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By order 
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26.1004 the applicant as vM11 as 

learned Addl.0 .G..S .0 for the respondent& 

were present. 

O.A is admitted, call for the 

'records, returnable by four weeks. 

, 	Ust on 25..2004 for orders. 

Member (i 
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25.11.04' 	Four weeks time is granted to the 

* respondents to ft ie written statement 

Liston 25.1 .0 for rder. 
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6.12.2004 prsentz The Hon'bleMr.Justc. 
SKI 	 Batta, Vice-Cha irman. 

The Hon'bl.e Mr.K.v.'rahladan 
Member (A). 

Mr.M.Chand. 1ernd counsel for 

the applicant and Mr.A.eb roy, learned 
Sr.C.G.S.C. for the respcn:jents are 

preent. 

Mr.A.Deb Roy seeks further eight 

weeks time to file written statement. 

His request is granted. Stand over to 

9.2.2005., 
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bb 	 . 
vLc 	 Lt 	 - 

i 	
Aiv\ b \LLJ) 	9 • 2 • 2005 present: The Hon'ble Mr .M.K .Gupta, 

The Hon'bie Mr.k.V.Prahladan.. 
....... .... . .............. . 	Membr (A). 

	

. 	None apçears for the parties. Rep 1 

has not been flied despite service. 

	

- 	 Adjourned to 7 .3.2005. 

Member (A) 	 Meiwjer (J 

bb 

7.3,05. 	Hon'ble Iir.Justjce G.Sivarajan, 
Vice-Chaj'rian 

on'ble Mr.K.V.prdhjadafl 	ember(A) 

At the reest of learned 

Standing counsel three weeks time is 

• 	
* = 	 granted to file written state- n ent. 

List OI 30.3,05 for filing of written 
- 	 statent and further orders 

Menmer 	 V1ceC1jajrman 

	

, 	 30.3.20*5 Present & The Hon1e Mr. Justice  I: 

IJO 	
Sivarajan, Vioe..Chaian. 
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Mr. A. K. chaudhuri, learned 
Addi. C.G.S.C. for the respondents 

seeks further time for filing written 

statnent. I4t on 27.4.2015.  
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.27.04.2005 Mr. 	CMijdhurj, learned 
Addl. C.G.s.C. for the respondents 

submits that written atatnent has 
already been prepared and sent for 
vetting. Therefore, some more time 
is required. Post on 27.5.2005. 4 r 

Vjce-Chajan 
mb 

27.5.05. 	On the prayer of learned counsel 

' IJL'( 	 for the Respondents four weeks time 
• 

 

is allowed to file written statement. 
6 	 r 	

' Post the matter on 27..05. 

f 	 .Mem1,er 

I 	 . 

27.6.2005 	Mr. h.K. Chaudhuri, learned kidl. 
C.G,5,C *  for the respondents submits 

- 	 .. 

. that respondents have filed written 
- • 	 . . . 	

. 	 statement. Counsel for the applicant 
submits that time may be granted for 

. 	 rejoinder. 
Post on 1.8.2005 for hearing. 

ViceChajan 

81. 	
- 	 mb. 

3, 
01.08.2005 	At the request of Mr., A.K. Chaudhuri 

if L 	r4LA-. 	 learned Addi. C.G.8.C* for the respond- 
enta the case is adjourned to 4.8.2005. 

• 	 47 
Member 	 ViceiiChai.rman 

mb 
04 • 08 • 2 Heard M. J .L. SaE)çar, 24EXXIMd  

as' 4ted bJF Mr.\. Chanda. earned couns 
el fo\\the  app1ica*t and Mr.\.K. Chaudh-
un, lened Add].. C'çS.Ca fo\the 

.G.S.Ce h&8 placed\before 

corc1s brou'h by Mr\3Cat 
S~ ion office' Mini\try 
is phent in 
reserve'i. 	 - 

resondenè 
us relevant r 
Kewal Kishan, 
of Mines, who 

Orders 

Member 
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Mr. A.K. Chaudhuri 	04,08.2005 	He 	r. J.1. Sarkar,ass.jst 
learned 	 1. 	

bip Mr. M. Chanda. learned counsel 
files one iSACRS and other 	 for the applicant and Mr. A.1(6 Chaudh 

ap,
artf tpesof 	

un, learned i8dl. c.c.s.c. forthe 
the , x .  UpsC proceedi1gs. These 	respondents. C.G.S.C. has placed 
records are kept with' the O.A.s. 	before us the relevant reords brough 

by Mr. Kewal. Kishan, Section Officer, 
Ministry, of Mines who is present in 

Court. • 	Vice-Chairman 	 orders reseed, 

; 	. 	. 	 . 	 ... 

Therecords.(2fjjes -one 
of ACRS. arithe other of DPC.  

4 tpceediñS 	eet.trièd't'6" 	',' 	 ,_.-, 	 •• 

Mr..AKthaudhuni..MdI.CG.S.C. 
on 18.8.2005 • •,•;• 	

Member 	 vice-chairman 
mb 
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18.8.2005 	Judgmeat pronounced in open Court, 
'• 	.\ • 	 • 	••-.• 	•- - 	 ept in separate sheets. 

.• - r•-... .... .. 	 The o. is allowed in terms of 
• 	 the order. No Costs, 
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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO: OF 2004 

DATE OF DECISION: 18-08-2005. 

Sri Subodh Kumar Pattn (aik 
	

APPUCANT(S) 

Mr. J.L. Sa.rkar, Mr. M. Chandà, 	ADVOCATE(S) FOR THE 
Mr. G.N. Chakrabarty and Mr. S. Nath. 	APPLICANT(S) 

- VERSUS- 

Union of India & Ors. 	 RESPONDENT(S) 

Mr A.K. Chaudhuri, Addi. C.G.S.C. 	ADVOCCATE FOR THE 
RESPONDENT(S) 

THE HONBLE MRJUSTICE G. SIVARAJAN, VICE CHAIRMAN 

THE HON'BLE MR K.V. PRAHLADAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to 	tJ 
see the judgment? 

4 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the 	- 
judgment? 

Whether the judgment is to be circulated to the other 	- 
Benches? 

Judgment delivered by Hon'bie Vice-Chairman. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
GUWAHATI BENCH 

Original Application No.228 of 2004 

Date of Order: This the 18th day of August 2005 

The Hon'ble Shri Justice G. Sivarajan, Vice-Chairman. 

The Hon'ble Shri K.V. Prahiadan, Administrative Member. 

Sri Subodh Kumar Pattnaik, 
Son of Late Bansidhar Pattnaik, 
Geologist' (Sr.), MGP Division, 
0/a - The Dy. Director General, NER, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Shillong (Meghalaya) 	 ... Applicant 

By Advocates Mr.J.L. Sarkar, Mr. M. Chanda, Mr. G.N. Chakrabarty 
And Mr. S. Nath. 

- Versus- 

The Union of India, 
Represented by the Secretary, 
Ministry of Coals and Mines, 
Deptt. Of Mines, Govt. of India, 
ShastriBhawan, 
New Delhi. 

The Director General, 
Eastern Region, 
Geological Survey of India, 
27, J.L.N. Road, 
Kolkata - 700 016. 

The Deputy Director General, 
Eastern Region, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Kolkata. 

The Deputy Director General, 
Geological Survey of India., 
North Eastern Region, 
'ZOREM', Nongrim Hills, 
Shillong-793 003. 

The Director, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Operation Arunachal Pradesh, 
Itanagar-791 111. 
Arunachal Pradesh. 
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The Director (SG) 
Map & Cartography Division, 
Operations Orissa, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Unit -8, Nayap ally, 
Bhubaneswar, Orissa - 751012. 

Shri B.K. Mohantv, 
Director (SG) 
Map & Cartography Division, 
Operations Orissa, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Unit -8, Nayapally, 
Bhubaneswar, Orissa - 751012. 

Dr. Vimal Kumar, 
Director, 	/ 
Geological Survey of India, 
North Eastern Region, 
Shillong - 3, Meghalaya. 

Shri Amitava Sen, 
Director, Marine Geology, 
Eastern Region, 
Bhu-Bijnan Bhavan, 
Karunamayee, 
Salt lake City, 
Kolkata-700 091. 

Sri Gautam Sarkar, 
Director, 
Geological Survey of India, 
N.E.Region, 
Shillong- 3, Meghalaya. 	 . Respondents 

By Mr. A.K. Chaudhuri, Addi. C.G.S.C. 

SIVARAIAN. I. (V.C.) 

The matter relates to promotion to the post of Director, 

Geology in the scale of pay of Rs.12000-16500/- in the Geological 

Survey of India under the Government of India, Ministry of Mines, 

New Delhi. 

2 	The applicant is working as Geologist (Senior), M.G.P. 

Division in the Office of the 41 respondent. The applicant was 
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originally appointed as Geologist (Junior) on selection by the Union 

Public Service Commission in the year 1976 in the Geological Survey 

of India. He was promoted as Geologist (Sr.) in the year 1985. He had 

completed the residency period of 6 years required for promotion to 

the post of Director (Geology) in the year 1991. The applicant was at 

serial No.670 in the seniority list of Geologist (Sr) prepared by the 

Geological Survey of India as on 1.10.1990. As per the provisional 

seniority list of Geologist (Sr.) as on 1.8.2000 (Annexure-II) applicant 

is serial No.1 72 while respondents 8 to 10 are serial Nos.174, 175 and 

204 respectively. The applicant has filed this O.A. for directionsto the 

official respondents to promote him to the grade of Director (Geology) 

with effect from the date his juniors were promoted by holding a 

Review DPC ignoring the uncommunicated downgraaed ACR with all 

consequential service benefits including arrears, etc. 

3. 	The main grievance of the applicant is that though he had 

put in 28 years of service out of which 19 years he had worked in the 

feeder cadre of Geologist (Senior) and as such a legitimate expectant 

for the post of Director (Geology), he had been ignored in the matter 

of selection by the UPSC on the basis of uncommunicated 

downgrading of the ACR against the relevant Rules and Regulations 

and the executive orders issued by the D.O(P&T), Government of 

India and the decisions àf Courts and Tribunals. The applicant claims 

that he has an unblemished service career and his name was even 

nominated for National Mineral Award for 2002 i.e. the highest award 

in Geology given by the Ministry of Mines, Government of India. His 

juniors in service, respondent Nos.8 to 10 and a number of other 

juniors were promoted to the post of Director (Geology) overlooking 



his claim. He had also alleged malafide against his reporting 

authority, the 71h  respondent 

4. 	A written statement is filed on behalf of the respondents. 

Regarding an averment made by the applicant that though he was 

qualified and eligible for promotion to the post of Director (Geology) 

since 1990 onwards his name was not considered by the DPC, the 

respondents with details has shown that based on his seniority he 

came in the zone of consideration for selection to the post of Director,  

(Geology) only dui-ing the years 2003-2004 and 2004-2005. It is stated 

that the post of Director (Geology) is a selection post and according to 

the iritructions of the Department of Personnel and Training dated 

8.2.2002 the Bench mark for the post is 'very good'. The DPC was 

held fOr 53 posts of Director (Geology) for the year2003-2004 and 26 

vacancies for the year 2004-2005 on 10.8.2004: the applicant was 

considered by the DPC alongwith other eligible officers as he was 

within the zone of consideration but he was not found fit by the DPC 

in view of the performance reflected in his Confidential Reports. The 

duty of a Geologist, it is stated, is to do the field work and' submit his 

report about the mineral deposits in the areas where the field duty 

was assigned to him. The applicant was asking for office duty during 

his stay at NER which is not permitted as per duties of the post of 

Geologist. It is stated that there is no instruction issued 1w the 

Departmentof Personnel and Training on the basis of Supreme Court 

decisions that below Bench Mark grading should be communicated to 

the individual. It is also stated that as per the D.O. P&T instructions 

'Average' may not be taken àsadverse remark. Then how the 'Good' 

performance of the officer can be treated as adverse remarks. The 

applicant, it is stated, refused to take assignment of field duties which 



\(V 

5 

has been accepted by him in the O.A. The applicant, it is stated, was 

not recommended by the DPC for promotion keeping in view his 

performance; his senior and junior were recommended according to 

the performance/grading refleted in their CRs. 

5. 	The applicant had filed a rejoinder. Various averments 

regarding the convening of DPCs for the earlier years with reference 

to the number of vacancies etc. and the vagueness in the matter of 

details etc. are. stated. About the reluctance to do field work 

mentioned in the written statement it is stated that more than 20% of 

the Geologists posted in the NER were deployed in Headquarter jobs 

during the. Field Seasons 1997-98 and 1998-99. They were juniors 

also. It is stated that some of them were never deployed for Field 

work during long years of posting in NER. Respondent No.8 is shown 

as an instance. The applicant, it is stated, had requested the superiors 

to exclude him from the Field work in the difficult terrains in view of 

his ailments certified by Doctors which were illegally rejected. The 

applicant has also narrated his achievements reflected in giving him 

higher responsibilities. The applicant has relied on the decisions of 

the Supreme Court and of the High Court and Tribunals in the matter 

of downgrading of ACRs and its effects. 

6... 	Heard Mr J.L. Sarkar assisted by Mr M. Chanda, learned• 

counsel for the applicant, and Mr A.K. Chaudhuri, learned Add!. 

C.G.S.C. for the respondents. An officer from New Delhi has brought 

the confidential records of the applicant and also the DPC proposal 

records maintained by the Government of India and also copies of the 

proceedings of the DPC held on 10th  and 11th  August 2004 atJaipur.. 

Those records were placed before the Bench. Mr J.L. Sarkar, learned 

counsel for the applicant, took us to paragraphs 4.16 to 4.21 of the 

V 

) I 
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application and paragraph 4.13 of the written statement of the 

respondents and submitted that the applicant throughout his service 

career had a good track record; that the applicant was graded 'very 

good' by the reporting and reviewing authorities in the ACRs for the 

years 1997-98 1998-99 and 1999-2000, but Shri K. Krihnan Unni, 

Senior Deputy Director General as the accepting authority had 

downgraded the ACR without any notice or caution to the applicant, 

that Shri Mohanty as the Reporting Authority of the applicant had 

maláfide made adverse remarks against the applicant for the year 

2002-03 though he had given 'very good' to the applicant for the 

earlier years but the Reviewing Authority/Accepting Authority had 

expunged the said remarks. Counsel submitted that it is out of the ii 

will and malice/personal grudge of the Reporting and Accepting 

Authorities, the ACRS have been downgraded. Counsel sub:mitted that 

the downgrading of the ACRs have not been communicated to the 

applicant, and therefore the Selection Committee should not have 

acted upon the said ACRs. Counsel pointed out that the 3" respondent 

had nominated the applicant vide his letter dated 24.12.2002 for the 

prestigious 'National Mineral Award 2002', the highest award given 

by the Ministry, of Mines, Government of India. It is pointed out that 

the 311  respondent in the recothmendation letter had highlighted the 

landmark achievements of the applicant. The counsel has also relied 

on the Goverrment orders and the decisions of Courts in the matter of 

writing confidential records and the procedure to be followed while 

downgrading the ACRs. He submitted that an honest and dedicated 

officer who had put in flnstinct service for more than 19 years in the 

feeder category had been denied promotion only because of the 

whims and fancies of the Reporting/Reviewing and Accepting 
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Authorities. He also submitted that the malafide action of the 

Reporting/Reviewing/Accepting Authorities had vitIated the entire 

proceedings. 

7. 	Mr A.K. Chaudhuri, learned Addi. C.G.S.C., suhmitted that 

the applicant, on the basis of his seniority as per the seniority list, 

came in the zone of consideration for promotion to the post of 

Director, Geology, only in the year 2003-2004 and 2004-235; that his 

name was proposed by the Government and considered by the DPC 

which was held on 101  and 111h  August 2004 but he was not found fit 

for selection' 'in view of the performance reflected in his ACRS. He 

also submitted that the applicant was reluctant to attend field work 

which cannot be avoided. The Standing' Counsel. further submItted 

that. the confidential and other records produced will establish the 

said circumstances. 

. We have minutely gone through the pleadings in the case, 

considered the arguments advanced by the counsel for the parties and 

also perused the confidential records of the applicant, the proposal 

sent by the Governnient of India to the UPSC and the procee4ings of 

the DPC for 2002-2003 for one post, for 2003-2004 for 53 posts and 

for 2004-2005 for 26 posts of Director, Geology, convened on lOu' and 

11th August 2004 and the appointment order. 

Before we proceed to consider the real issue involved in 

the case we will first dispose of the contention raised by the counsel 

for the 'applicant that no proper DPC was convened for the period 

from 1990-91 onwards with reference, to each years vacancies and 

that the applicant's case was not considered for promotion to, the post 

of Director, Geology, though he was qualified and eligible for 

promotion to the said post since 1990. The applicant was promoted to 

'H 
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the post of Geologist (Sr) in the year 1985. He had completed 6 years 

service in the said post in 1991. Admittedly, he was qualified for 

promotion to. the post of Director, Geology, since 1991. The post of 

Director, Geology, is a seiection post and promotion is based on merit-

curn-seniority. The respondents have furnished the details regarding 

DPC for the years 1990-91 to 2004-2005 inthe written stalement as 

per which the applicant came in the zone of consideration for 

promotion to the post of Director, Geology, only during the years 

2003-2004 and 2004-2005. Though a rejoinder was filed, the applicant 

was not able to rebut the same except to state that there is some 

vagueness. Further the applicant's juniors in the seniority list - 

respondent Nos.8 to 10 were selected and promoted only in the 

selection for the year 2003-2004. In the above circumstances, there is 

no merit in the contention regarding the earlier years entitlement. 

10. 	Now let us consider the vital issue involved in the case 

viz., whether the official respondents were justified in not selecting 

and promoting the applicant for the years 2003-2004 and 2004-2005. 

The respondents have clearly assigned the reasons for not selecting 

and promoting the applicant to the post of Director, Geology-

unsatisfactory performance reflected in the confidential rec9rds. It is 

stated that as per the instructions of the Department of Personnel and 

Training dated 8.2.2002 the Bench Mark for the post is 'very good'; he 

was considered by the DPC alongwith other eligible officers but he 

was not found 	fit in view of the performance reflected in his 

confidential reports. In the additional information furnished by the 

respondents in the form of a note it is stated that the DPC considered 

five confidential records for the years 1997-98 to 2001-02 for the 

• vacancies of the year 2003-2004 and five confidential records for the 



years 1998-99 to 2002-2003 for the vacancies for the year 2004-2005. 

The gradings.given for the above years are also furnished. It is also 

stated that as per the criteria adopted by the UPSC, if an officer 

having four Confidential Reports out of five Confidential Reports up to 

the Bench Mark then he will be recommended for promotion to the 

higher grade. The applicant, it is stated, did not satisfy the above and 

therefore he was not recommended by the DPC for promotion to the 

post of Director (Geology). 

11. 	We have perused the confidential records of the applicant 

for the years 1996-97 and 2004-2005, which reflects as follows 

Assessment year Remarks of Remarks of Remarks of 
Reporting Reviewing Assessing Authority 
Authority Authority  

1996-97 
From 1.4.1996 to Very Good Good Good- no reason 
30.9.1996 stated 
From 1.10.1990 to Good Very Good Very Good 
31.3.1997 

1997-98 
From 1.4.1997 to Good - Very Good Good- no reason 
30.9.1997 stated 
From 1.10.1997 to Good Good Good 
31.3.1998  

.1998-99 Very Good Very Good Good 
(Not a willing field 
worker) 

1999-2000 I 
From 1.4.1999 to 

. 

Very Good Very Good Good (Avoids Field 
1.11,1999 works) 
From 1.11.1999 to Very Good Very Good Very Good 
31.3.2000 
2000-2001 Very Good Very Good Blank 

200 1-2002 	. Very Good Very Good Very Good 

2002-2003 Average Good, Good 
(Expunged) 
Good  

2003-2004 Good Good Good 	, 

N/ 
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From the abo've it is seen that the applicant's grading was 

'Good' for the first half of 1996-97 and 'Very Good' for the second 

half. Similarly, for the first half of the Assessment Year 1997.98, 

though the Reviewing Authority had graded 'Very Good', the 

Accepting Authority had downgraded the sanie to 'Good' without 

assigning any reason. For the Assessment. Year 1998-99 both the 

Reporting and the Reviewing Authorities had graded 'Very Good' to 

the applicant; the Accepting Authority had downgraded him with 

'Good' stating that the applicant is 'Not a willing Field. Worker'. 

Likewise, for the first part of 1999-2000 though for a major part of 

1999-2000 both the Reporting Authority and the Reviewing Authority 

had assigned 'Very Good'; the Accepting Authority downgraded the 

same by grading him 'Good', stating thatthe applicant 'Avoids Field 

Works'. However, for the second haIf, apart from the Reporting 

Authority and the Reviewing Authority, the Accepting Authority who is 

the very same officer had assigned 'Very Good'. For the year 2000-01 

both the Reporting and Reviewing Authorities had assigned 'Very 

Good', but it appears there was no Accepting Authority to grade the 

applicant. The reason is not known. For the year 2001-02 all, the 

authorities have assigned 'Very Good' to the applicant, but, for the 

years 2002-03 and 2 003-04 only 'Good' grading is given to the 

applicant by all the authorities. Here it must be noted for the year 

2 002-03 the Reporting Authority had only graded 'Average'. However, 

this was expunged by the higher authority by assigning 'Good'. 

12. 	The law on the writing of Confidential Reports of an 

officer is well settled by th6 decisions of the Supreme Court, High 

Courts and of the Tribunals. 

~~X 
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The Supreme Court in S. Ramachandra Raju Vs. State of 

Orissa, 1994 Supp (3) SCC 424 in regard to the need to 'write 

Confidential Reports objectively, fairly and dispassionately in a 

constructive manner either commenting/downgrading the conduct, 

character, efficiency or integrity of the officer, inter alia, observed 

thus: 	 V  

"It is needless to emphasise that the career prospects 
of a subordinate officer/employee largely depends upon 
the work and character assessment by the reporting 
officer. The latter shoUld adopt fair, objective, 
dispassionate and constructive commends/corn m ents in 
estimating or assessing the character, ability, integrity 
and responsibility displayed by the officer/employee 
concerned during the relevant period for the above 
objectives if not strictly adhered to in making an honest 
assessment, the prospect and career of the subordinate 
officer being put to great jeopardy" 

In State Bank of India and others Vs. Kashinath Kher and 

others (1.996) 8 SOC 262 the Supreme Court after pointing out the 

twofold object of writing Confidential Report viz. (i) to give an 

opportunity to the officer to remove deficiencies and to inculcate 

discipline and (ii) it seeks to serve improvement of quality and 

excellence and efficiency of public service, observed that the 

procedure should be fair and reasonable, for, the report thus 'written 

would form the basis for consideration for promotion.. 

15; 	The Supreme Cpurt again in State of U.P. Vs. Jamuna 

Shankar Misra, (1997) 2 SLR 311 SC (para 7 at page 316) observed 

thus: 

.. ..........The officer entrusted with the duty to write 
confidential reports, has a public responsibility and trust 
to write the confidential reports objectively, fairly and 
dispassionately while giving, as accurately as possible, the 
statement of facts on an overall assessment of the 
performance of the subordinate officer. It should be 
founded upon the facts or circumstances. Though 
sometimes, it may not be part of record, but the conduct, 
reputation and character acquire public knowledge or 
notoriety and may be within 'his ,  knowledge. Before 

J1/ 	. 
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forming an 'opinion to be adverse, the reporting dfficers 
writing confidentials should share the information vhich 
is not a part of the record with the officer concerned, have 
the inforihation confronted by the officer and then make 
it part of the record. This amounts to an opportunity given 
to the erring/corrupt officer to correct the errors of the 
judgment, conduct, behaviour, integrity or conduct/ 
corrupt proclivity. If, despite given giving such an 
opportunity, the officer fails to perform the duty, correct 
his conduct or improve himself necessarily, the same may 
be recorded in the confidential reports and a copy thereof 
supplied to the affected àfficer so -that he will have an 
opportunity to know the remarks made against him. If he 
feels aggrieved, it would be open to him to have it 
corrected by appropriate representation to the higher 
authorities or any appropriate judicial forum for redressel. 
Thereby, honesty, integrity, good conduct and efficiency 
get improved in the performance of public duties, and 
standards of excellence in services constantly rises to 
higher levels and it becomes successful tool to manage the 
service with officers of integrity, honesty, efficiency and 
devotion." 

16. 	An important decision rendered by th,e Supreme Court on 

this point is U.P. Jal Nigarn and others Vs. Prabhat Chandra Jain and 

others, (1996) 2 SCC 361 Paras 2 and 3 of. the said decision read 

thus: - 

The first respondent was downgraded at 'a certain 
point of time to which the Service Tribunal gave .a 
correction. Before the High Court, the petitioners' plea 
was that downgrading entries in confidential reports 
cannotbetermed as adverse entries so as to, obligate the 
Nigam to communicate the same to the employee and 
attract a representation. This argument was turned down 
by, the High Court, as in its view confidential reports were 
assets of the employee since they weigh to his advantage 
at the promotional and extensional stages of service. 'The 
High Court to justify its view has given an illustration that 
if an employee legitimately had earned an 'outstanding' 
report in a particular year which, in a succeeding one and 
without his knowledge, is reduced to the level 'of 
'satisfactory' without any communication to him, it would 
certainly be adverse and affect him at one or the other 
stage of his career. 

We need, to explain these observations of the High 
Court.' The Nigam has rules, whereunder an adverse entry 
is required to be communicated to. the employee 
concerned, but not downgrading of an entry. It has been 
urged on behalf of the Nigam that when the nature Of the 
entry does not reflect any adverseness that is not required 
to be communicated. As we view it the extreme illustration 

IIet2 
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• 	given by the High Court may reflect an adverse element 
• 	compulsorily communicable, but if the graded entry is of 

going a step down, like falling from 'very good' to 'good' 
that may not ordinarily be an adverse entry since both are 
a positive grading. All that is required by the authority 
recording confidentials in the situation is to record 
reasons for such downgrading on the personal file of the 
officer concerned, and inform him of the change in the 
form of an advice. It Ahe variation warranted be not 
permissible,, then the very purpose of writing annual 
confidential reports would be frustrated. Having achieved 
an optimum level the employee on his part may slacken in 
his work, relaxing secure by his one-time achievement. 
This would be an undesirable situation. All the same the 
sting of adverseness must, in all events, not be reflected in 
such variations, as otherwise they shall be communicated 
as such. It may be emphasised that even a positive 
confidential entry in a given case can perilously be 
adverse and to say that an adverse entry should always be 
qualitatively damaging may not be true. In the instant 
case we have seen the service record of the first 
respondent. No reason for the change is mentioned. The 
downgrading is reflected by comparison. This cannot 
sustain. Having explained in this manner the case of the 
first respondent and the system that should prevail in the 
Jal Nigam, we do not find any difficulty in accepting the 
ultimate result arrived at by the High Court." 

17. 	The Principal Bench of the Tribunal in OANo.2894 of 

2002 decided on 25.5.2004, 2005 (1) ATJ 22 had considered a case 

where the applicant, a Junior Accounts Officer was not promoted to 

the grade of Accounts •Officer. The Departmental Promotion 

Committee considered the ACRs of the preceding 5 years ranging 

from 1995-96 to 2000-2001. The DPC found that the applicant did not 

achieve the required Benchmark to make the applicanteligible for the 

empanelment for promotion to the next higher rank. The claim of the 

applicant was rejected primarily on the ground that the Benchnark 

for promotion to the post of Accounts Officer was 'Good' but the 

applicant for the relevant period had earned only 'Average' reports. 

The grievance of the applicant was that downgraded 'Average' report 

was not communicated. 

A)~ 
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The Principal Bench referred to a Full Bnch decision of 

the Delhi High Court in J.Si Garg Vs. Union of India and others, 2002 

(65) Delhi Reported Judgments 607, which in turn has relied on the 

decision of the Supreme Court in Jal Nigam case (supra) and held that 

uncommunicated downgraded reports cannot be considered against 

the applicant and the same have to be ignored. 

This Bench had also occasion to consider a similar case to 

which one of us (Hon'ble Administrative Member) was a party in Dr 

Ajoy Roy Vs. Union of India and others, 2005 (1) SLJ (CAT) 243. The 

applicant therein, a Divisional Medical Officer in the Railway Hospital 

was not considered for the Junior Administrative grade and his juniors 

were selected and included in the list for promotion. His 

representation against the same was rejected by the Railway Board by 

stating that taking into account all the relevant factors the DPC did 

not find him suitable for empanelment/promotion to Junior 

Administrative Grade.. The applicant contended that the Board had 

constituted a DPC which considered the icandidates on the basis of 

seniority and ACRS of the last five years preceding the date of 

selection and nothing adverse was communicated to him. The 

respondents in their written statement contended that the posts of 

Administrative grades are selection posts. Confidential rolls are the 

basic input on the basis of which assessment is to be made by the 

Selection Committee. The applicant was considered but not found 

suitable for empanelment for JAG taking into account all the relevant 

factors including his overall performance. He was not found fit on the 

basis of 'the performances as reflected in his ACRS. It is also 

contended that entries: in the ACRs, which are considered to be 

adverse alone, are required to be communicated and in the, absence of 
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any such entries or remarks the question of communicating does not 

arise. 

20. 	The Tribunal after.perusing the ABs of the applicant and 

the decisions bearing on the point observed 'thus: 

"On going through the records submitted by the 
respondents and selection proceedings we find that the 
applicant has acquired grading as 'Good,' whereas the 
benchmark for such selection as per the circular nd by 
the Selection Committee has been laid down as 'Very 
Good' Then the question that comes is whether the ACR 
'Good' is adverse or not. Learned Counsel for the 
applicant has taken usto a decision reported in 1996 (2) 
5CC 363 in the case of U.P. Jal Nigarn and Others v. 
Prabhat Chandra Jain and Others, in which the Supreme 
Court has observed that "Confidential report- Adverse 
remarks- Downgrading of the entry- When . can be 
adverse?" The gradation falling from 'Very Good' to 'Good' 
that may not be ordinarily an adverse entry since both are 
positive grading. Even a. positive iconfidential entry can. 
perilously be adverse and to say that an adverse entry 
should be quantitatively damaging may not be true and 
the entry 'Good.' which is per se not adverse will amount 
to be adverse when the bench mark is being put as 'Very 
Good'. Such a state of affairs should not be permitted. 
Therefore, such information should have been informed to 
the employee and communicated the same. To fortify the 
èbove, it is also to notice a decision of this Tribunal 
reported in (1996) 33 ATC 802 of the Central 
Administrative Tribunal, Allahabad Bench of a similar and 
identical case and held that "Remarks which have 
potential of adversely affecting an employee's career, held 
on facts are adverse-' Such remarks have to be 
communicated to the employee- Grading an employee as 
'Good' and 'Average' when bench-mark for promotion is 
'Very Good', held, are adverse remarks which should have 
been communicated to the applicant." Admittedly, the 
same position prevails in this case and the confidential 
report of the applicant, is 'Good' which was not 
communicated .at any point of time to the applicant has 
adversely and prejudicely affected the selection of the 
applicant. We also find from the record that the Selection 
Committee which consisted of only Railway Officials 
without even a single member from the Medical Service 
has evaluated without any application of judicious mind 
and found the applicant unfit. On going through the entire 
record we cOuld not find any cogent reason 'recorded 
except the gradation of ACR in the non-selection of the 
applicant. The legal position of such an entry in the ACR 
should have been communicated is not, admittedly, done 

• in this case which is patent iregularity in the selection 
prodess, nor the Selection Committee make its mind 
applied. Therefore, we are of the considered view that the 
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declaration that the applicant is unfit will not stand in its 
legs and the impugned action is to be set aside." 

A Full Bench decision of the Ernèkulam Bench of the 

Tribunal on 20.9.2001 in O.A.No.1304 of 2000 also dealt with the 

effect of non-communication of adverse remarks in the ACR of a 

Government servant Referring to the decision of the Supreme Court 

in Gurdial Singh Fiji vs. State of Punjab and others [(1979) 2 SCC 3681 

it was observed that the position is that uncommunicated adverse 

remarks cannot be relied on by the DPC 

A 1ecision of a Division Bench of the Central 

Mministrative Tribunal, Allahabad Bench in Udai Krishna Vs. Union 

of India , (1996) 33 ATC 802, is illustrative of the havoc that may be 

caused to Reported Officer while adverse remarks are made in his 

confidential reports if they are not communicated to him immediately 

after making such remarks. 

"In view of, the falling moral and ethical standard and 
having regard to the observations made by the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court in the judgment referred to above the 
possibility ,  of an unscrupulous officer, who does not 

• 	 possesses enough courage to invite open confrontation 
• with the subordinate but, at the same time intends to 

settle personal score by spoiling his career. prospects, by 
• giving remarks which may not be communicable but, at 

• the same time mar prospects of his promotion to higher 
grade, cannot be ruled out. The Officer becomes a victim 

• . of the 'bias and prejudice of such an unscrupulous 
Reporting Officer and will come to know of the mischief 
only after five years when the damage is already done. In 
this view of the matter, we are inclined to agree that a 
'Good' or 'Average' grading in the ACR, though not per se 
adverse would assume the character of adverse remarks 
in the context of the requirement of 'Very Good' bench-
mark to qualify for empanelment for promotion to Junior 
Administrative Grade and above." 

The following observations in paras 13 and 14 of the said decision 

applies with equal force on the facts of the present case: 

• "We have also noticed that the grading 'Very Good' 
for the period 28.6.1989 to 31.3.1990, as given by the 
Reporting Off cer and endorsed by the Reviewing Officer 
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has been downgraded to 'Good' by the Accepting 
Authority. It was argued that downgrading of the 'Very 
Good' remark to 'Good' by the Accepting Officer amounts 
to adverse remark and as such should have been 
communicated to the applicant before the same was taken 
Into consideration for assessing his merit by the DPC. 
Since this remark has not been communicted to the 
applicant, taking of the said remark into consideration by 
the DPC, vitiates the assessment of merit as done by the 
DPC. 

'We have perused •the ACR dossier of the applicant 
and we find that the accepting authority has not given 
sufficient reason for downgrading the remarks from 'Very ,  
Good' to 'Good'. The reason given for downgrading the 
remark is "The Officer is slightly overrated". The 
Accepting .  Authority was required to give the specific 
reason for disagreeing with the grading given by the 
Reporting Officer endorsed by the Reviewing Authority.  
The remark does not indicate the ground on the basis of 
which he has downgraded the remark from 'Very Good' to 
'Good'. The d wngrading of the remark by the accepting 
authority thus, cannot be said to based on sufficient cause. 
In fact, no reason while downgrading from 'Very Good' to 
'Good' has been assigned. While agreeing with the view 
rendered by the Jabalpur Bench of the Tribunal in Mohan 
Gupta case' that downgrading of the remark from 'Very 
Good' to 'Good' without assigning any reason amounts to 
adverse remark, we do not consider it appropriate to 
order that the same should be ignored. We are of the view 
that the aforesaid two remarks, which according to us are 
adverse in nature, should have been communicated to the 
applicant, and representations, if any, filed for expunction 
of the same, should have been disposed of before the 
remarks were allowed . to remain in the ACR of the 
applicant. It is a settled principle of law that 
uncommunicated adverse remark cannot be used for 
superseding the claim of an Officer for promotion to 
higher grade. That being so, the assessment of the merit 
of the applicant by DPC on the basis of the aforesaid 
uncommunicated èdverse remarks, is vitiated." 

23. 	It is unnecessary for us to refer to any more decisions of 

Courts and.Tribunals, for, the Government of India, Geological Survey 

of India, Kolkata itself issued a Circular. No.DDG(P)/GSI/Conf/04 dated 

2 6.2.2004 (Annexure-XIX to the pplicatión) which deals with the  

procedure related to ,writifigoi confidential reports and communicating 

entries thereof. The procedure prescribed therein accords with the 

legal principles stated hereinabove. It refers to the need for evolving 

4,V 	 . 
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clear guidelines with regard to the question of communication of 

entries in the ACRs to the reportee in view of a large number of 

administrative orders and decisions of the Tribunals and Courts 

including the decisions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court. It is stated that 

there is some confusion as to what constitutes adverse remarks, 

whether and under what circumstances an advisory remark is to be 

deemed adverse and whether downgrading of a reportee's overall 

assessment as compared to the previous years, even where the new 

assessment is not adverse in itself; is to be considered as adverse and 

thus needs to be communicated to the reportee. It was observed that 

a related question which also arises is that where the overall 

assessment of the reportee falls below the benchmark prescribed for 

his promotion to the next senior grade, then should such an entry be 

deemed adverse or not. The circular then refers to the decision of the 

Supreme Court in U.P. Jal Nigam and others Vs. Prabhat Ch. Jain and 

others, 1996 (2) SCC 363 and observed that the said decision provides 

clear guidelines with regard to the above mentioned issues. The 

circular refers to the observations of the Supreme Court that "Even a 

positive confidential entry can perilously be adverse and to say that an 

adverse entry should always be qualitatively damaging may not be 

true" and observed thus: 

"Thus, the sum and substance of the above mentioned 
ruling appears to be that where the overall performance 

• rating of the reportee is of a category below that given to 
him in the preceding year, then, after affording him the 
opportunity of representing against the downgrading in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice, if the 
downgrading is written, this decision, as well as the 
reasons for the same must be clearly recorded in the 

• personal file of the reportee concerned. Needless to say; 
this final decision should also be communicated to the 
reportee as otherwise the process will not fulfill the 
requirement of the principle of natural justice." 

S. 

IW 	 S 
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The circular then states that fhe common position that emerges as a 

guideline for communication-of entries in the confidential reports of 

the reportees is as fo1lows 

ua.  Where the overall performance rating is lower than 
that awarded in the preceding year, this should be 
treated as adverse and communicated to the 
rep or tee. 

b. 	Where the overall performance rating awarded to 
the repartee falls below the benchmark prescribed 
for the purpose of his next promotion, this should be 
treated as an adverse remark/rating and 
communicated to the reportee. 

Note The communications as above should be effected 
within one month of the remark/rating being 
recorded. 

In both the aforementioned situations, the adverse 
remark/rating so communicated should be disposed of in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice by 
affording the reportee reasonable opportunity to 
represent against the remark/rating and thereafter 
informing him of the final decision taken in this regard 
through a reasoned, (speaking), order where the 
remark/rating is retained. This decision should also be 
recorded in the personal file of the officer also. 

All reporting officers are requested to take note of 
the above mentioned position and ensure that CRs are 
completed strictly in accordance with these stipulations. 
Failure to do so, particularly by way of non-communication 
of adverse entries or the reasoned (speaking) orders for 
the retention of such entries after affording the reportee 
adequate opportunity for representation will vitiate the 
report in question. Since the reportee is like to discover 
the adverse comment only when he is denied his next 
promotion, non-compliance or inadeq u ate corn pliance with 
the above discussed provisions is bound to lead to 
litigation and will necessarily reflect poorly on the probity 
and competence of the reporting officer concerned. Where 
such a situation comes to light, after following the 
prescribed process for ensuring natural justice, it shall be 
the duty of the reporting authority of the concerned 
reporting officer to record this in the latter's CR." 

24. 	We will in this context like to observe that it is the first 

and foremost duty of the Reporting/Reviewing/Accepting Authorities 

to understand that they have been called upon to perform an onerous 
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job in public interest to make a realistic assessment of the work and 

conduct of the employees working under them. The said authorities, 

in the circumstances, must read beforehand all the relevant 

instruc.tions and guidelines on the subject issued by the Government 

from time to time to understand the implications of the entries 

(especially adverse remarks) to be made by them in the reports. It is 

also to be noted that the object of writing the confidential reports and 

making entries in them is to give an opportunity to a public servant to 

improve excellence which is one of the primary duties enjoined under 

Article 51A (j) of the Constitution. It is also necessary that before 

forming an opinion to make adverse entries in confidential reports the 

Reporting/Reviewing Authorities should share the information, which 

is not part of the record, with the officer concerned; this amounts to 

an opportunity given to the erring officer to cOrrect the errors of 

judgment, conduct, behaviour, integrity or corrupt proclivity and if 

despite giving such an opportunity the officer fails to perform the duty 

or correct his conduct or improve himself, necessarily the same has to 

be recorded in the confidential reports and a copy thereof supplied to 

the affected officer so that he will have an opportunity to know the 

remarks made against him and if he feels aggrieved, it will be open to 

him to have it corrected by appropriate representations to the higher 

authorities or any appropriate judicial forum for redressel; thereby 

honesty, integrity, good conduct and efficiency get improved in the 

performance of public duties and standards of excellence in service 

constantly rises to higher levels (vide State of U.P. Vs. Yamuna 

Shankar Misra, (1997) 4 SCC 7). 

25. 	From the circular dated 26.2.2004 issued by the 3 

respondent itself it is clear that if a downgrading of the ACR is made 

H. 
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with rference to the previous years ACR or with reference to the 

grading awarded by the Reporting/Reviewing Authorities there is a 

duty cast on such authorities to communicate the same to the 

applicant treating the said downgrading as adverse. Similarly, when a 

benchmark is prescribed for the purpose of the officer's next 

promotion and if the gr8ding is below the benchmark then the same 

should be treated as adverse remark/rating and communicate it to the 

reported officer, that too within one month from the date of making 

such remarks. Despite this position, in the instant case we have seen 

that the applicant was awarded 'Very Good' by the Reporting Officer 

for 1996-97 but the Accepting Authority had downgraded the same as 

'Good' without assigning any reason. Similarly, for the first half of the 

Assessment Year 1997-98, though the Reviewing Authority had 

graded 'Very Good', the Accepting Authority had downgraded the 

same to 'Good' without assigning any reason. For the Assessment 

Year 1998-99 both the Reporting and the Reviewing Authorities had 

graded 'Very Good' to the applicant; the Accepting Authority had 

downgraded him with 'Good' stating that the applicant is 'Not a 

willing Field Worker'. Likewise, for the first part of 1999-2000 though 

for a major part of 1999-2000 both the Reporting Authority and the 

Reviewing Authority had assigned 'Very Good'; the Accepting. 

Authority downgraded the same by gi-ading him 'Good', stating that 

the applicant 'Avoids Field Works'. However, for the second half, 

apart from the Reporting Authority and the Reviewing Authority, the 

Accepting Authority who is the verysame officer had assigned 'Very 

GOod 1 . For the year 2000-01 both the Reporting and Reviewing 

Authorities had assigned 'Very Good', but the Accepting Authority's 

At 

remarks are not given. The reason is not known. For the year 2 001-02 
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all the authorities have assigned Very Good' to the applicant, but for 

the years 2002-03 and 2003-04 only 'Good' grading is given to the 

applicant by all the authorities. Here it must be noted for the year 

2002-03 the Reporting Authority had only graded 'Average'. However, 

this was expunged by the higher authority by assigning 'Good'. 

26. 	Thus it is clear that the authorities, namely 

Reporting/Reviewing/Accepting Authorities had not followed the rules 

regarding maintaining of ACR, particularly in the matter of 

communication of downgrading remarks. Here it is relevant again to 

advert to the circular dated .2 6.2 .2 004 issued by the 3 respondent. 

The said circular refers to O.M. F.No.35034/7/97-Estt.(D) dated 

8.2.2002 issued by the D.O. P&T, Government of India. The relevant 

portion reads thus: 

"Further to the above in its O.M. F.No.35034/7/97-
Estt.(D) dated 8.02.2002 D.O.P.&T. has clarified . that 
henceforth the suitability of a candidate for promotion by 

• '. "selection" shall be determined only with reference to the 
relevant benchmark. ('Very Good' or 'Good'), prescribed 
for such promotion. It has further been clarified that for 

• promotion to the revised pay scales, (grade), of Rs.12000- 
16,5001= and above, the benchmark for promotion .shall 
be Very Good'. For promotion to grades below the above 
mentioned pay scale, (grade), including promotions from, 
below grades to group 'A' posts/grades/services, the 
benchmark for promotion shall be 'Good'. The DPC shall 
grade officials as being "Fit" or "Unfit" for the promotion 
in question only with reference to the relevant benchmark 
as elucidated above and th.ose who are graded as "Fit" 

• . shall be included in the select panel prepared by the DPC 
in theorder of their inter-se seniority in the feeder grade. 
Thus, there shall be no supersession in promotion among 
those who are found "Fit" for the same by the DPC in 

• 	 terms of the aforementioned prescribed benchmark. 

D.O.R&T. 	O.M.No.2 2011 /7/98-Estt.(D) 	dated 
6.10.2000 prescribes specifically that the suitability of 
employees for a given promotion shall be assessed on the. 
basis of their service records, with particular relevance to 
the CRs for the 5 preceding years irrespective of the 
qualifying service prescribed in the service/recruitment 
rules. 

5.1 
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Thus it will be seen that when an employee is being 
considered for prOmotion by selection, he is required to be 
found "Fit" for such promotion on the basis of his service 
record and CRs for the preceding 5 years. It follows that 
in case the overall performance rating of such an 
employee is belOw the benchmark rating for the promotion 
in question, then such a rating will come in the way of the 
employee's promotion. Thus the condition of such an entry 
being "perilously adverse" without necessarily being 
qualitatively damaging in terms of the Supreme Court's 
observations discussed holds true in such a case. This, in 
turn leads to the inescapable conclusion that where a 
reporting officer enters an overall performance rating 
which is lower than that of the benchmark prescribed for 
the reportee's next promotion in his CR, then, such an 
entry is an adverse entry and should be communicated to 
the reportee. Thereafter, the prescribed procedure for 
dealing with such an entry in accordance with the 

• principles of nalural justice, as discussed and detailed 
above, should necessarily follow in such a case." 

From the above it is clear that the DPC has to determine 

the suitability of a candidate for promotion by selection only with 

reference to the relevant benchmark prescribed for such promotion 

and for promotion to the revised pay scale (grade) of Rs.12000-

16500/= and above the benchmark shall be 'Very Good'. The role of 

DPC is only to grade officials as being fit or unfit for the promotion in 

question only with reference to; the relevant benchmark and those 

who are graded as 'fit' shall be included in the select panel prepared 

by the DPC in the order of their inter se seniority in the feeder grade. 

Now, reverUng to the present case, the case of the 

applicant for promotion to the post of Director (Geology) in the scale 

of pay of Rs.12000-16,5001- was considered for the years 2003-04 and 

2004-05. The ACRs, relevant for ,  the assessment year 2003-04, 

according to the respondents are the years 1997-98 to 2001-02 and 

for,  the year 2 004-05 are for the period from 1998-99 to 2002-03, both 

inclusive. Here it must be noted that the benchmark' of Very Good' for 

promotion by selection to the post of Director (Geology) in the scale of 

pay of Rs.12000-16,500/- was introduced for the first time only by the 
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order of the D.O.P.&T. dated 8.2.2002. In other words, the benchmark 

for earlier period was only 'Good' prior to 8.22002 or the selection 

method was different. In the circumstances, so far as the years 1997-

98 to 2001-02 are concerned, it cannot be said that the gradings given 

to the applicant was below the benchmark, namely 'Good'. However, 

when downgradation is sought to be made either with reference to 

earlier assessment years or with reference to the remarks made by 

the subordinate authorities there was a duty cast on the said 

authorities to communicate the same to the concerned officers. This, 

admittedly, has not been done except in relation to the assessment 

year 2002-03, that too with regard to the grading ('Average') made by 

the Reporting Authority. Even for that year the official grading was 

'Good' whereas for the earlier year, 2001-02, the grading was 'Very 

Good'. As held by the Courts and Tribunals, uncommunicated adverse 

remarks (in this case below the benchmark) cannot be acted upon by 

the DPC in the matter of selection of the applicant. 

29. 	Going by the norms that prevailed upto 8.2.2002, the 

applicant had satisfied the benchmark, namely 'Good' for all the years 

concerned. If that was the criteria the applicant ought. to have been 

selected by the DPC convened for the year 2 003-04 itself. Here it 

must be noted that even going by the standards as fixed by the D.O. 

P.&T., namely 'Very Good' as the benchmark and the procedure 

adopted by the DPC that those who have satisfied the benchmark for 

four years out of five years the applicant must be held to have 

satisfied the said norms also for the reason that for all the years from 

1997-98 to 2001-02 except for a fraction of the year 1997-98 the 

Reviewing Authority had assigned 'Very Good', but the Accepting 

• Authority for one year had downgraded as 'Good' without assigning 
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any reason and for tb years had downgraded as 'Good' stating that 

the applicant 'is not.a willing field worker'. In this contextit is also 

relevant to note that the very same Accepting Authority who had 

assigned 'Good' for 1998-99 and first part of 1999-2000, had assigned 

'Very Good' for the remaining part of 1999-2000. That apart, so far as 

the field work is concerned the correspondence would show that the 

applicant with medical certificates had requested the superior officers 

to exclude him from field work, but the said authorities initially did 

not agree with that.. ; In the circumstances the observation that the 

applicant is not a willing field worker as a reason for downgrading the 

applicant for the years 1998-99 and first half of 1999-2000 does not 

appear to be justified. Added to these, the applicant has to his credit 

identification of a new alkaline complex named by him as 'Bhela-Rajna 

alkaline complex' (BRAC) in Nuapara district of Orissa. 

30. 	The 3rd respondent who in his letter dated 24.12.2002 

(Annexure-XVIII) n <amed the applicant for the National Mineral Award 

for the year 2002 has observed thus: 

"During his 29 years of professional career, Shri 'S.K. 
Pattnaik, Geologist (Sr.) has devoted '20 years of field 
work in diverse terrain conditions including some tough 
areas of Bastar District (M.P.), Chandrapur and Gadchiroli 
districts of Maharashtra. He has 'worked in various fields 
of Geology such as ground water exploration, systematic 
geological mapping aided by tectonic, petrological and 
geochemical studies, mineral exploration (including 
geochemical surveys) for strategic metals like tungsten, 
gold and tin, besides base metals and refractory minerals. 
His track record attests to his dogged pursuit for gaining 
new knowledge and information in furthering economic as 
well as academic interests related to earth science. 
Besides reporting quite a few new mineral occurrences 
during his career, so far, he has registered some 
outstanding contributions as briefed below: 

(ii) However, the most outstanding work of'Shri Pattaik 
was accomplished during 1993-2002 when he identifieda 
new alkaline complex named by him as "Bhela-Rajna 

fl/ 
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alkaline complex (BRAC) in Nuapara district of Orissa and 
studied it quite elaborately as regards its tectonics, 
petrology, geochemistry and p etrog en esis with specific 
details regarding alkaline magnetism. He has classified 
the hitherto unclassified basement granites associated 
with the complex and has elaborately supplemented the 
field data with adequate.microSCOPiC studies to bring out 
interesting rock types and their unique mineral 
assemblages. He has made full utilization of analytical 
facilities of G.SJ., and could therefore, undertake 
extensive exercises on REE, PGE and 20 other trace 
elements besides the major elements data. This work has 
enabled enormously to understand the crustal processes 
active in this part of Bastar carton in Western Orissa 
during Peterozonic times. He has also worked out the 
possible genetic links between BARC and the already 
known Khariar nepheline syenites and tectonic link 
between the two complexes and the Khariar basin. He has 
aptly named the most vital N-S running transcrustal 
fractures as Khariar lineaments and the pink basement 
batholith as the 'Nuapara batholith'. He has nicely, 
correlated mantle upwarping and crustal thinning 
processes to the evolution of the alkaline magnetism 
which manifests a complex history of partial melting, 
magma mixing and fractionation." 

31. 	The above 'undisputed (undisputed we said because the 

respondents did not deny the averments made in para 4.21 of the 

application in para 13 of their reply) fact situation would show that 

the applicant was a willing Field Worker, for about 20 years he had 

devoted in field work in difficult terrains and made great 

achievement. This would clearly demonstrate that the request of the 

'applicant for excluding him froth field work was made for good and 

valid reasons. It is about such a man the Accepting Authority said that 

the applicantis not a willing field worker. For the selection year 2003-

2004 the records (CR) required are for the years 1997-98 to 2001-02. 

If the downgrading to 'Good' by the Accepting Authority for the year 

1998-99 and first part of 1999-2000 on the ground of 'not a willing 

field worker' is eschewed the applicant even satisfies the Benchmark 

fixed in 2002. 
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On a consideration of all the relevant matters we are of 

the view that the respondents were not justified in finding the 

applicant unfit based on the confidential records of the applicant for 

the years 2 003-04 and 2004-2 005. 

Though the applicant has relied on a large number of 

decisions of different Benches of the Central Mministrative Tribunal 

and also decisions of the High Courts and the Supreme Court, in the 

light of the discussions made hereinabove, we do not think it 
AV all 

necessary to deal with1'those decisions relied on by the applicant. 

In the circumstances the respondents are directed to 

convene a Review DPC for selection to the post of Director (Cology) 

and consider the case of the applicant in the light of the observations 

made hereinabove and pass appropriate orders in the matter within a 

period of three months from the date of receipt of the order. 

The application is allowed as above. No order as to costs. 

p 

(K. V PRAHLAIDAN) 	 (G SIVARAJAN)2 
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 	 .WCE-CHAIRMAN 

/ 

iikrn 

/ 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

GUWAHATI BENCH: GUWAHATI 

/2004 

Shri Subodh Kurnar Pattnalk. 

-Vs.- 

Union of India & Ors. 

LIST OF DA1'IS AND SYNOPSIS OF THE APPLICATION 

1974- 	Applicant selected by Union Public Service 
Commission 	through 	All 	India 	Geo1ogists 
Examination for the post of Geologist (Jr.). 

1976- 	Applicant joined as Geologist (Jr.) in Geological 
Survey of India. 	. 

1985- 	Applicant promoted as'Gologist (Sr..). 	
. * 

1990- 	Appijeant -became eligible for promotion to the 

next higher post of Director (Geology) on 

completion of 5 years residency period in the post 

of Geologist (Srjas per Recruitment Rules. 

18.08.1997- 	Applicant transferred from GSI, Bhubaneswar 

and posted at'GSI Itanagar (Arunachal Pradesh), 

24.09.1997- 	Applicant submitted representation stating 

the health problems of himself and his wife and 

prayed for his posting at Shillong insteadof 

Itanaqar in the N.E. Region in order to facilitate 

their medical treatments. . (nnexure-Iv). 

Oct' 97- 	- Applicant complied with the order and joined 

at Itanaqar. 

18.11.1997- 	Applicant submitted another representation 

since he was assigned Field Survey works in the 

'I 
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I.  

interior areas of Arunachal Pradesh for 97-98. He 

also submitted therewith relevant medical 

certificate from the attendinQ physician who 

advised him to attend periodió medical check up 

/ nd avoid road journeys in high altitudes and 

arduous field works, and prayed for assigning him 

Headquarter jobs instead of Field works. 

(Annexure-v) 
03.12.1997- Shri K. Krishnanunni, Dy. Director General 

rejected his prayer  and asked him to avail leave 

and a reconstituted party was engaged for the said 

Field Works and the party left for field on 

.11.12.97. Applicant continued to attend his office 

and was doing Headquarter jobs that were 

available. 	 (Annexure-VI) 

07.01.1998- 	Shri Krishnanunni directed the applicant to 

submit by 15.1.98 his leave application for the 

period from 11.12.97 to till the return of the field 

/ party else the period would be treated as his 

/ unauthorized absence. 	 (Annexure-Vill) 

15.01.1998-. 	Applicant applied for earned leave only from 

16.01.98 to the date of return of the Field Party 

and stated that he had regularly attended office 

works from 11.12,97 to 15.01.98. At this Shri 

Krishnanunnj became annoy Bd and became vindictive on / 
the applicant. 	 (Annexu re-IX) 

19.02.1998- 	Applicant underwent medical check up at the 

Cardiological department of the Capital Hospital, 

Bhubaneswar from 28.01.98 to 19.02.98 and the Sr. 

Cardiologis.t there issued certificate dated 19.02.98 

again advising the applicant to avoid arduous field 

activities and to be in touch with cardiologist in 

case of any problem. But he was allowed to do asual 

office/Laboratory works. (Annexu re-X) 

I 

11 
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03..06.1998- 	
Applicant became Unconscious in his office 

/ chamber while attendinq official works and underwent e ll  
medical check up. 

27.07.1998- 	
Applicant submitted another representation 

stating his condition and prayed for assigning him 
headquarter job for 98-99, 

07.09.1998- 	
Applicant submitted another representatiot 

alongwith medical certificate from R.K. Mission 

Hospital, Itanagar and reiterated his prayer. 

(Annexure-XI) 

	

07.10.1998- 	Office order was issued assigrjinc official 

to the applicant for 98-99 at his Headquarter 

at Itanagar. He served at Itanagar till the end of 

October'99 and thereafter he was posted at GSI, 

Shillong, (nnexure-xII) 

	

01.08.2000- 	Gradation list of Geologist (Sr.) in GSI was, 

/ published wherein the name of applicant appeared at 
Si. No. 172, 

	

24.12.2002- 	A1t1-' 	--'. 	 - 	 -- - 	 nominated for the 
prestigious Govt. of Indias 	National Mineral 
ward" in recognition of his landmark achievements, 

(Annexure-xvIii' 

	

26.09.2003- 	Shri B.K, 	Mohanty, Director issued one 
confidenjai. letter to the applicant wherein it was 

alleged that the applicant did not submit the field 
maps for 200102 and 	003 and threatened that if 
thé1a7 	fails to send the maps by 30.09.03, 
his grading in ACR would be marked below Benchmark. 

(Annexure-XVI) 

	

29.09.2003- 	Applicant informed Shri Mohanty that he could 

not submit the maps due to delay in getting the 
required 	unified legend" from Shri Mohanty's 

- 	office which was received on 03,09,03 only. 

14.10.2003- 	Shri Mohanty issued a Circular inviting 

options which was required for grantinq'permi55j0 



- 

to one Sambad 	T..V for providing cable connection in 

the Geo-Survey Enclave for their Sky view. 

Applicant 	expressed 	that 	Private 	channel / 

Acot be 	promoted by Govt. 	Circular. 	At 	
this 	Shri 

V 

	
Mohanty got annoyed for the reasons known to him. 

(Annexure-XVII) 

21.10.2003- 	Applicant 	sent 	the 	compiled 	maps 	in 

compliance with the 	instructions of Shri 	Mohanty as 

contained 	in 	letter 	dated 26.09.03.. 	The 	last 	lot of 

maps were however sent on 30.03.04. 

13.08.2004- 	Impugned 	odr. 	dated 	13.08.04 	was 	issued J 
pmoting64 	Geologi 	 to 	the 	grade 	of 

Director 	(G) 	but 	the 	applicant's 	name 	was -excluded 

surprisingly 	whereasmypersons 	junior 	to 	the - 	 - 

applicant 	were 	promoted. 	The 	persons 	whose 	names 

appeared 	from 	Si 	No.. 	172 	to 	243 	in 	the 	gradation 

list were promoted 	whereas the applicant's 	name was 

excluded 	although 	his 	name 	was 	at 	Si.. 	No.. 	172 	and 
-I- 

his 	position 	was 	8amongst 	the 	persons 	in 	the ' / 

zone 	of 	consideration 	for promotion 	to the 	postof 

Director 	(G). 	 (Annexure-I) 

It 	is 	understood 	that 	the 	applicant 	was 	not 

promoted 	due 	to 	downgrading 	of 	his 	ACRs 	below 

1,Benchmark during the 	years 97-98 	98-99 and 99-2000 

/1 presumably 	by 	Shri 	Krishnanunni 	as 	Reviewing 
'officer/accepting authority and 	recording of adverse 

\remarks 	in 	the 	ACR 	for 	2002-03 	presumably 	by 	Shri 

K. 	Mohanty as reporting officer. 

Downgrading/adverse 	remarks 	in 	the 	ACR5 	were J 
done on grudging attitude, without communicating the 

same 	to 	the 	applicant 	and 	violating 	all 	rules 	and 

instructions of Govt. 	of 	India and the settled laws 

a n d 	the 	DPC 	acted 	upon 	those 	uncommunicated 

downgraded/adverse ACRs. 	As 	such the actions of 	the 

Respondents 	and 	the 	DPC 	which 	led 	to 	the 	non- 

promotion of 	the applicant were malafide, 	arbitrary, 

unfair, 	unjust, 	devoid 	of 	principles 	of 	natural 
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justice and contrary to all laws and Procedures 

established.by law, as described in this O.A. 

Hence this Original Application before this 
Hon'ble Tribunal. 

Relief(s) sought fm: 

Under the facts 	circumstances stated above, the 

applicant humbly prays that Your Lordships be pleased to 

admit this application, call for the records of the case 

and issue notice to the respondents to show cause as to 

why the relief(s) sought for in this application shall 

not be granted and on perusal of the records and after 

hearing the parties on the cause or causes that may be 

shown, be pleased to grant the following relief(s): 

That the Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to direct the 

respondents to promote the applicant to the grade of 

Director (G) with effect from the date his juniors were 
promoted, 	by 	holding 	a 	review 	DPC 	ignoring 
uncommunjcated down graded ACR, with all consequential 

service benefits including arrear etc. 

Costs of the application. 

Any other relief(s) to which the applicant is entitled 

as the Hon'ble Tribunal may deem fit and proper. 

Interim_i  

During pendency of this application, the applicant prays 
for the following relief: 

1. 	That the Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to direct the 

respondents that pendency of this application shall not 

be a bar to the respondents for considering the 

cepresentation of the applicant for promotion. 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

GUWAIIATI BENCH: GUWAHATI 

(n Application under Section 19 of the Administrative 

flibunals Act, 1985) 

0. A. No. 	 /2004 

BETWEEN 

Siri Subodh Kumar Pattnaik. 

Sn of Late Bansidhar Pattnaik. 

Gologist (Sr.), MGP Division, 

Oo The Dy, Director General, NER, 

Gological Survey of India, 

Sfdllonq. (Meghalaya). 

iL 	The Union of India, 

Represented by the Secretary 

Ministry of Coals and Mines, 

Deptt. of Mines, Govt. of India, 

Shastri BhaNan. 

New Delhi. 

2. 	The Director General, 

Eastern Reaion, 

Geological Survey of India, 

27, J.L.N Road, 

Kolkata- 700 016, 

'3. 	The Deputy Director General, 

Eastern Region, 

Geological Survey of India, 

KOLKATA. 

t. 	The Deputy Director General, 

Geological Survey of India, 

North Eastern Region, 

Z0REM' , Nongrini Hills, 

IM
A 



Shillong- 793 003, 

5 	The Director, 

Geological Survey of India, 

Operation Arunachal Pradesh, 

Itanagar- 791 111. 

Arunachal Pradesh 

6, 	The Director (SG) 

Map & Cartography Division, 

Operations Orissa, 

Geological Survey of India, 

Unit" 8, Nayapally, 

B hubs nesa r. 

Orissa"' 751 012. 

7. 	Shri B.K. Mohanty, 

Director (SG) 

Map & Cartography Division, 

Operations Orissa, 

• 	Geological Survey of India, 

• 	Unit- B, Nayapally.  

Bhubanesar.  

Orissa- 751 012. 

S. 	Dr. VirnalKumar 

Director 

Geological Survey of India 

North Eastern Region, 

Shillong-3, Meghalaya 

Shri Amitava Sen. 

Director, Marine Geology, 

Eastern Region, 

Bhu-Bijnan Bhav'an, 

Ks ru namayee, 

Salt Lake City, 

Kolkata- 700 091. 

Shri Gautam Sarkar, 

Director, 
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Geological Survey of India, 

N.E. Region, 

Shillonq3, Meghalaya. 

... ResDondents. 

DETAILS OF THE APPLICATION 

1 
	

Particulars of order(s) aQainst which this aDDlication 

is made 

This application is made against the impugned 

Memorandum No, jA"32013/1Dir (G)/2003'04/19 dated 

13.08.2004 (Annexure"I) issued from the office  of 

Respondent No.2 whereby 64 officers have been promoted 

from the post of Geologist (Sr,) to the post of 

Director (Geology) including some officers junior to 

the applicant but the applicants name has been 

excluded in an arbitrary, illegal and unfair nanner. 

2. 	Jurisdiction of the Tribunal 

The applicant declares that the subject matter of this 

application is well within the jurisdiction of this 

Hon'ble Tribunal. 

3 	Limitation 

The applicant further declares that this application is 

filed within the limitation prescribed under Section'21 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. 

(. 



That the applicant is a citizen of India and as such he 

is entitled 	to all the 	rights, 	protections 	and 

prvileqes as guaranteed under the Constitution of 

India, 

4.2 That the aoalicant havina been selected throuah 

Geologist's Examination, 1974 which is an All India 

Competitive examination conducted by the UPSC, was 

initially appointed as Geologist (Jr.) in 1976 as a 

direct recruitee. The post of Geologist (Jr.) is a 

Junior Time Scale (JTS) post of Class"I in Group"A 

services of the Central Government, In 1985, the 

applicant was promoted to the post of Geologist (Sr.). 

Thereafter he was transferred and posted at Itanagar 

(runachal Pradesh) in October, 1997 as Geologist (Sr.) 

and eventually posted at Shillang (Meghaiaya) and at 

present he is working as Geologist (Sr.) in the of•ice 

of the Deputy Director General, N.E. Region, Geological 

Survey of India, Shillong. 

4.3 That it is stated that in Geological Survey of India, 

the normal promotional channel and hierarchy for Group 

A posts in Geology stream are as follows:' 

Geologist (Jr. ) Entry point. 

Geologist 	(Sr.)-After minimum 5 years 

serv i ce 	as 	Geologist 

(Jr.). 

Director (Geology)-" After minimum 5 years 

service 	as 	Geologist 

4. 

4.1 

/ 
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I 	Thereafter from the post of Director, the officers 

;repromoted to the post of Director (SG) and upward 

upto the grade of Director GeneraL 

4.4 That the applicant being promoted as Geologist (Sr'.) in 

.1985, completed his qualifying residency period of 5 

•  years in the post of Geologist. (Sr.) in 1990 and became 

entitled for promotion to the grade of Director way 

back in 1990. But due to stagnation in promotion and 

non-holding of DPC, the promotions from the post of 

Geologist (Sr.) to the post of Director were not 

processed for a long time and'the applicant therefore 

has been waiting for a long time for his promotion to 

the grade of Director alongwith his batchmates with all 

legitimate expectation for pomotions. r  

45 That eventually one Departmental Promotion Committee 

(DPC) meeting was held and following the 

recommendations of the DPC, as many as 64 officers in 

the grade of Geologist (Sr.) have been promoted to the 

qrade of Director (Geology) ,ide the impugned 

memorandum No.JA-32013/1-Dir (G)/2003'04/19 A dated 

:13.08.2004. The applicant was shocked and surprised in 

the said order of promotion, the reason of which is 

known to the authorities. 

(Copy of the memorandum dated 13.08.04 is enclosed 

hereto f o r perusal of Honble Tribunal as 

Annexure-I) 
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4.6 That it is stated that the selection for promotion from 

the post of Geoloaist (Sr,) to the grade of Director is 

made on the basis of merit cum seniority. It is 

relevant to mention here that as per the latest 

gradation list of Geologist (Sr.) in the Geological 

Survey of India as on 01.08.2000 which was published 

vide No. 5745/ 21011/Geologist (Srj/2000/19A 05/9/ 

2000 dated 01.08.2000, the name of the applicant 

appeared at 51. No. 172 and his position was 8th 

amongst the candidates in the zone of consideration for 

promotion to the post of Director aforesaith 

Surprisingly, in spite of having all eliqibilities and 

being pretty senior in the gradation list, the 

applicant has not been promoted which he has been 

legitimately expectino for long 19 years since he was 

promoted as Geologist (Sr.) in 1985. It is relevant to 

mention here that persons many of wham are even 

;unior to the applicant in the gradation list have been 

promoted under the impugned memorandum. In the 

gradation list dated 01.08.2000, the name of the 

applicant appeared at Si. No. 172 whereas the names of 

private respondents No. 8, 9 and 10 appeared at Si, No. 

.174, 175 and 204 respectively but they have been 

promoted superseding the applicant, 

(Copy of the gradation list dated 01.08.2000 is 

enclosed hereto for perusal of Hon'bie Tribunal as 

Annexu re-Il). 

L t(phY 	£-L 
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4.7 That it could be understood from reliable sources that 

the DPC did not recommended the name of the applicant 

in the select list since his ACR gradings were below 

'the prescribed Benchmark and adverse remarks were 

recorded in the ACRs, including downgrading of ACRs. It 

is understood that the applicant had Very good" 

gradings in all the years but his gradings were 

downgraded for the years 1997-98, '98-99 and 1999-2000 

so as to bring him below the Benchmark. It is relevant 

'to 	mention here that the Benchmark 	prescribed 	for 

oromotion in Group cA post is 	Very good" 	gradings. 

4.8 That the applicant begs to submit that the downgrading 

of his ACRs pertains 'to 'the period when he was working 

at Itanaoar,  in Arunachal Pradesh. The applicant was 

'transferred from the office of the Geological Survey of 

India, Operation Orissa, Bhubaneswar and posted at 

,Itanaqar, Arunachal Pradesh vide office order No. 2557 

B/101/HRD/GEOL/NER/97/20 dated 18.08.97 and was 

thereafter relieved from Bhubaneswar w.e.f. 30.09.1997 

vide office order No. 1847/A'22013/1/Estt/OC/81 dated 

30.09,1997. The applicant joined at Itanagar w,e,f, 

October, 1997. 

(Copy of release order dated 30,09.97 is annexed 

hereto for perusal of Hon'ble Tribunal as 

49 That following the receipt of transfer order dated 

:18,08,97, the applicant submitted a representation on 

24,09,97 stating that he had been suffering from High 

LLfr-QL J 
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$lood Pressure and as such it would be harmful for him 

to perform vigorous field works at high altitude in 

places of Arunachal Pradesh. He also stated that his 

wife underwent a heart surgery at CMC, Vellore in 

December, 1988 and was under constant medical 

supervision. The applicant further,  informed his 

readiness to join in N.E. Region in compliance with the 

order dated 18.08.97 but only made a humble prayer to 

change his HO from Itanagar,  to Shillong in the N.E. 

Region so as to facilitate the treatment of his wife 

and of his own without mental anxieties and worries. 

However, the applicant complied with the order dated 

.18.08.97 and joined at Itanagar in October '97 with the 

hope that his genuine causes would be considered 

compassionately. 

(Copy of the representation dated 24,09.97 is 

annexed hereto for perusal of Hon'ble Tribunal as 

Annexure- IV). 

4.10 That following his joining at Itanaqar, the applicant 

was assigned the job of Field Survey Programme (FSP) 

and was directed to move to the fields for conducting 

the field works of FSP 199798. The applicant's health 

condition was such that he was unable to undertake such 

rigorous field works and as such he Submitted another 

representation on 18.11,97 enclosing therewith the 

medical certificate dated 16.11.97 from the Sr. 

Cardiologist, Central Hospital Bhubanoswar,  who advised 

him to attend periodic medical check up and avoid road 

journeys in high altitudes andarduous field activities 

cAL Ujrr j  TO.'"I 
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under extreme weather conditions and should also avoid 

mental excitement and tension. Thereafter he made 

several representations and prayers praying for 

assigning him some Headquarter jobs in consideration of 

his age and health condition. But the Dy.  Director 

General Shri K. Krishnaunni vide his letter dated 

03.12,1997 intimated the applicant that his prayer 

could not be acceded to and directed that if the 

applicant cannot take up the assignment as per the FSP, 

he should avail leave from the date of departure of the 

field party to the date of its final return, 

(Copy of representation dated 18.11.97 alongwith 

medical certificate and letter dated 03.12.97 are 

annexed hereto for perusal of Hon'ble Tribunal as 

Annexure- V and VI respectively). 

4.11 That thereafter a reconstituted field party consisting 

of two junior persons Shri P.R Babu, Geologist (Sr.) 

and Shri Sailendra Singh, ST (Geology) was assigned to 

undertake the field works of FSP 97-98 and the said 

K)arty left the HQ for field on 1112.97. The applicant 

H however continued to attend his office regularly and 

had been praying for assignment of some HO jobs to him. 

But he was kept idle and no HO jobs were assigned to 

him. 

It is relevant to mention here that Shri Sailendra 

Singh STA (Geology) who was sent for field duty from 

1112.97 had been otherwise attending HO jobs which 

could be entrusted to the applicant during that period 

without any difficulties but the same was not done and 

\r\r/ 	frQJLJ 
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instead he was directed to take leave. Further it is 

evident from the Field programme 1997-98 that persons 

much juniors to the applicant wore assigned with 

service items like (1) Petrolaqical service, (2) Map 

compilation works etc. but the applicant was not 

considered for those works even inspite of his genuine 

problems. 

(Copy of Field Survey programme, 97-98 is annexed 

hereto far perusal of Hon'ble Tribunal as 

Annexure- VII), 

4.12 That the applicant begs to state that the FSP, '97-98 

was scheduled to be undertaken in the previous year 

i.e. '96-'97 which was not taken up in '96' '97 and was 

spilled over to '97-'98 and the whole burden was thrust 

upon him inspite of his bad health condition. 

4.13 That inspite of repeated requests and prayers the case 

of the applicant was not considered and inspite of 

ample scope, the applicant was denied any HO jobs. 

Eventually, the Dy, Director General, NER, ShillonQ 

Shri K. Krishnaunni (Respondent No.4) vide his letter 

dated 0701.98 directed the applicant to submit by 

1.5.01,98 his leave application for the period from 

11.12,97 (i.e. the date on which the reconstituted 

party loft for field works) and further threatened that 

failing submission of leave application, the period 

would be treated as his unauthorized absence. The 

applicant complied with the order and submitted leave 

application on 15.01.98 praying for Earned leave from 
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.160198 to the date of return of the reconstituted 

field party from the field although he did not have any 

personal ground for availing leave. It is pertinent to 

mention here that the applicant did not apply for leave 

from 111297 as instructed since he had regularly 

attended the office from 111297 to 150198 and 

performed constructive works as reflected in his 

monthly diary for December '97 and as such he applied 

for leave from 1601.98 only. 

(Copy of letter dated 070198 and application 

dated 15.0198 are annexed hereto for perusal of 

Hon'ble Tribunal as Annexure- VIII & IX 

respectively), 

4.14 That due to his continued sufferings from his 

cardiological ailments and due to some orthopedic 

complaints ihich was caused due to an accident suffered 

by him in a field trip, he was under constant medical 

check up. Accordingly, the Sr. Cardiologist, Capital 

Hospital, Bhubanesar after examining the applicant 

durinQ the period from 28,0198 to 19.02.98 at the 

Cardiological department of the Capital Hospital, 

i3hubanestbjar issued certificate dated 19.02,98 advising 

the applicant to avoid arduous field activities in 

remote areas and to consult Cardiologist in case of any 

acute problem. The Sr. Cardiologist ho'Mever certified 

that the applicant was fit to carry out usual 

office/Laboratory works. On 03,06,98, while attending 

duties in his office chamber, the applicant became 

unconscious all on a sudden and underwent medical check 

c1L tQJrWPI &'-![ 
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up, 	Thereafter 	the applicant 	submitted 	another 

representation dated 2707,98 enclosinq therewith the 

Cardiologists certificate dated 19.0298 aforesaid and 

again prayed for assigning him HO job for the field 

season 98-99. Subsequently he submitted another 

representation on 07.09.98 enclosing therewith one 

medial certificate of R.K. Mission Hospital, Itanaqar 

stating his health condition and reiterated his prayer 

for HO job during 98"99 

(Copy of representation dated 270793 alonqwith 

medical certificate dated 19.02.98 and 

representation dated 0709.98 are annexed hereto 

for perusal of Hon'ble Tribunal as Annexure- X and 

L respectively). 

4.15 That thereafter the applicant was assigned HO jobs in 

place of field duty vide office order,  No./29/00/APC/ 

08 dated 07.1098 for 1998--99. He was also allowed to 

attend official works 	after 	March'93 	in consideration 

of his series of representations submitted earlier- . 

(Copy of office order dated 07.1098 is annexed 

hereto for perusal of Hon'ble Tribunal as 

Annexure-XII). 

416 That the applicant most respectfully begs to state that 

he had served at Itanaqar from October '97 to the end 

of October '99 prior to his transfer to Shillong. 

During that period Shri K. Krishnaunni, Dy, Director 

General, NER (Respondent No.4) was the reviewing 

officer in respect of the ACRs of the applicant. 
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ventua11y Shri K. 	Krishnaunnj became Sr." Deputy 

Di rec tot- General • NER from March 98 and thereaf ter he 

became the Sr. Dy. Director General, Calcutta and 

linally became the Director General at Calcutta, As Sr. 

DDG, NER, S h r i K r i s h n a u n n i became the acceptinQ 

authority f o r the AcRs of the applicant, It is 

apprehendeJ that in the capacity of the accepting 

authority, Shri K. Krishnaunni downqraded the ACRs of 

Vi the applicant for,  the year 1, 997 9E9899and992000 

and brought, him below the Benchmark, Understandably, he 

did so due to his personal grude on the applicant 

which he miqht have nurtured due to the events stated 

in the preceeding paragraphs, 

4.l That the applicant begs to state that as understood, he 

was awaited the gradings 	Very good 	in 199$97, 97- 

1 98, 98-99, 99-2000 and 2001-02,, but his ACR was 

downgraded during the years 97-98, 98-99 and 99-2000 

brinqing him below the Benchmark which led to his non-

promotion to 'the grade of Director in 2004 whereas his 

junior's were promoted, 

4.18 That the applicant begs 'to submit that at no point of 

time he was informed of any lapses/shortcomings on his 

part not -  any notice, note of caution or warnino was 

issued to him ask's., nq him to make up his lapses ever. 

Even the downgrading of ACRS which amount 'to adverse 

remark for 'the purpose of promotion w e r e not 

communic'ted to him ever which is warranted under- lal,%J. 

The only communication which 'the applicant received was 

vpu~~ 
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pertajnjn to his ACR for the year 200203 wherein some 

adverse remarks were recorded. 

4J19 That with reoard to the ACR for 200203 the applicant 

was informed vide confidential letter No. 142/8(2)/DG 

dated 17.02.2004 that some adverse remarks were 

recorded under different parameters in his ACR for- 

'. 2002-03 and quoting the remarks in that letter the 

applicant was directed to submit his submission on 

Lhose remarks,, if any. The applicant submitted his 

representation on 19.02.2004 rebutting the remarks. 

After going through his representation dated 19.02,04 

the Respondent No. 2 was kind enough to appreciate the 

facts and eventually those adverse remarks were 

H expunged by the Respondent No.2 which was intimated to 

the applicant vide confidential letter No. 178/8(2)/OG 

dated 01.06.2004. 

(Copy of letter dated 17.02.04 	representation 

dated 19.02.04 and letter dated 01.06.04 are 

enclosed hereto for perusal of Hon'ble Tribunal as 

Annexures- XIII, XIV and XV r'espectively). 

4.26 That the applicant begs to submit that the adverse 

remarks in the ACR for 200203 was also made on some 

extraneous considerations. During that period Shri S.K. 

Mohanty, Director (SG), Map and Cartography Division 

H was the Reporting officer for the ACR of the applicant. 

Shri Mohanty on one occasion, vide his confidential 

letter No. 1809/ER/ORS/M&C/2003 dated 26.09.03 alleged 

that the applicant did not submit the final maps for 

4Lj 
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the field seasons 2001-02 and 2002"03 and in that 

letter' he threatened the applicant that if the 

applicant would not send all the Geological maps by 

30th September' 2003, hi's performance would be 

treated as below Benchmark level i.e. below Very 

good" It is relevant to mention here that the denying 

in compiling the maps as alleQed by Shri Mohanty was 

due to nonavailability of the Unified Legend" from 

the office of Shri Mohanty in time which the applicant 

received on 03.09.2003 only, As such the delay was not 

attributable to the applicant which the applicant 

informed to Shri Mohanty vide his confidential letter 

dated 29.09.2003. However, the applicant complied with 

the instructions and sent all the complied maps vide 

his letter,  dated 21.10.2003 and letter dated 

30.03.2004. The applicant however smelt that adverse 

remarks might be recorded by Shri Mohanty in his 

(applicant's) ACR for,  2002-03, as threatened in his 

letter dated 26.09,03, Thereafter,  Shri Mohanty vide his 

Circular No, 1947/G5I/OpO/CT/MI5C dated 14.10.03 

invited options which was required for granting 

permission to one Sambad LV for,  providing cable 

connection in the Geo"Survey Enclave for their sky-

view. The applicant expressed that private channel 

cannot be promoted by Govt. circular, At this Shri 

Mohanty got annoyed with the applicant for the reasons 

best known to him and presumably he nurtured a personal 

grudge on the applicant. 

I" J 	
QL 
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(Copy of letter dated 26.0903 and Circular dated 
14.10,03 are annexed hereto for perusal of Hon'ble 
Tribunal as flflexures- XVI and XVII respectively). 

4.21 That it is apprehended that while writing ACR of the 

J app1jcnt for the year 200203 Shri Mohanty as a 

Reporting Officer, acted malafide on grudging attitude 

for the reasons stated above and recorded adverse 

remarks in the ACR with a pre-set mind which however, 

was expunged eventually by the Director General. It is 

relevant to mention here that the same reporting 

officer Shri Mohanty had written the ACRs of the 

applicant during the years 99-2000, 2000-01 and 200102 

also wherein the applicant is understood to have been 

graded as 'Very good" which was downgraded thereafter 

in an illegal manner as described in oreceeding 

paragraphs, Further, it is worth mentioning that during 

the same year i.e. 200203 the Respondent No.3 

nominated the name of the applicant vide his letter 

dated 24.12,2002 for the prestigious National Miner-al 

ward- 2002", the highest award in the line given by 

the Ministry of Mines, Govt. of India. In his 

recommendations, the Respondent No.3 highlighted the 

landmark achievements of the applicant but it is a 

paradox that the Reporting officer S.hr-i Mohanty acting 

on extraneous considerations and malafjde intentions 

recorded adverse remarks in the ACR of the applicant 

for the said year 

LL4r 	tp- 



(Copy of letter dated 24.12.2002 is annexed hereto 

1- or perusal of Honble Tribunal as Annexure-

XVIII). 

4.22 That the applicant most humbly begs to submit that the 

downgrading of ACRs below Benchmark which eventually 

led to the exclusion of the applicant from the select 

list for promotion, was not communicated to the 

applicant ever and the entire exercise was done at the 

back of the applicant in a clandestine manner. The DPC 

also acted upon the uncommunicated downgraded :ACRs and 

as such the actions of the Respondents as well as the 

DPC were arbitrary, illegal, unfair and contrary to 

law. 

4.23 That it is settled position of law that 

(1) 	Grading below Benchmark has to be treated as 

adverse and must communicated within one month. 

Any downgrading from Benchmark has to be 

communicated.' 

Uncommunicated adverse/downgraded ACRs have to 

be ignored and cannot be acted upon. 

The Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of U.P. Jal Nigam 

and Others -Vs- Prabhat Chandra Jain and Others 

(1996(33) ATC--217) made the following observations- 

() 	Where a reportee's performance has been judged to be 

at, one particular level in a given year and this is 

subsequently downgraded in a succeeding year,  without 

the repartee's knowledge and without being 

communicated to him, it would certainly be adverse 
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H 	and effect him at one or the other,  stage of his 

career. 

b) 	Where the downgraded entry of the succeeding year in 

the above mentioned case is not considered adverse 

in itself, (og, if the rating is downgraded from 

very good'' to qood''), the reporting authority 

in such a situation is required to record reasons 

for such downarading in the personnel file of the 

officer concerned and inform him of the change in 

the form of an advice. 

() 	Even a positive confidential entry can perilously be 

adverse and to say that an adverse entry should 

always be qualitatively damaging may not be true. 

pursuant to the judgment in Jal Niqam case, 

the r-espondent department evolved some guidelines 

for communication of entries made in the CR and 

communicated those guidelines vide it's Circular No. 

DDG (p)/GSI/Cinf/04 dated 2602.2004 which are as 

follows; 

(i) 	Whore the overall performance ratinQ is 

lower than that awarded in the preceding 

year, this should be treated as adverse 

and communicated to the Reportee, 

Where 	the overall 	performance 	rating 

awarded to the reportee falls below the 

benchmark proscribed for the purpose of 

his next promotion, this should be treated 

as an adverse remark/rating and 

communicated to the reportee, 
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(iii) The communications as above should be 

affected within one month of the 

remark/rating being recorded. 

While 	evolving 	the 	above 	guidelines, 	the 

Respondent department also took note of the 

Instructions of the DOPT, Govt. of India, notified from 

time to time, which have been mentioned in the 

aforesaid Circular,  dated 26..022004, 

Surprisingly, 	the 	respondents 	while 	denying 

promotion to the applicant in the instant case, not 

only ignored the ratio of the Hon'ble Supreme Court's 

decision in the Jal Nigam case but even acted contrary 

to their own circular dated 26022004 which is 

rnalafide, unfair, arbitrary and bad in law. 

(Copy of the Circular dated 26..022004 is annexed 

hereto for perusal of Hon'ble Tribunal as 

Annexure XIX),. 

424 'That 	the 	Hon'ble 	Gauhati High 	Court 	(Division 	Bench, 

• 	:rmphal), 	while passing its judgment dated 30052003 in 

• 	WA. 	No 	147 	of 	2000 	in 	WP (c) 	No, 	548 	of 	2000 	(Heman 

Bihari 	Singh 	Vs 	State 	of Manipur 	and 	Others) 	also 

discussed the 	Apex 	Court's judgment 	in Jal 	Niqam 	case 

alonqwjth 	some other 	judgments 	relating to 	entries 	in 

ACRs and held that 	downgradinq of 	remarks in the ACR 

when 	unfair 	and 	unjust, it 	vitiates 	the 	selection 

Process, 

(Copy of 	the Judgment dated 3005.2003 is annexed 
• 	hereto 	for 	perusal of 	Hon'ble 	Tribunal 	as 

Anaexure'-XX) 



20 

4.25 That the above principles of law have persistently been 

held in a catena of judgments and the law is therefore 

settled in the matter. 

In Binoy Gupta (Dr.)"Vs'' U.0.I and others (TJ-

2002 (3), the Hon'ble Bombay High Court held that non-

communication of downqradinQ in ACR vitiates the DPC 

proceedings and directed the respondents to convene a 

review DPC for reconsideration of applicant's case by 

ignoring the ACRs of the reviewing officer for the year 

1995"96, 9697 and 98'99 and promote him if found 

suitable 

This matter was also dealt in at length in Subbiti 

Dhanapathi Rao Vs- the Director, Intelligence Bureau, 

New Delhi and another' by the Hyderabad Bench of this 

Tribunal in O.A. No. 297/2003 decided on 24..122003 

whereby it was held that n uncommunicatod adverse 

remark/comment in the ACR of an employee cannot be 

acted upon to deny him promotional opportunities" 

(copy of judgment annexed). 

	

The principles of 	law 	laid down 	in 	the 

bovementioned cases have settled the law in the 

instant issue beyond any doubt and there are many other 

pronouncements which held the similar view in case of 

downgraded/adver'se ACRs. But the respondents flouted 

the laws laid down on the subject with impugnity and 

denied promotion to the applicant to the post of 

Director (Geology). 

(Copy of judgment dated 27.08.02 and judgment 

dated 24.12.2003 are annexed hereto for perusal of 
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Hon'hle Tribunal as Annexures-XXI and XXII 

respectively). 

4.26 That the Govt. of India has granted some incentives for 

Central Govt., employees for serving in remote areas in 

which it has been provided interalia that on 

satisfactory performance of duties for the prescribed 

tenure in the North East shall be given due iMeightage 

and recognition i nthe case of eligible officers in the 

matter of promotion, training abroad etc. which has 

been published in Samy's Compilation of FRSR (page' 

540). It has further been provided that specific entry 

shall be made in the CR of the employees who rendered a 

full tenure of service in the North Eastern Region to 

that effect. 

it is 	relevant 	to mention 	here 	that the 

respondents have 	exhibited 	their 	,anton 	disr'ec:ard to 

this policy also prcf essed by the Govt. 	in 	the 	instant 
case, 	by not 	cranting 	such special 	'jeihtae and 
recognition in 	the 	matter of 	promotion 	to the 
applicant. 

(Copy 	of relevant 	paes 	of Si,iamy s 	Compilation is 
annexed hereto 	for 	perusal of 	Honhle 	Tribunal as 

Annexure-XXIII), 

427 That due to exclusion of the applicants name from the 

select list by the DPC held in 2004 in an illegal and 

arbitrary manner and eventual denial of his promotion 

to the grade of Di rector (Geology) by the impugned 

order of promotion dated 1308,2004, the applicant has 

been superseded by many of his luniors whose names 

appeared at Si. No. 17$ to 243 in the Gradation list 

dated O1082000(nnexure'II) as against the name of 
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the applicant at SLNo, 172, which is discriminatory 

z4nd against Article No, 14 and 16 of the CDnstitution 

of India, 

4.28 That the applicant most respectfully beg to state that 

due to 	his 	nOnpromctjon to 	the 	post of Director,, the 

applicant has been suffering great financial loss and 

will continue to suffer such losses for his life time 

in terms of his service prospects, As such finding no 

other alternative, the applicant is approaching this 

Hon 'ble Tribunal praying for justice and it is a fit 

case for the Hon'hle Tribunal to interfere with, 

directing the respondents to promote the applicant to 

the grade of Director we.f the date, his ,juniors were 

promoted, with all consequential benefits including 

arrears etc. 

4.20 That soon after the receipt of the impugned promotjon 

order dt ed 13.08.2004, the applicant s u b m i t t e d 

representation aqai nst non"conclusior of his name in 

the list of promotion and prayed for consideration of 

his promotion to the post of Director (G), but to no 

result. However under service law there is no provision 

for any appeal aqa........th e  impugned order of promotion 

dated 13,082004, 

4.3O That this application is made honafide and for the 

cause of justice. 

5., 	jtiunds for relief(s) with legal Drovisions., 

g-4.JL \Q)-r4 
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5.1 For that, duo to the above reasons stated in details, 

the action of the respondents is in prima facie 

illegal, malafide, arbitrary, unfair and without 

ju risdic Lion 

5.2 For,  that, the respondents acted in violation of the 

provisions of existing service rules and the 

guidelines/instructions of the DOPT, Govt. of India and 

even their awn circular. 

5.3 For that, the respondents downgraded the ACR gradings 

below the bench mark of the applicant without recording 

any reason therefore and did not communicate the 

downgrading which is amount to adverse remarks to the 

applicant as warranted under law. 

5..4 For,  that, the DPC acted upon the uncommunicated down 

graded ACRs of the applicant and denied promotion to 

him which is contrary to the settled position of law. 

5.5 For that, the applicant is entitled to get special 

weightage and incentives in matters of promotion for 

serving in NE,region as per the professed policy of 

the Govt. which was ignored in case of the applicant. 

5.6 For that, the respondents/DPC acting malafide and in an 

illegal,arbitrary and unfair manner promoted to 

juniors to the applicant superseding the applicant 

which is violative of principles of natural justice, 

rticles 14,16 and 21 of the Constitution of India and 

procedures established by law and hence not sustainable 

in law. 

L fr \p 	 r\ 
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57 For,  that, the applicant demanded justice but he has 

been denied, 

58 For,  that, the applicant has served for' a long period of 

about 28 years out of which about 19 years in the 

feeder cadre of Geoloist (Sr,) and as such he is a 

legitimate expectant for the post of Director. 

For that, the applicant has unblemished service career 

and his name was even nominated for Nat ionai Mineral 

war'd for' 2002 i,e, the highest aNard in Geology given 

by the Ministry of Mines, Govt. of India. 

That 	the 	-applicant 	states 	that 	since 	a 	final 	order- has 
been 	passed 	promoting 	the 	juniors 	of 	the 	applicant, in 
super - session 	of 	the 	claim 	of 	the 	applicant, 	t.her'e 	is no 
specific 	provision 	under 	the 	service 	rule 	for any 
statutory 	appeal. 	However' 	he 	has 	submitted a 
r'epr'esent -Lion 	to 	the 	authority 	but 	to 	no 	result and 
there is 	no other' alter'native 	and el ..icacious 	remedy 	than 
to file this application. 

7. Matters not oreviously filed or pending with any other 

Court. 

The applicant - further-  declares that 	he had not 	previously 
filed 	any 	application, 	Nrit 	Petition 	or - 	Suit 	before any 
Court 	or- 	any 	other 	authority 	or 	any 	other' 	Bench 	of the 
Tribunal 	regarding 	the sub:ject 	matter of 	this 	application 
nor 	any 	such 	application, 	writ- 	P e t i t i o n 	or' 	Suit is 
pnding before any of them, 

8Rëlief(s) sought for: 

Under 	the 	facts 	and 	circumstances 	stated 	above, the 
applicant 	'umbly 	pr'ays 	that 	Your' 	Lordships 	be 	pleased to 
admit 	this 	application, 	call 	for' 	the 	records 	of 	the 	case 
and issue 	notice 	to 	the 	r'espondents 	to 	show cause ast o 

4. 
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,hy the relief(s) sought for in this application shall 

not be granted and on perusal of the records and after 

I hearing the parties on the cause or causes that may be 

shown, be pleased to grant the follojing relief(s): 

81.1 That the Honble Tribunal be pleased to direct the 

respondents to promote the applicant to the grade of 

Director (G) itheffet from the date his iuniors were 

promoted, 	by 	holding 	a 	review 	DPC 	ignoring 

uncommunicated don graded ACRS with all consequential 

service benefits including ar- rear etc. 

8.2 Casts of the application.., 

8.3 	

/ 

Any other,  relief(s) to which the applicant is entitled 

as the Hon'ble Tribunal may deem fit and proper.. 

. Interim order oraved for.. 

I During pendency of this applications the applicant prays 

I for the folloing relief: - 

.19.1 That the Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to direct the 

I 	respondents that pendency of this application shall not 

be a bar to the respondents for considering the 

representation of the applicant for,  promotion.. 

10.. 
This application is filed through Advocates. 

11. Particulars of the I.P.O. 

li) 	I. P. 0. No. 	 : 2QL442. 
I ii) Date of Issue  

Issued from 	 : 
Payable at 	 : 

Qtr'-S 

12. List of enclosureS. 
As given in the index.. 
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VERIFICATION 

I, S h r i Subodh K u m a r Patnaik, 3/0 Late Bansidhar 

Pattnaik, aged about 56 years, working as Geologist 

(Sr), MGP Division, office of the Director General, 

:NER, Geological. Survey of India, do hereby verify that 

the statements made in Paragraph 1 to 4 and 6 to 12 are 

true to my knowlodac and those made in Paragraph 5 are 

tre to my, legal advice and I have not suppressed any 

rnterial fact. 

And I sign this verification on this the ..day of 

September, 2004. 
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Nfl, LUCKNOW 
WR, ,JAIPUP 

S1- 	IIYDEItABAD  
Sn, CHE-HiIAI 

CHO, KOLKATA_(Moni(oting) 

tIR, LUCKNOW___________ 
 SHR1 HARSH GUPTA  NP, LUCI(NOW 
 SHR1 DEE-PM M. MEl IROWA Nfl, LUCKNOW 

NER, GUWAHA1I  SHRI SURESH SPIVASTAVA 

SHRI K. JAGANNADIIA SARMA 5, CW, KOLKATA 
HER, GUWAHATI 

MW, KOLKATA 

46. SHRI V.T. MUTI-IU 

• 	 47. OR. TPAIAP CHANDRA BASU 

48. SHRI_SHARADINDU KIURIIERJEE NP, LUCKNOW  NP, LUCKNOW 
SHRI RABINORA HAl H GI lOSt-I CUD, KOLKMA çMor%ocinçj) ER, KOLKA.TA 

50. SHRI_KAMAIESHK. AGARWAL WR, JAIPUR 	 - WR, JAIPUR 
Si. SHRI PRAKASH K. swAIN 	/ HER, ITANAGAR HER, ITANAGAR. 

 SHRI RAJENDRA DUBEY ' CR, NAGPUR  ER, PATNA 
 SHPJSULIHASH KR. VERMA ER, PMNA  CR, NAGPUR 

54 SHRI V. RANGAMANt4AII SR, CHENNAI Sft CHENNAI 
 OR, VIJAYP. MISIIRA 	 • 

DR (SMI.) BANAI'JII3AHDI-1AN 
NER, SIIILI.0t40 

CW, KOLKATA 
 NEP, 8IIILLONG ------- 

 SR, BANGALORE 
7 SMT LAKSHMI GUOSU CHQKOLKA[A(ID) 

NP, L1JCI(NOW 

ER, UlIUBANE-SWAR 

CW,KOLKATA 

NP, LUCKNOW 58, DR ANIL KUMAR MATHtJR 
59. SI-1I_S1SIRCHANDRAR/VIlt 	• CW, KOLKA1A 

 

 
62 

• SHRI BAQUIR ZAI lEER 

SHR1 DINKARSPIVASTAVA • 

SURt KI-lItIOD PARIDA 	•. 

MW, .iANGALoPE 

NP, LUCKNOW 
ER, UI1UcAUES WAR 

AMSE, I3ANGALORE 
 WR, JAIPUR  

CR, RAIPUR 
 R1 KUMUO SI-IARMA NP, WCKNOW  WR JAIPUR 

NER, SI-IILLONG  

Fq-_H 
IRI 13K. HOPE Ci ID, KOLKATA (Pub) 

The appointment of above nientioucci olficcis from SI. NO. 1 to 64 • to the [)ost of 
Dircctor(Gcology) in Geological Survey of India will be subject to the following conduions 

I. Their pay in the scale of its. 12,000-375-1 6,500/- will be 1ix(d according to rules. 
However, they may exercise option in leims ol' FR-22( l)(a)(i) within I month From the 
(late of taking over charge on promotion. 

Their appoint ment will take effect from the (late of their assumption of charge to the post 
of Director(Gcology) in Geological Survey of India aller conlmunicatiçm of this order. 

Their continuance in the grade vi II be considered in accordance to the instruct ions issued •  
by the Government of India horn time to tirnc. 

'I. 'I'lleir seniority iii the jwoinoonal p,Fadc will I)e in the otder indicnled above. 
Contd. ..i'13 
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if they are Willing to accept the oflr 
of promotio n  on the above tct 	and condj(o 05

69  

they may take charge of the post ofDircc(of((;)l 
	

) 
n their JCSpCC(jvc place of po.stitig on prornot ion mcntiol)cd against each as above wit bin one mouth from 

the date of issue of this 

mcfnot'ancjti 	

failin WIIIC1 the above oflr may be treated as cancefleof Without further intin1at;oflT0 copies of the charge repos 
One each for :riaking over of 

the charge of the 

GCafogiSf(Sr) and 
for taking Over charge 

 as DiIect)r(GlOg ) r.ay be forwarded to this °fflCC through proper chanjcj for issuance of flotificat ion 

TO
Sol All 

OWlcers concerned (by name) from 
	

injstratjve °flCer 
SI. No. I - 64 mentioned above 	 Sr. Adrrm

for Director Generat 
Geologicaj Survey of India No. 	IA 

32oi 3/lt)ir((;)/20O304/I9A 	
I)nted: 13th Aug. '2004 Copy forwarded for inlbrnuatjo,i and 

flCCCssary act ion to 
I. The Sec' 	

y to the Goveuuiinjit of India Minist1 of Coal & Mjs Depa, tl1nt of Mines,, Shastrj Ohawa,, Nc 
Deflij I l000j (Att,1 Shrj Vinod 	

Direct01 DOM) 

W. 	t 	in;C to Ministry's Letter No. 
l/]/2004M11 (Jatcof 13.8.2004 

2. The Sccrcta 	
i1nio1 Public Service Commission D11011)u

r  I loi 	
Dclh (Au,1 Sun 

P.R. Dhinian Under Secretary) will, ucfe,c,. to thcir I..Ct(Cr dated 12.8.2004 

TheDy Oircc(OIGC,,efaI CSIE)t/ 
Coallvingjh"Jal-ine 

inWNIt/v R./C 
 

S. R.. E. R., Kolkafa/Lucknow/j a  iPur/NagJ)ur/J(y(,f,, a nga Iore/.S hi 

I long. The Dy. 
Director General (Personflcl)/(1;,)a,Jc,(CC 	

(Gc0pi1 lI's( n)/(Mp)/([) ilIin)/ 
- (Map & Publica(iofl),(pp)/p/1 	

G.S.I C.I1.Q Kolkata 
5, The Chief Vigil, 

allceotljcer 
	Kofloa (a, 

6. The Dy, Direct01 (kfleraI/i)i,.CCLO.(.1 Opn. 	Wf1-SA N, c;..s, i., 	.l(,, kaw$l:uJ)y(.( I3t'ild1, 	Salt 	
KoJkat.O1),) 	: 

Otis5,1 
Unit No Viii, Nuap1JIj flhiul)aflcs.1•;5j01210 	

33i1'ar,. Kaflkerb,gj, Patna 
8OOO20/Op East Coasi CS.!, 

Marine 
Wing Kartlnanlo)ce Salt Lakc.Ko;katOp East , 

Coast-u 	90, 	KirJa,npt,di 	Lnyot,t 	
ViSha 11fl530() 	

Afl(Jhra 
PradeslilOpr West Coast-f, P,v,j< Bandarkar's 

COWpUX, MangaI01575003, 
Opn, West 

Coast-il Kukeraj Duilding Edapaigj Cochj1,87021110 
	

Amu,iacJ,,l Pradesli 'GANGA", 

I'anal'11791 II t/Asa' 	
Project, N.ER GIIwaluitj/lnji),,ri Project, N.lR 

Agarlah,/J)fl. 
1'1 I&HP, Ni ISP,N. I. i', Far'idat)ad '21001 /O

,, 
 Pt l&j 11, Nfl Chan(Ii(;InIu/Qp,] 

 
Uttarancl,ai Lucknov,. J&K, 2-3C/C GaIidIij;,.,rja, 

	
80004/Opn. Gu.r'at,GS1 CompI Sector IOA.Gandluinagan,opii. M ''5AIF,A COLONY 131,o ll( 610pn: 

Maharasht,.a G.S.I. Complex AIa,,cIj Road 
I'iu:Ic'l I IOOGIO,),1.j'NK & Pondiclierry 

cGo 

Complex: A-2-fj Wing, Itajati 
h'a,i 11 

ea Ma(fra)090/() K;u,u1at;,k, 
Coa, G.S. 1. Complex i< iimaraswanl) Layou t i m ugaIores600g2/ 

)p, l(ci ala T.0 -2l/ii , 
Model, Schoc,I RoJ(j Ia.st 

Could... p14 

ji 
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Thampanur, Thiwvananthaa,n •- 695 014/AMS, Wing, GSI, EZ, Opn. Road No.2, Ashok 
Nagar, Ranchi-834 002/AMSE Wing, SZ, GSI Complex, Bandalaguda Ilyderabad. 68/AMSE Wing, CR, C.Block, II Floor, Scminaiy hills, Nagpur..44000/5 Wing

s  WZ, Thalana Dungri Complex, G-E lock, Jnipur-J02001/N1p Zone, AMSE, Shitlong. 
7. The Directgr_in.Charg(JR&I1n),(c) G.S.I., C.11.Q., Kolkata. 	- 

8, The Director (Liaison Office), G.S.I., Madangir Road, New Delhi, 

The Director ( 14RD)/(PerSofl7c1)/(AdIUI,l;.1Ff ion)/(F' 	)/ T.S. to Director General, G.S.1., C.IF.Q., Kolkata. 

The Sr. Administrative Offlccr,(SKS)/ (IItIU<) / (PR(;) CU.Q., G.S.I., C I LQ., Kolkata. 
II. Sr. P.S. to Director General GS1,CIIQ Kolkata. 

12. The Adnjsjratjve Oflkcr Grade lThr, H, A/C/-I, (IS I, Cl IQ, Kolkata 

I), Guard File, Section-19A, G.S 1., CJI.Q., Kolkata. 

H 
SINI1A) 

Sr. Administrative Officer 
br Director General / 	 . 	

Gcological Survey of India 

I 	 ; 

I.., 



1 	. 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 _ 

/ uoi5T- /A210/oj01 	(S)/2o00 11 

• 	 Sub: - PrOVj:;jorit1l gracTh Lior LiL of offi cern in lii 	rae' c;oJ,cigift (Sr), GCO1OcJICn Sutvoy of J,fldjjj jr, Oil L.2000 I . . 	 . 	 . 	

0 	 . 

• 	 . 	Copy of Provisiona, gradation list of Gcologjj (S on .1.8.2000 is sent herewith '.ith the request to. circult, te &as,t / 	to the Concerned officers under your control for. their info 	tjOn. Commenbs. if any, of the concenned officers as to the uricJ ne ente)'',? position, 	may be' forwa;c1p,d•j necessary comments of the foywardjng authority so'as to •reack tbLc office within 30 days from the date of issue of this lttg,t- .9.' nothing 'is heard within th 	above stipulated time,, it 'wUL. k& presumed that the particulars on the list are in order"nnrj k1 
will be .fina].jsed. A confirtjon to the effect thn€ the ab6Vt • mentioned •radatiàn list has been circulated amongst t:h' mr- • under your control maybe sen to this office. br Ovo 

hI: 
'I' •: 

•0 	 - I 
I ' 	

..'.•t 	 . 

-•• 

for L)i nrt.Or 	sDa4 
Coological Sw' c 	I 34J.ia 

Forwarded to 	
: 

. 	 ': 	 •• 

1". 	. The 	Sr. 	Dy. 	Director 	Goncral, 
Cilcti.L/JJtIcknow/IIydisrtI),.lr1 

2. 	 The Dy. Director General, 
Calcutta. 

• 	3.. The . 	 Dy. 	Director . 	 General, 	ER/Cäa.1.  
• Wxng/WR/CR/t4cg/Training 	InstL /AIISC 	Wino, 

..... . 	 . 	 . 	 • . 	 . 	 . 	 • 

4. 	. The 	Dy. 	Director 
Opn.W.J3. 	• . 	 & 	Sikkim/Dihar/Orjssa/C,,cutt/ur; 

• 	l3hubneshwar/S .fl./Opn. 	. 	A. P./T.N./KariiLnI:i/l:r' 	I 
' I 	 • 

. 	 IIydcrabad/ch ~ nnai/l3angiIore/'j'hijrt.i%.,aiia,iLpj,ir;,,i,/ 	•••I' 

Opn.Chandigarh,' Faridabad, 	Jammu 	& 	lashrn.i.r. 	. 

5 The 	Director, 	Map 	t 	Carl on,  
• 	 . 	 . 

. 	Gcochrono.1.ogy 	& 	I 	o:ope 	0 	vn . / 	11c I: 	 I 	•;n. ,. 	 . 

0 Djvn/II .fl .1). , 	GSI, 	CIIQ-Ca icu Lta. 	• 	
0 	 , 	 . . 

6. The 	t)ircctor, 	Iioad 	of 	Maiiajiiicnt, 	[, 	fIr'.'  

• 	7. 	.. The Directo-j.n-Charye, 	Liai5o:i Offic(-,  

• The. Director, 	Bhutan 	Unit, •GS]', 	Samt* 	F3hiuh:rn. 	. 	 . 	 • 	 . 

. 	 . Tile 	Jirector, 	Cadre 	('lanagement 	C'i. 1, 	GI, 	Ihw 	I)e 1 l 	. 

)j,ii1.'!.': 	, 	 . . 	 • I 

OpI l. 	/F., 	.GT, I 
-. 

i t  
' 0 

0 

(I) /.(?c'3_ -  (.7'J 
- 

(i.. 	tt j.j I',  

tj') 	ii 	C'(' '- •i 	_? 	: / 

0, /z] •iQ £'' 

' O 

•i ••  .. -. 	
, 	 ,, 0 ,, 	 , 

0 • • 

0 	
''  

Oil 
	

'•• 	

•• 

t1 7 	 •, 	 • 

00 	 0 	 0 	 • 	, 
— 	.1__—•• 	 0 	

If 
"I 	 t. • 	/~ hi. 	'.'wi ' 
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.. •....,. 
) DT 0r ETftS OF DF1AII S OF Sc! 3IMODE OF 

ST 	RECTMWT. 	1 

SI 	?IA'E OF 
al DATE 01 
GIRTH 	 CONTINUOUS SERJ 	;IGSI pFIlEI'II/ 

0 PEP.UAIIE14T b)MIMSH 
NO, OFFICER 

- 
b) EDUCATIONAL 	G0. WITH DATE 

AND . POELD IN ST H 
LETTER NO. 

. 

bUALIF1CATIOl 	SERV WITH 
DESIGN. OESIG1 

. GS? 	b) AND DATE  
FOR API3TNT 

b) 01 OF b) DATE OF IF PERM (P)/ 

- 

- 

JOINING GSI 	APP 	TO 	_O PEUM (QP)/ 	MENT. 

AND 	 PRESENT 	TEMP.rn 

• 	 DESIGN. 	GRAITh 

a)lI47 	a) 	iO7T74 	)STA: 	 _).ASSt. 	 PIO( 

1 	S1Ui SaIyeniIa (umarAwas11 	

1IOtC 

b)M.Sc.(GeCIO9Y) 	
AssI.GeOl. 	AG: 	15.07/74 	01D4,B8 	b) l/2Y).M.II(5M) 

b) 	15.07(14 	GJ 	20.07/78 	b) 	P 	
(5). dtlO,CS 

- 	. - 

	 Geo& 	b) 	XLO335 	 . 	. 

170 Dr. U(pI Chzkfabcrt'/ 	
a)llSO 	a) 	O1f75 	a)STA 	 a) Geol (Jr) 	PlO 	a) PrornoieO 

GeoI.(Ji) 	AG: 	 oI'78 	. 	b) l/2MiUS.) 

7'3 b) 	Ol.V 	GJR 	OI,PS 	b) 	.Q 	
. 	(5),dt.IO..99  

Gëol. (Jr.) 	b) 	)I3iS5 

171 SmI Kapafla Seo Gupta 	
a)24.0343 	a) 	29/11(73 	a)STA: 	 a) Asst.Geol. 	NO 	a) Prornotee 

b)M.SC.(Geology) 	As.St.Gl. 	
01,04913 	b) 1f2193M,1I(SM) 

b) 	29111/73 	GJR 	iaO/713 	b) 	P 	
(5), dt.10.CO.E 

As-st. 131. 	h) 	C235 

172 SM Sebxih l'tar Pattnik 	
a)03.'YV'U 	a) 	25)22175 	a)STA 	 3) (3eoI (Jr) 	NO 	a) Promotee 

b)M.SC (Geology) 	Geol (Jr) 	A0 	 0IO2!79 	,b)'112/93.M.II (SM) 
 10.09-99 

- 	

b) 	25.02176 	G.JR 	.O2I7'5 	5) 	( 	
. 	(5). dl 

Geol. (Jr.) 	b) 	29.03'55 

7'3Sh:i P.M.J: 	
a)15J42 	. a) 	C9112158 	a)STA: 	ji2-3 	a) 	STA (Cccl . 	PlO 	) Prondee 

b)M.TeCh (GeologY) 	STA (Geol) 	AG: 	2II7'2 	17,I75 	b) 112199.M.Il (SM) 

b) 	02/12/€8 	G J R 	22,02178 	p. 	
(5), 	 10.09-99  

STA(GeOI) 	h) 	 . 

17 	SM 	rnaI 	urnar 	- 	- 	a)21!l 1,3 	) 	1 7!17S 	i)S 	A 	 a) Geot (JO 	110 	a) Prorm 

b)M.SC.Ge0l09Y) 	. 	Geol. (Jr) 	A0 	 I 7!t7B 	b) 1,2MJl (SM) 

JR 	171'S 	b) 	
(5),dtl0.O.9 

il/leT/S 	G 	1C1 
5)  
GJ (Jr) 	) 	'J'2' 	 - - 

175 SM AmIa.i Sen 	
. 	a)i,'3i!'ll 	a) 	O75/7l 	a)STA 	57.r5JTI 	3) ASt.GeCl 	NO 	a) Prorilolee 

b)M.SC.(GeoIogy) 	STA (Geol) 	AG: 	22/11/73 	OI,04'913 	5) 	pg.M.II (SM) 

b) 	O7&7 	GJR 	25/27/78 	,) 	p 	
. 	(5),dt iOCS, 

STA(GeM') 	5) 	()2> 

176 SM M K WanCho 	
'.' 	ac-S 	a) 	1 1/l2i3 	aiSI.: 	i;12.6 	a) STA GeoI 	NO 	a) PromOI 

b)MSc (GcoOgy) 	STA (GOI 	A3 	3;;c72 	1 7.75 	5) 112 	MU (SM) 

b) 	11fl2'23 	GJR 	''' 	b) 	p 	
(5),dt.I0. 

STA(G:) 	5) 

17? E 	Z 9 C:e3j3 	
3)12..SO 	a) 	15.02/75 	a)STA: 	

. 	NO 	a) Promotee 

b)M.SC,(GeoIY) 	
Gol. (Jr) 	AG: 	

5) 1129.M.I1 (SM) 

b) 	15.02175 	GJ 	ie,C'2'75 	y 	 (5) 	flO0G 

(e(I (Jr ).. 	5) 	YO75 

8 31.r' pIdJ.u;a :;ohan DuU3 	ai,9i 	a) 221.1 2'J 	 : 	12 a) A6t GI. 	NO a) Prornuke 

	

-' 	M.SC.Ge*JUY1) 	STAGet) 	3: :2'- 	0l8 	b) 1p,99.M II (SM) 

b) P 	
(5).dt.10.. 

STAIG) 	b) 

a) 25 	
)StA: . 	

A 	Gci, 	
NO ,) Promotee 

b)M Sc.(GeOIO9Y) 	Asst Ceol 	AG 25.0'5 	QIiO4i8 • 	b) 1t2l9M.iI (SM) 
 99 

'5) 2.(iY7S (3W 	 P 	
(5),dt IO() 

As-st Oeo' 	5) 

5O Shri As:rl 	an - 	 )l.a0 	
a) 2,01I75 	)STA 	 ) Geot (ii) 	

plO a) PrornO!eC 

b)M Sc,(G&0PY) 	CeoI (Jr) 	AO 	 28,01(79 	. 5) lr23M.iI.(SM) 

5) 	 5) 0. 	
• 	 (5).dt.It)m.. 

GJR

Geol (Jr) 	5) 	Xrx; 

it SrtG.P. 	Pa Ra 	
02/I 	)5TA: CEII 	

tA (Ocol 	H 	a) p,moIe 

	

• 	5)M SC.(C)10cT 	Tf(C°) 	- 	
l7XI1 	5) jpj99.MII((M 

5) cYi2P3 GJ 	O7C'78 5) p 
 

STA(G° 	5) 

14 

Ra 



SI 	NAME OF a) (1E 	r a) ()T OF 	a) DETAftS OF 	a) OETAIS OF 
PER.ANENT1 

Sc, 
ST 

aAODE OF 
RECTMNT. 

• 	 7N0 	OFFICER BIRTH COIT1NUOUS 	SER'J.IIGSI 

GOVT 	WITH DATE 	0 PER!AAHEUT b)MI,NISRTY 
hI EOUCATIO?JA(. 

POST HELD II LETTER t1. 
OUAUFICAUO1J SERV. WITH 	AtO 

GSI 	b) AN DATE 
• DESIGN. 	DESIGN. 

h)OTOF 	h)DATE OF-- 	IF PEnN (P/ . 1ORA.PI - 

JOINIDG GSI 	APPIT. TO 	O.PERM (OPY MENT. 

AND 	 PRESENT 	TEMP.(1) 

DESIGN 	GRADE. 

196 Shri N.S,eepada Rao a)i02i4') a) 	I01I74 	a)STA: 

AG: 

a) Ged (Jr) 

1901174 	lIAflB 

UO P,omeO 

1Th-M.pI(SM) 
• b)M.Sc(GCOt)Wy) AssI.GeoI. 

(5). dt.1O.C. 
b) 	i90I174 	GJR I I,CW75 	b) 	Q' 

AssI. Geol. 	h) X3)135 

196Dr. T.AjKumarReddy a)1102J42 a) 	12,02170 	a)STA: 12K)2170 	a) SIA(GeCl 'NO Promo(ee 

b)M.SC (GeolclJy),Ph.() STA (GeoI) 	AG: 16071fl 	12,02173 )t29M.1I (SM) 

- 	b) 	12fl2170 	GJR 21,07178 	b) 	a (5).dI.10.. 

STA(G&) 	b) 

197 Shr$ 1,Khairauddifl KJan a02,C4'32 a) 	18,02/76 	a)STA: a) Ged (Jr) 140 Prorn.1ee 

bM Sc Geo'<Jyg Geol (Jr) 	AG: I.02/79 1t2199-M.II (SM) 

- b) 	1.02F6 	GJR 13)02116 	b) 	0 
(5),dI,10.C9.9 

• 	Gei. (Jr) 	b) 

I 	Shri Dhruba Jyoti Dasgua a)21/I V.17 a) 	I)7/74 	a)S1 A: n) 	AssI.GeoI. NO PrOm 	 . 	 - 

b)M Sc (Gedoc) Assi. Geol 	AG: iSO7(74 	011i8 1129-M.fl (SM) 

hI 	1S07174 	GJR 207178 	b) 	p (5.dt.10. 

- Asst. Geol. 	h) 3303185 - 

199Shri Brijendra )(umar Bisaña a1,02O a) 	04I76 	a)STA: a) 	Geol (Jr) HO Prornolee 

b)M.Sc.(GeoiOcv) GeoI(Jr) 	AG: 079 i/Z-MJI (SM) 

b) 	&04(76 GJR 04I76 	t) 	 - (5). dt.1O.W.99 

• GeoI(Jr) 	b) 0404185 

2cODrTarakeShWar PrasadlipadhyaY 	a1/0U43 a) 	0112/74 	a)STA: a) AssI.GeOI. ;;o Prornotee 

- bM.Sc (Gtok'gy),PIl.D AssI.Geol. 	AG 03112114 	- 	 O1,0B8 17299-MI1 (SM) 
- 

h) 	03112114 	GJR '21)07(78, b) - p 
(5),dI.I0.09.99 

Asst. Gc-cI 	-b) X3C5 

201 ShdGajefldraKUrnarPath0* a)33O7fO a) 	1401176 	a)STA: a) NO PromoIe 

b)M ieoh (Geo'ç0 	GeoI(Jr) 	AG: - I1299 M.!I(SM) 

(5). dt 100399 
- 	

• b) 	14.01(76 	GJR 1401176, b) 	T 

• Geol (Jr) 	b) 3)03/85 

-' 	 • a) 	i2,02,7t 	a)ST: 2,02110 	a) SIA(GeOI ;o i 	 oIe 

bM.Sc (Geoioçy, PhD 31A (Geol) 	G: 18.02/75 	1 2,OJT3 iT2/-M II(SM) 

b) 	12.02173 	GJR 21,07(73 	b) 
(5),d1.l0.03.9 

S1A(G)  

Shri Prakash Chandra 	' 
.203 3YjlA)1 (47 a) 	1 1.'4/Th 	a)STA: a) -Asst.GeeI. NO Promote 

bM Sc(GeIc?I Jkt Geol 	AG: t1,04'75 	0104/58 i12-MI(SM) 

- 	 - b) 	1)04(7S 	GJR 20.07(78 	p (5).dt i0t999 

Assli Geol 	b) 79,03)85 
/ 

('-1 t.lr 	 a) 	?romOe 

04 3hIi GaUdiI1 3ai.at 	 a)  

b.M Sc Gc't& 	ASSI.G4. 	G: 	.07J73 	C,07/Th 

O2 	G.R 0.0.(75 b) 0 

St Gc 	b) 	l235 

a)0IXY36 	a) 	211I2I74 a)SIA:' Asst,Geo4. 

h1.4 Sc (1ecti,efl 	Ass) Genl AG: 21,12)14 0104/88 

b) 	21112(7 4  GJR 2'2' P 

Assi. Geol b) 3Y1Y85 

a)l5l12.O 	a) 	2502175 a)STA: Geol (Jr) 

blM Sc (TechUGeCt'gV Ass) Geol AG: 2602175 2307/78 

b) 	2602/75 GJR 2307175 C 

AssIGeol h) 	- 330385 

114.07/43 	a) 	15)11174 a)STA: a) 	As.s1,GeO1. 

blM Sc GeoIogyI 	AssU, Geol AG: 19/11(74 • 	 0I,04m8 

b) 	10111/74 	GJR 2007178 5) 	P 

b) 	• M. - 

2ShrI P,V,Sesha Rao 

206 Shn Suresh C hand Mebrotra 

• 207 Shri St.1esh Kumar 

b) 1 I2iM.II (SP1) 
5).dI1O,9 

NO at Prorno(ee 

b) 112/59 P.1.11 (SM) 

(5). dl. I009 99 

NO a) Prornotee 	. 

b) 1,2,09 P.1.11 (SM) 
(5) dl ID 

NO a) Promote'e 

b) t pJ.-MlI (S*.i 

(5). dl. 100399 

PinC 16 	
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SI 	NAME OF a) DATE OF 3) Dr. OF a) DETAILS OF a) DETAILS OF SC! a)MODE OF 

No OFFICER RIRTH C0N11NUOUS SERV. IN GSI PERMAHENTI ST RECThqNT. 	 : 

b) EDUCATiONAL GOVT. WITH DATE O.PERMANENT "ks b)MINISRVI 

OUAUFICAT1ON 
SERV.WJTH AND POSIHELOIN LETTERNO. 	\ 

. DESIGN. DESIGN. GS$ 	b) ANb DATE 

' 
b) OT.OF b) DATE 0E.. IF PERU (Py FOR APPN'. 

JOINING GSI APPrr, TO O.PERM (OPY MENT. 

AND PRESENT TEMP.(T) 

if DESIGI. GRADE, 

208  SM P. Kumaraguru a)1 IR) a) 	0404/75 a)STk a) NO Prumc(ee 

b)M.Sc.(Geckigy) AssLG€d. AG: 0404175 I12M.II (SM) 
b) 	(404175 GJR 24110(75 b) 	T (5).d1IO.0 .99 

Assi. Geol. b) 3XXM5 

20ShrIYogeshChandrJosU a)2IiOGh49 'a) 	Y11(Y75 a)STA: a) Ged(Jr) NO Promc4ee 

b)M.Sc.(GeoIc'gy) Gect(Jr) AG: t2M.II (SM) 
b) 	3CY1075 GJR 3YIc175 b) 	Q (5),dt.I0.. 

GeO& (Jr.) b) 29103M 

210ShrlSuianuSaikar a)03fl31147 a) 	0401175. a)STA: a) AsstGeo$. NO Prornolee 

b)M.Sc.(Geokgy) AssiGeol. AG: 0411(Y75 0110488 1r2M.II (SM) 
b) 	O40l175 GJR 217/73 b) 	P 
Ast. Geol. b) 	. J35 

21$ SM Uday Nath SalpathI a)1404147 a) 	23132174 a)STA: ) Ged (Jr) NO a) P(omotee 

b)M.Sc.(Gology) Ms$.Gcol AG 02I74 31)07178 by 1f2,M.II (SM) 
b) 	2302174 GJR 31R07175 b) 	0 (5).a00 

AssI. Geo1. b) 31.03185. 

212 SM D.J.C.Gupla a)1004142 a) 	I 1a02170 a)STA: I b02170 STA(Geol) NO a) Promotee 

b)M.Sc.(Geo$ogy) ' STA (Geol) AG: I 107173 I I 02/73 'b) 	112,-M.II (SM) 

b) 	IIFJ7J7D GJR 22,07178 Q O.C151.99  

STA(GeoI)1) 2903S5 - 

213ShrI Ant Mebrotra a)$5k)1/51 a) 	010V75 a)STA: a) Assl.GeoI. NO Promotee 

b)M.Sc.(Geoc'gy)' 
' 	

Asst.Geol. AG O104I75........ 01,043 $(2JM.II (SM) 
• 	. 	 . 

. b) 	OI.J-VTh GJR 2007f78 b) 	F (5), (il 

Asst. Geot. b) X1uM5 - 

214 ShrI V. Muratidharan a)I4XY46 a) 	£W,XY73 a)STA: a) Asst.GeoI. NO 'Prornotee 

b)M Sc (Geo!cv) AssI.Ge1 AG; 05,03/73 01134188 •I/2. 	MIt 	SM) 
. b) 	0303'73 GJR 11.07175.. b) 	P 

Assi. G. b) 3)03/35 

215 SM Harsh Oupta 	. a'f2,51 a) 	17,55 a)STA: a) AssiGeot. NO Promotee 

b)M.Sc.(Geology) AsstGeo1 AG: 17.-tJ75 Ol13'38 1(2,M.II(SM) 
b) 	174Zi5 CJR 22,071713 b) 	p (5), dl. IDCI -39 

GeOl. b) 3)03.5 

216 SM Depak Kumar Mehrotra a)310i51 a) 	14/I InS a)STA: a) GeoI(Jr) NO Promotee 

b)M.Sc.(Geotogy) Gec4,Jr) AG: 14111178 11ZMII (SM) 

b) 	14111175 GJR 14111(75 (5,d.I0O). 

/ 	. . Gc4. (Jr.) b) 303'55 

217 Shri Subhash 1<!. Venma - a)$M)7143 .. 17131175 a)STA: a) 	As.s$.Geot. NO Pwmolee 

b)M.Sc.(Gev$ogy) AssiGs4. AG: 17,01175 0I,04'8 l!21M.II (SM) 

b) 	17131175 G.JR 2&07173 b) 	P (5),dl.10.. 

Ass10z'Oi b) 0104/35 

218 SM Suresh Snivastava a)0'1X'I413 a) 	17/(Y75 a)STA: a) 	Geot (Jr) NO P(omotee 

h)M Sc (GcoIoy) .Gcot (ii) AG 17110(78 iff 	M.II (SM) 

b) 	I7I10(75 GJR li/lOris b) 	0 
Geot. (Jr.) b) O3195 

2I9ShrID. Kolhiyal a)I&.03/42 a) 	13.0?J70 a)STA: 13.472170 a) STA(Ged NO Promotee 

b)M Sc (Gcotoay) STA (Gco) AG: 2007173 1302173 II299 MIt SM) 

b) 	13.O2flD GJR 3)07/70 b) (5,dt.I0C.99 

STA(GeoI) b) 3)03/55 

220 SM Kiagannadha Sarrna a)107/46 a) 	24133/75 a)STA: 24(X3./75 a) Geot (Jr) ., NO Promotee 

b)M.Sc.(Gcoiogy) STA (Geot) AG: 2411288 - 1(2,)-1`A.II (SM) 

h) 	2403/75 GJR 24112175 (5),d1.I0.99 

STA(Geco) b) '0I.04455 

- 
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V 	 V  I 
SL 	NAME OF )A1E OF ) Ut OF i) t)ETAILS OF a) DEtAILS OF Sc, 31M00E OF 

- V 	 NO 	OFFICER BIRIN 
h)Et)uCAT.IOUAL 

COIJIINUOUS 
GOVT. 

SERVV IN GSI 
WITIIOATE 

PERAIJEUTI 
OPERMANENT 

31 RECIMNI. 
b)MINISRTY 

V  OUAIJFICAT1ON SERV. WITH AND POST HELD IN LETTER NO. 

DESIGN. DESIGN, GSI 	b) AND DATE 

b) DT.OF b) DATE-OF IF PERM (P)I FOR AP4NT. 

V  JOINING GSI APPTTV TO OVPERU (OPY MENT. 

AND PRESENT TEMPV(T) 
V  

DESIGN. GRADE 

• 	221 SIui V.T. MuIIiu a)12,021.0 a) 	18.04/75 a)STA: a) AsslGVeo). NO Promo(ee 

V  b)M Sc.(Geok'gy) AsslGeol. AG: 18.04175 01,04/38 112/39-MU (5 

V  

b) 	18.04/75 	GJR 23C(M78 b) 	P , 	
V 

V V 	 V Asst Geol. b) 10104/05 - 

222 Dr. Pratap Chandra Basu 3)100SP 

V V 

 2203/6jSTA 
a)V 

 Geol (Jr) NO a)Promo(ee 

V 	

V  
b)M V Sc V (GoIogy).PhVD Geol(Jr) AG: 2200379 

V  

b) 1099-MVII(SPV 
b) 	22Q176 GJR 2203/76 b) 	0 (5). dtiOVC9!E 

V 
Geol. (Jr.) b) 303/35 

V  

• 	
V 	 223 SM Sharadindu Mukhejee a)Ci 151 a) 	071'1 2174 a) Ms).Geol. NO Promotee

V  

V  b)MVSC (GeOIC'gy) Asst,Geol. AG: 07fl2T74 01iO4/38 1/2/39-M.II(Ep 
b) 	07112174 	GJR -' ) b) (a). dl. 10.09.99 

V Ast. Geol. b) 
V 

221 Dr. Manne R!mamwthy 3I.07/14 a) 	27.02J73 a)STA: 27.02173 ) Geol (Jc) NO Promo1ee 

b)MVSCV(TeCh)(Geo4Oy STA(Geol) AG: 01110174 315/78 (SIV  

b) 	27.02173 	GJR 3IAI75 
b) 
	a (5,dt.l0VV 

V  

STA(GecI) b) :I3/55 

225 Shri Rabin*a Nath Gh,sh a)07F5/49 a) 	(0&T5 a)STA: 3) AssIVGelV NO Promctee 

V b)MVSc.(C'ecogy) AssI. Geol. AG: 0906175 01.04/38 11294V11 (1 

V  b) 0020&75 GJR 21107178 b) 	P (5). 	 10.09.99  
V  

AssI. Geol. b) 03.04185 

226 ShrI Karnalesh K. Agarwal a)1 ill 2J46 a) 	27/10173 a)STA: 
V  

) 	Gaol (Jr) NO Promotee 

V  MVScV(Geology) ,'ssI.Geo4. AG: 27/10v73 29.07(78 1t2-M.II(M 

. 
b) 	27110173 	GJR 29.07(75 b) 	a 10,09.W.  

V  ,ssI. Gr'oI. b) Xt02.C5 
V V 

227 ShrI Praksh K. Sn !)IQ33 	' a) 	2G75 a)STA 3) 	Geol (Jr) 	V NO Promoee 

b)MVScV(Geocy) Geol.fJr) AG: 1t2P9-MVlI (',Pvi 

V 	 V  b) 	2003175 GJR 2OC175 ,, 	r, C9.99  

V 
V Geol. (Jr.) b) O3/35 

228 SM U.S. Dub€y. 	
V  

a10/4I a) 	0-402170 a)STA: 01D2flD a) STA (GeOI NO Promotee 
V 	V 

b)MSCV(Geo1Oy) STA(Geol) AG:. 11.07173 lt2/MVII(SM V 
V  

b) 	C2J70 GJR 210fl70 
V 

V 	 V 	 V  STA(GeoI) b) 1SO4.S 
V 

229 Shri IV Rar3m3..ar 3)2i,I45 ,) 	I(YIG'75 a)STA: ) 	Geol (it) NO ) 	 V 
V 	V 	• b)M Sc (Geology) Gec4. (Jr) AG: 

V  
11/10178 h) It2,-M 

b) 	1G'ICV75 GJR 10110/75 t, (5).dt.1009 919 
V 	

Geol. (Jr.) b) 035 
V 

203IuI Piem Kuniar a)&X. a) 	3.01I75 aST: a) 	ASSIVGeOIV NO Prornce 

• 	V 	 V  U.3C.Gty) ASSIVGeOIV AG: 31.Jl/'3 0IOO 112199-M1 (SM 
V 

b) 	31.01(75 GJR 2C.07I?8 b) 	() 't5). dIVIOVC999 

V 	V 	V 	V• 	V Gect. V 

231 Shri Vijy PMis't3 2)1tYO5t a) 	B!75 a)STA: - 2) 	Geot (Jr) NO Prc'r 	.., 
V 	

V 

bIM Sc,(Geooçy) Geol.(Jt) AG V._VVVVVVVVVCOl18. tr2,9-MVu(M: 

6) G3W75 GJR C3075 V 	(5),dIVI0 

Ged. (Jr.) b) 3D5 
V 

V 	
232 Kum B3r.!ri 3d!2n 3)!38 a) 	0&75 a)STA: 3) ASS1VC- eolV NO  

bM Sc.(Gec4ogy) AssI.Geol, AG: 0905r75 0I,04'6 1f2-M.II,(M) 

b) ocim GJR 194)7(78 p 	
V 

Astt 	(-,00l b) 	V • 	. 	V  

233 Kum LriCth 3)'fl'I2i4 i) 	XY11172 a)STA: 30111/72 ) 	AssI V GeC! V  NO a)Prc.ee 

h)M.Sc (Gedc'ciy) STA(Ced) AG 10111(74 01.04138 b) 1/29-M II (SM) 

b) 	21YIII72 GJR 19.07/78 p (5),d1V10 

STA((ooI) h) X(fl5 

V  -. Pge 18 CMC-GE OLOGIST(SR)_GRADATION_LIST(&?QX 



---7 

U 
NAME OF 

OFFICER 

23$ SI,ii S.K MU,ut 

25 Or. Anil Kumar Mathur 

236 Shil SiIr Cliandra RatI 

237 SM Baquir Zaheer 

236 Shri Dinkar Sr:a5IaV3 

p 

236 ShrI A.Viswafldta1fl 

24) Shhi Ktrirod Panda 

241 Shii Kurn'jd 3harrna 

/ 

DATE or ) oT OF a) DETAILS OF a)OETAIIS OF 
PERMANENT! 

sCj a)J100E OF 

ST 	RECTMHT.. 
BIRTH CONTINUOUS SERV. IN GSI 

WITI4 DATE OPEPP,tMIEUT b)AIHISRtY 
EDUCATIONAL 

OUALIFIC.ATION 

GOVT. 
SERV.WITH AND POSTHELOIN I.EITERNO. 

AND DATE 
DESIGN. DESIGN. GSI 	b) 

b) DT OF 	b) DATE OF 	IF PERU (P)F 	FOR APPOiNT- 
licilt 	— 

JOIN)NG GSI 	APPTI. TO 	Q,FUM tury 

AND 	 PRESENT 	TEMP.(T) 

OF.SIGU 	GRA1)E. 

a)C)SA)-rY44 	a) 	1304/70 	a)STA: 	1304(70 	a) STA (Ge 	NO 	a) PwmoIe 

b)M.Sc(Gecogy) 	STA(Geol) 	AG: 	16.07(73 	130/73 	b) 1!21.M.1I(SM) 

5) 	13.04(70 	GJR 	2007(78 	5) 	
dI10.0. 

STA(Ge() 	b) 	Xi3S 

a)?41CYd9.. 	a) 	2001174 	a)STA: 	 a) Asst.GeoI. 	NO 	a) Promotee 

b)M.Sc (Geoloqy).Ph 0 Asst.Gect 	AG: 	2001174 	0I.04.B8 	b) 10M.II (SM) 

b) 	2001/74 	GJR 	02/12177 	b) 	p 	
(5). dlJ0.09.99 

Act Geol, 	b) 	3303/85 

a)2S'l 2133 	a) 	3111Ci77 	a)STA: 	 a) C',eol (Ji) 	NO 	a) PromcAee 

b)M.Sc (Geokgy) 	C-eol (ir) 	AG 	 31110BO 	5) I,2/99•M.It (SM) 

b) 	311077 	GJR 	31fl77 	t3 	0 	
- 	(5), 

GecJ. (Jr.) 	b} 	,XSS 

a)33.O&'O 	a) 	X0'W5 	a)STA: 	 a) As1 Ge. 	110 	a) P(ornotee 

b)M Sc (Geology) 	AssI Goal. 	AG: 	2(MYY7S 	01 0't 	b) 1I2I99M.1I (SM) 

5) 	330615 	GJR 	2007178 	5) 	p 	 (5),dt.l(Y.09. 

Assi Goat 	5) 	X'5 	 - 

a) 	2tft 2174 	a)STA: 	 a) As.sl Geol. 	NO 	a) Prornotee 

bM.Sc (Geology) 	Asst.GeoI. 	AG: 	24112174 	0IA)4/98 	b) 11299-M.tI(SM) 

b) 	24/17J7 4 	GJR 	cr3112177 	p 	
(5). dt.l0.C. -09 

Asst Geol 	b) 	:ooaS5 

a.3i/1 1!.) 	a) 	0702170 	a)STA: 	07c'2flD 	a) STA (Geol 	NO 	a) Promolee 

Ii)M Sc (Gealorjy) 	STA(G'c(l) 	AG: 	1C.07173 	071D2173 	b) 1,2T-M.Il (SM) 

5) 	07W/Tt) 	GJfl 	21,01113 	 (5), dt.10C9. 

Si A(:;Nf) 	5) 

)2I.53 	a) 	i&1I177 	1)S1fl: 	 NO 	a) Prorncice 

h)Pi Sc (Oobg'/) 	(rcI (li) 	AG: 	 5) 1/2i9 MIt (SM 

5) 	ICVI I/i] 	GJR 	tri lfl? 	5) 	T 	
(5'), r,no.cc 

Geol (Jr.) 	5) 	0t'S5 

a) 	1 1.1/75 	a)3TA: 	 a) 	Asst.GeO& 	10 	a) 	rornoIe'e 

bjM Sc (Geokgyi 	AssI Geol 	AG: 	'3..J 	013 	b) If2,M.II(SM' 

5) 	1l 	GJR 	i'u 	5) 	
j, ot.l0..9 

At Geot 	5) 	.3S5 

a) 	21 1/77 	a)STA: 	 a) Assi Geot 	NO 	a) PrcrncteQ 

bM,SC (Ceo 1 ) 	Cool (Jr) 	AG: 	 0104188 	I) If2gg-M II (SM 

99 
b) 	26111(71 	GJR 	26111/77 	p 	 (5),dt.10( 

Geol (Jr) 	5) 	310365 

a) 	c3.12f12 	a)STA: 	C12/T2 	a) Assl.GeOl. 	110 	a) PronwAee  

tMScGet'kYY, 	5iGe6) 	AG: 	1;;12174 	01,c4o6 	b) i!2,99.M.II(SM 

5) 	12,72 	GJR 	I '•"' 	b) 	p 

STA(SC) 	5) 	. 

aX02&XY53 	a) 	28/11177 	a)STA: 	 a) 	 NO 	a) Prornokee 

b1'. Sc (Geology) 	Goal (Jr) 	AG: 	 b) I r—J99 MIt (SMi 

b) 	28/11/77 	GJR 	28/11177 	b) 	i 

Ceo) (Jr.) 	b) 	0304/85 

'CQJlQ'3J 	a) 	iCXY75 	a)STA: 	 a) AssI.Geot. 	NO 	a) Promciee 

bIM Sc (GeologY) 	AssI Goal 	AG: 	1003/75 	01iO4'88 	b) I/2i' 	MU (SM) 

b) 	1003/75 	GJR 	2)768 	b) 	t' 	
(5).cI lO( 

AssI Coot 	5) 	IYMS 

3101l 	a) 	24J10'77 	a)STA: 	 al 	 NO 	a) 

bThi Sc.(TechGeOtOgy Goal I Jr) 	AG: 	 b) l Z'M II (SiP) 

77  5) 	2Vl0 	GJR 	2.V1CY77 	5) 	T 	
(S).dt 1OC 

( 	(.lr) 	Ii) 	'fl115 

Pace 19 

246 Shri Indu Pf4lk3sh Bajp.'il 

242 SM P Venkolaramafla 

Voluntary retirement 

w.eJ.. 01.012000 

2.Z3ShrI 13K. Ilore 

244 SM Upendra Kumar Behera 

245 Shri Rokesh Chandra Mishra 
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- 	 GEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF ThDI, 
OI'EPJTIOIJS:OAIA, 
1311 UI3AIJE S/R- 12. 

No. -22O13/1/Est.//flj 	Dated 	the 30th Sept 0 97 
/ 

OFFICE 	ORDER 

In pursUanCe of the Director Gener1, Gecicgicai Suivey 
of India, Calcutta's Office Order 
Dated 2 1.6. .7 	27 105/10 1/HRD/GEoJ/11Efl/97/2o, dated 21.8097 
MESNjE dated 19.9.97, 25(J1B/90A11w/cIIEM/2o, d. 19.6.97 and25855/98/ 
HPD/CHEM/20, dated 19.6.97, following otLicers of Geological Survey 
of India, Operations Orissa, Ih.Ibneswar are hereby relieved from the 
date mentioned against each with tlostination ebabling them to' report 
for their new asstgrnent. 

51, 	 Tr-nst:i,rred 	Fsted 	 Relieving Dt. 
No. 	Name & 	pat ion 	rom 	to 	 from Qp:Orissa 
1. 	ii R.t1.•Yhuntja, 	OF:ORISSA, 	tIER,Shillong 	30.90 1997 (AN) 

Geo.logist(Sr.) 	 GSI,II1ISR. 

,2 Sri S.1':.Pattar - aik, -dc.-- NER,Itanagar 30.901997(AN) 
'p Geologist (Sr.) ------ 

3. Sri 	P. 	3<. 	Roy, Opn:I,Project: 30.9. 1997 (AN) 
Geoiccj 1st (Jr.) As sam, Guwahatj 

.4 Sri A.P.Mishr, -do- -dc- 30.9.1997(M1) 
Geologist (Jr.) . 

5. Sri S.C.Srivastava, -do- 	- Project:Tripura, 30.9. 1997..(AN)i .... 
Goologist (Jr.) t'IizorEun, NEil, F 

ga.rtala  60 Sri J. 	N. Das, 	. -do- . flUt-.fl -fl 30.9.3997(AN) 	\ 
Oeoicgi 	ar., 

GSISI1CHI 0 

7, Sri S. N. }ar, -do- ER0DGI,CA1J.. 	-' 30.9.].997N) -. 
,Ast. Chemist. . 	. . 

Sri R.N.Bhattacharjee, 	-do- •-dc- 	 30.9.1997(AN) 	0001 

Asst. Chemist. . 	 . 

gL 
( 	L. 	Shukia 	)• 	 . 

Administrative Officer, 
for Ditector-in-Charge. 	 . 

1. 	Sri R.M. 1 untia,Geo1.(Sr,) 5. • 	Sri S.C.Sriv 	tave,Geo1.(r) 	- 	- 	1- 
Sri S.K.Pattriai1,Geol(Sr.) Sri J.N.Das, Gecl.(Sr.) 

...3...Sr.i P.K.Roy, Geol,(Jr.) Sri S.N.Kar, Asst, Chemist 
4.Sri A.P.Mishra, Geo]..(Jr.) Sri RN.Bhatachajee,Ass, Che,..:'i . 4 
No. 	 JA-22013/1/Estt./OC/Uj Datod the 30th Sept6m6er7 

Copy forwarded for kind lnformiQlon Jlt to 	: 	 14 

1. The Director General, GI, 	27, JL Nehru Road, Calcutta-16, 
20 The Dy, Director Generl,ER, GSI, 1•I30 Buiiding,Salt L&e City,Cai-64. 
3 	The Controller of Accounts, Central Pay & Accounts Off ice,GSI,Ca11 - 
4. The Estt. 	Section, Group ?.&B, GSI, Op:Orissa, Bhubaneswar-12. 

' 
Li 	Shuk).a 	.) 

AdministratIve Officer., 	 . - 
..........in-Cha. for  ____ 
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(oi.
- y CC( 1. survey (It 	I hi •- , (: cutL E,. 

(TI ro Prop 	C h a nnel ) 

• 	;ub : 	Request: for clirnye Of of I!Q from Itanagar to Shillong. 
in COniflct:i.ou with NER Po1:i ny - Regarding. 

Sir, 

In compliance with your office order No. 2557B/101/HRb/GL//97/ 
20 postin . 1 inn in Operations Arunachal Prdesh, Itanagar, I 

am joining NR in Lime. !'Hongh this application, I only solicit your kind 
cons i di: r. - i t•. ion of wy i;t i 	rn: io;t Lo post: me at Shiilorg instead of 

• tUC Lo U ti 	CI r . -Jj 	flCd)ca I. 1.5OIn3 . 	I may mention here ithatI 
Thi 	je 	a1ot 'i 	r' 	n:1 hive alrcridy completed 24 yia- continuous 
scrv.i c 	.h .ch I nc1iy1c; 	fl ,;uin 

 
Of field work and 15 years of out of Home 

oLirc. 

:i 	Inr .n- 	i iyh oio:1 pressure and it is hot medically 
tdvisbl ior:,: 	i .:u:fonn vi.go:rous field work in high altitudes 

can ,.Je avo led i n case of Aruncha]. Pradesh 

My wife is;onLi.nuous med.i.ca ). Supervision after she undezent Heart 
Surgery a L CMC, VEL1iJi:E in December, 1.988. 

In case of any medical. exi.qency of either my wife or me, it would 

be very di.fficuft to get: back to HQ at Itanagar frart far off field 
ciinips and Lhen : !tlsbaneswar (in case of my wife's exigency).due 
to bad ccmnuni :itd:ri facilities in l'tl? comparM to much better 

es 	.i': 	; 

In the Light: of the aLve facts, 1 may kindly be posted at Shilling 

instead of Itanaciar so that I shal.l. be  able to discharge my duties in the 

NER without any m2ntai tension. 

Yours faithfully, 

•(s.i. 
Geoiogit (Sr.) 

G. S .1., Operations Orissa 

	

• 	 • Bhubaneswar 	• 

Copy forwarded fc;r kind i.,f:)E:wItion and necessary action to 

1) 	Uy. Jirector (eneral., c-;.s..t., (TEi:), Shillong. 

j 
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GOVERNMENT OF iNDIA 
From s S. LPP.TTAIIç 	- 	 Letter Th cP/p/ 20,dt. 18. 11.97 rF 	

Gram GOSURVEy ITANAGAR 
Tr1 	INT 

 
'Jul 	

'fckphonc 22232 G &OgR I! UI % 01 I ntI 
rv 
NoiiI 	 RI:4)tl 	

I1t7/Dacd 
 ()LrI()fl •\ItIJltji 

FTlr/ tanaar__..79 I Ill 

The 1)eputy Director Generals, 
(3eological Survey of 
Shillong. 

( Through proper charne1 ) 

Sub $AP  Pl icat ion for eXemption franfiold worJ 	di 
Sir, 

In continuation of my lett.r . 
SQ/Jp//019, dt.10. 11697, I iaTl subnittirig, 

herewith, the mudicj cortificate in original dt. 16.11.97 from the C0T]SUJ.ting Cardioiog.j.st  of Capita]. Hospital, Bhubaxswar, 	Hia advice, therein, ii selfexplanaory and supp.. orts my apprehension 
regrdlng taking up the field assig)ment.for 

the F.S-1997-98. 

t, therefore, eartiestly rcuet you to kindly consider my 
plight and exempt me from field work and assigzri ma some }j. Q. job. 

£rc1 $ (1) Medjcj certificate 
in original and one copy. 

- (ii)HospitaL slip.. 59,-5 i1. 

'ours faithfu11y, 

7. ( s. v. Pattnajk ) 
Geologit 
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Ut. ) K. Acharya, M.D. (Mcd.) D.M. (Cardiology) 
• Sc 	'iItant Cidioljisl 
C1iti I1OS1)i1l lltiIi,esvir 

Reside ru 
Plot No - NI - Nb 

Ekamrakanan ROd 
Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar - 15 

Tel : 405Y11 

/ 

'k 

7 

I 

Certified that Shri Subodh K. Pattnaik, aged about 49 years, 

working as Geologist (Sr.) in the Geological Survey of India is a 

known hypertension patient since last one and half years. 

Initially, he was tried with ACID Iuiuibi.to:s, later with 

Beth btockr but he (lid not respond. I -ic in n.:w ;uaintained with 

once-daily dose of Botablocker with Calciunt Channel Blocker. 

lie is advised for periodic medical check-ups and 3hould avoid 

long and rough road-journeys in high altitudes, arduus field 

activities under extreme weather conditions and above all should 

avoid mental excitement and tension. He is to continue the 

treatment until further advice. 

S 	

S. 

-' c1,"j(., 	i... 

C 	 ., h(.• ' 

	

J 	 -.iie 

.i!. 	

(J 
. 	 . 	

0 

;. 	

. 

...................... .............. 

C$inc:Qr. No 3R-13/1, Unit-IV, Bhubaneswar- 751001, Tel: -405533 from 6.00 P.M. to 9.00P.M., 

0 

0) 

I. 

:1. 
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ItE 

OF JNDTA 
GECLOGICAL SURVEY OF INDIA 

cjJYDERBAD 

/CQJif.iDDGJjR// 	 te:f.ece,ue'c3, 

From 
The Dy.Director General 
Non- h 	 qion 
Geological Survey of India 

To 
The Director-in-Charge 
OP : i\runcha1 Pradegh 
Itanagar 

4 

FAX No.03E0-22435 

Request of. Shri S.K.Pattnajk, Geologi8t (Sr.) 

iunoiy 	reei 	the 	 O;&!i 	h',', you from Qhri 
S.KPattnaiak, Qeologi(Sr.) , OP.Arunchal Pradesh, for 
aSfii.91rmtht -! f hedqurtorc d'.ty and eemptian from thn zigld assignment -as per FSP l97-98 because of his suffering from 
hypertension as reported by a cardiologist from Bhubaneshwar 

Due to the exigencies at the FS L991-99 the request Of hri 
fgtrjAik for aesinment of headquarters iork cannot be acceded 
L. tie 	. 1.ic.tm1 L11aut IsKLo Onni rnrn crd also adv4sed.ha- 
if he cannot take up the assignment as per the •FSP, for the 
period from the date of departure of the field party to' its final 
.recuL1 cttLex .le1i0n ef tk &eld oomporiont of the itQrli, he 
may avail of leave as appropriate. 

Yours faithfully 

1/ 
/1.  

D.Director General -. 

J.  e. 

1 •  



/ 	 __•••J I 1\'lsI()N ' I In tiLl 1 N.\\tl 	AUI N.UI IAI. MINIR.\I. INVIS Ill AI'U IN I'I4UPII' 
/  

ri2LLT?LriiTnffl , tl4I - /- i 
I I 	(dc 	I mwtt flcgwit(lpn. IJitil 	Ycar of 	 SI. No.  

C .de J (oJe 	_j 	 linliatioti 

..F 	,• 

in i I. till t 	JIJ dlii It I, ii %'i liLi  
( 	(.tii 11(1 	) 

[III11u IJTIIFLI 
I )ivIslulIs / 	J I<c'uui / 	I)ivis1u,, / 	f I(cgtu,, i 

'. .j,, I itiit 	I'loJccts 	Ijj , ' I,;l - 

St,ic COI.IC 	Dtl,eI CuIc Dc,icc Sited 	t'iiiitctul /Ilimal 

L 	 'iccló,iic IJell 

' ARN 	\VSF4G 	82 L & P 	I.ESSIR 

IIIMAI A VA 

PERSONNEL 	Pattanayak,S,K. 	Ramesh Babu,p.A. 

PRELIMINARY INVEStIGATION FOR GRAPhITE IN THE SIJGING 'NINGING - PAN6O 
AREA, WEST. SlANG DISTRICT, ARUNACIIAL PRADESII (P-Il ST.AG ) 	/ 

Cuiiuui iv Ci II )h 	L_i_I_i1 
GIIAPI tilE SC ii I . AMoI, Ii iuu; WIAPIII E SiuGn II; lOUMA i ION. 

OUJECUVE 	 lo delineale the cj'aphtIe bands and ascetlain the nature of occuiteiice of 
graphite and its poieiilaIiIy 

13.IuI%gl &,ii,i1 - IIIII lihitlull 

gi;ipliite suIiist 1,1 Sttiing Fi>ttttatjoi, (Piotetozoic) are exposed in the easteth 
Gliall of iI,c Sing valley ai oiind S'iigittg 23 53113 91° 1715), Niitgiiig (28° 5718 °  : 94 °  4932") 
and I'aitgu ( 2(3 Si' IS' . 91° '15215') ai ca of West Sntig dish id, iii pails ol 'luposliects 82 1213,' 1214,& 
1)/2 aid K.' 16. Aiitut jdwtis gi aphite is found at it ittiiiiler of places between Lobong Koruñg and Nibang 
Kut aug. Ilte width / thickness of the individual gi •ipliite beat iig han(Is vat ics ft urn a few WeLles to more 
ihait SUm. Atunud Niliging, giaphite is ;isuciatecl with gatiie(ileiuus hiotite schiisi of Singing ltorrnation, 
The gi allhlite uccut i ug in the l'angu Siji edIjon also seetits to be of amoiphoos vatiety. Some other 
bands conlunung gi iphite were also i eput ied ciutitig geological tna)piiIg (I 50,000 scale) of Yinkiong 
'lutiitg UICU in 19/9 80 125. 

'this item 	upocd din ilig the F.S. 1,191) . 97, 1)111 could not be taken up due to unavoidable 
ci rc tililsi an cc s. 

I.,i, ge sc,lle lIliJ)fHIl( to dehiile2lic the gi;iiIiite lea, lug baiids ,inl cuhlectiuti of samples for deteiii,iiiation 
- 	of quality and gi •le iii glaillitte Ill hit' Siiigiiig . NiligilIg . I'Il)g)) ate;, coiiipiisc the woik etivisaged for 

the 1:5  19929M 

N;ni,ic _itid Ju.uiiuIiluI '\uik;IiIjilIIld,Lh,cdIlI 

tI.,liiie of '.iiL - - 	 I il.tl 	 i) IX1CLIC1 c.n 	VJo,k nhieii*Iy 	\Yotk Iitoltoscd 
''I)' I •.i(etJ 	III 	lIIlliIIldllIiii 	Ciiliiiilcicl 	 1 ,61 

11) Siili,u,j'.ii,i, il 	(( 4 1) 1 0 Juite') 1) 	1997-98 

I SM iI lu,IJlilI) 	 2'; 'J 1,1), 	It) 199H-1)') 	
.......!.i'-................ 

(I IN!. 	NlIl. / fiRs 	 N' 	 b) Mitli '11111(1 	 25 Nos. 
Is/I 	cu in. 

1' 

Ue,
* 	 AILN-6 

I 

.11 

1 
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 N/IU(Il(tN\

CC
VicId Si.s0j1 Yc;Ir'l"" 	

S 	 N  LLELj7JJjntEjJ 
,fie 	

Pfl.uiiu-[1 	
SI. No, ('cic 	J (Jc 	j 	I Nijti;ij 

luiii11, 	'i 	r1tlUII;Il ViiIts / 	

lI1f(lIIIlaflcni 
St1i• ('k 	l)ist,ucl ('niIC 

1.J ( lcl,,!c 1101 jjMJ g p7 J 

PRSONNE 	: AS: GIVEN I3E1,0W 

GFOTCHNICAL EVALUATION OF COMMUHIC11ON PROj[m IN ARUNACHAt PRADESH 
Coi MI )I)ITY Cf II )E 

NAME OF SP011 SOAS
BORDER ROADS ORGAMSATION I PROJECT. VARTAK. 	 (IDHAYAK) SFI(JK 1, OBJECTIVE 	
The main objective of 000ducliiig 

geotnchnIc0 Investigations grouped Under communication pfojec't 	
Is to carry out Geofechnical studies to select Suitable lir7nn1ents for Use 

proposed road links. Selection of sites for bridges and also to render fleotectirrical nctvice 
on stahility of slope aloriq the newly cut / existin

g  road / railway OIS9IIIOCIuI as pe( the reqt,uern 	of the SPOIlsoriiiq agencies, 

9 nan t tn (if Work 

 PhIlInvakwill dcpesl on the pecifir 
request, as and when received from Srt,,k, Va;,k,  projects of Border flnad Organisat Ofl 

1151111 

	ancl 

High 	itinhjtV 	ilt'iit, 	isiif 	b 	thutkt 	Hoissli J Selisk, 	V0tti 	,itpc 	ltllunjsk 	It K Aislls 
I 	 .i;::10::t 	linriki 	Rotidç W 

N . D. ('ode No for the corresponiling item during the r •S. 199 	97 was 

$iNe 
jP 	

S(RYICE 	itEM 

PetrcloIcil tervlee facility 	
Menoj Kurnar (P,'IJ 

Syttem In,Hsment 	
Sarer, S.S. 

HI . 	Map eornpllalion 
	(P/I) 

* 	For deleilt refer to the lervice Item of Mip DivI,io, UER In the ifefe wite volume of Mejalay, 

ARN- li 	 / 

4 
• 

I! 
ji 
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ANNEXURE-VIlI 

(Extract) 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

No.11 51/DDG/NER/ADMJ98 

From: 
Deputy Director General 
Geological Survey of India, 
North Eastern Region.. 
"ZOREM", Nongrim Hills 
Post Box No. 11. 
Shillong- 793003. 

(Through Director-in-Charge, 
Op: Arunachal Pradesh, GSI, 
Itanagar). 

Dated Jan 7, 1998 

To 
Shii S.K. Patnaik 
Geologist (Sr.) 
Op: Arunachal Pradesh, 
Geological Survey of India 
Ilanagar- 791111. 

Sir, 

Kindly refer to correspondence relating with no. SKP/Conf7FD/97-98 dated 6.1.98 

asking advice on the grounds and type of leave you should apply for the period from 

11.12.97 till the return of the field party, expected around the middle of Fcbruaiy, 1998. 

It is noted that in spite of clear advice you have not taken up the field assignment 

/çvide FSP item. No. MIPINER/ARN/1996/-003: You have also not submitted application 

\f or the leave for the period from 11.12.97 to middle of February, when the field 

component of the above assignment should have been carried out. Instead you have asked 

for advice on the type/duration of leave. 

You had been intimated by the Director-in-charge, Op: Arunachal Pradesh that 

your request for headquarters assignment has not been accorded to. You were also 

informed vide DIC Op: AP. letter dated 4.12.97 (enclosing a copy of my letter dated 

3.12.97) that, if you could not take up the assignment as per the FSP, you may apply for 

leave as appropriate for the period from the date of departure of the field party to its final 

return after completion of the field component of the item. As you have failed to take up 

the assigned field work there is no merit in your contention that you have been kept idle 

at headquarter as made out in your letter dated 31.12.97. 

In your subsequent letter dated 6.1.98 to the DIC, Op: Arunachal. Pradesh (Copy 

endorsed to the undersigned) you have inter alia claimed that you could have been 

assigned the work that would otherwise have been done by Shri Shailendra Singli, STA 

(G). You are aware that because of your uncooperative attitude, Shri Sailendra Singh, 

L) 	 Jf ) 
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STA (G), who would have normally been sent for training dining this period, had to be 

allocated the field assignment (which, as a responsible senior officer you were expected 

to take up) to the best of his abilities in the interest of the field season programme. You 

are also aware that the duties and responsibilities of an STA (0) are far lower than that of 

a Geologist (Sr.) and hence, your being considered for taking up any work that Slui Singh 

would have been given is not relevant to the ssue. 

The period for which you have been advised to apply for leave of the appropriate 

type is that of the duration of, field work as being presently carried out by the 

reconstituted party which should have been attended to by you. 

As to the ground/provision of leave, you may consult the relevant Leave Rules 

and whether the Medical Certificate obtained by you is adequate for grant of Medical 

Leave failing which it has to be treated Leave on the ground of infirmity to attend to 

field. 

In case you do not submit by 15.1.98 application for leave,, the period from 

11.12.97 would have to be treated as una.uthrorised absence from duly as assigned. 

Yours faithfully 

Sd/-illegible 

(K. KRESHNANUNNJ) 
Sr. Dy. Director General. 

No. 	IDDGTNERJADMI98. 	 Dated Jan. 7, 1998. 

Director-in-charge, Opn Arunachal Pradesh, Itanagar with the request to deliver the 

above letter to Shri S K Patnaik, Geologist (Sr.) under acknowledgement and also 

intimatc him the status of his lcavc eligibility. 

Sd!- Illegible 

K. KRISHNANUNNI) 

Sr. fly. Director General. 

/ 
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r7 	 __ IV 
Letter No.0 1 0'SKp/FD/ARN/97_98 	Dt..151.98  

- 	 • 	In 	 C 
().K.Pattnk, 	 Ihe Sr.Dy.D1rec.tnr r;enerl, 

/1 	1eoloist. (Sr" , 	 Geological. SurvQy or Incith, 
• 	iS r, Op : 	 North £atern Region 	- 

1tarnar. 	 Shillong. 

(Thiough t h c DIC, ( I, UP:!\P, 1tanaqar 

hef 	- Your le.tter Ho.1151/UDG/NER/Drfl/9O Dt.7.1.98. 

S'ir, 
With ref'arence to your above I..ttpr, I humbly submit that 

1 have never been unco-oprative, as mpntiond in the letter, in 

my ettitud€ towards takinqup held assiqnrnents.lnspite of varioU8 

orthop'dic problEms due to accidents in course of flld work. I have 

always overlooked these problems in the greater interest of field 

nork which I have carried out for 20 years out or my 24'jsars of 

ervice... .Jn fact, I had met with a serious jeep accident during field 

t'ork in 197, rendrinq peruinenL impairment to my tight. shouldor 

joint ano duririq thL field 'eson 1994-95," Ihacia bad Intl resulting 

in problems of th E. left hip - joint. Inspite of these hardahip, I 

have rievr rvquestgd for 110 joh excEpt; for one field season hen my 

wife hed to underqo heart-'irgery. Houever, my present aiimen-t---that 

is high blood pr 	iur vis--v:is my aqi? (49yenr) and the expert 

medical advice, thereon, haE r;traind me from .tkinq up the present 

N 	field assignment, leGt, it would lead to serious cardio-vasculer 

problems. I, thrn fore, repeatedly appealed for HQ Job Instead of 

' fie Id work, which unfortunately, has-• not been acceeded to. 

On the contrary, I have been asked to apply for leave for 

uhich I sought your kind advice regardin6 the kind of 1aVe, grounds 

and period uhich ias not clearly mentiond in all the corrbspondences 

prior to the above lettr, wherein, these points have ben clearly 

advised. Hence, I c_ould not have applied for the said leave at an 

earlier dateand as I have neither any personal ground8 to take 

ieve nor  I coutd apply fQr mrdical. lQavp at H, Itnqer as I have 

nob ben dclared rTindically unfit to carry out HQ Job. 

HE'ncE,ln compliance with your kind instruction as per the 

above lettor, I nm submitting, today itsnlf, an application. for 

• 	 earned leaie for the priod from 16.1 .98 until the return of the 

• 	 reconstituted field party (likely bCtn'?en 15th and 20th Februery,98, 

as advised) to Itanagar. However, for the prIod From 11.12.97 to 

15.1.98, I have regularly attended office at Itanagar and deployed 

myself in constructive work as rellected in my rnonthiy/ditry for 

Oecembor,97 submitted to the DIC, GSI, Itenaqar 0  

\'Ue. 	 Yours faithfully, 



• 	 (Extract) 	•.. 	ANN1XURE-X 

• 	 Letter No. Skp/MED/001/98 dt 272 
98 

From, 
S.K. PATTNAIK 	 To. 	- 

• 	Geologist (Sr.) 	 The D.I.Q. 
G.S.I Op: AP, 	 G.SJ,, Op: A.P 
•ltanagar. 	 Itanagar. 

Sub: - Request for exemption of field work dwingF.S 1998-99. 

Sir,. 	 • 
I here by draw your kind attention to the medical certificate from the Capital 

Hospital, dt 19.2.98, enclosed herewith, and the incidence of my' becoming almost 

unconscious on 3.6.98 in my office-room which was diagnosed by the 'visiting doctor as 

dehydration cum Vaso-vagal attack. 

I, therefore request you under the delicate health cbnditioñ and age (50) of mine,. 

• to exempt me, from any field work as I may require the immediate attention of a 

competent doctor at any time and kindly assign mc HQ job such as Pctrological work etc. 

during F.S 1998-99. 

Yours faithfully 
- 	

• • Sd/-rnegibie.
27.07.98 

(S.K.. PATTNAIK) 

I I 	I] 



k
' 	 A 	

Residence: 	 K 
" ~

"

Ico
M.D (Med)DM ('atdiI 	

P1 No: N1:A/10hsuitarit Cardiologist 	 0' 
Ekarnarakanan Road. Capital HospltaI,Bhubanpswar 	 Nayapafli AhUbaneat •iS - 

Tel :4 05531 

in Vollt 11,11111 t on of t:tu 	provh 	certl ficate dated 
it is further certified that Sri S.t<. Pattnaik, 

eiogist (Sr., ceological Survey of Trjj, who is suffering 
from ESSENTIAL. HYPERTENS tON was checked up it the Cardiology 

Deprtme11t of the Cpi.tal Hospital, I3Iubaneswa during the: 
pe - iod from '2%- to (9:7c it is found that 
his blood pressure is unstable and fluctuating sharply. 

Hence, the previous medication is changed. 

in view of his unstable R.P. and age (49 Yrs.) ha is 

advised to avoid arduous field activities in remote areas 
1.acking in adequate medical facilil:jes. Hêshould get his 

B.P. checked up regularl1 aid should coisult a Cardiology 

Spcialjst in case of any acute problerT. Ho'ever, hi is 

medically fit to carry out usual office/laboratory work. He 

should continue th treatment until further ad,Ice. 

it 

•OUI(y 
C 	(Jr 

Bhunw 

-• 	 . 	

• 

(hu,c Qr 	fl 1311 Unsi 4 !Jhub;uecn a, 751 001 Ic! 405533 fran: 6.00 P. M. to 9.00 PM 	 - 
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(Extract) 	 ANNEXURE- XI 

Letter No 002/SKPIMED/98 dt. 7.9.98• 

From 	 To. 

S.K. PATTNAJK, ..... 	 The Director-in-charge, 

'Geologist (Sr.) 	. 	 . 	. Geological Survey of India, 
G.S.L,.Op. A.P. 	 Operation Arunachal Pradesh, 
1TANAGAR. 	 . ITANAGAR- 79111.1. 

Sub:- Reqest for.non-assignmet of field work. 

Sir, 

In conhiniialion of my ietter..•No. SKPIMEDI00II98 dt. 27.7.98, as desired by the 

Dy. D.G, G.S.I, NER and conveyed by. you. I am submitting herewith a medical 

'certificate from the R.K. Mission Hospital, Itanaar, regarding the state of my health vis-

à-vis the chronic hypertension from which .1 am suffeiing . wherein, they have certified 

that I. should dothily light duty, which Obv'ously excludes field work, and should 

undertake regularmedical dieck-ups. . . 

In the light of the above medical advice and the advice contained in the certificate 

• . from the Capital HOspital, Bhubaneswar (vide letter dt 27.7.98), the vaso-vagal attack 

rendering me almost unconscious in the Office prethises on 3.6.98 (vide R.K. Mission 

Hospital slip) and also the orthopedic confirmities acquired during my 20 years of field 

work (vide my letter No 010ISKPIFD/ARN/97-98 dt 15 1 98 and my age (50 years), it is 

• requested that I should not be assigned any field work. of regular nature, especially in the 

difilcultterrains of Arunachal Pradesh. 	
. 	 . S 

End:- As above., 	 - 	Yours faithfully, 
• 	. 	. 	 . 	 . 	 Sd!- illegible. 	. 

7.9.98 
(S.K. PATTNAIK). 

• 	 S 	•• 	 . 

S 	 ' 	 . 

.5, 



PERATION ?RUUACMZL PR?DESi-I 
ITANAG?R 

,'29/00/APC/98 
	

Dated Itaragar the'7th Oc 1 98 1 . 

If 
	 OFF I CE 

shri S0Ko Pattanik,Geolgist(sr) will look after the 
functiGnaof security Officer and Vehicle section of this-Of--ice,' 

w.e.f. 15-10-98 in place of field duty assigned to him under item 
k~o . 0o1,4iIp/W/1998, as per the approved F.S.P. for i99899.This 
will be in addition to the work assigned to him under service 
item of Petrological service support. 

Further, shri pattanaik, will be assisted by Shri J.. 

Ram, Store Supdt. ( 11ech0) (who is also discharging the duty of 

Care-Taker) in Security 'related jobs and Shri G.e. Das, •S.T.  AP 

(sureying) in vehicle section. 

- Thiss order is issued as per the instructionsof tJ-

Deputy Director General, G$I, NER, shiUong contained in his 

office letter No. 814/QDR/0P:AP/NE1/98 dt. 179980 

/ 
( 

SEVA DASS ) 

Director- In- In-charge 

o.Lt/29/OO/FC/98 	 Dated itanagar the 7th Oct, 

copy for information and necessary action to ; 

	

19 	The Dy.DirectOr General, GSi, N.E.a, shillong 	3. 

2/ 	Shri 5. K. pattanaik,GeGlOgiSt(Sr),GSI, OP :i..P. Itanaga. 

	

3. 	shri P. A. Ramesh Babu,Geel.(Sr) GSI. Op z A.P. Itaragar. 

	

49 	Shri Rajendra Kurnar, Geologist & vehcile Section Incharge, 
OP : Arunachal pradesh, Itanagar. 

Shri G. C. Das,STA(su.rveying),Op : A.P. Itanagar. 

shri S. 	ghSTA(GeOlegY).(I.OP I A.D. Itanagar. 

	

7 	 J. Ram, store- Supt. GSI, OP s A. P. Itariagar. 

• 	 a .  

SEVA DASS  

irectr-in-Charge. 
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CONFIbENTIAL 
GOVERNMENT OF INDIPEEb POST 

¶ 2J8(2)/DG February 17, 
 !~9~ 

fit/Dated ........... . . ..................  200 jo/No 	 . 

'q/From 

iifP 	Tf 	TT 

27, 

	

	ii! 4frF q Y 111  

'iin-700 016 
DiREcTOR GENERAL 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF INDIA 
27, Jawaharlal Nehru Road 
Kolkata.700 016 

/ iJTo 
'.i5hr i 5.1<. Pattnaik, 

Geologist (Sr.), 
Geological Survey of India, 
Eastern leg ion, 
Op. Orissa, 
Bhubaneswar. 

Sub: Adverse remarks in the A.C.R. for the 
Year ending 31' March, 2003. 

Sir, 

I am directed to inform you that the following remarks have been recorded 

in your Confidential Report for the year ending 31 March, 2003 : 	 " 

Comments on Part-Il: 

"5hri 5.1<. Pattnaik, Geologist(Sr.) is an officer having average technical 
ability and his quality of work is average. The undersigned does not agree to the 
targets, objctives and achievements as he has mentioned in his assessment report. 
He has not completed his assignment during the year under report." 

Attitude to work: 

"The Officer does not take initiative to learn and sysfematise his work. He 

does not dedicate himself to the work assigned to him. When the superior Officer 

tries to motivate him for his work he tried to avoid the responsibility" - 

In it i at v e 

"His capacity and resourcefulness in handling unforeseen situation on his own 

is average. He does not show any willingness to take additional responsibility and 

new areas of work." 

Contd. ...2 

f -) 

- 	 i gsi.chqvsni.c - * 	ni/Fx : 091.033249.6956172 * i1jI'ciegrnm 	 ;JOIOSURVEY, KOLKATA 

* 	Th9!Phonc 249.6976 (1)). 249-6941-43 (PBX) 

• 
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coordinatiqnbillty. Inter-personal rela Ltlons and team work: 

"His co-ordination ability is average. He does not maintain cordial-

relationship with his superiors, colleagues and subordinates and he does not 
appieciate others' point of view and does not take advices in proper spirit. 

Whenever acivices are given he comes with the resistant attitude. His capacity to 

work as a member of a team is average. He cannot promote team spirit." 

General Assessment: 

"Shri 5.K. Pattnaik, Geologist(Sr.), is an officer having average technical 

ability. He does not take initiative in the work, does not dedicate himself to the 

work assigned to him. He is not punctual and sincere in his duties and does not 

complete his assignment in the scheduled time.t" 

• 	The above remarks are brought to your notice with a view to giving you and 

opportunity to eliminate your shortcomings. 

Your submission, if any, in this regard may please be sent through proper 
channel within one month of the communication of this letter. 

Yours f it fully, 

/ 

(5. Mazum or') 

Sr. P.S. to % birector General, 

Geological Survey of India. 



/ 
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Letter No. 1 9/SKP/CHQ/CONF/02-03 
	

Dt. 19.02.2004 

To, 
The Director General 
Geological Survey of India 
Kolkata - 16. 

Ref.: Your confidential Letter No. 142/8(2)IDG, dt. 17.02.2004. 

Sub: Adverse remarks in myACR 2002-03 - redg. 	 / 

(Through Sri B.K. Mohanty, Director, G.S.I., Op : Orissa) 

Si 
Shocked though, I must thankfully submit the following points, for the favourofyour 

kind information and necessary action as you may deem fit; 

CornrnentsonPartll 

The disagreement pertains to three points, namely targets, objectives and achievements. 
My targets were drawn and objectives stated by the Department and were not my own while my 
achievements nay performance, comprised the compilation of geological maps in the scale of!: 

50,000 from the existing 1: 63,360. In the group item manned by so many of us for years; the 
singular task of 4 sheets, i.e. 64-0/6, H/i 6, M 12 and LJ4 were assigned to me and have been 
successfully completed. 

The submission of these with the entire set of 11 for the fleld season has been duly 
/ -- formalized on 21.10.2003. 

Its submission waited for final availability of"unilicd legend" and dulycarried out there-
afler. Of course it maybe appreciated that an intellectual exercise of this kind does not enable----
any proper monthly outputs as an thnictic fractions of yearly totals. 

Attitude to work 
The remarks are unfortunate and unwarranted. In fact, though not fully made up mentally 

to submit the lot; a letter of 9-10-03 from my Director Sri B.K. Mohanty, enforced an inimedi-
ate submission of the set to him on 21.10.03; with full tracings. Monthly diaries were not show-
ing the terminology like "tracing", thinking it as routine part of the map compilation job. 

Initiative 
Handling unforeseen situations, is a qualitativejudgement and if discharge of such ofmy 

responsibilities in past beanyrecord; the IT scniinar'of 150 years àfcelcbration ofGSi would 
have been a documcntaiy evidence. Additional responsibility and new areas ofwork are equally 
subjective and iiuch not only could depend upon chances available but also the individual 
perception of its turn out. I have been ever willing and faithful, as usual. 



/ 

I Co-ordination ability, interpersonal relations and team work. 	 9 
The work output it self is aproofofmyco-ordinational ability. This is vcrymuchofa 

collective production and I am the senior most in the team. Relationship with seniors, peers.and__.. 
• juniors have been adequately warm and gainfaul. The records of several matters such as Central 

Govt. Regional Sports Board, Bhubaneswar membership, my attendance in Sikkim RAC(ER) 
as special invitee and OP Orissa representative to discuss FCS matters with DDGs bear 
testimony. In fact, my relationship with my reporting officer himseiflias been so warm and friendly 
except perhaps for some peeved feelings or differences of opinion, natural to any group ófsocial 
aiimals, such as men. None of these could be attributed to be parameters of any overall adverse 
judgcnient. 

General Assessment 
The repetitive remarks like 'average' puts me to a loss of understanding asto the meaning 

of average of what and what. Hence I presume, that the phraseology is meant to connote a 
condemnation rather than a literal upgrading intentions for ajunior from a senior. 

My mention of the above facts with all humility may substantiate the lack of truth in the 
cryptic and rather intolerant statements such as lack of initiative or dedication nor punctuality etc; 
which bear no concurrence with the task conferred on and the physical turnouts made often the 
thought provoking and scientific challenges of the brainstonning work-devotion, one is sub-
jected to. The contrast provides some doubt on some human bias as an overall factor, than any 
one single point in specific. I do not accept any of these charges, sir! 

My Special Remarks 

100< 	
You may be aware ofthe fact that the DDG, ER, recommended 'my name for the Nat!, 

Mm. Award for 2002 in Dec'02. It looks amusingly contentious for roughly the same period, 
against one who is so 'average' in this annual opinion of my immediate supervisoryofficer. Sri Om 
Prakash, my DDG upto December, 2002, may perhaps be addressed to in any effort to confirm 
or deny on my condict as mentioned in the ACR 02-03. 

Prayer 
I request you to be kind enough and to please expunge the poor taste and the adverse 

entries in my ACR 2002-03 and oblige. 

Thanking you. 
Yoursfaithfully, 

(S.K. Pattnaik) 	t\' 

Geologist (Sr.) 
Bhubaneswar 	 Geological Survey of India, 
Dt. 4 9 	 • 	 Operation, Orissa. 

• 	 Advance copy forwarded directly to Sri P.C. Mondal, DG,GSI, Kolkata - 16. 

• 	• 	 (S.K.Pattnaik) 
Geologist (Sr.) 
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Telegram: GEOSURVEY 
Phone 2249.6941, 2249.6976 (0) 
Fax : (033) 2249.696 
E-mail: gsI-Cliq®vMl,com 

• SPEED POST 
 

ii/Dated.................200 
uune 01, 20i4 

ilair /To 

Shri S.K. Pattnaik, 
mr-7OO 016 	 Geologist (Sr.), 	/ 

THEDIRECTOR GENERAL 	 Geological Survey of India, 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF INDIA 	 Eastern Region, 
27, Jawaharlal Nehru Road 	 Operation: Orissa, 
Kolkata-700016 	 Bhubaneswar: 751 012'. 

Sir, 

Please 	refer 	to 	your 	representation 	bearing 
No.19/SKP/CHQ/CONF/02 - 03 dated 19h February, 2004 against 
the adverse remarks reco'ded in your Annual Confidential 

............e.por-t for the year ending 31t. March, 2003. 

I am directed to inform you that _--afte-r---.. careful 
consideration of all the relevant documents the 
competent authority is pleased to. modify /expunge the 
adverse remarks recorded in your aforementioned Annual 
Confidential Report. . 

Yours f 	hfully, 

	

• 	Sr. P.S. tLLctor General, 
Geological Survey of India. 

k 
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NO._____ 
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Fran z 

The Directpr (SG), 
Map & Cartography Division, 
Operations Orissa, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Unit - 8, Nayapally, 
Ehubnneswar75 10120 

Dated i 26/9/2 003 

Toi 

Shri S.K. Pattanaik, 
Geologist (Sr.), 
operations Orissa, 
Geological Survey of India, 
Unit - 8, Nayapahly, 
Bhtafleswar..7 51012. 

Sir, 

Kindly refer to the Field Season Programme for the 
field seasons 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 of Map & Cartography 
Division. Operations Orissa 0  In this connection this is to 
inform you that so far you have not submitted the final maps 
as shown in your monthly diary for final tracing work. The 
DirectorinCharge, Eastern Region, has instructed the 
compilation of geological maps to be completed as per the 
schedule time. I have already requested you 4 to 5 times 
'verbally regarciing.canpilatiofl of geological maps for the 
P.S.?. 2001..02 and 20022003 9  Therefore, I would request 
you to submit all the geological maps as mentioned in your 
monthly diary for the F.S.P. 200102 and 2002-2003 by 30th 
'september, 2003 positively, failing which it will be treated 
as your performance is below bench mark level i.e. "Very Good". 

Yoys_çaithfully, 

B., K. MohantYT.f('Q, 
Director(SG), 	I  

Map & Cartography DjVisiOfl, 

No,JEi/ORS/14C/2003s 
	 Dated z 26/9/2003. 

CopytO s 
1. ' The Directorin-Chflrge, Eastern Region, Geological 

survey of india, Bhu-Bij nan Bhavan, DK-6, Karunamayee, 
Sector-Il, Salt Lake City, Kolkata-700091, for kind 
information. and necessary action. 

2 	The Director-in-Charge, Operations Orissa, Geological 
Survey of India, Unit - 8, NayDally, WR*k, 
Bhubafleswar for kind information and necessary, action. 

( B. K. Mohanty ), 
Director(SG)''"' 

Map & Cartography Division 
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To 

,1 

• 	The Director General, 
Geological Survey of India, 
27, J.I' . Road, 
KOLI(ATA -. 700 016. 

Sub: 	Nomination for National Mineral Award for the 
Year 2002. 

Sir, 

This is for your kind considoratiofl and favourable 

action tha 	 S t I, hereby, nominate 	ri S.K. Pattanaik, 

Geologist (Sr.), G.S.I. OP: Oissa 	to be sponsored for 

for the 	National Mineral Award for the year,2002 

under Section—II(Vl) and (IX) of NWk regulations. My 

recommendation in this regard has been enclosed, 

herewith, in a separate sheet for your kind perusal. 

Camp: BFJJBi\NSWAR 

Date: 24.12.2002 

Yours faithfully, 

• 	1ji4)--; 
( OM PRAKASH ) 

Dy. Director General, 
Geological Survey of, India, 

Eastern Region, KOLKATA. 

End: 5 copies of nomination 
forms, cornplete in all 

respect along with reprints 

of published papers of 

Sri Pattanaik.(.5 nos.) 

Copy endorsed to S.K. Pattanaik, Geologist (Sr.) GSI,OPerati' 

Orissa, for his record. 	 S  

.4 



RECOMMENDA'I'IONS 	
'2 

7 	I)uring his 29 years of professional career, Sri S. K. Paitnaik, Geologist (Sr.) has devoted 

" 20 years to field work in diverse terrain conditions including some tough areas ofBastar district 

(M.P,), Chandrapur and Gadchiroli districts ofMaharastra.Iie has worked in various fields of * 

geology such as ground water exploration, systematic geological mapping aided by tectonic, 

petrological and geochemical studies, iiii neral exploration (including geochemical surveys) for 

strategic metals like tungsten, gold and tin, besides base metals and refractory minerals. His 

track record attests to his dogged pursuit for gaining new knowledge and information in further -

ing economic as well as academic interests related to earth science. Besides reporting quite a few 

new mineral occurrences during his career, so far, he has registered some outstanding contribu- 

tions as briefed below: 

(i) 	During the field season, 1981-82 in G. S 1., lie brought out 8 lenses of scheelite mineralisa- 

tioñ In Nagpur_Bhandara_CliatidraPur districts of Mahrashira out of which the mtsig 

nificant being the one in Dahegaon-PipatgaOfl area of l3handara district. Although tungsten 

investigation (wolfranhite) in the adjoining areas was rewarded with NMA, 1985, unfortu-

nately scheelile finds were kept out of its purview. 

(ii 	However, the msot outstnading work of Sri Pattanaik was accomplished during 1993- 

2002 when he identified a new alkaline complex named by him as the 'Bliela4tajtia alkà 	-- 

line comp l ex! (BRAC) in Nuapara district ofOrissa and studied it quite elaborately as 

regards its tectonics, petrology, geochemistry and petrogenesis with specifdetails regard- 

ing alkaline magniatism. He has classifled (lie hitherto unclassified basement granites asso-

ciated with the complex and has elaborately supplemented the field data with adequate 

microscopic studies to bring out interesting rock types and their unique mineral assem-

blages. Ne has made full utilization ofanalytical facilities of CS.]., and could therefore, 

undertake extensive exercises on REE, PGE and 20 oilier trace elements besides the 

major elements, data. This work has enabled enormously to understand the crustal proc-

esses active in this part ofBastar carton in western Orissa during Proterozoic times. He 

has also worked out the possible genetic links between the I3RAC and the already known 

Kharlar nepheline syenites and the tectonic link between the two complexes and the 

Khariar basin. He has aptly named the most vital N-S running transcrustal fractures as 

Khariar Ii ncamcnt s and the pink basement bat liolitli as the 'Nuapai'a batliolith'. lie has 

nicely correlated mantle upwarping and crustal thinning processes to the evolution of the 

alkaline magniatism which manifests a complex history olparlial melting, magma mixing 

and fractionation/ 	 , 	 . 

/ 

t. 
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Besides bringing out a plethora of academic information on the alkaline magmatism, his 

study has also heralded the j)OSSd)ilily ol economic cxploialioii oFRI RMl and PIR Sonic of 

which have displayed unusually high values. His interpretation of tectonic correlation with the 

kimberlite field on the south-western contacts ofKhariar basin in M.P.has provided clues for 

searching kimberlitic rocks on its eastern contact zones in Orissa, which seems to be proved 

now by a new find as reported by state govt. geologists. 

Shri Pattnaik's work finds enough testimony in the exhaustive report for field season 1995-96 on 

the new alkaline complex entitled 'Geology and associated REE, PGE and RME abundances of 

the Bhela-Rajna alkaline complex, Nuapara district, Orissa circulated in July, 1998. The report 

contains 48 pages of text besides 18 figures, two tables and one geological map. In addition to 

this report, he has published a few papers in d,fl'crentjournals including the premierjourflal of 

Geological Society of India and has also presented the data in various national and international 

seminars, drawing the attention of earth scientistyIis paper on the newly identified alkaline 

complex was selected as a 'key paper 4  presented at the 10th I.G.C., Dhanbad and the same 

paper was also adjudged as the 'best paper' at the same convention/this adds immensely to his 

achievements. 

In the light of the above achievements, specifically ,  for his outstanding original contribution 

on the new alkaline complex identified by him which has resulted in vital updating of our 

knowledge about the tectono-magmatiC history of parts of western Orissa, 1 strongly recom-

mend his candidature to be sponsored for the NMA, 2002. 

AP  

Om Prakash) 

:Is 	 ell Dy. Director General, G.S.1. 
Eastern Region, Kolkata 
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GEOLO(;ICAL SUR\'Ey OF INDIA 
27, i.LN. R(.)A1) - 
Ku.l KATA 16 

No.DDG(P)/cS I/Cut ili/O'I 	
I )ated: 26th Icbi•uaiy, '9.4 

Cl1CtJ1AR 

Subject: 	I'ioeedure 	iclated 	to 	F;IIIIIg 	ul 	cositidegitjal 	FCJ)uIiS 	and Citii(iI )ieitui 	ciiti Ic:; (1 ici coil. 

lii t .ecci it years, a large it tin it )CF oil' udit ui1 istiati ye orders as well as • tribunal and court deciI05 including 1Iiuc ul the apex court, (Supreine 
Court), have been passed ott (lie subject and it has thus becnuc tiecessaty to 
evolve clear guidelines with icgwd to the ques1ioi of CoIUtfluIiiClt0i of 
entries iii the Annual Con tidejitiat Reports 

to the reportec. Wiule it is gencrally appreciated that11 verse remuiks ol' any kind are ijc 
COIlIlnui ucaled to the reportee/LI ucre is sot tic con htiii as to wi tat conStituteg -- 	 _r an ad verse ret u iurkfwl tell icr at d ut ider wi tat. Cl reuti istat ices an ad visory 
i'cinaik is to be dccincd.adverse and wlwlhcrdowiigrajjflg()' a rcp_prtee's 
overal.! USSCSSIIwIIL as cut npulu(I tuJlj pre'iuus year, cveti -  whec the new aSscssnienhisnU((l.S1 I  iTl 1, i  I CnliSI(!ClC(I 15 a(JVc,C and thiw; 
nceds Lu be eu1IiIiluIiicitcd (utheicjt.e A icluted question which also aliSeS l 

llidt (i')')c)IiluiL oh (he :cpoi [cc ILIIJ) bclow the 
1)ji1 SCfliof grade, then 

should such an call)' be dccii ted ad VCFSC or i tot. 
T. 

1hiejudgeituejii of' [1w I I(Ill'I)IC S111)ICII1C Couri in 11w case olU.P. Jul Nigain & others Vs. l'Ial)lwl Cli, .lain & o(licls iii 1996 PloVides clear gui dclii tes Wi (ii regard tu the lR) ye i tic Jut iou ed issues, .11 ic ObserVations ol' 
(lie Supretute Court tiller ali;t l)liuug out the hollowing points:- 

I. 	Where a rcl ) urtec's lcui(1ruuuaIice hiw; 1)ecII judcd to he at one 
l)uItieuJa, level iii a jivcii year and [lii:; k Stll)eqtIcuitly (lowligraded in 
a Succee(hIIiJ' ycai' vithinuui thi_It)njJo'e:; 	IIOWlCtl)'t hind Wit luciuit I)CiIi 

/ LUII)Iiu1IIILL(L1(.(h to hiIWI( Nvould 	tiiiuiyht. miVerse and 4ulfcLt huuu at one of (lie o(hici' stac of his carccr" 

•I \ 
r' 
RN 

x"r,\ 	 V 
\\ 	 I,. 



I Al- 
Where

. 
 the do\yIigiade(l Cliii)' oh (he s 1 lCCCC(}IIILI rear 'ii Ule above 

Ilieffijujieti CflSC is (lot Cuiisjdel(c1 aclvei a' in itsehi ft.j'. ii liii' iiiIiii 	hi ttowiij'iided (low "Very (aJ1l" 1(1 (mod"), the i cpwThig authoiity in - 	- such a Siluatioii is reqwicd - t0"0tJ rcasow for such iowiigradiHgju the i)crswIal fllc of (lie olficer concerned and 
him f(hic chialige iii (lie forjii of alt advice'. 

3. "veu a Li 

to say 
i)0,Si(iVc COiifidji(jil CII try caii 

(hat au adverse entry shioulti 
da iiia gi ag uiiay hot he (rue''. 

/ 

jic rilously be adverse and 

a I ways be qua lila lively 

/ iIius 1 
 he sum and stihsiiie ol Ii ahuve JiicIItjUIicd iuliiig appears to be that where the overall j)erluri,Iuii uatiiig ul the repui Lee is ul a category below that LYVCII to lii ii iii the piecetfluig year, Lheii, alkr atiöidiiig lilni tliç o')')UItulij ty._ol rci)reseil(itig aLuil ist the ( k\VHL. rad•It ion iii •accordance vi Lii the pfincij5les oh naluiaI justice, itthe d\vrili(J%ij11 is ielaiiied, this 

dccjjoii is well as [lie res0fl fr (lie. s IC inust be cleai- L recoided in the pCrSQIUil ii Ic oh the rc! ) OFLCC COI1CCEI lCd. N i'ptl I , 	 • i. .. r, - 	 - --. . 	

a " 	 , 	 iiiiai UCClS10 
shouki also he cowluuJIjia(ctJ to (lie rupoilce a,s o1hyj 	(he iroccss Will Liot hihhil (lie re(I nireuncuit or (lie 1!riJiciplc.s of natural justice. 

Iurlhcr 

 

to the aboVe iii its O.M. F.No.35034/7/97j:([( D) dated 8,02,2002 1).O.P.&'I'. hiu 	chirihied (hut hielicefortli the suitahiihity of a 
candidate li)r •pIolliutiuii by "scicctiisi" shall be dc(eriii:id oiiiyWutii 

.FCLCFC1IUC to the tClCVaiit L)Clicliiiij  or such ()(1tiRtiuui. 	Ith 	hctm 	11 . 1 61 . pu - c,,u1utjoji to [JIC 

	

1 	 ui l<s. 12j)OU- I (,50U/= and above, [IJ. 
beuicliiiiark br !)i'OflIulion shall be "Very Good". For1w01I1u(juj 

to gdes 
below the above ulientiozied pay scale, (grade), .1 iicl udiiig proinotlons Iroiii -_____ 
lower gradesto__group 	A 	P 0 t'fl(C/sCI\'ICCS (lie heiiclnnuik fur _ 	 u uc jQcj. . 1 lie DPCsIiuIJgride Ohhlcualsasbeing'Tit"or/ 

	

1' 	"Unlj(" ir the pronlotjuti III ls(R)Ii only \vi(hl I - clel - clice to the jclevwit uluudd 	ibuv and (hiue Who Ire gi .ulLd as "I' it" shall be 
included in the scie( Imilel prcImidby (lie l)FC iii (hid order of their 

ill 
iii (lie fce!er grade. Flitis, Ilicie shall he iio StIpersessiciui 

J)IOI1R)[i(Hi iliiloiig (hiuse \vla) are hniiid "Fit" lr (lie s;liuie l)y the I )I'C iii 
Leinis oh (lie afure,iieii(i(,iu.I jire;crihcd l'CIR:blIiiai k. 



,-   43, 
	 / 

D.O. I I.I&I ,  F.U.M. No.2201
daed 6.1 0.2000 prescribes. SlJCCiiic;iIly thai (lie stIi(al)iii1)' 	I 	1' 	hyt'; Ir a 	',ivt• 	psoIlIuI,ogi ;liail be 

	

ilit lm:ii:t 	I iIiH, 	\';r 	 with 	(:ii ticuj;ir ietete,,i:e (II the 

1 

Thus it will be Secit ihiat \vlicn '.Ill Cillployce is being consuderccl fbr 
J)FOliio(iojj by seieeii0, he is required to he lound "Fit" (or Such 

Prouliotioui oi the basis or 
Ins SCEViCe record atid'Rs br the preceding 5 years. It f011oWs that in ease the overall I ) ClbUrillauice ril(iulg of such all CuIIJ)IOyCC is below Uie hciic'iiiiiujJ rating for die Ploui1o(juui in quesdon, then such a rating 'iIl Collie iii (lie way of (lie CiilJ)IOyCe'5 J ) I)u1R(iuli. TIMS, the'condition of such 	an entry being "l)criI)tISI)' adverse" without uiecessarily I)cii)g qualitatively dauiiatijuii 	in 	(eriji:; 	oh' (lie 	(ul ) icuiie (iiu('; ol;crva(jo,); diseus;ed above liuld: niuc 'ill such a c;ise. 	•j hi 	in 1111:1 leads (o tl iIieseapaI)Ie C ( PJlcIu:;io,ii (hat 	vlIcic :u suIul,:(j,Ig 	ili(Ci e;1(c,•.S au 	Overall J)crkriiiazicc raing which 	Iuvcr luau 	that of (hue hiicJii,ii'J 	" prescrjl,ed For (he reportu's next 

h)roIzuIulio,uu in his (2l, (lieu,, such, an , entry is an Rlvcrse entr), alRI.si1uu1(h be 
cwznhutuuujc:t(d to 

( 11 0 rcpoiLcc. I !liercaF(cr, the Iircscril)ed l)rcet•hjc For dealing with 
Such all entry in accordance 	'ith (lie PriIIcif)lc.s (if iu:iEuurd 

justice, as discussej :ind de(ai1ctla1jve should liccessa u' 	tIluy 

	

in such a case., 	S 	 • 

The above mcnti OIIc( j .l)j I' 

occdLII'C hec5 aJ)J)hieaj)he lIILItiIGS uuiu(ajjdjs even \\'hicie die reJ)oI lee's ileNt .J)rouuuul IIi iS lIO( l)ICjJ 011 Selection but is based ULI "SClliurity Chill litiies", (i.e. )iuit SClectioii), basis.  O.M. No.2201 1 / 1
/9U1(i(l)) (la(c(l 12.10.1 °))0 Ci;uujfje5 Sf)CeihicaIhy that while the raduig i"Averi;e" uuI;uy nut he t;ila'u -as adverse 

Ien,:uuk, il --aiiguc- t at the Slime li 'iiie he legaided ;ts culiiplei)uc,ltIl - )/ Lu flue u!flcer "Average" PerlortHance should be meguided as routine 
aiid (iIudistingujsl,ed Only 

• perl'oriiia that is above average is 
iiU(CWtiJ lily and sluotiki entitle an Official 11) 

reeugmlitio,i amid suitable Iewar(k; iii (lie uuuauei of' proillotion. 
\'Vliere 1)1olIio(iun:; are to he iiiade on (.tliii schcc60)11" l)asls, l)h'('s are aui,i 
required to iiiaIe alt asSesszuicii( ui tllJidaft' 

So) as to fluid theuui "l"it" UI' "Not yet lit" 
for prouilotioum on (lie basis of their record of service. \Vliile 

considci mug an o1hcmiI' 	IIhiffl 	lit inufti - lIft PThdCh 	have to be Lept iii vIe\\. 	I huts, it is ulC:iI duat it tla uvi'r;ilI • 	of (lie leh)uIII. 	s lO\\'('i (I ;w "( 	I" 	t) eiu such a ------------- • 	 . 'I  iaii ii 	- I;i I Is 	\Vl hun 	the 	Cal C) 	II)' 	oh 	I c I i;. 	e ii 	list)' 	a (i \'CI 5 	\vuIi iutu[ 

I. 



• 	 V 	
l! 	 ( II 	IJil;IvrL\' 	tf;tiu;i;'it,1 	III 	ItIIP 

V 	 rk)ieIIiejI(()lu(l 
l)serVatjii 	IL Iullu, 	cIle( that 

C%,Cjl ill cases where the rCl)Or(ee's next J)r01110(j:1 is WI a " flOIi -sCftc(j(,,i" basis, (he benci1i1aa•I( 1w stidi pruJiw(iII is ci ftctiveiy 
setU '(;d' A 	 V  V 	 iii suill (IICI V Ch)I C, the Coillillull Jfl)Si(j011 that CIIICFLCS as a Lt11dehilic for the CornhrIuuicatiii uI Cfflrje.; jirade hi tire (R of re xii tees is as IoJVJuWs:V. 	V 

a. 	
(lie overall hcrh)r:iii(C ra(jn; is lower 

(Iran (hat'awar(Jcd in (liepreccdjjiu 	car, (his 5l'uul(J Le (reateth as adverse and
P. 

COiiiIilu1ijcI(C(l (u (lie ZCl)uj'fte. 	
V 

1) 	\\1 iiec  the overall 	
Fatjijj' awar(Je(I to (lie reportee falls below (lie l)clIctirii:iik liC;cLibcI For. 

(lie puipolse of his next 
V 	

Piwliutiwi, (his NilUUI(1 he treated as an adverse rerIiarlratirrg and CouhiIiwIjca(ed Lu (he rcIWr(ec. 	
V 	 V 

Note: Hit' t'liliirIIrri(a(jufls 	ah)u\'( 	litihi 	lit' tUe(•l(•d 	Vi(lijjj OIi IL 	iI(II of (lie lcIrnirl(/r;(jj1g hiiir 'ceded. 

	

iii both (lie alolVclIIc:IliUIlC(l sUua(joj, 	the advcr 	rcrnaritha(ing So CoIiiIlIIllIicate(i SlIOtl1(I 	Lic ( hisIw'jc(l OF iii acconI:ioce with  (l ie  l)ri!rciplcs of Iia(iir:rl justice • hy a fhirdin 	(lie rCfWr(1' reasoii:ible o1)l1orttrilj( 	
to represent against (he tcIr1ark/i'(jiig aiid thereaftei- int'01 . 111ing him of,  (lie Final dejjuu (aheir in (iris reg:ird through 

V a 
11 

reasozicti (spea hi 
rig), order w hi crc (lie re iii a rh/ra (ilig is reth i ned. 1 , JI is &ICiSjwJ ShiOIll(1 also) he FCCOV(lc(I iii (lie I 1 c:uual file of (lie olTicer alSo. 

111cl 

	

 a Ceo rdance with the'cs(zp, latia irs, I ariure to L.di ).rSO j )'I it IC U laily by .  way 	V of 
IiUli-COIliIiltllIjttjii oh adverse effluic or (he Ieasul,e(! (speakiiip) orders  loi the_ft(Ultloii uf 	uchi 	(fft, aItu dfIolidIIiti (lie Rg)uitce adequate opportutii(y fl 	epic 	ri(ad,rn will \'itiaft' (lie i epoit iii 

( lue;Liui , . Since (lie 
iCl)UI(ee I:; hkely to discover (lie adverse corilnirelit tiinly \vhreni tic (ICfliCd 
his next f)1Oiiioiioii, IWII - cuIrrl)IiaI)cC or iniadeqirate COIllI)IIHI1CC \ vi(Ir (lie 
above discussed 1)WVi5jo11 iS hound to IcRI to I1(iL11R)iI and will necessarily 
reflect poorly on tire J)IOt)j( arid UOI11J)C(CI1CC of (lie ICJ)OiiiIi;P 

()hIlcCt' COflcejiie(j 	\Vlij 	such a .si(uu:i(i111 Cc1III(',s to li;'Iit, :ifi&•r 

A 
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e,scrihcd irocess for CIIIIiiii' ii:i(tu::il jiis(icc i( 	l:iIl he. (lietlity of 
(lie i'cpui'(iii. :iitliwiy of (lie ciiiiuc,iicd ru 	iuling i,fticer to iccwd this 
iii (he latter's (.R. , 

II 

~,k 
for Ioloiiiiation to: 

i\. i\ 1(1 kIlI)I)a(1 liaya) 
I). l)i rector (;'iicitl (F& I') 

1. 	'the Director General, C! IQ, (iS!, 27. J.LN.Road, Kolkatu-16. 

N 
2.. 	All Si.DlXi/l)1G 	(liii;f, 1)D(; ( 	cnlUon;)/ I)lCs (Olnis./ 

Circle), (iSI 
 

With [lie icquest to ensure (hat the circular is icached to 
all 1CJ?uEtiilg olliccrs. II necessary, inure cojics should be :imdc fir 
(Ii is. 

Director (P)/Diieior (1 : )/Diru  c I () r (A), (Sl, ('I to, Kuikifia- 16. 

St.A.o.(SKS)/SI•A)(5) GSl, CI IQ, Kulkalu-lO. 

5 	A.O.( 1 9A)/( 1913)1(1 9C)I(Alc1) /(A/c.l 1)/(1 5A)./( 1513) 1(1 6A) 1(1613)1 
(1 7A)1( 1713)1(1 7C)I( I 71))/(! .aw)/(SWC)I'(\VS)I(5ec9)/(SeeS)/ (1 1mW 
OlIieer)I(Ieiisii)/(cc 21 )/(Security )I( Record )I( I )espateli)/(Cautceii 
listt.),GSI, Cl R), Kulkata. 	. . 	 . . - ....... .... 
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JUDGMENT AND ORJ)ER 

D. 
Biswas, J.—l-leard Mr. Ashok Potsangbam, learned senior counsel for the 

appellant and also Mr. Kb. Nemaichand Siagh, learned State counsel. 
The appellant herein as writ petitiocled W2.(C)N03 48  of 2000 

for review of the D.P.C. proceedings held on 
for appropriate directions  ) with other consequential reliefs. The appellant 20.11.1999 (Annexure-X/lO  along with seven other officers were promoted to the post of Supennteflding 
Engineer (Electiical) on the basis of the r mmendatlon of the D.P.C. held on 
12.11.1999 under the auspices of the Manipur Public Service Commission. The 
appellant, despite promotofl,WaS aggrieved as he was placed below the 
respondent Nos. 6,7,8 and 9 in order of merit. 

The learned Single Judge dismissed the writ petition primarily on the ground 
that the respondent authority had made their own assessment, which cannot be 
termed as arbitrary and discriminatorY and the Court in judicial review is not 
permitted to act as a Court of appeal. 

Mr. Potsangbain, learned senior counsel argued that the D.P.C. fell in error in 
the process of assessment of merit by following a method not permissible under 

te that the D.P.C..followed the guidelines prescribed 
the Rules. There is no dispu  'e 
by the Government of Manipur in the Department of Personnel & AdminiSt  

eforms vide Office Memorandum dated 20.11.1982 and the said guidelines do 
R  not approve of the system of downgrading of the remarks in the A.C.R. 

Mr. Nemaichand, learned State cotuel argued that the D.P.C. under the 
auspices of the Service Commission considered the respective cases of the 

	- 

officers and, thereafter, assessed their merits. According to the learned State 
	, 

counsel, in the process of assessment and evaluation of respective merit, 
D.P.C. is authorised to evolve its own med d/mechanlsm, and no fault can be 
foundwithit. 	 •. 	 .- 	 . 	

.. 

In the Office memorandum dated 20.11.1982, in pare 4 the related 
prOVisI0i 

for preparation of year-wise panel by the l)2.r_ is prescribed. We have car4'U1i 

examined in aforesaid Office Memoriu'idum and we do not find any proV1O. 

l 
permitting the D PC to re-write the A.C.Rs. for the purpose of ft 

Mr. Potsangbarn, learned serflor rounset reliedupOn the 
Supreme Court in Union of India vs. Tulsiram Patel, (1985)3 SCC 398 : 11985(2) 
SLR 576 (SC)) in order to bring home his contention that "when there is exp1--'- 
mentioned of certain things, then anything not mentioned is excluded". it4 
related to the maxim "expresSUm facit ssare taciturn" which has been dealt wid 
by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the aforesaid judgment. We may, for better iid 

- 	can the 	
partfhe 

	

"The maxim "expression fault cessare taciturn" ("when there is express 
	- 

mention of certain things, then anything not mentioned is excluded") apP 
to the case. As pointed out by this Court in B.Shana0B 

of Mysore, this 
well-known maxim is a principle of logic and comiUOfl 

and net merely a technical rule of construction. The second provisO expreSS)Y 
mentions that clause (2) shall not apply where one of the claUSeS°

1'  

proviso becomes applicable. This expreSS mention excludes 
everything that 

clause (2) contains pj there can be 	ope f 0ceagainintr0d it 

opportunities provided by clause (2) or any one of them into the 5w". 

proviso"  
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Aguin in para 126 of the said judgment of the Supreme Court held as 

follows: "126. As pointed out earlier, the source of authority of a particular officer to 
act as a disciplinary authority and to dispense with the inquiry is derived from 
the service rules while the source of his power to dispense with the 
dislpliflarY inquiry is derived from the second proviso to Article 311(2). 
There cannot be an exercise of a power unless such power exists in law. If 
such power does not exist in law, the purported exercise of it would be an 
exercise of a noneXiSteflt power and would be void. The exercise of a power 
is, therefore., always referable to the source of such power aiid muSt be 
considered in conjunction with it." 
The ratio available from the judgment in 

Tulsirom Pate! (supro) makes it 

clear that an authority exercising a power under certain provisinnS of law is bound 
to act within the provisions - express and implicit and not in a manner not 
provided therein. Therefore, downgrading of the remarks in the A.C.R. not 
pennitted by the Office Memorandum dated 20.11.1982 ought not to have been 
restored to by the D.P.C. while evaluating the respective merit of the eight 
Executive Engineers without recording reasons. It is more so because, 

i downgrading of the remarks in the A.C.R. is adverse and 
communicable. 

In V.P. Jal Nigam & Ors. vs.Prabhat Chandra Jam & Ors. (1996)2 SCC 363 

(1996(1) SLR 743 (SC)]; the  Supreme Court interpreted the law in the following 

words: 	- "3. We need to explain these observations of the High Court. h
e Nigam has 

rules, whereundet an adverse entry is required to be communicated to the 
employee concerned, but not downgrading of an entry. it has been urged on 

behalf of the Nigam that when the nature of the entry does not reflect any 
adversetIeSs that is not. required to be commtithcat As we view it the 
extreme illustration given by the High Court may reflect an adverse element 
compulsorilY communicable, but if the graded  entry in of going to step down, 

like falling from 'very good' to 'good' that may not ordinarily be an adverse 

entry since both are positive grading- All that is required by the authority 
recording confidential in the. situation is to record reasons for such 

4 
downgTad'' on the personal file of the officet concerned, and inform him of 

-thechangu in the form of anadviC If the variation warranted be not 
"permissible then the very purpose of writing annual confidential reports 

would be frustrated. Having achieved an optimum level the employee on his 
part may slacken in his worm, relaxing secure by his one-time achicvelfleflt 
This would be an undesirable situation. All the same the sting of adverseness 
must, in all events,.notbe y fl 	inS 	variations, as otherwise they shall 

corxthuiiu. ated a such. it may be emphasised that even a positiVe - - 

confidential entry in-a given case can perilously be adverse and to say that an 
- adverSe entry, should always be qualitatively damaging may not be true. In the 

instant case we have seen the service record of the first respondent No reason 
for .thethange• 

 ismentioned The downgrading is reflected by comparison. 
This cannot sustain. Having explained in this manner the case of the first 
respondent and the system that should prevail in the Jal Nigam, we do not 

- - find any difficulty in accepting the ultimate result arrived at by the High 

Couit' 	-- 	. 	 Devi vs Dr. T. Bilashin' 
A Division Berh of this Court in Dr Th.RM'  

':. 	
Dvi&Ors.(unrep)h 
T.

1ts'1ew of the above provision made in the office memorafldwh, the- to*VdG'bP s. 



ttt*the decisions in 	iv 	H.P. & Ors, 
AIR 1997. SC 2606 : (1997(2) SLR 798 (SC)] and Unidii of India & Ois. vs. 
Major General U.S. Sidha, 1996(111) GLT 80. The judgments hive been relied 

• upon by.Mr. Nemaichand, learned State counsel in order to appraise the Court 
about the limitation while exercising the powers of judicial review. For the 
reasons stated above, we are of the opinion that the ratio available in the aforesaid 

yo judgments are not applicable in the instant casc..1t is because, the procedure 
,ndopted by the D.P.C. in tie instant case has leen held to becontraiy to the 

Af provisions of law and beyond the power of the D.P.C:Downgrading may be 
• permissible in cases for good reason solely for the pupose of aluaxt9n of mait 

An officet consistently graded Cutstanding'-cnnot-ldowngraded as 
Good' in order to bring him at pal with others, particularly when two of his 
seniors are mere diploma holders. Downgrading of the remarks, in the A.C. R. of 

• 	the appellant is the crux of the decision making process and the same, when unfair 
and unjust, vitiates the selection process.  

We therefore, allow the appeal; set aside the judgment and order dated 
2.8.2000 passed by the learned Single Judge in W.P.(C) No. 54812000 and direct 
the respondent authority to take steps for review of the proceedings of the D.P.C. 
dated 20.11.1999(Annexure-XJl0)within apetiod of four months from today. 

The records of the D.P.C. be returned to the learned State counsel. 
No costs. 

Appeal 

• 	KERALA HIGH COURT (D.B.) 
Before :- Jawahar Lal Gupta. Ci. and M. Ramachandran, J. 

W.A. No. 2006 of 2003  
Decided on 5.12.2003 

State of Kerhia • 	• 	 Versus 
Sreedharan 

For the Appellants: Mr:C.K. Abdi' Rahim (Government Pleader). 
For the Respondent: Mr. Anil Thomas, Advocate. 

Respondent 
I 

Constitution of India. Articles 16 and 226—Higher grade Benefit of 
higher grade—Withdrawal of—Benefit of military service granted to 
the employee—Employee deemed to have been fictionally appointed 
on a day prior to the date on which he wai actually 
appointed—Benefit cannot be withdrawn at any later stage of 
service. 

(Paras 10 and 12) 
• 	JUDGMENT (Oral) 

Jawahar Lal Gupta, CJ.—Was the action of the appellant authorities in 
withdrawing the benefit of higher grade granted to the respondent legal and valid? 
The learned Single Judge having answered this question in the negative and 
allowed the claim of the respondent, the State of Kerala and its officers have filed 
the present appeal. Relevant facts may be briefly noticed. - 
2. The respondent had worked in the Indian Army for a period of about six years 
and elever' — 011i:S. After discharge from the Army he was appointed as a Sergant 
in the Medical Education Service of the State on July 1, 1982. He was granted the 
benefit of the lArmy Service and was deemed to have been appointed on 
September 16, 1975. 

jIll 
i. I 

jj fi 

h 
U l 

704 	 SERVICES LAW REPORTER 	 2003( 	. ...- 	S  

-- 	

- 	 8) 	 119QT 0 

vis DPC shows that the DPC did not folkiw the 1j jfthoffice 
memorandum applicable in this case and instead, the DPC preferred to adopt 
its own procedure while makbg assessiflerlt/SCleCt on in the instant case. 

From the records there is no material to show the basis on which the DPC can 
adopt its own procedure by down grading the position of the writ petitioner - 
from 'Outstanding' to 'Very Good'. There is also no material on record to 
show that the DPC can adopt its own procedure white makinthe selection. •-i 
On the other hand, it is found that the DPC' instead of following the relevai 

provision of the office memorandum has gone beyond .its scope of selection 
• by not following the procedure laid down by the State respondents. The DPC 	- 

- being a public body is bound to follow the standard, and norms prçscribed by . . 

- kthe State authonty and that by not following the said standard and norms, the 
DPC jias exercised its discretion which resulted 	o aribiniiess. The -- - -' 
selection made by the DPC is therefore contrary to the said relevant portion of 

/I

the the office memorandum which in our opinion the DPC has no power to do so. 
. The lawissettled.The above decision lead to the inevitable conclusionthat 
 DPC in the instant case fell in error in downgrading the remarks in the A.C.Rs.' 

of the  officers in the process of re-evaluating their respective merit at the time of 
promotion contrary to the provisions of law and, that too; without recording 
reasons. Hence, placement of officers in the list recommended by the D.P.C. on 

• merit calls for re- examination. . 	.. ,...••.. 	- 
We have also examined the records of the D.P.C. which show that the 

appellant H. Bihari Siugh was graded 'Outstanding' for the years 1986-87, 
1987-88, '1988-89, 1989-90 and 1990-91. The D.P.C. appears to have 
downgraded the 'Outstanding' remarks for five years and graded the officer as 
'Very Good'. Reasons for such downgrading is also not available on record. An 
cfficer who has been graded as 'Outstanding' during all the relevant five years 
ought not to have downgraded as 'Very Good' in order to bring him at par with 
other officers. . 	 . 

Initially,
-  on the recommendation of the Manipur Public Service 

Commission, the appellant along with twelve others were appointed as Assistant 
Engineer (Elect.) and the appellant was placed at serial No. I in the list of 
appointees. Thereafter, the appellant along with five othet Engineers were 
appointed as Executive 

Engineer (Elect.) on promotion by the order dated 21st 
August, 1979 on ad-hoc basis. He was again placed at ser.al No. I in the list of 
appointees. SubsequentlY, on the recommendation of the D.P.C. held on 
1.10.1994, they were regularly appointed and the appellant was placed at serial 
No. 5 

in order of merit. By the order dated 28th August, 1992, the services of five 
Executive Engineers including the appellant were regularised with effect from 
14.12.1980 and the appellant was placed at serial No. 1. The gradation list dated 
12.10.1999 shows that th4 appellant was at serial No. 7 in the hierarchY of 
Executive Engineers. His grievance is that had there been no d

owngrading in the 
( remarks of his ACR., his placement would have been at a higher level and 

certainly, not at serial No. 5. As we have already observed, the D2.C. acted 
,Aeyofld its powers and the downgrading was ex-facie perverse for lack of reasons. 

V 
The appellant appears to have genuine grievances to vindicate and, therefore; his 
claim for review of the D.P.C. proceedings cannot be rejected outnght. When the 
decision taken by the D.P.C. is based on a procedure not permissible under the 
law, and the action taken consequently is ex-facie perverse the Court cannot 
refuse to interfere with such a decision on the ground of limited powers in judicial 
review. 
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Request for postpOiliflcl the iniplernentat10 of this judgment is rejected, The di-
rection that it be implemented immediately is reiterated. Rule is made absolute 
in terms above. Pamlies to act on copy of this order duly authenticated. 
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Writ Petition No. 3641 of 2002 
Decided on 27-8-2002 
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The Union of India and Ors. 

For the Petitionet 	
Mr. S.V. Marne, Advocate 

tlts 	Mr. T.C.KauShik, Advocate 
For the Responde  

PRESENT 
The Hon'ble Mr. Justice, A.P. Shah 

The Hon'ble Mrs. Justice Ranjafla Desal 

Promotion..AthJetse RemarkS.Pr0m0ti0ul 
to the post of CCIT.-Peti 

tioner was not selected on the basis of downgrading in 
CR.Dowflgrat 

ing In 
ACR was not communicated to him--Field it vitiates the DPC pro- 

given to convene a review DPC for 
reconsideratbohl of 

applicant's case by ignoring the ACRS of 
the gevieWiflg Officer for the 

year 1995.96, 1996-97 and 1998-99 and promolo him if 
found suitable. 

JUDGMENT 
Rule. Respondents waive service. By consent of parties petition is 

taken up for final hearing. 
The petitioner after being selected by the Union Public Service Com- 

mission joined the Incoflie Tax Dopartfllei)t in 1968. He was thereafter pro-
moted to various grades during his service career and at present he is work-

ing as the ConimiSSiofl 
of Income Tax. The petitioner claims that during his 

seMce career he has been mInIaifliflg the minimum standard expected for a 
Group "A" olficelS: There has been no chaigesileet or even a vigilance enquiry 
against him through out the tenule of his service, He claims that ei&t from 
mint9ining the minimum standard required for Group "A" Officers , he was pe-
rusing his academic achievements dutihig the rriod of his seice In the in-

i  

come Tax Department and as such he secured Post Graduation qualification 
like Master of Law, Diploma Ifl Investment Management, Diploma in Insurance 
Law and Diploma in Journalism and Mass Communication The petitioner also 

did Doqtorate in Law from the Mumbal UniversitY. ' . • . - 

th 
1991 the petitioner was posted as Commissioner of Income Tax at 

Chenm)iii and in 1993 lie was transferred and posted at Mumbai. According 
to the petitioner although the normal tenure of posting in Mumbai Is years, 
the petihioner was suddenly transferred to Hubli in the year 1996. After 
making emiqimily for the reasons for the sudden transfer, the petitioner was 
Informed that the then Chief Commissioner of income Tax Mumajh_G.S 
S1dd!haø_cast aspersions on the integrity and honesty of 

	titioner In the 

letter addressed to the respond ent Chairman CBDP. Sb. SlddhU had aL_ - 
teged in his letter that the petitioner had visited Russia for his wife's buSi- 
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ness, that the peutioner was misusing the official telephone line and the offi-
cial car for his wife's ousiness and therefore the Chief Commissioner had 
suggested transfer of the petitioner outside Mumbai on the eforesai.d aitega-
tions. However the Chief Commissioner of Income Tax had in fact sought 
clarification from the petitioner on the alleged misuse of the ofijce car and 
the telephone. and the petitioner had submitted his clarification dated 
26.6.1996. Thereafter petitioner's transfer was ultimately cancefled. The 
vigilance department also conducted preliminary enquiry on the allegations 
leveled by the Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, Mumbai and the peti-
tioner's wife business in Chennai, directly as well as though the Director 
General of Income Tax (Investigation) Chennai, no further action was taken 

' by the respondents in the matter. In the meanwhile the petitioner applied for 
the post of Member, Income Tax Appellate Tribunal and his name was 
cleared for interview for appointing him as a Member of Income Tax Appel- 

)Tribunal,

late Tribunal. It appears that the DPC met for promotion to the upgraded 
post of Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, and the petitioner's name was 
not empanelled for. promotion to the post of Chief Commissioner of Income 
Tax CC1T. Being aggrieved the petitioner approached Central Administrative 

 Mumbai by filing Original Application No. 386 of 2001. 

Before the tribunal it-was the case of the petitioner that there was no 
adverse remarks against him at any time. According to the petitioner he 
ought to have been considered for empanelment because there was nothing 
averse against him. The bench mark required for promotion to the post of 
Senior Administrative Grade to the Super Administrative Grade is 'very 

( good'. The petitioner contended that as a direct, recruit Group A officer se-
lected to the indian Revenue Service (IRS) throrhit.e.PSC the petitioner 
has been maintaining he minimum standard expected'fórrOUP A officer all 
aiong. If there was any deficiency or deterioration in the standard of his per-
formance, the same ought to have been brought to his notice in time. The 
respondents have never communicated to the petitioner any such short 
coming. He got his promotion to the Senior Administrative Grade without 
any hitch. Had the Reporting Officer or the Reviewing Officer downgraded 
his ACR he' should have been given an hearing. The petitioner alleged that 
the ACR have been downgraded on account of the letter written by the 
CdT. - The petitioner relied upon the decision of the Supreme Court in U.P. 
Jal Nigam;andOiS. Vs. Prabhat Chandra Jain and Crs. ((1996) 33 ATC 217) - 

The tnbunal after hearing the both sides and after perusing the ref e- 
- vant records and ACRs virtually accepted the entire case of the petitioner. 

The relevant discussion of the tribunal is found in paras 5 and 6 which are 

reproduced below:  
- "We have heard the applicant as well as the respondents. 'Mat is rele- 
• vant is to see the DPC proceedings to find out whether proper procedure 

was followed or not. It is seen from the ACR5 of the applicant that the 

applicant had an outstanding grading during 1994-95. Thereafter, for the 
next year although the reporting officer had given him the grading of 
'very good' the reviewing officer changed it to 'good'. Next two years the 
applicant was assessed as Good only and during the last year of the five 

year penod the applicant got the grading of Very good. It is seen that no 
adverse entries were communicated to the applicant. Really speaking 
there is nothing adverse against the applicant. The applicant has made 
an allegation against the reporting officer Sh. G.S. Siddu. But it is seen 

2002(3) 	 Dr Binoy Gupta v. The Union of India 

that Sh. Siddu had given outstanding grading in the earlier year and 
even in the second year he gave the grading of Very good to the appli-
cant. However against the integrity column he gave a secret note as per 
procedure laid down by the Government of India. It is further seen -  that 
the reviewing officer had. made an observation that the officer has been 	- - 
enoaging himself in business activities in his wife's name. His oirLput  as 
C;T (A) has been found to be adequate. Over all prformance for the 
veer will rank as Good". Thus, the reviewing officer seems to have 
based his assessment on the applicant's engagement in business on be-
ha 	his ,vife and not on the basis of actual performance. it is seen 
that he reporting and reviewing officers were the same authority who 
ha-u given "outstanding" ACR for 1994-95. Thereafter two CRs are only 
assessed as 'good'. In the last ACR for the period from 1.4.1993 - 
31.31000 again while rating the applicant as 'very good' against the in-
tecrity column, it has been mentioned that he has vigilance proceeding 
eoainst him, though during the year he did not come across anything 
quesonabie about the integrity. Thus, there is a mention about the 
dcuoed integrity of the applicant. Normally the prc.cedure to cc followed 
in s.on cases of doubtful integrity is as follows: 

f the officer's intearity is beyond doubt, it may be so stated. 

1 mere is any doubt or suspicion, the column should be left bank and 
acm;cn taken as under: - 

(a'i A separate secret note would be recorded and followed up. A copy 
of c- e note should also be sent together with the cenfldentiat report to 
the next superior officer who will ensure that the follow up action is taken, 
expectiousiy. Where it is not possible either to certify the integrity or to 
record the secret note, the reporting officer should state either that he 
had not watcned the officer's work for sufficient time to form, a deflnite 
jtc;rtent or that he has heard nothing against the officer as the case 
may cc. 

lf. as a result of the follow up action, the doubts of suscicions are 
cleared, the officer's integrity should be certified and an entry made ac-
ccrcirrgiy in the confidential report. 

If the doubts or suspicions are confirmed, this fact, should also be re-
corded and duly communicated to the officer concerned. 

if as a result of the follow up action, the doubts or suspicions are nei-
ther cleared nor confirmed, the officer's conduct and thereafter action 
taken as indicated at (b)and (c) above. 

It is seen' that in the present case a sepaate secret note was recàrded 
and sent to the next superior officer. Instead of mentioning about integ- 
rity in the AR that report should have been followed up to see whether it 

• was possible to certify the integrity. We find that the procedure has not 
been mollowed property and even the question of integrity ooes not ap-
pear to have been finalized as according to the applicant no charge - 

-. sheet has been issued to him so far. The existing entry on the integrity 
in the ACR of 1999-2000 is, in disregard of the procedure laid down and 
without verifying the result of surveillance. Secondly as far as the bench 
mark is concerned, it is 'very good' and the applicant failed to get the 

• - bench mark. Being a selection post, the better candidate gets selected. 
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Accordflg to the app'icant there is downgrading of ACR from outstand- 
1995-96 and the same 

- 	"We need to explain these observations of the High Court. The Nigam 
IL ing in 1994-95, It has been reduced to good in has ru'es. whereunder an adverse entry is required to be communicated 

ought to have been ccmrnunicated to him n terms of hejudgemeflt in 
that although assessrnefl 0 

to the employee conrned but not downgrading of an entry. 	It has 
been the case of UP Jalnigam. We have noticed 

ocd' oerse may nct be adverse in the context of the bench mark fixu 

• 	 urged on behalf of the Nigam that when the nature of the entry 
does not reflect any adversenesS that is not required to be communi-  

.. 

tr promotion to the higher post, the same needs to be communicaied. 
ought to have been inti- 

cated. As we view it the extreme illustration given bythe Hgh Court may 
Even about doubtful integrity, the apphcant 

mated. 	It has been he!d in the case of Guruvah as Unton of Indtal99l 
reflect an adverse elementcompulsoriiy communicabe, but lithe graded 
entry is of going a etep down, like falling from very good to good' that 

- 

(2) CAT SLJ 123 that any entry acverse entries even for doubtiul integ- r may not ordinarily be an adverse entry since both are a positive .rading. 
rity cannot be used against the employee. There is a clear downgradfng 

hold that the non including o 
All that is required by the authority recording confidential in the situation 

. 
of the CR of the applicant. • We therefore 

to the CdT tased on the 
to record reasons 	such downgrading on the peisonal file of the offi- 

the applicant's name in the panel for promotion 
remarks made on integrity ir. the ACR and the downgrading of the 

• 	'cer concerned, and inform him of the change in the form of art advice. If 
the variation warranted be not permissible, (hen the very purpose of wnt- 

of the appi c-mt in 1995 	96 without giving detaits of bad pertormance .. 	 ing annual confidential reports would be frustrated 	Having achieved an 
but only on the grcundof the applicants integrity, s not corre... optimum level the employee on his part may slacken in his work, relaxing 
The tncurat held that the petitioner ought to nave been given an OP secure by his one time acl'ievement 	This would be an ..raesiraole situ ' 4 

/ 
ortumty and accoioingty direc ed the respondents to communicate the re atiol 	All the same the sitting of adverseness must 	ri a 	ents 	rioL cc 

rnrs in the ACR ot "ie petticner for the period 	994 95 till 2000 01 and to reflected in such varations as otherwise they shall be ccrrimunicated as 

allow him to represent against the came within a period of one month and if such. 	It may be emphasized that even a positive ccnfldeniial entry in a 
a result the gradirios in the ACR undergoes a change to the advantage as 

given case can penlously be adverse and to say that an adverse entry 

of the petitioner then a revie 1 DPC be convened within a period or three should always be qualitatively damaging may not be true 	No reason for 

months from the date of passing of the speaking order on the representation • 	the change is mentioned. The downgrading is reflected by comparison., 

of the netitioner. 	• 	 • 	• 	 • 

This cannot sustain. 	Having explained in this manner rrie case of the 
first respondent and te system that should prevail in rite Jal Nigam we 

Th 	learned counsel for the petitioner submitted and in our opinion 
will be served by communicating the ACR5 do not find any difficulty in accepting the ultimate result arred at b 	the Z. 

rightly that no useful purpose 
from the year 1994-95 in the year 2002, since the petitioner may not be able - 

to effectively represent against the same. 	Further more the Reporting Offi- In the light of the decision of the Supreme Court we itna that non selec- 
and Reviewing Officer of the years 1994-95 are not available to assess cer 

tion of the petitioner for promotion to the post of Chief Commisscner on the ba- 

f the petitioner and the representation made by the peti- SiS of the ACR where communication of down grading has not been made viti- 
th 	nertormanCe 
tioner against those ACR would be considered and replied by officer who ate the proceedings. Therefore we direct the respondents to canvene a review 

DPC had no opportunity to asses the performance of the petitioner dunrig that and reconsider the case of the petitioner ignoring the ACRs of the Re- 
- 	 I 

particular year. - 
The learned counsel pointed out that the tribunal in similar .viewing Offlcer for 1995-96 and also ACRs of 1996- 97 and 1998-99 anc4 if he 

found suttable,give him 	 from the date from ,j 	.j.is 	 promotion 	 which other officers by 	 from con- cases directed the DPC to consider candidate's case 	excluding 
- 	.rho were 	 the 	 the DPC. promoted on 	recommendations of 	 • sidering the uncommunicated ACRs downgrading the officer. 

•Y. 

The tribunal has observed the following gradings in the ACRs of the •.-. 	 ' Rule is made absolute accordingly. 	- 

petitioner: 	 • 

Grading in F Y 	Remarks of the 	Remarks of the 
-.

. 	•- 	.. 	 . 	 - 

•'9 m 	 CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT1VE TRIBUNAL 

Re ortin 	officer 	Reviewing officer • 
p 	g (FULL BENCH, BANGALORE). 

• 

1994-95 	• 	 Outstanding 	•. 	Outstanding 	•. 	• 

• 	
'cn--- 	• 	•. 	O.A. No. 1517 & 1577 to 1646/2000 

• 	•. 	- 	'••' 	.. 	•• 	 Decided on 1-5-2002  

1995 96 	 Very Good 	 Good 	- 	 -. Suresh Kumar and Others 	 Applicants 

1996-97 • 	 Good 	 - 	Good ... 	- 	 • . 	

- -me Sr 	 • 	

• 	Versus  
updt and others 

1997-98 	 No ACR 	 No ACR 

• 	Good 	• 	• 	 ' 

Respondents  
Forth 

• -;;j. 	eApplicant: 	ShoB. Sheik Mourthuja, Advocate •_____ 
1998-99 	 Good 	- 

Very Good 	 Very Good - 
Respondent 	Sha S 	Sugumaran 	Addi 	Central Government  

1999 00 
The tribunal has held that the doingradiflg of the ACR for 1995-96 t? 	,,, 	 Standing Counsel  

from 'vey good' to 'good' is illegal andthe same has not been communi-  PRESENT 	V  • 	 - ______ 

cated to the petitioner. 	Therefore the final grading for the relevant years • 	 The Hon'ble Mr. Justice Ashok Agarwal Chairman • 	_____ 
should be treated as 'very good'. 	In U.P.Jal Nigam's case the Supreme The Hon'ble Mr. V. Srikantan, Member(A)  

Court observed: The Honble Mr. Nityananda Prusty, Member(J) -----------------' 	- 
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1. The variouS coinmciidalioll letters awarded to an 

employee for the good work (lone by - hini cannot he 

totally igiiOrC(l and the same must be taken into account 
while judging the performance of the employee 
mention about the same shouki be made in the relevant - 
ACR of the employee. 	 - 
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V Officer-il in the year 1972 in the Intelligence Department, Government 

42. 
Au uncommunicated adverse remark/comment in the 

- ACR of an employee cannot;be acted upon to deny him 
• promotional opportunities. 

Facts: The Applicant was first appointed as Assistant Intelligence 

of India. It has been stated by the applicant in the OA. that he had put 
long years of service without any remarks whatsoever. Besides, he also 
got several high commendation certificates for his distinct and 
meritorious service. The Applicant was promoted in the year 1981 as 
Assistant Central Intelligence Officer-I and further promoted as DCIO 
in the year 1989. He has worked in various.places and politically critical 
areas like Assam, Bhutaxi,, Nefa and Arunachal PradesK It is the 
contention of the Applicant in the CA, that he is fully qualified and 
eligible for promotion as Assistant Director (Exe. Central Intelligence 
Bureau) and that his name flgured at serial No. 55 in the promotion 
panel prepared by the department in the year 2001. However, several 
person who were junior to the Applicant got promotion vide the 
impugned order, dated 31-7-2001. However, the case of the Applicant 
was overlooked and he was not considered for promotion and not 
promoted as such. The applicant has further submitted that be got high 
commendations and belongs to Scheduled Caste community but yet 
although his juniors have been promoted, he was not considered for 
promotion though no adverse remarks are there against him and no 
adverse remark have ever been communicated to hint. The Applicant 
has submitted that Courts have repeatedly held that person who are 
entitled for promotion even on temporary basis and not giving them the 
same is illegal and contrary to the Rules from time to time, as also 
discriminatory and violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of 
India. Accordingly, the Applicant has argued that the action of the 
Respondents in not promoting the Applicant while promoting his juniors 
is wholly illegal and not tenable in the e yes of law. The Applicants has 
further submitted that due to the discriminatory and illegal act of the 
Respondents, the Applicant has been put to great harassment since be 
has to work tinder his juniors and as such, he has been put to great 
mental agony. Hence this OA for redressal of his grievance. 

Held: During the course of hearing, the Respondents produced the 
office records including the ACRs of the Applicant for the years 
1996-97 up to 200 1-02. On going through all the ACRs, we, however, 
do not find any adverse remark in anyof the ACR of the Applicant. Out 
of the seven ACRs gone through by us, four ACRs of the applicant were 
graded as good one ACR graded as 'very good', one ACR graded as 
satisfactory and for the year 1999-2000 two ACRs were written for part 
of the year and one ACR was graded as 'good' and the other ACR was 
graded as 'average'. From the record, we do not find any adverse 
remarks recorded in the ACRs of the Applicant which were 
communicated to hint at any point of time. Besides, the records 

Li ! 
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produced by the Respondents also contained various high commen-
dations for the work done by the Applicant. 

From a perusal of the ACRS of the Applicant, we find that except 
the ACRs for the year 1998-99 and the part of the year 1999-2000 which 
are either satisfactory or average, the Applicant has secured good/very 
good ACRS for other years. However, we do not find any adverse entry 
in the ACR of the Applicant for any of the years. Besides, various 
commendation letters awarded to the Applicant for the goodloutstandiflg 
work done by him cannot be totally ignored. The same must be taken 
into account while judging the performance of the Applicant and a 
mention about the same should have been made in the relevant ACRs of 
the Applicant. Moreover, we find that it is a fact on record that the 
Applicant was never intimated in writing about his 'satisfactory'/ 
'average' ACRs by the Respondent - Authorities. In terms of the 
finding given by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the U.P. Jal Nigam case 

IR 1979 SC 162] as well as other cases, as referred to by the 
'l'Applicant in his rejoinder and mentioned by us in accordance with the 

rules of natural justice, an uncomrnunicated adverse remark/comment in 
the ACR of an employee cannot be acted upon to deny him promotional 
opportunities because unless the same is communicated to the employee 
concerned he will not be in a position to improve his work or conduct or 
explain the circumstances leading to the report. Such adverse remark 
cannot be relied upon by the DPC so as to deprive an employee of his 
promotiOn. It is also seen from the ACRs of the Applicant that in none 
of the years, he has been awarded any adverse entry. 'Satisfactory' or 
'average' remarks given in the ACR cannot be termed as an adverse 
entry and in the case of the Applicant it was thought so by the 
Respondent. In that case, the Respondents should have intimated those 
remarks to the Applicant so that he could have improved his work and 
conduct in future. 

• 	We are, therefore, of the view that the performance and conduct of 
the Applicant as per his ACRs, together with the commendation letters 
issued to him by the Respondents, numbering 10, should entitle the 
Applicant for the promotion to the post of Assistant Director (Exe.) 

The Apex Court in its. decision in the case of Badrinath v. 

QovernTflCl2t of Tamilnadu and others [2001 SCC (L&S) 13], had 
observed that in order to prevent injustice resulting to the parties 
concerned, the Court may itself pass an order or give directions which 
the Gover1Te1t or the public authority should have passed or given had 
it properlY and lawfully exercised its discretion. The Apex Court, 
considering the special and peculiar circumstances of the case, had 
accordinglY directed the Respondents to grant the Appellant the benefit 

/of the  super-e scale from the date on which the appellants Junior was 
granted super-time scale. The Respondents were accordingly directed to 

82 
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pass an order in this behalf and to give the Appellant all consequenti1 benefits artendnt thereto. 

Considering the findings given by the Apex Court in the case of 
Badrinath v. Government of Tarn ilnadu and others (supra), we are of the view that to meet the ends ofjustice, it wouid be fair and reasonable, 
to hold that the Applicant was entitled for prornotioia to the post of 
Assistant Director (Exe) 

Accordingly, the Respondents are directed to hold a review DPC 
- 	 for considering the case of the Applicant for promotion to the post of 

Assistant Director (Exe.) afresh, in rha light of ie 0
~ 	-- at i ons made above, and award the Applicant 	 the promotion to 	post of Assistant Director (Exe.), particularly when there is no adverse tenon against the 

App licant for any year, as also no communication has been made to the 
Applicant with regard to satisfactory/aveage report given to him during 
the years 1999-2000 and 2000-01. 

The entire exercise in this regard should be completed within a 2 
2 period of two inoruhs from the date of communication of this order. 

[Subbiti Dhanapathi Rao v. The Director, Intelligence Bureau New 
- C 

Delhi and another, 8/2004, SwamysnewS 81. (Hyderabad), dare of judgment 24-12-2003] Ti 
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INCENTIVES FOR SERVING IN REMOTE AREAS 	 •1 
01. M.F., OJv(. No. 20014i3183-E, IV, dated the 14th Dccemher, 1983, read with O.M. 

No. 20014 13/83-E. IV, dated the 30th March, 1984,27th July, 1984,0.!., M.F., 110. No. 3943-E 
IVi4, dated the 17th October, 1984, O.M. No. F. 200I43-E IV, dated the 31s Jany. 
1935, 25th Septetrtber, 1935, U.O. No. 824-E. 1V186, dated the 1st April, 1986, O.M. No. 
2001413.33-E. lv, dated the 2901 October, 1986. O.M. No. 2001413133-E lylE. H (B). ded the 
11th Maw, 1937, 28th July, 1937, 15th July, 1988 and O.M. No. F. 20014'16S6-E. IVIE. 11(B), 
datedthc Ist Decermer.I9SSandO.M.'No. 11(297-E11(5).datedthe22rtdJu1y. 1995.) 

- I 

Allowances and facilities admiisibie to various categories of niviltin 
Central Government employees serving in the North-Eastern Region corn:rm-
lag the States of Assarn. Meghalayn, Manipur. Nagaland and Tripura and the 
Union Tethtories of Anmachal Pradesh and Mizorarn, Andarnan and Nicohar 
islands and L.aks.hadween islands. Tnese orders also apply muia!s 
to officers posted to N-E Council, when they are stationed in the N-E Region 
an-i to the civilian Central Government employees incIudin ofiiccrs of .Aii 
India Services posted to Sikkim. 

Tenure of posting/deputation: 
There will be a axed tenure of posting 3 years at a time for officers with 

service of 10 years or less and of 2 years at a time for offlcers with more than 
10 veers of servce. Periods of leave, training, etc., in excess of 15 days per 
year will be excluded in counting the tenure period j.  rd years. Officers, on 
completion of the fixed tenure of service mentioned above may be considered 
for posting to a station of their choice as far as possible. 

The period of denutation of the Central Government employees to the 
States/Union Territories of the North-Eastern Region, will getera1ly be for S 
years which can be extended in exceptional cases in exigencies of public ser-
vice as well as when the ernnloyee concerned is prepared to stay longer. The 
admissible deputation allowance will also continue to be paid during the 
period of deputation so extended. 

(ii) \Veightage for Central deputationitraining abroad and special 
mention in Confidential Reports: 

Satisfactory performance of duties for the prescribed tenure in the North-
East shall be given due recognition in the case of eligible officers in the matter 
of- 

promotion in cadre posts; 
deputation to Central tenure posts; and 
courses of training abroad. 

(kN 
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• The general requirement of at least three years service in a cadre post be-
tween two Central tenure deputations may also be relaxed to two years in de-
serving cases of meritorious service in the North-East. -- 

A specific catty snail be made in the CR of alI'employees who recdered 
a full tenure of service in the Notib-Eastem Region to that effect. 

Cadre authotiti s are advised to give due weightage for satisfactoiy per-
formance of duties for the prescribed tenure in the North-East in, the matter of 
promotion in the crdre posts, deputation to Central tenure post and courses of 
training abroad. 

Specici (Duty) Allowance:  
Central Government civilian employees who have All India transfer ha-

biihy will be granted Special (Duty) Allowance at the raze of 12 % of basic 
ray  em posting te'- ay station in the North-Eastern Region- Spcia1 (Duty) 
Aliowtnce will be in addition to any special pay and/or deputation (duty) 
allowance already beine drawn without any ceiling on its quantum. The con-
dition that the aegregate of the Special (Duty) Allowance plus Special 
PayDeputotion (Duty) Allowance, if any, will not exceed Rs. 1,000 per 
month shall also be dispensed with from 1-8-1997. Special AlloWanceS like 
Special Cornper.satory (Remote Locality) Allowance, Construction Allow-
ance and Project Allpwance will be drawn separately. 

The Central Government civilian employees who arc ththbers of Sc'ne-
dukd Tribes and are otherwise eligible for the grant of Special (Duty) Allow-
ance under this pars. and are exempted from paymeifl of Income Tax under 
the income Tax Act will 5190 draw Special (Duty) Allowance. 

NOTE 1.— Special duty allowance will not be admissible during periods 
of leave/training beyond 15 days at a time and beyond 30 days in a year- The 
allowance is also not admissible during suspension andjoining time. 

NOTE 2. - Central Government civilian employees, having 'AU India 
Transfer Liability' on their posting to Andaman & Nicobar Islands and Lak-
shadweep Islands are, with effect from 24th May, 1989, granted 'Island Spe-
cial Allowance' in lieu of 'Special (Duty)Allowatce'. See Orders in Section 
V of this Appendix. .•' - 

Special Compensatory Allowance: 
The recomrnendatiolls of the Fifth Pay Commission have been accepted 

by the Government and Special Compensatory Allowance at the revised rates 
have been made effective from 1-8-1997. 

For orders regarding current rates ofSpecial Compensatori 
allowance—See Parr V of this Compilation - HRA and CC4 

(v)Travclling Allowance on first appointment: 
In relaxation of the present aries (SR 105) that travelling allowance is not 

admissible for journeys undertaken in connection with initial appointment, in 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL  

GUWAHATI BENCH 

Original Application No. 228/2004 

Shri Subodh Kumar Pattnaik 
son of Late Bansidhar Pattnaik, 
Geologist (Sr.) 
M.G.P. Division, 
Geological Survey of India, ' 
North Eastern Region, 	 Iii 

• 

tit Shiflong 	 Applicant 

Versus 	 (I)" 

Union of India & Others 	 Respondents 

And 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

The Written Statement for and on behalf of Respondents 

I 

2 

3 

ru 

That with regards to Para 4.1 of the Application, the Respondents beg to offer no 

comments. 	. 	 ,• -- 

That with regards to Para 4.2 of the Application, the Respondents beg to state that 

it is a matter of record and no comment 

With regards to Pars 4.3 of the application, the respondents beg to state that it is 

a matter of record. The residency period for the post of Director is 6 years regular 

service in the grade of Geologist (Senior). 

With regards to Para 4.4 of the application, the Respondents beg to state that the 

eligibility is not the sole criteria for grant of promotion to the post of Director 

(Geology), there are other factors, which are required to be considered, like 

number of vacancies, zone of consideration, seniority position of the officer and 
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performance of the officer reflected in the Confidential Reports. The applicant 

completed the residency period of 6 years for promotion to the post of Director 

J (Geology) only in 1991. The name of Shri S.K. Patnaik (applicant) has been 

/indicated at S. No. 670 of the Seniority List of Geologist (Senior) prepared by the 

Geological Survey of India as on 01.10.1990. The detail of DPC held on basis of the 

Seniority list as on 01.10.1990, from 1990 onward is indicated below 

I S. Vacancy No. of 	No of officer Promoted upto 

No year vacancy 	Consider S. No. of Seniority 

in zone List as on 01.10.90 

1990-91 20 44 From 20 Upto 

Sh. P.K. Dutta to Shri A.N. Tiwari 

Sh. S.K. Roy at S. No. 55 

2. 1990-91 177 358 from Shri Review DPC 

P.K.Duttato 177Upto 

Shri R.P. Verma Shri V.V. Rao, 

S. No. 240 

3 1991-92 21 46 from 21 Upto 

Sh. R. Sakathiara Sh. A.D.P. Rao 

to B. chakrabarty S. No. 251 

4 1992-93 12 22 from 12 upto 

R.S. Kathiara Sh. A.K. Mishra 

to K.C. Pal at S. No. 257 

5 1993-94 13 30 from 13 upto 

Dr. A. Mazumdar Sh. P.T Sinha 

to B.S. Andotra Roy at S. No. 259 

6 1994-95 31 67 from 31 upto 

Dr. A. Majumdar Shri U.K. Roy 

to R.K. Chakraborty at S. No. 303 

7 11995-96 31 66 From 31 upto 

S.S. Raghaban Sh. Gopal Ghatak 

to P.K. Ghosh at S. No. 333 

8 1996-97 144 From 54 upto 154 

S.S. Raghaban Sh. A.R. Nambiar 

to R.G. Ghathania at S. No. 398 

9. 	1997-98 - 80 from G. 38 upto 1 38 

Ramalingawsarny S.G. Udhoji 

I I atS.No.449 
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10 1998-99 22 86 from 22 upto 

N.K. R. Verma Dr. G. Ahrned 

to S. K. Hans at S. No. 474 

11 1999-00 08 20 from 08 up to 

R. Dubey to M. An. Rao 

P.K. Muralidharan at S. No. 483 

12 2000-01 42 96 from 42 upto 

R. Dubey to Aloke Sen 

K.N. Nanda at S. No. 534 

- 13 2000-01 02 8from 2upto Dr. B.M Faruque 

R. Dubey to at S. No. 235 

R.K.Sinha 

14 2001-02 36 78 from 36 upto 

R. Dubey to V.R. Kumar 

Mukull Tlwari at S. No. 586 

15 2001 -02 01 5 from R. Dubey I Sb. K.L. Nanda at 

to K.L. Nanda S. No. 588 

16 2003-04 53 109 from 53 upto 

R. Dubey to Sh. R.S. Mishra 

U.N. Satpathi at S. No. 661 

17 2003-04 01 5 from No officer 

R. Dubey was fourd fit 

to O.P. Joshi by the DPC 

18 2003-04 53 110 from 53 upto 

R. Dubeyto Sh. P.k Swain 

K. Kachroo at S. No, 727 

19 2004-05 26 49 from 26 upto 

R. Dubey to G.K. Gupta at 

M. Chakradhar S. No. 157 of 

S.L. as 01.08.2000. 

The allegation made by the applicant is baseless. Further, Supreme court of India 

has settled this issue in the case of Union of India Vs. Majrl Jungamayya and others 

1977 SLJ 90 SC/AIR 1977 Sc 757 that no employee has a right to have a vacancy 

in a higher post filled as soon as the vacancy arises. Government has a right to 

keep the vacancy unfilled as long as it chooses. 

5. 	With regards to Para 4.5, 4.6 & 4.7 of the application, the Respondents beg to state 

that the post of Director (Geology) in Geolocical Survey of India is a selection posts 

and according to the instruction of the Department of Personnel & Training dated 81h 

-- 
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February, 2002 the bench mark for the post is 'Very Good'. As position explained 

in para 4.4. above, the applicant was never within the zone of consideration for 

promotion to the post of Director (Geology). Departmental Promotion Committee 

(hereinafter as DPC) , was held for 53 posts of Director (Geology) for the year 

2003-04 and 26 vacancies for the year 2004-05 on 101h  August, 2004, he was 

considered by the DPC along with other eligible officers, as he was within the zone 

of consideration but he was not found fit by the DPC, in view of the performance 

reflected in his Confidential Reports. 

With regards to para 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 of the application, the Respondents beg to 

offer no comments. 

With regards to para 4.11 of the application, the Respondents beg to offer no 

4mments. The duty of a Geologist is to do the fieldwork and submit his report 

v/about the mineral deposits in the areas where the field duty was assigned to him. 

The applicant was asking for Office duty during his stay at NER, which is not 

permissible as per duties of the post of Geologist 

That with regards to para 4.12, 4.13 and 4.14 of the application, the respondents 

beg to offer no comments. 

That with regards to pare 4.15 of the application, the respondents beg to state that it 

is matter of record. No comments to offer. 

Io. 	That with regards to para 4.16, 4.17 and 4.18 of the application, the respondents 

beg to state that the allegations made by the applicant are baseless and misleading 

the Learned Tribunal. Hon'ble Tribunal may call for the confidential report for 

perusal before reaching to the conclusion. 

11. 	That with regards to para 4.19 of the application, the respondents beg to state that 

it is matter of record. No comments to offer. 

41 
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That with regards to para 4.20 of the application, the respondents beg to state that 

it is matter of record. No comments to offer. It seems from the version of the 

applicant, as if all the officers of Geological Survey of India (hereinafter as GSI) are 

against him. Firstly he made allegation against Senior Deputy Director General and 

later against Shn B.K. Mohanty. It clearly shows that the applicant is not a goixi 

worker. The performance indicated by the reporting, reviewing and accepting 

authority in the applicant's CR Dossiers is just and fair. 

That with regards to para 4.21 of the application, the respondents beg to state that 

the allegations made by the applicant regarding downgrading are baseless and 

V 

	

	misleading the Learned Tribunal. Learned Tribunal may call for the confidential 

record for reaching a conclusion. 

That with regards to para 4.22 of the application, the respondents beg to state that 

the role of the DPC is to assess the performance of the officer reflected in the 

/'i'nfidental Record in the light of the DOP & T guidelines, and give its 

recommendations. The allegation made by the applicant is misleading the Hon'ble 
I 

Tribunal. 

That with regards to para 4.23 & 4.24 of the application, the respondents beg to 

state that the DPC is considering the case of promotion in accordance with the 

instruction of the Department of Personnel & Training. There is no such instruction 

issued by the Department of Personnel & Training on the basis of the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court directions that below bench mark grading should be communicated 

to the individual. Moreover, it is stipulated in para 6.1.4 of the consolidated 

instruction of DPC issued by the Department of Personnel & Training, vide 0. M. 

dated 10"  April, 1989 and amended from time to time, that Government also 

desired to clear the misconception about Average" performance. The 'Average' 

may not be taken as adverse remarks. While Average' may not be taken as 

adverse remark, how the 'Good' performance of the Officer can be treated as 

adverse remarks. 
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That with regards to para 4.26 of the application, the respondents beg to state that 

it is true that the Government has given certain incentive for working in North 

Eastern Region (hereinafter as NER). But Government has not given incentive for 

to those officers who do not obey the order of their superiors and make 

allegation against them. The applicant during his posting in NER refused to take 

assignment of field duties, which has been accepted by him in the O.A. Obviously, 

the Government incentive cannot authentically flow to the officers posted in NER for 

non-performance. Refusal of field duty clearly shows that the applicant is not a 

willing worker. 

That with regards to para 427 of the application, the respondents beg to state that 

the DPC has to consider the performance/grading reflected in the Confidential 

Report for the last five years. The applicant was not recommended by the DPC for 

promotion keeping in view his performance. His Senior and Junior were 

recommended according to the performance/grading reflected in their CRs. 

That with regards to para 4.28 of the application, the respondents beg to state that 

only DPC is the best judge to decide the suitability for considering the officer fit for 

promotion. The performance of the applicant is not upto the mark; hence DPC did 

,.- not found him fit for promotion. It is wrong to say that the judgement of the DPC is 

bad in the eye of law. 

That with regards to pars 4.29 to 4.30 of the application, the respondents beg to 

state that promotion is not a fundamental right of an employee, as accepted by the 

Hon'ble Apex Court. This is more so in case of officers who disobey the order of 

their superiors. The competent authority is DPC, who adjudges the suitability of an 

employee for promotion to the higher grade. The judgement of DPC is in order. The 

application of the applicant is without merit and so untenable and is liable to be 

dismissed without merit and with cost. 

That this written statement is made bonafide and for the ends of justice. 
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VE RI FICATION 

I, Shri Khlainbor Kharmalki, Administrative Officer Gr. I & Head of Office, 

Geological Survey of India, North Eastern Region, Shillong, Son of (L) L.S. Sawkmie 

aged about 50 years, resident of Malki, Shillong- 793001, being duly authorised 

and compent to sign this verification, do hereby solemnly affirm and state that the 

statements made in the Para / to Pars  of this Written Statement 

are true to my knowledge and belief. 

And I sign this verification on this 	7 day of June, 2005 at 

Guwahati. 

KLJt;J}u k 
DEPONENT 

Read :0/ OfftC 
$t, NER 

Shiliong. 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

GUWAHATI BENCH: GUWAHATI 

In the matter of: - 

O.A. No W of 2004. 

Sri Subodh Kuniar Patnaik. 

......... Applicant. 

-Vs- 

Union of India and Otheis. 

Respondents. 

-AND- 

In the matter of: - 

Rejoinder submitted by the applicant 

against the written statement submitted 

by the respondents. 

The above named applicant most humbly and respectfully begs to state as 

under:- 

1. 	That with regard to statements made in paragraph 4, the applicant bcgs to 

Gtate that he has never mentioned in the O.A. that eligibility is the only 

criteria for promotion. The point raised is that due to failure in holding 

regular DPC's (required to be held annually), the applicant's candidature 
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could not be considered before 13 years ether completion of residency 

period as Geologist (Senior). This is a statement of fact and not an 

allegation as interpreted by the respondents. 

The table incorporated in the paragraph, purported to contain 
details of D.P.C.'s from 1990 onwards does not reflect the same as the 

/ dates of the D.P.C.'s have not been shown. This aeates confusion as to 

whether one or more D.P.C. 's were held for the vacancy against one year 

or a single DPC was held for the vacancies against more than one year. In 

the said table there has also been mixing up of two types of Si. No's taken 

from two gradation lists, one dated 01.10.1990 and the other dated 
01.08.2000. 

Further, no vacancy has been shown against the year 2002-03 (i.e 

) ending march, 2003), whereas, a total of 107 vacancies have been shown 

• J against the year 2003-04. These data are wrong and misleading and appear 

• '1to be a deliberate attempt to suppress the fact that the applicant's 
V candidature for promotion falls against the vacancy year 2002-03. 

Hence, the applicant begs to pray to the Hon'ble Court to ask for 

the minutes of the D.P.0 held in August, 2004, to take cognizance of the 
facts. 

2. 	That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 5, the applicant begs 

to state that, as the said DPC did not find him fit for promotion, it is 

j..obvious that some of the bench-marks in the considered ACR's are 

adverse which were never communicated to the applicant, except for the 

f year 2002-03 which was kindly expunged by the resnnndni- 1'J- ) 

mentioned in the O.A. Such non-cominunication of adverse CR's violates 

ythe directive of the Hon'ble Apex Court in the U.P. Jal Nigam case, as 

mentioned in the O.A. Further, in accordance with another Supreme Court 

jidgment (2001 8CC (L&S) 13), The Hon'ble CAT, Hyderabad held (see 

Annexure-XXJJ, / in the O.A) that un-communicated adverse 
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remarks/comments cannot be acted upon by the DPC to deny promotion 
a 

to a candidate. 

Hence, the act of the above DPC in denying promotion to the 

applicant is illegaL to say the least. The applicant also relied upon the 

Judgment of the full bench of the Hon'ble Delhi High Court reported in 

2002 (65) DRJ 607 (PB). 

A copy of the judgment dated August 16, 2002 passed by the 

Hon'ble High Court of Delhi (FB) is enclosed herewith for perusal 

of Hon'ble Tribunal as Annexure- A. 

That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 6, the respondents 

have offered no comments and have, obviously, preferred to remain silent 

to the genuine request of the applicant, on medical grounds, to exempt 

him from field work (see para 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 of the O.A). This only 

confirms that the respondents also feel that the request was genuine ., but 

was rejected by Shri K. Krishnanunni, Dy. Director General. And further ., 

respondents have preferred silence over Shri Krishnanunni's asking him 

to proceed on leave for not being able to take up the field work, because 

the Dy. D. C's action was against the official rules and procedures. And 

perhaps/  this is the only example of its kind in post-independence period 

in G.S.I. 

That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 7, again the 

respondents have offered no comments regarding pàra 4.11 of the O.A. 

because they prefer to remain silent over the fact that the applicant could 

have been easily assigned HQ./Lab. Jobs instead of forcing him for field 

work inspite of his health conditions and age. Further, the respondents 

have stated that the duty of a Geologist is to do field work and the 

/'applicant's request for Head Qtr. Duty in the NER is not permissible. This 

statement grossly contradicts that fact the more than 20% and 22% of the 

total no. of Geologist posted in NER were deployed in HQ. Jobs, 

-g ¶: 
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respectively during field seasons 1997-98 and 1998-99 vide GSl Annual 

programme (see Annexuer-l). Thus it can be construed that the 

respondents made such a statement only to mislead the Hon'ble Court. 

The applicant begs to state that most of the Geologist deployed for H.Q 

/ jobs were junior to him both in age and gradation. Such a practice of 

deploying a no. of geologists in HQ. jobs is continued in NER for years. 

Even, some Geologists have hardly been deployed for field jobs during 

their long years of posting in NER, the glaring example being the case of 

Shri Viuutl Kumar (Respondent No. 8), now promoted as Director. The 

applicant also begs to state., contrary to the versicm of the respondents 

that, the duty of a Geologist is not only to carry out the field work but also 

to work in various laboratories and Techno-adininistrative jobs at the 

as detailed in the table-administrative jobs at the H.Q., as detailed in 

the table above Annexure-1). And the objective of the field work is not 

only to search for mineral resources, as stated by the respondents, but also 

to bring out field data regarding various other branches of Geology such 

as Paleontology, Engineering Geology, Environmental Geology etc., 

mention a few. 

	

5. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 8 and 9, the 

	

i 	applicant begs to state that the respondents have offered no comments as 

they have not only accepted the facts stated in para 4.12, 4.13. 4.14 and 

4.15 of the O.A., but also covertly feel that the applicants request for HQ. 

Job instead of field duty was genuine and it should have been considered 

favourably for the field season, 1997-98, as was done for the following 

year. 
I 

	

• 6.. 	That with regard to the statements made in paragraph 10, in response to 

the paras 4.16, 4.17 and 4.18 of the O.A., the applicant begs to state that he 

had only apprehended those eventualities because of the events as stated, 
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therein, and the threatening letter of Shri Krishnanunni who was his 

reviewing authority and later as D.C., G.S.I. acted as his countersigning/ 

accepting authority. In this regard, the Hon'ble Court may call for the 

applicant's confidential reports for the relevant years for kind perusal. 

7. 	That with regard to the statement made in paragraph ii, the applicant 

begs to offer no comments. As it is a matter of record. 

That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 12, the respondents 

have offered no comments on the reporting officer Shri B.K. Mohantv who 

has acted in a grudging and pre-set mid resorting to unfair evaluation of 

the applicants performance with a malafide intention. As stated in the 

O,A., Shri Mohantv had violated office decorum by misusing his official 

position to further the interest of a private T. V cable company. The 

applicant only appraised this fact to Shri Mohanty and did not lodge any 

allegations against him to his superior authority. 

And as regards Shri Krishnanunni, the applicant has already stated 

that his apprehension is out of the formers threatening tone in the 

unprecedented order asking the applicant to proceed on leave, thus 

violating official norms and procedures. 

The applicant's grievance is only against the unjust, unfair and 

nialafide acts of two of his superior officers, as mentioned above, who had 

a role to play in the applicant's career/promotion. It is an unfounded 

• imagination on the part of the respondents to state that the applicant's 

statements in the O.A. reflect as if all the officers of G.S.l are against him. 

On the contrary, the applicant begs to state that he has gained the 

cortfidence and trust of his superiors as a good worker, I which is 
highlighted in the following lines. 

(i) 	Considering his excellent work record, his name was 

recommended by the Dy. Director General, G.S.I., 
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Eastern Region and his reviewing officer for the 

National Mineral Award. 2002 (see annexure-XVIII of 

the 0.. A). This has been conveniently lost sight of by 

the respondents, for reasons only known to thent 

He was, on several occasions, asked by the Director in 

charge, Op: Arunachal Pradesh to supervise the 

technical and adniinistrative functions of the 

operation in his absence (see Annexure-2). He was 

also asked by the Dy. Director General, Op: A.P. to 

perform the duty of the Head of office at Itanagar. 

(see Annexure-3), besides his Hq. assignments such as 

supervising the petrology, Vehicle and Security 

Divisions. 

The applicant was nominated by the Dy. Director 

General, Op: Arunachal Pradesh as a member of the 

important 'Inter-Disciplinary Disaster Management 

Committee' for the state of Arunachal Pradesh (see 

Annexure-4). 

He was nominated by the Dy. Director General, Op: 

Orissa, Bhubaneswar as a member of D.P.C. for 

Group 'C' and 'D' staff of the survey of India; 

Ministry of Environment and Forests, govL of India, 

Eastern Region, Bhubaneswar; and the Central 

Ground water Board, Bhubeneswar (see Annexure-5). 

The applicant's name was recommended for foreign 

training by the Sr. Dy. Director general, G.S.L, central 

Region, Nagpur. (see Annexure-6). 
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I 
(vi) 	He was also nominated by the Dy. Director GeneraL 

Op: Orissa as a member of the important Regional 

Sports Board, Orissa, considering his leadership 

quality in sports and extra-curricular activities. (see 

Annexure-7). 

11 	
Obviously, the respondents have overlooked all the above 

points before branding the applicant as 'not a good worker', in an 

unfair manner with a malafide intention. And their clandestine and 

illegal way of not communicating and adverse remarks/ entries in 

his ACR's confirms this and also indicates that those remarks, if 

any, are biased. All this violates the settled law. 

	

9. 	Regarding, para 13, the applicant begs to state that the respondents 

ve:rsion that the allegations in para 4.21 of the O.A. against Shri R.K. 

Mohanty are baseless, is unfounded and biased. As stated in para 9., 

above, the respondents have remained silent over the grudging, 

threatening and malafide acts of Shri Mohanty as a reporting officer and 

suddenly, here, they have stated that the allegations are baseless. 

- . Obviously, it confirms that they have nothing to substantive in the 

defence of Shri Mohanty's act and thus, have tried to mislead the Hon'ble 

Tribunal, to cover up their own acts of omission and commission. 

It is relevant to mention, here that the competence of Shri Mohanty 

as a Director, Map compilation and processing Division has also been 

questioned by the Nodal Officer for map compilation, G.S.I., Eastern 

Region vide his letter No. 232/17 a/M&C/ER/2003 dated 07.04.2004 

(Annexuer-8). In this remarks, on certain maps compiled and scrutinized 

under Shri Mohanty's supervision e  the Nodal officer has pointed out 

'fundamental and gross errors'. It is relevant to mention here that during 

this period, only, the applicant was working under Shri Mohanty in the 

map compilation and processing divisions of operation Orissa, 

L;L 	. 
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Bhubaneswar. During this period Shri Mohanty had made some adverse 

entries in the ACR of the applicant, which was later on expunged by the 

respondent No.2. Thus, Shri mahanty's competence in technical 

evaluation of his sub-ordinate officers is doubtful, to say the latest. 

	

10, 	That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 14, the applicant 

begs, to state that he has already referred to the Hon'ble Apex Court 

judgment (see para 3 above) which clearly directs that to meet the ends of 

natural justice, any adverse remarks in the ACR's should be 

communicated to the reportee within one month's time of entering the 

remarks so that the reportee gets a fair chance to represent. Any action 

violating this directive is ifiegal and the respondents have exactly done so. 

And following the judgments, the Hon'ble CAT, Hychabad has held that 

DPC cannot act on 'uncommunicated adverse entries/remarks' in the 

ACR's to deny promotion to the reportee. The applicant begs to state that 

the respondent's version that the DPC has followed DOP&T guidelines is 

not correct, as the DOP&T cannot issue guidelines contradictory to the 

settled law. Hence, their version that 'the applicant's allegation against the 

DPC having acted in an ifiegal way is misleading' is unfounded and 

biased. 

	

11. 	That with regard to the statement made in paragraph 15, the applicant 

• begs to state that the remarks of the respondents regarding his statements 

in the para 4.23 and 4.24 in the O.A. is misleading. The applicant has never 

stated that DOl'T has issued and instruction on the basis of the Hon' ble 

Apex Court directive that below bench mark grading should be 

conununicated to the reportee. By such misleading statement, the 

• respondents have tried to avoid their own circular (issued by the 

Respondent No. 2- see para 4.23 of the O.A) which is a guideline issued 



9 

in the light of the Hon'ble Apex Court judgment on U.P. Jal Nigam case 

for all the reporting officers to follow strictly. In this circular, (see page- 4 

of the circular- Armexure XD( of the O.A.) as already stated in para 4.23 of 

the O.A, the guideline {(b) - page 41 states that "where the overall 

,performance rating awarded to the reportee falls below the bench mark 

prescribed for the purpose of his next promotion, this should be treated as 

an adverse remarks/rating and communicated to the reportee". 

The circular further states that any Reporting officer who fails to 

follow this guideline, particularly by way of non-communication of 

adverse entries or the reasoned (speaking) orders for the retention of such 

entries after affording the reportee adequate opportunity for 

representation will vitiate the report in question. Since the reportee is 

likely to discover the adverse comments only when he is denied his next 

promotion, non-compliance and inadequate compliance with the above 

discussed provisions is bound to lead to litigation and will necessarily 

reflect poorly on the probity and competence of the reporting officer 

concerned. Where such a situation comes to light, after following the 

prescribed process for ensuring natural justice, it shall be the duty of the 

reporting authority of the reporting officer to record this in the latter's CR. 

This situation has exactly happened in the case of the applicant as 

the respondents have admitted in their statement that the adverse 

remarks/entries in some CR's have not been communicated to him and 
V thus, it is clearly a violation of the Hon'ble Apex Court's directive for 

na Litral justice regarding which the Respondent No. 2 has issued 

instructions in his own circular. 

12. That with regard to statement made in paragraph 16, referring to the para 

4.26 of the O.A, the applicant begs to state that the allegation of the 

Respondents that the applicant has disobeyed the order of his superior is 

baseless and misleading. The reason for not being able to take up the field 

work and the related events on the subject have already been stated in the 
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O.A. (see para 4.10 to 4.14). The applicant also begs to state that the 

ultin-iate letter by the Sr Dy. Director General asking him to proceed on 

leave was complied with by him (see Aniiexure IX of the 0.A.) and 

therefore, it does not amount to disobeying his order. And apparently.. 

having accepted the compliance, the applicant was assigned HQ. Job from 

February, 1998 until his tenure in NER was complete. The applicant 

sincerely discharged his duties assigned to him at the HQ and hence, the 

Respondents accusation of non-performance is baseless and misleading 

as, in no point of time, the applicant was informed of any displeasure of 

his superiors. The remark that the applicant is not a wiling worker is 

misleading as he had, by then, completed 20 years of rigorous ified work 

in some of the toughest terrains of India (see Annexure XVIII and 

Annexure IX of the O.A.). It is only under medical exigency that the 

applicant could not take up the field work in NER which does not alone 

disprove his willingness to carry out field work. 

	

13. 	As regards para No. 17, the applicant begs to state that the statements of 

the respondents is a repetition of their earlier version. Hence, the 

applicant does not wish to give any further comments and how the DPC 

has acted illegally has already been submitted in para No. 9 above. 

14. As regards para No. 18,, referring to paxa 4.28 of the O.A., the applicant 

begs to state that when the D.P.C. has filed to act in accordance with the 

Hon'hle Apex Court's judgment (see para 9, above), this is bad in law or 

illcgal. 

	

15. 	As regards para No. 19, the applicant begs to state that he has never stated 

that promotion to the next higher posi is his fundamental right. This type 

• of misleading statement on the part of the respondents indicates their 

frustration because of their own acts of omission and commission. It is 

also not anclerstood what the respondents mean by their statement, 'it is 

more so in the case of officers who disobey the order of their superiors'. 



\ 

I 
	

I 

r 
	 11 

The applicant begs to state that there is nothing like 'more applicable' or 

less applicable' as far as the Hon'ble Apex Court's judgment is concerned. 

It has only to be followed by all, in toto. It is true that DPC is the 

ompetent authority for deciding who is fit and who is unfit for 

,romotion, provided the DPC acts according to law or else, as has 

appened in the case of the applicant, the DPC is liable to explain their 

'onduct before the Hon"ble Court. However, the reporting officer, the 

eviewing officer and the countersigning authority cannot shed their 

esponsibffity so far as the career of a reportee is concerned, as required 

uiider law, by just holding the DPC responsible for everything. 

:16. 	That it is further stated that it is a settled position of law even when a 

government employee is found below the benchmark by the DPC for the 

purpose of promotion then it should be presumed that the employee 

concerned is graded below the benchmark and such action is not 

\)/ permissible in law without providing any opportunity to the concerned 

I ggovernment employee. In the instant case it appears that the applicant is 

not found suitable by the DPC in the selection held during the year 2004, 

therefore, it is an admitted position that the applicant has been awarded 

grading below the hendunark which is not sustainable in the eye of law 

and on that score alone the original application is deserve to be allowed 

with the direction to the respondents Union of India and Others to hold a 

review DPC to reconsider the case of the applicant ignoring the grading 

awarded below benchmark. 

LI 

17 	That it is further categorically submitted that vacancies upto the March' 

2003 and vacancies occurred for April' 2004 to March' 2005 were clubbed 

/ together and considcrcd by the DPC held during the year 2004 without 

preg_separate._year. wise panel but such action is not permissible 

under the Rule or under the law of the land. It is pertinent to mention here 

that the respondents are duty bound to prepare select list/panel year wise 

without clubbing together the vacancies. But due to such arbitrary action 



A 

of the respondents the zone of consideration has been extended in 

violation of the Rules which is not sustainable in the eye of law. The 

respondents also did not disclose the year wise vacancies which were 

occurred during the next recruitment year 2002, 2003 and 2004, therefore, 

DPC proceeding including ACR is necessary for proper adjudication of 

case of the applicant. It is a definite case of the applicant that year wise 

/ panel has not been prepared as required under the Rule and in the process 

the applicant has not been found fit due to extended zone of consideration 

in violation of the Rule, say for example if 10 vacancies occurred during 

the year 2003 and another 10 vacancies occurred in the subsequent year 

2004 and if all those vacancies are clubbed together and if the DPC 

considered all the eligible candidates even those who attained eligibility 

subsequently after March' 2003 in that event there is every possibility of 

exclusion of a deserving candidate who may be otherwise found eligible if 

the zone of consideration would not have been extended. The applicant is 

not found fit also due to the fact that all the vacancies were dubbed 

\/ together instead of preparing year wise panel. 

The applicant begs to submit with all humbleness that whether the 

application has merit or is likely to be dismissed is to be decided by the 

• Hon'ble Tribunal and not by the respondents. themselves. 

In the facts and circwnstances stated above the application is 

deserves to be allowed with cost. 



VE-RUICATION  

L Shii Subodli Kumar Patnaik, SAD Late Bansiclijar Pattnajk, aged about 56 years, 

working as Geologist (Sr), MGP Division, office of the Director General, NER. 

GeoloicaI Survey of India. do hereby veiify that the statements made in 

Paraaraph 1 to 15 are true to my knowledge and legal advice and I have not 

suppressed any matenal fact. 

And I sian this verification on this the 	day of SeftteaAvr. 2004T 

SJL L\ft/y 	 2L 
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Jo! Iigom and Ors the OPC cou'd igno C ctcgorisa1io comrpttrcJ 
s&ous error iri uiisurping its jurisdiction. Once such cakgoiisa1ions ire ignoe4 

m3tter would have been rem,1ed '0 the OC 'or the pJrpose of cons oention 
) 	cJf th pezitioners case again ignorThg the remarks Gcod' and on the basis oIifl2 

* 

 

at available remarks This position s'v-ds se/eo by,  various judgments o1 
:m8cOUfl. 

Ti 	or the reasons aforerre.nuoned this ir pe 'ioi is a/Ic ed ai d tie lr 
pi.g ed judgment is set aside 6I' the rnerer is remited back 10 the DPO to on12  

• sidi rihe question of the p!oraotioo.ofthenaJcner afresh; 	 - 

is rcicrrcd 

Ka/'ai/Singhv. The State of Punjab 	. 	 JT 1.994(6)SC5& 
• 	Sec'etai'y of State for Educadcn and Science v. M&-:.cpclitan . 	 - 

• 	
. 	 Ilciough of Tames/do 	 1976 (3) All E.R.  WX 

SuM. Raiasekhar v. The Staie of XairtataAa 	 JT 1996 (7) SC 7d9 

• 	Stato .lW.B. 

 

V. Nuwddin MaIIick 	 (1995) a SCC 
(J.P., e/Nigam v. Prabhai' C,anci:a Jam 	 (1996,) 2 scc 
Mr. \, Shekhar ,  and Mr. S. Madhavan, Ad'ocesfc t he Pcrionct. 

• 	Mr. .V. Geor9e and Mr. Rahuf Sharma for .t. U. Haarika, Advcatc for 
• 	Res ondents. 

S.D. Sin hu 3  Q. 

Appflcabfliy of a decision of the Apex cn irl  U.P. Jal Ulgarn and Ors 
PnJlk i t Chandra .fain and Cr., (1996) 2 5CC 33. in the (acts and circums(an 
ces of this case, is the question invctved in 	iit pe1:c-r.. 

2 The basic tact of the matter is as foaows. 

The petitIoner was ar.cirted as cec Assistant in the oHce cilF 
Cent i Public Works OeparzmenL He was aga appcin:ed as Deputy Archect.L 
the iid departrnen:. He was promc- ted to th pest of Architect. The petiuoher 
woii I contend Jhat he was elicie and quaJ'ed in , 1 respects to be promoted to 
the osI of Senior Architect. However, he was perseded by the respondents 310 
6 alt iough he was senior to them. The petZbec woud further contend tharh 
oon Is at S. No. 13 In the sanicry list iNt ereaA the respondents 3 to 6 were at 

S.Ns. 14, 16 and 19. 
4 Ecing agçnevec by 2n3 cissa!isfiec 	:e s 	acion on the part of tho 

!escct cents in prcmc-ting the sac res:.crcar.5 n 5uer5ess;cn cf his cthim be: 
a C-gnaI pphcatkn ei:ie the Can 	is:a:ve Tribat, New CThL 

es' 3ning the sa id O(CJQ( ca:r: 2nd 	 S W('cfl '.'.2S ntkC-d C5: 

	

31 Appiicaticn No. 239i$ -i June. 	T.'o c:r perscns. n2rneiy. MrJ 
.akkar and Mr. A.S. Sanyaj 'ere atsc zs 	cnctons. Ey reascn of lhe. 
ti- ed )Ldçment dated 1tr Se:emer. 	ue p 	creis Crçina! Appiic.Z 
;as cismisse<j by the teared Trur.aL A - :aw a:ca!icn '.vas(c- by the 

:: ner whIch was aiso cis.rnssa-a v C:ber. 

	

.J.S.  Garg v. tiriicn Of 	 .-. 

2002 (65)1DRJ 507 (FB) 't 

- . • - 	
- HIGHCOURT-OF 

OW? No 350 of 2601  

iS Garg 
Versus 	 - 	 ,. 	 ç 

Un'on oUcota & Ors - RUdCIS 

S. B. Stnha,CJ  

	

S}CMahaJan,J 	 ' 	 - 

AKSiKn1J 	 — 

Dciidcdon Augtst 16 2002 

• 	 ••••. 	 •- .••... 	 •• 

niceLaw 	 - 	 - - 

ciaotion— Denial on ground of fall In stnd8rd-PO5t of Senior ArchHec-  
c Tnbu'nl cannot unsurp the IunseictIofl of the Statutory Authonty 	' 

Jurisdiction of the.writ Court to exercise Its power otJudIctae-
ncerned authority 1  in Its decision makJng-proCe5S, takehL'tO -. 

ns1deaI1ofl Irrelevant facts not germane for the purpose of deciding the , 

or has refused to take Into consIderation the rtovant tacts. While 

ld(ng ti-tat having regard to the. decflon of the Apex -Court In U.P. Jf ... -- -. • .'. - 

nd Others the - DPC could Ignore cstegorls.alIon 1  committed a -. - 

&dous error In unsurping its JurisdicUon—OflCe such' categorlstiOns re - 	 • 

,oced. the matter would have been remitted to th e DPC for the purpose of - • 

sidcratlon of the pefitloner'S CaSO again Ignoring the ren-taxlcs -  'Good nd • 

athe basis of the other available remarks—!mpugfled Judgment Is-set side • 

the matter is remitted back to the DPC to consfder afre h. 	--. - 

ZII~J -  Held The learned Tribunal, in our c ion, èoirjnitted a sHbus rn/s L 

law in so far as :1 failed to pose unto its  a nçh quesdornso as to anaA-'e it 

rn'e at a. correct finding ctIct with a view to give o correct answer. The 
which was posed be/ore the learned Tribur.al wes not that whether the 

-Joner le ci been correctly rated by the DPC2 The quesdon, as ncdced hern- 

àre, icf.ich arose fpr- ccnsideradCfl before the learned Tribunal as also be/cie 
esto whether having regard to the decision of the Mex Court In U?. Jal 

and Ors. (sra). as also  Fule 9 a! .~e CFe,D Marualthe concerned 
~Zlllsxncen:s had acted illegally in nC( commurilcatng h•is Yell in stenderd. It is 

t-i:e that the Court of the Tribunal cannot ursv the /wisc'ict!on ci e 

':cr.- .urhoriy but it/s also a si-1d princip!o c/law That the /urisdlcon CNI  

Cc 	:a exercise 115 power ci jL-'dic'al review wculd ar/se in'ue event if is 

jd'tha: :.e cc-nccrne-d authcrir has, in its dcisin ma):ing process, taken ir.o 

sidsracn irr&evaflf fact n o t Gefmano for :ne pur-ose c/deciding the issue ci 

2s (e!us -; to take Th:o ccnsi(eraliOn the reie.-en( fads. The learned Tribunal. n 

a- while hcidThg Thai' having rc- g&d ta the decision of the tpx Court in 

rjQ 
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; r'de icr a pr 	 c 	35 '.ery çcod The learned Cun,eJ W)fJtj fWther.Ura Lat az-by ras 

1.rks In to years 2- 	'd 9' 	
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	Date Of1 	
9293 93-94 9495 9596 9697 97 	 - 	 - 

J 	 ;S/Sh ) 	birth 	 . 	 - 	
to whefhethavit)g regard to th&dccisiofl oltheAPeX Court uU.P.Jal.Nigam andj 

.-i 	' 	
Qi-s (supra) as a'so Ru'e 9 ci the CPWD Hanui the concerned 	 r0enl 1Iact 

- ------ 	

acted )egaJy notcommunici!n bs tI1 fl S2f)d3Id It IS TOW tiit that 1h 1  

	

- - - - ------------- 	
CCLIII 01 hTnbunz3 'Cariit unurp 

 
the JUrfSdICUOflCl tha Statutory AtJthOnXy but 

Gar 2 10 .2 COC Cocd Ccod V G 
	Good VG 	Good 	 Is also a settled pnncip!e of law Vtat Lh Junt0 of this Court to exerCiS8 fts 

I 	1i 	- 	
V G 	V C V G 	V G 	V G 	

poi.ser of judicial review would anse in the evart is found that t?'e ccncemed 

- Y. S. 	Sar 283 -'2 
 

O.S. 
authority has in is decls2on making process taken ir'to ccrsidcratiOn irrelevant' 

- 1. dr

t not germane for [he purpdsebideciding the issue-or has reused to take 1rto 

i 1 11 2 V G ConG V G V (3 V (3 V.G.V t3 V (3 consioeraflon The relevan 1  faCts The learred T ribu'! In our op riion w?'3e i'oding 

.MCh. that having regard to th&decision of the Apex Court in U.P. ia! Nigarn and Ors. 

Pal 1<2 ci 
v C V (3 

C o S me DPC could ignore categonsation. ccrnmct1ed a senous error In unsu'p.ng its) 

G.X. 	3.L5O 	V.G. V.G. V.G. 	
jurisdiCtiOfl: Once such categorisauonsae Ignored, the malier would have been 

• 	

remitted to the DPC for the purpose of consideration of the pelitior'etS case aga!ri 

-. 	 o s. 	o.s. 	O. S. V.G. 	O.S. 
ignoring the remarxs 'Good' and 'on the basis of the other avaable remarks. Thls 

R 	' E' 	
pCsuonstandssettted byvariousJudgmentSOIhaSuPtem 

f- k3r 	 v C I V (3 	V (3 / 0 S 	 14 It is no trite fl'at a bad record U net c.—cae the elect thereof 

A. S2ny31 iii.3 	O.S.V.G. 	G. 	
O.S. - 
	 wculd be that inc same cannotbe iakeninto ccnseratiCfl by the Apprcpriate 

AutflCrity.(SCC Karnail Singh v.TheSlafe of Punjab and Air., .JT 1994(6 SC\ 

56 	C. 	Go 	V.G.V.G.O.S.O.S.VG 
	 583) 

6h3*i1 	

15 In Sri M.A. Rajasekhar v The St.fc O(Kamataka and Ant., JTi996(7) 

-----.-  u rl 	. 	- 

- 	 rat c2egoriSahbCn made in the - 
	 it was found that his integrity WaS not doubted and his work also iii 

12. The learned Tribur.)t 	•- 'd relevant reCr1S for Itig OPC. t W3S 	
those respects was found to be satisacl3r,'. Under those cinurrstan 

It lurhC WCflt 	
ces. the remark that he does not act dispassior.eiy when laced 

	

eld -  'd be C '  1992-°3 i99394, 1994- 	
dilemma must b pointed out with re!erence to specific instances 

- 	1-t repc3 fr the CFC vOU.h l-'sbeen graded Very Good' 	
- 	which he dJd not perform that duty satis!actotily so that he wctd ha 

1S95 	end 9e-- 01 thnod e. 1 the Hon'ble Apex Ccurt 	
an cPCr1unity to correct hirnsefl of the-mistake. He shcu!d be genthi 

tv.ico b c-cee 	eS s Ceod 	cte acticant does not help t'!m 	
oppcnLnity in the case where he aid rick WOdS objec e'y or 

in (he C3SC Cf U.P. al 	. 	n •(3d' awarded In 	
ty. Admittedly, no such 	poUflity WaS '&L Even when he acted 1i 

as 'e cal C' içC C C 	V C-cd aotded n 1994 5 We 	
dilemma and lacced objeclM'y. Ui SJC1 crcirr.s2rCes he rrust be 

• 	' 	tWOS come dc'' fO 	
f' I Lae j 	the applicant wcu!d 	

guided by the authority as to the manner in which he acted upon. Slnc 

caruct 	 ARCS Vr one year earlier 3nd one 	
this exercise has not been done by the raspor.der.s. j would be cb1au4 

4 	lie us 'a do 	also seen 	 rr hs been cnlv Cood 	
that tt'e above adverse remarks was rc 	fls..S ei' v th taw 

I. * 	 s wl s cver ç. 

'1 	
erL r ii 	

r' 	
either%\ t'e has got cnIYh'O \eiy 

	 15 t this s ace v e nay also reter 	ar.c haf aui'cra -e por,cuncerienI- 

	

and ci_ed as Very Gcod bY te 	
c' e House c' Lcras in England In Sec ear of State /cr Ec JCGfC'] nd 

Ccod 	 - 	1 1355S pr' race by the Ccc - 	 s.- -ce v P fet o,ccl;Ian Borough of Trreside 	(3) .'I E.R.665 Lord 
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3 The 	- 	- 1 -' - -'r c 	on so as 3 crable 	 To 	r'ird a S a u a ç °5 a ir. C cce o 	e dras ic ac ol if 

h 	far as 	' 	- 	 : 	act c-s\%er The cLes cr 	
sJ's ied 	a lcc2l au bcr i t ZV CCO cc are rcpcs.flg a ac 

a ccrreZ ' 	C 	 -- 	s-c 	e er e e' 	
no coed s  C LI eascnab 	'ei '2 '' 	r sc a obey 	e 

was PC3 bL'O C 	- 	'-e 	
-c-i as rot c2-i tere(rb&cre 	

e'err ar'r rules of (airreSs be'cre e 	'-at -e local a.ithcr'/ are 

ha en cc 	' 	- 	 c : L 'cre LS5 as 	 c before 'e t:es C asic :c c 	 -co ge 

-::2- - --- ---c --"' 	 ;e oay attac:ed nctcC of the Carçe of 	ccrey Cr 	reasCO 

ress arc a fair c CitUflity Cl CC2l: 	I a 	c-ac :c see chat thG' 

- - 
	 Eece:ar,' ct S;a:e CC sa fl th: case. :-ie 	be':ie 	n te 

- 	 orcc:5a5 ct ce rr.v Cctr.C' arc a - i :r 	!eacers. in acc.:!ci. 
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bOund to consd He must exclude 	

614 

from his consideration maerS 
	

arearelevant tht whtch he has 

	

to conside And the deoSlOn to 
wth he comes mt be one which is 	 4 

reasonable ir mis senSe that 
	 be 	pp0ed th 6od 

ason or a' an, rate be a deS 	
hca reasonable persefl might 

fesonaL1e reach. 	 " 

Sc .rman, J. obser:ed 	 - 

CLt first i 	
ha The ep.et 	bee 	of no assistance in this 

cotex. The point ci pricC 	
simytht it is n a judIcial but a mini- 

stcZtt disCtet0fl in an adm15tae rr.ater which is under review. Of 

-  .ceurSe. the unuSU1 
feature cI the presCr.t case is that w have under 

review two admini5ta'e 
eciSiCr each by a 

dieteflt authority : the 

Seceta(Y- of 
State's deiOn to use his a 68 power of direction and the 

eethOtY ear!ier 
deCiSofl 

not to the SectIOn 13 proposalS. 

the decisiOn.'° in fact led the S&cretY 
of State 10 act under Section 

 

S tccndlY. I do not accpt that me scCPe 
of iticiat review Is I imited quite to 

cx ent c.çjçcstcd by Counsel for SecretarY c State- I would add a further 

n to thOSO 
zpecilicd y htrn misuflders3 	

oz tnOtDflCO f art estab- 

and rclavant fact. Let ma ge tso eme The lact may be oithor physt- 

mcthlflO which existed or occurred 
ci Cd rot. or may be mental, an 

n. 5u3p050 
(hat. ccrit3f'f to the Secret2Y ct State's belIef, It was the fact 

crc .as in the r3 ci'thC authCY 	
a:e schod accOmm0tb00 for the 

to be cduCC' an 
the Secet3ry cf S:a:e acted urer the sectiOn bcliev- 

that there 	noL flit 	tC 
plainty eSta .isr.ed trot tr.e Secretary of Stale was 

I do not think tn3t he ccd 
sub5t31 	the lafle5S of hi

s  directiOn 

er this section. Now, mere 
ciaSV 

to the as cl this case, take a 	
tter of cx- 

ofcSSCflI opiniC. Sep 	
Ih.at. cCt'Y tO the undCrSt3ndQ Cl the 

Sr-cr -tar cI State. 	
does in ta,.t r-xiSt a reweCt3be tody CI prc!eSsiOflOt or. rt 	

C5WO to thC 
eieC Jt.r- :'e st!ectCfl prccere5 for scttool entry 

7ç:P 
se1 arc adeQUe ar.d ac:e- tI that ccy cI 

cr'Cfl be proved to exist. 

I that body ci 0inicfl proveS to be avea 	both tO me authority and to the 
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