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IIT THE CEMMTRaL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBMAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPIUR.
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Date of Decision: 15.9.94.

OA 233 /94.

R.D. SHARMA \ «s« APPLIANT .
VS e

UIICH OF IHDIA & ORS. «++ RE3PONDENTS ,

CORAM:

HOI'BLE MR. JUSTICE D.L. MEHTA, VIZE THAIRMAN, :
HOM'3IE MI3S USHA SEN, MEMBER (A).

For thz Apolicant ese SHRI M3 . GUPTA,

PFox tl‘le Re Sfonﬂent" oo ..JHRT Vv cu « GURJAR .

PER YQM'BLE MR, JUSTICE D.L. FEHTA, VICE CHAIPMAN.

Heard learned zounsel £or the partizs. The order Anne:ure

n,

A-l dated 15.4.93 is very specific and the responientz have

pecifically menticned thercsin thét the applibaht has beén found J
unfit £or promotion by the DPZ due to his unsatisfactOry‘service )
records. This 1nilﬁate: that thes service rezord of the applicant
is not good and number of adverse remarks may bz there. This

fact has not been specifically mentioned in the petition - itself.

2. The lesrned counz=el for the applicant referred para-13
whiich shows that the applicant is not: partiéipating, which is
lesding t» thﬁbendency 2f the disciplinary proceedings against
him. Paras-10 and 11 have also been referred by the applicant's
counsel during the course of distation and there is nothing on the
record by which the view taken bﬁ the DPC should be‘éubstituted

by the Tribunal.

3. The OA stands rejected accordingly,)with n> order as to
costs.
( UsHa SEN ) L. I~EH’P

MEMBER (A) ; ‘!I«“‘E CHAIRMA




