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IN THE .‘CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE - TRIBUNAL @’\
NEW DELHI

0.A. No. 2437/89 :
T.A. No : 199

DATE OF DECISION__19.72.1992.

Shri 8.5, Vaid Petitionek Applicant
_ Shri Bhagwan Dass Advocate for thePzﬁtdﬁmedks),Qpplicant'
T .
Unien o Im 13 ¥ roggt: Secy.s Respondent
Shr:. P.H., Ramchandani - ‘Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM
The Hon’ble Mr. PoK, Kar tha, Vice-Chairman (Judl,)

The Hon’ble Mr. 8. N, Dheunﬁiiyai, Administrative Membar,

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ‘?(7
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? (N

3. Whether their Lordships W1§h to. see the fair copy of the Judgement ?( r
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

Judgement of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble
Mr, P.K. Kartha, Vice-Chairman)

The applicant, who is prasénfly working as Deputy
Office Superintendent in the office of the respondents,
is aggrieved by the advsrse remarks recordesd in his

ACRs for the ysars 15981 and 1982, Hs has sought fer

expunging tham and For’restoringxﬁis pegsition in the
Tattar-e? preme tion 53 if "the adverss remarks had not
bean so rséerdad. |

24 ug have gone-thréugh the racords. of the case
caref ully énd have hsard the 1 sarn ed counsel for beath
tHa. Qartims.‘ The adverse fafnarks for the ymar 1981 werm
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the Folleqing:-

"He was not systematic in his work, With little
of planned effert he could have 2asily completsd
the work alletted to him, but he nevar completad
the uwerk, (POOR) -

He has naot svinced interest and appliaed himsaelf
to complete aven the masy task assigned to him,
(POR ) |

His sense of disciplins stepped with attending.
affica in time and was not extended to discharging
the duties alletted to him, (POOR)

- He has ne spaciél aptitude or initigtive, Hsa
cannet be entrusted with any raspensible werk, .

(POOR ),
3, Tha adverse remarks for ths‘yéér 1982 was the
fellowingt=

"He has addressed complaints against the administra-
tion te the Prime Minister direct and had alse
threatensd te go on indefinite fast in the effice,
These acts display indiscipline and are against
office decorum, " ]

4, The applicant submit;ad representations uata the
Prasident buf th@y,weré Tejected, The applieéﬂt feclse |
that these advyorse reﬁérks Came to be ;ee@rdad as he is
anbnffica bearer of the assc;iation of the employees and
.Uas aspeusing their Fg&ss. This haé‘baan d;niod by thé
respondant s, | :
5, . The applicant himself ha& admitged that he was
given special pay ef Rs, 35/~ pear mmhth.Far cmmpléfing
certain items of uefk duringj1§80-8i. This digproves
any mala fide intentions on ﬁhe oart of tha respendents,
' The respondents hyve stated in thgir'cmuntaruaffihauit
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" Reporting and Rauieuing 0f ficers whe ars in the best

that he had been erally warnesd about his daficiancies,

6, The Suprame Court has held that Courts can give

4

very little relief in such cases. The remarks about the

applicant deal with general assessment ef his work,

Nermally, a Caurt‘er Tribunal vould not sit in judgement
gver the assessment of performance of ef ficers made by the
position te knouw abeut the werth of tha officer reportsd

upon, Judicial revisw would come into play only in the

-svent of arbitrariness or mala fides on the part of tha

authorities concerned, There is no evidance of this in

the instant case,

7 In view of the abesve, Us see no merit in tha

application and thz same is dismissed, There will be

!
nea ordsr gs to costs,
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(B.N, Dhoundiyal) ‘ (P.K, Kartha)

Administrative Member : Vice-Chairman(Judl, )
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