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BEFORE 	THE 	C--NT~AL ~ADM 1',~I---,TRhTIJ-r 	TFIeU~,~IAL 

DATED THIS THE 14th DAY CF AUCUST, 	1937 

Pre,-~ent 	: 	HQn'ble 	Sri 	Pl'.SririivjE;jn 
I 

rol~drn~Vr 	(A) 

A~jplicatien Nd.A3/.q.7 

A.Rashood Khan, 
C * /a M.Raghavendra Achar~, 
Ne. 	1U74 and 1U75, 
Eanashankari 	Ift Stace,' 
Sreenivasi, 	Nacar, 	II 	Phasu, 
Eana-~loro. 

Sri M.FachavandTZ "'chLr 

ve, 

Gonaral 	M~n~jc.2r, 
T*l*C'---MMLJniCatiQn' 

Kzrnatak-~ Circle, 
Bang4lvro - 9. 

Telecom District ZnciniLLr, 
Karwar - 581 	301. 	' 	D.. 
Sri 	!',̂ 1.VaruJev6 	RaL~ 

This 	at,;-licLtiwn 	h,,~ 	ucmz~ 	u,. 	b-f~.ia: 
I 

thE. 	T:ibun-1 	tc.-J-Y. 

Hun'ble 	Sri 	P.57uiniv,'!~Ln, 	"'laimber 	'~A) m,Ale 	the: 

In this ar ,.p-lic1.,ti:-n, the 	whc: tcj~, VC'Unt-ry 
I 

retirement with offuct frz-m 	 T-lt~ 	Su~-rviLLr in 

the Telophenos Da,.,~~r~mLnt zt Mu!licErL, ChVm-c --,; ur JiFtrict 

complains thzt thw r~~pundants irunuly EtL-,,zf ~-,im t ttl-lc 

I 

Efficiency Bar which hu w--! dus, tu cri-!~s c-, 
I 

2. 	Sri 	 c(luncLi fz~r th~- 	lj.--,-nt, LC--)- 

tands that nu z-rj'VerE~ ,~ rr-n~jj 	ir-, - h7. cl-i~i-ct~i rL* 

r m Lad to. hiL, clirent ~ndl E.L. th-1 	WLF rli. jU-*~-*Lfic'. "-i~ 	f1r 11, t 

j f 
lsttinc him cres-- the F-ffici2;n,-y ~-i-i till th,-; -t-t-- ~f hilc, 

retirement. He 	submittsr-' th-t th~-uch 	1-1---I~iy ~r,- 
P 
`7
'N.tu 	91 

Ival Beuc* 	cuedinC5 und;,.i iula; 14 cf 'Lhrx CLntr.-I Civil Siiivir-.-~ 
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fication, Central and Appeal)j'R uleav 1965, were initiated 

against the applicant sometime in 1982, these proceedings did 

not result in any punishment. The precoadin05 were in respect 

of the period from 5.8.1981 to 5.8.1982 when the applicant 

absented himself from duty without autherisation. The autho—

rities decided to treat this period as dies non and did not 

impose any penalty. Sri Achar points out that. the applicant 

was allowed tc draw special pay an 30.8.1983 under the time. 

bound PrGMCti@n scheme. According to Sri Achar, *Wst any 

adverse inference that cou14 be drawn from the treatment of 

the period as diu5 non was washed out by this F"mation and 

should not therefore have been taken into account for the pur—

peso of stopping him at the Efficiency Bar. 

Sri [I.Ja5udeva Ram, an the other hand, contends that 

the charact,~r rail of the applicant prior to 1983 and even 

afterwards were unsatisfactory. The treatment of the period 

between 5.8.1981 and 5.8.82 as dies non was dons an compas—

sionate crounds and no punishment was imposed. The fact that 

the applicant remained absent for a whole year without authe—

risaticn had to be taken into acc-ount by the Ospartmental 

Promotion Cgmmittes considering the applicant's case for 

ares5inc the Efficiency 8-~r. In view of this, he contended, 

the applicant was not entitled to er@55 tha Efficiency Bar. 

Havinc considered the rival contentions, I am of the 

view that this application has to fail. I agree with Sri Achar 

to the extent that adverse remarks in his confidential reports 

not conveyed to the applicant could not form the basis far 
.
3? 

holding him up at the Efficiency Bar stace. However as 

rocerd~- the applicant's absence without autherisation for *no 

year, this surely was a factor to be taken into account. 
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That it was absence without autherisationetands concluded 

with the treatment of the period as dies non. The fast 

that the applicant had been allowed to draw special pay 

under the time bound promotion scheme is another matbor, 

bace5us it was somethinc; which aceruni to him by sheer 

offlux of time. On the other hand, grossing of Efficiency 

Bar had to be approved by a 0apartmental Promotion Committen(DOC) 

and if the 0PCI toak into ZCLount the applicant's long absence 

from duty without autherisatio.-) and on that account found him 

unfit to CrQ5E the Effieiancy 6-r, I cannot find fault with 

that. 

5. 	In the r9sult the a~-plieation is dismissed, with 

n a order as to costs. 

C; 

C. 
	 MEMBER (A) 
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