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Central Administrative Tributnel
Principal Bench: New Celhi

oA 613/9¢

New Delhi this the 17th cay of December 1996.

Hon'ble Mr A.V.Haridasan, Vice Chairmar (J)
Hcn'ble Mr K.Muthukumar, Menber (A)

Dr Bibek Talukdar

Professor, Paeciatrics

Maulana Azad Mecical College

New Delhi - 110 002. ...Applicarnt.

(By Advocate: Shri B.C.Baruah)
Versus

Union of India through

The Secretary

Department cf Health

Ministry of Health & Family Welfare

Nirman Bhawan : o
New Delhi - 110 OO01l. -..Responcent.w -

ORDER (oral)

Hon'ble Mr A.V.Haridasan, Vice Chairman (J)

Applicant who joined Mavlara Rzad Medical Collsce ;ﬁ
17.8.82 as a Lecturer in-Paediatrics and redesigrated as égsiﬂiaﬁt-
Professor on 1.1.83 and was turther promcted as Associate ﬁrcfésaprv
cn 5.8.8¢ is eaggrieved by the fact that he was nct placed iﬁﬂtﬁé
grade of Professcr in August 1950 after completion of 8 ye§f§ in
the grade kelow in accordarce with the recommendations of figgu‘
committee and hkas only been placed as Professor w.e.f. 27.l}§5l§é¢”
per impugned crder dated 19.6.95. He has, therefore, file@;ﬁﬁié
application preying that the responderit may be directed to §}3£e’H
the applicant in the grade cf Professor w.e.f. 14.11.1991, 3f£ér
proper evaluation of his ACRs, with consequeritial benefits.f;f.";ffée,
applicant has alleged that he has not keen served any notice Gf:ahy
adverse entry in his ACks so far and there is no justifiablé zégganr'

A

as to why he should not be placed in the grade cf Proﬁes&né-és

claimed by him.
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2. Responcdents in the reply have contended that anzf
Associate Professors who were granted NFSG (Non-Functvrul .
Selection Grade) were desigrated as Professors w.e.f. 1,12'55;;5
that the applicant not having been place¢ in the NFSG wai;;
therefore, not entitled to be placed as Professor. Regardinq :ﬁe ‘
claim of the applicart for placement in the grade of Prof,essog.- ff't .
accordance with para 9 of the OM dated 14.11.91, the respopﬁe;ﬁ‘ |
contends that his ggg_g was considered in accordance with tha r&zms

and as he did not getZ"Very good @,Pﬂ:é-é in the ACRs for the precedirig

5 years and did not have overall good performance, he was .:'zé-t
recormended for placement. However, when the applicant bec.%r:e
eligible and suitable as per the instructions, he has been placed
in the grade of Professor by the impugned order. The respondcmt
contends that the action taken by them being bonafide and as Laer 5
the rules, no interference is called for. : |

The applicant has filed a rejoinder in which he h&s

mn
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conterded that he failed to get"very good'&ntries shis ACRs ag \.!“e

[+ ::Nrs-"‘" o N C
Head of Department at the relavant ifggrggd ) was prejudiced

against him.

3. We have carefully perused the application and .ths .

materials placed on record. The respondent has considered thel »ca.se‘
of the applicart for placement in the grade of Professor m
accordance with the OM in that regard ard could not place him 11
the grade of Professor ’w.e.f.14~.ll.91 as he did not obtain me
grading required for such placement in accordance with relevéjufzﬁ
guidelines. Learned counsel for the applicant argued that as he \as
not assessed properly by the Head of the Department who tsas
prejudiced against him, it is necessary that the record of hm |
service is called for and a proper assessement is made. We ara of

the considered view that it is not for the Tribunal to assess'téﬂ:évj |
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work and conduct of the officeq;}but for the Reporting Officeé‘@é
per the rules. In the application, nothing has been mentioneduﬁy
the applicant that his reporting officer was inimical against h;&{:_
The applicant has made scme averments in his rejoinder wﬁicﬁ gég

only to be noted and rejected. as it can only be considered as an
afterthought.

4. In the light of what is stated above, we do not fiad

anything in this application for further deliberation. Therefors;.
the applicatior: is rejected under Section 19 (3) of"thg'

Administrative Tribunals Act.

(K. uthukﬁEQZ; ' (A.V.Haridasan)
Member (A) Vice Chairman {J) .
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