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central ADMINKTHAT IVE TRIBUNAl PRLM:;IPAL BEICH.

Q.A♦1^9.2^3/91.

New Delhi? this the day of October

HON»a IE MR ^ .R ,AD:IGE MEMBER CA ) ,

HON*BIE Dr.A.\^VALU MEMBER(J).

Shri P^ '.Mishra,
S/o Shri M,S.Misra,
DANI Civil Service Officer,
Delhi Administration,
R/o C-7/33, Safdarjung Development Area,
Ne w Delhi.i6. ^pp lie ant
(Applicant in person)

; 1. Union of India through Secretary to GDI,
Ministry of Home AffairsCJT Section)^'
North Block, Central Secretariat,
NewEtelhi,

2- Delhi Administration through its Chief Secretary,
5- Siham ^"^ath Marg-
Delhi - 54,

3, Sh,V,K:.Kapoor,
Ex «C hie f Sec ret ary,
Delhi Administration- presently Chief Secretary,
to Jaranu and Kashmir Govt»^ State Secret^iat,
Srinagar/Jaramu.

4* Union Public Service Commission through
its Secretary, Dhojpur House, Sahajan Road,
New Delhi.' Respondettts

By Advocate: Shri N.S^.ehta for respondents,
Shri Grish Kathpalia for R-2.

JUDGMENT

RV HOMtRfF n^EMBER^A).

Heard #

2, We note that pursuant to the Hon^bie

Supreme Court's directions, the review DIC met

on 12iU2/SO and the opsrative portion of the

DJC's minutes are extracted below:
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"The review DiC considered the case of

Shri P«C«Mishrd as pe^ directions of

the Hon'bXe Supreme Court of India. After

going through tte ACn dossier of Shri

P«CJHishra and the fact that he had

been allovisd to cross E.B,

le5«B0 and that he had been declared

*fit» for selection grade

the Committee was ofl^the view that even with

^ the expunction of adverse remarks in

ACr for year 197SWeo the ms> grading

given to Shri Mishra by the DiC,which met

on ilfl,63^as •unfit*could not be

improved as tl^ overall performance of the

of tl^ officer had consistently

assessed as of 'Average Quality' and »not

yet fit for promotionV The Review DJC

also graded him as unfit for promotion

to selection grade w.e.f;^ 1,«;82."

3. These findings have* been concurred in
\

by UKC also^

4, iflfe have ourselves been through the

applicant's ACR«s for the relevant period and

are ssrtisfied that the conditions arrived at

by the DH; extracted above are not arbitrary,

illegal, perverse, or based upon no materials

which would require our interfere/nce»

5^ The applicant has made some allegations

of malafide against the then Chief Secretary

Shri VilCtKapoor in the OA who was one of the
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Members of the review BPC, but we note that

the other members of the review DPC were all

very senior officers namely the Addl, Secretary,

MHA, the C,S. Andaman 8, Nicobar and the Joint

Secretary MHA and the findings of the DPC

extracted above w^r® unanimous Under the

circumstances, we ar® not persuaded to hold

that the presence of Shri Kapoor in the review

DPC has in any way affected its ourtcome.

Furthermore , as stated above, we ourselves

have gone through the applicaot's A::hs for

the relevant period and have satisfied

ourselves that there is no such legal infirmity

in those findings as would warrant our judicial

interference^

6» The OA therefore fails and is dismissed

No costs i'"

L\0'

i DR.A.\a3AVALLI ) <3,R.ADI(^ )'
member (jr) member(A).


