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. JUDGEMENT (ORAL)
- (DELIVERED BY SHRI J.P. SHARMA, HON'BLE MEMBER (J)
The applicant is working as Inspector of Police
under Delhi Administration from 28.12.1987. 1In this
application, the applicant assailed the annmual remark given
to him by the Deputy Commissioner of Police for the pericd
from 2.1.88 to 31.3.88. The applicant has made a
répresentation againt these remarks on 20.7.8%9, which was
rejected on 13.2.2%0. In the adverse remark under review,
according to the learned counsel, there is a mention of
some complaints having been received against the applicant,
but these wers not substantiated. The apllicant is
partienlarly aggrieved by the following adverse remarks :-
Tt has been mentioned that needs close
supervision, as there were complaints

against him which could not  be
. substantiated.” :
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The " applicant has claimed the relief that thease
adverse remarks be ewxmngad  ard the order of Deputy
Commissioner of Police . dt.7.2.90 rejecting the

representation of the applicant be also guashed.
/

The fespondents contaéted the épplication and
‘stated that the aﬁplicaﬁt has been rightly judged on his
rerformance for the period from 2.1.88 to 31.3.68. Tt is
further stated that this period cbvers 20 davs, which is
equivalent to three months. It is furthér~ statéd that
there were complaints égainst the applicant which could not
.be substantiated, but sﬁspicion persisted against him.
Remarks w;re recordedA objectively to keep in wmind while
deciding his future rostings as well as giviﬁg him an

- opportunity to mend his ways. It is forther stated that

the applicant was asked several times to mend his wavys.

I have heard the learned counsel ‘for the
applicant on 12.2.21 and again today. T heard the learned

counsel for the respondents in the pre lunch session and

the learned counsel for the applicant has also now replied

'

to the arguments of the counsel for the respondents.




A@iﬁa]ly the remark given to a person is the
overall assessment ﬁade b? the supsrior foicar at the
relevant time. In the case of the applicant, the
observations which have been reflected in the ACR of the
period under review go "to show that there were certain
complaints against the applicant during that -period. It is
mentionad in the remark that those complaints were not
subhstantiated in material 'particulars. However, since

;eré was an occasion available against the applicant for
nﬁking complaints, the future performance of the abplicant -
: A~
was to be washed. This is an observation by the. Deputy
Comnissioner of Police and it cannot be zaid that this
observation is without any basis. Firstly, the complaints
against police officers are rare. Secondly, it needs
courage and sﬁfength to. face that cbmplaint when it is
enquired into in the face of a 'rolice officer of the rank
of Inspectof. Thirdly, the representaticﬁ has also been
considered by a superior officer, who had the occasion to
look to the work of the applicant during that peried.
Though, the order dt.7.2.90 passed by DCP is not a speaking
order, But-it.gaes to show that there was an application of

. . B. &, Nambodus
mind. As held by the Hon'bls Supreme Court in lamseadari™s
case, 9o (2 S. L2 P G the - orde%' on representation
agaiﬁst the adverse remarks nged not: be a detailed order.
So no flaw can be pointed out in this order of the Deputy

Commisaioner of Police dt. 7.2.90.
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The learned counsel for the_ applicant rightly
pointed ont that such remarks are likely to impérg the
future, career of the applicant. The remarks which have
been given to the appliéant also speak something gbod gf
him, so-it cannot be said that if something is written 6n
the basié.of a close watch on the performance of the
applicant, that should be struck aown only on the hasis
that such a vemark would be a hurale' for> future
consideration of promotion of the applicant. In fact, in

the Original Appllication, thers is no plea of malice or

motive to the reporting officer or to the reviewing officer

that they did  not cbjectively . assess the applicant's

pverformance on the merit.

In such a sitvation, there is no nesd to
interfere. The application is, therefore, devoid of merit

and dismissed leaving the parties te bear their own costs.
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(J.P.SHARMA)
. MEMBER (J)
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