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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBINAL
BANGALORE BENCH -
| ~ Second Floor, .
Commercial Complex,

Indiranagar,
Bangalore-560 038,

Dated:~ 15 APR i394

APPLICATIQN NUMBER : 900 of 1993,
APPLICANTS: AESPONDENTS :
Sri.R.Sekar 8/s. Project Manager, BARC,Mysore and Other.
Te. o
1. Sri.T.N.Raghupathy .

Advocate,Second Fléor,

Swastik Complex,

Opp:Seshadripuram Police Station,
S.C.Road, Seshadripuram, Bangalore-20,

2. " The Project Manager,
Rare Materials ®lant,
Post Box No.l,Yelwal Post,
Bhabha Atomic Research Centre,
Rabbahally Complex,Mysore~571130,

3. Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao, Addl.CGSC,
High-Court Bldg,Bangalore-l.,

Subject:~ Forwarding eof copies ot the Orders passed by the
Central administrative Tribunal,Bangalore.

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of the ORDER/

STAY ORDER/INTERIM ORDER/, passed by this Tribunal in the above

mentioned application(s) on__ 28th March, 199%4. '
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CENTRAL ﬁDN;NISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 3 BANGALORE BENCH

APPL ICATION NO. 900/1993

HONQAY, THE TWENTYEIGHTH DAY OF MARCH, 1994

presents Mr. Justice P.K. Shyamsunder, Vice Chairmen

Mmr. ToV. Ramanan, Member (A)

Shri R. Sekar

Aged about 27 years

s/o. R. Ramaswamy

Scientific Assistant 'C?

Bhabha Atomic Research Centre

No.650, 'm! Block, Kuvempunager

Mysore. rYs Applicant

(By Shri T.N. Raghupathy, Rdvocate)

Vs,

1. Bhabha Atomic Research Centre
mysore, represented by its project
manager, Ratnahally Complex
post Bag No.1, Hunsur Road, Yelwal P.D.
myscre = 571 130, :

2, Union of India represented by
its Secretary, Department of
Atomic Energy, New Delhi. esse Respondents

(By Shri m. V. Rao, A.C.G.5.C.)
0 R O ER

(Mr. T.V. Ramnan, member (A))

Admitted.
Rejoinder to the reply filed by the respondents

filed in Court pieced on record,

2. we have heard the learned counsel for the
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applicant and the learned Standing Counssl for the respondents.

Learned counsel for the applicant challehged the contention,

AN

as in the reply of the raépondents, that there is & reguirement

regarding fulfillment of certain norms as regards Confidential



Report grading before

the cases jof those acquiring ARIE or

other degrees, whicﬁ mLke them d¢ligible for promotion to a

higher grade, could b

grade and argued that

should be trested as h%

tial Report of the epp

o
made ava;lable hgg'coT

true, issued by the Bhs

perusa]l of the sams re

or other degrees which

‘i

in the md‘ter

i
hicher grads, the congsrned may

|

such a grade only once

Confidential Report gr

I

consideréd for promotion to such a

.he non-premotion of the applicant

sed on a]verse entries in the Cénfiden—
licant. Jhe learned.standing Counsal
P1dential |booklet, duly certified to be

bha Atomfic Research Centre. Careful
asle that/of personnel acquitiﬁg AMIE
make the% eligible for promotion to a

be interviewsd for promotion to

‘provided‘they have maintained a particular

ding or 8bove that grading during the

previous 3 years, [earned Standing Counsel has produced before

us the previous 3 yea
perused. After perws!
the particular grading
grading necessary for
being\considared for p

such the respondents C

é‘ACRs of [the applicant which we have

1 of the @ame, we are quite satisfied that
which is | specified to be the minimum

the applicant tolbe'called for interview for
1romotion is.not there for one year and as

ould not *ossibly have considered the case

|
of the applicant for 4aing 1nte#viewed for promotion. 1In view

of this, the ruling ii
T B
and pthers (AIR 1984 S

applicant, is not qui#

were adverse entries §

had not been communica

the State Government.i
remarks, the selectiop

Rppellant in that cas

C 531) ci

e relevan* ﬁp this casea.

Because of the presaence

| .
Amarkantﬁ Choudhury vs, State of Bihar

Led by learned counsel for the
- In that case there

|
n the ACR# of the Appellant and the same

ted to the employes and later expunged by

cf the adverse

committes which met did not consider the

for promption. In view of this it was

decided in that casa that the chision of the selection committes
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stood vitieted, This case is not similer to thet, In

this case there ere no adverse entries in ths ACRs for

the previous 3 years of the applicant, It is only because
the epplicant could not fulfill by.his performance the
norms laid down for consideration of his case for promotion"
that he was not considered fit for promotion deSpite he

having acquired an Enginesring Degres. ¥he other case

Gurudiel Singh Fijji Vs. State of punjab & pthers (AIR 1979 SC

1622) cited by the counssl for the applicant is also not
relevant to the case on hend because there are no adverse
remarks in the 3 ACRs of the applicant. It wes because he

could not fulfill th§ CR norms that he was not celled for
interview for being considered for promotion. Apparently,

the norms which are confidential and contained in a confideﬁtial
document appear to have been applied uniformly in 2ll such

ceses of promotion, Since the respondents contend that such
unfiform application has taken place, wa do not find any

resson as to why we should doubt the bonafides of the respondents

. in not promoting the applicant, &As such)a view cannot be taken

that it wes only in the case of the applicant that the prsscribed

. norms were applisd in order to deprive him of his promotion,

3. In vieuy of the foregoing, we do not find any

substance in this application and dismiss the same. No order

as to co;ts. - . . O
sd- - Scl~
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(T.v, RAMANAN) ' (P.Ke SHYAMSUNDER )
MEMBER(A) VICE CHAIRMAN
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