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M. Dwarakanath i.. RV £ The Director, DFRL, Mysore & 3 Ors

To | ? = | . . . N .

1. Shri M. Dwarakaﬁath : ' 5. The Superior Reporting Officer
Stenographer Grade III : P & C Divieion X .
Defence Food Research Laboratory(DFRL) - Defence Food g::aarch La °rat°rY(DFRL o
Mysors - 5?0 011 Mysore = 570

2. Shri M.R. Shylendra - 6. The Reporting Officer
Advocate | . P & C Division
869-C, V Block : ‘ : ' Defencs Food Ressarch Laboratory(DFRL“

b4 . .
Rajajinagar j ' : Mysore - 570 011
Bangalore = 560}019 | 7. .Shri M. Vasudeva Reo
3. The Dirsctor 5 ' ' : - Central Govt. Stng Counsel

Defance Food Ressarch Laboratory(DFRL) _ g:ghagﬂgzt_ﬁgéédggg
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4, Shri v, Srikantamurthy
: Stenographer Grade II ..
Defence food Ressarch Laboratory(DFRL)
Mysore - 570 011
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© Major,

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE _
DATED THIS THE 4TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1988
“Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman

Present: and

Shri

Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A)

APPLICATION NO. 877/ 1988

M. Ddarakanath

Stenographer, Grade I[I,
Defence Food Research Laboratory
(DFRLU), Mysore. sens Applicant,

- (Shri M.R. Shylendra, Advocate)
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k é thee - )
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1. The Dlrecbor,
Defence Food Research
Laboratory (DFRL),
Nysore.

2, ¥4 Srikantamurthy,
Major, Stenocgrapher Gr. II,

D.F.R.L. Mysore.

3. Superior Resorting Officer,

p

& C Division,

DFRL, Mysore.

p

Reporting Officer,

& C Division,

.DcroRaLc Nysore. cooe RBSDOOdentS-

(Bhri M. Vasudeva Rao, C.G.A.S5.C.)

This application having come up for hearing to-day,

P. Srinivasan, Hon'ble Member (A), made the following:

R OER

| In this apnlication made under Section 19 of the

Admipistrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the apolicant who is

working as a Stenogyrapher in the Dafence Food Research

‘Laboratory (DFRL), arays that order dated 30.6.1987

passed by the Director, DFRL, reJectlng his appeal against

the adverse remarks recorded in his confldentlal reoort

for the year 1981 be set aside and his case for promotloh

to higher posts considersd on that basis,
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2. This application has a history behind it. An .
sarlier application (A.No.1269/86) was filed by this
applicant challenging the adverse remarks|in hisvcha—
racter roll for 1981 and the order in appeal reject-

ing his representatioh against those adverse remarks.

" At that stage, this Tribunal found that the .order

passed by the appellate authority {AA) vas not a speak~

ing order. Therefore, by judgment dated 27.3.1987,

disposing of A.N0.1269/86, this Tribunal directed the

AA to restore the appeal to his file and to dispose

of it in accordance.uiﬁh lau, after giving the appli-
cant an opportunity of being heard. In compliance
with this order, the AA heard the applicant and passed
a fresh order ig appeal dated 30,6.1987, |again feject-
ing the applicant's representation against the advefsa
remarks. It is this order which is now challenged

in this application, with a consequent prayer that if
the_appellate order is s2t aside, the‘apnlicant be

considered afresh for promotion to the next higher post

nsel for the
‘épplicant, submitted that eQen the presegnt order dated
30.6.1937 passed by the AR is not a speaking order in-
‘spite of its length. The applicant has also submitted
a uritten brief on_this subject. Shri Shylendra,
therefore, submitted tnat the impugned arder of the AA
be.quashed and the case of the apnlicant for promotion

to hiyher posts considered ignoring the |adverse remarks.
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. Ia. Shri M. Vasudeva Rao, learned counsel for the

respondents, submitted that the AA, after hearing the

applicant, had passed a speaking order, dealing with

every tontention raised by the applicant in the appeal,

Therefore, the order in appeal rejecting the appli-

cant's representation against the adverse remaTks yas

a speaking érder, and cannot be challenged on this

grouhd. Once the adverse

remarks are confirmed in

appeal, the question of reconsidering the applicant for

promotion w.e.f. 1982 does not arise, because the

adverse remarks considered by the originai DPC  while

passing over the applicant for promotion in 1982 stand

confirmed.

' S« Having considered

fully, we are of the vieu
|

to be dismissed,
1

i oy hich, in our ooinion, is

Ue have

has rejected the appeal of the applicant,

the rival contentions care-
that this application deserves
perused the order of the AA

a speaking order. He has

deal& with each of the objections of the applicant, and

has recorded his vieus thereon, and on that basis, he

No malafides

‘or animus has been urged by the applicant against the

AR, That being so, we do

TRUE COPY

qpnsideration of the applicant for promotion with effect -

fere uwith the decision of the AA,

not consider it fit to inter-

In that vieu, ‘uve

ag;e? with Shri Rao that there is no case for a fresh

from 1982, In view of this, the application has to be

dismissed.

. 6+ The application is dismissed, Parties to bear

. their own costs.
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