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Civil Appeal No, 23/8l preferred in the
Court of District Judgs, Mathurs against the
order and judgment dated 20~11-80 passed in

Original Suit No, 223 of 1978, has been received

on transfer under section 29 of the Administrative

SANG\D “N\"% o } S r@mﬂw \.{) ) \t \cx.. S

&“"‘;T'-ff:?é}k;., . Tribunals® Act, 1985 and registered as T.A. NO,
DNy
‘\,f;"z; 533 of 1987 as indicated above.

R R )
C ) 2 The blaintiff-respondent who was employed

*f";;-‘ R /j'
C; S —— - in All Tndia Radio as Engineering MSiStant was
4 warking at Mathura in 1975, On 1=5=1973 he was
+o draw an increment on avssing the Efficiency Bar.
'g' But, he was not allowed tocross the Efficiency |

Bar and his rapresentatims to the authorities
1n this regard proved tg be of no avaj.l. Aggriawod,

he filed a suit in ithe Souri of 1ssmmed Munsif
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Mathura. The suit was decreed In his favoyr
and it was also ordered that @n amount of
k.199.50 be paid to the plaintiff-respandent.

towards the arrear of mcrementS.

I

3. The defendant-appellant preferred this
appeal against the orders of the learned Munsif
.on the grouﬁd that the plaintiff'l"espondent was
not allowed to cross EfficienGY Bar for valid
reasons., His Confidential Reports for the

year, 1974 - 75 wsre fond tO be un-satisfactory
" and that there was also a criminal cass against
the plaintiff-respondent under gactions 323 and
353 of I.P.C, for assauI{Ea publir servant in
the Office resulting in causing head injuries

to the Station Engineer, All India Radio, Mathura,
The criminal case, however, ended in discharge ‘
of the plaintiff-respondent for want of ada‘qual'l'.l
evidence. It is contended by the defendent-
appellant there were good and syfficient raagons
for with-holding Efficiency Bayr, It would appear
that subsequently the service of the plaintiff- ‘
respondent were terminated w,, f, 20-8-1976.

We have heard the counsel forthe parties and
perused the record, Tha Annuu Gonfidantiai
Reports of the Plﬂintiff—ﬂesm-‘dant for the

years l1974-75 are \Emsati‘qactmy, and these
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adverse entries wepe 3180 C9MMnicated to

the plaintiff-respondents It is also noticed
that he was issued severdl MeMOs regarding
un-satisfactory workand hé wis also warned

to be careful and discharge his duties with

the sense of responsibility. Taking the facts

and circumstances of the case, we are of the

view that the learnad Munsif erred in arriving

at the decision that the plaintiff-respondent
was entitled for crossing the Efficiency Bar

and decreed that an amount of K,199-50 may be

paid to him. We are of the view that the appeal

has merit and that the crossing of Efficiency

Bar on 1-7-75 was with-held for good and sufficient

reasons, The appeal is allowed and the order

and decree passed by the learned Munsif in

0.S, Np. 223 of 1978 is set aside, Parties to

bear thedn costs,
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September 1¢, 1990,
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