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Hon'ble Mr.Justice D.L.Mehta, Vice Chairman
Hon'ble Mr,.0.P.Sharma, Member (Adm.).

PER HON'BLE MR.O.F.SHARMA, MEMBER (ADM.).

The applicant has filed the present 0.A, being
aggrieved by the rgspondehts' not allowing him to
cross Efficiency Bar w.e.f. 8.7.88. It was by order
dated -27.3.89 that the'applicant was informed =hat

he was not found fit to cross the Efficiency Bar, On

'@ perusal of the application, we find that a pendlty

of Censure was imposed mr the applicdnt on 6.3.87.
Thereafter, by order dated 25.4.88, & pendlty of
with-holding of one increment for 2 yedrs with cumu~

lative effect was imposed on him. The said pen&lty

‘W3s however modified by order dated 8.,7.88, to last

a period of 3 months only. The ledrned counsel for
the ‘applicant has argued that neither the pendality of
Censure imposed vide order dated 6.3.87 nor the sab-
sequent pendlty imposed should stand in the wawv of
the applicant being permitted to cross the Efficiency

Bar.

2. - We have heérd the learned counsel for the aop-
licant and perused the record. Both the pendlties
were in fact imposed .on dates prior to 8.7.88, the
date on which the a»nplicant wads due for crossing the

Efficiency Bard. The respondents are entitled to
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consider the pendlties imposed before that date for
the ourpose of deciding whether the annlicant shouldv

be @llowed to crose the Efficiency 3ar w.e.f. 8.7.88.(:v/

3. The applicant is now entitled to have his name
considered afresh fo;.the parpose of crossing the
Efficiency Bar and such consideration takes place
normdlly every yedr. The respondents shall consider
the case of the applicant for crossing Efficiency Bar
on the nex:t date on which such consideration is to be
held, for persons junior to the anplicant. The ann-
licant's name shall be considered by the resvondents
in accordaﬁCe with the prescribed rules and procedures.
As regards the &pplicant’s claim that he was entitled
to cross efficiency b3r from 8.7.88, the claim sﬁands
rejected. V¥ith th;s observation, the O.A, stands

disposed of. No order a8s to costs,

v

(0.P.ShéThR) {O.L.Fenta)
Member (&) Vice Chairman.




