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‘Present :  Hon'ble Ms. Bidisha Banerjee, Judicial Member
k Hon’ble Dr. Nandita Chatterjee, Administrative Member
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Arya Chaudhuri,
Son of late Dr. Tarini Charan Chaudhuri,
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For the Applicant : Mr. B. Bhishan, Counsel
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Per Dr. Nandita Chatterjee, Administrative Member:

Ja

RLEY

~ The applicant, in the instant O.A., had a chequere;d history of litigations
and has presently approached the Tribunal in the instant Original Application in

the third stage litigation praying for the foIIowmg relief:-

“(a)  Quashing of order dated 26'“ February, 2018 passed; by the respondent No. 2
whereby the applicant allegedly'r}ot |t°3for promot1on=to Group il on 1St October, 1994 and

Group-} on 1% October ;1@99 réspe 1\7’673{ L

:* Ry § A
(b) Dfrects u%on the respondents to produce the records -of ACR of the applicant
from 1993; qg&ards and also ' of
apphcatlon%&ip ;

(c) ‘Specnfnc dlrecttonu may be glgenp o, ée &respondents to promotefthe applncant to
30 to provude all

Grou II»on and fromy B Octobeﬁr"k 199%'uppon' peru?al [¢) The records” end

),é FEE R
T nanc a&beneﬁts thereto*mclu ifg arr s ,neﬁxatgﬂ of:;pénsmn: ;

T ,
3 spcndents@o promote the appllcant to
|1 :pemsal«ofrthegrecords and to prowde all
andrefi f xation ofp 'nsaon &

o 4.,-,{_ ]
o ;
i

%-’ it PO TR o= 1
i (d)@ﬁ%Spemfic ditéction "m‘é‘yzr.zbieﬁg'_"‘ "5&
‘ Groyp-| on and fr%maa s@ctoberdl9994y
.,; ﬁnf‘g cual beneﬂts t&ereto in A_Qi: an

i “e." R . S .
en‘é%io-- ro ﬁce/caﬂtsk' of productlon of relevant

‘-‘."Ag 3 ";',{.;. ;4:“' r‘% X ity

IR 5

" . b ‘. \’,r.-,\ S N ‘ '; S 7£‘~
0= .<Any other order'- 51{ fderior os;rders%‘as,tb_is Hon'ble Tnbunéf""h'nay deem fit
;’ and proper.” *’"‘.\mv ‘.i‘"g%, N 1- A ;l‘;"ﬂl’ SR 'I
% 4 ""% = Do gl &
2. Heard both Td. C§iﬁ‘n &l dmgs‘gmd"ar&'c rq_ents on recerd
1"" :’ ,ﬂ« '91 'rﬁ.’. "
Upon dlr%ctlen?;d Cou nset for the apphcag?ﬁad produced the{meutes of
By o B A i A
DPC dated 22 3. 2018 conductedrrm compluan%e to”Tnbunals order in O.A. No.
e g i 534 A‘" »f'
, 283 of 2012 along wuth ACRfSiWhICh were referred d to-ifi Fihe saifl DPC
wl ¥y i -’a?’"ﬁ&:g

3. The applicant’s submlssmns Jﬂeﬂ;'f mlpetant,;@ngmal Appilication, is that he

had joined the respondent organization as a Music Corriposer in.the year 1976,

subsequently promoted to the post of Music Comeoser Géroup—tll in the year 1984

and, that, despite the fact that there were vacanciee in the post of Music

Composer Group-ll as well as Group-l, the applicant was not promoted to the
said posts, namely, as Music Composer Gr.-il on 1.;10.1994 and as Music
. Composer Group-l on 1.10.1999 respectively.

[y —————— N Tt et S i - —_—
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In an earlier O.A. No. 283 of 2012, the applicant had, n;:nter alia, prayed for
convening of DPC and for consequent financial l::eneﬁts.iiI That the Tribunal
allowed the said prayer and, accordingly, DPC was conveéred to consider the
proposal for his promotion to Music Composer Gr. |l and ?rom Gr. 1l to Gr. I.
According to the applicant, despite the fact that he had ffulﬁlled the requisite
criteria for the said promotion, the Departmental Prpmotionél Committee did not

find him fit and the respondent authorities rejected the prop&'sal for his promotion

by an order dated 2622018 “Hence;™ bemghaggnevedﬁ the applicant has

k ]

(?)Jh

wath

-, (b) That, tHe"5ppligat
that althéfﬁgh %1 o aéglgca t_' t semor-most Composer }f" Gr.
£ F &% % ‘? o F
' E {e}i{c} |m|thout any reason

4. The respondentshrpe"‘r?'éontra "havecontrovghr;eﬁ =hl" claln%is statlngrthat the
“?3 Eﬁ Jf _.3? { % --.’*“ ,{’
applncant%uﬂers fr@ﬁfwfmlsu"“dqrstandmg as prom"otuon can be clag;gted only in
z . ,

rgr

2.

terms of recrLﬁtmentanrules an& neteen* the_
in the Original Appllcanon The&respondents hav__
ag,,ﬂ% ........

has scrutinized his servuce""fecordﬁ but M

~further cant‘éided that the DPC

'radmg‘,s failed to satisfy the
bench mark and hence he was not considered fit fo;r promotion to Music
Composer Gr. Il and gs he was not ab-initio considered foé promotion from Gr. lii
to Gr. |I, the scope of his further promotion from Gr. Ii to Gr I did not arise.

5. The main issue for adjudiéation in the instant O.A. lS whether the applicant
was entitled to promotion from Music Composer Gr. llI _tgo Gr. Il and thereafter

from Gr. 1l to Gr. | as per his claims.
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6.1, At the outset, the history of the applicant requires to be é)laced on record.

:The applicant, a folk singer, was appointed by All India Radio, éalcutta as a Staff

Artist in 1975 and subsequently functioned as a Sr. Grade Ml;lsic Composer in

{
1983. Thereafter, he was directed to proceed on transfer to AIR Agartala vide

‘orders dated 25.4.1995 in the same-capacity.-Although the appjicant approached

A i
" the Tribunal against the transfer order and the Tribunal qu"ashed the same,

(

ultimately the applicant moved to Agartala with the claim that he should have

been moved to Agartala on promotlon ‘Which=was, demed to h|m Thereafter, the

.U‘ 1 »v“‘l.
C lina .'-.,jr,ioé%eedmgaand a CBI case was instituted
*»{% AR Fy A
‘taken in custody and placedg,gn_deemed suspension

. ,'ni

apphcant was |mpI|cated in

l

"‘M ‘

_—yy T e
from 27. 641995i l_,,h‘ich was er n%%le H!gh”’Courtss order dated

®
1; yﬂu

e
A"
1}7

18.3. 1998 a“"s?fhe had chal Ie ""g

i
. Wpon
;?p

¥ EE{ f* i i , gg T i
dlsmlssal the appllcant«*ﬁ , f_f"ﬂOO@.j efore the Hen bl ngh
Court= The Hon bIe nghq pou“ Zhayl Jitte ":ﬁ’e agpl,;,cant vude orde dated

%: K # k,a* ) 4»,,

fi penod of date of his

F i 5’" "”*».wa },, & . 4" _. ! ;ff
d;smlssai‘},e from 27,4,?12 200€)mto 31 1 2001 as ont ty 'I?‘h'é' PP cagtfrwas given
““Ews._ o &

"‘?‘

full pay and allowan‘ces for theipenod« and hl]s}ape"hda“o;guspensson was treated

-A“J Fhodd! 7 Jiﬁ
vk - .\Tf.‘ﬁ”

i,

as on duty.

¥
iy
ey
“i,«s.

The applicant’s grlevanceyrwas that, Jaltheug'ﬁ h1s retlral dues were paid

e iR A

when he superannuated on 31.1.2001, his promotion to Mtisic Composer Gr. [f
from 1.10.1994 and Music Composer Gr. | from 1.10.1981 vxi‘as wrongly denied to
him along w:th consequent pecu:mary benefits to which he clalms entitlement.

Hence, the applicant had approached the Tribunal in O A. No. 571 of 2009

f

praying for the following relief:-

“Order/direction be passed directing the respondents concemed to give all flnanc1al-
benefits td the applicant for the post of Music Composer Grouﬁ) It which fell due from 1°
October, 1994 and for the post of Music Composer Group | which fell due from 1%
October, 1999 and revise the pensionary benefits on the basus of pay scale for the post

R 1T S
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i

.';

of Music Composer Group | as on the date of retirement of the appllcant on attaining the
age of superannuation and to act in accordance with law.” 3

The Tribunal disposed of the said O.A. on 20.5.:5_?011 directing the

respondents to consider the comprehensive representation o;’f the applicant with

.'a ¢
a speaking order with particular reference to DPC meeting$. The respondents

thereafter issued a speaking order dated 12.9.2011, subseqtfently amended vide

their orders dated 21.10.2011, in which the respondents stéated as follows, the

relevant portion being extracted therefrom:-

EEXeE

. LT PRASAR BHARAT e,

i

a0 L

(BROADCAS"AFIN&CQRPORATION OF*INDIA)

DIR cmomfte %ERA
No. 32/8/2009-3-V%1/359‘*§ W, €

" Ay

|ND|A RAbIO
"43

* New E)elhi dated 21»40 2011

.7?‘

0; A*]'No §71/2009 filed. bygn Arya, Chaudhuri, Ex-Musié Cpmposer AIR

Sub]ect
wu.Kol“"ata before Honlble“GA‘T Kolkéﬁ“‘aench at Kolkata, %3 .
" L E § Lo
f?;f” . s @MEN MENT T@ THE SPEAKING,ORDER e -
f Sorie amendments. adaltion ‘n_' al er‘ o] are' ereb imade ’m the"Speaknng%‘Order No.

}332/8/2009¥—VHU789 cé.\ated-%l«il 14/ 0%/20; H

% "gndFWh“éreaTa e
i er I %5
i pﬂustcm%% Py
i €t mpose r .‘ 1
R i tha Bmp!
[ hagfto cros th'-'ﬂ o

prescibed fof  Group-il'y,
Compésw g ddhditi
scrossed aid ﬂooro e

"1.10" 1933 in’ pfayzg&:

'3115‘200/- %8s such he

I ,gGrou
7' be plac
"|4métter is undBraprocess and the
5 | Wise vicagcy pOSBTIR=

4y eing
South zohes: from’3998
maybe observed that’ 'n6*

e @mﬂgg !Amende&?ara

. i
i — 3.

[y PPy TSy

Music |

Ras 4
e St a1g@n. 1#1.10.4994,in pay scale of Rs 3000-100-

g0()-

5igible for Fconslabra on "6f, his promgtion from
conslderafbn of his promotlon fromé
.H

0 Group-) and his case w1||

efore DPC for which the,,
r up-II |s
ined.. from _North.«af
nwards "t
unior of Sh. | Cha
.-Chaudﬁ"ﬂwhas been promoted after= =

as, it is obsérved that&as per
the R/ fes for the prmnon ol iMusic
SHriposar Group-lil to Maic Co hposer
i¥the provision:isztiat théi Music
er? Group-lil has go cré'ts the
el fee scale prescnbed for roup-!l
ii'Mcféic Cormposer. Sh%Chaudhun has
rossed the said floor of Tee gcale on

3560-125?’500 as such he is Bligible for

to*Group-Il and f‘s case will |
laced" dfore JDPC fdr which the
tter 1s’hp er grocessgiind the year-

wise O‘a@hncy fpositio ) in Group-ll is
‘belng ascerta ed frofii’North and South

At junior  of
§" been promoted after

1998, >
e, ,Xxxxxxxx N
4 7 - (NeWPaEFaAdded)y=a7*="""| And whereas no DPC meetings were

held during the years 1994-2001 for
promotion to the - post of Music
Composer Grade-l and Grade-Il and no
certificates were issued each year as to
why DPC meetings could not be held.
The case of Sh. Arya Chaudhuri shall
be duly consndered by the DPC to be
conducted  alongwith  others  on
completion of requisite process. J

claiming the following relief:-

—

H
i\

The applicant thereafter approached the Tribunal in O.A. No. 283 of 2012




L L PR

6 0.3.350.00459.2018

‘(@)  An order holding that non-consideration of the promotlon of the appllcant from
Music Composer Grade-Iil to Grade-ii and Music Composer Grade-H to Grade-1 is totally
arbitrary and unlawful. 5

y/ (b) An order directing the respondents to consider and gwe above the promotion
= with all other consequential benefit including refixation of his pens;onary benefit forthwith
. since the applicant superannuated more than eleven years ago.

{©) An order directing the respondents to produce/cause of product:on of all relevant
records. :

(d) Any other order or further order/orders as to this Hon' ble Tribunal may deem fit
" and proper.”

The respondents controverted his claims. In their wriften statement they

%

have disclosed an order of the .respondents.. dated 10. 52012 stating that,

L)

.~,,"—. }i‘ i

compliance to the Tribunal’ s*orde( daféd ?512‘2031 m O'*A ,No 575 of 2009, a

%

!‘ B Bt TRt
Departmental Promotionq%Committee was duly mco%ﬁtﬁuﬁed‘for consudenng the

“to Musnc Composer
g N

ﬁ , ; ‘ '4 ﬁr
a’g ‘and, aftér scrutmz of his

Group II aﬁ“d-.,,the DPC Jﬁfter careful c’:o ?‘s‘lde;
,"‘ i ¥ B

‘ ACRs dldmot found thﬁ a?ﬁucanﬁft fgﬂon%tiggﬂ ;

éf(%ost of Mus:c‘Coirgnposer

ot ‘Tfﬁ‘"”’"‘%~ y i f‘?“ TR "s
Group I\ '*the sald d Mgﬁgﬁ_w_,,as ’dn%%ed_ = u ,_E:ated to the apphcant
T i e 3 1&4'*"_7‘3 gg‘

L d- s
e

=
accordmg,l,y As the R gradlngsi ané the

g L T
dGCISIOI'}S of the DPC é |

.rﬂ"

his ACR are asjollows‘x
Uy ig" M“?«}

-. }at although the."'-x ppllcant was allegedl
at A ¥

-J-

hls"ACRs "‘as he haé“ been ~ré¢élv1ng hls%pe*hsmn,athe AERs cannot be
.,‘, '»'»;, g: ‘fq n*r ,;- ,1’? ~m:d-§ P ol 3 Pg—&‘}

presumed%to have‘remamed 1ncomplete lnmrs serv:ce career.

iy, = i T
..a;n,f R el Hrl,'r“:"‘

(b)Regarding the ACRSw,from l_ 2?@32::1 993z »‘the apghcant questioned the
frequency and non-recording of reasons for Jrregul,?r reporting.

(c) Regarding the ACR from 1.4.1992 to 30.9.1992; the applicant stated
tﬁat he received the said adverse ACR after a deélay of 17 months and
represented on 23.2.1994 with a reminder dates;i*l 14.9.94 against the
same. ,

At no stage, during pendency of O.A. No. 283 of 2012, the applicant chose
to amend the Original Application in challenging the ﬁndiﬁgs' of the DPC dated

[ S S T AR

EE RIS R R
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10.5.2012. The O.A. No. 283 of 2012 was thereafter disposed 6f on 26.9.2016 by
the Tribunal as follows:-

“7. In these circumstances, this O.A. is finally disposed of jwith direction to the
Respondents to hold the DPC to consider the promotion of the applicant from Gr. Iil to
Gr. 1l and from Gr. 1l to Gr. | within a period of three months from the date of
communication of this order and the result of the DPC should be communicated to the
applicant. In case the applicant is found to be entitled to promonon he shall be given all
consequential benefits including monetary benefits in pursuance of that promotion within
a further period of three months from the date of holding the DPC There shall be no
order as to costs.” ¢

The respondents sought a review to the said order bringing before the

Tribunal the fact that a DPC had been-held as early as on 2012 but that the

R

~-.

applicant was not found ﬁt- forq;M}qs'jé”‘ (t‘fomposer Group =~ 1. The Tnbunal
bR

T H ok h
however, rejected the rewytew g'pp| ication on the grou%ds kfggt theﬂ}nbunal had not
.-_':"" .v* '?y. e R i‘";},
directed promotlgrf}?of"‘the applicapfs ted consnderatton ofz;his case as
er rule31 o ‘7f1*" i % ‘ «»f‘*ﬁz h»

P "‘i'v LY Th : 5y . ~4¢

5 ‘ "éer on 2@%&0{% after

g iy el ; ; r t{é 'N:
cond%ctlhg-aanother DPC__O 2 08 To WhiCh?NaS held on
g A ", Yo

22 1§2018*"‘30rut|n|zed%gewsérvtqff € or the relevant ;Sertod

; ‘.“ = g " ’ s
and %ﬂl | md him fit ?@l;;; ' 'gﬁComposer @roup IL The
recothm ations of the DPG dmpetent authority ahd the

"ZI }g‘"‘f-‘ﬁ&a“% B u, , . )agj ‘l
demswt% was commumbaté‘d:_ to the—applicant @gyﬁﬁa ;_'f:eakmg orde'_'-, dated
262201& Th% apphcant hagﬂ:pproached the, .,;*nbunalwm the gysfant O.A.
challengmg sand sp“eakmg ordet;~ " ey v *&

& i qltig"g“i'; 3 ":;::'3‘ A% "y il
l Tewdl
6.2. Inthe mstant Ongm‘al Apphcanon ‘the apphcamt*ﬁ!; msnsted on-production
vx:’.« %mw’” ﬁ?
of the records his ACR froﬁ"iw=1993 onwards. The respo dents had made it clear in
mungg,w,emm?i

the reply to the earlier O.A. No. 283 of 2012 that the ACRs of the applicant

beyond the period 1993 was not available in his dossier. lt3 is also seen from the

1
it

list of dates of events that the applicant was in custody fro{31 14.6.1995 onwards.
The applicant has defended non-submission of his ACRs bn the ground that his
pensionary benefits had been granted after verification of' his Service Book and
hence his ACRs are presumably up to date and coniplet«fa. It is noted here that

ACRs are essentially related to promotion and reflect the gquality of performance
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f
of an incumbent so as to decide his eligibility for forward movément in the career

ladder. Verification of service book, on the other hand, is mostly done by the

' Drawing & Disbursing Officer on the basis of payments disbursed to an
employee. Pensionary benefits are decided after vertf”catron of the service

records in accordance with emoluments drawn on a regular basis by the

r

employee concemed Hence, the fact that his Service Book was verified for the

4

purpose of his pension does not necessarily prove that his ACRs were complete

and up to date till his superannuatlon in 2001 As. the ACRs are to be initiated by

li?

,,,,,

:\,ﬂ, v‘ ﬁ;‘: ﬂ-’ &
authorities, therrlma »_e% ‘l‘esponsmlllty of ACR submlssroﬁﬂhe W|th;,,the concerned

rg‘tfﬁagsazﬁotv,been ab|e .;io esgt:aﬁl;;eh that he

N

reportmg‘-au- ority ; fro £3‘1993 to his
!E;: i P O )

ea" “’%‘% it

rs‘*%’ ‘gnts;&[ep”ly'*td%% A. No. 2”§&§!1 of %012
his AG!RQX Y ~ 1987 to 19~’§:§q only by
S p‘éé ,@’Rs The_,LACR WhICh graded him

period 14"1992&40 80*9 1992’v~was commum

e ‘,a'
cated’to hl and acco ding to the
respondents"‘ although he ?had represe ted,«agamst tthe same xt”e comments
W, "!r% VY E 5'” g RS -”’J : e“" :
were not expunged subsequently and accqumgly, theaﬂsard adverse ACR
5 ":a Mm-m—mm" —«9%’1"#?‘

continue to be retained in h|s~serv,|ce record, W,a-zw‘““ ,i

Hence, the DPC which had met in 2012 in compliancegf to Tribunal’s orders
in O.A. No. 571 of 2009 along with the DPC which met in 2(;)18 in compliance to
the orders of the Tribunal in O.A. No. 283 of 2012, examinjed his ACRs for the
period 87 to 93 and found his O\rerall gradings to be below bench mark and
thereby declared him unfit for promotion to Music Compose%r Group I, Logically,

unless the applicant was promoted to the post of Music Composer Gr. il, he

e

R s (L

ot e
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cannot rightfully claim to be considered as Music Composer Group | which is a

promotional post to Music Composer Gr. Il f

6.4. The respondents have produced documentary eviden:ce that DPC had
been conducted in 2012 and in 2018 in compliance with directions of the Tribunal
: in two subsequent O.A.s of 2009 and 2012 respectively. The ;pplicant, however,
neither by an amendment application in O.A. No. 283 of 201?:, nor in the instant
O.A., has challenged the findings of the DPC which was helo in 2012 although

the findings of the DPC was dasclosed by the. respondents |n 0.A. No. 283 of

.-.lv

2012 - ~ gv J ]

his sewlce*andﬁonﬂthe dlrecgions?o

!1‘
B ,,J:L

his ACRs whlle.were taken |hto

‘F}?ﬂ . ’ : ¥ 3 A Pkl ._,. it x-_
reveal any;% addltlonal :ﬁformatlon”' i c%sed by thexré“spondents

w!ﬂ-‘-’"

}"'x'

Ji g”’bfhe preseﬁ’t OA?% The
appllcant,ahowever ﬁﬂ;d‘?epeat ﬁJ
LRl FEh

'"f;f DPC to consuder his

. case}zgwnthouichallengmgﬁne ﬂndl_ gsbf ,' hlch that hédnfound him
b S L TR oy
unfit F*although the results ofiithe B nat&i of 2018 were duly

m""ﬂ m"‘ RS ,_,- g "t B 4‘5
conveyed to him’ byrtherrespondent authorities. g 5 o % N
% ah & fs*' s Sy f Sy g‘fﬁ
6.6. In Om Prakash-aﬂsah wsState of UpP 201245) SCC$552 gﬁd in N.C. Das v.
u"é "“» ..... “w"“"m-r r;‘ J'f
Gauhati Htgh\eCoum.Thr Reg:str;rar, 2012 (Z)ESCCdzfpe vHon’b1e Apex Court
K, 2‘

2\ 'é
did not agree to mterfere ‘wuth the |mpugned order dwnng promotlon to the

T erp—

e
petitioner, as his 4 annual reoorts -assessed t!;megwo’rk and conduct of petitioner as

average.

Herein also, the applicant has been graded as “averf':age" in three of the
years during the period under review.

In State of M.P. v. Srikant. Chaphekar, Air 1993 S_"EC 1221 the Hon'ble
Apex Court ruled that the Tribunal fell into patent error in suéastituting itself fo the
Departmental Promotion Committee. Holding that the reréarks in the annual

Iy

confidential report are based on the assessment of the,worlf< and conduct of the

bt

!
{
H
)
)
i
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official/officer concerned for a period of one year, the Hon'ble Court ruled that the

i
4

/ ‘Tribunal was wholly unjustified in reaching the conclusion that:the remarks were

;

vague and of general nature. In any case, the Tribunal outstep}:ed its jurisdiction

in reaching the conclusion that the adverse remarks were not; sufficient.to deny

i

‘the respondent his promotion to the post of Deputy Director. The Hon'ble Court

further held that it was not the function of the Tribunal to assess the service

record of a Government servant and order his promotion on thiat basis. It was for

the Departmenta| Promotion Committee to .evaltjate the ifsame and make

7.

67

:.,.; @9. ;;The applica‘d‘? coy stablis al! r:f&ACRs partlcularly

i

ﬁ Wiy ] *a. : )
& Pl N _-m 5 s
accordance Wlth law. 4 was- ot : pé’tence%of the Tnbunal.:m the
m.... : :’t A ﬂﬁﬁ { ‘:Luz{f" ]
g‘”wﬁmﬁ"?‘ﬁm &zi vl
TE promotlomto the responden .

ST

1those

“\

and rewew of hlsnperfermance

.§.- .t‘

a
"

ACRs for 1987 88 1991-92 and that forw1992 1993“ (WIth remarks as

"'“’*ru.-., g

,‘A.

Danger to Instltute) wereagraded as average” Hence the applicant failed to

meet the bench mark for promotion.

() The applicant did not challenge the recommerjijdations of DPC of

2012.
! ,

The recommendations of DPC which found the applicant, prima facie, unfit

for promotion to Music Composer Group |l remains unfchallenged, despite

passage of long intervening years thereafter. The apé')licant’s prayér for .

consideration of his promotion on perusal of records does not merit consideration

e
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as examination of such records do not support the clalm of the applicant for
promotlon Two DPCs have examined the promotlonal proposal of the applicant,

in abidance to directions of the Tribunal in two O.A.s ;;4of 2009 and 2012. There

are no cogent grounds to direct any further consideg’jation by a DPC and this

Tribunal, following the ratio in Srikant (supra), cani;-\ot substitute itself to the
Departmental Promotion Committee. Hence, in our coésidered view, there is very

little to adjudicate further in this matter which, in terms of facts and law, fails to
!

substantiate itself on merit. ..o

8.

costs.

(Dr. Nand:ta hatterjegz “% i '(Bld:sha Baﬁeqee)
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