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CENTRAL A0iiINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENC

0A No- 407/1999

.New Delhi, this 17th day of November, 1999

Hori'ble Shri S-P- Biswas, Member (A)

Bhopal Singh
C-6,/174 , Yc3.mun a Vi Inar
D e 1 }"i i --110 0 5'3

Applleant

(By Shri Shyam Babu, Advocate)

versus

1„ Govt„ of NCT of Delhi
t [-1 r o ugh Chi e f S e c r e t a r y
5, Sham Nath Marg
Del hi

2 „ j o i nt C o m rn i s s i o n e r o f P o 1 i c e (, 0 p e r a t i o n)
Police Wqrs,,, New Delhi

3. Add 1.. 0y.. Coinmissioner of Police
P o 1 i c e C o n t r o 1 R o o m

Sarai Rohilla, Delhi Respondents

(By Shri Amresh Mathur, Advocate)

ORDER(oral)

Applicant is aggrieved by the orders dated 22.,7..98,

28-12.98 and 14.. 10.98 respective 1 y by which remarKs in

his acR for 1997-98 indicate his inefficient working

(lack of supervision) as well as representation against

the remarks has been rejected., Appl i cant is also

aggrieved, in particular, by details in Annexure A--2

commun ication dated 22.7.98 by which the reviewing

officer has passed the following remarks in respect of

the applicant's working for the period from 1.4..97

31,. 3 .. 98

to

"I do not agree with the reporting officer.
There were verbal as well as written complaints
against his behaviour and on enquiry, it was
found tl'iat these complaints were; not witiiout
su bstance. He was verba11y directed to improve
in his work and conduct but he failed to
i m p r o V e. H i s s u p e r v i s i o n o v e r t h e s t a f f w a s
found 1ax when checked by the senior officer.
(Grading - be1ow average)



The reviewing officer
fi a s rri e n t i o n e cl t! i a l

applicant has failed to irnpro Ve his working anu

the

I'l i s

supervision over c

control was found 1 axing.,

:he functioning- of staf
u n-ider his

Pur
■-... r- -- e q 1 ri 3 d V p r s e r e m a r K s, a s h o w-suant to the ai ut «saiu au/..x

„  To snpl icant on 16 _ 7,. 98 on tner a u s e n o 11 c e was i s c> u c. <.i u o a ,
■I f oi 1 od to have exercised

g.p-'P .1. .1 can t i o. i .i.

nd gave wrong statements
g 'r o u n d t. li a t c 1 1 c

proper control over his staff a
,  - o c- ■=, 1-1 A f t p r c o n s i d e r i n gin support of their o.osenuo,. .7 -

he was given written warning to beapplicant's reply„

rnore careful in future vi.
lisssioner of Police, however, vide nis

ide order dated 8.. f'"-

Cornrni;Addl .. by..

dated 6-4x99 has concluded tnaaoroer Qc
t "t fie re 1 s n o

concrete evidence to awarci nirii

am inclined to vacate the notice"-

ri anv pun isliment Hence I

4„ The issue that arises for determination is the
legality of respondents' action in retaining the adverse
remarks in the ACR pertaining to the aforesaid perioo
the background of Addl- CP's aforesaid order dated
6-4-99- Determination or, this issue need not detain us
any longer in the light of the judicial pronouncement of

the case of Chabungbarn I bo ha 1 Singi'

DOI a Ors

wher

allegation of embezzlement by the applicant ti-ierein
during the pendency of the departmental enquiry
charges were dropped pursuant to the enquiry

the apex court in ti'u

1995 see (L&3) 768- Ti'iat was the caseVs

adverse remarks were passed touching upon the

The

The apex

courr. rleld that in tfis context of sucli a situacion.

r 01 e V a n c e a n d r e t e n 1: i o n o f s u cch adverse remarks do nof

^  exist any longer- We find that the ratio arrived by 11-1 c



©

apex court in the aforementioned case applies squarely

in the facts and circumstances of the present case.

5, In the result, the OA is allowed with the following

di rections"

fi') The'; ad'v'erse remarks passed by

r e; $"> p o n d e n't s. v i d e; o r d e r s d a c e d a d7.. 9 cj ,

1.4 „ 10,.98 and 28,. 12 ,.98 shall stand set

aside:;

(ii) The remarks as well as the grading gi'ven

by the reporting officer for the period

f r o rn 1. 4 ,. 9 7 t o 31.3 „ 9 8 s In all r e rn a i n „

(iii) The applicant shall also be eligible

f o r c o n s e q u e n t i a ]. b e n e f i t s „

6., The OA is dispjosed of as aforesaid. No costs.

/gtv/

(S.P..^J34r1^0^)
MeiTiber (A)


