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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ERNAKULAM
0.A. No. 568/ 19289 ’
XXX X000.
. DATE OF DECISION 17.8.90
D.Parameswara Iyer Applicant ks)
Applicgnt in person Advocate for the Applicant (s)
Versus
The Dirsctor, Respondent (s)
Vikram Sarabhail Space Lentre,
. 1.S.R.0 P.O, | : :
‘  Trivandrum=695 022 : g

Me. NN, Sugunap-alan, SCLSE+— — /f.dvocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr. N,V KRISHNAN,ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
o & ’ . . . .
The Hon'ble Mr. N.DHARMADAN,JUDICIAL MEMBER

Whether Reporters ot local papers may he allowed to see the Judgement%‘u
To be referred to the Reporter or not? Jes

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?’:D

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? \p

Pon~

JUDGEMENT

HON'BLE SHRI N.DHARMADAN,JUDICIAL MEMBER

" The applicant is a physically handicapped Laboratory’

v

Assi stant - in the Vikram Sarabhai Space Centre(VSSC, for short)'
Trivandruﬁ. His grievances'started ever since the accident on

9;4.76 and donsequent loss of three fingers and thumb of his

. \

right hand, Though some monetary compensation (Rs, 16,632/=)
'for the loss as provided under the Workmen's -Compensation Act

1923 was paid to him, he was not fully satisfied with it.

He has a case that but for the'negligence of the management

thisloss would not have occurred, so the respondents should

with
also provide hlmlall further serv1ca benefits such as promotions

.
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overtime aarnihgs which are being enjeyed by similarly
piaced Lab, Assistants uho worked with him during the time
o% the accident., He submitted repeated representations

for getting these benefits., They were rejected, Hence

his prayar'-in this applicatioh,?iled under Section 19

loF the Administrative Tribunals‘Acé,is fo quash Annex re A1,
“order dated 28th July,'198§, rejecting his request in
Annexure AVII for more benefit either fimancial or

otherwise,

2. After the accident at the request of the applicant
he was shifted to Analytical Laboratory from Propellent
Processing Laboratéry, -Acgording to the applicant sven
though.he‘uaé given two promotioné after the accident

he has not besn giveﬁ the promotions uhicﬁ are.dde to

him and were g?van to pérsons similarly situated like

S.Jayachandran and others in the same cétegory.

3. The respondents are not taking ;into consideration
the.physically handicapped condiiion of the applicant and
he is not given add;tional benefit on account of the
disadvantage, which according to the.applicant, resul ted
| éolély due to the negligence of the employer. The
applicant's case is that even aftef the accident he is
dischafging the duties in the 1aboratory(£o the complete
gatisfacfion of the respondents'and there is no adversé
remark or proceedinés'against him, Shri Jayacﬁandran

who worked in the same laboratory with the same gualification
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and experience before the accident is now working in

pyo grades higher than thét of the appli?ant. He is also
getting additignal amounts as oyertime allowances. The
applicant has also pointéd out the case of one Sri Senthi=-
val, Lab;Assistant to substantiate his case of disadvant-
age on accpunt of the accident and consequent discrimi-

natory treatment by the requndénts.

4, The respondents have filed a detailed counter

affidavit in which they have submitted that the loss of
fingers of the apﬁlicant was duly compensated by awarding
monetary benefits provided under the law when he approached=
the authority under the Qorkmen's Compensation Aét.

All the further allegations réised by the applicant have
been considered and rejected by the High Court when he

filed 0.P 2416/79. Houwever, the applicant's case was

"reviewed in the light of his representations and he was

- given two promotions with fetrospective effect from

1.11;1974 as Lab,Assistant A and from 1.4.1§79 as
Lab,Assistant C on the basis of thp recommendations

of the DPC in 1977, The applicant waé transferred to
tﬁe Physical Testing Laboratory on the basis of his
request on 12,5.1977 and he can only asbire for the
promotions available in that category . The applicant's
submission that Jayachandran and SénthiVal and others

are similarly situated and that he is entitled to same
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benefit after his'accident,-cahnot be conceded bécause

their work cannot be equated with that of the.applicant

in the matter of grant of Futther promotional or monetary

~bensfit earned by them, The preéent attempt of the applicant

is to.circumvent a category change merit selection scheme
with ulterior motive., Ansuering these contentions of the

respondents, the applicant submitted argument notes,

S. . The‘learned counsel on both the sides were heard,
We have aiso'éone'throdgh the ﬁocuments; Admittedly the
applicant is a handicapped émpioyee.. The mohatéry benefit
for the loss péiq to him as pravided under the'releyant lay

would not  deprivé him of any ssrvice benefits which a

S -

haﬁdicapped person is eligible under the law., In ths

Government services special consideration is .being given

.to such persons takihg into account their disability,

A person who is hanlicapped in some respect may not Ea

“able to stand in competition with those who are not so

handicapped. Unless some kind.of special preference is

| giVen to them in the public service they would remain as

-

weakling for ever. The society cannot march forward in a

proper perspecti ve at a requirecd speed if a section of its

people are so weak and handicapped that they are unable

to move with it, So it is not only desirable but also

~essential . in the interest of the society or public as a

whole to give some provision of preferéntial treatment of

thenrbhandicapped persons similar to that of the preferential

K3

+
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treat¢ent‘provided under Art.15(4) and 16(4) of the
Constitution of India, No such provisiﬁn seems to have
been made by the VSSC so as té enable uws to consida: the
case of.the.applicant in the light of the same, It would
not bs out of place to suggest in this connection that the
¥SSC also may take such stebs as may deem fit aﬁd proper
for giving some prefersntial treatment to handicapped
persons as has been done by the Government of India in
this behalf for minimising the difficulties of the

handicapped persons tc the extent possible,

6, Since fhére §s no special provision or preference
for ﬁhe handicapped employeses workiﬁg in VSSC it would

be dif?icult to accept the contentions of the applicant
raiéed in this case. Houever after hearing the ﬁatter on
4,4,90 and on 3.7.90 we felt that for a fair disposal

of this case it is necessary to call for the ACRs of the
applicant from the ysar 1950 onwards and parusevﬁhe same
especially in view of the statement in the counter affidavit
filed by the requndents that the case of the applicant
was considerad along with others when he was due as on
31.12.87 and later as 6n 31.12.88, but he was not
reﬁommended for revieuw by the Committes as he did not
obtain the required mini mum marks in the scresning.
Accordingly we have directed the learned Senior Central

Govt. Standing Counsel to produce for our perusal the ACRs

L
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of the applicant with the minutes of the meeting of the
Committee, He is fair enough to produce all the records

for our perusal,

7 Before examining the ACRs oF the épplicant and

the minutes_of thg meetihg‘of the Commiftee, it is necessary
to dispose of the contention of the applicant based on
discrimination and differential treatment by the respondentg
whilevconsidsring.his cése.bfiprcmotion ufs-a-vis the cases
of m/s; Jayachandran and Senthival, The case of the applicart
" is that these two officers are similérly situated before

~ the accidenﬁ-gnd loss of‘ﬁisgfingers and now they wers
given two grades higher'to him and they are iﬁ a better
position both financially and otheruise. This is

ansuwered by the respondents by stating that tHe-applicant

after the accicdent was transferred as per Annexure R6 to

'Analytical section in ths Physical Testing and Chemical

Analysis area in which the_promotion scope of the applicant
is lihited to the cadré of Senior Lab,Assistant, The next
promotion in that line is Scientific Assistant B for
‘which the basic qualification in B.Sc(1st.class), whi ch

tﬁe applican£ is lacking, kaxm%maxmam%?/’ﬂn-the.other hand
Shri Jayachandran who joinadV331a Helper was designated

as a Tradesmaﬁ on a strict assessment of the work done

by him while the applicant was designated as Lab.Assistant

on promotionlfrom Helper. An employeé in the category of
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Tradesman with ITI qualification can go upto the level

of Tradesman G and an employee in the category of Lab,Asstt,
can rise only to the level of Senior Lab,Assistant., The
applicant and Shri Jayachandran are in two separate cateéorie&
-having different promofional avenues and hences their cases

are not comparabie. The ﬁése of Shri Senthival is also

not a cohparable one, These averments are not disputed

énd the aﬁplicant has not produced any matefials to satisf}

us that the applicant is in eveiy respect equal toc S/Shri
Jayaéhandran and Senthival'except his statement that they

all gommencéd theip service under VSSC in the same cétegory
with same or equivalent qualifications, This statement is

. not sufficient to attréct the provisions of Art.14 especially
because from the initial.promotion stages itself the applicants
and others weré'put‘in two different categories having
sebarate promotional avenues and thaﬁ the applicant is a .
handicappea.person from 1976 onUards. Under these circum=
stances there is no merit in the contention of the applicant

based on violation of Art.14 of the Constitution of India,

7 We have perused the ACRs of the applicant from
1980 onuwards , In the report of 1982 the reporting officer

reported that a penalty of censure as per order dated 1st

May 1982 was imposed apart from the statement that'hs has
become easily excitable, after the accident'. In 1983 the

report is to the effect that he can be 'entrusted with only
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cartain types of works always':because of his argumsntative
nature and non cordial relations with supervisory and
senior officers, The countersigning officer also observed
that he 'is more conscious of 6isrights than his duties?!,
More or lgss same statementdﬁere repeated in 1585 also,

The reports of 1986 indicate that ‘he has to improve his

co-operativeness touards all'and the reviewing officer

‘suggested that in his case Ythere may be scope for

improvement by a change in job/environment™, The .reports-

<~ . for the next two years also indicated 'change in_the

|

job/environment'is required for improving him, The reports

of 1988 and 1989 disclose some elements of advérse remarks,
After a careful persual of the ACR agd the %inutes of the
‘Weeting produced before" us it is felt that the Commi ttee
has not seriously cons%dere&ythe suggestions of the report-
ing and reviewing aﬁthoritieé far a suitable change of job
of the applibant for his improvement and making good use

of his servicss haying regard to his handicapﬁed conditions
and special knéuledge of particular jobs in which he is
found to be proficient, Moréqver some'oF thé‘entfies

in the ACRs considered by the Committee in the meeting

" held on 31.12.87, 31.12.88 and 31.12.89 ap;:;ear‘ to be
adverse in nature,'but the respondeﬁts have admitted

that none of these entries ‘have been communicated té‘

the applicant, So it can only be presumed that all
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these entries weighed with the members of thé Committee
wvhen it considered the case of the applicant for promotion.,
It is_a settled propositibn of law that uncommunicated
adverse entries in ACRs cannot be relied on by the DPC
or any other Committee which considers the candidates for
pfomotion. If fhere is ény indication of having considered
'such entries by the DPC or other Committée such action wnuid
be tainted with illegélity and legal infirmity uarranting
interference. The Supreme Court in GURDAYAL V. STATE OF
PUNJAB AND OTHERS,AIR 1§79 SC 1622 and BRIJvMGHAN SINGH
CHOPRA V., STATE DF'PUNJAB,AIR 1987 SC 948 held that the
object of communication of adversé entries in the ACR o%-
a det. servant is to afFurd an opportunity to the concerned
employes to make raprasentafion and also to improve his
work and conducf. If such representations are filed it}
is imperative on the part of the authority to consider‘the
same before taking a decision based on:such adverse remarks,
- So the uncomﬁunicated adverse enﬁriee in the ACR cannot be
actéd upon by the DPC or Committee while considering the

promotion of the Govt. servants. 1In the instant case
it appears that the uncommunicated remarks in the ACR
of the applicant were also placed before the Committee

for consideration,

8. Under these circumstances, we are of the view
that the applicant's case for promotion to the post of

Senior Scientific Assistant requires to be reviewed by a
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review D,P,C from 1987 onwards uithout taking into

- \ after interviewing him and 4~
consideration the uncommunicated adverse entries but/at
the same timevtaking into account the suggestions of the
reporting and reviewing authorities for a change of job/
environment of the applicant for improving or better
utilisation of his services, 1If that D.P.C finds him
to be suiﬁagle'Por any other job or in the p:esent'job‘From
any earlier date; he shall be giQen the promotion and |

consequential benefits in accordance with the decision

of the review D.P.C,

9, The application is thus allowed to the extent
indicated above, There will be no order as to costs.
/'\c -

_ ’7' %P?—o .
(N.DHARMADAN ) : (N.V KRISHNAN)
JUDICIAL MEMBER ~ ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

n.j.j
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D.Parameswara lyer Appnmmt(s)‘
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- CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr. N,V KRISHNAN,ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
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The Hon'ble Mr. N.DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

S — JUDGEMENT

HON'BLE SHRI N,DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL NENBER

The applicant is a physically handicappéd Laboratory’
‘Assistant in the Vikram Sarabhai Space Cenﬁra(VSSC, for short)‘
T@ivandruﬁ. His griavances'sfarted ever since‘the accidentAon
é,d.?é'and consequent loss of three fingars and thumb of his
right h;nd. Though some monetary compensation (%;16,632/~)
fog the loss as providad_ﬁdder-tﬁéworkman’s tomgéns&tioﬁ Bct
1923 was paiq‘to.him, he was not.fuliy'satisfieQ with it.

He has a ca;é.éhét but for thé negiigence ﬁf thg managgment'

this loss weuld not have occurred, so the requndents should

' with
also provide hlm[all further sarv1ca benefits such as praomotions
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overtime ea:niﬁga which are being enjo}ed by similariy
placed Lab, Assistants who worked with him during the time
of the accident, He submitted repeated rearesentationg

for getting these benefits, They were ta?ectad. Hence

his prayer in this application,filed uﬁﬁ%r Section 19

of the Administrative Tribunalsiﬂct,is.to\quash Annex re A1’
order dated 28th July,'198§, fejecting his%request in

|
Annexure AVII for more benefit either financial or

otherwiss,

2; After the accident at the request of the applicant
he uas‘shifted to Analytical Laboratory from Propellent
Processing Laboratory, -Acqording to the applicant even
though he was given two pfomotions af ter th; accident

i
he has not been given the promotions which .are dus to

him and were given to pérsobs similarly situated like

S.Jayachandran and others in the same cétegery.

3. The respondents are not takingiinto\consideration

the physically handicépped condi£ion of ths ﬁpplicant and

he is not given additional benef;t on accouh; of the
disadvantage, which according to th; applicant, resulted
solely due to the negligence of the employer. The
applicant's case is that eveﬁ affer the aécidént‘he is
dischafging the duties in the laboratory'fo the complete ~§
satisfactioﬁ of thé respondents and there is ﬁo adverse
rémark or proceedings against him, ghri Jayachandran

who worked in the same laboratory with the same qualification -
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and exberience before the accident is nou working in

fuo grades higher than thét of the applicant. He is also
getting additiqna} amoﬁnta as overtime allowances. The
@pplicant has also pointed out the case of one Sri Senthi-

x : ‘
val, Lab,Assistant to substantiate his case of disadvant-

!
|
age on account of the accident and consequent discrimi-

Batory treatment by the respondents,

4, The respondents have filed a detailed counter
affidavit in‘uhich they have submitted that the loss of
fingers §F the applicant was duly compensatea by awarding
monetary benefits provided under ths law when he approached
the authority under the Workmen's Compensation Act.
A;l!the further allegations raised by the applicant have
been considéfed and rejected by the High Court when he
Piled 0.P 2416/79. Houwever, the applicant's case was
reviewed in the light of his representations and he was
given two promotions uifh retrospective effect from
1.Y1.1974 as Lab,Assistant A and’From 1.4.,1978 as
L;b.Assistant C on thé basis'of the recommendations

of the DPC in 1977, The applican§ was transferred to

the .Physical Testibg Laboratory on the basis of his
request' on 12.5.1977 and he can only asﬁire for the
promotions availabié in.that category . The applicant's

submission that Jayachandran and Senthival and others

are similarly situated and that he is entitled to same
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benefit after his accident, cannot be conceded because
their Uork cannot be esquated uith that of the applicant

in the matter ofvgrant of futther promotional or monetary

benefit earned by them, The present attempt or.%he applicant

: \
is to circumvent a category change merit selection scheme

with ulterior motive, Answering these'contentioné of the

i
|
1

respondents, the applicant submitted argument not@s.

Se The learnsd counsel on both the sides were heard,

We have also gone through the documents, Admittedly the

applicant is a handicapped eﬁployee « The moneatary benefit

for the loss paid to him as provided under the relevant law
would not deprive him of any service benefits which a
handicapped person is eligible under the law, In the

Government services special consideration is .being given -

-to such persons takihg into account their disability,

A person who is hantlicapped in some respect may no€lbe
able to stand in competition with those who are not so
handicapped, Unless some kind of special prefserence is

R ;/

. . ’ I
given to them in the public service they would remain as

weakling for ever, The society cannot march foruafd in a

proper perspect ve at a required speed if a sectioh of its

people are so weak and handicapped that they are unable

to move with it, S0 it is not -only desirabie but élso

~essential < in the interest of the society or public as a

whole to give some provision of prefaréntial treatment of

the. 'héndicappad persons similar to that of the preferential
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treatment provided under A:t.15(4) and 16(4) of the

Constitution of India, No such provision sesms to have

‘been made by the VSSC soc as to enable us to consider the

case of the‘applicant in the light of the same, It would
not be out of place to suggest in this connsction that the
VSSC also may take such steps as may deem fit and proper
for giving some preferential treatment fo hahdicapped
persons as has been déne by the Government of India in
this behalf For‘minimising the difficultiés of the

handicapped persons to the‘extent possible,

6. Since there is no special provision or preference

for the handicapped employees working in VSSC it would

be difficult to accept the contentions of the applicant

raised in this case. Houever after hearing the matter on
4,4,90 and on 3.7.90 we felt that for a fair disposal

of this case 1tvis necessary 'to call for the ACRs of the
applicant from the year 1980 onwards and perusevfhe sama
especially in view of the statement in the counter affidavit
filed by the respondents that the case of the applicént

vas cﬁnsidered along with others when he was due as on

31.12,87 end later as on 31.12.88, but he was not

- recommended for review by the Committes as he did not

obtain the required mini num marks in the screening,
Accordingly we have directed the learned Senior Central

Govt. Standihg Counsel to produce for our perusal the ACRs

o .
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of the applicant with the minutes of the meeting.of the
Committee., He is fair enough to produce all the records

for our perusal,

1
i
\

'7.- Before ekamining the ACRs of the applicané_and
the minutes of the mesting of the Committee, it is!necessary
, . _ |

to dispose of the contention of the applioént baséd on
discrimination and.differential treatment by the rLspondents
vhile considering his case of promooion v;s-a-vis the casses
of n/s.'Jayachandran and Sonthioél. The case of the ooplicad:
is that thesa'tuo officers are similarly situated beforo.

,ﬁhe accident and loss of his fingers and now they were -

given two grades higher to him and they are in a better
position both financially and otherwise. This is .

ansuered by the respondents by statiog that the applicant |

after the accident was transferred as per Annexure ﬁ& to

'Analytical section in the Physical Testing and Chemical
Analysis area in which the promotion scope of ths applicant
is iimited_to the cadre of éenior‘Lab.Assistant. fho next
promotion in that line is Scieotifio As;;stant B for

| uhich'tho basic qualification in B.Se(1s£ olass), whi ch

the applicant is 1acking. kaxnmmaxsany}yfon the other hand
Shri Jayachandran who joined as 'a Helpe: was designaoed

as a Tradesmao on a strict assessment of the work done :

by him while the applicant was designated as Lab.Assistant |

on promotion from Helper. An employee in the category of
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Tradesman with ITI qualification can go upto the level
of Tradesman G and an employee in the category of Lab,Asstt,
can rise only to the level of Senior Lab,Assistant,  The

applicant and Shri Jayachandrah are in two separate categorias

. having different promotional avenues and hence'their cases

are not comparable, The éasa of Shri Senthival is also
not a comparable one, These averments are not disputed
and the applicant has not produced any materials t§ satisfy
us'that the applicant is in every réspect equai to s/shri
Jayachandran and éenthival eicept his statement:that they
all commenced their service under VSSC in the same category

with same or equivalent qualifications., This statement is
(3 .

. not sufficient to attréct the provisions of Art.14 especially

because Prom the initial promotion stages itself the applicant

and others were put in two different categories having

separate promotional avenues and that the applicant is a

handicapped person from 1976 onwards., Under these circum-
stances there is no merit in the contention of the applicant

based on violation of Art.14 of the Constitution of India,

7. We have perused the ACRs of the applicént from
1980 onwards . In the report of 1982 the reporting officer

reported that a penalty of censure as per order dated 1st

May 1982 was imposed apart from the statement thatthe has
become easily excitable, after the accident!, In 1983 the

report is to the effect that he can be 'entrusted with only



certain types of works always' because of‘his argumentative
nature and non cordial relations with supervisory and

senior officers, The countersigning officer also obssrved

\
\

that he 'is more conscious of his rights than his dutieﬁ'.
More or less same statementgwaere repeated in 1985 also, !
The reports of 1986 indicate that 'he has to improve hiS'f

co-operativeness towards all'and the reviewing officer

suggested that in his case “there may be scope for

improvehent by a change in job/environment®™. The .—reports

for the next two years also indicated 'change in_the

job/environment'is reqguired for improving him, The reports

of 1988_§nd 1989 disclose some elementé of adverse remarks,
_ : !

After a careful persual of the ACR and the minutes of the

meeting producsd beéore us it is faiﬁ that the Committee

has not seriously consi@ered the suggestions of the report« ;

ing and reviewing authorities for a suitaﬁle change of job

of the applicant for his improvement and making good use

of his services having regard to his handicapped conditioqs/

and special knoﬁledge of particular jobs in which he is

found to be proficisent, ﬁoréover somerof £hé entries .

in the ACRs considered by the Committae in the meeting

held on 31.12,.87, 31.12.eé -and 31.12.89 appear to be

adverse in naturé,.but the,fespondents have admitted

that none of these entries have besn communicated to

the applicant, So it can only be:presumed that all

g

Ko™
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these entries weighed with the members of the Committée
wvhen it éonsidarea the case of the applicant for promotion.
It is a settled proposition bf‘lau that uﬁcommunicated
adverse entries in ACRs cannot be relied on by the DPC
or any other Commiétee whi ch considerg the candidates for
promotion, If there is any indication of having considered
such entries by the DPC or other Committes such action wuld
be tainted with illegélity and legél inFirmify wvarranting
interference.A The Supreme Court in GURDAYAL V. STATE OF
PUNJAB AND OTHERS,AIR 1579 SC 1622 anq BRIJ.MDHAN-SINGH
CHOPRA V. STATE OF PUNJAB,AIR 1987 SC 948 held that‘the
object of communication of adverse entries in the ACR of
a G?vt. servant is to afford an opportunity to the concerned
employee to make representation and also tﬁ improve his

work and conduct, If such representations are filed it

is imperative on the part of ths authérity to consider the

same before taking a decision based on such adverse remarks,
So the uncommunicated adverse entries in the ACR cannot be
acted upon by the DPC or Committee while considering the.

promotion of the Govt. servants. In the instant case

it appears that the uncommunicated remarks in the ACR
of the applicant were also placed before the Committee

for consideration,

8., . Under these circumstances, we are of the view
that thébapplicant's case for promotion to the post of

Senior Scientific Assistant requires to be reviewed by a
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review D.P.C from 1987 onuwards without taking into '
' after intervisuwing him and)g/
consideration the uncommunicated adverse entries butLat

the same timg taking.into account the suégestions-df the
reporting and ravieuiAQ authorities for a change of job/ \ o
environment of the applicant for improving or»betfér 4 | E
utilisation of his services._ If that D.P.C finds him j
fto be auifable for any other job or in the present joblfrom
any earlier date,‘he shall be.given the promotion and

consequeﬁtial benefits in accordange uith the decision

of the review D.P,C. ¥

9, " The application is thus allowed to the extent

indicated above., Therse will be no order as to costs,

e S JULL I S

“{N.DHARMADAN) 7T T (N.V KRISHNAN)
JUDICIAL MEMBER ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

TRUE COPY
Dated ceevnveviennnnn.s .

Nejed ‘ \ '
Deputy Registrar

LYY TV YT
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To be raferred to the Reporter or not?

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?
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JUDGEMENT

HON‘BLE SHRI N. DHARDWAN, JGbI@:IAiQiME@'ER
. We have gone through the matterf .The appiicantb
who hés filgd tbis Réyieg,gpp;iaati§p raised $d§e
ir:e}ev§nt aédvunsgstéinéble grqud énd requeste§ foria
'.;ev;éw_of qqr.qugmgnt Qéted 17f8.905 ‘fpeyé is no merig//f

~

in ﬁhis Aéplication. It is only to be dismissed.
Accordingly we do so. L§a;/////o _
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(N. V. Krishnan)
Administrative Member .
23.10.90

(N. Dharmadan) LKA %e
Judicial Menmber
23,10.90
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