFICE OIDER NO 

Ref.:' SIB, Itnagar Disc:iplinary Authority Order No. 33/E12004(2) 
'1471 dated 14.02.2005. 

Sub : Placement of Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC, SIB, Itanagar under 
suspension w.ef. 14.02.2005. 

Shri T. Sutradhar, LDC, E;113, Itanagar (Under suspension) is granted 
subsistence Allowance, an amount equal to the leave salary which he would have 
drawn .11 he had been on half pay leave immediately before the date of his suspension 
until furthéter. 

/ 
Assistant Director/E 

No. 33IlI2004(2) 	cg/ ( 2-i 
Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, 

(MHA), Government Of India, 
ijmagar. 

Dated,the - - 	

2005 
To 

• Shri T.  Sutradhar, LOC 	- 	He should furnish every month a 
(Under suspension) 	 certificate to the effect that he is 
SIB, (tanagar. 	 not engaged in. 	other employ- 

ment, business, profession or 
vocation. 

N.O.O. 
Copy to 

The. Assistant Director/E, lB Hqrs., New Delhi. 
TheSection Officer/A, SIB; Itanagar (2 copies). 

37'The 0.0. Bookf SB Cell ACR Cell, SIB, Itanagar. 
'4. The P.F. of Shil T. Suiradhar, LDC, SIB, Itanagar. 

Assistant Director/E 

. 	 . 
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• : 	 GuwahatiBonth " a 	J 

EX [REMESYMPAThETICAL 
I e \cit mt J)mit'.to L 
IB Itoul 'a-ga r.  

/ 
Piv 'pt' ioi prmiwnto toliett the eIeant dournent to wiite !U 
'Iefenu c.tatement 

\_utu memo '\q33IEf2004t2)-356-2462 dt 30/03/2005 

h d& res 	t I 	 1 mav p1' ase x pu inittcd t nUe 
'kvaiit 1 u..Ui etit from tttli" 	e 	horn 0/O40'200 to till th date f 

1- misso 1 	in' U1?flCt' tau ment) Ii om rB4 aiui ,ccttsTRi to 	ftc 
'fciic rat€nnt 19cnd "'sw m?rnn c?tQ1nce hni. 

•L'muldlig vu.  

ouis faithfully 

1 	 • 	 • 	 - 

(Tap"m Si.iti adhai) 
Dated -  1,/tJ4'2()' 	 LDC, SIB, Itannga.r • 	• •. 	 • 	 • 	P15 No.124440. 	• 
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ORDER 	 GUW93t1  
rrF 

Whereas an order placing Shri Tpan Sutradhar, LDC, SIB, Itanagar under suspensk 
was made by the Assistant DirectOr, SIB, I:nagar vide Order No. 331E/2004(2)-1471 dat 
14.2.2005. 

Now, therefore, the undersigned in exercise of the powers conferred by Claue C' 
Sub-rule (5) of Rule 10 of the Cetral Civil SErvices (Classification, Control and Appeal) Rule 
1966 hereby revokes the saidorder of susenskñ*ith immediate effect. 

(A.KRQY) 
Assistant DirectodE 

• 	 DiscipliAaiyAuthoq -ity, lito . 

• 	
No.33IE/OO4(2) * 

Subsidiary Initelligence Bureau, 
(MHA) Govrnrnent of India, 
..itaaar.: 

Dated, the 

Tot- 
Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LOG, SIB , Itanagar - Orders as to how the period of hi 
suspension is to be regularised would be issued on conclusion of the Dasciplina, 
proceedingspending:against him. 

N.Q.O. 
. Copy to 

The Assistant Director/E, lB Hqrs., New Delhi. 

The Secflon Officer/A, SIB, Itangar.. Order as to how the period of his suspension i 
to be regularised would be is5;ued on conclusion of the DIsciplinary proceeding 
pending against him. 

3/The SB Celli ACR Cell/ 0.0. Book, SIB; Itanagar. 
c,4 PF of Shri TapanSutradhar, LOG, SIB, Itanagar. 

Assistant DirectorI 
Disciplinary Authority, 

SIB, Itariagar. 
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• 	NO.331EsW2004(2)- 
Subsidiary Intelhgence Bureau, 

Ministry of Home Affairs, 
- 	 (r,rnmBflt nf,:Ihdj'i 

tuw.hati Boni 
Frt 	rzitfr 

- - 	jTl,'VJ 	 . 	

d• o n:r' t)y7 
1tanaqa 	 L 0 &iJ thflj 

Dated, the- 

/ 

MEMORj\NDUM 

11 Please refer to the Disciplinary Authority, SIB, Itanagar O.M. No. 
33/E/2OO4(2-356-2462 dated 30.03.2005 and 0. M. No. 33/E/2004(2 )-3344 
dated 05.05.2005 regarding appointment of Shri Rajkamal Sitarm, SO/G, SIB, 
Itanagar as Inquiry officer to inquire into the chargefrarned against Shri Tapan 
Sutradhar, LDC, Charged officer. 

2. 	A copy of the report of the Inquiry officer, Shri Rajkamal Sitaram, 
SOIG, SIB, Itanagar is enclosed. The Disciplinary Authority will take a suitable 
decision after considering the . report. If Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC, Charged 
officer wishes to make any representation or submission, he may wish to do so, 
in writing to the Disciplinary Authority within 15 days of receipt of this Memo. 

3 	The receipt of this Memo may please be acknowledged 

11T 
Assistant Director/E 

It 

To 

Shri Tapan Sutradhar, LDC 
SIB, Itanagar. - 

End As stated.. 



To 
The Assistant Director/E, 
Disciplinary Authority, 
SIB, Itanagar. 

c, 
An 

Through Proper Channel) 

--.-'-- 

2. 2 	20th 

Ref :- Your O.IVl. No.33/EttJ2O042)-'OS4 dated 28/12/05. 

Sub - Submission of rpi esentation against false allegation and undue enquir) 

report submitted by .  the Inqui' ing Officer(1O) on 27/12105 

Sir, 
With e du respect I beg to inform you that the enquiry report submitted by 

the 10 on 27/12105 has been disowned by me for the following reasons - 

FROM)RTICLE -1  
I have been posted verbally at AccttslBraflCh on 06/09/2004 but, according to 
Swamy's - CCS (Conduci  ) Rules - Do not convey oral instructions to the 
subordinates (If done for unavoidable reasons, confirm in writing as soon as 
possible ) Thus, olation of rules by the AuthoritY 

2 	Large No of papers was pending before my posting at that table 

3 	A request representation had been submitted by me on 10112/2004 to the 
SO/A for decreasmg the vvoik load and the SO/A also commented "Please 
discuss" on 10/01/2005 on the body of the same representation but, action has 
not been taken by hun 

4 	Work has not been distnbued either equal1 01 according to the rank 
5 Generally our 'working p nod is eight (8) 1-Irs but some of my working 

period was 56 5 1-Irs (Eximple - Normal office duty from 09 00 Hrs after 
than started for Air-Bag duty by order, which is ery risky work alter than 
normal offi m ce duty started dga without any rest up to 17 30 1-Irs ) 

6 

	

	The nature of job of an LDC is diary dispatch and typing only according to 

gwysple 
7 	The work pending with mt was not for diary, dispatch and typing 
8. 	Almost 54 No. of papers were pending with mebüt htát least 68 No. of 

papers pendiiig with me. 
9 	Mv period of posting at Ac..ctts/Branch was five(5) months and seven(7) da'vs 

onl' at that lime, therefore, how could I kept pending papers more than src.(6) 
months. 	 . 

10 	At that period I received 22 No of papers m addition 10 a large No of 

pending papers and I disposed off 	 iñ 
almost all the actionable papers in addition 

to 2 pay bills and 2 RRT bills efry month for those no paper has coe and 
all together I prepared bills amounting to Rs.:87,97,5501 along with I 
performed Air-Bag duty frequently to SiB, Guwahati. and one (l)$.P & AO, 
Shillong tour from Acctts/Braflch for Accits. matter 

(Continued page -2) 
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ii. 	

e statement on 
Other reasons were already be n explained by me on mys 

	
- 

27/04/2005. 
FROM ARTCL-' 	 S.. 

	

i. 	
I had submitted the joining report along with lea* application on 27/121 04 to 

SO/I at UBraflch. The statement of Shri \TiplaV, SO/I was completely false, since, Shri ViplaV is 
a liar, it is pro'ied beyond doubt on my earlier re reSentat1ofl dated 

O8/0I2005 

against SO/U's letter No. l/SO(G)-11'Q 	
y/200452 dated28/07S 

ShriViplav, SO/I tried to trap/harass me on saying false since, i belong to S/C 

comimthity. ji If my joining report along-with formal leave application had misplaced by any 
reasoll in that case I shall agree to resubmit the same. / 

FINDINGS!REFLECTION 

. On the study of the above mefltiOfl points it is 
clear that there S completelY 

othelea0fl behind the charges framed against m vide O.M No.33LE/2004356 

dated 30103/2005. 
That Sir, Rule 10(5), GII(1O), Chapter 3 

sayS "The total period of 

jnvestigat10 and disciPlinary proceedings should not ordinarilY exceed six 

monthS.", thus the period of departmefltai action is over. 

d that the case 
may please be finalized 'without 

It is, therefore, requeste  
penalty. 

Thanking you. 	
Yours faithfUflY 

Dated _05101 12006. 
(Tapan Sutradhar) 

LDC, BIBlanch, 
SIB, (tanagar. 

'The on'ble Joint Director, SIB, tanagar for information and kind fl CopytO 
necessary action please. 

(Tapan Sutradba) 
LDC, BIBr., SIB, 1nagar. 
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No.3iEI200 4 ( 2 ) 
SubS1(rY l t.111 ge nce Bureau, 

(MHA), G overnme, 11 1  of India, 

Datedjhe— 1 ô JUN 2006 

SIB Itanaciar was issued Memo No. 
of CCS(CC!\) Rules, 1965 on the 

"That the sid Shri T. Sutra(ihar, LOC while working in Acctts. Branch was found in the. 

habit of keeping the papers pending for monthS together and 
adopting dUato tactics in prompt 

+.iinitive of Rule 3(1) and Rule 3- of the GCS(COt) diposaI of Govt. work. 

Thus, he exhibte0 co;Iuu 

RueS', 1964". 

That the said Shri V Sutradhar, LDC while working 
ifl 

AccttS Branch proceeded on 5 

days C L w e f 13 to 17 Dec 2004 However, he reported for duty 
Ofl .27.1.2.04.Despite 

repeated verba' reCtionS and written instruction given vide Memo No l7/ACcttS/Misd200O2 

(9) dated he did not submit his 101111119
report and formal appliation for lea'(e. 

Competent AUthOfltY and tried to play 
Thus he disobeyed the lawful order of the 

	
fraud 

with the Govt. He exhibited conduCt violatiVe of Rle-3 of the CCS (CofldUbt) RulB, i9S4. 

And whereas, Shri T. Sutradhat, LOG submitted his representation on .28104/05 nd 

denied all the charges framed against him. ThrefO1e, ShrI R.K. Sitaram, 
sQ was appointed 

Inquiring Authority vide Memo No 33/E/2004(2) 3344 dated 5 5 2005 The 
i o summoned Shri 

T. Sutradhar, LOG to appear before him for he ring on 14 06 2005 and he appeared on that day 
but denied the charges He also made certain statement against the charges After that the 

documenta evidences in connection with charges were checked th
oroughlY and it was proved 

conclusivelY that Shr' T. Sutradhat LOG had itleaSt 68 papers pending with him, some of them 
for more than six months withOUt any, plausible reason Further as per the records of the 
Establishment Branch it was also proved beyond doUbt that despite repeated verbal directions 

and written instruction of the 
competent Authority, he had not submitted his joining report and 

formal application for leave The I 0 thus pioved both the charges levelled against him and 

submitted his inquirY report dated 28 12 05 
And whereas the InqUi report was forwarded to the Charged Officer Sh T Sutradhar, 

LOG ide Memo No 
33IE/2004(2)9054 

dated 28 12 2005 for making representation on the 

report of 1.0. and Sh. Sutradha, LOG submiUed represe tation dated 06.01 .06, whefelfl he 
said that charges levelled aaiSt him were fale and used intemPerate language against the 

superior officers. Contd. . .2/- 

17 

2.Z / 

Sutradhar, LOG while po'-ted at 
dated 30/03105 under Rule-14 

ArtiCi'i 

Whereas Shri T. 
33/E12004(2) 356-2462 

fouowing charges 
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throu 
Now, I being the Appellate Authority, have gone 

	gh all the records of the 

Departmental Enqui and found that the DE gainst him had been conducted strictly as per the 
procedure laid down under CCS(CCA) Ruled, 1965. The findings of the disciplifla authority 

conform to the evidence on record. 

However, in 
vieW of the length of service rende!ed by him and other relevant factors, I am 

inclined to tke a lenient view in the matter. AccOrdiflcllY 1 order that 

(I) The pay of Sh. T. Sutradhar, LOG be reduped by two stages from Rs. 3,950/- to Ps. 

3,800/- Ifl time sdéle of pay of Ps. 
3050.75395004590 for a period of two yls. 

(ii) H Will ot earn increment of pay during the perio 	
m 

of. re uCtiofl . afld .That on ex pi of 

this period the reduCtIOi will have the effect of postponing his future increent of pay 

his uspeñfl w.e.f. (I 	
14.02.0 to 26.04.05 will be treatedas leave of 

) thPe10d of.  
the kind due and admissible 

(iv) Further, as Sh Sutradtat has already been awarded minor penalty. vd Order 

331E12004(2)6269 
dated 14 09 2005 both the pen 3lIles will not run concurrently and that this 

nla]or penalty will come into effect after expiry of the period of minor penalty 

(Dr. Anand Kumar) 
Joint DIreCtor 

AppollatO AuthoritY 
SIB, 1thnagar 

To 

Shri T. Sutradhar, LOG 
SIB, ltanagar - Now, SIB Guwahati 

Copy to - 1) The Assistant Directors E,G CC ACR
I  i Hqrs New Delhi 

The Assistant Director/A, SIB Guwclhatl 
The Section Officer/A SiB Itanaqal (2 copIes) 

The SB cell1 ACR cell, SIB itanagar.  

The P.F. of ShriT. Sutrdl18r, LOG. 

4. 

ta 	mlri 

22 	P ?OIfl 	. 

UEihati B.noh 

7 ,  
Joint Director 

Appellate Authority 
SIB, Itanagar. 


