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The epplicant who is working as Deputy Or2 Dressing

Officer under fhz Cwlulull“fb;ucn*ldls Indian Bureu o7 Mines,
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lected by the Deportmentel Promotion Committe2 convenzd in the
month of Mov, 1939 {ox the post of Ore dr2ssing Officer, He has
narrated in Jdeteil his eccomplishments in terms of acadenic
qualificetions submission of technical paepers and advancad
training undzrgone by him in his chossn fi=ld, A nunber of
times he hed applied for batter posts outside thz depertmant
but hiz epplicetions were not forwardsd on the ground that his
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szrvice could not be disp@bged with, Ther: was no adve
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entiy in his zntirs zzrvica carzer ond he fezls that &ll tha

recoid of his accomplishaments was not placed hefors the DFC,
in

rzsultinn ﬁn nonssa l" ctlon N

i We have heard the learnsd counsel for ths parties and

have gone through the records, The i&arned couns2l for tha

applicant has vehemently erguazd that we shoald ceall for thz
original racord, ouwszlves conpar: the assz:smeznt mede by the
respective officzrs and ensuie'that the totsl performarice of

the officers waes evaluatzd by the DPC, H: has drawn our
attention to the ops2rvetions of the Hon'hle Supreme Court

in Union of India Vs, M, K, Kapor ra2port2d in AIR 1974 5C 1937,

Wher2in it was nz2ld tha
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t is not znough to mention thse
conclusion in such selactions but th2 ressons for erriving such

conclusion should also he mentioned, Thers hes to be @ rationsl
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garieved thet one of his juniors, responddznt oo, 3, has bzen

A



nexus betwzen the facts discovers2d and the2 conclusions roached,

In this cas2 the r2asons for sup2rsession have not b2an given,

the DPFC arz raguired to aaliz thziyr own assessment of the ssrvice
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record of th
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¢ 218 irrespectivz of any grading that may be
shaown in the CR, Hz Blso deaws our attention to the 'v:;"vatlonm
of th2 Hon'ble Suprem:z Court in Guman 3ingh Vs, Stat2 of

ajasthan {1971) 2 3CC 4532 wherein pavamzters liks academ
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gualificatiuns, University record, chaerectzr, integrity,

devotion to duty ztc. hava bzen mentionad for evelusting the

performance of an officzr, It wWas wbsezrved that thzss broad
aspects may beg taken inte account in assessi the mzrit of an

officer. He has also drawnm our abttention to the dservations
of the Houn'ble Supreme Court in R,53, Dazs Vs, Union of India
AIR 1957 3C 293, whzrzin it was dbs:zrved that if any dispute
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with regard £o thz arbitrery 2xclusion of & sznior member
of the Stete Service, the mattsr cen always be investigatszad byt

perusing ths ssrvice records and comparing the same with the

szrvice record of the officers who may havs: besan preferred,
3. The lzarned counsel for the respondents hed on the

other hand mentioned that efter snendment of the rubss it is
no longer mzcessary to explain the reasons for zupzrsession,
hence the obszrvetions mede in Hepor's case ar? no ianéer
rezlazvent, He &lso contzndzd thet the Tribunmal cannot act as sn
Appillatz body in these matters., We have be:n shown a obpy of

th2 minutzs of the mssting of the DEC held an 1l0,11,%9, This
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mzeting wés chairzd by Mr, J.Fy¢ Gupta, Meuber of the UPSC, The
Committes considersd the jusstion of selsction of officer to

the grade of Ors Drassing Officer in the Indisn Bureu of Mines
for one vacancy of 1932 and two vecancies of 1939, A categorical
statensat has bzan made thet "™ having 2xaminzd the character

roll  of the senior mosh eligikle officers, th2 Cmmitte:
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es5s52z3¢d them a5 indicatazd égainst 2ach in Annexurs A-1",
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Arnnayure A=l shows that th: nams of tha applicsnt.dccurs at
serial no, 4 in the list of 21ligible officers for two vacanciss

of thz yzaer 1989 end h2 has hoen assesszd by the DFC as 'Good!
only, On the other hand, tespeondent no, 3 Shri M Makods, has

b2an ass33535¢

W

d &3 Wery Good?, It i3 clear that the DEFC had
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thxszlves mads &5 asszssmznt of the grading &3 envisaegzd in the
oM dated 19,3,53%, As p2gerds the contention that the applicant'
had bzen sent for spicific training and had submittsd technical
papers year aiter efter, the Reporting Officar must hava

conziderad these maethzr:s bafcre Jilling up the CR which are

revizwzld by thelr senior officers, It is the 1o llty of such
observetions mads osver & period of yzars that goes into campera-

tives ass@ssment of the periosimence of the diffzrent officersy
In vizw of thisz it is dif%}cult to accept the claln of the
applicant that such rzoordgws 2 not évailable with th2 Reporting
Qfficer during the rzlevent years or wers ignored by them, Unlass
it is provad €2 the contrery, we have to 3o by the assumnptim
thet the proper procedurss have boan followsd by the DRC which

is heedod by an indepeandent authority lits UPSS, As the Hon'ble
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'Suprem% Court themsslvas mentioned ir, the cas: of Capool (suprla)

thz prasuanphtion is thet the suthority concerned will discherge

its abligetions with full realisstions of its implicstions and
b

honzstly, ' We heve, tharefsre, nc rsasan fo dcubs that all the

relavant records wers placed hefors the DPCgabhey did not show

any bias of prejudice in iths selactiaﬁ. e Ao not conzider it

Se In view of thz efirssaid considzrations, ws hold that
this i3 not a it case to interfers end the DA iz dismissed]

No coscs,
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