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REVIEW 	APPLICATION NQ 	 I 	 J'88 
IN APPLICATION NO. 635/87(F) 

W.P. NO.  

Applicant 	 Respond8n 

Shri P.P. Singh 	 V/s 	The Controller, CXL, Bangalore & 3 Ore 

To 

Shri P.P. Singh 
)unior Scientific Officer 
TN Lab 
Controll.rate of In8pection 
Electronics (CXL) 
)C Nagar 
Bangalore - 560 006 

The Controller 
Controllerate of Inapection 
Electronics (CXL) 
3C Nagar 
Banglore - 560 006 

3, The Director 
DPIL 
DHQ P.O. 
New Delhi - 110 011  

4, The Director General 
Directorate General of Inapection(DGI 

Admn-6) 
OHQ P.O.. 
New Delhi - 110 011 

5. The Secretary 
Ministry of Defence 
Department of Defence Production 
New Delhi - 110 011 

6, Shri M.S. Pedmarajaiah 
Central Govt. Stng Counssl 
High Court Building 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Subject : SE\IDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH  

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER,4Q1/1OÜOE 
,Review 

passed by this Tribunal in the above saidLapplicatiOfl on 	7-4-88 
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANALORE BENCH BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE SEVENTH DAY OF APRIL, 1988 

PresenU. Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy ..ViceChairmafl 

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

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 1OF 1988 

P.P. Singh, JSO, 
TM Lab, GIL, J.C. Nagar, 
Bangalore - 560 006 

(Party in Person) 
Vs, 

Controller, 
Controllerate of Inspection, 
Electronics, Bangalore. 

Director,, DPIL HQ, AHQ, 
New Delhi -11. 

Director General Inspection, 
Directorate General of Inspection, 
AHQ, New Delhi -11. 

Secretary, 
Defence Production, 
AHQ, PC New Delhi-11. 

Applicant 

Respondents 

(Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah.. . .Advoc ate) 

This application has come up for hearing before 

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

_ 	the following : 
- 

\ 	icifjj 	By this Review Application, the applicant 

1i)VAPPlication No.635 of 1987(F), wants us to review 

Order dated 25111987 passed in the said application. 

2. 	The aprlicant was present in person and 

argued his Review Application. Shri M.S. Padmara5aiah, 

learned Central Government Senior Standing Counsel 

appeared for the respondents. They have been heard. 
Th 
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What the applicant really wants in this 

application and reiterated before us in person is 

a reconsideration of the whole matter which was 

decided in our order on 25.11.1987 in Application 

No.635 of 1987. He wants us to direct the respondents 

to get his Confidential Reports for several years 

re-written. He contends, as he did in the original 

application that he had done excellent work for 

which he deserved better reports than what had 

been actually written of him. 

Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah pointed out that a 
I 

re-appraisal of our original order was not 

permissible in a review. 

After careful consideration, we are 

satisfied that no case for review has been made 

out by the applicant. We cannot at this stage 

go over the entire ground already considered by 

us in our original order as if we are hearing 

appeal. In view of this, the Review Application 

serves to be dismissed. We therefore dismiss 

e application. 

Parties to bear their own costs. 
j 

Ih-9 
(K.s. RJTTASWAM() 2f 	(P.sRIraVASAN) 

VICE-CHAIRMAN 	 MEMBER (A) TRUE COPY 

WUTY RMSTRAR (JDL1 
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBIUNAL  

BANGALORE 
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. REGISTERED 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWAL 

BANGALORE BENCH 
S ••S•I a 

Commercial Complex(80A), 
IndiranaOar, 
Bnaloro— 560 .038. 

Datedt  

APPLICATION NO 	
.635 	 e7 (F) 

W.P.No. 

APPLICANT 	 Vs 	. RESPONDENTS  

Shri P.P. 	Singh 	 . The Controller, Controllerate of 
Inspection Electronics & 3 Ore 

. 	
. 

TO7V 

Shri P.P. Singh Shri M.S. Padarejaiah 

Junior Scientific Officer Central Govt. Stng Counsel 
TM Lab, 	 . High Court Buildings 
Controllerate of Inspection Electronics Bangalore - 560 001 

(cii) 
J.C. Hager 
Bangalore -.560 006 

2. 	The Controller 
Controllerate of Inspection Electronics 

(cii) 
3.C. Nagar 
Bangalore - 560 006 

3. 	The Director 
DPIL -. 
DHQ P.O. 
New Delhi — 110 011 

The Director General 
Directorate General of Inspection (DCI 	dmn-6) 
DHQ P.O. 
New Delhi — 110 011 

The Secretary 	 . 
Ministry of DefencA 	 . 
Department of Defence Production 
New Delhi — 110 011 

Subject: 	 ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the coiy of ORDER/' 

passed by this Tribunal in the abve said application 

25-11-87 	. 

DPUTY REGI'S'TRAR 

End: 	ns. above. 	 •. ' 	) 	. (JUDICIAL) 



BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 25 111 NOVEMBER, 1987 

Present : Hon'ble justice Shri K.S. Putteswamy q • 	Vice—Chairman 

Hon'bie Shri P. Srinivasan 

APPLICATION NO.63 5187(F) 

P.P. Singh, ZSO, 
TN Lab, CIL, J.C.Nagar, 
Bangalore — 560 006. 

V. 

Controller, 
Controllerste of Inspection, 
ElectronicS, Bangalore. 

Director, DPIL HQ, AHQ, 
New Delhi -11,  

Director General Inspection, 
Directorate General of Inspection, 
AHQ, New Delhi —. ii. 

. Member (A) 

.. Applicant 

Secretary, 
Defence Production, 
AHQ, P0 New Delhi—il. 	 .. Respondents 

(Shri N.S. Padmarajaiah . Advocate) 

This application came up for heariflgbefOre this Tribunal 

on 20th November 1987. Hon'bie Shri P. Srinivasan, Member '(A) 

made the following: 

ORDER 

The applicant is working as a 3unior Scientific Officer 

(Dso) in the Controllerate of Inspection Electro 	s (CIL.) 

Banglore, since 13.6.1974. The next promotion for a 350 is 

to the post of Senior Scientific Ufficet' II (sso II). Under 

the Defence Quality Assurance Service Rules 1979 (the Rules 

for short) promulgated in SRO 264 of 1979, a 350 with three 

years' service and the requisite educational qualifications 

is eiioible for promotion tothe post of 550 II. The promotion 

is to be made "on the basIs of selection on merit". Among 

persons of equal merit, the senior would get promotion before 

11 
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the junior. It 18 not disputed that the ap licant has the 

requisite educational qualification for pronotion to the 

grade of SSO II. A Departments]. Promotion Commi;ttee (DEC) 

headed by a P7ember of the Union Public Service Commission 

(uPsc) met on 10.4.1981 to consider the cases of: eligible 

JSOs for promotion to the post of SSO II. The applicant 

was in the zone of consideration on the basis of his seniority 

and length of service. However, the DPC pas ed over the 

applicant and recommended some of his junior and these 

persons were duly promoted. At a subsequent meeting of the 

DPC held on 14.4.1986 also ,a list of persons was recOmmended 

for promotion to vacancies of SSO II which a'ose between 1982 

and 1984. This list again included persons~'unior to the 

applicant, but not the applicant and all those so recommended 

were duly promoted. Another meeting of the I5PC held on 28.11.1986 

for recommending promotions to vacancies whih arose in 1985 

also passed over the aoplicant and recommend d some of his 

juniors for promotion who were also duly promoted in becember 

'I nr 

By this application, the applicant pray that his nanie be 

rded in the panel published in December 1986. 	and that his 

tion be made effective from 1981 when for the first time 

persons junior to him were Promoted. Thus, in effect, the 

applicant is challenging promotionemade to posts of SSO II in 

pursuance of the recommendations of the DPC m de (i) on 10.4.1981 

(ii) 14.4.1986 and (iii) 28.11.1986 in all of which he was passed 

over, though copies of the orders of promotion made on each of 

these occasions have not been annexed to theapplic tion. 
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3, So far as the recommendation of the DPC which met on 

10.4.1981 and the consequent promotions made thg;eafter 
OLA 

in 1981 are concerned we are of the view that the e*es 
/ 

of action having arisen more than three years prior to the 

establishment of this Tribunal, is., prior to 1.11.19829  

this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the applicant 'a 

grievance. It is now well settled by a line of decisions 

of the Delhi, Bombay and Bangalore banches of this Tribunal, 

that no application can be entertained by this Tribunal in 

respect of a cause of action arising before 1.11.1982 and 

this view does not, therefore, require further elaboration. 

Therefore, we decline to entertain the applicant's grievance 

against the promotion of his juniors made in pursuance of 

the recommendations of the DPC which met on 10.4.1981 when 

he.was not promoted. 

4. 	This leaves, for consideration promotions made in pursuance 

of the recommendations made by the DPC which met on 14.4.1986 

and 28.11.1986 in both of which the applicant's name did not 

figure while his juniors Were promoted. The applicant who 

argued his case in person personally submitted that while 

considering his case and the cases of others for promotion 

to posts of SSO II he had been given a low grading in spite 

of the good work done by him. Personal likes and dislikes 

had influenced the relative grading of the persons in the 

zone of consideration and in the process the applicant had 

suffered. His juniors whose names were recommended by the 

DPC on the two occeaions had not. turned out the same quantity 

and quality of output as the applicant and yet they had been 
- • • 	

given a higher grading and promoted while he had been passed 

over in spite of his seniority and good work. 
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5. Shri M.S. Pedmarejaiah appearing for the respondents 

strongly refuted the contentions of the applicant. Promo-

tion from the post of 3S0 to that of SSO II was n the basis 

of selection on merit. Therefore, the seniority of a person 

in the grade of JSO did not automatically entiti him to 

promotion. If a person who was junior was given a higher 

grading by the DPC he would naturally be promote in preference 

to .a senior who was given a lower grading. A duly constituted 

DPC as provided for in the rules presided over ,Ly a Member 

of the UPSC had dispassionately examined the cha'scter rolls 

of the applicant and persons both senior and junkor to him 

falling in the Zone of consideration on both occEions and 

had graded them as "outstanding", "very good", '1ood", or 

"unfit" on the basis of their reports. Where pe sons junior 

to the applicant were recommended for promotion hue leaving 

him out, it was because they were given a higher grading, 

having earned better reports, than the applican . No.Member 

of the DPC had any personal grudge against the applicant and 

the grading was made strictly in accordance wit1 the, reports 

obtained by the officers including the app1ican1 falling in 

the zone of consideration. The persona1assessnent of.the 

applicant of his own work that it was better thin the work of 

others junior to him was neither here nor there because it was 

for his superiors to assess his work and to wri e his conf'iden-. 

ttal reports on such assessment. In the proces , the annual 

confidential reports earned by him were found by the DPC to 

be inferior to those of his. juniors who were rèommendad for 

promotion. The applicant had merely alleged tht personal 

likes and dislikes had been taken into account kn giving 

gradings to the officers falling in the zone. ' uch a vague 
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I 

* allegatiis without any material to support it cannot be 

énterteined by this Tribunal. 

We have considered the matter very cerafully. We must 
* 

make it clear at the outset that it is not for us to reassess 

the work of the applicant -  during the relevant years and to 

rewrite his character rolls for these years. We are nither 

competent to do SO nor are we expected to do so. We may also 

mention that the applicant has not alleged any malafides or 

animus towards him on the part of his superior officers who 

wrote his character rolls, not to speak of material to Buppor.t 

Such an allegation. We have, therefore, to go by the reports 

as they stand. We would also be slew in interfering with the 

grading given to persons in the zone of consideration by the 

DPC, based on their confidential reports, unless the grading 

is shown to be patently inconsistent with those reports or it 

is established that any member of the OPC was prejudiced 

against or in favour of a particular person. As mentioned 

earlier, the applicant has not alleged any prejudice against 

himn'the part of any member of the OPC which considered his 

case for  promotion. 

Having said so much, we proceed to deal in some detail 

-' 	 with the proceedings of the OPC which mat on 14.4.1986 to 

consider persons for promotion to vacancies of S50 II which 

arose in 1982,. 1983 and 1984. One vacancy in the general category 

.4:.. 	 zarose in 1982 prior to the promulgation of SRO 36 had to be. 

filled up. (We understand that as a result of SOR 36, the 

,existing seniority of officials in the grade of 350 wes' 
not 

altered'we are/concerned with the contents of that SRC since 

it is not challenged in this application). Five persons áere 

\_i 	
' 
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in the zone of consideration and the applicant was at S No.4. 

The officer at S No.1 was graded "very good" and in respect 

of others appearing at S Ns•  2 to 5, the DC recorded that 

none of them were found outstanding. The off'icial at S No.1 

was recommended for promotion and duly promoted. We must here 

clarify what was meant by the DPC when it rcorded that none of 

the persons from S No.2 to 5 were found outtending. The 

Department of Personnel issues instructions from time to time 

as to how a departmental promotion committe hould go about 

- its work. Thepe instructions have been prirted in Volume III 

(Appendices) of Choudrj'a Compilation of CiJil Services Regulations 

at page 531 onwards in the 13th edition of the book brought out 

in 1986. The procedure to be adopted for drawing up panels 

of officials for posts to which promotion is to be made by 

• selection is., on merit is set out ih para VI at page 537 of 

the publication. In sub-pare 1 of the said paragraph, it is 

Stated that "VBBCh DPC should decide its own method and procedure 

for objective assessment of the Suitability of the candidates". 

Sub.para2 is of relevance for the present purpose. It is 

extracted below: 

"VI.2. Selection method. Where promotJcns are to be 

made by selection method as prescribec in the Recruit-

ment Rules, the field of choice viz.J the number of 

officers to be considered shouldordir!arily extend to 

5 or 6 times the number of vacancies xpected to be 

filled with in a year. The officers un the field of 

selection, excluding those considered unfit for promo-

tion by the Departmental Promotion Conmittee, should 

be classified by the Departmental Prorotion Committee 

as "outstanding", "very good", and "gcod" on the basIs 

of their merit, as assessed by the DPC after exanina-

tion of their respective records of sJrvice. In other 

S 
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words, it is entirely left to the DPC to make its 
own classification of thp ptfipers being constdered 
by them for promotion to eect3on  posts,. irre8pac— 

tive of the grading that 	hon in the CAs. 

The panel should, thereafte,. b.drwn—up to the 

extent necessary by plact9 ha narnØs of the 'Out—

standing Officers' first, Tp]4wed foy the officers 

categorised as 'Very Goodl and 	ia) followed by 
the officers belonging to ppy 'Very good' and 

followed by the officers cetgoieed as 09001'. 
The inter—se—seniority of pffioro belonging to 

any one category would 4P the sarnq àstheir 

seniority in the lower gra 

It will be seen from the above qxtyact"at officials in the 

field of selection have to be c1esaif0d nto four categorios 

by the DPC viz., 'outstanding' !vary goQcl', !good  and 

'unfit for promotion'. These ja 	 caeQories 

into which classification has jqb,ade nd avery'officer 

has to be graded in one or the pthr of tPese four categor$.es. 

Inter—se seniority of officers f,1.ing ij one catepory would 

be arranged according to their oeifloity in the lower post 

from which they are to be prómoØ, If hare are two vacancies 

to be filled at a time and the tw pri0rmost officers in 

the zone of selection are graded po putsanding by the DPC 

it is not necessary to grade any mprø pffIcials junior to 

them because even if all of them were to be graded as. out 

standing - the highest grading, poafible the first two 

only would be recommended fop proçpoon on the basjS of 
- . 

seniority in the lower pt, If, again, two officials 

. 	 appearing at S No.1 and 2 of the fong of consjeratjon in the 

in the order of seniority are grcJecj  by the OPC a "very good" 

-: 	• 	 only they would be recommended rpr promotion unlqss any of 
.1 

the remaining officials in thepfle re fit to b9 graded - 

as "outstanding". Stopping heç 1  U a number of gfficials 

. 	ç. 
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equal to the number of vacencipp ,uaj].aPle are graded 85 'yery 

good', the DPC would have to 	tt'e spec3.f'ic Qrading jven 

to persons junior to them in the ofle or Co~41derstion'' onXy   if. 

such grading, were outstanding 'i 	oe o them is outetnding, 

none would get into the panel ?pa.ectLon, It to in thl.e 

context that the expression 'nt' fund puttandjng' isof'tar 

used in OPC proceedings and 	af!tflg pf oe te'rn is tht 

'those covered by this descripjar mrtid a grading of 'vgy 

good' or below and not of 'outtsfldJ.flQ', I.a per8pn is qlct 

outstanding he would fall only j pr' p . of th other specified 

categories viz., 'very good', Igoqdl nc 'u11Jt' tepause, 

explained earlier, no other grdirig ir! bptwer, thj4,P catagqies 

is permitted according to the inatrt1ctior!s. In tle light 

this discussion the DPC which j.pit. pr  4.4.l86 found that put 

of the officials falling in tho ';QP9 pf ponideraton for 

promotion in the Sole vacancy ;Jrp in l98 prior to piu1-

gation of SRO 36 the seniormot prficieldesved gzadin9 

'very good' and that the four f!p4pi499 pfficLals wre not,  

outstanding is., they deserved 	qxaqjjig 	qnly 'very good' 

or below. That being so, the DPC recornm.nded the sniormo pt 

official. Thequestion of rec0fflfflpd4flg thel 
qpplicptit who 

appeared at S Nn.4 did not ari'a 

B. 	One vacancy in the genera', .pego'y pf SQ II nd on in 

the SC category arose in 1982 ftu; prom4iationoSRc35, 

For these two vacancies the DP pfls&darednif JS9a in tq 

order of their seniority. In to 	erjxatJ.cn pf serflprity pf 

JSOs in pursuance of SRO 36 9 thp •pp1ipar1did not come within 

the first nine and so, was not ppn,idØied, It may here b 

- 	 mentioned that five to ix timeo the genlf l Vacancy was epp- 

stituted as the zone of con8idrat4or1 anc in order to finq 
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- 	. 
candidate belonging to a SC for 	vacancy reosrved for S1 

the zone of consideration was extnc1e4 to No.9. Number 8 in 

the zone was a SC candidate and ha ws recOmmended for promo.. e. 

tion'even though graded only "gop' Of as the xeservetjon policy 

had to be implemented. 

9. 	Six vacancies in the genera; caeqózy pnd one reserved 

for SC arose in 1983. The DPC opcl64dered 0 zone of 24 offic.e1e 

for this purpose, the applicant ppear1ng qt S No.17. Officials 

at S No.2,3,7, 90  119  13 and 14 (even in all) who were 

graded as 'very good' were recomrflfld,d tor promotion. Against 

the persons appearing at S No.14 tq 14l  JnQjuding the applicant, 

the remark was "not found outstand1fl" 	For two vacncjes which 

arose in 1984 eight officials weta cqnstderd, the applicant 

appearing at No.71  Two parsons.-qradd45 !ery good' appearing 

at S No.3 and 5 were recommended •ndthpaa appearing below 

S No.5 were again classified, as 'hot putatanding', ie., who 

deserved a grading of 'very good' s 	oo'4 or 'unfit'. 

We now turn to the meeting of the PPC field on 28.11.1986.. 

There were five vacancies in all whjh orosp in 1986 which had 

to be fi11adup. 	The OPC examineØ the pharcter rolls of 15 

persons, the applicant appearing ,t S t.5. 	Three persona 

senior to the applicant and two jiJflioZ tah.m who were all 

graded as 	'very good' were recomrafldd for promotion and the 

applicant who was given a grading pt 	gçp!. was left out. 

• In the light ofthe position pot out apove we cannot find • • fault with the recommendations of ta DPC which met on 14.4.1986 

as well as the one 	which met on 2$,4986, 

left out and his juniors promoted 4tWa 	only because his 

grading was inferior to that of h# jen4ors io ho were selected, 

4, 
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This being 4r the consequer)ceo 	 tic method and 

the rules prescribing the se1a4pr mathoi fo promotion, 

we .ca find no legal infirmity *ft thp depisi. n of thB DPC, 

We have also perused the confiflrt$4 r,prts pf the applicnt 

and we find that the grading g*wPj tci hln by ha D9C accors 

with these reports. 

12. 	We must here refer to a dcj.ar pf a Bench of this 

Tribunal rendered on 10.11.1987 jn pppl.ictiorNo.1393/86 

M.S. VENUGOPAL V. UNION OF INDIA. In the to e the app1icat 

Venugopal complained that he had bp-  pasifed var f?F  promotion 

by his junior V.N. Purohit. Th 'qepqndent8  had copended 

that Purohit was senior to Venpopl In the lower  PRst  and 

was, therefore, considered for poniptjpn ind  ppmotc ahead 

of Venugopal. This Tribunal fofld het Varugopal W8$  in ?at 

senior to Purohit in the lower pge aic stpu1d accoingly 

have been considered for pro'no4n had f Purphit, TheriN  

were three officials in the zone of pmoon  Rut up before 

the DPC which recommended Puroh3t £pr  pontion Purqhit wu 

at S No.1 ie., senior to the applçnt h9 appeared at S No2 

and one more person at S No.3. TIm DPC gedd Purohit as 

'very good' and recorded against 	WeI4 1 0fhe two other5 

following him that they were "not 	tuancJing", It was coranded 

on behalf of the respondents thot 	vrI if V nugopa. was pJçaced 

at S Nc.l and Purbhit at S No.2 bpw him, promotion in thal 

case being regulated by selectiofl afld ngt pere1y by eniori.ty, 

Purohit bexnq more meritorious would 2ti13, h vu been promotd. 

It was in that context that this T;4bt.rnql axan4ned whether 

Purohit had, in fact been given 	I4gl 	adig thjr Venugppal, 

in which event Purohit's promotir optdcJ rt b0 ups!t. In 
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the coUrse of its order, this Tr1bufl3. pbse ved that Venugopal 

had been given a negative grading of "flputstaMiflg" which 

could not be compared with positjvu grading of tvery good' 

given to Purohit. In the light Of  pir Øiscuseion earlier 

'not outstanding' means in the contt of iatructiors of the 

Department of Personnol1 either 'ory gopd', 'good' or 'unfit' 

and Venugopal being "not outstanclinçfl apulci fall in any one 

of these three categories. If h wore to f1l in thl category 

of 'very good', the same as Purot)i.t be w04;d have to be 

promoted becaua.e he was the san1 	pf the  tYo, erod.  both having 
Al 	 - 

been placed in the same category! Itbacanw necessary, there— 

fore, to specify the grading of  VanuQopel. That is  why  this 
r1-. tr 

Tribunaldirected the DPC to give e poa$tive grading to 

Venugopal and to reconsider the proeoUon already made in 	tj 
- 	; 

the light of such grading and the rves81of the 	ae4iva- 

seniority of Venugopal and Purohtt £p the 4ower post ordered 

by it. Here, as the earlier diSCUofl  will Show per8on8 

admittedly senior - and whose sertoity o vr the applicant in 

the lower post is not disputed - 	the epplicant were graded 

as 'very good' for the purpose ofpPrnoUof to the vacancies 

which arose in 1982 prior to Pro 	gat.?fl of SRO No.36, in 

1983 and in 1984. By describing the epp1iCant as 'not oUtstar 

ding', the DPC meant that he wot4d tU In any one of the three 

other categories viz., 'very 	 or 'unfit' and in 

-. •: 	 none of these categories would he quality for promotion, 

since there were sufficient numer pf perspfls senior to him 

who had beenfraded as 'very good', Tha t1ere is a meterial 

.. 	 difference between the facts in y rft4gQpel I  case and those in 

the instant case. Therefore, th0 0?cjVjorj in VenUgQPel'e 

case is not applicable here. 

r 	- \. çp\,:__-"' 
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13. Before parting with this appijqetjcn We m6t mantion 

that the applicant represented befpc L,Pt he had worked 

in the organization for a number ? 	afld hJ bean passed 

over by his juniors several timee anq that Ois ong experience 

had not fetched him any promotioi. 	1974e 	V was due to 

retire in 1988 and it was frustratjfltqhi no to got any. 

promotion even till that date. Ap 	h ve •xpl med r1ier 

we cannot go behind what is writtpn $41 thp çharcter rolls of 

the applicant or the grading made, 0 
1 
 y thl QP. 	have 

carefully perused the character rpe ?'pn975pnwarç1s and, 

we find nothing wrong with the gsdJçig ppcqFdel to the 

applicant by the OPC on each pccarIt 4v Uto  th0 responrts 

to consider whether on anØ takin 

into account the long period for hjch the appIcant wopld 

have stagnated in the same grade$?h *,:not p omotecf before 

his retirement, any promotion can b QivorItp t appU.ant 

before that date without in any wy prnp;amipin igh8 
'H 

standards of efficiency required gf pcntIfi prganjatjor 

connected with defence like CIL. 

14. 	In the result, this app1icatjp 	Oismisleed. Parties p 

bear their own costs. 

S.. 

VICE 	 ¶AC MEPE (A) 

bsv  

r) 
J• - ' 
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