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The applicant, Senior Auditor in the Office of CD.^ (pr
^^^erut assailec the or^ierof r.;spo..ent ^.2, Controller

-.n-ral of cere nee nccounts at.7.o.i9aO (..nnexuie ai) v/hereb
-he aool leant was ^nfor?n-'d •'-h ••+ p-.-•^ -ntora,d .h„t his reinsenta.lon to exoong
thi aavsrse remarks in the AUH of =

oi 1,0 0 Was CO isiCkSred by
SOJh, Jew ^Glhi and rejected.

^ V~1"L*" ^ O'f' S - cr—'it ilaS :') A^/'P -P'-^ i, • •tor qUP5p.i.ng th^

or:-er dt ,7 ^ tu
'Tg the irjijugned

'nas serving as Hucitor
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for the yw ar 1985 while he was posted in .Vestern

Command, Chandigarh, was given an adverse remark for

the period ending 31.12.1985. The Reporting Officer of

the lie ant v/as Section Officer as veil as Accounts

Uffioer and the Reviewing Officer was CCDa. The Section

0^ -cer has r^oorted in part-Iii ia Column 14(iv} regarding

promotness in disoosal of v^erx and graced hrn slow and

t.re^s to aelay after cutting thc/words reasonably orampt'
^rnilarly in Column 19 ^daether the official has been

reorimendea for a>y different v.ork or for other cases during

the o«riod unoer rooort, it st.-^t^e th-+ h- h u
, -u _o stc-c-,.. tn at n- has been

i-.-sU'-ci recorded wa^.r^ no fn r h •^ r ti-y^ i a • i •xor n^o Carelessness in disoosai

of bills vWe letter dt.3.3.1936. The entry has been given
by the reporting officer on 5.3.i9Jo ,.nd the other reporting
ofiicer, .-.ccoun'.s Officer in rp.rt-ill agrael ,,,ith the

eOrtr.ng Oii rCor anc has given the remark th aa he is

careless v.ork^r. He has already been

racor-..aa warning for lack of vork on 3.3.1936. The

re vie wing off ice r on 27 .3 .1 988 .
' •-'•j.aoo a .-.eu n HP •po •-).»- —cne more cCvxirse remark

sfter sgr=ei,g rith the accounts Officer thet 'Ho is not
emenable to correction." It is in- k-- +> •

o^go-c ioo onis remark that the

cop j lie at ion n or- ~1^. o,en grven. The case of the apolicant is
that th-s reaorting offleer-..^counis Officer n- • •

1 o.i.a. rnViewing

orricer actdu moiafiPe. The r-c-r-- .
.Car-..-ra Vvar/iing at.3.3.1986

\,
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-0S5 not pertain to the year for r .ich .wB for iPoD is

.urportPd CO howe bean v/rilcen. It is also steteo th t the

•ifH his Disn writ en after th: ricorneo warning of 3.3.1986,

on 5.3.1^86. fhe rtccounts Officer v.hiJe giving the

remark, disagree: -.ith the Sectio n Off icer-repcrting

oincer ane. the remar.; ;.a Column b.l4Uv) has not been

agree., tq vnere thfe Section Officer has given the remark

otOcv anu tenos to delay. it is further urged that the remarks

offered by the .ccouots Officer and reviewing officer such

iS unreL.aals, careless, irre s io :is^bie, not auenaole to

corrective action re not suooortrd with any objective

material .

3. The r=spoi«ent3 co.rtestod the aopl ic et ion. ' The '

oooliCint node » repre se nt st ion oga,in.it the' adverse remarks

on 2.9.1986 addr^sseo to CD,, vAlch •.ess rejected by the

letta:. .11.1 i , j_g,,p5 ^ j|.^g aonlic-^nt n-n- -p jtdo 0Xxc ont ,a -e a t urt ne r re pre se nt a-

tion dt.lL.K.ioaS, the co^y of whxch rsportedla submitted

by him on 2C.0.1937 and the applicant was anfornta accordingly
• Thuaualicant ma^e another ripre seutpition

on ,7 .0.1989. fne aoolxcont mate a.iother aooe al on 11.1.1/90
.0 .•bw uelhi and the same was cc isidered

c) u uiis i.c 0 nd Q\/0 n M ' t 1 1vn t,,„uyh cc ..Vds barrec. oy tsine , b.ut

rejecteo on rmsri.s vide orssr d^- 5 7 11,,•O. / .19.-2-0 anu communic ated to'

tne apa 1xcant boy the order dt.l', 7 1 vno ,..i
•iwdO OiXi ac inovi/ledged by

• • • 4 ♦ • »
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n-:m on . it is also stated that the recorded

.•vdir.it. ij 1 cd-;-ii'c*o. "to -Hg od i"* Lo--i -1 ."V,o iT vi-'d vv«

I have he „.rd the apoli ant in person and the

learned counsel for the resoondents at length and have

gone through the recori of the case. The applicant has

re ferred to the C;i :h .2L0lL/3/SL-^st t. U)

dr.5.0.1931 on the subject of nencioning warn ing/reorrne no s

in anc it is laid down that if at the end of the year,

the reporting authority, vin Lie v,riteng the confidential

reoort of the officer c^ay decide not to make a reference

in the confidential report of the wgrning/d isple asure/reprirne n<

it .n theooinion of that authority, the performance of

the officer reported on after the issue of the warning

i-jl. .sjre ui It .iny, aas inproved a.Td hos been

founa satisfactory. The apolicant h.as also referred to

the dlsoisssl of ropreseataoion against the adverse entries

et... - so- ,..^ng or-er rs iiecessary and in this corrnection

referred to the aothoriti. s-o inap anr „e •s case i.Id igfy

oC 12:,;) and teraioak's case Uid 197C p.150), vhere it
IS nela that ...here an authority nakos any exsrcis.- of

ee.si .iuoLcrai function, it a,ust record a reason in support
of the order at nskes. The repre se ntat io nof the apaiicent
has ceen rejected- rlthout connenting on the varicaas oleas taken

Isa
• • • 5 • • •
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in th» "Spin sent,.tion. .s perusi of the adverse remarks

tor th. year 193 . v.hich has bee.i also a.! axed by the

resoo^-Klents in the counter .mnexure 32, shaes that earlier

tho applicant v.rs given by the iection Officer in Oolurnn 14iiv

"ee,es rraoly Pro acet" and this has b-en cut down and over it

is vritten "Siow and tars t- e-i-i -n-:r Sci +u •Uia vxcicY • •30 this dppe ars to

oe an after thought because vihen o.nce an opinion as

for.Ko, then how it was changed. 1= ,„t ev.ident. Part-Iil

wnrch has been assessed by the reoorteng offrcr has 20 columns.
The reoortrng officer in colunn ,b .u hes given the remark,
Tai arepUate to the v.ork and mostly graded him

in var-ous columns as iood a.iu very Ocod''. The ouality

of vork, opacity of examining cas.s, qudity of noting
eno dretting, amenable to eisci^line, eunctuality and
.-it.gL^ty, ail nave been com.mented favouraoly. Thus how
t.,^s -ieaso daulp pro mot' wrd has b--p'n m-f- anos Oe,c,n cut down and substituted

by the ivorois 'dIo'v oi-y' +o.n.tr- + • - #-u.. on-. t.snos to cei-v' do.-bc- .,.,4.
-0-o lot so.'Hid to be

xeascnable. further the reporting officer h..s forgotten
fHet the entry is for the per.iod ending aist Oece eoer, 1935
-f in column .0.19, a refere.noe has been ma e ps ., '

110.0 Or a recorded

war ung give i on 3.o.1936 only t<»n o k rtv« I oys before gi^i^g •
adiual report. Sinil-rl" +Ko- . li ori y tn e .tc coun, s 0f f ice r

wno gave

• • o . , ,
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uh'3 rofiicirk on iC.3.i936 did not go trirough the ronarks

properly ana v/he n he o is agrees v.it'.i the remarks of the

reporting officer, hehas iiot sncr/n the sphere of cisagree-ne at

ond only added that he io unrel laole and carela.s aoricer.

i his is not sv .• -L. '• 5y any connuiiication addressed to

the aoolia anuduring the period under reviewer ap v/arnlng

j.4.ven by hl:n. di.nil_^rly the reviewing officer

ax.,s further that the applicant is not amenable to

correction vdiile the Section Ufficer under whom the

Goolicant w rks hos given hi:n the entry aaienabie to

::.5c-line;. Thus ail the three officer, i.e., the resorting

of ficer nameiy, Section Officer, the second reportin

officer, i.e., the accounts Officer and the rsviewi

Oil ice r hffve given varying

for the period u'noer revin-^. Tk

ng

wing

see at of the aooiicant

represe ,it.:tion which

V/3S n ..ce by the aooiicant has been considered cursorily.

f-i-.' the ihotostat copy of the order1he re spo nd ent s h ='/e

-x.il.1986 i.,n;Kxura 9.5; where it is only .lentionedthat

- etent authority has considered the reorasentationthe c

9.00 rej-ctso the sarne. im-ptrcr-ov.evcr, the co.'px-ient authority

Old not consi.er th.n he- thr - -no,. ihr,i. ptisans h,ave gi.ion .varying

-sessrent and actually the S^-nct -
.nficer under v/nom the

eopiicant woidcs h ŝ > •- .ss...se. nirn ^od and Very Good in varic
r. sp e c t s .

. .7. ..
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5. -brmally it is the asse sshk'. ,it of the officers uho

have seen the v.ork of the concer.ned official. But when

the performance has been reviev.ed by various suoervising

officers in a different manner and also assessed differently,

then there should be some reason to come to a unanimitv

about the performance of the officer in that particular

oer^-od. it was for the competent authority or the appellate

-'tnority o visualise every aspect of the matter and

may even remand the natter or in'tervico, the ao.) lie ant

;.na give its decision, on the various pleas raised by

the oo.iicant in the reore so ntat ion ag.inst the said entry,

j-n fact, if the assessment of the dection Officer is taken

into CO OS iae ration, then there is no adverse entry against

the apolicant because the recorded warning has been issued

in .larch, 1936, three nonths after ths period un:ier assessment
ana that cannot be retrospectiveiy considered for the

oeriod under review. The Hcr-nn^ cHcc...un.s dfricer without any reason

cuso.rses with the report of the reoorting officer without

-sn.ng for „ny clariticdtioo and further adds remarks

contradictory to the remarks gi^cen by the ieotion officer.
hus .^uch an adverse remark caniot stand.

In view of the above fac^-c; m-n' a-
o. - t. iscuss ion, the adverse

entries given to the aooldc-dnt -Pm r>. - -cnt for toe year 1985 along with
the various ooiers rejectina the

^-^r-s-ntat ion of the

• • • o • • •
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ppl leant including ths order

J :shee an^ aa

.c;.Li.o snail ,101 be considered ;=d'

.idPC are

.-er.i:,.e and the particular adverse

!verse to the

a .'1)1 J.C ant and o ntrv i +u^'1.. - ...n tn^- service record

1 • in is effect. xn th-.11 Circumstances, the applic.:tion

S SlovS l.^vlng th. partxs to b. or their ov;n c,.3ts;

(J .1- • 8o-loi.L..Ln^
(J)
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