CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.
. HHA T AR

O.f 287/91 Date of decision 2-L-9/

Sh.Sublash Chand Sharma trsae APPLICANT

Us.
Union of India & Ors, secan IESPBNDENTS.,
8h.B.S.Mainee ' ss et Counsel for the
" Applicant,

SheBeMeMarii econs Counsel for the
) respondents,

CORAM 3 HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE RAM PAL SINGH, VICE
CHAIRMAN (3).

HON'BLE MR.P,S.HABEEB MOHAMA D, MEMBER(A).

(order of the Bench deliversd by Hon™le Sh,Ram Pal Singh,
Vice Chairman (3) }. :
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Both the parties are finally hsard, The brief
facts of the case are, The applicant was working as a
Tele-communication Insgector, Grade 111, uhan he got an
adverse entry in the Annuzl Confideﬁtial Repert for the
period ending 31.3.90, This adverss.entry was communicated
to him by a letter dated 9,7.90 (Annexurs. A1), The
applicaent is aggrieved by the adverse entry "needs further
improﬁement". Tha contention of SheBaS.Maimes is that
the adverse entry is in coﬁtrauention of the Railway
Board's inmstructions which provides that not only the
adverse entry should be communicated but anything which
has been stated favourably to the employee should alsno be
communicated te him so fhat he may prefer an'effect;ue
appeal before the appéllate authcrity. For convendence
we shall guote the instructions:

Myhere the confidential report of any railuway
servant contains an adverse or a critical
remark sither on his performance cor on his
basic qualities or potential, it shall be
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by the Accepting Authe ity or by the Roviewing

Authority as may he srecifiad by the 6.7,

Ed
be communicated +o fh~ Roilway szovant cemo- e,
"hveraoe! ramacks shall rot by treated as
advsrse pemariks.
2. ShyB.S.Maince hes siso trzwun our attenticn
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towards the erder pessed by the apoellate autherity,

Anrexure AZ. This Onder 2l1lsa containeg the stotement that

corpetent authority found no Justificetion for expungin
these TEMATKS, From this SheBaZs Mainee conlends that the
order pzssed bv the appeilate evtnority should alen ba

a speaking order, H¢ has cited tc us Lhs case of Virender
Pal ingh { 1y 1989 AWT.R.T, C.A,T. 280) and Dr.Hazi Dey
Goyal  A;TiReT1288 1 CofuT. 145),  ShoB.M.Mani, counssl

for the respondents contraverted the arguments and has
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maintained that these grounds were not o

the appellate authcrity, es is evident frop the perusal
of Annex A 3« He further conteands thet the adverca

remarks in the charccter roll wers in accordance with

the provisicns of Reiluzy Rulses,
3a Any adverse romark in ths charpacter roll hy the

Supsriod Officers on the emplovie has to be in cle=-

Contdes 3pe ..
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We rely unon the “ailvay Rules as well as

4, Consaquently this 0.4. is allowed (Anre xure
A 1 and Annexure A2) are quashed and the respondents
are directed to meke the character »oll antry in

aceordénce with the Law indiceted herain wbeva,  The

parties [ha?l ear thalr own costs,
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