IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUWNAL

PRINGEP AL BENCH

O +Ae No . 280/90

New Delhi, dated the lth Jure, 1994

Hon'ble Sh.S.R., Adige, Membe r{A)
Hon'ble Smt.lakshmi Swaminathan, Menbe réJ)

Shri Sudhir Kumar Dixit
Resident of G-164-B, Laipat Ngr,
Sshihabad, Ghazi abad (UP

et &)plic ant

(Mne fer the applicant )

Ve rsus

Controller of Accounts Mini stry
Energy eptt.of Power, Sewa Bhawan,
ReK.Puram, New Delhi.

Jee B spondent

(By adwocate Sh. Madhav Panikear )

JUOGMENT.(ORAL )

(Hen'ble Sh.S.3, Adige, Member(A))

dbne for the gpplicant, although we hawe

waited for a considerable length of time. As this is an

old matter, we thought it fit to dispose it of

after considering the material on rcord and he aring

Sh Madhav Panikar,ld.counsel for the respondents who was
present.

2 In this arlication Shri Sudhir Kumar H&xit,
iccountant,Pay and accounts Office, Central clectricity

. !
Authority, New Delhi has prayed for epunction of adverse
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confi@ntial remarks recorded in his AGR for the year

1986 and for his promotiom as Sr.accountant

(functional) we «fe L.487, i.e. the date from which

his jJaniorswere promoted.

3. The only ground taken in this Oais1s
that the advers remarks in the #4CR for the year, 1986
are basless, fabricated,vague, arbitrary and with

sele intention to deny the gpplicant his promo tien,

4, The relevant adverse remarks are recorded

belowie : -
® He has reviewe d all the F.5es cases during
1986 and cleared 98 items out of 825 items.*

» HRI S.K. Bixit has been working fer mere
than 5 years on the s at cealing with recevery

of pensien and Leaw Sal ary Gentribution.
Majer pertion of the work on the sat remains

undone as on today. In spite of the instructions
issuved to him little cle arance has been

«hieved., He is indifferent to work thzough
capable of doing it." '

Se On perusal ¢f thes remarks, it is clear
remarks been
that these/are explicit and hawe/rcored - wvith a wlew o

make gplicant improve his woTk.

6. Shri Madhav Panikar, has draw our attention

A
to paragraph 2 of the reply,from which it is clearem
that the gyplicant was given certain directions by the

Controller of ~ccounts on 27.9.85 iteelf, jt Hpears that

these instructions were not followed. In para 3 of the
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reply it is stated that the gplicent was directed
to calculate certain amounts recoverapl: wto date .in

g pect of the concerned officials and intimate the

same to the foreign employer for redli ;at ion cn account
of leaw salary and pension centributions, which wolk
was specifically assigned to him. Instead of taking
action in terms of these ordkrs; the gplicent wrote g
lengthly mte on the register itself stating therein

that he was mot duty bound tc calculate the dues to be

recovered for the period 1985, in respect of each such

officicle Thus, Shri Madhav Panmikar pcinted out that

the agplicamt had not obeyed the orders of the Head of

Departmermt i.6. Controller of accounts.

Te Prima facie, w see o reason to dissgree with the

contents of the reply filed by the respondents, and in

the cirecumstances it gpears that adequate jusii fication

existed for pecording the impugnec _alvers remarks.

In view of theee advers remarks, the gplicant naturally
fEa At

could not be promoted when PG considersd his cas .

9. In the result, v see  reason W .in-terfere

with the impugred order and this aspplicationisdismiss=d.

¥ costse.
{L ak shmi Dwamnathan) hl;::r.r;{bér
Membe r{J)



