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DATE OF DECISION 19. 1992.

Shri 3.5, Vaid

Shri Bhaguan Dass

. Appli cant

Advocate for the jPs;titifiHeiC^s)Appli can t

Union of India through Secy., „ , ^
winy, of Fin^nc. a Pro. Respondent
Shri P, H, R amchand ani • _Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM

The Hon'ble Mr. Kartha, Wiea-Chairman (Oudl,)

The Hon'ble Mr. a,N, Qhoundiyal, Administrative Plambor,

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? .

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? M:,
3. Whether their Lordships wish to. see the fair copy of the Judgement ?/

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

(Dudgemont of th© 'Bench deliusrsd by Hon'ble
f'lr, P»K. Kartha» 1/i ce-C hair man)

The applicant, uiho is presantly working as Deouty

Office Sup«>ri ntandant in ths office of the respDndents,

is aggrieved by the advarse remarks rscordsd in his

ACRs for the ysara 19B1 and 1982. Hs has seught for

expunging tham and for restoring his position in tha

matter of promotion as if the adverse remarks had' not

bsan so record ad,

2, Ue have gone through the risGords.of the case

carefully and. have hsard the Isarnsd counsel for both

the parties. The adverse remarks for the y®ar 1981 ugre
—
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the follouing:-

"He uas not systematic in His uork, Uith little
of planned effort he could have aasily complffitoaJ
tha uiQrk allotted to him, but ho navar compla.tsd
the uork, (POOR )

Hffl has nat svincad interest and applied himsalf
to cotnolete auen the' easy task assigned t0 him,
(POCB)

His sense of disciplins 'strapped uiith attending'
offica in time o^nd uas net extendsd to discharging
tha duties allotted to him. (POOR)

♦

H® has ne special aptitud© or initiative, Hs
cannot be sntrusted uith any raspensible work,
(POOR)."

3, Tha adverse remarks for the'year 19 82 uias the

fellouing:-

"Hb has addrsssed complaints against tho administra
tion t0 tha Prime Ministar direct ani^ had alsa
threatened to go on indefinite fast in tha ^efficB.
These acts display indiscipline and are against
of Pi CO dacorum,"?

4, The applicant submitted rsprsssntations unta the

President but th@y uers rejsctad. The applicant feels

that thes® advarse remar'<s cam© to ba recQrdsd as he is

an Dffics bsarer of th, SssDoiation of the .mployaes and

uas sspeusing their causs. This has dean dsniasl by ths

rsspsndants,

5, Tho applicant himself has a^lniitted that he uas

given special pay of Rs.33/- per month for completing

certain items of uork during 1980-81. This disprisuea

=ny sisla fj,^ intentions on th, part of the reapendents.

The respondents have stated in their counter-affidavit
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that he had been ©rally warned abaiit his dafieiancies,

6, The Supreme Court has held that Courts can give

vary little, relief in such cases. The remarks about th«

applicant deal with gsnaral assessment of his work,

Ncrmally» a Court csr Tribunal uould not sit in judgement

over tha asssssment of perfsrmance of ©fficers made by the

Reporting and Rsuieuing Officers uho are in tha best

position te knoui' abeut the uarth of tha officer reported

upon, Judicial rsvieu would ccjme into play only in the

sv/ant of arbitrariness or mala fidgs on the part of th«

authorities concerned. There is no evidence of this in

the instant case.

7. In vieu of the absue, uie see ne merit in tha

application ^nd th<$ Sam® is dismissed. There uill bo

!

no ordsr as to costs.

/!

O'. N•^ 7
(B,N, Ohoundiyar)

Administrative l^embar

SLP

110292

(P»K, Kartha)
'./iciB-Chairman(3udl, )


