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Mr. M.K.Choudhury for the applicants. 

Mr. 	S.Ali,' Sr. 	C.G.S.C. 	for 	the 

respondents. 

Sefvrc 	epbrts 'are awaited' and Mr. Au 

submits that he has no instructions. Mr. 

Choudhu'rypfays for interim relief order. 

ADjourned for consideration of admission 1 

17.12.96. The respondents are directed to 

maintain status quo as on tcday till the next 

date 1 namely1  17.12.1996. 
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Learned Sr.C.G5.C. -Mr. 8 .Ali for .4. 
the respondents. Notice has been issued 
by  the Registry on 6-12-96 in compiianc4 

to order dated 20-11-96. None for the F 
applicant. Service Report awaited. 
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for the respondents. 
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Heard counsel of the parties o 
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Mr. S.Ali, Sr. C.G.S.C. prays for two 

weeks time to file written statement. Prayer 

allcwed. 

List on 21.2.1997 for written statement 

and further orders. 

Me r 	 * 	 Vice-Chairman 

i1ritten statement has been file 

by the respondents. Let the case be 

listed for hearing on 3.4.97. 

Mei _r 	 Vice_Chairman 

31-12-96 operation of the order '.No.28(2)/ 

92-Vig. dated 25-7-96 if the procee 

dings had not been completed as on 

to-day till disposal of the applica-

tion. 
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18-9-97 
Case is ready for hearing. 

.Let this case be listed for hearing on 

161297. 

Member 	 V,jce..Chajjan 

lmQ  

24.11.97 	 On the prayer of the counsel 

for the parties list for hearing on 

3.2.98. 

Member 	 Vice-Chairman 
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hearing. List it for hearing on 8.5.98. 
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23.7.98 On the prayer of the learned 

counsel for the parties let this case be 

listed on 27.8.98. 

Member 	 - 	 Vi -(hirmn 
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Case is adjourned till 26.10.98 

to enable Mr. S. Au, learned 

Sr. C.G.S.0 to produce the records. 

in our opinion records are necessary 

fr proper adjudication of the 

cse. 

List on 26.10.98. 

Mem er 	 Vice-Chairman 
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On the prayer of Mr. S.Ali, learned 

Sr. C.G.S.C. the case is adjourned till 

2a.lO.1998. 

Fix on 28.10.98. 
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On the prayer of Mr B.K. Sharma, 

learned counsel for the applicant the 

cas1e is adjourned till 16.lL.98. 
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Division, Benth is not available. 
The caseis adjourned to 28.1.99 for 

hearing. 
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Records have not yet been produced. 

Fix it on 24.2.99. All records shalTl be 

produced on that day. 

Member 	 Vice-Chairman 

On the prayer of Mr.K.N.Choudhury 

learned counsel appearing on behalf of 

the r oide-rit case is adjourned to 

.4-3-99 for hearing. On that day record 

shall be produced. 

Mem er 	 Vice Chairman 

Mr K.N.Choudhury,lerned counse]. 

-for responents N0.2 and 3 prays for a 

short adjournment as he is expecting 

certain records. Mr B.K.Sharma,learried 

counsel for the applicant has no objec- 

tion. 

Accordingly the case is adjourned 

to 9.3.99 for hearing. 
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Heard the learned counsel for th) 

parties. 	Hearing concluded, 	Judgment[ 
reserved. 	 * 
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Judgment and order delivered in 

open Cóurt.Kept in separate sheets. 

Application is allowed 	as indicated 

above.OtderaS to costs. 
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•(PETITIONER(s) 

- 	 Mr B.K. Sharma 	 ADVOCATE FOR THE- 
- 	PETITIONER(S) 

-VERSUS- 	 . 

Union of India and others 	 S  RESPONDENr(S) 

Mr A. Deb Roy, Sr. C.G.S.C., 
Mr K.N. Choudhury,M.r. P. Bhowmik and Mr B.C. Das 

ADVOCATE FOR THE 
RESPONDENTS0 

THE HON'BLE MR JUSTICE D.N. BARUAH, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

THE HONBLE MR G.L. SANGLYINE, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

14 	Whether Reoorters of iccal paper:•s may be allowed to 
see the Judcment 7 

2. 	To be referred to the Reporter or not 7 

30 Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the 
judgment ? 	• 

4 	whether the Judgment is to be dirculated to the othez 
Benches ? 

Judrnent delivered by Hon'ble Vice-Chirrnan 
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S 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATI BENCH 

Original ApplicatiOn No.260 of 1996 

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

The Hon'ble Mr Justice D.N. Baruah, Vice-Chairman 

The Hon'ble Mr G.L. Sanglyine, Administrative Member 

Shri Parimal Ghosh, 
Assistant (C.O.), 
Indian Council of Agricultural Research, 
Barapani, Meghalaya 	 Applicant 

By Advocate Mr B.K. Sharma 

-versus- 

The Union of India, represented by the 
Secretary, 
Indian Council of Agricultural Research, 
New Delhi. 
The Director General, 
Indian Council of Agricultural Research, 
New Delhi. 
The Director, 
Indian Council of Agricultural Research, 
N.E.H. Region,Rs 
Barapani, Meghalaya. 

Dr N.D. Verma, 
Project Director, 
National Research Centre (Mithun), 
Jharnapani, Nagaland. 	 . ...... Respondents 

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

OR D E R 

BARUAH.J. (V.C.) 

The applicant is an Assistant in the Indian Council 

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

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

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

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

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

February 1994, because of a departmental loss an order was 

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

/ 

/ 	,.. 

. 
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the salary of the applicant at a monthly rate of Rs.500/-. 

The authority also decided to hold a departmental enquiry 

against the applicant. According to the applicant the order 

of recovery was passed by the authority without holding any 

enquiry and giving, any opportunity of hearing to the 

applicant. The,applicant approahced this Tribunal by filing 

original application No.41 of 1994. By Annexure 2 order 

dated 1.6.1994 this Tribunal disposed of the said 

application setting aside the order passed by the authority 

for recovery of the amount mentioned above. However, the 

Tribunal further ordered that the disciplinary proceeding 

against the applicant would continue. 

2. 	By Annexure 3 order dated 15.7.1994 Dr U.C. Sharma, 

Sr. Scientist, ICAR, was appointed Enquiry Officer to 

enquire into the charges levelled against the applicant alongwith 

one Dr B.P.S. Yadav. By Annexure 4 order dated 15.7.1994, 

the Director, ICAR appointed Shri N. Sarania, Inspector, 

C.B.I./A.C.B., Shillong as Presenting Officer. Both the 

orders were passed in exercise of the powers conferred under 

Rule 14 o the Central Civil Services (Classification, 

Control and Appeal) Rules, 1965 as applicable to ICAR. 

However, on 26.1061994 the Administrative Officer, ICAR 

intimated the Enquiry. Officer not to conduct the enquiry 

* against Dr B.P.S. Yadav. Therefore, the enquiry was to be 

conducted only against the applicant. The enquiry was 

conducted thereafter by the Enquiry Officer and on 

conclusion of the enquiry the Enquiry Officer submitted the 

enquiry report. On 24.6.1995 the Disciplinary Authority sent 

the enquiry report to the applicant. On 24.8.1995 the 

applicant submitted Annexure 10 representation. Thereafter, 

by Annexure 11 order dated 25.8.1995 the Disciplinary 

Authority imposed penalty of censure on the applicant. On 

2.7. '.1996 by Annexure 1 order the Director General, ICAR in 

purported ......... 
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purported exercise of power under Rule 29(i)(iv) of the 

cCS(CCA) Rules, 1965 set aside the order of censure and 

remitted the case to the Disciplinary Authority with 

direction to hold further enquiry on the issue whether 

balance stationery items had been received till 24.4.1992 
I 

or not. The applicant being aggrieved by the said order of 

the Director General submitted Annexure 12 representation 

dated 21.8.1996 for review of the decision of the Director 

General. The, applicant has also alleged malafide of the 

order dated 13.9.1995 passed by the 4th respondent- Dr N.D. 

Verma, the subsequent Director, ICAR. According to the 

applicant the decision of the Disciplinary Authority was 

revised by setting aside the order of censure and remitting 

the matter for further enquiry within thirteen days from the 

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

According to the applicant the impugned Annexure 1' order 

dated 25.7.1996 setting aside the original order of penalty 

of censure and remitting the matter for further 

investigation was passed with malafide intention which would 

be evident from the facts and circumstances of the case. 

Hence the present application. 

The contention of the applicant is that the impugned 

action of the respondents was illegal and without 

jurisdiction and it was passed with malafide intention. The 
I 	

S 

applicant has further contended that the impugned Annexure 1 

order dated 25.7.1996 was passed in purported exercise of 

the revisional power by the authority without having any 

; jurisdiction and therefore, it is liable to be set 

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

Annexure 1 order dated 25.7.1996. 

In due course the respondent Nos.l to 4 have entered 

appearance and filed written statement. 

It 
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We have heard both sides. Mr B.K. Sharma, learned 

counsel for the applicant submitted before us that once the 

applicant having been punished by way of censure, the 

Director General, ICAR had no authority or jurisdiction to 

exercise power under Rule 29(i)(iv) of the CCS(CCA) Rules, 

1965 to set aside the penalty of censure imposed by Annexure 

11 order dated 25.8.1996 and remit the case back to the 

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

enquiry on the issuec whether balance stationery items had 

been received till 24.4.1992 or not. Mr Sharma also 

submitted before us that the earlier order was passed by 

the then Director, ICAR awarding penalty of censure. After 

his transfer when the 4th respondent took charge, 

immediately within thirteen days of his joining he made the 

recommendation and only at his instance the revisional order 

was passed by the Director General for taking up the matter 

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

circumstance of the case would amply show that the decision 

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

applicant has made allegation of malafide against the 4th 

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

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

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

written statement. In this regard, Mr Sharma submitted that 

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

malafide is made then counter to the said allegation should 

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

Mr K.N. Choudhury, learned Standing Counsel, ICAR 

strenuously argued before us in support of the action of the 

respondents. According to Mr Choudhury the authority, i.e. 

the Director General, ICAR had jurisdiction to pass such 

order in furtherance of justice. According to him the 

applicant was involved in such a serious crime that mere 

a,__ 	 censure........ 

C-- 
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censure would not meet the ends of justice. Therefore, it 

was necessary for the administration to reconsider the 

whole matter by making proper investigation. Mr Choudhury 

further submitted that the records revealed that some 

other matters had been left out of consideration. 

According to Mr Choudhury there was nothing • wrong on the 

part of the Director General in asking the subordinate 

authority to make further enquiry. M Chouhdury also 

submitted before us that the allegation of malafide was 

not at all proved and in the absence of proof the 

Tribunal cannot come to the conclusion regarding 

malafide. 

7. 	On the rival contention of the learned counsel for 

the 	parties, 	the 	following 	questions 	fall 	for 

consideration: 

Whether the authority had the jurisdiction to 

invoke the revisi.onal power under Rule 29(iv) of 

the CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965. 

Whether the facts and circumstances •of the case 

indicate malafide intention of the respondent 

No.4. 

Point No.1: 

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

proedure for revision under various circumstances. Rule 

29 (iv) relates to the revisional powerof the Head of 

the Department directly under the Central Government. As 

per Rule 29(iv), 'Notwithstanding anything contained in 

these rules- the Head of a Department directly under the 

Central Government, in the case of a Government servant 

serving in a department or office (not being the 

Secretariat or the Posts and Teleraphs Board), under the 

control of such Head of a . Department, may at any time, 

either on his or its own motion or otherwise call for the 

DIE 
b 
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the records of any inquiry and revise any order made under 

the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965, from which an appeal isallowed, 

butfrom which no appeal has been preferred or from which no 

appeal is allowed, after consultation with the Commission 

where such consultation is necessary and may revise the 

order as mentioned in the said rule. Howevet, as per the 

second proviso of 'the said rule such revisional power by the 

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

the Department unless the authority to which an appeal.would 

lie, where no appeal.has been preferred, is subordinate to 

him. In other words revisional power can be exercised by 

the Head of a Department only when the Flead of the 

Department is superior to the Appellate Authority. In the 

present case it is admitted by both sides that the Director 

General is the Head of the Department (Institution) and also 

the Appellate Authority. Therefore, as per ,  the second 

I proviso mentioned abOve the Director General who is the 

Appellate Authority cannot exercise the revisional power. 

Again under Rule 29(v) the Appellate Authority can also 

revise an order, but in such case power can be exercised by 

the Appellate Authority within six months from the date of 

the order proposed to be revised. Even assuming the Director 

General, being the Appellate Authority, has exercised the 

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

passed within six months. But in the present case •the 

Director General exercised the power after almost eleven 

months. Therefore, on both the counts the Director General 

had no jurisdiction to exercise the jurisdictional power. In 

this connection Mr Sharma has drawn our attention to a 

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

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

1545. This decision was rendered by the Madras High Court on 
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the Tarnil Nadu Police Subordinate Service (Discipline and 

Appeal) Rules, R. 15A and proviso of the said rules which is 

similar to the second proviso to Aule 29 of the CCS(CCA) 

Rules. The High Court observed thus: 

The power to review under the above 
rules can be exercised by four authorities (1) 
The State Government, (2) the Head Oof the 
departments, (3) the appellate authority and 
(4) any other authority secifed in this 
behalf by the State Government by a general ,  or 
speciai order. But the power of review given 
to the Head of the department is, however, 
subject to a restriction under the proviso to 
the rule. The proviso says that no power of 
review shall be exercised bythe Head of the 
department unless the appellate authority, 
which had passed the appellate order of the 
authority to which an appeal would be 
preferred against the original order is 
subordinate to him...... 

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

Madras High Court. 

In another decision, namely Kailash •Prasad Sinha -vs-

Union of India and another, reported in 1985(1) SLR 24, the 

Delhi High Court had occasion to consider the second provjso 

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

the Delhi High Court observed thus: 

Second proviso to Rule '29 clearly says 
that no power of review shall be exercised by 
the head of the department unless the 
authority to which an appeal would lie where 
no appeal is preferred is subordinate to him 
(vide •sub-clause (ii)). Thus merely being 

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

The object of 2nJ proviso to 
Rule 29 is to provide that though the head of 
department can exercise the power of review, 
it is only in those cases where the appellate 
authority is subordinate to the former. But as 
in the present case the appellate authority 
and the reviewing authority are the same 
person i.e. 'Director C.B.I., the condition 
precedent in 2nd proviso to Rule 29 is not 
satisfied ................In that view it has 
to be held that the Director C.B.I. being the 
appellate authority could not exercise the 
power of reviewing authority under Rule 29, 
and the impugned notice thus issued by him was 
not warranted in law. 
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The decisions cited above squarely cover: the point 

at issue. Therefore, we have no hesitation to come to the 

conclusion that the Director General being the Appellate 

Authority had no jurisdiction to exercise the •revisional 

power. 

. 

POINT NO.11: 

The applicant has alleged malafide in the present 

cas.e on the ground that Shri. S. Laskar, the then Director, 

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

Annexure 11 order dated 25.8.1995 imposing penalty of 

"Censure". After Shri Laskar was transferred the respondent 

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

Centre. (Mithun) took over charge and within a short time the 

respondent No.4 sent a recommendation for rev.sion of the 

order. According to the applicant this was done with an 

ulterior màtive to harrass the applicant. The applicant has 

also urged that once the Director had imposed the penalty of 

"Censure", the respondent No.4 ought not to have recommended 

for revision of the order. Except that nothing has been 

shown by the applicant. . It is an established principle of 

law that without sufficient proof of malafide intention the 

Court or Tribun1 cannot come to a conclusion that the 

action was vitiated, by a malafide intention. The malafide 

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

proved with reasonable certainty. In thee present case, in. 

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

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

action was taken with a malafide intention. Therefore, this 

action cannot be said to be taken by the authority with 

malafide intention. Therefore, we find no 'force in the 

contention of the applicant in this point. 
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In view of Our decision in Point No.1 we find that 

• the impugned Annexure 1 order dated 25.7.1996 .issed by the 

Director General exercising revisional power cannot be 

sustarned in law. Accordinglywe set, aside thesame. 

• 	The application is accordingly disposed of. No order 

as to costs. 

4L.GL)[NE ) 	• 	 ( D. N. BARUAH
ADM V7MEF4BER 	/. 	 •. VICE-CHAIRMAN 
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LIMITA2ON 

The applicant further declares that the applition 

is within the limitation period prescribed in Section 21 of 

the Administtative Tribunals Act, 1985. 

FACTS OF THE CASE : 

	

4.1 	That the applicant is presently working as 

Assistant in the I.C.A.fl. Research ODrnplex for NEH Region, 

Barapani (hereinafter called as 'ICAR NEHR') •  

	

4.2 	That he started his service in the I.C.A,R. NEHR 

in the year 1981 as Junior Clerk (Class-Ill) in which post 

he was confirmed on 26. 10.1993, 

4.3 	That the applicant by dint of his sincere and 

devoted service, rose in the ladder of promotion and was made 

A Senior Clerk from 12th November 1986 

An Assistant 	from Septe!nber  1991, 

4,, 4 	That while working as Junior Clerk in the ICAR NEHR 

the applicant was placed in the Stores Section in August 1983 

to assist the then Store Keeper (Late) Shri S.O. Thangkhiew. 

In ¶Tanuary 1984 Late Thankhiew was shifthd from the stationery 

Se and the applicant gradually drifted into the position of 

the •Store Keeper, just as a matter of course for that matter, 

without any formal order and formal taking over after 

r 	 verification of the existing stock. 

4.5 	That since thus placed in charge of the Stores 

sometime in 1984, your applican.t had been holding the charge 

of the stores to the satisfaction of the authorities without 

I any blemish for over 9 years till he formally handed over 



An 

IN THE CENTRAL AJ14INISTRAVE TRIBUNAL::GUWAHATE BENCH 

OA.N.2e2 of 1996 (  

BETWEEN 

Shrj Parimal Ghosh, 
son of Late P.C. Ghosh, 
Assistt (c.O.), 
I.C.A.R. Research Complex, 
Barapani, Meghalaya 

IiDp.LLcaflt 

1. The Indian Council of Agricultural Research 
Represented by the Secretary, I.C.A.R. 
Krjshj Bhavan, NéwDelhj110 001, 

2, The Director General, I.C.A.R. 
Krishi Bhavan, Dr. Rajendra Prasad Road, 
New Delhi-hO 001, 

The Director, 
I.C.A.R. Research Complex, 
N.E.H. Region, Barapani, Meghalaya. 

Dr. N.D. Vezrna, 
Project Director, 
National Research Centre (Mithun), 
Jharnapani, Nagalan& 

ReSlDOfldeflts 

DETAILS OF APPLI'ION 

PARLCULARS OF THE ORDER AGAINST WFCH 
THE APPLIZTI0N IS MADE : 

The application is made against Revision Order 

vide F.No 6  28(2)/92-Vig. dated 25.7.96 from Director 

General, I.C.A.R. (Annexure-1). 

JURI SDI CTION OP THE TRIBUNAL : 

The applicant declares that the subject matter of 

the order against which he wants redressal jswlthjn the 

jurisdiction of this I-bn'ble Tribunal. 

Contd ... P/2. 0 
II 
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charge to his successor Shri R. Subbha after verification 

of stock andcollecting the sfle with the stock register/ 

records and no discrepencies were found in the course of his 

handing over, charge of the store. 

4.6 	That from the third week of April 1992, the 

applicant's wife, who was in advance stage of pregnancy and 

in her first labour was showing signs of critically and the 

applicant had to be at Shillong where his house is situated •at 

short notice and his wife had to be hoitalised in the Nazareth 

Hospital, Shillong on the 24th April 1992 and released after 

4 days on 28th Ppril 1992, 

47 	That an order for supply of stationery valued at 

Rs. 2, 84,732.85 was placed with N/s. Pabitra Paul an approved 

supplier of the I.C.A.P. On 9.3.92 with stipulation to complete 

the supply by 31st Match 1992. 

4.8. 	That N/s. Pabitra Paul could not complete the 

supply of all the items within the stipulated period due to 

hold up of the tn .ick carrying the stationenies due to read 

blockade but gave an under takin g that the supply of the 	/ 

balance materials would be completed within 10 days. 

4.9 	 That accordingly on th basis of the uniertaking 

and to avoid any lapse of fund due to year ending .the cheque ,
101* 

for the amount was drawn but not handed over till the supply 

was complete according to the established procedure laid down 

in the file No. RC(S)1/89, which inspite of request from the 

applicant was not made available to the 1.0. 

Contd. .. .P/4. 
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4.10 	That due to certain acute personal difficulties, 

the applicant was on leave from 1st to 3rd ?pril 1992 and 

M/s. Pabjtra Paul completed the supply on 2.4.9 2 and took 

his cheque the next day, without any knoledge of the 

applicant. 

4011 	That on 24.4.92 at 3 P.M.  a terna of CBI officers 

arrived in the store office without any officer of the 

I.C,A.R. rtgkx NEHR and made a surprise check. 

4.22 	That the CBI officials after some preliminary 

inquiry lasting for about an hour left the store office by 

4 P.M. that day leaving a memo aftet obtaining siiature 

from your applicant. 

4.13 	That due to indifferent helath condition of 

his wife the applient had to be on casual leave on 25.4.q 

the next day 26.4.92 was a Sunday and on the next opening 

day i.e. 27.4.9 2 the applicant in the very first opportunity 

in the first hour reported the matter to the Local Head Of 
, 

Department of the CBI surprise check etc. and following that 

the Local Head of Department, i.e. the Respondent No 3 

constituted a five member Clommittee to verify the stock. 
S 

4.14 	That the Oommittee in consultation with the 

Respondent No. 3 sealed the godown on 28.4.92. Your app]Jnt 

was also ordered on 3.6.92 to hand over the charge of the 

Store to Shri R. Subba Sr. Clerk and your applicant did the 

sane after proper verification of stock and preparation of 

memo of verification. 

Contd ..... P/5. 
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4.15 	That however on the verification made by the five 

member Committee aforesaid and later by another Committee on 

pointing out discrepancies in the report of the first above 

mentioned Committee and without affording any opportunity to 

represent, recovery amounting to Rs.73,262.8 from his salary 

at the rate of Rs.500/- per month was ordered summarily vide 

order No.RC(G16/92 dated 10.2.94. 

	

4.16 	That it was only after the appUnt represented 

against such summary recovery order, that the authorities 

decided to issue.,a formal charge vide No.RC(G)16/92 dated 

17. 2.94. 

	

4.17 	That in the circumstances the applicant was 

compelled to seek protection of this Hon'ble Tribunal by 

a petition registered as O.A. 41/94 which was disposed of 

by order dated 1.6.94, quashing the order No. RC(G) 16/92 

dated 10.2.94, allowing however the discipli nary proceeding 

under emorandum No. EC(G) 16/92 dated 17. 2.94 to proceed 

according to rules. The applicant craves leave of this 

Hon'ble Tribunal to. call for records in O.A. 41/94 of this 

Hon'ble Tribunal, if the bn'ble Tribunal needs to refer to 

or production of the same. 

A cppy of the order dated 1.6.94 of the Fbn'ble 

Tribunal is however, encl.sed as ANNEXURE-2.k 

	

4.18 	That as theHon'ble Tribunal did not intervene in 

the matter of inquiry proceedings, so it continued. Order 

dated 15.7.94 was passed by the Director, I.C.A.R. NEHR 

Respondent No.3 in the instant application bearing No.RC(G) 16 

92 whereby Dr. V.C. Sharma, Jt. Director (HQ,I.C.A.R. 

Con t.d. . .P/6.. 

tv 	
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Research Complex for NEH Region was appointed the Inquiry 

0 fficer in the case against (1) Dr. B.P.S. Yaav, Scientist 

I/C Store and (2) Shri P. Ghosh, Asstt, (Store), By another 

order of even No. and date Shri N. Sarania, Inspector, CBI/ 

ACB Shillong was appointed as pPresenting cfficer. 

Copy of the aforesaid orders are annexed 

hereto as ANNEXURE&.3 aTld 4 respectively. 

	

4.19 	That however, vide his letter No.RC(G) 16/92 

dated 26.10.94, the Administrative Officer, I.C.A.R. Research 

complex, Barapani intimated to the Inquiry Officer that the 

inquiry against Dr. B.P.S.  Tadav need not be conducted. 

	

4.20 	That the inquiry proceedings continued against 

the applicant alone, though if there had been really a 

misconduct both the Scientist I/s, Stores and had even more 

responsibility. As however, the applicext was clear in his 

conscience that there had been no misconduct on the part of 

either, he did not raise any objection to not conducting the 

inquiry against Dr. Yadav, Sci en ti st alongside. 
. 

	

4.21 	That evidences were recorded on 14.12.94 and 

22. 12.94. 

Photocopies of the proceedings of the above 

mentioned dates are annexed hereto as 	E)WRE 

5 and 6 respectively. 

	

4.22 	That on the conclusion of the inquiry, the 

Presenting 0fficer submitted his written brief on 29.12.94 

and the same was followed by defence brief on 6.1.95. 

Contd. .. .P/7. 
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Copies of these two briefs are annexed, 

hereto as ANN.EXURES..7 nd8 respectively. 

4.23 	That the 1.0. submitted his inquiry report to the 

Disiplinary Authority Respondent No. 3 on.24.6.95 and the 

same was forwarded to the applicant vide letter No RC(G) 

16/92 dated 21.8.95 from the Disciplinaty Authority asking 

the applicant (the charged of ficer to explain as to why 

disciplinary' action shöu1d not be taken against him.' 

Copy of the letter mentioned &Dove together with 

Inquiry report is enclosed as NNEXURE..9. 

4.24 	That the applicai t (the charged officer) submitted 

his written explanation on 24.8.9 5 showing as to how is 

he stands exonerated from be charges and he prayed for orders 

exonerating him from the cha rges. 

Copz of Ibis explanationdatod 24.8.95 is 

annexed here to as N1U R Q,. 

4.25 , 	That the Disciplinary Authority after careful 
/ 

consideration of the Inquiry report and records of inquiry 
S 

and discussing the extent the charge has been proved, was 

satisfied that "Good and sufficient reasons exist for 
S 

imposing on Shri Párimal Ghosh, Asstt. I.C.A.'R. Research 

Complex, for NEH Region, Earapani the penalty of 'Censure' 

• and accordingly imposed the penalty of 'censure t  on the 

applicant vide No.RC(G) 16/92 dated 25.8.95. 

A copy of the order of the Disciplinary Authority 

mentioned above is enclosed as NNEXUR 11. - 

Contd.. . .P/8. 



- 	

- 

4 

-8- 

4.26 	That vide order. F.No. 28(2)/92-Vig. dated 25.4.96 

innexure-.1, the D.G. I.C.A.R. in exercise of pOwer conferred 

under Rule 29(1) (Iv) of ccs(ccA) Rules, 1965 set' aside the 

penalty of 'censure' as imposed vide order dated 25.8.95 

Annexure-Il ibid and remitted the case to the Disciplinary 

Authority i.e. Director, I.C.A.R. Research bomplex with 

direction to hold a further inquiry on the issue that 

"whether balance stationery items bmd been received till 

24.4.9 2 or not. 

4.27 	That on receipt of the said order 	from D.G., 

I.C.A.R. vide Annexure-1, the applicant was shocked and 

dismayed. He was already for three years under pressure of 

a disciplinary proceeding, while the other officer, being 

an officer of the I.C.A.R. was allowed to go scot free from 

any reaponsibility. Notwithstanding, the applicant submitted 

a review petition dated 21.8.96 against the order at 

Annexure-1 to save him from further harassment in this m:tt6r1 

and interalia adduced the following grounds as to why itf 
	SAM 

could not and should proceeded with : 

(i) That the case was not re-opened suo-moto by the 

Revisional authority i.e. Director General, I.C.A.R. bt 

S 	 it was re-opened on a recommendation dated 13.9.95 of the 	- 

successor in office of the D4.sciplinary authority i.e. the..-.' 

Director, I C.A.R. Research Complex, NEH Regron and suffers 

S 	 from two apparent vices : 

(a) It infringes the legal principle established'that 'on 

a decision is arrived at honestly by a competent 

authority, its successOr in office afet the decision 

Oontd....P/9. 
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- 	has been acted upon and is in effective operation 

cannot reconsider the matter so as to take a totally 

different decision" (para 3(i) of the Revision petitioi-

and 

(b) 	that the recommendation was mane wi,thifl 20 days of 

the order imposing punishment and was violative of 

clause (2) of Rule 29 CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965 (pata 3 

(ii) of the Revision Petition). 

(ii) •  the order contained in 2nnexure- 1 was sufficientlY 

indicated and tutored that any further inquiry will go in 

a particular channel leaving the prospectiYe inquiry officer 

xto scope to arrive at an impartial findings (para 4 of the 

Review Petition). 

that there was no f ailing/infirmitY in the previous 

inquiry and there was nut sufficient ground to renew the 

inquiry even on a sp ectfic issue (para 5 of the Review 

petition). 

that the questions suggested in the revisiOflal 

order (impugned order nexure-1). is a leading question 

for obt.ning a particular answer from the new/old withesses 

brought before the renewed inquiry, (para 8 of the RevieLr 

Petition). 

Li 
• (v 	that the statement said to have been made by the 

applicant on 13.7.9 2 was not a piece of evidence (para 7 

of the Review petition). 

(vi) that notwithstanding the independence of rule. 29 

ximis vis-a.-vis other rules in CCS(cCA) Rules, 1965, the 
SamE 

cannot be outside the purview of the prOviSiofiS of S.115 	( 

Coritd. .. .P/10. 
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and proviso thereunder and as discussed in the Review 

Petition ?½nnexure-12 hereof there is no room for the re'isio 

as directed and the line of action indicated in the impued 

order at Annexure-1. 

A copy of the review petition is annexed hereto 

as P2NEXURE-12. 

4.28 	That the applicat begs to state that the 

respondent N, 4 D. N.D. Verma, tne subsequent Director 

made the recommendation dated 13.9.95 to be Revising Author: 

against the penalty of censure absolutely for reasons other 

than bonafide. Malafide is the foundation of the recornmenda 

made by Dr. Verma. The applicant is the Joint Secretary of 

I.C.A.R. Employees' Association which is a registered 

Association affiliated to INIUC. After the joining of Mr. 

Verma in ICAR, issue Wa: raised by the employees against 

appoinbiieflt as Director contending the same to he ir1l1i 

The applicant, being a Secretary to the AssociatiOn .400k. 

leading part in placing the demand of the employees which. 

attracted the wrath of the respondent No. 4. The AS,4ci#C 

demanded extension of service of the earlier Director, 

Press release were issued in *ich the applicant was a 

signatory. In view of the demand of the employees, DT 

Verma has since been sent back by the Courycil to his o' 41  

post of Project Director, National Research Centre,(Mit 

Naga].and on 17.10.95. Be that as it may, because of the.j 

agitional programme Dr. Verma bore a grudge against. he 

applicant and amidst his busy schedule, within 13 days of 

his joining Dr. Verma picked up the case of the applicaXt.t 

out of sheer malafide and gave the recommendation, as stat 

above. As such, the said recommendation cannot stand the 

Cotd....P/l1. 
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of judicial scrutiny and the actionpursuant to such 

malafide recommendation also cariaot stand in the eye of 

law. 

	

4.29 	That the applicant states that the impugned 

order dated 25.7.96 is illegal per se and the sane is 

violative of the principles of service jurisprudence. 

Accordingly, the sm e is required to be quashed. 

	

4.30 	That Dr. N.D. Verma, who took over as the Director, 

I.C.A.R. Research Complex, NEH Region on 31.8.95 and left 

the office off 17.10.95 was in direct confrontation with 

the employees in the Research Complex and it was with a 

vidictive attitude and also to cow-down the employees' 

genuine programme of association activities he picked up 

the applicant and recommended action against the applicant, 

being a leading association member inspite of provisions 

of rules and legal principle discussed in para 4(27) above. 

	

4.31 	That the applict was singled out inaanuch as 

while inquiry proceedings started against (i) Dr. B.P.S. 

Yadav, Scientist I/C, Stores and (ii) the app'lic ant vide 

paragraph 4.18, inquiry against D. Yadav was dropped 

vide paragraph 4019 and it was arbitrary, discriminatory 

at the very start and it was because of reasons given 

in para 4.20 that the applicant did not raise any hue and 

cry in this respect, though as it comes before the legal 

forum this violation of Article 14 and Art 16 of the 

Constitution of India cannot be over looked. 

	

4.32 	That in a spell of nearly five years the 

applicant had to go through strenuous effort and difficu3t 

Contd .... P/12. 
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situation and was inflicted with the punishment twice-once 

while the recovery of Rs.73, 262.58 was ordered from the pay 

of the aDplicant, since nullified under orders of this 

Hon'ble Tribunal dated 1.6.94- Annexure-2 and later through 

the inquiry proceedings held by the 1.0. Dr. U.C. Sharma, 

Jt. Director (HO) apd it is no denying the fact on those 

occasions too, the applicant had proceed through all the 

hazards inherent with such proceedings and his sufferings in 

those fateful years can be better be realised- than explained. 

4.33 	That the applicant states that the impugned action 

on the part of the respondent being vindictive, malafide and 

being for collateral purposes, is required to be set aside 

and quashed. 

5,, GROUNDS FOR RELIEF WITH LEGAL PROVISIONS : 

/ 	- 

	

- 5.1 	For that the action of the respondents are 

contrary to the provisions of CCS(CCA) Rules and therefore, 

cannot stand in the eye of law. 

	

5.2 	For that the recommendation made by the 

respondent No. 4 is vioL itive of clause(2) of Rule 29 of 

CCS(CCA) Rules, 196. 

if 

	

503 	For thatLthe impugned action is allowed to stand 

there would be no end of a disciplinary proceeding and 

there cannot be any,fiNd finality of such a proceeding. 

	

5•4 	For that the renewed inquir has been, ordered 

for collateral punoses and not on merit of the case. 

Con td ..... P/3. 
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5.5 	For that the inquiry reportof Dr. U.C. Sharma 

Joint Director (}) not being superseded, resc±nded, 
4L 	

frash enquiry could not he sustained under the law. 

5.6 	For that recalling the witnesses who had already 

adduced evidence and those witnesses who were earlier 

called but were not asked to adduce evidence cannot tender 

evidence on a new line, except clarification of some 

statements already made, if some discrepencies had arisen 

due to cross examination, but that too is barred after 

the case is finally closed with submission of findings and 

decisions of the competent aithority. 

5.7 	For that prima facie the issue ordered to be 

inquired afresh is not a charge under the CCS(CCA) Rules, 

1965 and only a fact relevant or otherwise to the charge 

and since the charge itself, stands disoosed of, renewed 

inquiry on a particular fact in issue or not cannot be 

sustained. 

5.8 	For that in may view of the matter, the renewed 

inquiry on a particular issue the charge itself has been 

disposed of is uncalled for, unwarranted and not sustainable 

under the facts and law. 

6. DETAILS OF REMEDIES EXHAUSTED : 

The applicant declares that he has availed of all 

the remedies available to him under the relevant service 

rules. Although the applicant has preferred review petition 

Contd. . . .P/14. 
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dated 21.8.96 - Annexure-12, the order having come from 

the highest authority of the I.C.A.R. there is not further 

scope to get relief from any other quarter and on the 

contray the review petition not having been acknowledged 

nd no direction havirç been sent, the disciplinary authorl-ty 

is left with no option but to proceed At h the renewed 

inquiry as ordered vide impuied order - Anne.ire-1r 

7 •  MATTERS NOT PREVIOUSLY FILED OR PENDING BEFORE 

ANY OTHER COURT 

As stated ibid, a case was filed earlier in this 

Hon'ble Tribunal as O.A. No. 41/94 which was finally 

disposed of on 1.6.94, copy enclosed as Annexure-2. However.. 

the subject matter is not the sane and the applicant has 

come on a different cause of action. 

8 RELIEFS SOUGHT : 

In view of the facts mentioned in para 4 above 

the applicant prays for the following reliefs : 

. 

(1)' That the iugned order F.No. 28(2)/92_Vig. 

dated 25.7.96 - Annexure-1 be quashed. 

(2) Cost of the suit be awarded. 

9. INTERIM ORDER,2 IF ANY PRAYED FOR 

Pending final decision on the application, the 

applicant seeks the following interim order : 

The impuned order dated 25.7.96 (Annexure-1) be 

suspended and the Director, I.C.A.R. Research Complex, 

NEM Region, Barapani be restrained foam proceeding with 

Contd .... P/15. 
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the further inquiry on the issue that whether balance 

stationery items had been received till 24.4.92 or not. 

0. 

The application is filed through Advocate. 

11. 

 

L ,' TICULA RS OF THE I.P.O. : 

() I.P.O. No. 	: g0 - 	
0 

Date 	 : 

Payable at 	: Guwahati. 

12• LI ST OF ENCLOSURE S 

As stated in the Index. 

Verification..... 

1 

. 
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VERIFICATIQ 

I, Shri Parimal Ghoh, son of Late P.C. Ghosh, 

aged about 37 years1 vorking as Assistant,ifl the office of 

the Director, Indian Council AgrIcultural Research, Research 

Complex, NEH Region l3arapani resident of Shillong do hereby 

verify that te statemts made in paragraphs 1 to 4 and 6 

to 12 are true to my IQiowledge ; those ne in paragraph 5 

are ttue to my legal advice and that I have not suppressed 

any material facts. 

And I sign this 	 on tbi s the 10.4  day 

of November 1996aia4 

S 

S 



1EI.EPHONE OFE:33993/3388994 

TELEGRAM 	: 	 AGRISEC 

TELEX 	 : 	031 62249 ICAR IN 
ICAR 

¶t:.TR.S41M 

1F41-110601 	'confidential 
INDIAN COUNCIL OF AGIRICULTURAL RESEARCI1 	.1  i. 

KRISHI BHAWAN, Dr. RAJENDRA PRASAD ROAD, NEW DELHI-hO 001 Registered A/D 

FNQ 28(2)/92-Vig. 	 Dated th'i.),'y 196. 

ORDER .. . 	 . 

• 'r' 	
•. 	 .. 	

" 	 . 	 , 	 . 

. 	 ERE * an inquiry 'under Rule 14 rof CCS (QCA) Rules,. 
• 1965, --as 'applicable :to IClR-ernp1oyees was held' against Shri 
'Parirrial'Ghosh, Asstt, 'XCARRes. Complex' for;NEH Region, Shill ong 
by Director, NEH Region, the 'disciplinary. authoriey in his case, 
in r/o the following article of charge framed against him & 
cornunicatedto'himride 'order No. 'RC (a) 16/92.dated 17.2.94; 

:: 	• 

While S11.ParirnalGhosh Posted & functioning as, store 
'Asstt, in the 'øtationery stores of XCI4R, NH Region, Barapani, 
Shillong during 19921ailed to maintain absoluteintegrity & 
devotion to duty as 1 much as he certified the bills-ottheparty 

•;to':the une of Rs, 2,84,732.00 to-the effect"that-he.received 
thestatiçnry articles required to 	supplied'vide su.ply 
orderdated'9.3.92b4/$Pabitra•Paui,Shiilong1thout±ecej 

to maintain _store records in a proper 'manner. -' 17 
I' 

	

the Director, 	HRegion,I on'.conolusioñ of"the 
inguiry" against Sh.Qhqsh, imposedt the penalty of Censure -on 
$h. Qhosh videOrder.No, RC(G) :16/92 datea25.8.95,.' •I '- 

- 

	

-. 	 . 	 I 	 * 

1*!EREAS•subsequent IDirector. of 'the Xnstituto, viz Dr.' 
•N.D.Verma made a'recoimendation dated .13.9.95 to the Revising 
5 Authority against 1the penalty of Censure as imposed.,on Sh. 
:Gho8:; the ground that this penalty w'as not conmensurate 

• 'with the gravity of the charge, a.the main pàrt'of the article 
)'• of charge' framed aainst Sh.'Ghosh,.stood proved, .'besides other 

r 	i"/ reasonsincludingeven the undertaking' dated 30'.3.92 te'±ng 
Y suspect;  

4 	 4 	 - 	 - 	 ' 	 ''*4. 	
• 	 -- 	

' 

* 	 ?: 

 

WHEREAS the' Revising Authorityi.e. Director General 
• 	 i careful 'consideratiori' ,o±:the inquiry report and the 

records of the inquiry finds trat: 	 . •. * 

(i) In the statement of .irnputation it was .  a]Jeged that 
44.92' a. suxipi~ecCheo .k wasLcr4.icted in the Stationery 

Stores by Officials BX when it waföüöd that stationery 

y 
4sted. 

H 
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items which had befl certified by.'Sh. Ghosh, 
Asstt as having 

been received on 30,3.92 
from N/S Pabitra Paul, were physicallY 

not available in the store. Sh. Gbosh also admitted &bout the 

• 	_.rO_r!ceipt of the said stores. 

• 	 The finding of 1.0. in this regard was that in the absence 

.of physical. verificati0D of store items on 24.49,2.Ofle caIWot 

• say categoricdllY that the balaiCe supply of the rnateria1a 
not rr,ade good before issuing cheqie for 1s. 2.4 Lakhs to Ms. 
Pabitra Pu1 on 34,92. 

The above finding is based on deposition at cross exami' .- 

nation stage of Sflri.K.C.C.hOUdharY,,1flSPe0t0rL,.w85 
one of 

the officials i who conducted the surprise check,.; as :;we)l as 

• contentOn of Shri Ghosh abqu.t his be ing .xnder .rntl pressure 
on 24.4.02dueJto illness of.hisWi cfe. 

.1. 	It is however;Seefl.that in addition...•to Sh..1ChaudharY, 

Inspector C131, there were two other Inspectors of CBI who 
were 

jr listed, as proseutiOfl ,Wi.tnesses; (.W,):, b 	werripparafltlY 
. :nOteXmi1ed .durinqt1e inquiry, No reaOp forjth4.S.h 	been 

• recordedj.in..the report, whereas;.thCY are:ey,:Wt4le5SeS, since 
the Memo dated 24.4 • 92 prepared after the surre 1CheCk which 

is, signe4•by all the three: InspeCt9rS (a well 	
Ghoh) 

clearly mentions of nqnreceipt of 	 items 

l tht date. :Evn$h. Chaudhay was not •poitedy as1d 
by P.O. or:I.O.ithath 	itwasstat 	in,themOdate 

24.4.92 that rpost0f the, items, were found. not 	 In 

fact the circUmSta!e5 in which Sh. Chaudhary has stated that 

there was no phyiçl verificaiOn rnaye simply me,that in 

view of :.Sh. Qhos •having admitted to nonrCiPt of.Certaifl 

items (whoe.nurnber is also specJfical1Y indicated in theLMemO)L 0  

-there was hardly any need to 
physically count the entire stock 

• .in the stores. Similarly, •Sh. Ghosh was also..,nQt :Sked how
141.7.92 

'even'inhis subsequent statemCnt recorded before cj o 

he had again admitted that material had,+not ben 
spp ie t 11 

24.4.92. TherefOre' 1.0. had obviouslY ignored .the 1 staterfleflt 

of Sh. Ghosh dated 13.7.92 4s well as that' of Dv,, B.P.S. Yad'v 
• 	dated,10.i.92 	toug bOth ,of them are iisted-doCUntSs 

Mehas also convoluted the facts recQrded in thMemO of CBI 
27 (para 4) of he report 

dated 24.4.92 when he says on oage  
that Sh. Ghosh has admitted vide this memo that material had 

not been 'received'till 30. 392 only whereas onmere reading of 

the memo itis clear that material had not beenrec1Vd.eVen 

till 24.4.92. 

S SUCH. the evjLsLng Authority iS of the. viez that the 

inq!iiry in .this. qas ,1 	not, been....prpperly conductea and the 
fidirig a such on 	 issue. is pr.ematUre; 

• 	tteted. 

M,6ct. 
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NOW THEREFORE the Director Geni. ICAR in exercise of 
pcer conferred under Rule 29(i) (Iv) of CCS (CCA) Rule, 1965 

/ 
herebyts aside the penalty of Censure as imposed vide order 

/ dated 258., and remits back the case to the Disciplinary 
" Authority i.e the Dctor, ICAR Res. Complex with the direction 

'to hold a further inquiryon the issue that whether balance 
s~ &~ionery - items had been received till 24.4.92 or not. 

(Capt. R.K,Marwaha) 
Director(Vigilance) 
for & on behalf of 
Dir Genl. ICAR. 

DISTIBUTION: 

1. Dr. R.P.Awasthi, 
Director, ICJR Res. 
Complex for NEH Region, 
Barapani, Shillorig, 
793103. 

A. 

Att 

r0j"to, 
£crcca. 

with an additional copy meant 
for Sh. •P.Ghosh, Asstt., it may .  

-.e got delivered to him after 
obtaining his dated signatures 
which may be fo

rth
ardd to Council 

for record. Fue, the inquiry 
as above mabe conple ted within 
a period o' three m'bthe of issue 
f this order, and the report 

with all the records forwarded 
tc DG, ICAR. 

Sh. Parimal Ghosh, Asstt, IcAR; Res Complex for NEH 
RegionShiIlOng. 

0 
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CENTRAL ADWINISThATIV E TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHAT I BENCHjfl GUWAHAT I — 5 
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Shri Pariroal Ghosh 	
•.. 	Petitioner 

_VS - 
ni.nef India & ors. 	

Respondents 

FRESENT 
THE HJN'BLE JUSTICE SHRI S. WQUE, VICE CHALRtAN, 

TH EHONBLESHRI G. L. SANGLYINE, MEMB (ADWN.). 

For the petitioner 	•.. 	Wx. J.L. Sarkar, 
Chanda, 

Mr. A. Rachid. 

For the RespndefltS •.. 	Mr. S. All, Sr.CGSC. 	:1 
r 

• 	 1.6.94 	 Heard isarned counsel Mr 34PLe 

• 	

Saki, for the applicant, 

Shti Parjmal Ghosh. Perused the 

• 	. 	 . 	

statement of grievanceS and reliefs 

sought for in this application. Also 

	

• 	

heard learned Sr,C.G.S.C. P%r S,  Au. 

	

i z 	
We propose to dispo8e of this 

application at the admission stage. 

• sted, ••i 	 . 	 • 	 . 

• 	 • 

• 	 £4Vcct.. 

• 	• 	
. 

a 	. 	. 	a 	• 	• 	4 	 . 	 ••••• 	 . 	 4 

4. 

I 



• 	. 	. 	. 	. 	 .O.A.Nc.41/44 	. 	 . 

OFFICE tOTE 	 DATE 	 qCURTfS;MDER  

"• 
. . . 	. 	

, 	The applicant is an Assistant 
: 	 in ICAR Research Complex for NH 

Region, Berapeni. The authority has 
- 	

decided to recover an amount of 

	

• 	 , 	t.73,262.58 P from his eAlary by 

	

-. • 	. 	
146 inatel.snte vide order No.RC(G)15/ 
92 dated 10.2,1994 (Armexure-?). 

Subaequentiy vide office memorandum 
- 	 lio.RC(fl16/92 dated 17.2,1994 

.(Ann.!xura9)...the, reepondonts.hsvs 	 -: ____4•_•,_ -#. - 

initiated disciplinary proceedinQ • 	 . 	. 	
aQainet the applicant with specific 

• 	- 	. 	 ' charges for the incident in which the I 
amount of .?3,262.58 P was involved. 

'Us find that the recovery order under 
Annexure-7 was summarily made without 
enquiry and dscieion as to the guilt. 

• 	'of the scused, As specific disciplinary 
,--- - I'! proceeding has now been initiated for xoSTRA 	

'the said incident, we find no.juatifi- r •• 	 I 	'cation to keep the order under 

'us is Li bltb 	h 	
to 

Accordingly the order No.RC(G)/ 

/ 	// • 	 15/92 dated 10.2,1994 (Arinexure-7) 
deciding to recover .73,262.5B P from 

	

ri 	yS)",/• 	 , 	tIe applicant is hereby quashed. The 

	

II 	 I 	• 	
' disciplinary proceeding under memorand- 
urn No,RC(G)16/92 dated 17,2.1 994 

'(Annaxua_g) uLth specifj chaes will 
Ole 

proceed 	to Rules. 
.•1 

• 	
. 

 

This spplicatjon is accordingly 

	

• 	. 	
disposed of with the above order. 

Inform all concerned. j 

I 

	A/D 	 Sd!- S. RQUE Registered witfl 	 VICE Q-fAIRNAN 
• 	. . 	

& 'Sd/-G.L.SAN3LVINE 
: 	MBBER (AI*v) 

Memo No. .O1 - 	 Date : 

• 	 Cory....,forinforination & necessary actio to 
J2) Shri Porimal Ghosh, Asstt., I.C.A.R. Research Complex, 

• 	• 	 for NEH Regien, Barapani, Meghalaya. 

ted, 	
(2) The Secretary,.Govt. •f.India, Ministry of Agriculture, 

New Delhi 
U- 	 (3) The Director, Indian.Council if Agricultural Research, 

IIC.A.R. Research Complex for N.E.H. Region, Umroi Road, 
A4TICL 	 Barapani,,gha1aya,1 

(4) Mr. M. Chanda, Adv.càte, Gauhati High Court, GUAahati. - - - 	
__() 	 ATGjMahatiBench, Guwahati. 

OFFIcE} .  

	

-. 	 -. 	• 	- 	 - 	 ..•. 

ME 



&kn q, 
- 

—2---- 	gc 
xzxg CMC14 OF hMcuL1uW. ftEsL4ltcu 	/ XCRI ftESEmC}L CON? ZX FC N. • IIEG ION 

U1tOI 

No.Ic(o) 1492 	 D.t.d B*'*pin., the 15th July, 094 

ILA8jn ufryuriarfta10 %40i' th.0 	' 1 Civil 8.rvioes, (Cl9sjhoatlon, COMMl ar4 4lQpnlPltu!es. 
appló]e 	ICM wooyves to being held .aainst Di', us 	 30entst. and Shri PariaL Ghah. Aastt1 

(sr.$)nregrd , toj ii'rsgu1arjtie øCenU's18tor 
of ICAR Roeoh Complex for NB Region, B*!spani. 

'.AEA8 the undersigned oonaids that an 
Xnquiry Or.flcet' should be ePpoth.d tD. inquire into the 
charges freed againstDr. i..' P s. Ttav and 8hri Pariah Ghosh, 

flow, 11Ft4 Ui. Wid.reipiv4 Sn IZ*'Oi Of 
the pow's conrt byaub.ru hb47 0=10"to  Dr U. C. 
ai'ma, Sr. Scientiat, ICMt R.u*oh 	for IJI Region,. 
Bar spani as thi InQUIrY Off io' tJV

ShrL
uire in the Chai'gu Aame4 agairw Dr. fl. P. S. Yjy 	Parignal MooNs  

• 	

. 	 (.3aak.r).. 
Director. 

To 

Dt..UaC, 8irm 
Inqdz'y Off ic 0 . 
1Cm IteBoarcil Complex for N1 Regbfl, 

Cepyto*'. 	 . 

te 	Sh'i M1ni.Zloi ,pres nting Off icar, C.B.., 
A.C.B., Oât1Id ROW,. Shil]oflg 793 001. I  

2. 	Dr B. P. 8. Yg1v 
Bsr.p 

Sciwitist, X( ftiaeard Co3á 
• 	icr N1 Regiofl, 	ni. 

, 

 

/!Mrl p'jmgi GIiO&4 Miit. (Stir..), icut  ItignWah • 
	for NI R,&;ton, Bara0 	; :' . 

- 	 -. 

	

ati( Vig.) 	C0uio31 of ji1 • 	:q~;teise4ct4 ,  Iriohi Bh*y$ , Ne 	2 Delbj. ia has a 
P.No.28(2)/92u.Vig. datad 41  

A"ed.  

4 

k 

I 



C..L, A.CJ3., Oakland 

(3. Le&ttar ) 
Director: 

1' 

To 

'• 	 . Iiispiiotor, 

Copytog..' 

f'-r 	L1A 

CON?I1tA 

1 	 INDI/44 COtflCILOP 
xcgi RESECH CCJWIJX FOR NE.H. ftZN 

U)OI ROAD,BAftAPAN2,)2GHA1YA 

No.ftC(G) 14192 	Dt.4 B8rQPan4 the 1th July, 094 

- 

.4 

n enquiry undg mu0 14 oz •tti• Cn2 
CjPj1 Services ClaocjfiOnflon&Con$so1 and App•al) ftss 1j 
1965 U appliobl. to'ICAR empio 	ie•'b,1ngtie1d agdnat Dr.. . P. 8. .Yy,. 8r. SOientl.a AN.)"jn réard to 
nomli irregularities. o Central Btore ICA R.eurolt 
OI1plQx,aX'pguj, 	C' 

',. 	 . 

''' 	•' 	 .. 

41)• 	ta*s, tdersLgnd.consl'g that a 
PresenU ng Offj' BhOuWbi aDpQint.4 to prasit the Ow 
on behalt,of the widjrJ3Igfi4jA,JMUPP0rt Of the articin of 

NOw,.. 	tEVflE, tho t2lgn1 in QXeXiSQ Of 
the poware cOnferred by ii2,.'rule 5J(u) of ftu).es 	i4 . of the caid rules by appointing lxi K. Srg'ani .nepoCr 
C.B.I./AaC.B.,,13tujl1onga a i'reaenting Off io.r.' 

• 	Pr. B. . 8. :TV 	Oifltiitj 1CAI lsaarCLt' CQmpJc for NBH agin'Ber9pant. 	
' 

a 	
I'4 y 	 • 

2.t 'Vshri. P*'ima1 	Atto.: (8re), ICift.Aes.ará 
Coczplex for NER ftgion Barapsni.' 

Under £ecrGtery, Zølian Counoil of AzjiZ, 
Research, KrLhi Buavan, Now Delhi - 110  

13 
• ,, 	 bla 

Atsted. LI 
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I. 4 	.. a 



• 	 _- 2A - 	 A' 
Proceedings of the iogular hearing in the case against 
Shri Parimal GhOsh, Assistant, held on 14.12.1994 at 
the Meeting Mall, ICAR Research Complex,, Barapani. 

The inquiry started at 11.15 A.M. today, the 14th of 
Decnber. 1994. Dr. Chandan Rajkhowa, Sr. Scientist, ICAR 

• 	 Research Complex and Shri Pranab Medhi, Assistant, Admin. 
• 	 Section, ICAR Research Complex. Barepani appeared before me 

as prosecution Witnesses and Smti Anita Das, Jr, Clerk and 
Shri D.K, .Chetia both of XCAR Research Complex, Barapani 
appeared as Defence WtthesseS. 

It was stated by Dr. Chandan RajkhOwa that ha was a 
mtiber of the committee uhich conducted physical verificatiOn 	* 
Of the stores from 284.1992 and that the report was 
submitted On 12.5.1994. .Me deposed that the stOre godOwn  

was sealed On 28.4.1992 itself for physical verification of 
the total stocks as per orders of the cYeteflt authority. 
He further told that a list of short materials and their 
approximate coat was prepared. Shri Parimal Chosh crOss'- 
ex&nined Dr. Rajichowa and pointed Out that initially, 
Dr. K.M. Sjarbaruah and Dr. 1(.K. Satpathy were in the 
committee, but -later en, how Shri Satish Chandra. Sr. Scien-
tist (Plant 'pathology) and Dr. V.A. Pasthsarathy, Sr. 
Scientist (Florticulture) were included inthe physical 
verificatiOn comntittee 4thout a formal order from the 
• cccnpetent authority. Dr. RakhOwa r lied that h did not 
cnQw_PPw these pçaOfl5 were included an 	at he did not get 

1'. 	 çpfe letter, Shri 	IfGhO8hiien told that the 

constitution o We committee was not valid. Shr Parima3 
Ciasker.aikhOwe ao to yfl the itns in the 
Store were not physically verified as per order Of the 
ccmpetent authority and 9nly. stationery was checked. . 

• 	• Dr. RajkhOwa depCsed that only stationery was checked. 

The approximate shortage of statiOnery was to;thetune. 
of ft. 85, 000/u. as per thestatnent of ,  Dr. Chandan Rajkhôa. 
The Inquiry Officer ,  asked Dr Candan, RaJkhowa to givethe 
statement in writing but'he *to1dthatehad already given. 

• 	Shri pranab Medhi also deposed befOre me. Shri M. Sarania, 
• Presenting Officer, aakedShri1'ranab Medhi whether he 	4 

recog nised the bills * submitted by M/s patitra Paul. Shri 
t4edhi said 'Yes'. Shri*Me6hi told that he prOcessed the. bills 

• nlyaftrerifiCatiOn Of these by the Store Clerk end 
$tore Officer. 	• 	 . 

The bills weràsubrntted by the above firm on 180.1992 
and were passed on. 31.. 1992 and, cheque issued in the name 
M/s Pebitra Paul who received it On 3.4.1992. 

sted. 	

•. 	• 	 . 	 •.*•• * 

Contd'.., 

• 	AdVOcate. 

I 
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The PresenUng Officer asked Shri Parimal Chosh how he 
(Mr. Ohosh) made the entries withuut receiving all the 
materials and payment was also made. Mr. Griosh replied that 
though the bills were received on 18.3.1992 he processed thin 
only after an undertaking was taken from the firm which was 
received through Store Officer. 

The Presenting Officer inquired from Shri P. Ghosh that 
who makes the entries in' the register. StriP. Ghosh informed 
that a Jr. Clerkattached to him used to make entries. On 
tkiB, the PresenUng Officer sh'wed him the stoc1 register 
where entries were. wade by Shri P. Ohosh only. The Presenting 
Officer pointed out that all entries were made by Shri P. Ghosh, 

Anthre. 

The Presenting Officer asked Mr. (Thosh that whether he 
had given the. certificate for the receipt Of the materials 
evenwithout receiving the same. Mr. Ghosh admitted the 
C!2!. 	. 

In the. afternoon, two Defence Withesses, namely Mrs. 
Aalta L)as and Shri D,K, Chetia depOsed before me. They 

1fence Witnesses 	a they dOnQt'knOw about the case. 
However, Shri P. Ghoeh. showed some letters  to then 'for their 
receipt in the 'office.... Both' of.then (Defencewitnesses) told 
that they had received ,thae :1e.ttera as receipt Clerks. and.. 
forwarded to the concerned authorities, 

It was decided to fix the next date of hearing on 
22nd Of Decenber, 1994. 

 

It- 

( hri N. Sarania) 
Presenting Officer 

(Shri Varimal GhOh) 
Charged Officer 

U.C. 3harma ) 
Inquiry Officer 

I, 

t 

 

Received a cOpy Of the above proceeding s 

(Shri N. Banana) 
	

(Shri Parimal Ohosh) 
Presenting Officer 

	
Charged Officer 

£teu 

2' 

.1 •  
I. 
/ 

I 

-. 

r-. 



m 	Prodeedings of the inquiry in the case Of Shri Parimal Ghosh, 
Assistant, ICAR Research Complex. Barapani held On 22. 12. 1994 'k. 
in the Meeting Room Of ICAR Research Complex forN.E.H. Region, 
Barapani. 

LA 

." 	 "tinc4 	i-j •. 	. 	. 	 e.. I t)' 	'. 

'TwO. 4tnessesi namely Dr. B.P.tS.  Yadav, 'SeniOr.Sci'tiAt 
Of. ICARI  Rese&rch Complex. Barapani' fard"Shri"K.C.'Choudhüry, 
C.B.I. Inspector, (uwahati deposed befOr me. Dr tI3.1PS. adav 
stated that cheawas'iaued to Mls Pabitra Paul 

TiEiiiaterial, MrLii.a,PThiiitng Officer 
showed a earl er recrded stateient of Dr. B.P.S. Yadav 
to him. (Dr. adav) and inquired whether he wante&'to-edd' or ,  
delete scmethth 'from 1 the stateent,.. Dr. Yadav told thai hé 
stands by the statent. D 1  _raday told tht'heu'thó 
jgpture on the bill only after recei t of the'materta1J 
ratOre. In reply to a quest on from, Preaenting vfficer,, 

Dr. •  Yadav stated that he did not check the mterial physically 
but he saw a jeep bringing the material and WlQading Of the 
material was being done. Regarding the 'let€er from the firm, 
received on -30-3-1992,' to the effect that the firm was unable 
to supply aCme Of the materia)., Dr. Yadav deposed that the 
letter was placed 'in the Dak Pad uf the Store Section. 

-.....--.'-.--- --- - 	 . 	 - 

-At this stage, the Inquiry Officer inquired about the 
page NOn, of the billand the letter received from the firm. 
NO page numbering had been done, in case of the letter from 
the firm.. Dr. 'adav told that the 1 ett. r was given in the 
invrning and the bi 	was submi tted .torhiinfOr rOcessing n 
rth eninQ  - - Dr.radav also state -th8t4 the- letter was not• 
given to him by Shri ParimaiGhosh but it was in the Dak Pad. 
Parimal_GhOsh_deps,,ed that hepj the bill Of the firm 

• 	Dr.Yav ,a 	hjinto  do  sp.  5r. Y 	to 	hat he 
id not tell 

Z~1120&1152
711 Chesh deposed that' thernaterial 

> wcs received 	 e also duly informed. Dr. Yadav 

I that the roof vf the Store ws blown of.  f. Dr. Yadav stated 
that he saw this. 

Next, Hi K.C. ChOudhury depOsed befure me. Shri 
P. Ghoh asked him whether he (Mr. Choudhury) physically 
verified the stores on 24-4-1992. Shri Cnuthury stated that 
no 1Dhv6&c,aoun 
Inquired from M. hOudhury .thatTt was mentioned in the 
imputation statemt that he (Mr. Ohosh) could not maintain 
the record properly as noticed during the surprise check by 

$ Shri K.C. Chou'dury and that .how it was possible to write 
this in absence of proper checking of the stores. Shri 

AttMted. K.C. Choucury depOsed that he did not check the stores 
physically and.no counting was done. 

Uvecate. 	The Inquiry Officer aàkeld from Mr. Ghosh that hOW he 
signed the letter of Shri K.C. Choudhury after siezing of 
the record on 244-1992. Mr. ChOsh depOsed that he was 
nervous as his wife was very sick and he showed her admission 
(244- 1992) and discnarge slip (28- 41992) from nazareth 
hdspital. 

Contd'... 2 
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Aftér this, the Inquiry Officer inquired from Shri • i 

1 M. Sarania andShri P. Shogh whether they have anyththg t 
Say f urther. They said "NO". 

The P resentiiig Officer will submit. the written brief 
rcmri 	the 23.12.1994'.with.acpy toth& 

Charges suthit his, 
defenceLbrieftwithth fivel days ofreceipt Of Prentiflg4 

Offtcerswrittefltbrief. 1-0  

.-'; r-'r 	 •- 	
U.C. Sharma ) 

r 	iie 

(ShriM,araflia) 	 (ShriE'a ima1GhOh). 	- 
chrgea ; 9fficer,. -h.; 

1;O 	 ;- 	
- 	 •'- 	V: 

4 	M•- Z: , ti 	- 	 :- - 

feceived a copy of the above proceediflg6 

o •- 	 I"( 

-, 	 •.4 	 .' 

(Shrt. Saranta) 	 (ShriParimS1r'Gh0Sh) 2: 	•' 

:ChredOfficer 
ttr n 3 	•- 	'I 	 1- 	W 

WAX 4111 f 

iv• 	
,-. 	 • 	-•+. 

•A i- s 	'k!J 	tri; t '- 	 - 	 t ';• 

' 	 tt.,te4,t 	 - 	 •• 	3 	f_ -- '.. •t .-.• , 

KQtth 	
• 

A4viOit 	t • 	 • 	• 	 • 	
• 
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All 

; t 	 -' 	 ';••• 	• 	 L 

t1- 	 : 	1r'. 	 I .I 	 • 	t 

	

f.••• 	t. 

	

- 	, 	- 

r- 	
**' 	 *• 	flt 

•i 	•-- 	 ;r'.-' 
 

- 	• 	 - 

p't4i' 	kF 	
r- 	 -' -- 	 • 

q. 	j.! 	 i 	 •'t 

j. 	 -• 	 - 	
Ij 	 * -* 	*!'4 	c.j 	'I 
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tr. 	• , 1, C 	rf 	,tit 	 , 	 , 

vt 1  of India 
Central aureau Of Investigation 
MU_corruption Iranch 
0/0 the Supdt. of POlice 
Oakland $ Shillofl, 

• 1tt4 .-. 	
, J94 

TO O  

i, 	
Dr. U.C.Shjrrna '(1.0) 
Jt.Director,1.C.A.R. (IC) 

• larapini. 

•1.' 

Subs- 	Departmental proceedings against Sb.Parimal dhosho 
Agstt. under Rule 14 CCS (cCA) Rules 1965, $ubrnissie* 
of written 	riefreardiflq. 

•..0 

bir, 

I have the honour to submit my written brel in 

conneatiOfl with the above cited subject. 

As, the P.O., I bad completed 1eding the evióencs 

en behalf o 	the Diacipliflary Authoi4ti and th 	dfence has 

no cmre evidence,.ither documentary or oral. to be prc1uceI 

befers the Inquring Authority. 

it'is prayed that the written brief may be treated 

as the Plast j  and final representation ofthe P.O.in this 

aepartmentaienqUirY. 
/ 

/ . 	. 	

,urs faithfully, 

.• 

-• 	 • 	 . 	.. 	 • 
( M.SMANIA ) 4 

• (P.0) Inepeatorof Police /1 C1IiAC1*Sbillofi. 

/1 Enist. 	.2/3A)/92H 33  

hri Parimal $høh,AStt.ICM (RC),larapani 	er 
necen8ary action for defence. 

2. 	The Directot, 1CM .tC),irapini for favour of 
information. 

• 3. 	Th&iupdt. 0fiijce,CiX,Shtl.leflq. 	. 

tM.SARAPIA) 
Inept. of lk,ltce,clI 	• •• 

ACI:&hil]Oflg. 

• 	••. 	.• 	• 	• 	• 



Written grief of Presenting Of ficr in Departmental Enquiry 
.I 	 against Sh,Parimal Ohosh,Asstt. ICAR (RC),Darapani. 

I 
i. 	Vjtnegsegcamine&A 

• 	 PW.1 Sri Chanan Iaj]thowa,Sr.Stentiet ,ICAR(RC),Darapani, 

PW,2 	Sri Pranab Mehi,Asstt. dMmn. section,IC,(1)7arapani. 

PW.3 Sri K.C,Choudhury,Inspr, CI,cauhati Unit. 

' Lcumen±to exhibited I 

Sl.No.1, Dill. No.9 t.18.3.92 for Ps. 74,1.35 P. 

S1,No.2 	Lu]. No.10 dt.18.3.92 for ps,2,10,600.00 P. 

both of N/S Pabitra Pul,Ump1ing Lazar,Shillong, 

Sl,No.3 Challan No.15,16 & 17 dt. 2,3.92, 28.3.92 & 31,3.92 
in respect of s%ap;ly of stationeries to ICMt,Larapani. 

sk 

61,No,4 t3ntortaking dt. 20.3.92 of M/S Pabitra Paul of Umpling 
$azar ShiUong ased to the Store Officer, 1AR 
NH Reqion,reqarding nonaupply of all the items all  
per their bills, 

Sl.No.5 Sanctiend order No.RC(S)/1Q/91/145 &t. 31.3.92 
for ni,2,84,732.35 P. for supply of Stationery of 
Direotorate,ICAR (RC) Larapani. 

SljIo.6 Ibuoy receipt in origial&, 3.4.92 of N/s Pabitra 
Paul umpling lazar regarthg roceipt of Cheque No 
0250868656 át.31,3.92 for Rs.2,84,732.ec p. 

Sl.No.7 File No.RC(S)/10/91 of Store Section regarding 
procurement of Stationcios for 1CM Roqion,aaapj, 

51.No,8 Stock Register N9.V1 and VII of Stores Sec,XCM (RC), 

6l,No.9 Mocnoraiidum dt, 24,492 in respect of conducting 
surprise check 	tttStore of ICAR (SC) larapani, 

Sl.No.10 Circular NoRC(4)/32/97 Vol,I 	t, 25.4.92 of Director 
regarding cdnstitution of itanding comnittee for 
verification of stores material.e 

Sl,N.jj, Circular 14e.ac(o)/32,'97 V.l.I dt,27 of Director, 
ICA1 	(RC) larapani asking the standing cornmittce 1or 
imneiate * 	verificgtion of stores. 

4vocato. 	S1.No.12 Reprt 	t. 12.5.92 of Dr.D.Sechanra,Pr1.ncjpal 
Sâieniat,Mro,ForeDjvjsion, alongwith stock 
verification report of LARStore dt. 12.5.92. 

 
S 	i •  

Enquiry Officer s- Dr.U.C.Sharma.Jt.DjrectQr,XCM(RC): 
arapMnj; 

1V Presenting Ofjcjr:... Sri 14.Sarania, Inspr.flX, AC*, 
Shillong. 

// / Cont4, . .. 



V. tharg aajnst 	rnj1 	 tjcJ _ 

That Sri Parimal Gho8h,while posted and functioning as 
Store Aastt. in the Stationery Stores of ICAK ,N11 egiou,• 
larapani during 1992 failed to maintain absolute integrity 

and devotion to duty as much as he cortifk the bilis of 

the party to the tune of s. 2,84,732.oa to the effect that 

he remind the stationery article required to be supplied i-ide 

supply order dt.9.3.92 by N/b Pabitra Paul,Shillong without 
receivin the Stationery articles and apart from that he also 
failed to maintained the store reordsin proper manner and 
thereby , by the above act5 Shri Parimal'iosh contravened 
the provtsione of Rule 30.)(1) of CCS (Conduct)Rules 1964. 

VI. Facts  an emerged 	ina the 	 s. - 	 . 

ring the entire course ofenquiry precee

'  

ding atOtèlof 
3 witnesses were examined on behalf, of the D.A. (Lisciplinary 
Authority) and 12 Nos, Off documents exhibited. The Charge 
Official also produced 3 witnesses f his deféce and 
exhibited a nuner of documents, but neither the depositions 

V 

of these def€nce witnesses nor the contents of the defence 
- 	 - 	 . 

documents have any relevanee to the charges ttamed against 
theC.O. 

t the very outset, it has to beforne in mind, that Sh. 
Parimal Ghosh was charged for Iack of WpBolute integrity •nd 

and devotion to duty in as much as (1) he certified in the 

bil].s of the party that he received the stationery articles 

to be supplied as per supply order dt. 9.3.92 without arikedas  

actually recieiving the materials and (2) he failed to maintain 

Store recOrds in proper manner. 

A 	ted. 	 The deposition of Dr.Chanclan }ajkhowa does not relate to 

L 	.. 	the specific charge against the C.O. and as such need not be 
1%/9) U3 Itakeb into consideiation. Though Sri K.C.Choudhury,Inspr.CI 

adrnittedthat,ØD tkedate of'physical vexification OD 

24 S 
4 92 no physical counting of material waa done and the 

- 	 r—'- 
/verifiCation Memorandum.was prepared on the basis of 

• . .; ; 	 / fteqisterE and, ether records. 
' 	

/ 	However, Sri Parimal Ghosh (the C.O.) himself idmitted 

'I that,at the time of 'iving the certificate on the bills of 

/'the supplier that ' the matàils are received as per the 

/ ".bills',the full supply was notyctreceiVed. This is also 

/ 	 Contd.,..3 

,1 



'I... 

I 
I S  

' 

A l 

Much x emphasis need not bà giv.a to the documents 

exhibited by-the C.O. and the witnesses produced by him as these 

documents and depositions of defence wituesaes do not have any 

connection with the charge8. The at fact remains that though the  

were never received in ull Sri P.Cboh certified on the two 

bills oftho Suppliers as o received. And due to this certifi.- 

cation only the aid bll8 were processed by Sri Pranab Medh whicb 

ultimately led to the passing and payment of thebill amounts on 

31.3.92. 

AS reqardscharge No.2 the very acts, of Sri P.Ghoh in 

ikg giving the above discussed certificatio n  as well as making 

n€risin the relevant stock iegister iveln befote receiving 	S 

the materiala in full, alreidy e.stablished the salicharge. It 

was an.act of nrnisei.on the-part of Shri P.osh i.e. he iii 

wkat he was not supposed to is , and f rem this commission of his 

itis also easy to presume that he would have certathly coimtitted 

acts of ommiasicn, i .e. not doing what he was supposed to do, like 

making updated entries in Stock 1egistere etc. 

/ 	In yiew of the facts and circumetancle as di5cussed in the 

icrogoing paraó, the charges against Sb. P grimal ssb stands 

olerly establibed. 

S 	 Submitted. 

	

Atsted. 	S  

	

Advocate. 	 C M'.SMANIA ) 
Inspector of EblicaCil 

ACU$bhillOng. 

/ 

1. 

• 	 - 

supported by the fatt that the Party had given an understanding 

it. 3*.3.92 wherein assurance was given to the effect that supply 

of remaining stationery materials will be completed within 10 days. 

Here, it may be mentioned that the genuineness of the understanding 

itself is a suspect. Even if the same is the product of an after 

thought ( i.e, fabricated aiter the day of Sf1 physical verifica- ------ 
tion on 24.4.92) it g.tve5 more credence to' the fact that the 
-S 

supplier as well as the C.O • were very much aware of the 

incomplete supply of thematerisle. And in order to cov up 

their misdeeü the C.O. & supplier had fabricated the undertaking 

on back dato 	S  

•— c)L 

.4.. 

- 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

Dr. U.,C..$harma,(I.0.), 
Joint Director (H.Q.), 

' ICAR Res. Complex, 
' èrapani 	 4' .  

Sub.:- Departmental Proceedings against Shri Parinial 

Ghosh, Asstt. Under Rule 14 CCS(CCE) Rules 1965. 
SubmisSion of Defence. brief. 

Ref.:- Procedis of the inquiry in the afore ment1oned 
disciplinary case - hel' on 22.12.94. 

Sir 
With reference to the last para of the safd 

proceedings, I have the honour to state that I received 
the written brief of the Presenting Officer on 2.1.95 

and I am now submitting herewith the defence brief, 
H.. 	:aadjiected, 	 . 	 S  

Yours faithfully, 

4/ 



• 	)etence brief of Shri Parimal Ghosh, charged officer vide charge, 

azet No. RC(G)16/92 dt. 17. 2 .940 

1. This written brief may kindly be read in conjunction with my 

written statement dt. 25th Peb.1911  along with addendum vide dated 

5th March 4 940 

2, The P.0.8 written brief on material point is based on 

suspicion and that too a wrong suspicion and on presumption, 

which is never attracted unless the law prescribes for such a 

presumption and invariably not where presumption are bad in law 

and not maintainable. Even in worst case also the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court had held in state of Madras Vs. A.R. Srinivaaan, A.I.R. 

1966 SC 1827 "that mere suspicion can never take the place of 

proof or evidence. Before any punishment can be imposed, the 

charge(s) framed against a Govt. servant must be held to be 

proved". 

3. That the suspicion that has been refered to arises on 

undertaking dt. 30.3.92  given by Shri Pabitra Paul, the supplier 
in question. The Presenting Officer placed his case in 4th 
Sub..para under pará VI stating "Here, it may be mentioned that 
the genuineness of the Undertaking itself is a suspect. Even if 

the same is the product of an after thought (I.e, fabricated 

after the day of CBI physical verification on 214.4.92)  

And in order to cover up their misdeeds the C.O. and supplier had 

fabrIcated the undertaking on back date". 

Kindly see the ExhibIt 9 memorandum dt. 24.4.92 in 

respect of conducting surprise check at the store of 
I.C.A.R.(R.C.),Barapani. The third para of the memo begins "The 

firm vfde letter dt.30.3.92....."0  It dispels that this was a 
product of after thought, that the same was fabricated afte'r the 
day of C.B.I. physical verification on 24.4.92 in order to cover 
up misdeed. If therefore. as it reveals this is not cover up and 
this is genuine much force In CBI's arguments vanish in thin air. 
Not only that the P.O. here also mentioned "fabricated after the 
day of CBI's physical verification", In the cross examination 
Shri K.C. Choudhury placed as a witness from amongst the C.B.I. 
Inspector stated on 22.12.1994 "No physical counting of the 
materials was done" but the Presenting Officer went on with these 

hypothesis without caring to look into the document and 

deposition. 

Advocato 



;;Ye 	 06~ About the presump;lon, apart irorn LegaL restrain in 1his 
behalf as discussed ThId, there were 'three distinct poLkit of 

"3w allegation to prove the charge No. 2. But this apect  that the 
C.O.'s certifying the Bill and entering in the stock register, 

: was never alleged against the .2nd chargé and the same cannct lend 
'any support towards. proving the 2nd charge at all. 

. The Presenting Officer has given a long li8t of documents 
produced but avoided the list of documents sought by the Charged 

• 	
'Officer and reasons as to why the same could not have been made 
available. 	. 

In memorandum No, RC(G)16/92 dt. 22nd Feb. 1 914  (Defence 
Exhibit No. 8.) the Director I.CIA.R. ilesearch' Complex for 
N.E.H. Region Informed the C.O. ' that Item No. 
2140239538,542,543,5k5 and 516 matter will be examined and 
Shri Parimal Ghosh will be given the opportunity,if necessary, to 
ascertain the facts in case of any variation in due course as and 
when the stock registers are received, back from 0.8.1. 
authorIies". . . 

• 	In addition, further documents as listed below were asked 
for and those were in the custody of the I.C.A.R.; 
I. 	Notes and orders in file No. RC(3)1/89 9, Wherein 

• order/eommenta/instxuctIons of A.A.O.(ST.) are available 
regarding maintenance of stores and stock registers. 

But this very important' documentery evidenCe in the 
custody of the Disciplinary Authority was not produced or allowed 
to be 'inspected inspite. of C.0.'s 8tatlng In clear terms the 
relevance of 'those documents in the . Inquiry. In view of these, 
the C.0. was seriously handicapped and that amount to deprivation 
of Natural Justice. (Kindly see G.I.MHA O.M.No.L30/5/61-AVD 
dated 25.8.91  at page 250-253  of Swamy's Mannual on Disciplinary 
Proceedings for Central Govt. Servant - 1989 Edition),, 

5. Now coming to the charges. I agree with the summation of the 
Presenting Officer about the nature and extent of the charges 
entioned by him in sub-para 2 of paragraph VI of his written 

Advocate, brief and accordingly my defence brief is furnished charge wise 
as here under; 

1. CHARGE NO.1 :-. Lack of absolute integrity and devotion to , 

duty in as much as he certified in the bills of the party that he 
received.' the etátiôiery ,  artIcles' •to' be supplied as per, supply 
order dt. 9.3.92  w1tout actually' receving the materIals. 

A- 



At the outset it ñiay be made clear that there haB been no 

of any short supply. The points that come up are as question 

below :- 
I 
I 

,C) ,-. 	 .'iT. 

(1) 	Whether the certificate that the materials were received 

was recorded in the bills before the receipt of all the materials 

and if 80, under what circumstances ? 

When the short supply was made up whether in between the 
period of C.B.I.'s memorandum on 211.11.92 and sealing of the 

Go-.down on'28. 1I 992. 

Whether the remaining materials were supplied, before the 

delivery of the cheque on 3.11.92. 	. . 

1.2 	As for (i) above, it liwas admitted that the certificate 

was recorded before all the materials were received. The supply 

of stationery articles by MIS Pabitra Patti was covered by three 

challans dated 20.3.92 , 28.3.92  and 31.3.92. As the supply, of 

materials did snot 'tally with the challans this we brought to the 
notice of MIS P. Paul, who then sent the communication and 

undertaking dated 303.92. This communication dated 30.3.92 . from 
the• supplier - MIS: Pabitra Paul was addressedto the Store 

Officer and received by me on endorsement from him. 

Dr. B.P.S. Yadav the Store Officer while making the statement 

before the Inspector CBI on 10.7.92. defence Exh.No.22, wanted to 
shirk his responsibilities and stated that "Now I have seen an 

undertaking dated 30.3.92  of M/S Pabitra Paul and state that the 
said undertaking was put up to me on the morning of 30.3.92  in my 
office by Shri Parimal Ohosh". RowOver, when accosted by me in 

course of Examination and cross examination on 22.1 :4914, he told. 

the Inquiry 'Officer 'that "the letter was not given to him by. Shri 

Parimal Ghosh but it was in the Dak Pad". The clear' endorsement 

on that letter Exh.14 leaves .no'doubt that the earlier statement 

before the CBI on 10.7.92  'y Dr. B.P.S. Yadav was not correct. 
Asted.. 	. 

çv1X't g.1.3 	The reasons for certificate before allthe materials were 
Uy.at received were already explained in my written statement and I 

reiterete the saffle "that 'the alleged c'ommunication and 

undertaking 'dated '30.3.92  from M/S Pabitra Paul was addressed to 

the Store Officer and it came to me only by way ofanendoraemeflt 

from him. More thn 1, he (the store officer) knew the position. 

better about incomplete supply, requirement of draal of cheque 
before the deadline on the, basis of the firm commitment of quick 

'completion' of supply as per order, withholding the cheque, as It 
C. 



happens to i be the' normal practise with a vIew to beat thedead 

iz line. I. accept that the tore officer .icounterBigned the bills 

boziafIedhaIng full knowledgeofthe state of affaris and 80 do •% 	 '.,. 	. 
I,'besIdés"myself having acted under dIrection" 	.• 

.;The' Store 'OffIcer for reasons best known to him wanted to 
make me ascape..goat though that was not necessary. But his 

attempts in this direction were incos&t.rlt and lncoheret and 

	

- 	 - 	 . 	 w 

• 	For example, while hemade the, statement before the 
• C.B.I.. Inspector oh 10.7..92hetated as below:... 

•' 	• 	* 
'JONOW: 'I. .have:aeen 4  an undertaking dated 30.3,92 of 

L Shri Pabitra Paul and. state, that the said undertaking was put up 
•to me ' on the morning of. 30.3 ,92 in my office by 
Shri Pa.rlmal Ghosh". However, when accosted by me in course of 

examination and cross examination before the 1.0. on 22.12.94 
Dr. Yadav told •that "the , lette was not given to .hirn by 
Shri Parimal Ghosh but it was in the Dak Pad". The clear 

endorsement: on the letter Exh4 read with his statement before 

the 1.0. leaves no, doubt that the earlier statement before the 

C.B.I. inspector on .10.7.92 was incorrect. And again before the 
• •CBIInspector Dr. B.P.S. Yadav stated; ' 

• 	 .• 	
"Now I have seen an undertaking dated 30.3.92 of 

ShrI Pabitra Paul and state that the said undertaking was put. up 
to me on the • morning . of 30 .3.92. ,,in my., office by 
Shri Parima]. GhOah,,.:(already . proved incorrect) and, he also 

• 

	

	informed m& that the firm as per our supply order dated 9.3.92 
had not s pplied.;allthernateria1s but the Y.,wiXl . supply the same 
wihin the date- spècified:in the Unddt.taking -o .  Then he requested 
me to pass the bille of the said firm but"oqnquiry I learnt :trom 

• 	 '- 	.S,I>: 	•t. .. 

has not supplied stationeries worth 

	

•1 	 ji 	 • 

Rs.20000/—. Eowever, I refsedto pacpiezbilla rand Instructed 
Asted. Shri Ghosh to put up the bills onlyafr -receiving T.all the 

Jf 	items. Then . in the -evening of, the same day ,  (30.3.92 ) 
1vocite. Shri Parirnal Ghosh informed mé' that the ,.party had supplied all 

.the,1tems as •per...supply. order (Exh.22 froni my. side). It is not 
"I •'.•. i':' 	

, 	 • 	 .. 	 .. 	 •.,• • 	 . 4 	. 	 I 

trti thatI - told him that-"the party had supplied all the Items 
' 	••'• 	 :' 	 ''. 	1'' 	• ' 	'- . 	 • • 

.asersupply order": I had' all. along admitted that the 

	

-. 	'- ' 	' 	. 	 • 
.-.'certificate was ,.,recorded without A  the 6ft1s

'
upply for reasons 

alread 

Xa
y, adduced and I would .  'have no reason to deviate from my •• 	,?-' 	 • 	 • 

cdnstènt'stañd..'. .• 

1. 



A What was then 
his reaatfls for believing that the 

materials had already arrived. Continuing in that 8tateflleflt 

Dr. Yadav stated "I also saw some utationeries were brought by 
Skirt Ghosh in a jeep of the I.C.A.R. and was unloading the áame. 
and keeping in the store. I did not physicallY verified the items 

to ascertain whether.. the said items were as per the supply order 

placed to 'MIS Pabitra Paul. Theref,' I in goodfatth, thinking, 

that all the items were supplied by the firm asked Skin. GhoSh to 

put up the bills". 

Now while accosted by me bef'ore.the 1.0. on 22.12.911 he 

stated in reply to a question from presenting Officer "Dr. Yadav 
did not check the materials physically but be saw 

stated that, he  
• 	 oadin a jeep bringing the materials and unlg of the materials was 

being done" Omission this time of the name of 
Skin parimal Ghosh. 

jssignifiC9.rt and was also brought to the attention óf'the 1.0..: 

continuing in that statement before the 1 10. 

"Panimal Ghoeh deposed . that he put up: the bill of the firm when 

• .Dr.YadaVaakedhimt0 do so. Dr. Yadav told thathe didflot tell. 

.thatø.BUtt1'18t is aeleax' 
contradictiofl from .what he said before 

• the CBI . tnspetOr on 10.7.92 (Defence Exh.22)' Mr. YadaV had no 

• 	' doubt ComPliC&t the simple 
matter which had earlier preceedeflts 

here •and el8ewkere: 	
, draw the full bl.11S. and jthholdiflg. the 

payme.nt to aerve double purpose of' completing the supply/works, 

• 	wi.a1l0a,l88e of grants. As tar,  as I wac cOncerned my 

coCflCe was clear and that was in the interest of the 
•.*-11 frviiPdQA of. my  superiors. Subject to 

organisatlon win 	 ---• 

above the first question (i) is answared ir the aft iramtive. 

1.11. 	As regardB item (ii) .1 was practically on the run, 

because my 'wife in- the course of her first delivery had been 

showing a lot of complications and in faàt,she had to beadmitted 

in the Nazareth Eàspttal, Shillong on the 211th April'92 
itBeif. 

Thereafter in betweeXt 211th and 28th April'92 when the godowfls 

(tSted were 
sealed it was intervened by. 

 , Sunday and myself being Ofl 

Casual leave" as already stated in my written statement. atp a 5 

2')%an4, -'the quesUOt of making up the supply beteeU 
214. 11.92 to 

Advocate . 28.4.92 did notalise, 	. 	 . 

1.5 	
As regard item (iii) above in the said para of my written j 

statement I atatet "But 'because I was out of touch during early' 

• . , part Of April'92. nde' some acute 
untoreafen persoflel problem and 

later due to eeni1B. illness of my wife, I was not, aware till a 
IS"

later stage that the, balance supply was made good on 2.14.92 and 
the chequ& that was held up was made over to M/S Pabitra PaulTUPPTYT 

• fter deliverY of. 	rn er,i,918 in- acCrafl' 

' order.' 	• 



S 

In cc'se of his statement before the A1,0 

"Dr. B.P.S. Yadav 	stated that 	cheque was 	issud 	to 

H/S Pabitra Paul after full supply of the materIals". And the 

queston is now settled as below:- 

That the certificates were recorded on the bills in view 

of the firm undertaking given by' the supplier to complete the 

supply and agreeing by him that he would take the payment only 
after completing the supply and he got the cheque after the 

supply was made.. 

1.6. 	A question however, cropped up in the course of 
inbatigation whether I could produce some records about the 

procedure in regard to passing of bills in March end and 
precedents to support such events, I cited file No.RC(S)l/89, 
which if would have been produced would have thrown enough light 
but unfortunately inspite of my requisition and request the same 
could not be made available by the P.O. But otherwise such 

certificate is not, exceptional but Is being practiced as far as 
known, in many other' Govt. departments. 

1070 	A question still requires to be replied is as to why I 
'could not clarify the position to the CBI Inspector when they 

conducted the surprise check on 24L4.92 I would draw I.O.'s 
attention to last two paras at page 3 of my written statement 
wherein I had explained in detail. The same are reproduce4elow:- 

"As for the CBI's surprise check that was done In the 
most casual manner in as much as no senior officer of the 
I.C.A.R. nor even the Store Officer who jointly signed the 
receipt certificate along with me was brought in • the picture. 

Admittedly they,  were in the stationery (Central) stores only for 
one hour from 3P.M* to kP.M. on 24. 11.92 and they did not 
undertake any physical verification of articles in the store" 

oestG& 	As stated ibid I was under severe mental strain that day 

tc, h+ . because of my wife's serious illnes8 'and had the store officer 

• 	 atleast been present in the scene*  he would definitely had 
- 	explained things better as the letter.r dt. 30.3.92 by 

H/S P. Paul was addressed to him and things would have been 
solved on the potR. 

In the course of proceedings held on 22.12.91  
Shri K.C. Choudhury C.B.I. Inspector stated as below:- 

"Shri P. Ghosh asked him whether he (Mr. Choudhury) 

I 



, pbysically verified the stores on 24. 11.92 Shri Choudhury stated 

• 	that no physical counting of the materials was done". And on 
inquiry from the 1.0, as to how I could sign the letter of 

• 	Shri K.C. Choudhury after seizing the record on 24.4.92 
"Mr. Ghosh deposed that he was nervous as his wife was very sick 

and he showed her admission (211.4.92) and discharge slip 

(28.4.92) from Nazareth Hospital, 

1.8. 	It may be mentioned that the Presenting Officer in 2nd 

para page 3 of the written brief had stated that "much emphasis 
need not be given to the documents exhibited by the C.O. and the 
witnesses produced by him as these documents and deposition. of 
defence witness do not have any connection with the charges. But 
in case of the prosecution he brought in as many as three 
witnesses but he did not even cite a single sentence from their 
deposition and on the top of that he had himself discarded the 

evidence of Dr. Chandan Rajkhowa one of his witness not being 
relevant. Nothing perhaps could have shown the hollowness of his 
case than this treatenient he had given to his own witness. 

II. 	In regard to the charge No.2. He failed to maintain the 
records in proper manner, the ingredientB in the statement of 

allegations were as follows:-. 

It is alleged that during surprise check it was also 

observed that Shri Parimal Ghosh was not maintaining the store 

records properly and the said were found in haphazard manner. 

It is alleged that after surprise check the Director, 
L.C.A.R., N.E.H. Region, Barapani, Shillong constituted a 
committee consisting of five senior officers of I.C.A.R. to 
physically verify the stock of the store and accordingly during 
the period from 29.4.92 to 12.5.92 store was verified and total 
shortage of stationery articles worth Ra.80 0 000/— (approx.). 

eted. 	
3. It is alleged that after the surprise check on 24.4.92 K44~&O,and before the stock verification by the committee 

MVO&t& M/S Pabitra Paul supplied the stationery articles to the I.C.A.R. 

11.1 	As to the first ingredient it is submitted that this 
allegation was not at all mentioned in the memo dated 24.4.92 
made by the C.B.I. 



' - 	 .4 

-- 	- 	- 	- 	-. w ine na ingreulent it may be atatetcMt 
only Shri Chandan Eajkhowa, Sr. Scientist was placed as a witness 

on behal of the eomm.ttee constituted by the Director I.C.A.R, 

but his piece of evidence was later discarded by the Presenting 

Officer In his written brief stating "that the deposition of 

Dr. Chandan Rajkhowa does not relate to the specific charges 
against the C.O. and as such need not be taken into 
con8iderat Ion". I would have much to say in regard to the 2nd 
Ingredient but that is redundant In view of what the P.O. himself 
had said. 

• . 11.3 	The third Ingredient concern the supply In the Instant. 
apply order and the position has been discussed in all its facet 
and If any thing there had been nothing in the matter of 

L 	maintaining records. 

11. 11 	The Presenting Officer drew the conclusion that the said 
charge was, proved because the entries for supply against order 

vt (I4 

dt.9.3.92 were 4before the materials were received but he seemed 
to have completely missed the point that irrespective of whether 
materials were received or not those were passed for payment 

after recording receipt on the bills under the circumstances 

already discussed at length. Viewed from this angle it is not 
correct to say that records were not properly maintained on the 
contrary It proves the other way round that records were properly 
maintained. As for his presumption the same was not tenable under 
the law as already discussed para 2 of this defence brief. 

60 	I havà been in the service of the I.C.A.R. and working In 
the store section for over 8 years in full confidence of my 
surperiora and except for this technical lapse, if at all this is 
considered as a lapse, that occured due to no ulterior and 
malafide intention but only to safeguard the interest of the 
I.C.A.R., I have an unbiemish service. 

7. 	In .  the conclusion I would submit that the proposition 
contained In charge No.1 and 2 of "lack of absolute Integrity and 
devotion to duty" Is not substantiated and I may kindly be 
exonerated from the charges in view of discussion contained ibid, 

stet. 

jyc,cat. 
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I n  gs 3 F-I-q 	 ICAR Research Complex for N. E. H. Region 
ICAR Urnroi Road, Bara Paiii 793103 

Meghalaya- 

	

Re! No. 	() 
•6/92 	 Dated, tig.i 	gj .l995 

CONFIDENTI AL  

I am end, sing a copy of the Inquiry Report submitted 

by the Inquiry Officer. 

You are hereby requested to explain why disciplinarY 

actien should not be taken against you. 

Your reply should reach the undersigned within 
3(three) days on receipt of this letter. 

"--~ 
( 

SJ.easkar) 
Director 

To 
Shri. Parimal Gh. sh 
Assistant 
ICAR Research Complex for NEH Region 
Barapani. 

Atted. 

S14 

Li 





'1 	INQUIRY RILPORT 

In the. matter of Shri Parimal Ghosh, the then Assistant 	 I I. 

(Ses), ICAR Research Complex for NEil RegiOn, Barapani, Meghalaya 

(Charged Officer) - Case No. PE 3(A)/92-SHG. 

I was appointed as Inquiry Officer by the Disciplinary 

Authority arid Director, ICAR Research Complex, Barapani (Meghalaya) 

under sub-rule(2) of Rule 14 C.C.S.tC.C.A. Rules, 1965) vide his 

order No. RC(G) 16/92 dated 15th July 1994 (Ann. I) in Order tO 

cvnduct inquiry against Dr. B.P.S. Yadav, Sr. Scientist (Animal 

Nutrition), IcAR Research Complex for NEil RegiOn, Barapani (also 

working as Stores Officer during the period to which the present 

inquiry pertains) and Shri Parimal Ghosh, Assistant, 1CM Research 

Complex (then Assistant, Stores), Barapani. Ibwever, vide his letter 

NO. RC(G) 16/92 dated 26.10.1994 (Ann. II), the AdmistratiVe Officer, 

1CM Research Complex. Barapani intimated that inquiry against Dr. 
. 	 . 	 . 	 ......... 

B.P.S. Yadav need not be conducted. This was in response to Council's 
I . 	 ...-.. 	

V-..... 

MemO F.NO. 2b(2)/92Vig. dated 4.5 1994 as mentioned by the 

Administrative Officer. The article of chargefrarfletha9ai!StShrt 

Parimal Ghosh, the then Assistant (Stores), ICAR R 	
Complex 

for NEH Ren, Barapani (Ann. Iii) and the statement of imputtiOfl 

of misconduct or misbehaviour in support of the article of chrge 

(Ann. iv) framed against Snrx GhOsn were communicated to me vide 

Administrative officer's letter No. RC(G) 1b/92 dated /.10.1994. 

I requested tne Disciplinary Authority to supply, the necessarY 

documents related to inquiry vide my letter NO RC/Iflq/S/94/1 

dated 284.07.1994 and letter No, RCyIflcJb/94/2 dated 16.861994 

(Ann. VI and VIA). the letter for preLiminarY inquiry was issued 

by me vide No. RC/inq/S/93/3 dated 8.11.199 	Ann, V ). Shri 

Yo 
Parimal Uhosh tCharge'd officer) informed me thyft nis letter 



ru, Nil dated 19.11.94 kAnn. Vii) that neherged Ufticer) would 	 '1 
Like to defend/represent 4is case by iir. b.I. Dutta Mvucate 

ia1tumknran, tixliong-3 and letter ru ti! dated 21.11.199'1 Ann. 

• Viii) requesiny tur addi1iunal documents fur cietence. krèiirninary 
............. 

inquiry was r)eid L'n 1. 11. 1994 in wiucri btil m. Saraiiia, 

inspector tPresenting utficer), Snri T. 'lhangzaiian, Ci lnpector, 

• Sniiiung and Snn Parimai Unusn kCnargpa officer) were present. The 

cpyf prvceediiigs nas oeen attacned as Annexure IX. The regular 

inquiry was tieid on 14. 12.1994 (Ann, il) and 22j 12. 19 tAnu. J.4VL), 

Articje ofriare 

The charge framed aganst Shri Parimal Ghosh, Assistant is 

Whereäs,it is allèdgc1 that 	ile Shri Pàrimal (hOsIi was 

posted and functioning as 6tcre issistant in the Stationery Stores 

Of ICAR, 11H Region; Barapani, bhillong during 1992 failed to 

maintain absolute integrity and devotion to duty as much as he 

certified the bills of theprty to the tune ofUs 	E54,732.00 
______ 	 5 to the effect that, h remi-nd the btcitionery articleJrequirec1to be 

splied vide sply Order dated 9.3 92 by fl/s Pahitra Paul,Shllong 

withOut reä.eiving the stationery articles and apart from thathe 

also failed to maintain the Stores records in proper manner and 

thereby, by the above acts Snri Parimal Ghosh contravened the 

provisions of Rule 3(1) (1) ofCCS (Conduct Rules, 19b4). 

The statement Of imputations for failing 4ttz maintain sbsciute 

integrity and d'evotion to cuty and misconduct, or misbehaviOur, in 

respect of the article of charge framed against Shri Parimal Ghosh' 

(Cha'rged Of fiber) ha)t been given 'in Annexure IV, However the gist 

Of the statnnt relating to the charges is rnentiCned briefly 

as under : 

A 	ted. 	 . 	 .' 
Conte!... 3 

....... Advocate. 
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It is alleged that Shri Periival Ghosh, Assistant t.Stores) on 

1992 duly certifled the bills oN/s Pabitra Paul, showing 

receipt of all the articls as per the bills although no such 

articles were received by him. Earlier, N/s Pubitra Paul Of lthpling 

•Bazar, Shillong submitted the Bills No. 9 and 10 dated 18.3.92 for 

Rs. 74, 132. 35P and !s.. 2, 10, bOO/-, respectively for supplying 

stationery articles through Challan No. 15 doted 20.3. 1992, çhallan 

Nu 16 dated 28.3.1992 and Challan No. 17 dated 31.3.1992. N/s 

Pabitra Paul did not supply some of the stationery articles as 

Snown in the chalians, but Shri P. Gnosh (Charged Officer) on 

30. 3.1992 duly certified the bills showing receipt of all the 

articles as per the bills. The abcve mentioned bills were processed 

in the Store Section and sanction Of R, 2,84, i32.35P was Obtained 

from the Director, and the D.D.U. and F.A.U. 'passed the bills on 

the basis of the ertificate given by Shri P. GhOsh and cointersigned 

by Dr. B.P.S. xadav, Store Officer. Payment was received by N/s 

• Pabra Paul on 3.4.1992thçOugn Cheque NO. OZ/56, 86865b dated 

31.3.1992. 

It is alleged that on 24.4.1992, during a surprise check' 

conducted by the C.B.l. Officers in trie Store Of lCi4R Research 

Cmplex, it was found that the stationery articles purpor€ed to be 

supplied by N/s Pabitra Paul and certified by Snri P.Ghosh, were 

physically nut available in the Store. It was also alleged that 

Shri P. GhOsh was not mainthining the Stores records properly. 

T•he •documents by whLch the article of criarges were framed 

against the Charged Officer are given from innexure )CCX.LX to L and 

the list Of witnesses by whom the article of charge against the 

Charged Officer is proposed to be sustained is given in Annexure X 

and XVI. 
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The preliminary hear1rg was fixed on 21.11.1994 at 12.00 noOi 

at ICAR Research Complex Headquarters at Barapani U4eghalaya) and 

•1 

Shri Parimaj. GhOsri, Charged otficer and Snri. N. Sarania, Presenting 

officer were informed tnruugh letter No. RC/Inq/S/1994/3 dated 

b.11.194 kAnn. Vt), The pOceedings of tu preliminary inquiry were 

attended by the Charged Ofjcer, Presenting Officer and Sun 

. Thangzaiian I.InspectOr, CBI, Shiilong). The respective article 

of charge against the Charged Officer as mentioned in the imputation 

of misconduct and meatiQned in this report, was read out to the 

Cnarged Officer. He categorically denied the article of charge frnied 

against him. So, we coarge against the Charged Ofticer, namely 

Shri Parirnal .niush was admitted and pressed for inquiry. 

The Cuarged officer rquested for inspection of the documents 

as given in tue proceedings of the preliminary inquiry lAnn. IX, 2 

pages). The Cuarged Officer was asked to produce the certificate to 

the effect tnat Defence As1stant, if any, has not more than two 

C peiiding cases in hand. The Presenting officer, Snri in. Sarania 

(inspector, CBI) appearedeturente with all the listed documents. 

The Cnargect Officer inspected the list of documents. The Cnarged 

officer was also directed to submit tne list of Defence Witnesses 

proposed to ne examined on his behalf sO as to reacn the inquiry 

officer by 30th Novber, 1994. Tue presenting officer was also asked 

to submit tue list Ut erws6cution Witnesses by tue above date 

(30.11.1994). A copy of the letter dated j.11.1994 frii the Charged 

Officer ws nanded Over to Presenting officer wherein the Charged 

Officer had iisted tue documents to be inspected kAnn. Vii.i • The 

cc,ies of btatement4uf thePrusecutlou Witnesses were given to the 

Cnarged 4Jtticer by the Preentiflg officer. 1fter the iiispectiofl of 

A te4 Contd..,5 
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the jisted documents, it was decic1ed to twce up tue case for regular 

if rearg truIll 14th December, 1994 at the same venue i.e. 1CM ResearCu 

Cinpiex for NEH Region'i. Barapani (Cinittee ROOm). 130th the Charged 

Officer and Presenting Officer took ccpies of the proceedings of the 

preliminary inquiry. 

Charge Inquired 

The admitted cnarge as given In Annexure III was pressed for 

inquiry and regular hearing in the case was held on 15.12.1994 and 

22.12.1994. 

rjef Statnents of Facts 

The requisition for procurement Of stationery articles Was 

submitted by Shri Parimal chosh (Charged Officer)1 Assistant Stores, 

1CM Research Cplex for NEll RegOfl, Barapani on 22.2.1992. The 

total value of the stationery articles was about Rs. 5,14,630/-(RupeeS 

five lakhs fourteen thousand six hundred thirty) as evident from the 

note sheet kAnn. XL). out of this, an order kNo. RCI.S)10/91/190 dated 

09.03.1992 for Rs. 2,84,732/- Rupees two lakhs eighty tour thousand 

seven hundred thirty two) for procurneflt of stationery articles was 

placed with M/s pabitra Paul of Umpling Bazar, ShillOflQ-6. This is 

evident from the fully vouched contingent bill for this amount 

$Anfl. XLVII). The firm sulnitted two bills viz. C. 9 iAnn. XLV) for 

Rs. 74,132.35P (Rupees seventy four thousand one hundred thirty two 

and aise...thirty five) and 1)0. •10.,'.Ann. XLVI) for Ps. 210,bOQ/- 

(Rupees two lakhs ten thousand six hundred). The totai stationery 

matinal was shown to have been supplied through_Chaiiafl Iu. 15 

dated 20.3.1992 (Ann. XLii), ChaiJ.an Nc,, lb dated 23.1992 kAno.  

XLIII) and Cha.Llan No. 1/ dated 31.3.1992 kAnn. XLIV). The consOli- 

dated requisition for stationery was stated to be based on the 

requirene nts of various Divsi0fls k ,Discipiines of the ICAR Research 

Complex); 
Contd . . . 6 
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The supply Order fcr stationery articic 's plcecl with N/s 

Pabitra Paul, Umpling 13zar, ShUlong thiough Order to. PC()/1o/O1, 

luo dated 9.3. 1992. 'fhe .Chaljdfl Ns. 15,16 and 17 tlfou ,nh whrh fhQ 

stationery articles were!1 supplied, do not hear 'the slcjnature of the 

receiver of articles. MVls Pabitra Paul submitted two hliis viz. No 9 

dated 18.3.1992 for 	74,132.35F and Ho. lOdated 18.3.1992 for 

s. 2,10,600/. The sizes of envelopes have not been indiateft in the 

chalians. N/s Pabitra Paul could not supply all the stationery items 
_J 

by 30.03. 1992 and informed the Store officer tnruugn ttioir letter of 

30.3.1992 (Ann. XLI) that they (H/s Pabitra Paul) cannot supply some 

of the stationery materials such as carbon paper, envelopes, note 

sheets, torch and file envelopes due to blockade of road transDortat 

Sri Rampur Cnecigate tAssam) and that they undertake to supply the 

above articles within 10 days from 30.03.1992. However, theS 

articles have been shown 	 supplied to Store Officer, 

ICAR Researcn Complex en 31.03. 1992 through (;Iiallan No •  17 (Ann, XLIV). 

A fully vouched contingent bill NO. , RC(S) lu/91/145 dated. 

31.3.1992)was prepared tAtrn. XLVii). The cheque for Rs. 2,84,732/-

(Rupees two lakhs eignty four thousand seven rkufldred thirty two)only 

bearing No. Z/56, 368656dated 31.03.1992 trorn.ICAR Resarch 

Complex was received by N/s Pabitra Paul on 03.04.1992 as payment 

against their bills No. 9 and 10 of 18.3.1992 (An. X.oVIlL), 

An inquiry was initiated with the appointhent of Dr. S. Laskar, 

Director, ICAR Research Complex for NEH Region, Barapani, fieghalaya 

as Disciplinary Authority by. iCAR, Krishi Bhawan, New Delhi. 

.- 
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iAst of DOcuments A&nitted and Witnesses 

A .rosecUtion side 

L. Withesses examined : 

Dr. Chandan Rajkhowa, Sr. Scientist, ICAR Research Complex, 
Barapanl 

Sri Pranab Medhi, Asstt. Admin. Section, ICAR Research 
Complex, Barapani 

• 	•3••• Sri K.C. Choudhury, Inspector, C131, Guwahati 

'B 	Documents- exhibited: 

1..; Blll'U..9 dated 18.3.92 for Rs.' 74, 132.35?. 

Biji 'No 6  10 dated 1s.3.92 for Rs. 210,600.00. 

'(M/s Pabltrà Paul, Umpling Bazarj 'hilIOng) 

Chaijan No. 15,16 & 17 dated 20.3.92, 28.3.92 & 31.3.92 in 

respect of supply of stationery articles to ICAR, tiarapani. 

Undertaking dated 20.3.92 of ti/s Pabitra Paul, umpling Bazar, 

ShiJ.long to Store'ufficer, .LCAR Research Complex, Barapani 

regarding nun-supply Of all the items as per theirbills. 

SanctiOned order No. RCS)/10/91/145 dated 31.3.92 for 

Rs.'2,84,732.35P for supplyOf stationery to Director, ICAR 

Research CompLex, Barapani. 

b. 'Noney receipt in original dated 3.4.92 of M/s Pabitra vaul, 

ump.Ling Bazar, Shiliong regarding receipt Of Cheque No. 0250 

8b8656 dated 31.3.92 fur Rs. '2,84,732.00 P. 

7, File L'1U, RCtS)/10/91 of Store Section regarding procurement of 

statiur)eries for ICAR Researctl Complex, barapani4 

3. StOck kegiter No. VI and VII of Store Section, ICAR Research 

Complex, Barapani. 

Morandum dated 24.4692 in respect of conducting surprise 

check to Stores of ICAR Research Complex, Barapani. 

Circular No. RC(4)/32/97 Vol.1. dated 25.4.92 ot Director 

fegarding constitutiorOf standing cm1ttee tur verification 

of stores materials. 



Circular No. RC(G)32/97 Vuj 0 i dated 27492 Of Director, ICAR 
Researcn Luniplexa 4rapani askitig the standing cOmrnitiée 
tr immediate verification of stores. 	 - 

Report dated 12..92 of Dr. D.S. Chauhar, Priiicipal Scientist, 

Agro-furestry Divison, aiungwith stocic verification report 

of 1CAF, Store datej 12.5.92 

V 

S 	P.efencc Side 

11 	Withesses examined 

1. 	Smti Diana thcnar, the then Supdt. (Stores) 

2, 	Smti Anita Roy, Jr. Clerk (Stores) 

Shri Dilip Cnetia, Dspatch Rider kduing the WOrk Of .  
.eceipt Clerk in Marh 1992) 

II Documents exhibited 

1. 	Statent of Dr. C. PajKnuwa, Sr. Scientist recorded by 
C.b.i, on 10.7.92. 

2, 	Circular ro. R)32// Vol.1 dated 25.4.92 regarding 
cunsti.tütñion of physcal veriticaticn ccmmittee. 

3 	uRdr iw. RCW)16/92jdated 10.2.94. 

Handing over and tai4ng over report dated .3.b.921 

5, 	order No, R(;iS)49/bO dated 1/.b.91 rearding allotment of 

work in the Stores Section. 

b. 	No 0  RC(ti) lo/92' dated17, 2.94 (Charge Sheet). 

	

1. 	Copy ut committee' s ieport regarding non-verification of 

materials stored in the godown io. . and removal of roof 
of that goduwii. 

b 	No. RCtG)16/92 dated 22..94 regarthng additionai d,ocumen,ts 
i.e. its relevanäe wlith the.. case. 

	

9, 	Statement of Snri P. l4edni, the thenAsstt. 	tOres) regarding 

countersigndture of ti ne till by Store officer. 

tste6. 
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10. 	Memo dated 24.4.92 issued by C.B.I. (i.e. surprise check). 

of Shri A.K. Chakravarty, Inspector, CB1 dated. 

414.t.92. 

12. 	CopyOf report dated 23.3.92. 

 Cy of report dated 2.5.92. 

 Copy of report dated b.3.92. 

 CLpy Ot report dated 28.7.90 

lb. Copy of report'dated 24.3.92. 

li. Cy of statement dated 3.1.91. 

iu. Copy of stateneiit dated 1 6 .1.91 

 0opy of statement dated 3 j i.90. 

 Copy of stat'nent dated 2/.492 (Intimation t(-- tne 

Director regarding surprise check of cBi). 

	

- 21. 	°py of Note SheetNu. 22 of file Nc. RCS) 10/91. 

	

22. 	statement of Dr. B.P.S. Yadav, the theu Store utticer 
dated 10.7.92 recorded by CBI. 

Brief Version of the osein Respect of CharQes 

Letters to the Ctged officer, Presenting officer and 

Wm l  Defence Witnesseswere issued on 12.12.1994 (Ann. Xij.J.,XLV and XII, 

rspectiveIy) for appearing betore me on 14. 12.1994 for inquiry. 

During the inquiry, it was stated by Dr. Crtanclafl RajJcbOwa, Sr. 

Scientist, ICAR Research Ccnpiex and Prosecution Witness (statement ..  

	

at 	 he was a member of the, ccmittee tArm. XVII) 

which conducted physical veriticatifl of the stores (in which 

staU.unery was kept) fr.xn 2s.4.1992 and that the report as submitted 

On 2b.4.1992 He deposed before me tiiat the stores godown wa'sea1ed 

on 2. 4. 1'92 itself tur puysical verification of the •  tothi stocks as• 

per: ordersuf the Director. ne 4  turther deposed that a list was 
appropriate 

prepared of the articles unict were snort and their 	 cost 

Contd'..10 
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was cálcu.La'ted. Shri Parimal Ghosh, the Charged Officer, cross 
	 I 

examined Dr. Rajkhowa and wanted to know from him that, how Shri 

atish Cflandra, • Sr. Scien 	kPL. atho1o) and Dr. V.A. Partha 

• sarathy kSr. Scientist, Ubrt.) were included in the ccrtmittee in 

place of Dr. K.i, bujarbaruah and Dr. K.K. Saathy tbotri Senior 

• Scientist of ICAR Research Compiex, Barapani and initially mEnbers 

of the cQrnnitte as given in Ann. XVII) without a formal order from 

the ccnpetent Authority. Dr. Rajknowa told triat he did not know 

about this change in the c(.mmittee memoers as he did not get the 

copy of tne order, it any. Shri P. Unusn insisted that the new 

.Committee cannot te regarded as valid since no forntaj order was 

issued. He Inquired trom Dr. Rajknowa that wny all the items in 

the Store were not pnysicaLly verified as per urder of the Director 

and vniy statIonery was cnecjcecj. Dr. Rajknowd told that oniy 
-- 

stationery items were checied. ur. RajJhuwa deposed that the approxi-

mate shortage of station 	was to the tune of Rs. ti5,000/-, Wnen 

asked by the inquiry officer to give his statement in writing, Dr. 

C. Rajicriowa informed that 	nas already done so tAnri. Xviii, 

2 pages). 

•hri Praneo Medhi, Asistant, iqR Research eunpiex, bdrapanl 

and yrosecution. Withess in this case, also deposed before me. Shri 

Li. Sarania 4Cii inspector) Presenting orticer asKed Sriri i'iedn1 triat 

wflether tie recognizedb  -we L1iiS submitted by I'i/s Pabitra i-aui. Shri 

Nedni said Yes'. Shri P. Medhi submitted that heprocesseci the bills 

only after verification of these by the Store Clerk and the Store 

Officer. The bills were submitted by N/s Pabitra Paw. on 18.3.7992 

and. were passed on 31.3. 1992, and cheque issued in the name of N/s: 

Pabitra Paul, who received t on 3rd of AprIl, 1992 (Ann. 	VIII). 

Shri P. t4edhis written statement is attached as Annexure XXVI. 

Con tcl .. 11 
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The Presenting Officer inquired frCm Shri P. Ghosh, the Charged 

O:Lt 	that how he (Shri P. Ohosh) 'made the entries of stationery 

articles in the Stcre R egister. withOut receiving these articles. 

Sn'ri GhOsh replied that though the bills were received On 13.3.1992, 

he processed thn only after an undertaking was given by the firm 
• 

and which was received thrCugh the Store Officer. The Presenting 
• 	 •-•• --- 

• 	Officer then asked from Shri P. Ghosh (Charged Officer) that WHO 

makes entries in the .$tore Register. Shri P. Ghosh informed him 

that a Jr. Clerk attached to him used to make entries. On this, 

) the Presenting Ufficer showed him the Stock Register where entries 

mi 

	

	 were made by Shri P. GhOsh only. The 'Presenting Officer further 

asked from the Charged Officer that whether the latter had given 

• 	the certificate for the receipt of the materials even without 

receiving the same. Shri P. Ghosh admitted the charge and told 

that sinCe N/s Pabitra Paul gave an undertekin on 3003.1992 to 

supply the short materials within 10 days, he certified the bills. 

Ro 
Two Defence Withesses, Mrs Anita •" and Shri D.K. Cheta 

deposed before me. They inEormed that they do not know about the 

case. Shri P. Ghosh showed some letters to them for their receipt 

in the ottice. Bth of them (Defence Witnesses) told that they had 

received ,these letters as receipt Clerks and forwarded the same to 

the concerned authorities. However, the Defende Witnesses did not 

throw any light on the present case. AcOpy of the proceedthgs_has 

been attached as Annexure LI( 2 pages). 

The next date of.regu.Lar hearing was fixed un22.12.19Y4 and 

proceedings are given as Ann. LVII,(2 pages). uetters for eppearing 

before me on 2 2. 12.1994 for' depositiOn were issued, to Shri J.K. Guha 
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(Ex-FAu), Dr. B.P.S. Yadav, Sr. Scientist and Woking as Store 

Officer at ICAR ResearcrLCmpIex and Shri K.C. Choudhury, Inspector 

CBI, 'Guwahtj (Ann. ill,jiii and Dlv, respectively). Shri Cuba 

received the letter (AnnJ DV) butthdxiotapoear before me. Two 

Prosecution Withesses, namely Shri K.C. Chaudrmry, inspector C-Bl, 

uwahatl and Dr. B.P.S. ''adav (StoreOfficer during March, 1992) 

Sr. Scientist, ICAR Reserch Complex deposed before me on this day. 

In reply to a question fom the Inquiry ottirer, Dr. B.P.S. Yadav 

stated that the che ue was issu d to 1 11 1s Pabitra eaul after full I ... - -• 	

_i_ 

sply Of the stationery Iwas made. he Presenting officer, showed 

H 	Dr. Yadáv the earlier reorded statent (Ann. XXXvili pp ) made 

by him and inquired whetIer he (Dr; Yedav) wanted to add or delete 

something trom the statent. Dr. Yadav told that he stands by hi's 

earlier recorded statent. He further stated tnat he put nis 

signatures on the bill submitted by M/s Pabitra Paul only after 

the material i the Store. In reply to a query from the 

Presenting Lifficer, Dr. Yadav sts ted that he did not check the 

stationery articles physially but he saw a deep cringing the 

stauonery'whicn was thenunloaded.Wneri tneattention of Dr.Yadav 

was drawn to a letter 'trn r'i,'s anitre vaul, receivd on 30th 

March, 1992, to the eftect tiat the firiti was unable to stply some 

of the stationery articles owing to Diockade at Sri Rampur Check-

gate, where nis consignment was struck up, Dr. Yadav told that tne 

letter was placed in the Iak Pad of the Store Section. nere, 

ur. Yadav deviated from s written statement where hehad stated 
Fwariandô 

that the 	 xxx itx to him by Shri P. Ghosh. the 
-_ 

Cnarged officer in the prsent case. At this stage, I inquired from 

Dr. Yadav about th.e letter of undertaking from M/s £'abitraPaui. and 

that, wny, the letter was not given a page nUmber in thfiie. 

I 4 

"sted,' 
Contct 1  ... 13 
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DYdaV informed that tue letter was submitted to him in the 
	I 

mor?ng and the olli in the evening of,30.03.1992.No specific 

reply was given about the reason fur nut yivluiq page number on 

the 'above letter. 

in reply to a query from me, Srurx P. Giiush replied tnat ne 

• put1the biilS Of the firm (M/s wabitra paul) wteu ur. Yadav (Store 

• Officer) asked. ram to do so. Dr. Yadav told tnt tie did not tell 

that. Sriri P. Gnusn deposed that the material was received during 

nis leave period. Dr. Yadav also stated that bnri i* unush duly 

informed him about the roof ot the btore being blown off by the 
... 

strong wind arid tnat there were charices Of spoilage of tne stetio- 

flery material. 

Snrx 	Cuuudhuty, inspector CiI kUuwandLjj and ProsecutiOn 

Withess in we present case also deposed before me.. During cross 

examination by Shri Parirnal Ghosh, Shri Choudhury 'stated that no 

physical counting Of the store materials was done. Shri Ghosh 
• _.- .. 

(Charged Officer) inquired from Shri K.C. Choudhury that it was 

mentioned in the imputation statement that he (Shri Ghosh) could 

not maintain the record properly as noticed during the surprise 

checkby him (Shri COudhury) and how it was possible to write 

this in absnce of proper checking of the stores. Shri K.C. Chou-

dhury deposed that he dId not check the stores physically and no. 
....'......••. 

counting of- the material eas done. I inquired fr.m Shri Pa GhOsh 

(Charged Ufticer) that how he signed the statement letter 
S 	 - 

(Ann. XXXIX) of Shri K.C. Choudhury, CBI, Inspector who siezed the 

records On 24.04.1992. Mr. P. Ghosh stated that since his wife 

was very sick during that period, he was very nervOut.  He showed 

her admission (24.04.1992) and disci"uarqe slip (2ts.04.1-992) -from 

Nazareth Hospitalti shillong (Ann. -LNI). 

" :.,j 	• 	•A,sted. 
	 Contdt-.,. 14 
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I inquired from Shri. Sarania tPresentthg v±ficer) and Shr 

aiiiiai Ghosh kCnarged Officer) whether they have anytIing to say 

further. They said 'No t  I tuld the Presenting Officer to submIt a 

written briet, )1f he so desired, within ten days from the day of 

inquiry with a cLpy to the Charged Officer. The Charged Officer was 

directed to submit his defence brief within five days ,  of receiving 
the k'resenting UffIcer's 4ritten brief. 

It may be mentioned here that the letter Ann. LII) w35 Issued 

to S6ri J.K. Guha (Financel and Accuunts Officer, ICAR research 

Cmplex during r'jarcn, .1992) to appear before me as his name was 

given by the Presenting vficer as Prosecution Witness. He acknow-

ledged the letter (Ann, Lv) but did not appear beture me. The 

Presenting Officer submittd in his written brief that a's Presenting 

officer, he ' had completed leading the evidence on behalf of 

Disciplinary Authority andriad no more evidences, either 'ducuinenthry 

or orall to be produced beore the Inquiry 1 Oicr. 

in his written brief Ann. ijIX,' page's 4)., Shri M. Sarahia,. the 

Pesenting Officer has staed that neither the deposition of Defence 

Witness nor the 'contents of defence documents nave any relevance to 

the charges tramed against the Charged Officer. The Presenting 

Officer goes uii to mention about the charge against the (.rarged 

Officer and his certificatjJcn of the bills even in absence of actuai 

Supply of the stationery artthjes and also tat ile kCnarged Otflcer) 

couLd not maintain the rec 
S 

Advocate. 

I 

S rueriy. I . 
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Tne.Ctiarged officer has signed a statement% of shortage of 

màriais in the Store in presence ut Snri K.C. ChoudPury,' 

.LflspectOrCI3J., tianati. Snri. A.B. .Gupta (.bi, inspector 

Guwariati and Shri 	Chairaourti, C3i, lnspectOr, ltariaçar 

tAtin. XXLLXi • Snri. A.s.. Cnakraoorti, C13i, inspector, itanagar 

also mentianed about tne shortage of stationery articles in the 

store kAnn.XXVIII). 

/kX 

•i• 

t 	1: 

br1e±ersi'h.of th e Deteiice.Casé 

The Cnarged Utticer, Sun ParimaiLncsh wanted to produce 

betore the Inquiry officer three £)efence itrc•sses, but only two 

of tnrn namely Smti Anita -Iuy, or. ClerK Stcre) and Sun Diiip 

Crietia; the Despatcn Rider .wurK1rIg as receipt (-lerK) denosed 

beture me.: They did not throW direct ligut n tue present case. 

Stiri k?aritnal (rosu Cnarged otticer) snowed them sonic papers which 

• they.(Defence itnesses).aitted to have handed over to the: 

c9ncerned. The Charged Officer exhiba ted twenty 	'documents 
xxvuI 

(Ann. XVIIItbtXI-).  

Shri P. Ghosh adnitted in hi's staterit (Ann. 1xLI) recorded 

• by Shri K.C. Choudhury, Inspector CBI, Guwhati',thit the stock. 

register. (no VI) which was maintained by an ssistdnt was not 

t-to-date - and was kept pending for more than eight months. The 

Charged.ffcer then.opened a new stock register (no. VII) in 

• 	Febriary, 1992 wherein the hills relating tP slpiy,Prder placed 

to diffrent firms from Jenuar 	1992 onwards were entered. He 

stated that the requisition for stationery, was sithmtted byhim ;, 

on the basis of rcqw.sLtion frc'in different Head of DivisiOns Of 

• 

	

	ICAR Research Ccnp1 ex, IIEH Region, I3rapani. The epproxirnPst$ 

was abouts. 5.3b lakhs, as mentiOned by him tCharged Officer). 

I a 	- 	 - 	 • SLj ¼t4 • • • 

Afrted. 

Advocate. 
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F. 	The Charged Officer had pertified the hillS INo, 9 & 10) from N/s 

Pabitra Paul and enteredl the articles in the stock rcc!ister which 

was duly countersigned b:y the Store Ofticer. He has a3n'itted in 

hisstath-nent that he reorded the certificate in the r'ills even 

though se of the items, as per the bills (No. 9 & 10 of H/s 

Pabitra Paul) were nut eceived in the store with View to 

fac iii tate passing of the above bi i.is before closing of the firian-

del year 1991-92 on 31.!03, 1992. lIe further depothed that the 

certificate of having rceived the articles in the stores was 

recorded in 	 atlonwitn tne Store ufticer, who also counter.- 

signed the bills. Shri P. Ghosn also admitted that on 24.04.1992, 

• when CBI officers condudted a surprise check in be Store  ot ICAR 

Research Ccmplex, in his presence, some of the items as per bill 

Nos. 9 and 10 fr.m N/s Pabitra Paul, were not received by him in 
' O 	 .... 	- 

the Store, lie, however, istatcd triat subsequently N/s Pabitra Paul 

stplied all the articls as per their tilis (Nos. 9 and .10). 

The Charged Officei' stated that since the stock regisier was 

not up-to-date with regard to issue of Ome items, the committee 

cvnstituted by the Director, iCiR Research Complex vide his 

1o, RC)3/, Vol.1 dated 25.04.1992 howed the material8B short 

in their report submittd to the Director of the Institute (ltfln, XY). 

• 	tie kCnarged utticer) stted that the shortage shown in the)repOrt 

of thcmmittee was not correct, IlisCharged Officer' s) signature 

was also not taken One, cy Of the rOrt. 

Atd  
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'Through the documents exhibited by Shrl Parimal Ghosh (totl 

M,. 	 xxvIJt' 
exhibits 22, Ann. XVIII to 	 the Charged Officer mainly wanted 

to state in nis defence that the godown in which store material was 

kt, was not safe considering from the security point of view ( 

(Ann. XXIX) exhibit 12) as the ceiling of the same was mOreOr less 

Open. He also conveyed thvougn letters and notes dated 06.03.1992 

(Ann. XXX),dated 02.05.1992 (Ann. xXU.),ated 2.U7.1990 (Ann. 

XXXLI),dated 24.03.1992 (Ann. XXXIII),dated 03.01.1991 Ann. xxxiv), 

dated 16.01.1,91 (Ann. XXXV) and dated 03.0ts.1990 I,Ann. XXXVI) 

regarding the leaicage'in the roof of the gcdosn and spoilage Of the 

(& 

n 
.1 

L, 

stOre materials. 

   

In response tc the written b 1rief of the Presenting officer, 

the Cnarged Officer kSnri v. GriOsn) submitted a detailed reply 

(Ann. IX, pp 8). In his reply, the Ctiarged Officer states that 

genuiness of the undertaking Of 30.03.1992 trun M/s Pabltra kau1, 

has been dOuoted oy the k-'resenting officer out its nientlon in the 

reportsumxtted after surprise check ofl 24.04.1992 snould despei 

these doubts of the Presenting ut±].cer. Tne Charged of firer nas 

stated tnat during' iniiry, Snri. ic,.C. Chuudnury, Inspector cJbi 

¼wflo conducted the surprise check on 21.04.1992 in the stores), 

J) 
	 nas admitted that no counting of true material wts done during the 

surprise cfleCK. In nis cietence briet, the Cruarged otticer stated 

tflat there was no question of snort surply ut stationery material 

and Only truing was tnat, ne certified the bills before full 

material's was splied by the firm. Mr. P. GhOsh (Charged Officer) 

has pleaded through his defence brief (Ann. LX) tht the statiOnery 

material was fully siplied by the finn. 

Atcd 

4i7t 	 "rntd'...18 
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Points of_3eteniiination 

Shrjparirnaj. Ghosh, while posted and functioning as Store 

Assistant in the stationery stores of ICi\R Research Complex 

for NE1 Region, Barapni (Shillong) during 1992 failed to  

maintain absolute integrity and devoticn to duty as much as 

he certified the bills Of the pary to the tune Cf rs. 2,841,732/-

(Rupees two lakhs eighty four thcusand seven hundred thirty 

two) only to the effect that he received the stationery 

articles required to be supplied vide supply order dated 

09.03.1992 by N/s P.bitra Paul, Umpling Bazar, Shillcñg 

without receiving t 	same. 

Shri Parimal Ghust-, Assistant (Stores) failed to maintain 

the sture'record s  properly. 

$eSsment  ka  Z/t/ 	ç vi ck 4 rIS j 	c'  Dek,  

StOre verification report of the ctrunittee headed by Dr. 

D.S. Cauhan (Ann, XV,page 4) in which shortaqe Of statinery 

articles in the store was pointed out. The statIonery articles 

wOrthRs. 81,140.36p (Rupees eighty one thousand one hundred 

forty and palse thirty Six) only has been shown as sl(.,, rt. 

State ment of Dr. Chancian Rajkhowa (Ann. XVIII, pages 2) a 

meilber Of the committee constituted vide No. RC(G)32/6i Vol.1 

'dated 25.04. 1992A Director, ICAR Research Ccplex for 

physical verification of the stores mentioned a shortage of 

Rs. 83,000/-. (Rees eighty three thousand only) worth of 

stationery articles. He deposed that physical vrificatien 

Of the store was made on the basis of the stock in' hand in  

the stOck register. Lie however, mentiord that sonutureof 

Shri Parimal Ghosh WaS not obtained on the statement preared 
by the cnmittee. 

/ A$W~ted.
Con td ... 19 
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3. Order No. RC(G) 16/92 dated 10.2.1994 (inn. 'XX) mentioned thout 

.the shortage of stationery articles in the stoie Es indicated 

by the committee constituted vide Office,t Order No. RC(G)32/87 

Vol.1 dated 25.4.92 and subsequently order No, RC(G) 16/92 

dated 06.04,1993. The shortage indicated by the committees was 

worth Rs. 80,000/-. (eighty thousand) and Ps. 73,262.53P kseventy 

three thousand two huhdred sixty two and Poise fifty eight) 

respectively. 

4' Office memoranthnrt No.: RC(G) 16/92 dated 17.02. 1994 wherein 

the Director, ICAR Research C9nipex proposed to hold an lnqury 

against Shri Parimal Ghosh, Assistant (Stores) under Rule 14 Of 

C.C.S. (C.C.A.) Rules, 1965 (Ann. XXIII). 

5. Meorandum No •  RC(G)lb/92 dated 22.02.1994 (Ann. XXV) with a 

store verification report of the second committee. A shortage 

of store.materialwurth Ps. 73,262/- (Rtees seventy three 

thousand two hundred sixty two), opprux. has been indicated. 

6. Shri Pranab I'ledhi, Assistant, Admn. Secticn deposed that 

(Ann. XXVI, pages 5) a requisition was sutxnitted by ShrI 

le arima1 GhOsh, Store Assistant fur procurement of statIonery 

for the year 1992-93. In the said requisition, Shrl.P. Gnosri 

(Charged Officer) intimated that requirements were assessed on 

the basis of requirnents of various Divisions of ICMR, but 
3 	' 

requisition/of the Heads ot Divisionsws not submitted by him. 

The said requisition was put up by Shri Fledni.tu Dr. Yadav in 

a file as per orders of, the latter. He could recognized the 

: 

	

	signatures of both Shri P. Ghosh and Dr. b.P.S. Yadav on' the 

requisition. The total amOunt invoi.ved fur produrLng 

stationery was 	5.3o iaKFis app roxima tely. Sriri Hedhi has 

41 	CCntcl... 20 
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H 1  

further. statd that both Shri. p. Ghosh and Dr. B.P.S. Yadav 

certified-the bills frLm M/s Pabitra Paul of umpling Bazar,, 	Ali 

Shil.LOng which he (tsr. ?4edni) put up to the 'Store officer for 

11 

betting_sanction utthe Director. Sun P. Medhi stated that 
. j .  

the party U4/s Pabitra Paul) had received payment of the bills 

in the first week of April 1992 witfluUt supply of all the 

materials as per théirbii.is. 

/0 Stathrtent recorded by Shri K.C. Choudhury, inspector CUI, 

Guwahati On 29.4.1992 (Ann. XXVII) in the presence of other 

CI Inspectors namely, Snri A.B. Gupta Ot ouwahati and Shri 

A.K. Chaicraborty of itanagar, and the Charged officer, Shni 

Parimai. (t1o5fl, Assistant 4Store), stating that during a surprise 

checc cunducted in the stationery store of It,..hR Research for 

NEt-i RegiOn, 8arapan1 au the itenls'mentiLiied in Unailan No. lb 

dated 20.3.1992 were found not supplied by the tirm, M/s Pabitra 

Paul. Against. SI. Nu lb and lu of Chailan t'u. 16 (.copy 

enclosed) dated 23.3. 1992 only 1000 envelopeS against 8000 

pieces and b numbers torciues against 16 NOs. were received trum 

the said firm. Thefinn vide letter dated 30.3.92 kAnn. XLI) 

confirmed non-supply of the same and undertoOK to supply the 

material within lodays up to 9.4.1992) but notnin(,j was supplied 

against ti-ic aforesaid cnallan. it is mentiuned in the above 

statuent tutat entiries of the said ithus not received are sh)wn 

in the stock jedger exCt D.F.C..paper but payment was released 

vide Cheque No. 86656 dated 31.3.92 for V.s. 2,34,732/-Rupee5 two 

lakhs eignty four 'thousand seven hundred thirty two) Only. Shri 

warirnaj. Ghosfl y.;narged officer) has signea the stathieflt. 

H 
Attted. 	21 	
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Statement of Snri A.K. Cnaicraburty, Inspector CBi, Itanagar 

Unit (Aim, XXVIiI) wherein ne sthted that on 24.04,1992, he. 

along with Snri K.C. Lzmoudmiury, and burl A.B. Gupta, Inspector 

Cll, Ouwanati Unit, conduc ted a surprise check in stationery 

store of ICAR, NEH Region, Barapani in the presence of Shri 

Parimal Ghosh (Charged Officer). He stated that during 

surprise check, it was found that all the items mentioned in 

Challan No, 15 dated 20.03. 1992 were not supplied by the firm, 

M/s Pthitra Paul. In Chalian No, 16 dated 26.03.1992, the said 

firm supplied only 100 pcs against 8000 pec Of envelopes and 6 

against 16 Hos. of torch lights to the ICAR 1esearch Ccmplex. 

But in stuck ledger, all the items have been shown as received. 

9. 	Letter ircin H/s Pabitra Paul of 30.3.1992 (Ann. )Li) stating 

that remaining supply, i.e, carbon paper, envelopes, note sheet, 

torch, file envelop will be supplied within 10 days. They 

requested for release of payment aLter cumoletion Of full supply. 

10' Statement of Shri. P. Ghosh himself (Ann. XVI) recorded by Shri 

- 

	

	ICC. Chaudhury, Inspector CBI, Guwariati which.reads ° Here I 

(Shri P. Gnosh) am to state that I (Shri P. Ghosh) had issued 

• the certificates in the billsa].though most of the items as per 

-the bills were not received in the store with a View to 

facilitate passing of said bills before the closing of the 

fancia1 year 191-92 on 31.3.1992. The certificates were 

issaiedby me after consuitatiun with the Store officer, who 

also countersigned the bills 	 Shri P. uhosh 

(Charged Officer) however stated. that subsequently I'1/s Pabitra 

'aul supplied all the articles as per the 	Shri P. GhOsh 

(Cnarged Officer) admitted that he had certif.ed thebills No. 

9 and 10 from M/s Pabitra Paul without receJ"vincj all the items. 

Cuntd.,. 22 
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Both the Defence ithsses, Viz. lirs. Anita Roy and Shri. 

D.K. Cnetia stated that they do nut know about the case. 

Assessment ' 

-L 

III 

i• 	
: 

I. 

1. 	The statement of Dr1 dhendari Rajitiowa kiinn. XVIII, 2 pages) 1  

• -wherein he nas depose4 that-pikysicait verification of the 

store was made on the basis of the stK in hand shon in 

the stock register. lie further deposed that there was a 

snurtage of apprOximately Hs. i43,ouO/- (Rupees eighty three 

thousand). 	 • 

A4Mted. 

(..IJlItd. o . 2.3 
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11. Statement of Dr. B.P.. Yadav, Sr. Scicntit & Head, Anim. 

Nutrition Division working as Store officer durinq the period 

of the present case (Ann. XXXVIII, pp 8) wherein he has 

statedthat he learnt from Shri P. (hosn on 3003.1992 that 

stationery worth Rs. 2i,000/-tR upees twenty thousand) has not 

been spiiedby the iinn, However. Dr. Yadav deposed that 

the short i tem s4was received before he ()r. Yadav) counter-

signed the bilis. 

1. Proceedings of the regular inquiry on 14. 12. 1994 (Ann 1  LI), 

• 	On being asked by the Presenting officer, Siii. P. Gnosii 

a -nitted that he had given the certificate tor receiving the 

stationery materiai or the body of the bili even without 

receiving the same. 

: 1. 

I .,  

r 



Qffice order io. 1C(G)i6/92 dated 10.02.1994 (rin. xx) issued 

4by the iiirector, ICAR, Research Complex, l3arapani indicating a 

shortfall of stationery articles worth R. 00,000( epprox.) 

(Rupees eighty thousand) as invetiyated by a cCiiuiiittee 

constituted vide Office order No. R((()32/07(VOl.I) dated 

24.04.1992. The.secOnd comrr'.ittee constituted vide Office 
.... 

OrderNo. RC(() 16/92 dated 06.04.1993 indicated a shortfall 

Of ;Es. 73,262.58P (Rupees soy en ty three thous an ci tO hundred 

sixty two and paise fifty eight) in tiiir report. Th itns 

• 

	

	were entered in the Store Register even aithOut receiving the 

same piysically in the store, as alleged. 

	

3. 	State-nent of Shri Pranab Medhi (Ann. >(VI) that the bills 

were received in the store Section duly certified by the Store 

• Offjc 	and Store Assistant onthe reverse of the bill as 

	

• 	regards receipt of materials in the store as per the bills. 

Report 4 0  Of ShriK.C. Choudhury, inspector CBI, Guwahuti 

(Ann. <XVII) mentioning that entries of some its not 

	

• 	received are shon received in the Stock Leger. 

	

S. 	Letter dated 30.3.1992 frornN/s Pabitra Paul, Umpling i3azar, 

	

• 	3hiliong.(nn. XbI) regarding his being not in a positiPri to 

	

• 	supply some of the stationery articles due to blockade on road 

	

• 	transport in the Checkgate at Sri karnpur. He undertoOk to 

supply these stationery articles within 10 days from the date 

of the letter i.e. up to 9.04.1992. The statiOflry 	4tcleS 

• 	were entered in the stock 	 these were not 

	

:i 	supposed to be supxlied as per .letter/ufldertakeiflf of the finn. 

• 	t 
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6. 	State(ient of Shri Pi Ghosh (i-inn. YJIX p a c l as '1) wherein he 

athitted his fault Of certifying the bills 1\11 o4 9 and 10 Of 

N/s Pabitra Paul even withOut receiving all the 1tris, though 

the material was subsequently supplied as statod by him. 

(. 

14 	PrOceeding of the regular inquiry conducted on 14.12.1994 

Ann. Li, pp.2) and 2.12.1994(Ann. LVII, pp 2). The 

Presenting Officer asked Shri P. Ghosh $Charqed Officer) that 

how he made the entries in the store reqister without 

receiving a.i.i the materials. Mr. Ghosh replied that though 

the blils were received on 18.03.1992, he processed them Only 

after an undertakiig was received from the firm through the 
-- 

Store Officer. However, ile io. RC(G) 32/i V(-:l.1, 
• 	 4 

IV 	 RC(S) 1/89 and RCS) I/6 could not be produced before the 
7' 1 •----------------- 

• 	Inquiry officer kAnn. LViIi, i,Xi LX.LI). 
-------- 	 --- ---— --- 

8. 	Handing over of charge report (Ann. Xxi. pp 20) * Shri 

P. GhOsh handed over the charge of store keeper to Shri 

Robin Subbe Sr. CJjerk) on 03.06.1992. NOwehere, 

shortage of stationery has been indicated as per stock 
7— 	 - 	 - 

• 	register. 	 H 

£ 	k 	 t4-&t3 	tck.JL 

' (k 	shii Oh 	L(. O ( f !'l't9., aitt 	tw 
to 	 op -U 	$tore Ii 	Wck4 
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Findings on the Article of ShaScLe  

FFst point of determination 

1. 	.Ltis clearly evideritfrurn the points of assessment of 

evidences given above and suppOrted by the enclosed documents 

that the case for sanction of stationery articles was 

prOcessed by Store officer on 3u.0.1992 and FAu put up the 

case to the Director, ICAR Iesearcn L.omplex aiif funnai 

sanction was accorded on 30.03.1992 itselt (Ann. XL). Tars 

included the bills of M/s kabitra Paul ut Umpilng bazar, 

Shiliung amounting to Rs. 2,84, /32/- k kupees two iaJhs eigrity 

four thousand seven hundred thirty two) only, it would be 

apprriate to mtion in briet tne facts abt the criarge 

of certification ot tiie bills L'4U, 9 and 10 of M/sPabitra 

au.L. by Snrl varimai c;nusn ¼Cuarged officer) evn without 

receiving some ut tue stati.nory articles included in the 

bills: 

The requisition of stationery articles was submitted, On 

22.02. 1992 by Shri Parimal. Ghosh tC.harged Officer) which was 

sa&to be based On the requirnents of various Divisions and 

Regional Centres of ICAR Research Complex for NEIL Region. ' 1 he 

Order was placed with M/s Pabitra Paul vide Store order No. 

RC(S)1O/91/100 dated 09.03.1992 to supply the stationery 

articles within 10 days i.e. up to 19.03.1992. M/sPabitra Paul 

submitted two bills i.e. No. 9 dated 18.0341992 for fls, 74,132.35P 

Rupees seventy four thousand One hundred thirty two and paise 

thirty five only) and No. 10 dated 10.03.1992 for Rs. 2 10,00 I-

(Rupees two lakhs ten thousand six hundred Only) (Ann. )0JV and 

XLVi, respectively). The stuck register entry has been recorded 

by Shri P. Ghush on the back side of the bills and countersigned 

	

At!5ted. 
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by Dr. B.P.S. Yadav, Sr. Scientist, then huldirg 	e chcje 
- 

Of Store officer. None of thii has given the date on the.bi1is. 

The stationery materials frQii L1/s Panitra Paul has been slw 

in thEee chailans viz. ilu. 15 dated 20.03.1992 (Ann. XLII), 

No 16 dated 28.03.1992 $Ann. XLIII) and No. 17 dated 3.03.92 

(Ann. XLIV).. No body from the Stores Secti( --,n has put the 

• signature as receiver. Fully vouched contingent bill No. 

(RCtS)10/91/145)Ann. XL'iI was prepared on 31.03.1992 for 	 4. 
Rs. 2,34,I32/- Rupees two Iakhs eighty tour •tnousand seven 

hundred thirty two only). The party i. e. 14/s Pabitre Paul of 

umpling Bazar, Shillong received payment on 03.04.1992 thrOugh 

Cheque NO. OZ/56-1656 dated 31.U.3. 1992. 

2 . 

 

Preliminary inqu1r in the case was conducted on 21.11.1994 

and regular inquiry On 14. 12. 1994 and 22.12.1994. •Tfle procee-

dings Of regular inquiry conducted on 14.12.1994 and 22.12.94 

as well as the statents of k' rusecution ')itnesses; statenents 

recorded by Snri. K.C. Cnoudnury, Inspector Cal, uuwahati on 

24.04.1992 in presence of Shri A.B. Gupta, Inspector C13i, 

Guwahati and Shri i.K. Chaicraborty, inspector CBJ., itanaoar; 

letter dated 30.03.1992 frcm H/s Pabitra 'au1 tote effect 

that the firm was unabie to supply sune of the items of 

stata.Onery immediately due to blockade of transport in the 

checkgate at Sri Rernpur Assam) and assessment of dOcnentary 

evidences in support of the charge, proved that some Of the 

itens of stationery were not supplied at the time of certifi-. 

cation Of the bills by Snri v. GnOsh (Charge Officer) anti 

Dr. b.P.S. adav ;  he Store officer. 

 

S 

I fl 
'jJvk1çp1 	.1

0% 
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it was, perhaps impusthie'tor N/s Pabitra aui to supply 

the stationery itns on 30.03.2 itseif when he had informed 

in writing on the same day of nis inability to supply the 

	

• 	remaininy items of staticnery wnich were tieJ.d up near Sri 

Kampur (Assarn-bengaj. border) .Sri Rampur IsabLut 400 krn:s 

approx.) f rum Shillung and it as rather impossible tur the 

trucJ wi th stationery to ccver that di stance till eviii nqo 

\: 30.03i992, univading ut tue materials, rele1se and tnen/upply 
....- 	.... 	..... 	.....•..- 	....--..-- 

• to Store Sectxor of lcARiesearcn CQnpi.ex at brapani on the 

same day. Had rx/s k'abltra eaui thouyuit ut pUrcnasiuig the 

	

• 	rnaining material from local marKet tOr suprly, they would 

not nave given tne letter of undertaking datod 3u.03.192 to 

	

• 	supply the stationery its within 10 days trom the date of 
.-..-. 	-- 	-. 	.... 

the letter. 

- The deposition stateiaeits of Dr. Chandan Rajkhowa, Senior 

ci&rtist, ICAR Ri'serch Complex, I3arar.nni an(.1 Shri A.K. 

-. 	Chakraborty, Inspector CDI pOints out the shO±tage Of 

• 	stationery articles in the Stcr. 

in his deposition before Chri K.C. Choudhury, Inspector CDI 

on 24.04. 1992, the Charged Officer, Shri Parimal Ghosh 

himself admitted about the shortage Of stationery articles 

in the Store as On 30.03.1992.Eutin reply to the written 

brief Of Presenting, Officer, he stated that between 

- 24.04.1992 to 28.04.1992, his wife was admitted in Nazareth 
- 	 - 

Hospital, Shiltong and due to his persona]. probl em s, he was 
.. ..... 

not aware till a later stage that the balance supply Of 

stationery was made good on-02.04. 1992 and the cheque ±or., 
--- 

. 



- 	 - 	 - Rs. 2,84,737/ (Roe two la}'hs eighLy rour th uund cvofl 

hundred thirty wQ) only was handed over to i'i/ s Patr3 Paul 

• 	after delve 	of te short material. 	
: 

Considering au the documents prL'duced and the dositi0n of 

witnesses during the course of inquiry, there appears to be 

sufficient grciund to prove that 4 on  30.03.1992, some Of the 

stationerY items were no supplied by N/s Pabitra gaul and the 

Charged Ufficer (Shri primal Grosh) certified the hills of'the 

fiLm even in absence of the total supply as ordered in the supply 

order No. RC(S) 10/91/100 dated 09.03.1992. Hence the first point 

t certified the hills of I'1/s Pabi tra Paul even withOut receiving full 

sply of stationery articles stands proved. 

Second point Of deteLmthat2P 

1. 	Shri ti. Sarania, Inspector CBI,2\CB, oaKland, ShillOflg tpresefl- 

ting Officer) stal.ed in his written brief that the deposition 

of Dr. C. Rajkhowa (prosecution witness) does not relate to 

the specific cnare against the Charged officer and should not 

be considered. Much credence cannot be given to the report 

4W*WILt81 of the cnmittee constituted by the Llirector, ICP. 

- Research 	
order No. RCG)32/U'1 1  

dated 25.04.1992/ .1a . d the report'of the, second committee 

smitted on 19.2.1994 kAnn. XXV) asevalUatiC 5f0f 

stationery articles by the tw
o commi'ttees varied consideriY. 	• 

.•-.-- 

• 	 . 	

• 

• Attted 	 • 

• 	 • 

• 	 • 	 Con td... 29 
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Secondly, the first committee pointed out tne roval of the 

- 	 roof-top G.I. sheets) of
,  the sealed çjudown for repair, where 

• 	 - 

physicalverificatiun of the stationery articles was done, 
• 	

•----- 

thereby giving indirect indication that the loss of statiOnery 
- 	 - 

cannot be ruled out under such circumstances. The second 

committee based their findings on the office records and no 

physical verification was done4 Further, the number of 

- different stationery its as shown by the two cCnmittees and 

those. Ordered for from. N/s Pabitra Paul do not tally4 

I 	 • 	

• 

2. 	Dr. B.P1S. Yadav, Stores officer, deposed that on 30.03.1992 

- 	 some stationery was brought by Shri (hosh in a Jeep tICAR 

vehicle), unloaded the same and kept in the Store. However, 

Dr. -Yadav did not verify the stationery itns whetrier those 

were from H/s Pabitra Paul or somebody else4 But Dr. Yàdav, 

working as Stores Officer during the period stated that Li/s 
,--- 

- P-abitra Paul supplied all the stationery itens as shown in 

the bills No 4  9 and 10 Of the above firm. 

Thewritten brief'subitted bythé k'resentihg officer.  Is 

- onlya part of what had transpired during the inquiry prOcee-

dings and reflects his tPresenting_officer) views In the 

matter. In his written brief, the Presenting officer nas shown 

doubts about the genuineness Of the undertaKing of M/sPabitra 

pauL dated 30.03.1992 saying it to - be fabricated after 
• 	 . • 	 - - 

-• : 	 -- 

24.04.1992,'the date of Cii verification. But its menticfl in 
----r----- 	

---- 

in the report submitted by Shri. K.C. Choudhury, lnspectur CBI, 

Güwan -ati. (if 24.04.192 tAnn. XI) mudespei the doubts of 

Presenting officer. 

I)tsted. 
Contd... 30 

 



4., 	Durinç the inquiry cuçidu.cted on 22-12.1?9 4 i &rri ic,C. C.haudhury,  

inspector Cdi, .,uwanati who conducted the surprise checi Lfl 

24.04. 192, deposed that rio physic8i. verificatiCn/cOurtiflg 'f 

the stores was done. Tnis has also been mentioned in the written 

brief submitted by the Presenting officer. So in absence of 

H physical verification ;  of the store itns on 24.04.1992, it Is 

not only difficult to: point out that the store records were not 
• 	 . 	 . 

maintained in a prupr manner but also,. One carjout say categu- 

'rical.Ly.that balance supply of the material kstatienery articles) 
.............-. ... 

was not mace good before issuing the cheque for Rr.. 2,84,132/- 
V. 	 .----Th. 	 -. .. .. •.----..---- . .--. - --- V  

tRupees two iacris eignty tour thousand seven hundred thirty two) 

: 	 onO3..04.192. Again, as per uftice 

• 	order lb. RCS)49/8u dated 	 kAnn. )Q(.L.L), the duty of 

maintenance of store register was ut somenody •eise. aiso and 

• Mr. P. Ghosri was n o t :oniy responsible tor maintenance Pt stock 
____ 	 -- 	--- - 
registers. 	

V 	 -. 

So the second pOint of determination that'Shri Pi Ghcsh 	V 

(ChargedOfficer) failed o maintain the store records in a proper 

manner' cOuld -  not be gubstantiated and hence cCuid not be proved 

'1 	ccnsidering the statements of the Prosecution Witnesses and the 

dcumentary records produced before me. 	 V 

•Locking into the depositibns/stataliefltS Cf various witnesses as 

well as the documentary records, the charge against Shri Parimal 

117) 
Ghcsh (Charged Officer) is only partly proved. - 

V 	 . Asted. 	
V 

V 	
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It,. would be in the fithess of things and for natural justice 

it some clariflcetiQn is made hereunder 

There appears 'to be a general tendency in Official purchase 

that most Of the items/materials of reuir.ement are purchased during 

the fag end of the financial year. This is perhaps dcne, after looking 

•:jflto the budgetary, position.. These last,minutepurchases, affected 

after hurriedly taken decisions, are invariabiy not need-based and 

do not:xefiect the priorities of the Institute/organizatiOn., Sometimes, 

this is done only for the sake of spendthg the left-ove money from the 

budget provisions. This may bred orruptiOn and serve interests of 

some interested persons/parties. In the present case, the decision to 

purchase stationery Items worth 5.36  lakhs was taken at the fag end 

of the financial yar 1991-92 and the order was placed on 09.03.1992. 

The firm could not supply all the stationery items i to 30.03. 1992. 

Thinking that money will lapse, 	the amount wa. 	drawn fm the bank 

by the office and kept for payment to the firm after completion of 

the supply. Shri P. Ghosh (charged otticer) certified the bills No. 

9 and 10 of M/s Pabitra Paul even in absence of 	l y o'!f some items 

of statiOnery up to 3O03.1992 for passing .Of thesaid bills before 

end of financial_year. ShriGhosh's admittance of' the dharge during 

inquiry appears to. show that this procedure was probably prevalent 

in the office Many sucz'i instances, perhaps may come to light if 
* . .. 	 ' 	 '.-..

.-•.... 

the past records are scanned. This was probably done, some times 

to avoid lapsing of the Institute's grants and there might not be 

any thalatied intention/motive benind this. A such1 a prticuiar 

person cannot be singledout tor the whole episode. .t'or stationery 

worth Rs. 5.36 lakns, whicn must ne quite bulky alsO, some.Uf the 4 
1* 
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pers'.ins in the channel, rignt from store Ke'pr to sanctiLning 	-44 

author3.ty,CUUId nave ascertained abLut the sutply in full and 	 * 

:whetrier Lr not sucn a riuge purchase was ;ithin the cLmpetence of 
- 

V the sanctioning authority in a single cjc. Sucn happenings, need 

71 
	 to be avoided in future. 

• 'H 
UeLorrna ). 

Dated : 24th uune, 1b 	 inquiry ut- ficer 
S.  Barapani 

Im 

£sted, 

• 

j4,octe. 

p1 	 H 

S 

I 
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TO 

The Dlxec'tor,' 
/ WAR Ro. Complex for ME Region, 

VnoiRcaa, 
Barapani. 

• 	Subt Inquiry report on Disciplinary proceeding. 

• Ref s lour letter No.RC(G)16/92 dt. 2108.95w 

• 	Renpectd Six, 	S  

Ibeg to submit as hero urder on the Incuiry repOrt enclosed With 
the letter mAer refonce I- 

That the S.n ni: rope t.wtU have to view in its entirity ani not 
ptece-neal. 

 That it is stated paragraph 1, page 2 that X wipted. to datemded/ 
represented IntV case by )lr. BuN. Dutt&, MvOcate, Laituakhrah, 

• Shillong vide vV letter at. 19.11.94. That SriN. Saxá, C.B.X. 
Inspector Vao O.Ppointe&L as Peaenting Officer. In view of that 
ratter I vould. Invite yoi 	k1. 	attention to G.O.LLLA.D.P. a 
A.R.O.N. No,11012/7/83Eatt.(A) dt. 23.7.84  which reee an iu4r $ 
0 Rule 14(8)(a) of CCS(CCA) Rules 1965  provides, inter ails, that 
a deliajient Goverrnent servant against whom dieoiplinwy prooeedirgs 
have been Instituted as for inpoettion of a na1or  penalty ray not 

%

engage a legal practitioner to present the case on his behalf before 
the Iniring AuthOrity unless the 	esent1xig officer appointed by 
the Disciplinary Authority is a legal practitioner, or the Disciplinary 

• Authority, having regard, to the cixcrnntance 	of the case, so perrnite. 
It in clarified that, when on behalf of the Disciplinary Authority, 
the cane is being presented by a Prosecuting Officer of the Cen1i 
Buru of Investigation or a Government Law Officer (such as legal 
Mviaer, Junior Legal Adviser), there are evidenty good eth sifficient 
circumstances for the Dieciplinxy Authority to exercise his discretion 
in fttvaur of the deliquent officer aM aflow him to be represented by 

- a legal practitioner. Arq exercise of discretion to the contrary in 
such cases is 1ikey to be held. by the Court as arbitrary and preiiu.. 

• cialto. the defence of the delinquent GovermntServant. This Is • 
eelfexplanatory. 

. That haMicaped as 	have been in the fce of euch expert Presenting 
• 	S 	S  Officer aeBiated by anather Presenting Officer of the same rank from 

the C.B.I. ant 4tness by another C.D.t. Inspector aioxgwith 14gb 
officiala the scale were heavily hardened against me, yet 	foal that 

• 	
- 

 
the  inur1$ 	Officer has practieai)y exonerated me frOst -  the charges. 

Asted. 	
S 	 S 	

• 	Contd409.2/- 

Advocate. 



'4) 	To bring forth the point toyotn? kiul attention, XVOLI1d like to gubinib 
on the latter of the two cbagea a the diacuasione a fthtrg of the 

• 	 Respected Inqufty officer, 
The InVirj officer hW01fQXW6SSQd the view that the 2zdpotnt 

of determnin tlon that Shri P. Ghosh (charges o cer) ft Led to ttntatn 
• 	 atore racwda;in a moper manner could not be eubstantiatel aid hems 

could not be 1rovel considerim the etaternenta of the prosecution witneas 
a1 the docuinentarl rocds produced before m. 

That this baa a becring on the onixo proceedings in as much as if the 
óhargoe that etoro recordaiaro not nMntatncd properly waa not proved 
and the *ctn ntaths that when 2 )Mad over the olrge of the etore to 
VV successor Slut R. Stthba on 3.6.92 no where d=tags Of etattony has 
been izJ.catod as per ctook raister. 
That the statanont In the proceeding paraapba nMe on the bade of the 
incixtty report dexisbon the charge No. I au% leaves no doubt that there 
had been no shortage in the stare articlee. The charge No. I can then be 
short listed to a single point *bat I recorded a certificate on 30.3,92 
ohowii the received of the articles as per bill No. 9 eM 10 dt. 18.3.92 
for !t.7303205 aM lb,2,10000.00 respeottvely. That it has been erplatnod 
without W7 ambuguir that stationery articles were supplted the ohallan 
No. 15 dt. 20.3.92, ohallan No. 16 dt. 20.3.92 aM cha3.lan No. 17 dt.31o3.92, 
none of those aforsuentioned cllans yore received by me in view of the 
short nup detected aM that compelled the supplier to como fcr.rd 
with a clear letter of uertnid dt. 30,.92 that the goods were In'ansft 
eM were haJW at a certain point eM hp uld complete tiø supply within 
9.4.92. I have already admitted that it iø only with a view to wvol4 
laps of cant and further complicacies X recorded n certificate on the 
bills suboct', of courøo to the letter dt. 30.3.92 of the supplier and 
in the full knowledge of the store officer. I am e eaely gxateful to 
the inquiri officer he had kindly taken note of the position and 11n the 
last two poges of his report in the fitness of 'things and for rtara3 
justice he bad thrown light on the state of aff!rs that pravellel in the 
Research Complex in regard to such pexchae in the last moment of the 
finamial yecr. I. xmayktnfly be permittel to state that this is not only 
applicable 'in 	I.C4.L. Re. Complex but perhaps eqdAlly applied to 
all Govt. Deptt. and Public sector mAectakim inIndiA. 

That vitho4t ainisttiè. much to the bih rLplo. it its. Mmttted that 
the C.B.I. officers who are highly ojd$c1 to baMle such vmttor d14 not 
go,t for spot verification of the store on 24.4.92. As to n own 4tfflcu1" 
ties ác 	:r and otherwise because of zV wife's eerioua Illness during 

' that p iod'.sM the hoLtalteati0flOn 24.4.92 I could notperewai1i 
ta en much imitative in the setter and signed some papa in $: and 

• mentaj,%o,"0WzW which If a øtoøk vertfiatton wou3 have been 4one than 
and there the oor cation gaj that ocoured in b* an and lack of 
knO&ge tha t the short articles have been a3xeady received would have 
been rectified. I have already stated that the store aVtjoj.0jjL@=ist have 
reached in the Complex before the supplier could takethe ehaque. This 
position has been voweaved by the respected store officer in crse of 

Ated. 	
Contd.. .W- 



jud 
his deoattton vbich haa been recorded in the ftiquiry repart. TIM the 
9tore officer bad been telling the 1uth about the OWO of aff1xs is 

evident from the fact tIM while at the istt4s1ago the 1.nuiry 
officer UU0 caUed upon to coruot inq1b7 aatnat both the store offtcr. 
as eloo nsoif It  c letter 1o.RC(G)16/92 dt. 26.10.94 ,  from the Adminta. 
.tijtive Offioer,.ZC Reoarch Coinplàx, Barapani that no inqiiry against 

Yadav,:.thó reapøcto store officer need be .co1ucted. It is an 
&itshed titptoof la t)at a statecent do 1 a thiosa have to 

be accepted in l'4ft.te* 	in fbll. There is no 'Via-media of accepting 
the evidence ad CCd'rV an witheas as pir 	fxue ad paa 	3.ao. In the 

ci stances of the case the evidence auoed Dr. B.S. Xada that he 
ias satisfied .abo'.xt jhörecoVtal of the 'store articles bill.d for niet have 

tObe accepte& a uO ; .ThO confusion to an xtM'X must admit %øa due to 
vq lack of knowlgo becaus& of .,The coianmicatiOfl gap as stated ibid cM 
also because vhen ,  the C.fl.I.iisj'iector came. to viLt the store on 24.492 
.afton'th:4td not caretot*0thO store officer or nunnon him in the 
spot to yertfy the,correot position. I am sure t3iat bad. the store officer 
been present at 'tiM porttcular point of timeiherO auld have been no 
confusion ],eft.tn the nutter of recovial of store articles rnànttoned. in the 
btfl.aforeid*'X had stat.!.sarlie? thatdue to.csrttfl exigemies concering 

* m oMnaGlf I could not attéM the office ,cM tbe,,ntbreofllst April to 3rd 
Ajn4l, 1992 a infact I e out of' touch that the store upilr *ide urdar 
taking dt. 3O..92 br the spjIier Ae iMo up in between. 

• 	Last, in  this nttcr I mast submit that I vas not copletely 
unze that X.bave been giving a ØjCatprQu4ated f0raP0St dated 

su 	t this bavi,eon an ,o 	l;prtie by st ecent icb 
• • unfortois.teli.X'00u24 nothowbecaUaO the relevant tjIÔ tusitteof o r  asking 

• of the same 	rot p!oduco#'aD aiMed in 1S.stof doeument rested b' me 

• vl4e ra2 page 2 And a observed 1 the inquiry officer at para? at page 

• 	24 of his report. 	•, 	• . 	• 	• 	 • • : 
	• 	 • • 

a) TiM it t an admitted ct  that I recorded a cettftcate,abóUt the full 

eupp1 	 M of ordered 	eriaLs on 30.3.92 beforo receiving o all the materials 
in view of the.n.ç,,iDg given the ouiiià!/S . Paul sM im'conet.' 
deration of draal of cheque 'to avoid lapsof ran't. Bat this is done bo 

• 	tied in the interest of the :Reh Co 	aCcO$ng, 
to 	best jiement 

following the precedent of the earlier yecre aid' "which e autbanticated iider 
order contained in the relevant file production of "tch wóu4 have established 
ny oimeróttr aid timocènce in the tter bçord ar ohade of doubt. I mW 

• 

	

	ktnIZt be permitted to' enbmit 'tt'n tthet trig,. ai u.tn'tnbtOrial tecbnicSl 
fathme, there had'been no lack of. iintEingbOOlUte t'it' aid devOtion 

• 	toduir. 	• 

Asted. 	. 	• 	. 	
Corrt&p..4/u' 

• 	 , 	• 	, 
Advocate 



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

2 	- 

4 - 

9) TtLM Z Ave be 	 •tbi flh 	 14 	- 

the utinoot 	LT xd 1&uoiton a1 to the entir$ oabj.oictiOfl of i' 
etane$ as to w) 

the 	tioUlO3 happcn5igø of crzt5 ±iz a bill before rcotve of, the 

• full ttipI of. &3ti01G C!dETG for. 

In: the -c esXe9, -I hb 	t1t 

exonoratt from the tm ,  cre ax for thie act of rour kirilneca 	in 4u4r 

bOuzd I n)3.]. evcr 

Ow?e ftthful1, 

• 	 . 

(iul Ohoeli) 
øtt. 

*• 	- 

S 

Ated., 

Advocate. 

0 
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• INDIM COUNCIL OF AGRICULTURAL EEARCR ,. 
ICAR ERCR CCEPLEX IVR N.E.H. RBION 

UMROI ROAD, BARAPA1I, NRALAYA 

NO. RC(G)16/92 	 Dated Baraint,the ?5 

ORDER 	. 

WHEALS on inquiry uMer rule .14 of the ccs(CCA) Rules, 
1965, as ertedto:ICAR esplcvees was tnitted against Si Parina 

—Ghogh,-Asatt.,iCAR Research Complex for NER Region, Barapanie held 
in respeot of the following articles of charge framed against him and 
coimnunicated to him dde Memo No.RC((;)16/92 dt. 17.2.94 s. 

"While Shri Partinal Ghosh was posted and functioning a 
Store Atto in the stationery stores of ICAR Reø. Complex for NER Region, 
Barapani, Shillong during 1992 failed to nintain absolute integrity and 
devotion to duty  as much, as he certified the bills of the party to the 
tune of R3.25,84732.00 to the effect that, be remind the etatioxry articles 
required to be supplied  vide supply order dt. 9.3.92 by N/S Pabitra Paul, 
Shillong without receiving the stationery artioles and apart from that he 
also failed to maintained the store records in proper niner  and thereby 

- by the above acts Shri Parima]. Ghosh contravened the provision of Rulb 
30)j) of CCS(Cothut) Rules, 194". 

• 	 WEERE&S the inquirty officer in his report has bald him 
guilty to the extent of giving stock certificate of bills of N/S P. Paul 
prior to the actual receipt of all the materiali. 

WH]RS the undersigned on a careful consideration of 
the inquiry report (co enclosed) and the records of the inquiry agrees 

with the findings of the inquizy'offioer and holds that Shrj Parin1 Ghoeh 
Aestt* is guilty to the extent of giving stock certificate of hula prior 

• to the actual receipt of all the n.teriala. 

NOW, TRJ, having regards to the findings of the 
inquiry officer as stated above and taking into consideration other facts/ • 	
records and circumstances of the case, the undersigned is satisfied that 
good and sufficient reasons exist for imposing on Shri Parinial Gbonh, 
Asstt. ICAR Rgch Complex for NER Region, Barajni the penalty of 

"Censure". 	 - 
• 	 . Accordingly, the penalty of "Censure" is imposed on Shri 

Parinial Ghoah, Astto, ICAIt Research Complex for 1W Region, Barapani 0  
. 

(S.Laskar) 
Director. 

rii Gho&i, 
- 	••- 	Att. - • 	• ICAR Res. Complex for NE Region, 

Barapani. 

(ttstcd. 



Subs. 

''r(A/ ho'. - 

REVIEW PETITION 

To 

• The Director General, 

Krishil.Bhayan, Dr. Rajendre Prasad Road, 
NEW DELHI 110 OOi. 

( Throi 	channel ) 

o. 

Sir, 	 •, 

I have the honour to state that the order under refsnce has come to me 

so a great shock and dismay. I suffered for a longpe*jSd of three year. from 

1992'95 and only because of that I did not go for any appeal inapito of the fact 

that my own feeling was that In the circumstances even a punishment of 'Censure' 

was not merited. Howeveç since I did pat submit the appeal, the order became 

operative. 

That hd the case been re-opned suo-moto by your august authority, things 

Zould have different but from the order it is clear that the proceedings were re 

opened an a recbmmendation dated 1344.95 of the Successor in Office of the Director, 

(R.C.) far NEH Region, Barapeni, who imposed the punishment. 

3. 	That this recommendation of the hon'b].e Successor in office came in imme- 

'dLat. clash with the legal principles established and laid down as poifltad out 

• blow a 

(I) 	" Onca decision is arrived at honestly by a Competent authority, its ou 

cceesor in office after the decision has bean acted upon and is in effsctive op.ra 

tion cannot reconsider the matter so as to take a totally different decision," 

and -. 	 - 
Under clasue (2) of Rule 29 CCS(CCA) Rules No proceeding for revision 

• shell be commenced until after 

Ci) the expiry of the period of limitsUon for an appeal; 

or 	 - 
(ii) the disposal of the appeal, where any nch appeal has been preferred. 

Acted. 
• 	 Psgs.2/... 

Cl 	 Advocate. 



- - 

/ Under rule 25 of the aforesaid Rules and appeal should have to be 

rred within s period of 45 days from the daa on which a copy of the ordapp 

ealedogeinst'ie delivered to the appeUant Since no appeal was preferred, the 

Succesior Diciplinary Authority was bound by the Rules to wait for 45 days from 

the date theorder was delivered on 25495 but the successor Diacip]inary Autho-

rity mooted the proposal and sent, the 'recoamendatLon on 134945 L.a. within 20 

days of the order., with ulterior motive to curb some trade union activities by 

the employee by creating a fear psychosis. 

I 
46 	Tht the order contained F.No620(2)/92-vig dated 25th April 01996 is so 

such indicetL,e and further uithesaee suggested to be brought into has been so 

much ao'.tutoid by decisive views expressed from hLgher plan.thet practically, 

the course orfurther proceedings has been channelised and conclusion dictated 

as to leave no option for the prospective Inquiry Officer, whoever he might be, 

ti come to epre.det.rmined finding and thereby putting the 1'Review petetionera 

to tremendou: harrasament and hazards. ' 

	

, 	 ',' •• 	 ;' 	 I 	' 	 ' 	 , 

That ,Annoxture lv to G.M.. NO.RC(G)16/92 dated 17.2494,propoaing inquiry, 

aistoft4witnessea use given by the Disciplinary Authority and the P.0.was 

free to adduce evidence of one and each of such witnesses cited and neither the 

1.0. not theC'.U* put forth any impèdimenttowardsadduciflgeVidSflCO by the r.-

maining two Inspectors CDI Shri,, A.8.Gupte, Inspector CDI Ghy. and Shri. A.K. 

Ch.kraborty,lnspector, CUl, Itanagar, This was probelly because all the CDI 

Inspectors contributing to the some facts end Shri. K.C. Chaudhury perhaps being 

the Senior .icngst them, corroborate the some fact by the same set of employees 

was not 	 necessary and ,might be out of fear that contrbdiction eight 

	

f%• 	%,, 

Crop UL't  811course of cross ex.minatLoniif more than one witnesses adduce to some 

!.cts. Be tttaa it may once the witnesses were not .summor*ed,,even after nam.i.jrig 

them and the'case fina1ly closed by the 1.0.' end report submitted and the Died-

plinary Authority announccd his final orders on the basis of records of the case 

iluding the deposition aheets,thooe. witnesses cannot be summoned under law to 

adduce evidence in a Revision case and this equally apply to other non CDI wit-

ness 
I where only two out of seven adduced evidence and it would be • 'mockery of 

triil'if allof them have to be brought back agaIn. 

6. 	That thp xeaaonings sdvcad in the penultimate paragraph at pga 2 of the 

order under refene read as under s 

Asted. 
Page.3/... 

tA 0  
- 	A4yqgate. 



/ 

/&Even Shri. Choudhury was not pointedly asked by P.O. or 1.0. that how 

It was etated in the memo dated 24.4.92 that most of the items were found not 

supplied, In.fact the circumstances in which Sh. Chowdbury has atited that 

there was no physical verification may simple mean that in view of Sh. Ghosh 

having admitted t61  non.receipt of certain items (whose number is also secifi 

clily indicated, I.the above, memo) there was hardly any need to physically couflt 

the entire stock n the stor.a . 0  

Does it nt, mean that in the review inquiry a question of the eor ete 

te4fl that paragraph vide quoted. above would be asked and a reply as indicated 

obtained to pravethe case which remained dieproved by evidence including cross 

examination tende*ed then 2 

That about the reported statement dt. 13.7.92 by Shri. P. Ghosh tfors 

the CBI I state that this statement was prepared by the CR! without any ccep 

tance by me and tiose have no evidential value and only meant for the purna of 

refreshing the memory and for coas examination and is otherwise not an 

bla document. Iimedi.tsly after the CBI'e surprise vieit in the stores offIce 

I submitted a letter dated 27.4.92 addressed to the Director 1.C.A.R.(R.C.) for 
1 	 . 	 . 

NEIl Region, Bsrapni (copy end, for ready refenc.) and a perustl there of would 
• 	

'• 

conclusively prov that whet was seid to have been recorded by the CR! on 13.7.92 

as my'  statement ws concoct.sd, false and fabricated. 

That a].thugh rule 29 of the CCS(CCA) Rules stand independently of all 

provisions in thesaid Rules, it cannot be outside the purview of th. legal pri. 
......... 

nciplee 	
. 

laid down in S. 115 of the Civil. Procedure Code. In other wrda whatever 

may be the degreerof independence of Rule 29 via a via otherrules of CCS(CCA) 

R4es 1, it cannot tut be circumscribed by 5.115 of C.P.C. and any over stepping 

S. 115CP is bou$d to be hit by legal provision in this behalf. 

9.. 	Th.t.in sub-section (1) of 5. 115 of IPC it is laid down 

The High Court may call for the record of any case which has been dad'. 

ded by any Court subordinate to such High Court end in which no appeal lies there-

-to .d if uch auiordinate Court appears - 

to have xrcisod a jurisdiction not vested in it by law, or 

to have failed to exercise a jurisdiction ao vestad;or 

to have acted in the exercise of its jurisdiction illegally or with ma- 

terial irregularity, 	tsted. 

4k?2 	tt' 	 Page 41.... 

Advocate. 
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1 
V., 

11 the High Court may make such orderifl the.cose aa itthinka fit. 	- 

/ 

/ 	It is c&emr that none of theae infirmities exist in conducting 

7 quiry Praceediigs in my case 	.0 Or. U. Tharma, 1000, 30int &iractor(IIQ.)ICAR 

(R.C.) for NE eion, BoraparsL and th in imposing punishment by the DIrector NEW 
tRogion Biarapaii the Disciplinary (tuthority. 

;tO. 	.;Thet further under provision to section 11.5 the High Court shell not, 	'.. 

under'thta section, vary or reverse any order made or any order deciding an issue, 

in ourse 1 /uit or other probeeding, except where 

	

4 	
,ç/;g 

	

7' 	() the orderif elilowad to stand, would occasion a failure of Justice 

or couae A.rreparieble iéexin jury to the party against whom it was made. 

Th scope of revision as indicated in this as also preceding pare. 

graph is doubtless 1very 3imttd and Ahere seems no ground what...sos'evarthet c the 
punihmant order imposed y  the Directcr ICAR(R4C.) for NH Region, Barepani can 
be sntesjda 4 jn exercise of the power of Revision contained in Rule 29 of CS (CCA) 

• 	• :,. Rules. 

In the premiasathLs Review patetion l.a humbly submitted with the 

prayer that the ordsr under reference may be reviewed by your grecieusaelf end 

withdrawn so howovor that Review petetioner is nat exposed to a rene 

wed, harasemeflt endhazard. 

• 	 I rasmin Sir, 

.Dotd Barapani the 
21át Auq.6, 

Yours faithfully, 

C Parimol Ghaah ) 
Asatt, (C.cL) 

ICAR Research Complex, 4arapeni,, 
S 

\ 

S 

ILA 
qocate1 

IN 
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1. 	
- 	 • 

The Director 	' 
•X.AR, krapani. 

(Througi theStora Officer I/c,ICAIt Roa.Cornp 1 , 1a*')ani )  

xpXtEe_cbei  

Romp 	A.r. 	 - 

In iclo sing herewith a copy of aflo dt,24.4.92 iro the 
'C.B.X. IneOtor8, I have thi honour to state that this fO11OWe 
the .u..%alPatOm of beating a dee4 line of 31st Mardt,axld' to avoid 

lepse of grant. 

As howevel', 1. was on lave from 1.4992. to 3, 61 499 

was under great møtàl strain due to serious jUfleaSOf mi 4te,iio 

b&.to be hOWit5li8ed on. 24.4.92 
v5ningit1Olf, 1  he4.flot bwl 

much touch with 'the 	w4 .zppl1'pOáitt0ft and I. d14 not know', 
that the balance materials gaiat ohallan 14o. 15 and against eótial 
• 17' a$: 18 'against .cha11E' NO.16 were alrY deliversi by the 
wpplier on 2.4.92 .This revelation came to me only after the 

reodpt 

of memo and. rnydiflW$aiOn'withthe aiiors.. 

I 'e 	nd.erStafldtthat althou&l :the. cha(te. in qaeatiofl was 
dra*i on 31.3.92'ifl'Vi of.th.E''abOVe, the same waS haflLte over . the 

concem supplier on 3.4.92.. afer the déliVerYOt the art*.olenhaVe 

• been 03110tQd. by Ahemil. 
S 	 • 	 - 	 S  

This Ia for your kIM inforUtatLC1. 

Datal lararni the 
Ztth_ADrU22. 

Yours fai 

'I 	•" 	
S.; 

ttted' 

Myocate. 

(Farimal ioth) 
Aeatt.' 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: 

GUWAHATI BRANCH: GUWAHATI. 
'Q < 

• 	 I 	> 

.,. 	'••• ' 
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Sri Parimal Gh°sh 

- Versus - 

The Un.on of india and others, 

AND- 	 / 

Jj._THE MATTRL: 

Written Statements submitted by the 

Respondents No, 1, 2, 3 & 4 

( WRITTEN STATEIENTS ) 

The humble Respondents begto 

submit their Written Statements 

as f011ows :- 

S 

That with regard to the statements made 

in paragraphs I , 2, & 3 of the application the 

Respondents have no comments. 

That with regard to the statements made in 

paragraphs 4 9 1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 1  4.5 1  4.6 & 4xR of 

the application the RspOfldeflts have no comments 

the same being matters of record. 

That with regard to the statements made in 

paragraph 4,1 of the application the RespOfldnts 

beg to state that the facts stated by the applicant 

are correct vide Annexure- I. 

(Contd.I 



That with regard to the tatement made in 

paragraph 4.8 of the application the Respondents 

beg to state het the facts stated by the applicant 

are true to the. extent that the supplier could not 

supply all the items within the stipulated period 

vixe Annexure - II 

That, with regard to the statements made in 

paragraph 4,9 of the appicatiOn the Respondents 

beg to state that the statements made by the pet i.. 

tioner, is partially correct. It was a fact that the 

cheque was prepared and kept ready On the basli.s of 

the certificate given by the petitioner (Store 

Keeper). On the body of the bill after Obtaining an 

• 

	

	 undertaking from the suppliSD that the payment will 

be made on completion of supply in full. 

That with regard to the statements made in 

paragraph 4.10 of the appication the Respondents 

beg to state that, the same is true to the extent 

that the applicant was On leave from ist April 

to 3rd April, 1992, 

That with regard to the statements made 

in paragraphs 4.11 & 4,12 Of the application the 

Respondents, have no comments the same being matters 

of record. 

That with regard to the statements made 

in paragraph4.I3 of the applieation the Respondents 

beg to statp that, the same are true tothe extent 

that a 5 (Five) member committee was constituted 

to verify the stOck in relevance to the surprise 
- (Contd.) 
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The statement made by the applicant 

is not partially correct . as the question of 

renewal of any inquiry, against the Govt. servant 

lies/vested with the pOwer of the competent 

authority . 

The statement made by the petitioner 

is not correct. The RevigiOnal Authority has 

every right as well as empowered for obtaining 

a particular answer from the new/old witnesses 

to be brought before the renewed inquiry. 

The Respondent does not have any scope 

to comment in regard to the statement made by the 

petitioner before the C.B.I. officials dated 

13-792 

• 	vi) 	The statement made by the petitioner 

is not partially correct since the power  lies with 

the Revising Authority for renewal/revision$ of 

any disciplinary inquiry in course of further 
S 

examination ag, applicable under rules in force. 

17) 	That with regard to the statements 

made in paragraph 4 0 28 of the application the 

Respondents beg to state that they have no scope 

to comment on the statement made by the petitioner 

since theRevising Authority has decided to re-open 

the case and remitted the case to the Disciplinary 

Authority and acted in accordance wih the same. 

(Contd.) 

a 
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That with regardtO the statements made 

in paragraphs 4,29, 4.30 of the application the 

same are adequately replied against päragráphs 

27(i)(b)(vi). 

That with regard to the statementamade 

in paragraph 4,31 Of the applicati'Ofl the Respondents. 

beg to state that,the statment made by the petitioner 

is not partially correct since the inquiry was 

cP nducted after the investigation/findings of the 

C.B.I. Officials in c 0urse Of  their surprise check 

in the instant case. 

That with regard' tO the statements made 

in paragraph 4.32 Of the application the respDndents 

have no comments. 

21 , ) 	That with regard to the statements made 

in paragrapho 4 0 33 of the application the Respondents 

beg to state that the 	same is not correct and 

tence denied. 

22) 	That with regard to the statements 

made in paragraph 5 of the application regarding 

the grounds for reliefs with legal provisions the 

Respondents beg to state that none of the grounds 

is maintainable inlaw as well as in facts and the 

hence the application is liable to be dismissed 

(C On t d.) 

. 



I- 

'I n . 	 GI f 

-7- 

That with regard to the statements 

made in paragraphs 6 & 7 Of the application the 

Respondents have no comments, 

Thai with regard to the statements made 

in paragraph 8 of the application that the reliefs 

sought fOr the Respondents beg to state that 

• the applicant is not entitle to get the reliefs 

• 	sought and the applicatiPn is liable to be dismissed. 

That with regard to the statements made 

inparegrajhs 9, 10, 11 & 12 of the application 

the Respondents have nof comments. 

• 26 	That theRespondents beg to state that 

the application has no merit andas'such the 

same is liable to be dismissed . 

S.... \Lifjcation. 

4 
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V&IFIGATIQ1i 

I, Dr. R. P. Awasthi, son of Late Xi shore Awasthi, 

Director, ICAR Research Complex for f/EL' R8 q Ofl, Barapani 

residing at Barapani, JJe9ha1aya, P.s, Lfmtain, District 

Ri—i3hoi, do here,, verifj that the contents made above 

are true to the best of mj personal knowled 9e and belief 

and I have not suppressed any material facts, 

Place : Barapani 	 ( R. P. 4LASTIII ) 
DIdECTOR 

Dated : 
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FULLY-VOUCHED CONTINGEMT WLL 
rsee Rules 113 114,115(2) Et 126 (2) of Certral Goverrnnent A li 21 tKI cv 	- 

Account (Receipts & Paymehts) Rulesj 

[See Rule 306 of Central Treasury liules J 

BILL 	 / 

Ministry/Depament/Office of. 	 ....... 

Oetailed Bill of Contingent Charges for the month of............................. 

9 ............ Head of Account 

Number of 
Sub-voucher 

Description of charges and number and date of authority 	
Amount for all charges requiring special sanction 

I  

c 

c 	 I 

cL 1 	C 

• 	T4Od O'i'I 	
.. / 

(Ttt\ 



Number of 	 fl 	flflV) It U 	17' 	CWI 	41 	 C 	Ot 

S'tb otor 	
'I Ut fr 	

I rntr;fl 

6V 

C . 

C 	 ----- 

Tot& RuPevu L~JGLV-,  j'1 c 	L.J-- e' 
10  

(1)1 certify that lhi ex pand il ure I nc i ud , 	cod' 

to the best of my knowInue end h&ef, the peymente ent 	74' 	 ., . 	 o e 	h* been jIy mc to the poI 

ocaIvo them nod retovnn;vouhit11 11)1 SumS ebnv te 100 sr 	 t 	 c- d1 fia hove fls 100) rchhie) to ih7 t6d Dro 	onthCh 

-cecood the blnnc* of the ptirmAnent edvaic* a'e 	 5f 	 1tcd 	 th CU1 JC 	Ofl 

rocoipt of the nrnount drawn on this bU! 	have ç 	m 	i'5. c-n 	':a 	 th$O R 	00 wtch etc flsted n GAfl 

em reponsIbt that they have been  so dacd r mut1ted thu thr 	 un-nd 	:n. Au wo bi ro nncd. 

atso certify that the omounti on account of 04Y And AlrO P. 'c1 of t 	Cr -  V 	4tnmnt 	- -entt d'vwn I month/2 mortthsl3 mnths pe• 

VIOU 10 thiS date WOh the oxcnplIOna o Fioie cJ.1ICd 	to" 	':P rP-. to7 rr,punt h 	beei 	rdd by doductton from this bill 	tc 

disbutsed to the Government Sorant1 conr.ernnd end tF44i( ('t 

Crti(iod that nfl the articles dniIed ii the v0u-ura 	in thc., rtlnt.d In i-ny otfico tac be?n 	ountc ktt Iii th 

Stock Register.  

Cortitlod that the putchv, bil!#nS f o r hnvn her, r-:-tcf rt good 	¶tl 0'tif 	 we cDrtct cnd thzdr quclity good and  vet 

	

rz rq to spocificotione, thl the ru1p peid ru not in exen f 	*1te 	nri that tuitbfa not; of pynint hvo bue 

- ealnst the Indena and invoices c000e?nnd to prevnt rj.jt 14  p 11rnt. 	 - 

Cetliflod that-

• 	() The oepnrtditurn on convcy.nca hire Inc7udd in ti-li tit 	 i'ound. st unavoidable cod Is within the ehodulud 	of 

• Chn4OS 1w thn conveyincrl usqd. And 

	

(b) Th Govrnmnr,f ervnot concernrl Ii 'ot 	tttd ' 	 !rg ,' , 	 ruf 	for thc jntiiney. son is 00% grn1ed 

any conip'mi1ory ni/e a nd Ju'i not nod •..11 Cu '-:e 	er-y i 	 tn ttn pMlOIrflSflCn of the duty 	hkh rrccsiuttod 

the l ournrly. 

CortUl-ed hut th rnonetuuy or uui'uhlt.t 	f •j• 	 f 	.. 	
in rtCCt of htrn ctf Cc,rtttflUr4C!os In%UC*d 10 (ha bill 

h a ve not been exceadnd. 

'This conbilicito ii requlnOt when p'nr ¶in#C 	-0ju' 	 -t V (' -i I 	 1 f- 	nd to he 	tfltSnd,  

Appropriation f o r the cu:rent year .................................... 	 . 	
fleceived p'mont 	

/ 

Expenditure including this bill ............................. .......... 

Amount of work 	

- 	 I 
Cli 410 

t3t1 

	

Passed for payment of IRs ........ ............. . ............ .(Fc 	........................ 

Ptyrvttitjby 

Cheque No ...... .. ...  ..,:..,.,, 

Date 	 P)y nnc' Accountt OlIcut 
hequudwnçi 

	

For 	in Py pnd Accounts Olficu 

Admitted for Rs .. . ......................... 	.... 	.... 	... 	..... 

Objected to IRs ................................... 	...... 	....... 	 ...... 

Fleason of objection 

Jr./Sr. Accountant 	 J. A 0. 	 Pay rid Accotmt Ottc' 

Suppli'.'d by Gi1n:jti rorn', t 71" •-.'- 	 - ' '.0 ?$l'. MA(1IRAS-600 020 
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the Sum of Rupees 
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CHLL..i.j'  

G t Oe c! 1 3uppliers, <, Con1ractorL Cofpirnssior Agent 
dZc4,, 	

' 0 

	

1 	C-7S3QO5 - 	 .-, 	--- 	 - 	
--•- 	•, - 

r 	 - 	•, 
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A 	 - 

0. N LQ 	}6/ 	if 	CL 	
Date 

Received the IQflowing 	rtictc as per specificton and in good conitois. 	.- F.... 	
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7 p A B I rr J A P A U L 
J Gov( Ordet 5iippiicrs, Coi'trc 'r 	Commission Agent 

$ 	
Umping 6zar, SHLLONG 793006 
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INULAN OOU ZL OF AGFICUIJVURMJ E5AUCH 

IC/kR ReeerCh' Complex for N o  ), k10 Region. 

tbiroi 	di Harapanit )4egha11a. 

- -----a. 

o.Rc(G)16/92 	 Dtted Th 	jth 	fe" th Fab. 9e 

Coneequent t,on tb bysical yen fication of. th Store 

materia,3.5 by a Committee constituted vida this Office Oveter 

• No. RC(G) 32/87 (Vot.I)4te4.25.4.9 	thu CommitteC sutmitted 

its report 5bo$ng the total. ,hortfai1 of s tatiOn0z7' articles 

vorth of s. 8OOOO/ (Approx) 

Cøn.U*flt upon th 14ao vi4ethte Office Mno 

No.FW(G)IG/92 4atec 1.6.92, ShriPaZifl?I Gbosb r0ilresentad  

for flurtbe0rVorift0ti0 tL* the se was not acceptable 'to him. 

SubsequentlY, the 
coimittee con 	tuted Under t.$' 

Office Order No. RC( G) 16/92 dite Gk 0 93 h,t5 VCTLfL e a 

reported 5ho4flg total bortfall of 	73,966.73 	, 	15 iok.  

(adnst iccued vouchr) irnd the tott shortfall of 
statiOflet'Y 

articles is 'woced out to the tune of . 73,2.8 (Rupees 

e?eflty three tbcU9fl.tV0 hundred sixty two ait• psisa 

it ft' ci tht) only. 

It is theref°' 	tcJed ..  to recoVer . 73,262.'8 in 

ik6 instalrneflt$ ' . 5OO/ p.e. .ftflT the rernifliflC last 
en.t 411 be P. 	from  the salRry.0f 

Ghosh, s4.ett, the then Store Asstt.. froi the rimal 

on of F 

- , (gN.Praead) / 

flirectOt' 

To 

Shri Parirnal Ghósh, A,uista1t, 
ICAR ReserCb Complex, J3rrnpni. 

o No. 	3 t 	13 p i, tb 	eb1ary/ 

Cpy to 

1. 	The reotor (Vig.) iC/kR V rishL Uhavnn, 

New Thlhi. Te ha8 rI4erence to our dLecUsciOn 

held on st 	 94 tn ht Office Chmbsr 

\\\ 	 . 





) 	' • ,I • ; . c 

• 	 / t' 

fl?.??cr. - 

Gvt 1  of XVMia 
Central gureau of InveEtitiQri 
Mti.Corruption Jránch 
0/0 the Su.pit. of 11ice 
OaklMnël 2 shillong, 

L)at J94. 

TQ v  

U.C.sharma (i.o) 
Jt 	 (IkC) 

)èpartmenta1 proccetingn 	 hoh, 
/4gtt. under 1ule 14 CC (CA) iu1es 1965, Submis sien 
of written brie reardin 

- 	 r.c 

I have the honour to submit my writtri b ri e f in 

	

connection with the above cit 	ti}Jcat, : 

As #  the P.0 	I had campiete 1eadinc thn 	ieco 
o n behalf -of the Disciplinary Authority and thc defence has 

eVidcnc,jthor documentary or oral to h prektced 

before the Inquribg Authority, 

It is prayed that the writtcn btief may be treated, 
a.the last and final representation ofthe P,0.in this 
departmental enquiry. 

Ii 	
Xours faithfully ,  

/ 
/1 

A; 
/ 

(P.O. )

1~~ ~ N  

Inspector of 	lic 
C 3IIAC?$hj1lbflt. 

indst. No 	 Dated 2jj2j 

• Shri Parimal c3hSh,M$ttIc)U (RC) ,$arapani for-necensary action for defence, 

2, 	The i)irector, ICAIt (tC),Y4rpan-j for favour of 
I 	infrniatton, 

3 0 	The Supt, In1Jce,CflI,shil]ong 

F' 



Fnquiry,  OUic.r s... )r,U,C,Sharna,t,1)irecLor,ICAR(C), 
arapi: 

Prrserztincj OflJ cor$- Sri fi.sarnia, Iusp±.CnI, d\C, 
• 	• 	• 	• 	• • 	• '•• 	• • 	shiilohq, 	• 	• 	• 	• 	• 	• • • • 

I 	-- 

rittcn ric'f oi Pr 	nttnc (if I icei In L'eprtmeflU1 Enquiry 
ai.iist Sh,Primi ahoih,is3tt. 1CAR (RC),Parapanj.  

C,..,. 

1.• 

PW,j 	Sri Ch&n i.ajkhowa,Sr 	lntit 

P4,2 	Sri Prrb Medhi,istt. Mmn. Sectien,ICArç (I)7flarapni, 

PW,3 	Sri K,C.ChouIkury D Inspr, CI,iuhiiti Unit, 

11 0 	çumoq_ited_ 

5l,N.1, fill NO.9 t.16,3,92 for P3. 74,132,35 P. 

Sl,No,2 	ii1l No,11 cft.18.3.92 for. 	 P. 

both of M/S Pa)titra Paul,Umpling Pazar,rAdIlong, 

51,flo,3 	Chailn No.15,16 & 17 Olt. 2,3,92, 28,3.92 & 31,3,92 
in rspect of sup:  ly of Sttionories to ICM,rpni.. 

Sl,No,4 	Uniertakin dt. 2.3.92 of Il/S Pabitra Paul of Umpling 
Laza.r shillong aVre to the Store Offcer,IM 
NSH Region,regar1ng non-supply of all the items as  
per their bills, 

S1.No.5 	Sanctione3 order 	 d1t. 31,392 
for R.2g84,732.35 P. for supply of Stationery of 
Djrectora:t.eICM (RC) Barapani. 

Sl,NcD,6 	Money receipt in original d. 3.4.92 of il/S Pabitra 
Paul umpling. :Dazar reqardihq rcceipt of Chque No 0  
25668656 ct,31..,3,92 for R.2 0 84,732.0 P. 

Sl.No.7 	File No.C(S)/1/91 of Store Section rarinq 
procurement of .Stationeies. for 1CM Rion,rpni, 

51 ,No ,B 	Stock Register N@.VI 'and VII øi Stores Sec,ICAR thC), 
rapani. 

Sl.Ilo.9 	orrranium.t. 24.4,92 in respect'of conducting 
surprise check 	TiStbro of ICAR (MC) Marapani, 

s1,No,1. Circular t.RC(4)/32/97 Vøl.I cit, 25,4,92 of Director 
rèring cnst1tutiot of stding committee for 
vorification of stores material8, 

Sl.No,11 Circular o.RC(U)/32/97 Vol.1 ctt 27 of Director, 
arapani ao}ing the stanJing committc' fot 

immoiate *c veritictiofl of storos. 

S1 4,N.12 Report sit, 12,5 6 92 oiDr.D.S.chanr.t,PriflciPl 
Djvision, alongwith stock 

vèrifictionreiDort of 1CAR,tore e.t, 12.5.92, 

• 	• 	 •j 	 :• 	• 

L. 
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V o  

That bri Prirfll Gh h,1hi 	'Q3t 	
(ucteflq 

5tore 	qtt j the sttifl zy tor5 	t( AR m miI 

rapni 	rn 	992 fi1e to 1114ifltQi 	selu 	thteritY 

and evotiofl to duty as much s he ertiiCe the 
	of 

the party tothe tune 
	2,C4 6 732. 	to the effect that 

he remind th tati 	ry atiClC equire to he upplie vie 

wtnout 

suPplY ore t. q392 hy 1V paitra 	 llon  

.n the 3tatiOflY artiC1e a apart XOTn that he ls 

rece.V  
fai1e to mthtaifl the tui:e rer5 in p er m n repflr, 	an 

therehY 	by the 411TOvO act 	hri PariTal hosh coot Vefle 

the proVisi°° 	f kule 3(1) U.) oi CCS (C iUt)il 	1964. 

V .A • 	 -- 

	

During the entire course fenqui3Y 
p 	 a teal of 

3 witflCS3 	WXC examifl 	fl hehali ot the P.1 	(iscip15-flY 

AuthQriY) ind 12 Nose of 	ocumet1t5 exhihite. The ChrO 

Official also prouiced 3 witfleSOS fo his efflCc a 

exhthit 	
ocumeflts, but neither th 	p eitio 

a nuer of  

of these efflCe witneO3CS ncr the c0tfltS øf the CfflCe 

ocument5 have any ro1evt to the charges Wrnd against 

the C.O. 
t the very outset, t has to befothe in min that Sb. 

Parimal hoh was chare fot '1ck of 	
solUtE 1ntetritY an 

an 	0tin to duty in as much a,s (1) he cert.fi 	in the 

hills of the 
party that he receiVes the sttiOMY articles 

to he sup.:lie as per 5upply 0rder dt 9 3
q 92 without 	$tEE 

eivi 	
the materi- and (2) he filei to mintaifl 

actuallY rec 
Store rocdrdsin proper  manner, 

The 	positt 	of Dr,Cbaflfl Kajkho 	
os not relate to 

the specifiC charge aatht the C00 
. an as ;uch nee not e 

takefl i nto ç0 ideaatiOfl. ThUhS 	K,C.ChOUYl 

admitted that on the date of physical veri[tCti0fl on 

24 ,4.92 9  ph iC 	
was ono an the 

;verifiCti0n MemrafldUm was prepare n the hsis f 

eistOr and ether recrds, 
Hw€7€r, Sri Parimal bøsh (the c.o.) himself a4mitte

1  

that.t th ti of ivin the ceL.c fl the hills of 

the supplier that * the materials are received as per the 
This is also 

hills' the full supply ws not yet roceiVCL. 

cntL.0.3 



• 0 1DI 

: 

suprrte 	the 	that the ,P&rty h1 qiveri an ur1erstandifl3 

t0 3392 wherein a irinc Wmq given to the ffcct that supply 

of rrnainiti 3tt!onery inateril will }e c np1etec within i 

Here, it may e mentioned that the qeinenet;if the understanding.  

itself is a zuspect Even if the same IS the product of an after 

thought ( i e€ fLiC te at(r th 	y of CWt ph lcil vcriuice 

tlon on 244,92) it gives more creence to the fct that the 

;J as well as the C.O • wer, e very much awre of the 

iricocnlete supply o the materiaio in1 in orer tr cv 	p. 

their ml eeks the CO • t supplier had fah ricate1 the unkln 

on 3ack date.  

uch x etnpha$ls fl(Cl not )e. given to the 610ck,  ntf3 

exhiht'o )y the C.O an the witnesses prouce )y him a these 

fL)O5it11fl3 Of c,16fence Wit55Cf3 60 not hve any 

cction with the charqes The 	fact remains that thuqh the 

were never received in full, ri P 0 chosh crtifie on the t;o 

ofthe suppliers as so receivecl /nthie to this cettifi 

catic only the sai1 }iils were processet y Sri PranPJ Medhi which 

ulttmately led to the Pa-08'i.nq and paymnt of the i1i amounts or 

31.30921%  
is reri chge No 2 the very acts of ri 	in 

dj 	 ing the &oVe Uscussol certilicatlon a well as rnakin 

entriet3 in.the relevant 5tck .J JBte1 evo,tn )e±ete reeeivin 

the r.terlals ii fu1l 	 thesal charo 9  It 

was an actofcornmissiO on the part of Shri Posh ie h 

what he was not 	.ose to 	, and from this commipsin of his 

a. it is so al easy to presume that he would have certainly cennitte 

acts of ommissiOn I .e not oieg what he was ippese to do like 

mia )ting up1atc1 entries in Stock Iistsrs etc 

In view of the facts and circurflstaflC!J as discussed in the 

joing pal'as, the charges against Sh Primal qtsh stands 

cie.rly estalibO. 

eEL. 

(OV, LLk. 

( 	 ) 
Inspecter of Ii ; CI 

hiilong, 
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COFFIDENTIAL 0. 

To 

Dr. lj,C, Srma,(LO.), 

oint Directbr (H.Q.), 

ICAR Res, Complex, 

Ba ra pan I 

Sub,:- Departmeffl;al Proceedings against Shri Parirnal 
Ghosh, Asstt, Under Rule 34 CCS((.'.C) Rules 1965, 
Submission of Defence brief, 

Ref.:- Proceedings of the inquiry In the afore mentioned 

disciplinary ease - held on 22,12.91L 

Sir, 

I 
With  rer)e. to the last para of the sa 

poceedIngs, I have the honour to state that I received 

the written brief of the Presenting Officer on 2.1e95 
and I am now submitting herewith the defence brief, 

as directed. 

Yours faithfully, 

4 24zY 
(Parimal Ohosh) 

Assistant 
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Defence brief of Shri Parimal Ghosh charged officer vido charge ( 
eet No0 fl(G)16/92 dti 170 2 .9 11.  

This wrItten brief may kindly be read in conjunction with my 
written etaement dt. 25th Feb'94 along with addendum vide dated 
5th March94, 

The P00.s written brief on material point Is based On 
suspicion and that too a wrong suspicion and on presumption, 

which is never attracted unless the law prescribes for such a 

presuinptiona•nd invariably not where presumption are bad in law 

and not maintainable. Even in woEst case also the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court had leld in state of Madras Vs. A0L Srinivasan, A.I.R. 
1966 SC 1827 "that mere suspicion can never take the place Of 

proof or eidence0 Before any punIshment can be imposed, the 

charge(s) framed against a Govt. servant must be held to be 
proved". 

3 	That the suspicion that has been refered to arises on 
undertaking dt. 30.392  given by Shri Pabitra Paul, the supplier 
in quest1on The Presenting. Officer placed his caae in 4th 
Sub-para under pará VI stating "Here, it may be mentioned that 
the genuineness of the Undertaking itself Is a suspect. Even if 
the same i the product of an after thought (i.e. fabricated 

after the day.of CBI physical verification on 24.4.92) 
And in order to cover up their tnisdeéds the C.O. and supplier had 

fabricated the undertaking on back date":. 

Kindly see the Exhibit 9 memorandum dt. 24 14.92 in 
respect of conducting surprise check at the store of 

I.C.A9R9(R.q.),l3arapani. The third para of the memo begins 'The 
firm vide letter dt.30.3.92..0•90".  It dispels that this was .a 
product of after thought, that the same was fabricated after the 
day of C.B.10 physical vrification on 24.1.92 In order, to cover 
up misdeed. 1 If therefore as it reveals this is not cover up and 
this is genuine much force In CBPs arguments vanish In thin air 0  
Not only tht the P.O. here also mentioned "fabricated after the 
day of CB11s physical verif1cation" in the cross exminat1on 

Shri K.C. Coudliury placed as a witness from amongst the C0B01. 
Inspector statcd on 22,12.1994 "No physical counting of the 
materials tmi!s done" but the Presenting Officer went on ;ith these 

hypothesis iiithout caring 'to look Into the document and 

depos1tion. 



About the prea pH t1on, apnrt from legal re9trJ In C111, s 

behalf as discussed Ibid, there were three distinct point 

allegation to prove the charge No, 2 But this aspect that the 

C,O.s certifying the Bill and entering in the stock register, 

was never alleged againt the 2nd charge and the same ennot lend 

any support towards pro'Ing the 2nd charge at all 

4. The Presenting Officer has given a long list of documents 

produced but avoided the list of documents sought by the Charged 

Officer and reasons asl to why the same could not have bebn made 

available. 

In memorandum irlo. RC(G)16/92 dt 22nd Feb'94 (Defence 

Exhibit. No, 8.), the! Director I0C0AR0 Research Complex for 

N.E.H. Region informed the C.O. that 'Item No, 

2149523,538,5 42,543514  and 5146 matter will be examined and 

Shri Parimal Ghosb wilii be given the opportunity,If necessary, to 

ascertain the facts in case of any variation in due côu±"13e as and 

when the stock •  registers are received back from CB,I0 

authorities", 

In addition, ñrther documents as listed below were asked 

for and those were In ithe  custody of the I,C0AR; 

I. 	Notes and orders In file No. RC(S)1/89, wherein 

order/commenta/instruc1ions 	of 	A.A000(5T0) 	are 	available 

regarding maintenanc of stores and stock registers 

But this very important documentory evIdence in the 

custody of the Disciplinary Authority was not produced or allowed 

to be Inspected inspIe of C.O.'s stating In clear terms the 

relevance of those documents in the Inquiry0 In view of these, 

the C.O. was seriously handicapped and that amount to deprivtion 

of Natural Justice, (Kindly see G.I0MHA OMJo,F.30/5f6lAVD 

dated 25.8.91 at page 250-253 of Swamy's Mannual. on Disciplinary 

Proceedings for Central Govt0 Servant 1989 Edition), 

5 Now coming to the charges. I agree with the summation of the 
Presenting Officer abut the nature and extent Of the charges 

mentioned by him In subpara 2 of paragraph VI Of written 

brief and accordingly my defence brief Is furnished .carge wise 

as here under; 

T 	 1\TA.1 	. 	I 
4, 	 J J 	0 4. 	0 	Li 

duty in as much as he 

received the statlone 

order dt. 93.92  witho 

± of absoiiite Integrity and 

ertified In the bills of the pa 

y articles to be supplied as, 

t actually receving the mterIa. 

rotlon to 

)rtY 

kil 
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Attheoutset it may be made clear that there has been no 	i. 
question of' any short 	supply. 	The points 	that come up are as 
below : 

(1) 	Whether the certIficate that the materials were received 
was recorded In the bills before the receipt of all the materials 
and If so, under what circumetances ? 

When the short supply was made up whether in between the 
period of memorandum on 24L 11.92 and sealing of the 
Go-down on 28492 

(III) 	Whether the remaIning materials were supplied before the 
delivery of the cheque on 392 

1.2 • • As for (I) above, It was admitted that the certificate 

was recorded before all the materials were received. The supply 
of utatlonerSr articles by N/S Pabitra Paul was covered by three 
challans dated 20.392, 283.92 and 31.3.92. As the supply, of 
materials dId not tally with the chalians this was brought to the 
notice of M/S P. Paul, who then sent the communication and 
undertaking dated 30.3.92. This communication dated 3 0 .3.92 from 
the supplier - M/S Pabitra Paul was addressed to the Store 
Officer and receIved by me on endorsement from him, 
Dr. B.P.S. (adav. the Store 01Ticer while ming the statement 
before the Insyect,r C131 on 10d7.92 ,  defence Exh.No,22 wanted to 
shirk his tespbnsibilities and stated that "Now I have seen an 
undertakingIated 3 0 03.92 of MIS Pabitra Paul and state that the 
said undertaking wa put up to me on the morning of 30.3.92 in my 
office by thri Por1mal GhOSh"r However, when accosted by me in 
courpe of E;aminatin and cross examination on 22.194, he told 

the Inquiry Officer that "the 5.etter was not given to him by Shri 

Parirrial Ghosh but It was In the Dak Pad". The clear endor8ement 

on that le$ter Exh.11. leaves no. doubt that the earlier. etatement 
• 	 •• 	• 	 •. 	 • 	 • 

before theBf on L07.9 by Dr. fl.P,S. Yndav wae not Correct (, 
0 	 • 

1.3 	Thjreasons for Oofllftcate before all the materials were 
received 	rre aJrec3y exp1aned In my writien statement and I 
reiterete thc n.me Otiltxt the al1Ood communication and 
undertak1ngater 30.3.92 from MIS Pabltrb,  Pau 	. l wac ddreased to 
the Store Of'Icer and ttcme to me only by tay of 1.n endorsement 
from him, 1 6ro than 	 e (the stor officer) knew the position 
better abe 	icotpleto eupi 	requ ti'emont of dria] of cheque 
before the4oadijne on thc bssis of the Vihn cOmjnit,rneffl of' quick 
completion 	supply as per order, wIthho1din'thr ebuo, as it 

- 	 • 	 - --- 	 --.: 	 • 	 .• 	 • - 
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happens to be the normal practise with a view to beat the AA- 
• 11ne I. acëpt that the store officer countersigned the biha 

.' boflafied:haing full knowiedgeof.the state of affaris and so do 

I, besides myself having acted under direction". 

The Store Officer for reasons best known to hIm wanted to 
make me a scape-goat though that was not necessary. 3ut his 

attempts in this direction were lnconststcnt and ineohernt and 

cou1&.beas1iye;detectd 

For example, while he made the statement before the 

C.B.I, inspector on 10.792-ho  stated as below:- 

"Now I- have seen an undertaking dated 30.3.92  of 

Shri Pabitra Paul and state, that the said undertaking was put up 
to me on the morning of 30.3.92  In my office by 

Shri Parimal Ghoah" However, when accosted by me in course of 

examinatiOn and cross examination before the 1.0. on 22.12.94 

Dr. Yadav told that the letter was not given to him by 

Shri Parimal Ghosh but it was In the Dak Pad"0 The clear 

endorsement on the letter Exh.4 read with his statement before 

the 1.0. leaves no. doubt that the earlier statement befth'e the 

C.B.I. inspector on 10 7.92  was Incorrect. And again before the 
CDI Inspector Dr0 Yadav stated; 

"Now I have seen an undertaking dated 30.3.92  of 

Shri Pabitra Paul and £t.tate  that the said undertaking was put up 

to me on the mox1ning of 30.3.92 in my office by 

Shri Parimal Ghosh (9.ready proved incorrect) and he also 

Informed me that the f1irm as per our supply order dated 9.3.92 
had not supplied all te mat'eri .. ials but they -wIl supply tFe same 
within the date speeIfied in the Undertaking. Then he requested 

me to pass the bills o the said firm but oinquiryX learnt from 

Shri Gho$that'iho f rm has not suppued stationerles woz'th 

Rs.20 9000. Jloaever, refused to as the bills and instructed 
• Shri Ghosh., to put up the bills, only after AreceiVing all the 

• items 'n in the evening of the same day (30.3092) 
Shri Parla3 Ghosh thf rmed ins that the party had supplied all 

the Itemas per supp'y order (Exh.22 Ironi my, side). It is not 

true thM4X told him hat "the party had supplied all the Items 

as per supply order I had all along admitted that the 
• 	 'S' t.YS 	 -. 	 • 	 - 	 - 

certificate was rocor ed withoui the fu1l supply, for reasons 

already edducod and I would hairs no reason to devIate from my 

onsiteM'. stand. 	 - 

-L 



What was then his rea8fl for believing that the 
in that statement 

materials had already arrived. Continuing 
	JO 
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	Dr. Yadav stated "I also saw some atatioflerles were brought by •> 

Shri Ghoah in a jeep of the i.C,A.fl. and was unloading the same 

and 
keeping in the store. I did not physicallY verified the items 

to ascertain whether the said items were as per the supply order 

placed to M/S Pabitra Paul. Therefre, I In goodfaith, thinking 

that all the items were supplied by the firm asked Shri 
GhoSh to 

put up the bills". 

Now while accosted by me before the LO on 22.12,94 ho 

stated in reply to a question from presenting Officer "Dr. Yadav 

stated that he did not check the materials physiCallY but he saw 

a jeep bringing the materials and unloading of the materials was 

being done" Omission this time of the name of Shri Parimal GhoSh 

18 aignf leant and waa also brought to the attention of the 1.0.. 
i  

	

continuing in that 	
statement before 	the 1.0. 

the bill of the firm when 
"Parimal Gho8h deposed that he .put up  

Dr. Yadav asked him todo so, Dr. Yadav told that he did not tell 

that.BUt that is a clear contradiction from what he said before 

the CBI Inspector on 
10.7.9.2 (Defence Eh.22) Mr. YadaV had no 

doubt complicated the simple matter which had earlier preeeedeflts 

here and elsewhere to di'a.W the full bills and 1thholdiflg the 

payment to serve double purpose of 
completing the supply/Works, 

witho interest of the ut llówiflG a lapse Of grants. As far as I waCOncer my 

consCI.erCe was clear and that was in the  
organisation with full knowledge of my superiOr3. Subject to 

on (I) is anawared in the affirarntive. 
above the first questi  

1.4 	
As regard8 item (ii) I was practicallY on the run, 

because my life in 
the course of her first delivery had been 

showing a lot of complications and in fact she had to be admitted 

Shiiloflg an the 24th April192 itself. 
in the Nazareth Hospital,  

Thereafter In betWeefl 24th and 28th April'92 when the. 
godowfl8 

aled it 
was intervOned by Sunday and myself being on 

were s  
Casual lGave" 

s.already stated in my written atatement at para 5 

and th question of .ktng supply. bOtweefl2 
,92  

	

40 	to 

28.4.92 did not arise. 

1.5 	
above in the said pr5 of my written 

As regard item (iii) 
statement I stated "But because I was out of touch during early 

part of april'92 
under c'n acute unforeseen psonel probiern and 

later e to seriouS illnçss of my wife, I was not aware. till a 

that the blflCO aipply Wan made good on 2,4.92 and 

to MIS Pabitra Paul 
the c heque that was held up was made over  

after de1iVerY of 8t 1  als in scco r 9T0 mater 	 darC5 with thd oupply'J 



1 

In 	co'se 	of 	his 	statement 	
before  .1 the 

Dr. B.P.S. Yadav 	stated 	that 	cheque 	
was 	issued 

MIS Pabitra Paul afer full supply of the materia1i&'. And the 

question is now settled as below— 	 - 

That the certificateS were recorded on the bills in view 

of the firn undertaking given by the supplier to complete the 

supply and agreeing by him that he would take the payment only 

after completing the supply and he got the cheqe after the 

supply was :made& 

	

1.6. 	A queatiOfl however, cropped up in the course of 

instigattOfl whether I could produce some recoris about the 

procedure in regard to passing of bills in i4.rch end and 
precedents; to support such events, I cited file .No.RC(S)1/89, 

which if would have been produced would have thrdwfl enough light 
1.

but unfortunately inspite of my requisition and reue9t the same 
could not be made available by the P0. But otherwise such 

certificate is not exceptional but is being practised as far as 

known, in many other Govt. departmefltS 

	

1.7. 	AquestiOfl still requires to be replied i as to why I 

could not, clarify the position to the CDI Inspetor wefl they 

conducted the sunrise check on 24.4,92 I would draw 

attention, to last two paras at page 3 of my written statement 

wherein I' had explained in detail. The same are reiroth1C4
010W 

'As for the CBI's surprise cheôk that was done in the 

most casxal manner in as much as no senior f fi cer of the 
I.C.A.R. nor even the Store Officer who jointly signed the 

receipt ëertificate along with me was brought in the picturee 
Admittedly they were in the stationery (Central) atones only for 

one hour from 3P.M. to 4P.M. on 214.4.92 and they did not 
undertake any phyaical verification of articles in-the stores' 

As stated Ibid I was under severe mental itrath that day 

because áf my w.ietS serious illness and had t) store officer 

atleastlbe'eñ preent In the sceneI would defjniteiy had 

expiaifled things better as the lettePf d.. 30.3.92 by 

14/S P. aul was addressed to him and things. ould have been 

aoived n the npot 	 . 	 .. 

In the couxee of proceedings hold on 22.12.94 

Shni JCIÔ ChoudhAry C.B.I. InspectOr stated an beow:- 

L
."Shni P. Ghosh asked him whetbere ( Mr.' Choudhury) 

-'-. .-.''-- -- 

C,  



" 

• 	 S 
I low 

' 	 I 	•pbys1calli verified the stores on 211.4.92 Shri Choudhur.y ntated 

4that no physical counting of the materials was done 11 , And on 

inquiry from the IWO. as to'how'I co4ld sign the letter of 

/ Shri K.C. Choudhury after seizing the record on 24.4.92 

"Mr. Ghosh deposed that he was nervous as his wife was very sick 

and he showed her admission (24.4.92) and discharge slip 

(28.4.92) from Nazareth Hospital4 

1.8. 	It may be mentioned that the Presenting Officer in 2nd 

para page 3 of the written brief had stated that "much emphasis 

need not be given to the documents exhibited by the C.O. and the 

witnesses produced by him. as these documents and deposition of 

defence witness do not have any connection With the charges. But 

in case of the jrosecutiofl he brought in as many as three 

witnesses but he did not even cite a single sentence from their 

deposition and on the top of that he had himself discarded the 

evidence of Dr. Chandafl RaJkhowa one of his witness not being 
relevant. Nothing perhaps could have shown the hollowness of his 

case than this treatemeflt he had given to his own witness. 

II. 	In regard to the chaEge No.2. He failed to maintain the 

records in proper manner, the ingredientfl. in the statement of 

allegations were as follows- 

1. It is alleged that during surprise check it was also 

observed that Shri Parimal Uhosh was not maintaining the store 

records properly and the said were found in haphazard manner, 

20 
It is alleged that after surprise check the Director, 

I,C.A.R., N.E.H. flegion, .Barapafli, Shillong constituted a 

corinittee consisting of five senior officers of I.C.A.R. to 

physically verify the stock of the store and accordingly during 

the period from 29.11.92 to.12.5.92 store was verified and total 

ehortage:pf OtatioflY articla worth B8OOOOfaPPr 0x 

3. It t athged thrt after the rwpi is cherk on 24. 1I92 

and 	b?ore 	the 	tock I erjfieatiOfl • by 	1;h 	conmittee 

M/S Pabttr5 Paul tipplieU th ijtat,iOfl 	rtiC10E to the 

S 	 • 

11.1 	As to the fhst thgredtelit It is ühiittCd thet this 

allegattfl wat3 not at all thentioried in, thC' memo iated 2k.I.92 

made bythe 
1 

71, 



• F 	.;4 	 •.. 

11.2 	In regerd to the 2nd ingredient it may be stoted 
tt 

only Shri Chandan Bajkhowa, Sre Scientist was placed as a vltn'9 

on behalf of the committee constit,uted by the Director 

but his piece of evidence was latór discarded by the Presenting 

Officer in his written brief stating "that the deposition of 

Dr. Chandan Rajkhowa does not relate to the specific charges 

against the C.O. and as such need not be taken into 

consideration". I would have much to say in regard to the 2nd 

Ingredient but that is redundant in view of what the P.O. himself 

had said, 

11,3 	The third Ingredient concern the supply In the instant 

spply order and the position has been d1acused in all its facet 

and if any thing there had been nothing in the inater of 

maintaining records. 	 . 

11.4 	The Presenting Officer de'w the conclusIon that the said 

charge was proved because the ent,ries for supply against order 
- 	 •\ 

dt.9.3 , 9 2  were A before the materials were receive4 but he seemed 
to have completely missed the point that irrespective of whether 

materials were received or not those were passed for payment 

after recording receipt on the bills under. the circumstances 

already discussed at length. Viewed from this angle It Is not 

correct to. say that recOrds were not properly maintained on the 

contrary it proves the other way round that records were properly 

maintained. As for his presumption the same was not tenable under 
the law as already discussed para 2 of this defence brief. 

6.. 	1 have been in the service of the I.C,A.R. and working In 

the store section for over 8 years In full confidence of. my  

surperiors and except for this technical lapse, it at allthIs. Is 
considered as a lapse, that occured due to no ulterior and 

malafide intention but only to safeguard the interest of the 

I.C.A.R., I have an unbiemish service, 

In the conclusion I would submi.t that the proposition 

contained in chage No.1 and 2 of, "lack of absolute integrity and 

devotion to duty is not substantiated and I may kindly be 
exoheratod from the. charges in view of discs8Ion.cqntained Ibid. 
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COt4FIDENTIAL • 

'lam enclosing & copy of the Inquiry-Report submitted 

the Inquiry Officer. 

You are hereby requested to explain why disciplinary 

tiøn. should not be taken aainct you. 

Your repir should reach the undersigned within, 

thrée),days on' receipt of this letter. 

• 	 ( S'.Lskr) 
• 	 Director 

To'  

'1 	Shri .P.arima]. Ghosh 	, 
A$sistaflt • 	 • 
ICAR Research Complex for NEll. flegicn 

• 	 Barani.  

• 	
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In the matr0f ShriPaLirnal hOsh, the then Assistant 

(so), 
ICA1 Research Cp1ex tor NLU Recji on, Uar3pafll Mhalya \ 	•( 	' 

(Charged Officet) - Case NO. PE 3(10/92_S 11G. 

I was appointed as InquiY Officer by the D.L scip linary 

Authority thd Director, ICAR ResearCh Compi.eX1 Barapani (MeghalaYa) 

under sub-rule(2) of Rule 14 C.C.S.CaC 	
Rules, 1965) vide his 

order No. RCG)i6/Y2 
dated 15th Jy 1994 (Ann. I) in order tO 

cdUCt 
inquiry against Dr.'.P.S. Yaclav, Sr. Scientist (Animal 

1 _ 
Nutrition), ICAR Research Ccip,lex for NEN Reqion, Baraoald 

working as Stores Officer during the perio(i tO whiCh the present 

inquiry pertains) and Shri pàrimal Ghosh, Assisiant, ICAR Research 

CtipleX (thenAsiStafl,t, tOreS), Barapafli. bweVer, vide his letter 

NO. RC(G)16/92':dated 26.10.1994 (Ann. II), the A6TdibstratIv.e Officer, 

£CAR Research C nplex, Barapani ,  intimatedth Y a08  

B.P. S. Yadav iied not be cOnducted. This waS in respOnse to Council's 

MonO F.NO. 2 (2)/2-Vig. datd 4.5. 1994 as inehtioned by the 

AmifliStrat1Ve0fu1c1The arti.cl of charge fm
ed against Shri 

Parimal Ghosh,: the then Assistant ASt.utes),. ICI\R Research CpleX 

for NEH Ren,BataP 	(Ann. XiI) and the  stataPt of irnputatipfl em 

of miscOndCt or misbehaviour in sup.ort u the article of ,  charge 

(Ann. IV) framed againt Snri Ghosr were cmunicated to me vide 

AifliStraUve ffjcerS letter o. RC(G)lb/92 dated /.10.199
4 . 

i requested theDiSCiPlY AuthOriY to supply the necessary 

documents rejted to Inquiry V
.
ide ny letter NO. RC/Inq/S/9 4/ 1  

dated28.07.194 and jétte Nu RC/Inq/S/9.4/2 dated 	.8.199 4  

(Ann VI and VIA) 
the letter for preilifliflarY inquilY wBS i'sued 

V 	Shri 

by me vide N 	RC/iflq/5/93/3 : date .  8.11. 199 	 ).  

Parimel 	o5h Charged officer) informed no thrUyII 
nis letter 

• 	 • 	•, 

7 ontd •  
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no Nil dated 19. 11. 9 	Ann Vu) tha L tie 	huqed 0 

•iike to defend/rrest ni case by ift. is.i 	utth, 

l & 1 thrat , 	I 11 11 0ng3 and letter oju. qjj dated 21. 11. 19'J i½nri. 
• Vii 	

documents fur detence. 1drejAminary 

inquiry was neld on zi. ii. 1994 in wiUcu burl i. Sariija, ui 

inspector tPresentirq u±iicer) , Snri. 1. 'Iliariqzajian, C 131  Inspector, 
SflIIIL.ng and Snrj. Parijnai. (riusu tCnarged officer) were present. Th 

Copy of proceedinys nas oeen attaciied as Anriexure IX. 'Inc regular 

inquiry was' fleid on i4 12 199 1I (Ann. UI) and 2. 12. I9' k Anii. uVII 

A rti cleofg 

The charge framed against Shri PEtrimal Ghc'sh, Assistant is 

Whereas, it is alledged that while Shri Parirnai. GhOh as 

pOsted and functioning a StCre )ssisant in the Stationery Stores 

Of ICAR, HiH Region, Baraparii, 6hiliong durinq 1992 failed to 

maintain absolute inteority and devotion to duty as much as he 

certified the bills of the party to the tune Cf i 2,84,732.00 

S tO..the effect that, 
I he±nd the Stationery orticle/requiredito be 

stplievide sply order dated 9.3.92 by Il/S Pëhitra Paui.,Shillng 

without receiving the stationery articles and apart from that he 

also failed to maintain the Stores records in proper mariner and 

thereby, by the above acts, Snrl Parimal Ghosh contravened the 

provisions of Rule 3(1) (i) of ccs (Conduct RULeS, 19b4). 

The statement of imputations for failing .A 	maintain. sbsClute 

integrity and devotion to duty, and misconduct Or misbehaviour in 

respect of the articie of charge framed against Shri Parimal Chosh. 
S o 

(Charged Officer) ha 	been given in Annexure IV. However, the gist 

Of the statnent relating to the charges is mentioned briefly 

asunder 

• 

jI 

• 	H 
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It is alleged that Shri Parimal Ghosh, Assistant (Stores) on 

$30.3. 1992 duly certified the bills of N/s Pabitra Paul, showing 

ceipt Of all the articls as per the bills although no such 

articles were received by him. Earlier, N/s Pubitra Paul of Umpling 

Bazar, Shillong submitted the Bills No. 9 and 10 dated 10.3.92 for 

Rs. 74..132.35P and R. 2,10,bOO/-, respectively for supplying 

stationery articles through Challan No. 15 dated 20.3.1992, Challan 

No. 16 dated 28.3.1992 and Challan No. 17 dated 31.3.1992. fl/s 

Pe.bitra Paui did not supply some of the stationery articles as 

snown in the challans, but Shri. P. Gnosh (Charged Officer) on 

30.3.1992 duly certified the bills showing receipt of all the 

articles as per the bills. The abCve mentioned bills were processed 

in the Store Section and sanction of R. 2,4,/32.35P was obtained 

from the Director, and the D.D.U. and F.A.0. passed the bills on 

the basis of the ertificate given by Shri P. Ghoshand contersigned 

by Dr. B.P.S. xadav, Store Officer. Payment was received by N/s 
- 

Pabitra Paul on 3.4.1992 througri Cheque No. OZ/56, 868656 dated 

31.3.1992. 	 - 	 - 

It is alleged that on 24.4.1'392, during a surprise check 

conducted by the C.B.I. Officers in the Store of bAR Research 

Cplex, it was found that the stationery articles pirported to be 

supplied by H/s Pabitra Paul and certified by Snri P.Ghosh, were 

physically not available in the Store. It was also alleged that 

Shri. P. GhOsh was not maintaining the Stores records properly. 

The documents by which the article of criarges were framed 

against the Charged Officer are given from Annexure XXXIX to L and' 

the list Of witnesses by whom the articie of charge against the 

Charged Officer is proposed to be sustained is given in Annexure X 

and.XVI. 
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The preliminary hearing was fixed on 21,11. 1994 Cit 12.00 flOOfl 

at ICP.R Research Complex Headquarters at Barapani UleghCilCiya) and 

Shri Parimai. ChOsri, Charged otticer and Snri N. Sarania, Presenting 

officer were informed tnrough letter No. RC/Inq/S/1994/3 dated 

b.i1.1994 kAnn. Vt), The proceedings of tn preliminary inquiry were 

attended by the Charged Officer, Presenting Officer arid Shri. 

r. Thangzai.ian .InspectOr, CBI, ShillOng). The respective article 

of charge against the Charged Officer as mentiohed in the imputation 

ot misconduct and mentioned in this report, was read out to the 

Cnarged Officer. He categor1clly denied the article of charcie framed 

against him. Su, tue cnarge against the Charged Officer, namely 

Shri Parinial oriush was admitted and pressed for inquiry. 

The Criarged utficer requested fur inspection of the documents 

as given in trie proceedings of the preliminary inquiry kAnn. IX, 2 

pages). The Cnaryed Officer was asked to produce the certificate to 

the effect tnat Defence Assistant, if any, has not more than two 

pending cases in hand. The Presenting officer, Sun. iu. Sarania 

(inspector, CBi) appeared beture tue with all the listed documents. 
- 

The Charged Officer inspected the list of documents. The Cnarged 

officer was also dtrected to submit tne jistof Defence witnesSeS, 

proposed to be examined on his behalf sQ as to reacn the inquiry 

officer by 30th Novnber, 1994. The presenting officer was also asked 

to suiiit tue list or trusecutiOfl Withesses by tue above date 

l.3.11.1994). A copy of the letter dated 41.11.1994 frLm the Charged 

Officer ws nmnded over to Presenting officer wherein the Charged 

Officer had ilsted tue documents to be inspected Ann. Viii). Trio 

copies of statemerit&)f the Prosecution Withesses were given to the 

Cnarged otticer by the Presenting officer. After tile itispoCti(fl Of 
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the listed documents, it was decided to tcike up tue case icr regular 	- 

bearIng triii 14tn December, 1994 at tue same venue i.e. ICAR ResearCn 

Coinp.Lex for NEH Region, Burapani (Committee Room). 130th the Charged 
/ f 	Officer and Presenting Officer took ccpies of the proceedings of the 

preliminary inquiry. 

44 

Charge Incured 

The admitted cnarge as given in Annexure III was pressed for 

inquiry and regular hearing in the case was held on 15.12.1994 and 

22.12.1994. 

Brief Statnents of Facts 

The requisition for procurement of stationery articles was 

submitted by Shri Parimal (hosh (Charged Officer), Assistan Stores, 

ICAR Research Complex for FEII Reg&On, Barapani on 22.2. 1992. The 

total value of the stationery articles was about Ps 5,14,630/-4Rupees 

five lakhs fourteen tnousand six hundred thirty) as evident from the 

note sheet lAnn. XL). out of this, an order kNo. RCtS) 10/91/100 dated 

09.03.1992 for Ps. 2,84,732/- kRupees two laJfls eighty tour th(- ,usand 

seven hundred thirty two) for procurement ci stationery articles was 

placed with M/s Pabitça Paul of Umpling }Jozar, Shll1cng-. This is 

evident from the tully vouched contingent bill for this amount 

tAn. XLVII). The firm suInitted two bills viz. N. C. 9 uAnn. XLV) for 

Ps. 74,132.35k' (Rupees seventy four thousand one hundred thirty two 

and vaise thirty five) and Lo. 10 kAnn. XLVI) for Ps. 2, 10, bOQ/-

'(Rupees two laXtis ten thousand six hundred). The total stationery 

matiriai was shown to have been supplied through Challan No. 15 

dated 20 3 1992 (Ann XLii),. Challan No. lb dated 2d.3. 1992 

XbIiI) and/Challan No. 1/ dated 31.3.1992 tAnn. XLIV). The consoli-

sated requisition fur stationery was stated to be based on the 

reqw.renents Of various DivjsiOns tDiscipiines of the ICAR Research 

Complex). 
Contd...6 
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The supply order for stnti.c'nery articles ;.'as nlacc 1  with 

Pabitra Paul, lJmpling I3azar, Shlilcnçj thrOugh order 1k'. 
	 I,  

1W.) dated 9.3.1992. Th Challun Ns. 15, iC and 17 tuoh which the 

/ 
	

stationery articles were supplied, do not hear the signature of the 

receiver of articles. !'1/s Pabitra iaul subiuittd twO bills viz. No. 9 

dated 1.3.1992 for Rs. 74,132.35P and flc. 10 dated 113.3.1992 for 

s. 2,10,600/. The sizes Of envelopes have not been iridicatc1 in thc 

chali.ans. H/s Pabira Paul could not supply all the stationery lts 

by 30.03.1992 and informed the Store officer tnruugh their letter of 

30.3.1992 (Ann. XLI) that they (H/s Pabit)7a P au1)'cannot supply seine 

of ,  the stationc.ry materials sucri as carbon paper, envelopes, not( ,,  

sheets, torch and file envelopes due to blockade of road tronsr,ortat 

Sri Rampur Criecicgate '.Assarn) and tnat they undertake tc supply the 

above articles within 10 days from 30.03. 1992. lIowever, theso 

articles have been shUwn tL 	1n supplied to Store Officer, 

ICAR Researcn Complex on 31.03. 1992 ,through Ohallan No. 17 Ann. XLIV). 

I fully vouched contingent bill. No.RC(S) lu/91/145 dated 

31.3.1992)was prepared kAnn. )Vii). The cheque for R. 2,134,732/- 

(Rupees two lakhs elgnty four thousand seven nundIed thirty two)only 

bearing No. 	/56, 88656 dated 31.03. 1992 from. ICAR Resoarch 

Cuplex was received by H/s Pabitra Paul on 03.04.1992 as payment 

against their bills No. 9 and 10 of 113, 3.1992 (An. XLNIJ.i) 

An inquiry was initiated with the appointment of Dr. S. Laskor, 

Director, I-CAR Research Complex for NEI-1 Region, 'Barapani, l'ieghaleyo 

as Disciplinary Autriority by ICi-\R, Krishi. Bhawan, New Delhi. 
-- 

F' 
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Of Documents Adiittd and Winsss 

A. Prusecutjc,n side 

L. Witnesses examined t 

li Dr. Chandan Rajkhowa, Sr. Scientist, ICAR Research Complex, 
Barapani 

Sri Pranab Medhi, Asstt. Admin. Section, .LCAR Research 
Complex, Barapani 

Sri ICC. Choudhury, Inspector, CIII, Guwahati 

• B 	DOcthnents exhibited 

1. Bill 9u. 9 dated. 18.3.92 fur Ks. 74,132.35P. 

2. Bjjl 'NO. "10 dated li.3.92 for Ks. 2, lO,bOO.00. 

(N/s Pabitra Paul, Umpling Bazar, hillOng) 

• 	3. 	Chalj.ari No. 15,16 &'1'/clated.20.3.92, 28.3.92 & 31.3.92 in 

respect of supply of stationery articles to ICAR, liarapani. 

Undertaking dated 20.3.92 of M/s Pabitra Paul, umplingBazer, 

Shillong to Store utficer, ICAR Research Complex, Barapani 

regarding nun-supply Of all the items as per their bills. 

Sanctioned order No. RC)/10/91/145 dated 31.3.92 for 

Ks. 2,84,732.35P for supply of statIonery to Director, ICAR 

Research Complex, Barapani. 

b. Noney receipt in Original dated 3.4.92 of ti/s Pabitra iaui, 

ump.Ling Bazar, 5hiliorg regarding receipt of Cheque No. 0250 

8b8656 dated 31.3.92 for Rs. 2,84,732.00 P. 

File rio. RCtS)/10/91 of Store Section regarding procurement of 

statiuneries for ICAR Researcri Complex, liarapani. 

StOcJc Register No. VI and VI.I of Store Section, ICAR Research 

Complex, Barapani. 

29. Memorandum dated,24.4.92 in respect of conducting surprise 

checK to ,Stores of ICAR Research Complex, Barapani. 

• 10. Circular No 4  RC(4)/32/97 Vol.1 dated 25.4.92 Ot Director 

fegarding constitution of standing ctmittee toy, verification 

• 	of stores materials. 
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Circular NO. RC(G)32/97 Vol.1 dated 27.4.92 of Director, £ChR 

Researcn uLup1ex, Barapani asking the standing cOmniittee 

i¼.r iiiunediate verification of stores. 

Report dated 12.D.92 of Dr. D.S. Chauhali, Principal Scientist, 

" 	AgrO-forestry Division, eivLlgwith stock verification report 

of IChH, Store dated 12.5.92 

I .  
B 	Defence Side 

I. 	Witnese.eThifled z, 

Smti Diana DKnar, the then Supdt.. (Stores))' 

Smti. Anita Roy, Jr. Clerk (Stores) 

Shri. UiJ.lp Cnet;a, Despatch Rider doing the work of 

k(ecelpt Clerk in March 1992) 

II Documents exhibited 

Statent of Dr. C. Rajkhowa, Sr. Scientist recorded by 

C.B.1. On 10.7.92. 

Circular iO. R(.L)32/t3'I Vol.1 dated 25.4.92 regdrctiflg 

cunstitutñ'Ofl of physical veriricaticn committee. 

oRder vu. RC)16/92 dated 10.2.94. 

Handing over and taking over repOrt dated .3.b.92. 

5,, 	order No. RC.S)41/b0 dated 1/.o.91 rearding allotment Ut 

work in the Stores SectiOn. 

b. 	No.1(Ctt)1o/92 dated 17.2.94 (Charge Sheet). 

	

1. 	Cy ut cumriiittee' s report_regarding non_verification of 
---.-- -.. ,- ---.----_ 	----- 

materials stOred in the goclown no. 3 and reUVal of roof 
- --P--------- 

of that goduwci. 

Lw. RC'G)16/92 dated 22..94 regarding additional documents 

i.e. its relevance with the case. 

	

9. 	Statenient of Snri P. Medrii, the then Asstt. .tores) regarding 

cOuiitersigritUre of the niiJ. by Store officer. 

\ : 

'p .. 
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3 ,  
10. 	Memo dated 24.4.92 issued by C.B.I. 	(i.e. 	surprise check). 

Statement of Shri A.K. Chakravarty, 	Inspector, CBI dated 

14i92, 

Cy Of report dated 28.3.92. 	 S  

.Cy Of report dated 2.5.92. --1 
Cy of report dated b.3.92. 

C.py ot report dated 28.7.90 

lb. 	Ccy of repOrt-dated 24.3.92. 	 L 

1/. 	Cpy Of statement dated 3.1.91. 

Cy of statefIelIt dated 	16.1.91 

C y  of statement dated 3.u.90. 

(;y Of statement dated 27.4.92 (intimatiun to trie .5 

Director regarding surprise check of CBI). 

- 21. 	Ly of Note Sheet No. 	22 of file Nt. 	RC.5) 10/91. 
--_ 	 .-. 

22. 	Statement of Dr. B.P.S. Yadav, 	the theu Store utticer 
dated 10.7.92 recorded by CBI. 

BrIef Version of the 	seinespect of Charges 

Letters to the (nrged officer, presenting officer and 

- 	Defence Witnesses were issued on 12.12.1994 	(/\nn. 	Xiil,XIV and XII, 

respectively) 	for appearing betore me on 14. 12. 1994 for inquiry. 

During the inqu.iry, 	it was stated by Dr. Cnancian Ra)KbOwa, 	Sr. 

Scientist, 	ICAR Research Cciiipiex and Prosecution Witness (statement 

at Ain. Xviii) 	that he was a member of the cCnm1ttee tAun. XVII) 

-which conducted physicl verification of the stores t.ii which 

• stationery was kept) 	frtm 2.4. 1992 and that the report was submitted 

on 28.4.1992. He deposed before me tnat the stores godown wa*ealed 

• 	on 2b.4.1i92 itself tor pitysical verification of the .totai stocks as 

per orders of the Directur. tie turther deposed that a list was 
appropriate 

prepared of the articles wnicn were snort and their aMxvx=& 	cost 

S 

- 	 S 	
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was celci.uated, Shri Parimal Ghosh, the Cnargod uJ:flcer, crusu 

examined Dr. Rajkhowa and wanted to know from him that, how Shri 

Satisn Criandra, 'Sr. Scientist iPo. Pathology) and Dr. V.A. Partha-

sarathy kSr. Scientist, HOrt.) were included in the cc'tuiiittee in 

place of Dr. K.i. bujarbaruah and Dr. K.K. Satpathy tbotii Senior 

• Scientist of ICAR Research Complex, I3arapani and initially memOers 

of the committe as given in Ann. XVI1) without a formal order from 

the competent Authority. Dr. Rejknowa told tnat he did not know 

about this change in the committee mernoers as he did not get the 

ctpy of tfle order, 1± any. Shri t. (nosn insisted that the new 

cmmittee cannot be regarded as valid since no formal order was 

issued. He inquired from Dr. Rajknowa that wny all the items in 

the stOre were not physically verified as per ord(---r of the Director 
- 

and iy stationery was cnecked. Dr. Rajknowci told that oniy 

stationery items were checked. or. Rajkhowa deposed titet the approxi- 

mate shortage of stationery was to the tune of Rs. t15,UUO/-. Mien 

asked by the lnquiiy officer to give his statement ii writing, Dr. 

C. Rajkliowa informed that ne tias already done so IAnn. Xviii, 

2 pages). 

4',  

hri }'ranao Nedhi, Assistant, ICMR Research L.mpiex, barapani 

and rosecution I'ithess in this case, also deposed before me. Snri 

M. Sarania ICbi lnsector), Presentincj otticer asked Snri &'ediil tnat 

wnetfler tie recognized me oiiis submitted by N/s Pahitra eaui. Shri 

neduL said 'Yes'. Shri P. Medhi submitted that he processed the bills 

cnly after verification of tiiese by the Store Clerk and the Store 

Officer.. The bills were submitted by H/s Pabitra Pail on 1.3. 1992 

- and were passed on 31.3. 1992, and cheque issued in the name of N/s 

Pabitra Paul, who received it on 3rd of I\pril, 1992 (Ann. iVIII). 

Shri P. 4edhi' s written statement is attached as Annexure XXVI. 
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The Presentinq Officer inquired frcin Shri P. Obosh,the Charceci 

Otticer tnat how he (Shr). P (.'hosh) iitade the eiiLries of stationpry 
\ 

ticles in the Stcre R egister without receiving these articles. 

Snr1. Ghosh replied that though the bills were received On 18.3.1992, 

he processed then only after an undertaking was given by the firm 

and which was received thrcugh the Store Officer. The Presenting 

Officer then esked from Shri P. Chosh (Charged Officer) that WhO 

makes entties in the Store Register. Shri P. Ghosh informed him 

that a Jr. Clerk attached to him used to make entries. On this, 
t 

the Presenting Officer stiOwed him the Stock Register where entries 

were made by Shri P. Chosh only. The Presenting Officer further 

asked from the Charged Officer that whether the latter had given 

the certificate for the receipt of tne materials even without 

receiving the same. Shri P. Ghosh admitted the charge and told 

that since .M/s Pabitra Paul gave an undertaking on 30.03.1992 to 

supply the short materiais within 10 days 1  he certified the bills. 

'Iwo Defence Witnesses, Mrs Anita 	and .Shri D.K. Chetia 

deposed before rue. 'they informed that tney do not know about the 

case. Shri P. Ghosh showed some letters to then for their receipt 

in the ottice. Both of them (Defence Witnesses) told that they had 

received these letters as receipt Clerks and forwarded the same to 

the concerned authorities. However, the Defence Witnesses did not 

throw any light on.the present case. A copy of the proceed4pgs has 

been attached asAnnxure Ll( 2 pages). 
.. 

I 

The nextdate of regular hearing was fixed on 22.12.1994 and 

proceedings are given as Ann. LVII,(2 pages). 1etters for appearing 

before me on z 2.12.1994 tor deposition were issued to Shri J.K. Guha 

Contd' • • 12 
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(Ex-FAU), Dr. B.P. S. Yadav, Sr. Scientist ind Okiny Z33 3tOv 	 •- 

Officer at ICAR Researcri Ciplex and Shri K.C. Ch4udhury, Inspector 

CI, Guwahati (Ann. LjIi,bj.il and i.Lv, respectively). Shri Cuha 

received tne letter (Ann. by) but did nut acDear before me. Two 
--- 

Prosecution Withesses, namely Shri K.C. Criaudhory, Inspector CU1, 

(uwahati and Dr. B.P.S. Yac5av (Store Officer during Harch, 1992) 

Sr. Scientist, ICAR Research Complex deposed before me On this day. 

In reply to a questicn from the Inquiry uttjer, Dr. B.P.S. Yadav 

stated that the cheque was issued to H/s Pabitra vauLL after full 

supply of the stationary was made. The Presenting officer showed 

Dr. Yadav the earlierrecorded stat&nent (Ann., XXXviii, pp U) made 

by him and inquired whether he (Dr; Yadav) wanted to add or delete 

something trLm the statenent. Dr. Yadav told that he stands by his 

earlier recorded statrent. He further stated tnat tie put nis 
I  

signatures on
, 
 the bill submitted by H/s Pabitra Paul only after 

C 

reeipt of the material in the Store. In reply to a query from the 

Presenting officer, Dr. Yedav stated that he did not check the 

stationery articl,es physically but he saw a Ueep oringing the 

stationery wnicn was then unjoaded. Wneii trie attention of Dr.Yadav 

was drawn to a letter trm i'/s k-aoltra paul, received on 30th 

Marcn, 1992, to the efrect tiiat the firiu was unable to supply some 

of the stationery articles owing to blockade at Sri Rampur CheCK. 

gate, where tiis cuflsignment was struck up, Dr. Yadav told that tne 

letter was placed in the Dak Pad Of the Store Sectiori.iere, 

ur. Yadav deviated from his written statement wnere he had stated, 

that the &n 	*x 	zzxzNpwit to him by Shri P. Ghosh, the 

Cnarged officer in the present case. At this stage, i inquired from 

Dr. Yadav about the letter of undertaking from H/s vabitra Paul and 

that, wny, the letter was not given a page numoer in the(file. 
I- 
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Dr. Y8v infunilod that tue 
letter was SUbnhitted to h 

morning and the 
1i in 	

im in the 
 the evening Of 30.03.1992 	No specitic /7 40TY was Qiven about the reason for nut 

91vi tj e t 

fc. 

In riy to a query frn me, Shri P. 0sh ri1ed tnat ne U? 
Put /"e bxjj5 Of the fl 	(N/s abitra au1) 	r. Yadav (Store °fficer) 8 ske rum to do so Dr. Yadav 

tuj0 tui lie old no. tell 

that, Snri , Gflosri deposed that the material was received during 

ohs leave periLd. Dr. Yadav ao Stated ttiat son 
	,  

lflformed hilThnbouttflei 	
Onosh duiy 

Strong winoand tnat 
iere were chances ot spojiaae Of ttue 

flery materjaj 	 sttio_  

Sri 	
1Iuudhury, 'flspector CI 	

uwaJt4 and ProsecufiO1 thess in 
uue present case also deposed before me. During cross 

examination by Shri Parimal 
Chosh, 

Shrj Choudhury stated that no PhYs1ca1coufltiflg0f80 	

Shrj Chosh 
(Charged 0fficer) inquired from 

Shr±  C. Choudhury that it was 
mentioned in the 	

statement that he (Shri GhOh) Could 

not maintain the recod prer1y afloUced during the surjse 
check by him (Shrj Choudhury) 

ahd hOw It was POSSible to write 
-----------------------this in abseijce of Prer checking 

Of the stOres. Shri Kc. Chou 

dhury dOsed that he did not check the stores physicaliy and no 

COunUng of the material Ras done, I inquir 	
frii Shri P. Chosh 

(Charged °fticer) that ho'he signed the statmt letter 

(Ann. XXXIX) Of 3
1iti .C. ChoudliuryCBj, InspectÔ who siezed the 

records O 24.04.1992 	
Mr, P. hosh stated that SiflCe his wife 

S was Very sick during that period, he was very nervout He showed 
her a1ssin (24 .04.1992) and discharce Slip (2 .04,1992) fr Nazareth Hospita1 	Shillong'(Ann LVI).

um 

1 	
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I inquired from Shri M. Saraflia ipresentthg officer) and Shri 

Parimal (Thush t,Charged officer) whetner they have anything to say 

further. They said 'j 1  I t'.1d the PLescnLiflg officer to snbrnit a 

written briet, )ii he so desired, within ten days f rent the day of 

inquiry with a cpy to the Charged officer. The Charged Officer was 
01 

directed to submit his defence brief within five days of receiving 

the kresenting officer's written brief. 

It may be menttcned here that the letter Ann, Lii.) was issued 

to Siri J.K. Guha (Finance and Accounts Officer, IC\R Research 
- 

Cnplex during. iiarcri, 1992) to appear before me as his name was 
_---------- 

given by the £resenting officer as Prosecution Witness. He Qckflow- 
:..--- 

ledged the letter (Ann. Lv) but did not appear betore me. The 

Presenting Officer submitted in his written brief that as Presenting 

officer, he had completed leading the evidence en behalf of 

Diciplinary Authutity and nad no more evidences, either dLcunentary 

Or ural, to be produced before the iflqUiry,CiY. 

in his written brief (Ann. LIX, pages 4), Shri M. Saronia, the 

Presenting Officer has stated that neither the depositiefl of Defence 

With ess nor the contents of defence documents nave any relevance to. 

- the charges tramed against the Charged officer. The Presenting 

Officer goes un to mentiOn about the charge against the Ctrged 

Officer and his certif.catiCn of the bills even in absence of actual 

supply of the stationery articles and ajso,ibati tie. t.Cnarged Otficer) 

could not maintain the records p_y. 

ye 

F 1 
C, 
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The Cnarged officer has signed a stutetnent of shortage of 

ateria1s in the Store inpreseitce ot Sun. K.C. Choudnury, 

inspctor, C13i, uuwanati. Sun. A.D. (Jupta, (Jhi, inspector 

Guwanati and Shni 	ChaKraijurti, Cbi,' inspectOr, itariagar 

tArn. XX)U.x). Snri. A.r. Chokrauorti, C1i, inspector, itanagar 

also mentinned about tne shortage of stationery articles in trio 

StoretAnn. J(XVI.L.L). 

/ 

ariot VerglLn of the Deteitce Case 

The Criarged otticer, Suri ParimáJ. UI1Lsh wanted to produce 

betore the inquiry ofticer triree Defence Witnesses 1  but uniy two 

• 

	

	of tuem uiamejy Smti Anita Roy, ur. ClerK tstcre) and Snri Dii.p 

Cnetia, th,e Despatcn Kider iworKillg as receipt (JierK) denused 

netore me. iney did riot throw direct iiguit out tue rreetit case. 

Siiri Varimal crlosul tCnarged u_'tticer) srIoweo uteun SOme papers which 

• 

	

	they (Defence witnesses) acuitted to have handed Over to the 

concerned. The Charged Officer exhibited twenty tme documents 
?cxxvlII 

• (Ann. XVIII to 	-x). 

Shri P. Ghosh admitted in his stathperit. (Ann. XLIX) recorded 

by Shni K.C. Choucihury, Inspector CBI, Guwahati that the stock 

register (No. VI) which was maintained by an Assistant was not 

-tp-date and was kept pending for more than eight months. The 

Charged Officer then cpened a new stock register (110. VII) in 

February, 1992 wherein the bills relating to supply order placed 

to different firms from January, 1992 onwards were entered. Fle 

stated that the requisition for stationery was submjtted by him 

On the basis of requisition from different Head of Divisions of 

ICAR Research .CCniplex, UEI Region 1  l3arapani. The approitnate Cost 

was abOut Rs. 5.3b lakhs, as mentioned by him (Charged Officer). 
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f 	h/ s 
The Charged Officer had certified the hiLls 

	rCm  

which 
Pabitra Paul and 	

tered the articles in the stOck rcoistel:  

was duly countersigned by tne Store Ofticer. He has h1tCd in 

his statent that he recorded the certificate Ui the niiis 
Vefl 

thgh se of the itis, as per the bills (No. 9 & 10 of H/s 

Pabitra Paul) were oct received in the store witS B view tO 

facilitate passing of the 

cial year 1991-92 on 31.03.1992 k  lie further deposed that the 

certificate of having received the artictes in the stores was 

recorded in consu tetion with the store_ofricer, who also cvuntcr- 

............ 
signed the bills. Shri P. Ghosri also a1niitted toot on 24.04. 1992, 

when CBI officers conducted a surise check in be Store vi iC/R 

Research CinpleX 1  in his pesencei scine of the itris as per bill 

NOs. 9 and 10 frn h/s Pabitra Paul, were not received by him in 

the Store. He, however, statcd toot_subuentlY h/s Pabitra Paul 

supplied all the articles OS per their rillS Nos. 9 and 10). 

The Charged officer stated that since the stock register waS 

not up-tv-date with regard to issue of some itesTiS, the ccmmittee 

cunsti-tuted by the Director, IChR Research Complex vide his 

No, RCO)32/t/ Vol.1 dated 25.04.1992 showed the material as short 

in their report submitted to the Director of the Institute nn. )V). 

•rie cCriargeci otticer) stated that the shortage shown in theepOrt 

m1ttee was not correct, His Ch3rged Officer' 
S)S1fl0tU 

of th  c  

of the report. 
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Through the doc6ents exhibited by Shri Pariznal Ghush (total 

I ..  XXXVIT exhibits 22, Ann e  XVIII to 	the Charged Officer mainly wanted 

to state in riis defence that the godown in which store material was 

kept, was not safe Considering from the security pOint of view 

(Ann. XXIX) exhibit 12) as the celiing Of the same was more or less 

Open. He also conveyed thE'ougn letters and notes dated 06.03.1992 

(Ann. xYx), dated 02.05.1992 (Ann. XXX.L),dated 2t3.u7.1990 (Ann. 

XXX.LI)dated 24.03.1992 (Ann..XXXlx.c),datod 03.01.1,91 iArm. XXXIV), 

dated 16.01.191 (Ann. XXXV) and dated 03.0.1990 kAnn. XXXVI) 

regarding the leakage in the roof. of the godown i and spui.tage ot the 

store materials. 

In response tC, the written brief of the Presenting officer, 

the Cuarged Officer lSnri . GriOn) submitted a detailed reply 

(Ann. bX, pp 8) . In his reply, the Charged Officer states that 

genuiness of the undertakino ot 3O.03.12 trcm M/s Pabitra Paul, 

has been doucted ny the presenting officer out its mention in the 
-------------- 

report submitted after surprise checK on 24.O'I 192 snould despel 

these doubts of the presenting otficer. The Chargect officer nas 

stated that during inquiry, Snrj. 	Choudnury, Inspector Cw. 
— 

I,WIIU conducted the surprise check on 24.04. 12 in the stores), 

nas admitted that no cuuntirig of tue material was done during tile 

SuXprise cneck, in nis detence briet, the Cnnrgecl otticer stated 

tnat there was no. question of short suj-ply ut stationery material 
• 	 ____ 

and oniy tning was tnat, ne certified the biils neture full 

materials was supp1id by the firm. Mr. P. Chosh (Charged Officer) 

has pleaded through his defence brief (I-nn. Lx) that the stationery 

material was fully supplied by the finn. 

Contd-. ..18 
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points of DtormlnatiOn 

1. 	Shri Poritnal Ghch, Whi).? nOstd an(I functioning as Store 

Assistiflt in the stationery stores of ICAR Research Ccnplex 

for N1N Regicn, 8arapani (&3hil).oflcj) during 1992 failed to 

maintain absolute integrity and devotiCfl to duty as much as 

he certified the bills of the pary to the tune of I;, 2,01,732/-

(Riees two lakhs eiqhty four thousand sever hundred thirty 

two) only to the effect that he received the stationery 

articles required to be supplied vi0e suç'ply Order dated 

09.03. 1992 by N/s Pabitra PCuJ., Umpling l3azr, b1iijiOng 

without receiving the sane. 

2. 	Shri Parintal GhL.sh, Assistant (stores) failed to maintain 

the store records properly. 

Assessm.i 	 ec vdQcs lh 	 cnst 	e 

i. 	Store verification repurt of the cciunittee headed by Dr. 

1 	
D.S. Chauhan (i;nn. XV,page 4) in which shortage of stationery 

articles in the store was pointed ut. The stationery articles u  

I wOrth Rs. 81,140.36P (Rupees eighty One thousand one hundred 

I forty and paise thirty six) only has been shOwn as hort. 

- t 	 I 

• 	 •1 

I. 

2. 	State ment of. Dr. Cliandan RajkhOa (Mn. XVIII, pages 2) , a 

mber of th c 	itteecstituted vide No RCG) 32/8! VOL.1 

dated 25.04.1992 	Director, ICAR Research Ccmplex for 

physical veriifica ti ofl  of the stores mentioned a shortage of 

. 83,000/- (Rees eighty three thousand only) worth of 

stationery articles. He dOSed that physical verification 

of the store was made on the basis of the stock in hand in 

the stOck register. de however, mentiOrd that signature of 
.. ---....-•-.-•.- ..-...•-.----.--•..--- 

Shri parima). Ghosh was not obtained on the statcnt preare 

by the cunmittee. 
COntd...l9 
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3. Order no. Rc(G) 16/92 dated 10.2. 1994 ('inn. xi) mentioned thout 
the shortag e  of stationery articles in the stoj.e ix indicated 

by the committee constituted vide Officet Order No. RC(G) 32/87 

Vol.1 dated 25.4.92 and subsequenuy order Nc RC(G)1/g2 

dated 06.04.1993. The shortag e  indicated by the corrunittees was 

worth Rs. 80,000/- (eighty thousand) and ils. 73,262.58p k seventy 

three thousand two hundred sixty two and Paise fifty eight) 

respectively. 

4 	Office metnurand 	No. RC(G)16/92 dated 17.02.1994 wherein 

the Director, 1CM Research Complex proposed to hold an inquiry 

against Shri Parimaj. Ghosh, Assistant (Stores) under Rule 14 of 

C.C.S. tC.C.A.) Rules, 1965 (Ann. XXIII). 

5. I'1eiorandum No, RC(G)lb/92 dated 22.02.1994 (Ann. XXV) with a 

store verIfication re1ort of the second committee. A shortage 

Of store material worth Rs. 73,262/- (Rupes seventy three 

thusand two hundred sixty two), aprox. has been indicated. 

6, Shrj. Pranab Medhi, Assistant, Admn. Section deposed that 

(Ann.)Q(VI; pages 5) a requisition was su1nittd by Shri 

arimal0 GhOsh, Store Ass1stt for procurement Of stationery 
• 	for the year 1992-93. In the said requisition, Shri P. Gnosh 

(Charged Officer) intimated that requirements were assessed on 

the basis of requxrements of various Divisions of ICMR, but 
3 

requisition/of the Heads of Divisionss not submitted by him. 

The said requisition was put up by Shri t1edni to Dr. Yaclavin 

a file as per ordeçs of the latter. He could recognized the 

signatures of both SFri P. Ghosh and Dr. -3.P.S. Yadav On the 

requisition. The total amount involved for produring 

stationery was 	5.3o iaichs approx1mtely. St -iri Medhi has 

Ccntd'... 20 
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further. stated that bOA - 1 ,  Shri P. Ghuh and Dr. 	S.k'.S. 	adV 

the bills fri M/s Pabitra Paul ut umpling Bazar, 
cerUfed 

- 	 - 

ich he (Mr 	Meclrii) 	put up to the Store officer tOL 

ShillOng 

: 	I sanction ot the Director. 	Sun 	P. Medhi stated  that  
getting 

• the party (M/s Pabit  
ra Paul) had received panent of the bills 

in the fist week of April4 	
1992 withoUt sUpplY of all the 

materials as per their bills. 

by Shri K.C. ChoudhUrVi 	inspector Clii, 
Statefleflt recorded 1. 

Guwahati On 29.4.1992 (Ann. )OWII) 	in the presence of other 

• 

Cdi. Inspectors namely, 	Snri A.B. Gupta 01: ouwahati and Shni 

A.K. ChaKrabortY of Itanagar, 	
and the charged of tiCer, 	Shri 

Assistant tStore), 	
stating that during a surisC 

Parunal unusul, 
in the stati nery store of Iu1R Research for 

cheCK condUCted 
the its mctitied in Cnailefl 	o. 	15 

• £1E 	Region, 	ar8pan1 all 

dated 20.3.192.were found not supplied by the tin, li/s Pabitra 

Paul. 	Against SI. No. 	lb and 10 of Challafl iso. 	16 	cy 

enclosed) 	
dated 2d.3.19Y2 only 1000 enVCle5 agaInst DUDO 

and b 
nnberS torcnes agaliust 16 tos. 	were received troin 

pieces 
The finu vide letter dated 30.3.92 	¼Anfl. 	XLI) 

the said tim. 
confled non-spIY of the same and undertoQK to sply the 

ie. 
to 9 • 4.1992) 	but notning was stpIied 

material withifl 10 days 	up 

tue aforesaid cnallafl. It is mentioned in the above 
against 

of the said itBfls 6ut received are shown 
statneIt that entries 

exct D.F.C. paper bUtp0YmC1)t was released 
in tue stock ledger 

868656 dated 31.3.92 tur vs. 	
2 	41732/-¼1tUPC5 t\ 

vide Cheque No. 
Shri  

lakhs eignty four tnousafld seven 	
drcd thirty two) 	Cuuly. 
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. 	Statement Of snri A.K. Civaraburty, Inspector CBi, Itanagar 

Unit (Aijfl, XXVJ.lj) wherein ne stuted tuiati un 24fl41u - - -- 	 ----- - 	 - - . '- 
 

along with Stini ICC. L 	 n nuudizury, and 	ni A.B. Gupta, Inspector 

CBI, (uwanatj Unit, conducted a suj,nise check in stationery 

store Of ICAR, NEH Region, Barapani.in the presence of Shni 

Parima). Ghosh (Charged Officer), lie stated that during 

surprise Check, it was found that all the items mentioned in 

Challan No. 15 dated 20.03.1992 were not supp.Lied by the fixm, 

'N/s Pabitra Paul. In Chaflan No. 16 dated 20,03. 1992, the said 

firm supplied only 1000 pcs against 8000 pec of envelopes Mid 6 

agaInst 16 NOs. of torch lights to the ICAR Research Ccniple<. 

But in stuck ledger, all the items have been shown as received. 

Letter ircm 1l/s Pabitra Paul of 30.3. 19'2 (ni. XLi) stating 

that remaining supply, i.e. carbon paper, envelc"es, note sheet, 

torch, file envelop will be supplied within 10 days. They 

requedtecl for release Of pymnt atter completion Of ±uli supply. 

Statement of Shri, P. GhOsh himself (Ann. Xvi) recorded by Shri 

K.C. Chaudh'ury, Inspector CBI, Ouwanati which reeds "Ilere I 

(Shri P. Gnosh) am to state that I (Shri P. Ghush) had issued 

the certificates in the bills although most Of the items as per 

the bills were not received in the store with a view to 

facilitate passing of said bills before the closing of the 

financial year 1991-92 on 31.3. 199. The certificates were 

issued by me after cunsuitatiun with the Store officer, who 

also countersigned the bills ............ Shri P. OhOsh 
- 

(Chatged °f±icer) however stated that subsequently 1-1/s Pabitra 

'aul supplied nil the articles as per the bills. Shri P. Ghosh 

I.Cnarged Officer) admitted that he had certified thebilis No. 

9 and 10 trom M/s Pabitra Paul without receiving all the items. 

Cuntd..,. 22 
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Statement of Dr. B.P.S. Yadav, Sr. Scientist & head, I\nim. 

Nutrition Diviiun wo'king as Store Uf- :Eicer ddrinu the periLd 

of the present case (Ann. XXXVIII, pp 8) wherein he has 

stated that he learnt from Shri P. (.husn on 30.03. 1i92 that 
4, 	worth Rs. 20,000/-tR upees twenty thousand) has not 

F : been supplied by tne tinu. However, Dr. Yadav dep that 

the short ltemsLw received before he (Dr. Yadav) counter-

signed the bills. 

Proceedings of the reçjuiar inquiry on 14. 12. 1994 (Ann. LI) 

On being asked by the Presenting officer, Syrl i. Giiosn 

admitted that he had given the cectificate t.r receivinq the 
Il. 

0 	 ' 	stationery materiai on the body of the bi.1.i even without 

receiving the same. 

Both the Defence Witnesses, Viz. hrs, Anita Roy and Shri 
• 	

D.K, Cnetia stated that they do not know about the case. 

Assessmnt  

• 	1. 	The statement of IJr; Chandan kaj)uowa kRnn. XVIII, 2 pages), 
I 	 • 

• 	.wherein he.nas dOsed that-piiysicaly verification of the 

	

LV- 	store was made on the basis of the stc in hand shown in 

• 	the stock register. I -le turther deposedthat therewas a 

snurtage of approx..mately Rs. ti3,.000/- (Rupees eightythree 

	

. 	thousand). 
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Office OrrlpL 1)0 kL(c) 16/92 datcd 10 02 1994 (rn 	) issued 

by the irector, IAR Research Cnp).e>, Barapani indicatinq a 

zhOrtfall of stationery articles wCrth A. 80,000( approx.) 

(Rupees eighty thousand) as I vc.tigated by a cCiumittee 

COnstituted vide Office order Ne Ic(u)3:/7(vol.i) dated 

24.04.1992. The second cnnittec constituted vide Office 

Order Ho. P.C(G) 16/92 dated 06.04. 1993 indicateda shortfall 
------.- ----- 

• Of Ps. 73, 262. 58P (Rupees seventy three thOusand to hundred 

sixty two and paise fifty eight) in their xeport. Thc items 

were entered in the Store Register even without receiving tith 
J .  

same physically in the store, as alleqed. 

: 	3. 	Statement of 5 hri Pranob iidhj (inn. <VI) that the bills 

were received in the stOre Section duly certified by the Stouc 

Officei and. Store Assistant Cuthe reverse of the bill as 

regards receipt of materials in the store as per the bills. 

	

• 4. 	Report of Shri K.C. Choudhury inspector Ci31, Guwahati 

	

• 	(Ann. <XVII) mentioning that entries of some items not 

received are shOn received in the Stock Ledger. 

• 	
0• 

	

5. 	Letter doted 30.3.1992 from M/s Pabitra Paul, Umpling IJazar, 

Shiliong ()nn. XiI) regarding his being riot in a pOsitiOn to 

• 

	

	 supply some of the stationery articles due to blockade on road 

transport in the ChecKgate at Sri Ranpur. He undertook to 

• 

	

	supply triese stationery articles within 10 days fr-m the date 

Of the letter i.e. up tO 9.04.1992. The stationery articles 

• 

	

	 were entered in the stock reoister even though these were not 

suppoed to be supnlied as per letter/undertakoint of the firm. 

--. 	

---. ..... 
	 .

.-..------ --- 

4 
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6. 	3tatuent of Shri P. Ghosh (,-tnn. Ll.X, pajos 4) wior:li he 

admitted his fault o,f certifying the bills No. 9 and 10 of 

N/s iabltra Paul even withOUt receiving all, the itii, thouqh 

the material, was suhsequent.ly supp.Lic:d as stated by him. 

	

'I. 	Proceeding of the regular inquiry cunducted . un 14. 12. 1994 

/i 

	

	(Ann. Li, pp 2) and 22.12.1994 (Ann. LVII, pp 2). The 

Presenting Uf- ficer asked Shri P. Ghosh (Charged Ufficer) that 

how he made the entries in the store reqister without 

receiving a.il the materials. Mr. Chosh replied that th..\lgh 

the bills were received on 18.03. 1992 he processed them C'ii).y 

a-ftert an undertaking was received from the firm throu(jh the 
-- 

Store Officer. However, 1'.le qu. RC(G) 32/U'! Vol.1, 

N 	- 	RC(S)1/89 and RC'S)18/U6 ccild not be pr(, ,duced before the 

inquiry ufficer (Ann. LVIIi., LiX,i, LXII). 	 - 

	

8. 	Handing over of charge rep(,, rt (Ann. XXI. pp 20) - Shri 

P. -Ghosh handed over the charge of store keeper to Shri 

Iobin SulDba (Sr. Clerk) on 03.06. 1992. 'Nowehere 

shortage of stationery has been indicated as per stock 

register. 

9. 	£i  k . c.. c tt&y, i 	C..i , 	 L4&o c 

/, WzJYY1Q 	-J( th  

'h..ô 	4c,4cA..l \ 	4C,4i,,,t\f5' Ok t. 	 ' 	cLyv, jLci..1 J1,i 
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the Articie_o •  

• 	5L puuit or Oeterrnlnation 

• 	it is Clearly evident frum the points of assessment of 	 4 
evidences given above and sportec1 by the enclosed documents 

that the case for sanctiun of stationery articles was 

processed by Store Officer on 30.03.1992 and Fo put up the 

case to tne Director, ICZR lesearch (..(Auplex anf funnai 

sanction was accorded on3u.O3.1992 itself (Ann. XL,). This 

included the w.J.ls of 1/s iahitra Paul ot M1lplinq bazar, 

Sliiilong amounting to Rs. 2,84,132/- ((upees two iakhs elgiity 

four thousand seven hundred thirty two) only, it wuuld be 

appropriate to mention in briet the facts about the cnarge 

of certification or the bills vu. 9 ena 10 of N/s Pabitre 

iaui by Snri Parimal Gnu5n kCiiarged officer) even without 

receiving some of tile St u.wry articles included in the 

bills 

The requisition of stationerr articles was submitted on 

• 22.02.1992 by.Shri Parimal Ghosh tCharged Officer) which was 

said.to  be based on. the requirents of various Divisions and 

Regional Centres Of ICAR Research Complex for NH Region. Th e  

order was placed with Mts  Pabitra Paul vide Store order No. 

Rc(s)1o/91/100 dated 09.03.1992 to supply the stationery, 

articles within 10 days i.e. up to 19.03.1992. N/s Pebitra Paul 

* 	submitted two bills i.e. NO. 9 dated 18.03.1992 fur Ps. 74,132.35 

• 	(Rupees seventy four thousand One hundred thirty two and paise 

thirty five only) and No. 10 dated 10.03. 1992 for Ps. 2, 10, bOO /-

(Rupees two lakhs ten thuusand six hundred only) (Ann. XLV and 

XLVI, respectively). The stock recjister entry has been recorded 

•1by Shri P. Ghosh on the back side of the bills and countersigned 
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by Dr. 	 ScicnUst, ttcn )nding u ChLrtC 

AY' 	of store uf fi ceL. None of thin liS gi.venthe da€e Ofl thcbJ.1is. 

r . • 	 . 	 . , 	.. 	, The gUOflery nrntcrials from li/S 	L)1LLfl PaW has bcfl chwfl 

, 	 S 	 . 

pt,.. 	
in theechai1aflS viz. io. 15 dated 20.03.1992' (Ann. XL.LI ) 

1 

. 	
No. 16 dated 20.03.1992 Aflfl. xiI1i) 	rI• No.- 17 dated 3L03.92 A.  

lit 	XLIV) . obOdy from the btLre SCCtiOfl has 	tli 

- 	 . 	 -.-- 	 .- 

: 	signSture areceiver. Fuily vouched contingent bill 

l
(Rcs 10/91/145) nn )) was 	0red on 31 03 1992 for 

t%i: 	- 	 Rs. 2,34I32/- Rupes two 1&dIS eighty tour 	ioflCt sve1) 	 . 

• 	 . hundrd thirty two oiiiy) Ihe party J. C  li/s Pabitn4  Paul ° 
'-  

i
r;r: 	 oiipuing Bazar, bhllicny Leceived payment Qfl 03 04 199? throuqh 

Cheque No 02/56-3UB656 daLed 31 03 19/ 

	

r 	 ; 

	

2 	Prelimipary inquiry in the cQse iOS conducted on 11 11.199" 
I 

, 	 and regular inqw-rY on le 12 1994 and 22.12.1994.1te prLCee- 

, 

	

	.. 	
: . 	• 	; 	. 	..  

thngs ot regular inquiry conducted on 14 12 1994 nd 22 i) '4 

•r. 	• 	 ' 	' t Os well as the statcineflt.s ul: LoseCUt1-fl itflessO5 st.atccnefltS 

redorddd by bri ICC Crioudnury, Inspector cu±: 	Lfl 	
: 

2404992 in 	èsnceó Shrii\.B. GuptInspeCt0r.C1- 

. 	
.r' 	. 	 •., 	. 	., 	- 	

4 41 

Guahat1 and Shri iY CnaKraboltY, inspector CBi itanauar, 

-1 Lte datd 	ly92'rL m/s paoita 	tb beect 

. 	
• 	thatthe firmwas unabie to supply suie uf the itcius Of 

statiOnerY innnediateiy due to blocKade L C tiarispOrt in the ? 

hecKgate 8tSLi R3mpur (Assam) and assesment of docmonta3-Y 

$4 	evidences lfl support ot the charge, provecat scme'Of the 

¼ 	'its '  of tat1One 	were not supi1ied at tho time f certifi- 

4 t' 
cation of th bills by Snri £ GnOsh Chargo'0ificer)1 anc 

VrK 
CI Dr. 1iP S xdav, the btore officer 	 I 

ki  

P. 

I  
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was, pernaps ImPOS1bIeOr H/s Pebita 
nL1t to suppiy 

the Stationery it5 on 30.O3.2 
Itlf whei he had iflfurine 

In writfl g  On the 50in day of nis lnChjj1 ty to suplv the 

rlaininy tns of StOtienery wnich were 
rlcJ.cj Up D(jar Sri. 

ampur (Assanl_beflgai border). SI Rampur 
is abLut 400 km 

approY) from Shili 	and 1twds1aimpo 

truck with stationery to cover that dlt;taflceti eveuxnqut 

30.03. l2, Unloading 
Ut tn matea 	rei S and tritn SUpply to Store Section Ut LOAR gpseaii CQnpj. ex at bropani on the 

same day. Had, N/g IaUitra 'au1 thouu t t UP purcnasijj the 
remaining materlat from local uarlcet br 

SUni, they wuui flOe nave Olven the 
letter of unclertajci,ig datod 30.03. 192 to 

SUpply the sta tioneryitems 
within 10 days trLm the dat;e Of 

the letter. 

The ÔDOSiUOfl StCtCj[I)tS Of L r. 
Chandan lajkhowa, Senior 

ScInist ICiR 1 srch CO 	ex, Dara1.(11li and Shri P Chakraborty, 1 flspector CCI pOints out the shortag e  of 
stationery articles in the Store. 

) Ii 
n his deposition before Chri J.C. .ChOudhi1r, IspectorCI3I 

On 24O4, 1992, the Charged 0ffièer, Shri pelrimr3l Chosh 

himself admitted bLut the shortage Of Statione1 articles 

in the Store as on 30.03.1992. Cut in reply to the written 

brief Of Presenjng, Ufticer, h stated that between -.----- 	----- 	--- fl---- .----.. - 	--.- --- 
24.04. 1992 to 2U.04. 1992, his wife was admjtt0d in Nazareth 

-...---.-,....-.--.....- 	---- 
Hospital ShiilQg and due to his persona). jrobjems, lie was  

.. t..-,., 	 ..-, 	 ....... 

no aware ill a later stage that th0 1)alanc0 sup1y Of 
statjonex-, was made goOd on 02.0, 1992 and the Cheque fOr 
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Rs. 2,84, 732/- 

(Rupees two lakhs cicjhLy four thousand 5VCfl 

hundred thirty two) only uas hcndcd over to h/s Pahitra Paul 

after delivery of the short iuutcriai.. 

RL Considering eli. the documents prLcIuceU and the depOsitiOn of 

withesses during the course of inquiry, t re appears 
tu be 

sufticient grind to prove that 4 on 30.03.1992, sOme Of the 
statiOnerY items were not supplied by M/s Pobitra Paul and the 

--------------------- 
Charged Officer (Sri Parimal Ghosh) certified the bills of the 

fiin even in absence of the total supply as ordered in the supply 

ord'r No. RC(S)1O/9l/lOO dated 09.03.1992. Hence the fi.tst point 

of detenniflati 0fl 
i. e. bhri perirnel Ohosh (Lnorged officer) 

certified the hill.s of M/s Pebitra PaUl ever) withOut receiving iou 
---- -- 

supply of stationery articles' stands proved. 

It\ 

:.. 

Second point of detefluiflt °fl  

1. 	Shri n. Sarania, InspectLr CBI,ACO, 
UCKI.Cnd, Shillong ,Presen- 

ting Officer) , steted in his written brief 
that the depOsiti° 

of Dr. C. Rajkhcwa (prosecutiOfl Witness) clueS not relate 
tO 

-j--------- -- -- 
the specific charce against the Charged officer and should not 

— 

be considered. Much credence cannot be given to the report 

'/iIIW/i/ffL 1 / 
of the committee constituted by the Iiirector, ICid( 

esearCh Complex, Barapani vicic his order No. RCG) 
32/UI Voli 

• dated 5,04.1992,and the.report of the 
5Cfld CUmfl).ttCQ 

submitted 00 19.2. 1994 inn. XXV) 
CS 0V1UOttC 1  ot the 	ort 

stationery articles' by the two committees varied cunsiderOhlY. 

S 
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Secondly, the first cumittee p(_ ,inted out tne rT1ov&I Of the 	 .4 
roof-top kG.1. sheets) of the sealed qodo 	for repair, where 

4. physical verification of the stationery articles was done, 	 I k 

loss Lf stationory 

cannot he ruled out under such circumstances. The second 

committee based their findings on the office records and 

physical verification was done. Further, the number of 

differnt stationery itams as shown by the two ccmmittees and 

those ordered for from t/s Pabitra Paul do not tally. 

Dr. B.P.S. •Yadv, Stores Officer, deposed that on 30.03.1992 

some stationery was brought by Shri (hosh in a Jeep cICAR 

vehicle), unloaded the same and kept in the Store. However, 

Dr. Yadav did not verify the stationery ithns whetner those 

were..frOm 1-1/s Pabitra Paul or somebody else But Dr. Yadav, 

working as Stores officer during the period, stated that H/s 

Pabitra Paul slied ail the stationery itns as Sl)OWI) iT) 
__- 

the bills No, 9 and 10 0f the above firm. 

3o 	The written brief submitted by the Presenting tjfticer'js 

only a part of what had transpired during the inquiry procee- 

dings and reflects his kPresenting officer) views in the 
_______-.--------.- 

matter. In his written briet, the Presenting officer has shown 

doubts about the genuineness Of the undertaking of M/s Pabitra 

paul dated 30.03.1992 saying it to be fabricated after 

• 	, 	24.04.1992, the date bf ,CbJ. verification. But its inenticn in 
............................. 

in the report submitted by Shri K.C. Choudhury Inspector CBI, 

Giwanati of 24.04.12 kAnn. Xl.' nudespel the cloubtsof 

• ., 	. . • 
	Presenting officer. 

• 	: 
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Duri.flcj the inquiry conducted on 22. lz. is4, Snri i.C. ChaudhUt 

Inspector Cbi, (juwaritl who ccnducted the surprise chec; on 

24.04. 12, deposed that no physical vriflcati0fl/C0Uflt1ng f 

the stores was dune. Tflis has also becii mentioned in the writt.efl 

brief submitted by the k'resentlflg officer. So in absence of 

verification of the store jtus on 	.04.1992, it is ,physical

not only difficult to point out that the store records were not 

maintained in a proper manner but also, one cannot say cateqo- 
• 	 . 	

...• .-. --- ....-.- ---
..-.-.-. ---- ,. 

ricai.LY tnat balance supply of the material k s tationery,  articles) 

was not macic good before issuing the cheque fur I. 2,811,132/ 

hundred thi rty two) 

only to M/s Pabitra Paul on 03,04, 1i2. hqaii, as per office 
-- 

order N o. RCI,S)49/U dated 1,.0b.il ¼Aflfl 4  )O(LL), the duty of 

maintenanCe of store register was of someuOdY else also and 
-------------- . 

Mr. P. Gnosn was not on.y responsible for rnau)teltarlce of stock 

registers. 

• 	
1 

4 	- 

- 

- 	
So the secOnd point of deteinati0n that 	hi P. Chosh 

(Charged Officer) failed to maintain the store records in a prer 

manner s  could not be substantiated and hence coud not be proved 
.  

- 

considerincj the statements of the Prosecution WithesseS and the 
- . 	 - 	 , 	 . - - ---- 	 -----------.--- 

documentary records produced before me. 	 - 

jrigiit0t0 depositiOflS/StatemenLS ci various witnesses as 

- T:- 	- 	well -as the documentary records, the charge against Shri Parimal 

- 	 - 	 - 
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$ j 	It would be In the. fitness of things and for natural justice 
L 

'that some clarification is made hereunder 

/ 	 £herc appears to be a general tendency in official pwchase 
J . 

• 	that most of the itns/materials of requironent are purchased during 

the fag 1end of the financial year. This is perhaps dcne, after lookinq 

into the budgetary position. These lost minute purchases 1  affected 

after hurriedly taken decisions, are invariably nut need-based and 

• do not reflect the priorities of the Institute/Urgaflizatiofl. Sometimes, 

this is done only for the sake of spending the left_ovelnoneY frCm the 

budget provisions. This may breed corruption and serve interests of 

some interested persons/parties in the piesont. ca.c, the decision to 

purchase stationery Its worth 5.36 laklis was taken at the fag end 

of the financIal year 1991-92 and the order was placed on 09.03.1992. 

The firm could not supply all the stationery itcms up to 30 03 1992 

Thinking that money will lapse1 the amount was drawn fm the bank 
• 	 .•••••• 

by the office and kept for payment to the finn after ccnpletiOfl of 

• 	the upply. Shri P. Ghpsh (Charged ui:ticer) certified the hills No. 

•. 	 - 
• 	 - 	9 and 10 of M/s Pabitra Paul even in absence of supply of se items 	 •• 

••- 	 •• 

.•• • -__--_----_-_--__-_-_ 

of stationery up to 3.03 1992 for passing of the said bills before 

end of financial year. Shri (hosti s admittance of the charge during 

inquiry appears to show that this procedure was pr6bably prevalent 

t 
• 	in the Off-ic 	Many, sucu instances, perhaps may come to light if 

H • 	 the past records are scanned. This v)as probably dune, some times 
•_ 

to avoid lapsing of the lnstitut&s grants and there might not b 

• 	 • any thalatied intention/motive benind this. As such1 a prtiular 

person cannot be singled.UUt tor the whole episode. 	or stationery 

• 	worth Rs. 5.36 lakns. whica must oe quite bulky also, somneuf the 

Cuntd'... 32 



	

( / 	persons in the channel, riqnt frCm Sture /eper tO sanctiuning 

authoritycuu.Lc1 nave ascertained about the suoply in fuli and 

whether or not sucn 8 huge purchase was within the cLflpOteflCe Of 

the sanctioning authority in asinglecjo. Sucn happenincjs new 
....... 

to be avoided in future. 

	

- 	 ¼ q 	narina ) 
Dated 

	

	24thuune, 19b 	 inquiry 'Jti:iCer 

I3arapani 
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CDAL 	 • 	: 

To 

The Director, 
ICAR Røø. Complex for NI Region, 
Thmci Road, 
Barai1ni. 

Sub * 	Inquiy report on DteniiLinary procoing. 

Ref s 	Your letter No.RC(G)16/92 cIt. 21.805. 

Respected Sir, 

I beg to subniit an hero urxler on the Incuiry report enclosed with 
the letter under refcrnero * 

i) 	That the inquiry report will have to view in its entirity and not 
piece-meal. 

That it in slated poxagTaph 1 0  page 2 that I ntut to defeMel/ 
/ represented in i,y case by Nra B.N. Dutta, Aa,00ate, Isaitumkhrnh, 

ShiUong vido nr letter cIt. 19.11.94. That Sri N. Saranl.a, C.B.I. 
Inspector van appointo& as Inenting Officer. In 'view of that 
iratter I would invite your 3dM attcntio to G.O.I.NJ.A.D.P, and 
A.R.O.N. flo.11Ql2/7/831.Eatt.(A) cIt. .2344,84 which roads au iiMur s 

"Rule 14(8)(a) of CCS(CCA) Rules 1965 Providest inter elia that 
a deliauent Government servant against whoindicoiplir7 proceedings 
have boon instituted as for imposition of a major penalty may not 
engage a legal practitioner to prosont the cane on his behalf before 
the Inqatri  gAuthority,UflleBs  tho presenting offiner. appo5.nte.t 1 
the Diecipithary 1uthority in a legal practitioner, or the Dtneplthary,  
Authority, t havfzg. .egard. to the oirumstanocn of the case, no pits. 
It in clarified that, iwben on behalf of the Disciplinary AuthorL1, 

the case is bedng;preaonted by a Rroocouttng Officer of the Ceil' 
Buroan of Investigation or. a,Goyornmont Law Officer (such an lcg4 
,Myja?, Jwior Legal Adviser), there are evidently good and sifficiant 
circumsta3lOeD for the Disciplinary  Authority to exerCise his discretion 
in ftvour of The dcltqucnt officer and allow him to be repronenttd by 
a legal practitioner. Any exercise of discretion to the contrary in 
such canes is likely to be hold by the Court an arbitrary aM projedi-. 
cia3. to the dOfonco ot-tho delinquent Governcient Servsnt'. This in 
self explanatory. 	- 

That hathicapjed an I have been in tho fco of such expert Presenting 
Officer assisted by another Presenting Officer of the S&me rank from 
the CeB.I* and vithoss by 'another C.B.I. Inspector alongith high 
officials the scale wore heavily hardened cgatiint me, yet I fool that 

• the tnquri$ officer has practically exonerated me from 'the charges. 

Contl,...2/A. 

- 9'CSS 
- F----> 

it 

. 	..- 



2 	- 

To bring forth the point to your  kind attontion, I vou).a like to oubtnib ' 
on tho lattcn of the to oagos ani the atocuosiofla aixi ftnitngn of he \ ' 

Respootat inqn±L7 office, 
The tniuiXy officer hinøolf oxproasea the ViOW that the 2nt ,otht 

of determination that Shri P. Obosh (àhrgea officer) failed to saintain 

store T000rds in a proper 3.flnO2? coula not be isubntantiLLt(4 axi home 

could not be proved connidering the statento of th e prosecution  iiitnose 

ant the &ocuiczni7 records produced befOre mO. 

That this Inn a beering on the entire proceodinga in as much an if the 
clgos that store records wore not natrtainod proporl 'wan not pro 
ant the facts stanIG that whenI handed ever the charge of 

	

successor ht R, Subba on 3,6.92 no where nberb390 of utattonerl has 	

'3* I 
been initcatOd as per ntok reeletare 

That the ntathnent in the proceeding pergzaphe nude on the baste of The 

iniiuft report dcmolishca the charge No. I and leaves no doubt that there 

had been no OWA,,tage in the n-tore arttcloa. The charge No. I can then be 

short listed to a single point &at I recorded a certificate on 30.5092 
jhowii)g the rcoeivol of the articles an per bill No.  9 and 10 dto le,3.92 

for R.73,152.35 nrl& T,2,10,0O0.0t) roopootivell. That It has been zJtned 
without a àrthguity that oinijcinTl articles vera tppltt, the 

20.3,92 and olan No. 11 dtà5li3ø92 p 
No. 15 dt. 20.3,92, cho.11an No, 16 cit. 	 ba3 

none of those aforGncflttofled oIL1an 	eoetved by ma in view of the 
abort supEy detected ant that compeUcd the 'eupp1tifl to comO forward 
with a clecr letter of Unacwtakirg cit. 3o,.92 that the goods yere jn-anutt 

ant were h4t at a cer1tfl point ant ha Vould complete the  02i1 't,tthIn 

9.4.92. I have alreSy admitted that it WO only with a view to avoil 
laps of pant ant further comLtoaeion I recorded n certtt'Loate on the 
bills cbject, of course -to the letter cit. 30.3.92 of the mptiOr afli 

in the full Uwvledgo of the store officer. I am extremeli grateful to 
the inqtdry officer he had Ictufly token note of th e  ponttiOfl and in the 

last two pogea of his report in the fitness of things and for, nateral 
luatico hebad, throun light on the ritate of afft1s that provLled in the 
Research Compler in rcard to such purchase in the last ionit of the 
financial year. I uxay Icinuly he permitted to state that this to not on1 
apLtcablo 'in our I.C.A.1I. Roo. Complex but perhapi oqutalh7 applied -to 

all Govt. Doptt. ant Public sector uni taking in India. 

4) 

 

 

 

That without diaUtW much to the high tmtplG it is admtttl. that 
7) the C,B.X. officers who, arc highly oqiI$d to hrmili such matter did not 

go,t for spotvc0ification of the n-tore on, 24,4.92 As to IV o'.m diffioul-  

don montalll ant otherwise bocauca of  zV wtfe'n serious Ulnosa during 
that period ant the hocpitaltcattOfl on 24.4.92 1 could not ponel 
taken unich initativo in the matter and øtgned omo jnper in r' Iurrry end 
manta3jagony 'which if a took verification would have bon'dOflO 'then 
and there the comnmiCatiOfl gap that oocurot In btwean ni n lack of 

jmorLLc4ge -that  the short articles have been aazody received uculd have 
been xectified. I have alreaay stated that the store articles naint have 
reached in the Complex before the suppliez could take the obocue. This 
position has been voweavc4 by the respected utoxe offiCer in coursa Of 



'4 

•1 

4/ 

8) 

/ 
hin depositIon which has beon recod1 in the incui'ry report.That the 
store officer had been telling the truth about the stto of affairs is  
020*4y evident from the fac.t that uhilo at The itIotsgo tho inquiry 
officer to called upon to cor4uot inquiry sgainat both the store officer 
Be r4so rVaelf it was letor No.RC(G)16/92 dt. 26910.94 from the Adin.tnj 
bative Officer, IC.AB Rocarch ComLox, Barapani that no inquiry catno-t 
Dr, B.P.S. Yad.av. :Tho rospeotctt store officer need be ,00nluoted. It is an 
ostqhlished princiLo of lay t)at a statement inado by a witness have to 
be. accepted in 	ull 	dicoêd in i\ll. There in no vitt.-mcdta of accepting 
the ovidenao acci by an witneirn an parl.y true and partly false. In the 
elxmustaen o0t. t a•øao the ovidonco 4cd by Dr. B.181 ..4 'MC 	that he 

a flatiitjc4 about thrccovjcl of the store articles b11o1 for miot have -. 
tobe accopted as 'trwThe confusion to an oxtoni I runt admit Wa duo to 'I 

lack of knowlcd,go booauoof the coimnmica'tion gap as stated ibid and 
also because when tho C.B.I. Xncpoctor come, to 'visit the store on 24e4,92 
afternoon Thr did not care ttke. the store officer or swsnon him in 'the 
spot to vorif' the correct position. I am sure that had the store officer 
been present at that particular point of tiineihure would have been no 
confusion loft in The vtter of raoevial of ntoro articles mentioned in the 
blU afaroitjd.. 1 had statoa ,  earlier that duo to.certain wdgencioo concering 
ny ownsclf I could not atteni the office And The. atoro on 1 ot April to 3rd 
Aprj.1, 1992 anI inDict I wan out of touch that, the store E7upLy Vide 
taking.dt. 3092 'b 	the supplier 'was rude up in between. 

this ittr I runt submit tbot I 'was not completely 
unre that I have been giving a certificate pro-dated for a post dated 
epplybut this 	ving, been an ontablirsh.,practien by past precedent which 
unfortw*te1y I, oould not show bocaue the relevant filó inepite of u 	asking 
of the. samO 'was not 'producean atated in list of docwion'tn reàosted by no 
vido jnre-2 page 2 and as observed' by the inquiry officer at para 7  at  page 24 of his report,  
tt it is an admitted 4fact that I recorded a,cortificateabout the full 
sup 	of ordered rutertaLa on 3O.3..92 befpro receiving of all the rnteriale 
in view of tho.uzx1w?ta3dng given 'by the nupplir N/S 'P. Paul aud in conet.a. 
detiOfl of draw4" of hecuo to avoid lapnof fnsnt. But this was done boz-. 
hod in the interest of the 'Rocarch Comploxe.ecording tOn' bent judgement 
following the prec&.ont of the aorlier'ycero and whtch was authanticated uMc 
order contained in the relevant file poduotion of'ñich would have established '. 
nr cincarótty and innocence in the nttor kyord arçr shade of doubt, I ua' 
kinUy be permitted to submit that notuithetarding, err un4ntontional technical 
failures  thcxzo bad' been no lack of, nintaining-abaoluto integrity aid dovotion 
to ,duir. 

I,  
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• INDIAN COuNCIL OF AGRICDLTURAL R 
	 A 	

V f 
IC/1R 'RESEARCH OOi1IEx 1R N. E.H. R)liIOi' 

UMROI EOAD, BRAPM1I HEHALAYA 

NO. Rc(G)16/92 

- 

t_k 	
•; 

Datc Btrpaht,the 

' 	ORDER 

WHEWS on inquiry uth& rule 14 of the cos(ccL) Rules, 
1965, an extended. to ICIiR eaployeoa tn initiated oathat Shri Ir1ir1 

ch•Cil'ex for NEH 
inreapoot of thefoflo,jng articles of charge framed egainat him and 
colmimnjeatcd toijin vj.do Nnio No,RC(G)16/92 di. 17,2.94 t.. 

"While Shri Pariml Ghooi vac poatcdand funotioning an 
Store Aøtto in the ctationiry etoron of ICAR Ron. Coinpiox for NEH Rcjion, 
Baraj,, Shillong during 1992 failed to maintain. Lbsoluto intogrity and 
devotion toduiy aamuh an he oartifjcd the bills of the party to the 

• tune of R.2,84732,00 to the effect that, he remind the ctatiornry oaticlen 
- rcqire& to be wppljed vide aupply order di. 9.3.92 by N/S Pabitra Iul, 

Shillougiithout.recejvjng 'the stationery artiolon and art from that he 
also failoc1 to maintained r  the otoro.rcoords in proper manner and thereby 
by the above acts Shri Parinnl Ghosh contravenc& the Provision of Rub 

3(1)*1) of CCS(Oonduct) Ruloa, 1 964". 
WHEHE&S the inquirty officer in his repoit has hold him 

guilty to the extent of giving otock certificate of bills of.N/S P.. }tml • • 	• 	- priori to the a 	•,,reccipt of all the materialI. 
NEUMS11the under1gnod on a osraful consideration of 

• the :inquir,- report (cow encloaoi) and the records of the inquiry aces. 

	

• • 	•- , .with thofindings- of the inçdzy'ortjoor and holds that Shri PXLLal Ghoch, 
' 

	

	Aastt* is guilty to the extent of giving stock certificate Of bum rtor 
•,- to the actual receipt of all the materials. 

• . 	 NOW, i TEiRN'ORE, having regards - to. the findings of the ­
71

• inquiry officer an, - statod above, and. taking Into consideration other facto/ 
-records and oircmatanoes of the case, the undersigned in satisfied that 
,good and nufficiont reasons exist for imposing on Shri Parirnal Ghoth, 

• 	• Anatt, ICARROBC2rQh Complex for NEIl Region, Barani the penalty of 
• 	"Censure", ' 	 - 	, 	• 	 • 

	

• • 	• '- 	 Accordingly, the penalty of "Censure" in impoocd on Shri 
Paritnal Ghogh, Anstt., 'ICAR Rorjarch Complex for NRa Regton Barapani, 

- 	
(S.Laaicar) 

- / 	 Director 
Shri Parjmal GIIOSh, 	• 

- --•- 	• -. 	•' •' 	
•. 	 - 

•ICAR Roø. Complex 'for ,  N1 Region, 
Baraxzj. 	- 	 - 

- - 
	 1cSS 

• 	
•' 	 0)' 

- • 	 •4. 	
.- 	 ' ° f? 	-. 
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V 	 - 	
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	 1ELRAM 	S 	 AGRISEC 

ELIiX 	 : 	031 - G2249 ICAR IN 
JCAfl 
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io i1; 	IIII 	:r 1 iiouoi 

: . JCoflfidential INDIAN COUNCIL OF AGRICULTUIAL RESEARCft 
KRISHI BHAWAN Dr. RAJENIJI'IA PDASAD ROAD. NEW DELHI-i 10001 Regise 	A/D 

28(2)/92Lvig. 	
Dated thJriy 1996. 

	

ORDER 	 01 

	

- - - - - 	 J.i 

• . 	 WHEREAS 
an Inquiry under Rule 14 of CCS (cCA) Rules, 1965, 

as applicable to ICAR employees was h€1d against Shri 
Parlrrial;Ghosh Asstt; 'ICARRes. COmple, .for.NEJ Reion, Shill ong 
by Directo, NEH Region, the disc lpJ1nry authoriy ,  In his case, in r/o the follqj article of charge frad against him & tcOrnmunCated to him ide order No RC (G) 16/92 dated 17.2,94 

lh±ie Sli.'Parjmal.Gho$h Posted & functioning as, store 
Asstt. in,rthe stationery stores of ICAR, NEHReqo, 3arapani, Shillong during 1 992'felled to mainajn absoluteintegrjty & dOøtio tO duty as . !much a s  he certfied.the. bill of 'the • 'to the tune of R502184g732000 	 party 

	

totheefféttht 	received the stationery articles required to 	Suppljed:lvide SUp1y order dated 9.3 92 by N/S Pabj.tra Paul, 	 Without rvQe StationeyartIces& 	r 1f led  to mai 
tore records In a proer manner. • 

'WHERE 	the Director 	EH Region,' Ofl'.COQ1U5I0 of the Inquiry against Sh e  GhQsh, Imposed. the penalty 	Censure on h. Qhsh vide Order 	RC(G) 16/92 dat 	25..95 

WHER,A,, subsequent Director of the Institute, 
v17 Dr 0  'N.D.erma made a recolndàtjondated 13995 tOtheRêvlslng 

. Authority aainèt the penalty 01 Censure as imposed onSh. Ghosh- on the.ground that this 
penalty was not Con ensurate 

with.the gravity of the ctlarge,ag.the main prt. of the article S'.  Of charge framed against Sh. Ghosh stood roved,'besids other 
reasons 

including even the undertaking dated 30.3.92 beIng 'P 	SUSpeCt 	 - •' 	0 	 •• 	

0 	 • 	

1 -: 

WflEREAS the Revising Authoiity i.e Director General - IC AR, 
 on careful consjderatIQr of the inquiry report and the 

recOrds of the inquiry finds that; 	
00• 

L. 

• 	 • 	 • 	 : 

0 

• 0 

(1) In the statement oflrnputatiofl it wa aiieged that 
chec 	ascondej the Stationery Store by Officials RE31, when it was found that stationery 

0 	 : 	 • 	 • 	

00 	 0 
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\ P 
items which had been certified bySh. Ghosh, Assttas having 
been received on 30.3,92 from M/S Pabitra Paul, were physica114 
not available in the store. Sh. Gbosh also admitted about the \H 
non-receipt of the said stores 

The finding of. 1.0. in this regard was that in the absence \ 
of physical vrification of store items on 24.492 one cannot 
say categoriclly. that the balance supply of thematerialWaS 
not made good before issuing cheque for Rs. 2.4Lak1is to Ms. 
Pabitra Paul On 3.4.92. 

The above finding is based on deposition at cross examim.  
ration stage of Shri K.C.Choudhary, Inspectorw.hO,W8S one. f /C 
the officials who conducted the surprise check,; as;we) ç l as 
conjntjon of Shri Ghsh about his .beingunder 	pressure 
on 24.492'duèito illness. of his wife. 	% . c., 

It is howevrseen.that in aaditiónto Sh..Chaudhary, 
Inspector CDI, there were two other Inspectors of CDI who were 
listed as prosution Witnesses. (?.W.)., b were 1 apparantly 	 ) 
not emined during the inquiry, No reasop fortiis he : en 
recorded.in. the report, whereas .thy are ke.y witneses, since 
the ,MernoatEd 24.4.92prepred after the surpre'. 1check whiCh 
is; signe4.:by.all the three -Inspectors (as well 	Ghoh) 

.clearlymentions of ron.-receipt of remaining.sti9perY iteipS 

• ) .til that date. Evn Sh. Chaudhary was not pointey. aslçed 
by P.O. or .1.0. that how it was statd in. the berno. dated . 
24.4.92 that most of the iten)s were found. not ,sped. In 
fact the circumstances in which Sh. Chaudmry has stated that 
there. was no physical verificaon may simply mean,that in 
view of.Sh. Ghosthaving admitte4. to 	n on_.r.eceipof,,Certai 
items (whoenumber is also specifically iPdicaed in theLMenO)' 0  

-there was hardly any need to physically count the entire stoCk 
• in thestores. Similarly, Sb. GhOshWaS.,alSo..flPtSked how 

even inhis:su$qUeflt statemE?nt ijecorded befor CX oç 13.7.92 
he had again admitted that material had riot been suTlld till 

24.4.92. Therefore 1,0. had obViously ignored the f1 statenEflt 

of Sb. Ghosh dat .13.7.92 s well as that of u, 3.P.S. Yadav 

• dated 10.7.92 even b ghbotii of them are listddoCuflifltS. 
Hehas also convø]•uted the facts recorded in thMemo of CBI 
dated 24.4.92 when he says on uage 27 (ara 4) of he report 
that Sh. Ghosh has admitted vide this memo that maeriai had 

• 

	

	not been ;rece!ved till 30.3.92 only, whereas on.meré reading •of 

the rrmo itis clear that material had not been,.reCiVed even 
till 24.4.92. 	 :• 

\ AS SUCH. the Reviising Authority is of the. view that the 
'v in this. case 	nQt be.er properly coriducted 	nd the 

*a3 such on thi: ISSUe, is pre-nture; 	. 

4, 
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5. .:'... 
,1 NOW THERLORE the Director Geni. ICAR in exercise of 

pcer conferred under Rule 29(1). (Iv) of CCs(CCA) Rule, 1965 
FH rn+v of Cnure as imoosed vide order \V 

L.JX 0 	 UL '" '' 	 - 	 - 	 - 

dated 25.8.c5, arid remits back the case to the Disciplinary 
Authority i.e the Director, ICAR Res. Complex with the direction 
to hold a further inquiry on the issue that whether balance 
s.tationery.iteins had been received till'24.4092 or not. 

(Capt. JLK.Marwaha) 
DireCtor(Vigil'arlCe) 
for& on. beh.lf of 
Dir Geni. ICAR. 

DISTI3UTION: 

'Dr. R.P.Awasthi, . 	with an, additional copy meant 
Director, ICAR Res. 	for Sh. P.Ghosh,. Asstt. , it may 
Complex for NEH Region, - got delivered to him after 

Barapani, Shillong1 . 	obtaining his dated signatures 
793103. 	 ' which may be foardd to Council 

• 	 , 	for record. -Further the inquiry 
as above may be co4.pieted'wi'thin 
a period of three mnths of issue 
of this order,' and the report 
with all the records forwarded 
tdDG, IC/AR. 

sh. Parimal Ghosh, Asstt, ICAR, Res Complex for NEH 
Region,ShlllOflg. 

__c eP.c 9 .c 

depoit1o. 

1 

.<••. 	j 1 	
•:• 	

: 
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No.. 250/96 

Shri Parimal Ohosh 	1pplicant 

- Versus 

I..C.A.R. & Others 	. Repondent 

REJOINDER TO THE WRITTEN STATEMENT FILED EY THE 
RESP ONDENTS 

The Applicant beQs to state as follows 

I. That the Applicant has gone throuqh the copy of the 

written statement submitted on behalf of the 

resordents and have understood the c:ontertts thereof.  

Save and except the statements which are specifically 

adm:, tted herejnbelriA), other statements made in the 

written statements are categorically denied. 

2.. 	That with regard to the statements made 	in 

paranraphs 1 to S of the written statements, the 

Applicant 	heQs 	to r'eiterate and 	reaffirm 	that 

statements made in the Oriqinal Application. 	The 

Respondents 	having not denied the contentions raised 

by the Applicant, the said contentions should he deemed 

to have been admitted by the Respondents. 

3.. That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 
/ 	

16 of the WrItten Statement, while the contentions 

r raised 	in therein 	the Applicant re'iterate 	and 

rea -ff:Lrms 	that statements made in the O.A. 	The 

/ 	punishment was imposed an the Applicant vide order 

/ 	

dated 28.5,.95 and the same was re-opened on the basis 

recomrnendatacjn dfed 19 	 ucLpsor in 

off ice Disciplinary 
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4.. 

Respondent No 	4 	The said Respondent has done so 

malaficie and in coiourahle exercise of powers The 

Respondents have admitted the contentions of the 

Applicant while stating in paragraph 16(11) that the 

role of Enquiry Officer in course of the disciplinary 

proceeding bing a quasiiLtdicial Macistrate has no 

scope to become unbiaseth As reoards the other 

statements made in paragraph 15 of the Written 

Statements, the Applicant becs to state that the power 

vested on the competent authority must be exercised 

judiciously and without any element of arbitrariness. 

in the instant case, the same was exercised not in 

exercise of any independent mind but at the behest of 

the Respondent No 4 who is all along kept a grudge 

aclalnst the Applicants Further while exercising the 

power of review vide Annexure-1 order dated 25.79 

apart from the fact that the Authority did not exercise 
J 

the said power in application of his independent mind 

but exer'cised the same at the behest of the Respondent 

No 4, also exceeded in his jurisdiction in issuing a 

direction to hold further enquiry on the issue "that 

whether the balance stationery item did not receive 

till 24492 or not" which was neither a charge nor an 

issue in the earlier éiquiry. Thus the Authority in 

exercise of its power of revision toot< into account 

matter extraneous to the original char'cie and on this 

score alone,the impugned order is liable to be set 

aside and quashed 

4 	That with regard to the statements made 	in 

paragraph 17 of the written statement, the allegations 

___ 
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made apa'inst the Respondent No 4 havinr not been 

denied, the Respondents more particularly, the 

Respondent No 4 has admitted the same and accordinpiy, 

the charre of malafide havinci been proved, the impugned 

order is not sustainable. In this connection, the 

applicant heQs to state that the Respondent No 4 who 

was the Director at the relevant time althoucfh was 

subsequently transferred, subsequently posted as 

Project Director, National Research Centre, Mithun 

Macjaland has once again joined as Director during May 

1997 and thus is the Disciplinary Authority of the 

Applic:ant, The Applicant having alleged malafide 

actainst the Respondent No.4, which has not been 

controverted he cannot hope for any justice if the 

proposed- enquiry is allowed to continue as per 

Annexure-1 to the O.A. at the behest of the Respondent 

No.4, 

The 	Respondent 	No, 4 Dr. N.D. 	Verma 	had 

recommended the revision of the case which was finally 

disposed by his predecessor. Such recommendation was 

made with a vindictive attitude for collateral purpose 

and to harass the Applicant due to his active role in 

the agitational programme which was called by the ICAR 

Employees Association during September 1995. The 

Applicant is the Joint Secretary of ICAR Employees 

Association and Joint Secretary of the INTUC (Meqhalaya 

Branch), In this connection, various newspaper reports 

may be referred to including the one in which comment 

of Dr. N.D. Verma had been published apd it is revealed 

from the said news item that Dr. Verma has taken a 

H ------- 	- 	--- 	- 	-- - E 	 - 	-E 
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vindictive attitude towards the Union 1oaders 	As a 

Union leader, the Applicant has made 	allegations 

against the Respondent No 4 as. reflected in the 

newspaper reports which naturally has attracted the 

wrath of the Respondent No 4 as a consequence of which 

revisiOn of the matter was recommended by the 

Respondent No4 The newspaper reports are indicative 

enough that the malafide and colourable exercise of 

power is the foundation of the impi.qned c'rder.  

Copies of the newspaper reports dated 3.995. 

4.9.9E 1  1810.95, 2295 and 1E310.95 are 

annexed hereto as 

respect ively. 

5. 	That with reQard to the statements made 	in 

paragraphs 18 to 26 of the Written Statement, while 

denying the contentions raised therein, the Applicant 

reiterates and reaffirms the statements made in the 

Orictinal Application and so also hereinaboVe 

6 	That in view of the facts and circumstance3 stated 

above 5  the Original Application filed by the Applicant 

deserves to be allowed .. with cost 

- 
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LELJLLJLQ_!I 

I, Shri Parirnal 6hosh, son ca-f Late P.C. GhOShq 

aced about 37 years, working in the office of the 

Director, Indian Council of Agricultural Research 

Centre, N.E.H.Region, Barapani, reident of Shiiiong 

Meqhalaya, the Applicant in O.A. W4 260/96, do hereby 

verify and state that the st.atemerts made above in 

paragraphs 1 to 6 above are true to my knowledge and I 

have not suppressed any material fact. 

And I sign this verification on this the ,. th day 

of June 1997. 

	

c 	m L 

- 
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From a Corre'pondent 
ili.OtG, Sept. 2: ilic Indian 

Cou:icil of Agricultural luarctl 
I (ICAR) north-eastern region is in 

ferment again over the apointrnent 
of Dr N 0 Vc-rrn., as dircclor of the 
rrmva rch ('I 11ta it ,  Ilarapani, a ic'. 

kjloiii'ti'r fi.iiii lute. 

'I lie 	ltaipaiii 	coliplex 	IS 

Iiiip ii'iitt lops slier Dr \i'i ins 
tool: rti.i rt;l- yectrrrday, while he 
hiinr 'If has a sr'curity ring around 
ii In, 

The ICAR Workers Union and 

lhv Eniployees AssoCiSt k I;, acked 
iv stioot all the other irate uuir;rs 
te''' tired fax iiOtS to the Union 
Miriit.'r of Agi culture Mr lalra;n 
Jaklar for the i;ii;ptventlr time to 

iii, cumin: of Or S Laskar 
'i'lau mum-I IIII A;ul;iist 31. 

At 	,; 	Iua:;tiIy.caIlt'l 	press 
ciluifl'rl'IiC!' titay, l'',ti'i:. it Ii;.' 

IlililiS. 	II it'll i,Jt 	li 	it 
iii: 	151111 	,itiitiIi' 	if 	lIui'ir 	I 1,-Phi 
luu;uitihta I icr::. Iii' tti'uu'rah 
r.cr.'t.iny, Mr Marks l)ktiar :,aid 
that if Dcliii did not take note of 

the several petitions for the 
Cxtcflti)ui of Dr Lasknrs tenure from 
the ito ports rut political li:adc rs uf 
the region, they had no other 
recource but to agitate on this issue. 

The us'orl:i'r'; have d mid en_I to 
give lii: Cu:u r;il C;overnment a 
weeks time to Sort out the ni at IC 

after which they out Start their 
iigitatiuunal programmes. 

'liii' wnrkers fell that Dr Laskar 
stioiul't si' ri-tom i , il for at Icat One 
liulurl' r-;ur :11 iui:i :'.'hir hi tO' C'iiikt 
u'lrmuilull:tI' 	ttui' 	l,itl-ti''Iaiid 
poul::ammisii.' lii' had 	nit islet. 

Ftu''y luutt;i'r allege-i fiat tti 
alupointinent II Dr Vcrina was 
iii ivatril be some Delhi-based 
In_ibIi' i_-loch n_lid not have tile.
interests of the n-gino in mud. 

itu'v fclt that thier 	s-as no 
eartl.;tv reason 	u give Or \'crnla 
additional charge of the huge 
Cofliçuti'S_ o'holi: IC was still in 
charge of the Mithuun Project of 
Nagat.iusd. it is is it there are :11 

other r--uui''r s:k-ntista ra1u.uhti' of 
iatint; n_luau:' here, ,ril Mr 

iii 	''.1 - i ilti','C ruli'li;t''r 
ttii' II ,\t 	'' iii I -u', ti,i',iu. 

'/lly:.liiii td Dr 'fIrm-i be s-ui 
tui're wtui'n tic-ri' are iittur mime 
senior scientists like Or R P 
Awasthi, treading Sikkim centrC 
presently aiot Or I' Pal of the Yak 
Project in A ru iisctia I t 'rid ''sh ictiiu 
are more in tune with the region 's 
people, they said. 



ANNEXURE- 
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TUE TELEGpH 
MONDAY 4 SEPTEMBER 1995 

AR staff up in 
arms against new 
NE region chief 

flIOMIjNt),C. 	secretaiy of the tinun, Mr M. R. 
DIir. 

	

StiIloitg Sept. 3: Dr N.!), \'crltia 	I'Iio eInp!oyw al 	- 

	

i'Ithu,i project Iii 	Vn ..... 
Nagaland IS flfln -- 
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RSP 	- 	(1-I 	J 	• 	 • 	

• 1)3 	I Jr Lalol) 	
IN1)I'J.:N,fl- 	 Ill 	I 	 . 	• Sme(i he- • 

adersfor  

1 

ii auairs Kiiaak 	CluieiMjuiister. 	H 'reidcnt D Dcvi' Gmvtht said on earlier SfilLf)N(; u\lay II: The Ccii- 
xJ)eciiI 	i, 	allowance hut 	in 

Support 
NP-LF g 

(IcC;usjouu 1(10 I lie Presideun 	had misled by 'eMed 
seek cl:IriiicaE nil Iruirn the ('nun-
cii. as in 

insisted on wri lien support F. iiuerCs(s in ackiressinu the proh- 
which existing 	'r:u1e.s 

w 'uihi he ci igi He I Indira Gandhi when Charan 
had slaked his ciaji,i Ii) 1)flhi 

lnis licetl by Uic itrjietç in the 
North East and even 

it the Sn, nc. 
Time 	con Ircuice 1l10i:iiic led 	'lint (lie m;ü ;und 	COVeruuuiuciit ill 1979, 

/_- 	• 

an Instiiu. 
• lion iikc Uic lndiau, Coiuiijj of A oricuitural Rcsarcti 

- 
areas 	like 	MgIi:ul:iya and 	t lie 
North Eat, should be 	 iu , dcij (ICAR j 	thin ( ','nt,,i 	- 

tut 
iulIlLnmoili !ig •t iJir.Tn)% llavc iir'ih-
lerns, which are not buy urn.r_ 
S(tii'iJ by (lie Central author - it ics. 
said Mr hi.K. ilaWiiimic NIL,\ 
whim was ciiii't guest at blue 2nd 
;mnriiunl geiieruul Colulerence, 01 (lie 
IC,\ R Iinphyees Assuciati,n 

held at the Slate Ceriir:iI Library 
hi'rc loday. 

N-It 1 -tawl 01mg said u is 11111 br-
tarn (hat there is C0-oliCra( ion be-
tween (lie ICAR amid (he SOnic 
governiuieru(, bitt lie regrcucij that 
the State gevernijient had not 
conic forward in assistIng [lie 
Iarui mets in ii market Ii iii' i he in pro-
d rice. tJ i erehy resu iii rig in - far in-
ers being cheaucd by traders amid 
to Rid ten ten - Mr NI aw king cal led 
tii) itt lie workers 10 ii ml nu alit d is-
ciphine, responsihi lily and dccli- • 
cad on in wor ki iii' h ir the hen clii 
ot the people siec in liv far n iers. I E-I IIJ Credit 	The couilremice later tdo1uref 
ft5i)ltiiii)iIS asLiiuc the ICAR aim- CourSes 	
(hm'rjtje uiin to sti'i pa went (11 

ice 	-  

•• ••••• •• 	.vI;i iiIii) 	Il(,uIifl 
:clicm tn tu; -ite Cnipiiiye's to 
cci medical heuucflts rvi5n alter 
!etiieun&-iii ax ;uppIieal)Ic in oilier 
l)aris 1)1 (iii' Cuiuuuuiry .  

A nlifluig (Olicrs who sju'ukc 
were hue guest of huiuuiniur, 1\Ir 13 
K Lahi in, A lti.IC presi dciii arid 
Speu.-i;ul guests lw-hid rug hlu 
president of INTOJC Mr !.R. 
Tiewoh (lie general secretary of 
NI REA Nit E)ip;iutk;ur Clioudhiuiy, 
Lari Varjri arid others 

The COillCfi'uice ithsti elected 
- new office hearers, Wi I h Mr 

M.Kh;irpliuli as the presi(lent, Mr 
H.S. Niuuugkynrih as (lie Vice 

presideni, Mr NLDkhiar as the 
general secretary, çflnsuu 

and Mr E. Pyncropeas the joint 
SCcflULriCs, Mr F 1jj  
iiniiiIg Scc're(ary, N -Jr 

S. Kaniu ulijee is the itt-astir -er and 
NI r A. I)as Clutitidliuui - y is liii' - 
tihlk- ity secret;tr'. Fit teen ex - 
ectilive rutcuuihers Were a I so 
elected - 

C enter-
• Janata 
add wLs 

a stale 

tever he 

ii daily 
iriat. 
aid i lie 

failed 
k Pagc) 

VIc Prcsujerit N o t  
All-er PM's Office 

NEW I)El.(fl. lI:iy II (191): (lie 
Vice.('resiIe11t 	Mr 	K 	R 

today lna(ie it cIeu- that 
lie 11,1(1 lint (itit lor%var(I hitriseif  
a Caii(lj(l,IIC for tile prune liliflis-
lership nor had any political party 
aipflIachc,.0 hirii in this inafter. 

NlrWniyanun was reac(ii)t to 
prs reports on his c:IIlrii(taiure 
Irir the pr miii' in in istersh I p. 

On a hmkF sateineii t here, N I r 
N;irayiinnn said "I Ii ave seen 

•5 iC111:itiomis iii the iitechi:i that I 
II!l.a Pi)Nsihlec:ui,iidaue for prilmie 
iimiiiisterslii1i I wish to make It 
clear that I have not pill forward 
myself as a candidate nor Ii;is any - 
political party uipproached me in 
this matter'. 
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TilE SI-f ILLONG TINIES TLFSDAY AUGUST 22. P)95 

kNTUC demands nensrnn 
1 

berkefit to  pSU staff 
By Our Reprter 

SHILLONG. The Meha1ava 
government has been ur2ed to 

for 
hc sector undcr-takjnQ S  (PSU) in 
lieu of the Contrjbuto' Provident 
Fund scheme This demand was  
made at the 7th biennial confer- 

of the ta(e JNTIJc held here 
on Monday 

By another resolution tile con-
ference demanded promotional 
benefit for

.  all category o f 
enhi)olovees in PSLJS atcr their 
completion of requisite nUmber of 
years Otservice 

In this context the corference  ¼ elc )fl ied the l ligl i  Court 
went  rcLgarding time bound pro- 

and flxatj0 Ot'pav on the 
basis  

bY the manani ent of the 
McSEF3 BY another resolution the 
conrence urcd the MeSE13 to 
constitute a pay commission in 
accordance with its ag -cement with 
the employees in September 1991. 

The conference open session 
was addressed by the fonfler chief 
minister Mr D.D.Lapang who 
wi.iean impassioned arr.'i to the d 

01 the stan' to npro\e 	. 
:,ic'C work culture and outp u t lie 	P said if the state has to make  
proe 	 . en 	 M - t. Secv & 	r I 	r 	the 	cul:urc 	of ii Liamt. Treas-er .  

Ca r t a k e n a w a V.. 

uflpuncttjaij. ,i' otlices and other 
working places must conic to end. 
Therernust be disciplin e  and hon- 
estv, he said. 

Mr Lanang said hibcrahisatio n  
ofeconorny had conic to stay and it 
was for the small states like Me-
ghalava to take lessons from small 
countries like Singapore China et 
al 

In his e1 crlC address the out-
zoing INTUc president •L)r 
B.KRo- aPpealed to the workers 
to give their best so that the best 
could cojite back to them. He said 
there was  no choice left as far as 
NINCs are concerned Regardin g  privatsat:on ol N1eSj13 he said that the ci.l CS IJfl \iimg v CT 
Uflfiundetj 

Arno1i oiiers ho spoke on 
the occastm were the new presi- 
dent Mr 13.1? TICWc 	Mr l3cfl0\ 
Lahiri, Mrs B.N.Dtitta and Mr 
S.N.RoChoudhu., secrcta of 
INTUC MeghaJav branch. 

The conterence elected the 101- 
O\Vtng Gthce-be.arers for the neNI ern; 

\b !3.RTicsc)h - l'resjdcnt 
r W S. \Vahhn - Vice Presm- cut.Ir

Seey. 
-Ji ScvMr 

ThITiflI(hçis1, 	 Mr 
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apphira DAILY NEWS, Wednesday, October 1 8L95 

KHAM NEWS HEADLINE Keview:' 
, Oct17: Mawsynram 

ocs of a mvster;ou 
/Rl. 	today. The vic- 
Iron hi 	tvr, accom- 
h vomlitirut. The weak 
f a'ir a few days. 

further S:ivs that in 
'ts of Setien, •ikc 
a. Domskang. J\ :uaiai. 
d Kcnmvnsaw' there is 
ideaiic of cholera vhich 
fast into the adjoining 

ne c\vc'er, the quick 

	

:•''" 	.i:.:t lI'.CJk_aI 
pycd 'u big role in 

te sutfehag of the local 
i' t,uun' 	h. v ever 
i:iI t.ic 	late :acdcal 

si:oe',,hee:ed to 
in the interior where 

ible 01! otoer ot peope 
tI;reiielt iack of 

a. 
interest- 

the 

	

insC 	(I',Vfl sia:ng 
P. in,'or 

.vs ta.0 "thedirector 
N 1) Vernia has  

countercharged the workers Unio, 
Idderiith tr,'ing to fiIdc their past 
corruption. cases'. 

The-daily. says That Mr Verma 
accused: the CAR workers union 
leaders of irving to kick him out 
because they wce afraid his tenure 
hcrewould lift the lid on'thcir past 
corrutit praicc. Pcitnior further 
says that the director said that four 
of The most active union leaders al-
lcgedly have pending corruption 
zaez!inst them. 

in anothr story Pei:ngor, re-
porting from Dawki says that ciht 
FKJCP men were arrested by the 
Dawki t'ohcc. The eight FKJGP 
men are accused with trcssp:csiag. 
dainaipg the office and assaulting 
emrilnvecs ofa coal exporcino house 
catted PKS Company. 

The newspaper further tells us 
that the leaders of the central body 
of the FKJGP have rushed down to 
Duwkito help their men. However, 
quoting the oresident of the organi-
zation. U PeitnRor says that he said 
tl!a the head of i'KS had clerified 
that the assauhcr.c of the PKS em-
'ployccs at Dawki are not members  

of the FKJGP. 
• Nongstoin JIi,na reports from 
Jowai that three person lost their. 
lives when the boat In which they 
were travelling in, capsized mid-
river in the Kupli. The victims hap-
pen to be young men between 25 
and 27 years... 

.The same ,daily reports that the 
Dorbar Shnong of Larnavilla'has 
joined the campaigns against liq-
uor. In a letter written toihe Ex-
cise department the dorbar asked 
the excise, officials to see that all 
the IMFL wine stores in the juris-
diction of the dorbar should closed 
do a. The dorhar also said that 
they had made this request last 
M:iv with a petition to the deputy' 
commissioner that these wine 
shops be shut for good, with their 
liccnces cancelled. 

Today the ame daily carries an 
anchor stoi' on the late installation 
of the booster pump.s at the 
Mawphlang plant of the Greater 
Shillong \\ater  Supply Scheme. The' 
newspaper expresses its amazement 
at the indifferent attitudc of the gov-
ernment in getting the project corn- 

pktcd. The company contracted to 
supply'thc pumps, Kirloskar broth-
crs 'is .  lrcady five months late vith 
their contracted job, but the authori-
ties are.not moved to inquire about 
this, says the newspaper. Furthcr it 
reports that there are misgivings that 
thc 'full anount of As 27 lakhs has 
already been paid to the company 
even before the pump have arrived 
in Shillong. J-iovcvcr. 'A1ongsain 
Hima quotes the Chief Engineer of 
PHE assaying that the amount has. 
been sanctioned but is yet to be paid. 
Only a certain amount of advance 

• has been paid to the company. the 
CE said.' 

'Ala n'plior reports that the pco. 
plc of Raliang.'Jaintia hills have 
requsted the North Eastern Comi-
cii (NEC) to build them a road. T:e 
submitted a memorandum to the 
chief minister in which the' asked 
him to use his office to persuade the i 
NEC to put the Raliang-Sahsniang 
road in tie NEC road project plans. 
'This is an important route which: 
will integrate more than 30 villagcs 
of the Raliang-Shanpung area, they 
m'aintaincd. ' 


