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Under Secretary to the Govt. of India, Ministry of 

Infornation and Broadcasting do hereby soleiwtiy affirm and 

state as under: 

I am working in the office of the respondent and as 

such I am well acquaihted with the facts of case deposed 

hereunder. I am filing this reply affidavit on behalf of 

all the respondents as I have been authorind to do so. 

I have road the original application under reply and deny 

all the material averments made therein except those which 

are specific1t admitted hereunder and in respect of other 

averments, the applicant may be put to strict proof of. 

At the outset, it is submitted that the original 

application is barred by delay, lathes and limitation. 

The impugned remarks were conunicated to the applican 

as far back jS4.58.  The applic 	instead jf vs i g of 
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time to represent contrary to the one .rnth time as per 

the nies. Even the representation seeking 6 weeks time was 

made on 3.8.1988 Ic, more than -four months later with the 

intention to drag on the netter 1on vague grounds. On being 

informed vide letter dated 28,9.1988 of the timilimit of 

one month, the -applicast represented again only on 9.4.1990 

C-a. more than one year after the earlier coutiunication. 

So the applicant has not represented against a8verse entries - 

in his AR for 1986 which were coirrunicated to him on 

5thjMarch 1988 within the stipulated period of one month 

but he used to represent - raising vague grounds for e4ension 

of time. So the application is barred by delay, lachs and 

limitation. The repeated representations do save limitation 

like-wise repeated rejection of such representation also 

does not extend limitation. The Hon'ble Supreme Court 

also held that repeated representation could not be held to be 

satisfactory explanation of dalay. (Am 19760  SC 2617) 

Hence, the original application is liable to be dismissed on 

these grounds alone. 	 - 

3. 	Without prejudice to the above submission, it is 

submitted that the applicant's representation lacked 

substance and that instead of giving clause by clause replies. 

to the adverse remarks, the applicant merely levelle 

allegations against the reporting officer which were baseless 

and uncalled for. In the subsequent reprsentations o the 
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S 	applicant, the same thing was repeated. the applicant also 

appealed against the rejection, order at. 6.5.1991 on 

30.7.91. The applicant's appeal against the rejection 

of time-barred representation was also rejected by the 

competent authority. 

'I 

It is further submitted that there was no malafide 

intention to withhold ccnumunicatton of adverse remarks to 

the applicant as alleged by the applicant. in fact, the 

self asseswent in the ACR was written by t*e applicant 

on 1st June 1987 and the reporting and reviewing of ACR 

could be completd by Decenter. 1987. Thereafter the adverse 

remarks were communicated to the applicant on Sthf March, 1988. 

5. 	It is further subaitted that the averments of the 

applicant in part 6(a) of the application are wrong and 

hence dented. The ACR of the applicant was not reviewed 

by Shri D.ff.Verma. Dy. Director, as averred by the applicant 

The ACR was reviewed by the then Joint Director. Directorate 

of Pield Publicity who holds a higher post than the 

reporting Officer. The applicant has made vague 

allegation without any substance in them. 

I view of the above of the above submission, there 

are no merits in tbe original application and it is liable 

to be dismissed. Hence, the Non'ble Tribunal is prayed to 

dismiss the original application with costs. 
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