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1, 1'thether reoorters of local papers may be allowed 

to see the judgiierit?Yes. 

2. To be referred tothe reporters or not? 

¶Thether His Lordship wish to see t e fair coy 
of the Judcmerit?Yes. 



K.P.ACHARYA.VIC. In this application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1995, the petitioner prays 

for a direction to the Opposite Parties to allow the 

Petjtier to cross the Efficiency Bar with effect from 

the date it was due, 

2. Shortly stated the case of the petitiorr is 

that he joined the Pos-&1 Department in May,157 and 

was givea Lower Selection Grade since 1980.The petitioner 

was not allowed to cross the E.B. on 1,8.1991.Hence 

this application has been filed with the aforesaid prayer,  

In their conter, the Opposite Parties maintained 

that the petitioner having been- found to be not 

sLtable,the authority aid not allow the petitioner to 

cross the E,B. which is not, an illegality committed 

by the competent aut ority and there fore, the order sho.i id 

be upheld. 

I have heard Mr. D.P,Dhalsamant learned counsel 

for the Peti-joner and Mr. Ashok Misra learned Senior 

StandjnrT Courisel(Oentral) for the Opposite Parties. 

Mr,Dhalsamant learned counsel for the petitioner 

sunitted that without last prejudice to the case 

put forward by the petitioner alleging totally non-

consideration of his case,one would find that 

consideration if any took place six months after the 

due date which has raused seri'us prejudice to the 

petitioner. I do not find any merit in this a rgument 

because even if the consideration took place long 



10,  
Si•1  . 

after the due dae yet if the officer is found to be 

suitable then he uld get retrospective benefits. 

However, from Annexure R/2 i.e • t e Minutes of the 

D.P.C. held on 17th March,1992,the case of the 

Petitioner was considered alongwitk others ad the 

members of the DPC held that he was not suitable as 

he hd bad record of service constantly. There being 

no allecation of mala fide or bias against any authority 

including the members of the 1C, I find no justifiable 

ground to reject the opinion of the members of the 

DPC.Therefore,in view of the aforesaid facts and 

circumstances,I find no merit in this application which 

stands dismissed leaving the parties to bear their 

own costs, 
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