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1* J'h®thBr •aportsrs of local papara may
torn allowad to saa tha 3iidga«antf

2. To ba rafmrrad to tha Raportar or not?

3U0GEWENT

(Oalivorad by Hon*bla «r.I.P.6ypta,«aii»bor(A)

Thia ia an application fiiaii undar Saction

19 of tha Adainiatrativa Tribunal Act, 1985, Tha

applicant haa raquastad for ia.ua of diraction(to tha
raapondant. to proaota tha applicant aa A.C.0.A.(I0AS
..dr.) s-o^. th. d.t. fro. Which hi. Jw„io„
h.w b.«, pr,.„t.d .„d to .How co™.,w.„ti.i b.n.rit..

Th. .ppUcnt cont.nd.d th.t th. 0,part..nt.l
Proootlon e,«ltt.. had d.„l.d hi. .

........nt for proootion. Th. pro«,tion fro, th. pp.t
Of Accownt, Officor to h.ai.t.pt Copt,oil„ of
Account. (IDAS tm ^AS C«,r.) i. .wtoaatie ..d th. 0.p„t..„t.i



Pronotion Coiii«ittM is to look into ths sonlority of tho

eandldstes and promots thoii on tha basis of ssniority c\m

nsrit. Ho said that no advarss rsMirks wars eoMiunieatod

to hia* Hs also allegad that Sh,S,P,0u8ia« A.O.uho was

oarlisr not pronotsd was later pronoted. Hs added that though

Bfi order of displeasure was coarnunicated to hie, yet an

entry to that affect in his ACR aaounted to adverse

roaerks which were not intinated to hia nor was he

inforaed kbout the result of his representation on the

displeasure conveyed to him*

3* The learned counsel for the respondents

contended that the applicant came into the tone

ooneideration for the first time in July,1991. The

applicant was not empanelled by the Departmental

Promotion Coaaittee. The post was a Selection post*

The D.P.C. proceedings of 3/5th July,1991 held in

the office of'the tlnion Public Service Comaission

pera seen by us and it was observed therefroa that

the applicant was considered but on overall aesessaant

of hla *CR's h* W gradad 'eood' uharaaa tlioaa aapanallad

had baan aaaasssd aa 'ftitatandlng' or Vary good'.Iha
laarnad counsal alao aantionad that Sh.S.P.Ouala'a

oaaa uaa one of aaalad covar ainca dapartaantal anquiry

yaa panding and tha aa.lad waa opanad uhan tha

allagatlona could not ba oatabUahod In tha dapartmntal

enquiry*

• •*3* * «



4« It was observed froit the ACR dossier of

applicant that in the year,1985 an entry was made that

he wee conveyed displeasure of the C«0«A»vide nemo*

dated 20-11-^85 against which he had submitted a

representation dated 3-12-85* The applicant said that

he had not received any reply to his representation*

The learned counsel for the respondents showed the

the telex meesage which read as followsS-

Concarning the displeasure to Sh*3*P*Sharma

The officers representation dated 29-11-85 received

with PAO(Reorki) letter dated 3-12-85 for withdrawal

of displeasure was not accepted by Controller*CoMRunicated

to thd officer vii3|e this office lattar dated 7-4-1985*^^

Thtta it is deaf that the raprasentation of the officer

was considered and rejected* Even if the applicant

received no reply to the representation though such

reply was said to liave been sent,yet the fact

remains that his representation was examined by the

respondents and rejected well before the meeting of

the Departmental Promotion Commiitse held on 3 to 5th

Duly,1991*

of the above we find no merit in

the application of the applicant with is dismissed,

with no order as to costs*

(RAW PAL SINGH)
VICE CHAlRriAN(j)


