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Order of the Single Member Bench delivered by

Hon'Ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara keddy, Member (Judl,).
-

Voo
This is an application filed under %ection 19 of.

‘the Mministrative Tribunald Act to direct thej,respondents to
expunge the adverse remarks recorded in the C.H, of the applicant

for the period from 1,1,1988 to 31,3,1989 and for certain other
' [

t

conseguential reliefs,

The facts giving rise to this 0.A. in brief are

as follows:- .
) ﬁ
2. : The applicant herein was promoted from T1 Field Man

to T2 Field Man w,e.f, 1,7,1986 as per the ordeks of the Second

i
respondent dt, 28,7.1986., While working as T2 Field Man, the
. ¢
Seconé respondent issued a memo dt, 1,8,.1989 communicating adverse

L

remarks entered in the C.kh., for the period from 1.1,1988 to

31.3.1989. The applicant herein #® submitted his.representation
WAk R

against the adverse remarks entered in C,R. on 5.8,1989 requestiss
N :

MiMm to expunge the same, The said representatignct; 5.8,1989 was

rejected and the same was communicated by the 46% respondents as
per his memo dt. 6.,10,1989, A further represent%tiondt. 7.10.1989.
was again submitted by the applicaht for expungi?g the said

adverse remarks in the C,k. The said representation was rejected
and the same was communicated by the 4th Eespondént as per his

memo dt. 12.10.1989, Thereafter the applicant sibmitted his
appealltigng First respundent on 22.8.1991, Onh11.6.l§92 the

rejection of the lst respondent of the representéfion was
N !

Communicéted by the 4th respeondent, After exhausting the

. P
departmental remedies an&_as_the_app&éeaa%—h&s—fatieé—ighggp
e b l c"—, [ :

trreIequAired reliel Trom tte—responcdest, the applicant hasg(

approached this Tribunal for the relief as alread% indicated

labove. ‘ T . C. 4,‘/_,,@_/ I L
’ I
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3. The respondents have not filed their counter

inspite of giving sufficient cpportunity. We have also

directed the respondents t%hake available the relevant

material before this Tribunal pertaining tor'this 0OA. No

material is produced by the respondents pertaihing

i ) ‘

to this OA. {ﬁ§rhave heard in:?etail Mr V.Venkateswara Rao
m*"‘v !

advocate for the applicant and Mr E.Madan Mohan Rao,

} :
Standing Counsel for the respondents. After hearing both

i
]

s&@és, we proceed to dispose of! this OA with the available
material, |

4. The adverse remarks recorded in the C.R. of the
]

applicant for the period from 1!1,88 to 31.3.89 and that
are communicated to the applicaqt are as follows:

"(1) Initiative: As against this he is poor

initiative person,

(2) Co-operative and Team Spirit and work:
As against that, helis not much co-operative

and team spirit and work"
(See Exhibit A-3 with regard to the adverse remarks communi-
cated to the applicant). '
S. adverse remarks arelXNXKQE& intended to be a

general assessment of work perfdrmed by a Government servant
sub-ordinate tc the reporting auihority. It is also with

a view to improve the efficiencyv of the government servant
that the adverse remarks are communicated pointiﬁg cut his
defects and shortfalls., But the'adverse remarks that are
recorded in the CRs of a Government servant gerve as data

of covparative merit when questiqng::)of any promotion,
confirmaticn, etc¢., arise. So, fn view of thé importance the
C.Rs bear with régard tc the career of the Govt.servant

it 1is very much necessary that the assessment of éhe work of a

Government servant by the reporting authority should be very

fair and un-biased.
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4, For reccrding any adverse remark, the same
must be based on some material or the other. The first
adverse remark as against the applicant is that he is a
person with poor initiative, No material is placed before
the Tribunal to shcw what was the initiativelthét was
required on the part of the spplicant and under what
sitwvation the said initiative was not shown by ghe aprplicant.
NO memo at any time seems to have been served oﬁ the
applicant during the period frbﬁ 1.1.88 to 31.3:89

that he lacked the initiative on any particular‘occaSion.
So, the said adverse remark that the applicant is a person
of poor initiative is absolutély not supported with any
material. So, in view of this situstion, the s%id adverse

remark that the applicant is a person of pcor initiative

is liable to be expunged. | H

5. The second adverse remark as already;poiﬁted out

is,that the applicant is nct much co-operati;e in team

spirit and work. Here alsc no material is plac?d before

this Tribunal to shcw on what occasion the applicznt had

failed to be co-operative and show team spirit and work.

As end when the applicant was found lacking'in:éo~operation

team spirit and work, the controlling authoritylshould have

served some memo or the other so as to enable the applicant

to rectify his deficiency. Such memo does not éppear to

have been served at all on the applicant. as ﬁ%e second

adverse remark as against the applicsnt is élsé;recorded

in bis CR without any material, the same is alsb-liable

to be expunged. To sum up, in one sentence, the respondents

have failed tdﬁake out any basis for recording %he said

adverse remarks agzinst the applicant. So, in view of this
: |

position, we see no other alternative except to allow this

OA, w

~—’—", Cﬂ'ﬁ& | eeD
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8. In the result, the memo dated 1,.8.1989
issued by the second respondent communicating the adverse
remarks to the applicant is hereby guashed and the respondents
are hereby directed to expunge the adverse remarks in the

CR of the applicant for the period from 1.1.1988 to

31.3.89. OA is allowed accordingly.

7. The parties shall bear their own costs.
T ¢ hamdawseldone Ae—ml
(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY)
Member{Judl.)
Dated:5th March, 1993
(Dictated in the open court) Députy Registsﬁ :E
sdfmv 1

To

1. The Director General, Indian Council for Agrl,
Research, Krishi Bhavan, NewWw pDelhi,

1

2. The Director, Central Research Institute for
Dryland Agrl,.Institute, Santocsh Nagar,Hyderabad.

The Offjcer-in-charge, H R F Central Research
Institute for Drylandsr Agrl., Santoshnagar,Hyderabad

3.

4, The Senior administrative Cfficer,

Central Research Institute for Lrylandg Agrl.,
Santoshnagar, Hyderabad,

5. One copy to My,V.Venkateswar Rao, Advocate, CAT.HYd.

6. One copy to Mr.E.Madanmohan Rao, &C for Agrl, CAT,Hyd,
7. One Spare copy.
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