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for tae ysar 1985 while he was oosted in CBA, .estern

Comnant, Chaniigarh, was given an adverse remark for

the period ending 31.12.1335. The Reporting Gfficer of

the applicant was Section Cfficer as vell as accounts
Cfficer ani the Reviewing Officer was JSCA. The Section

C.ficer hos resorted in sart-Ii i, Columa 14{iv) re garding

promotiess in dlssosal of wors and Jraced hin slew and
~ofli.r vritten y
tenis to delay after cutting thelviords asonadbly orompt.

Similarly in Column 19 whether the official hss bzen

reorimendec for ziy different work or for other casss during

the seriod under 2oort, it Is stated that b has been

issuzd recopded waraing for his carclessaess in disposal

of bills vide letter at.3.3.1936. The entry hes been given
by the reoorting officer 02 5.3.1235 und the other resorting
officer, Accounts Cfficer in rarte 101 aoagrezd with +the

resorting offic:r and hos givea th: reqark th - he is

unrelisble ond careless workap, de hus slre ady heen

L38UTU recorpLad waraing for leck of vork on 3.3.1986.. The
reviewing officer on 27.3.1935 a 25 one more adverse remark
after agree iag with the Accounts Cificer that wis is not

2 nable to correctiogn.® It is agaiast tals remark thast the
wolication Qa3 bzen given, TI’.le case of the anolicant is
thit the resorting officer—naccounts JUfficer a

an reviewig

Srricer gctso melzfide ., The Y&cuprizd viara ng 2t.3 3. 1336
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Ao hos pTin writoon aftar thz - corisa

L.2+, 00 5.3.1230. The accounts Cificer whil aiving the

o~

remark, disagri2: rith the 3Section Ufficermrepcrting

officer ua the remarc ©n Colunn b.141iv) has ot been

29020 to vhere the Section Gfficer hss given the remark

slow and tends to delay. It is further urgz< thst the renarks
cffered by the Accoﬁ(ts Cificer axd réviewing officer such

“S uareliasle, carelsss, irres:oashla, not awe raole to
corrective action were not sunported with any objective
material.

3. The rescoments contosted the zpolication. The
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presentation cgeiast the adverse remarks

ONn 2.7.1938 addrzssed to CLOA which wss rziected by the
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by hin oa 20.5.1937 . o
! i 2137 and the apolicant was ~dTom:l accerdingly
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2im o0 L6310, It is slso steted thot the recorded

waraini seértainec to the sericd 1xer e vioow,

1. I have he:rd the apli ant in verson and the
learned counscl for the rzsoondents at length and have

gone through the rscord of the casse. The aoplicant has

1 ') - P oy - ~ o / Y o 3y
2rred to the Cit 0o W 2L011/3/51=38% . {a) Zo6a’
27.5.5.1931 on the subject of neavioning waraing/ renrimals

in seds and it is laid down that if gt the end of the year,

the reorting authority, wnile vriting the confidenti gl

i

recort of the officer may decide ot to moke a reference
in the coafideqtial f the v TAG/33i8n 15 Acrma / i:¢ nd
i1 the coatidentio report of the waralng/oisple esure ‘reorinend,

1

LT in throuinion of that authority, the performance of
the officer reported on sfter the ~ssu2 of the warning

N

or disylessure or reprime ad, if 4y, nas imoproved and has been
found sztisfactory. The apolicant nas also referred to

the dismissal of reoresa2ntation ag:zinst the adve

3
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ntries
vieths $o2 2king orler is Xreessary gnd in this conection

referrad to the authoriti.sesinaganl ~e's case (ald 1937

U 1223 and Rercinek's case (I3 197¢ sC p_l5gg, where it
is nz2ld thaot whers an authority makes any exsrcize of

cu.usl judicial function, it amust recor. & I%ason in supnort

@}

it order it mskes. The Lepresentstion of the gpslic wnt

hus been rejected without Commnting oa the varicus nleas taken

b
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in the represent. tion. 4 peérus:l of the sdverss rémarks
for th year 1937 vhich has baeo also an exed oy the

rescondents 1n the counter s Anfe xure 12, shoos
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the aonlicant wos given by the Section Gfficer in Column 14(iv)

i

“wastnobly Promt ' and this has b-2a cut down and over it

1s veolitten "Slow and tevs to de ¢y". 30 this anse ars to
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aftear thought because when once an opinion ' as
formed, thea hovw it was Changed, iz a0t evident. Paort-11I

H

3

vrich has bien asse sseqd by the réoorting oficer hes o0 columns.,

The reporting officer incoluan 'b.11 hos Jiven the remark,
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deguate atleation to the work and mostly graded him
in verious coluins as 200G and Very Goodt. The

of vork City of examining Cas’s, quality of noting

O
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Wisle) drefting, aznzaable to tlsciiline, sunctual ity and

i

integrity, all have been commentac favsuraoly. Thus how

{

oly oromot' word has besn cut down and substityted

b‘,’ the wo ) 5 'Slow ant tanag s to cel
T€ascneble. Further the Teporting officer has forgotten

thet the entry is for the period ending 31st Jece der, 1735

and 1n column .13, 3 refere ce has been

y

malie o

& recorded

wior oyt SRR : e [eTh I . o .
VeI give a on 3.5,1986 only two ©uys befgre Jiving the

anwal report, 2imilarly the netoun.s Cificer, g gave




the roemark oa 1C.3.1936 did ot go through the romarks

1

oroparly ant when he Gisagrees with the remarks of the

r:sotting officer, hehas ot sncwa the sphere of “isagrsernent

)
L

~ad oaly added that he is unreliaole aad carzless morker.
s1is s ot suloorted by any comaudic otion oidressad to

the asslicontduring the neriod under review or ai, warnlag

or wivice 7lvea by him. 3iail_rly the reviewing officer

cits further that the apolicant is not alienacls to
(:Orrgacti@n ‘,'-,fhile th’c? SGC'tiOQ L,f:l("'r unter ‘l"hOm the

anslicant works hes givwna hin the sntry amsnsgble to

(Y

“lscisline, Thus 21l the +threc officer, i.e., ths resortin
: » ’ ? i

icer namely, 32ction Ufficar, the second reporting

officer, Z.:., tha Accounts Gfflcer and the rzviewing

cifiicer have given varying ssse .sieat of the axolicant

for the pericd under reviov. The Tepresent tion vhich

.

w3s maite by the asolicant has bee q ccnsiderzd cursorily.

The ressondents nave file? the shstostat Cony of the order

PR
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C.1L.11.1986 (anne xure 23] where it is oniy mentionedthat

the com.etent authority hass considered the reoresentation

nd r2jsctid the same. Jdovewver, the comoe Lent authority

Lol

did not consi.er that how thre
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o€.sons have give varying

Lesessment  and actually the Saction Ufficer under viicm the

asplicent works hus 5558
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5. brmally 1t is the assessmeat of the officers wio

Fay

nNave scen the work of the concernesd official. But whe n
the performancz has been revicied by various su»:rvising

officers in a different manner and also assessoc tifferently,

the 1 there should be some reason to ccme to a unanimity
about the performance of the officzr in thet particuls
serod. it wes for the compotent suthority or the apellate

ithority -o visualise every aspect of the matter and
Mmay evea remaend the natt:r or iatervicw the axrlicant

snd give its decision on  the various »lzas raised by

the ax:licint in the reorszszatstion ag i
in fact, if the assessment of the Ssction Cfficer is taken
into consiteration, then there is 0 scverse entry against

the apolicent because the recorued waraing has been issued

in iarch, 1986, thr:ie -ouths after the period uader assessment

NG that canmot be retrospectively considersd for the

sericd under revie

v The accounis Cfficer vithout any reason
Cisairees iiith the 2port of tho 2oorting officer without

sking for any clarific stion and further adds -emarks
contradictsry to thoe remarks given by the Section Ufficer,

hus such :n adyerse remark canwt stond.
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5. In view of the above facts gl biscussioq, the adverse

i ie i y i : k
eMries given to the Joolicant for the Year 1985 along with

the P Loy e . .
“° various orders. TeJecting the repressntatisg of the
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mollcant Including the order QU 701990 sre
gaoshed wnd set aside and the particular zdverse
t2narke shzll ot be consieped sdverse to the
sonlicont and catry be w0 in the service rcord
to this effect.  in the circumstinces, the zoplic.tion
Ls ollowvnd 1ouving the sartiss to beer their ovn custs.
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