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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BLNCH

AT HYDERARBAD
LE& 4

0.2.1642/95,

B.Gandhi
Vs

1. The Director,
Central Research Institute for
Drvland Agriculture, ‘
Santoshnagar, Hyderabad-59,

2. The Sr.admn., Officer,
Central Research Institute for
Pryland Agriculture,
Santoshnacar, Hvderabad-59,

2, The Director General,

Indian Council of Agricultural Research,

Krishi Bhavan, New Delhi-1,

e

Counsel for the applicant

Coungel for the respordents :

EQRAM:-
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.. Applicant,

.. Respendents,

Mr.B.Gandhi, Party-in-person

Mr.N.R,Devaraij, Sr.CGSC,

THE HON'BLE SHRIAR; RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN,) -

"{E HON'BLE SHRY B,S£.JAI PARAMESHWAR

D

: MEMBER (JUDL.,)
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o 0-2900/ w.e.f,, 211295 by ordeyr No
e(2)/ O0-Esty., dated 2?-12—92 (Annexure-l) .

The arplicant wWasg

£ 2 vears from the date of his

promotion, On that basisg the applicant completed his

rrobation

tw]de
on 21.12 94. But his probation was extended by the impugned order

No.1-6(41)/95-96-Estt dated 9—

=95 (Annexure-11) .

3. This OA iq filed to qet aside the impugned corder No, 1«§

(41)/95 ~96-Estt, dated 9-9% and direct the respendents Ne, 1and 2
to declare his probation as having been completed satisfactorily
on the due aAate 1, e., ?O -12~94,

4, A reply has been filed in this OA, The main contention
of the respondents is that his cenfidential report for the year
199405 yas not found to be satis :factory and hence his probation
was extended as per the impugned order referred to above. The
applicant submitted that tﬁére were 4 officers who wrote his CR

for that year, Out of which only one officer had given him adverse

entries, 'Hence it cannot be said that he was not discharging hie

guties satisfactorily through out the vear. He has submitted a

N
representation sgainst that also,

5. ﬂ

He filed OAl195/96 challenging the adverse remarks
4
entered in his Cﬂ.for,the year 1994-95, Tt is stated thzt the OA

was disposed of directing the appellate authority to censider his

representation in that connection and pass suitable orders, In

L
Y

i ! : dverse remarks in that CR
view of the direction }t is ‘stated that a r

ée‘had also filed a representation for éropping
P :

had been expunged,

'W“ e he expunging of the
extens f at! eriecd in view of t
the extension cf prdba%ioqb r £
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adverse remarks in.the CR of 1994-95, The disciplinary authorithy
had rejected that reprecsentation., It is further ectated that he
has filed an apperl against the rejecticn of his case to the
appellate authority irn that connection,

6. The applic?nt now submits that as per ﬁara-é of the
ICAR letter No.2-7é/66-Reorg(Adm) At,11~-2-1969 the extension of
probation should be decided within 15 davs of the expiry of the
probationary period.: But the same was done after a period cf 9
months, Hence the legality cof issue cf such letter was also be
taken note of while deciding this issue, He also adds that only
the appcinting authority has the poweré to extend the probaticnapy
period an? takinq afvige from DPC is incorrect as he is not a
prcbaticner.'

7. - In_view éf'the faect that his appeai for cancellaticn
of the extension of prcbation is pending with the appellate
authority as.statEd by him it will be premature to pass any ordey
in this OA as any order rassed in this OA may cause Aetriment

to the applicant. Hence we restrain curselves from vassing

any positive directions in this OA, The only direction that can
be given in this O2 in view of the above fact is to direct the

appropriate authority to whom he had filed his appeal to dispose

hird

cf that appeal if the came had been received by him in accordanct
with-iaw within a périod of 3 months frém the date of receipt of
a cory of the jddgement,

2. The second contention of the applicant is that the
impugned order was issued 9 months after the oricinal probatien
of two years cover. This is irregular in view of the letter of
ICAR letter Ne,2-72/66=-Reorc{Adm) at. 11-2-69,

Q, The learned counsel for the respendentslrelying on the
reply ir Page-2 submist that the applicart is fully resporsible
for the delay ir issuimg-the extensicn order. He has not agiven

the self-asppraisal report inspite of repeatedly acsking him to submi

the same, For this they have file@ Annexure R-3 tp SUthaﬁtiat
. - 1

their Statement,
C)L/// ' ) eed
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10. If the applicant failed to submit the self-appraisal

report in time inspite of reminding him to submit the same then

the respondents should have taken action to finalise the CR withg

waiting for the Self-appraisal report. The reascn giver for not
adopting that course of action by the respondents counsel ig not

satisfactory, We do not subscribe to the view that the CR for t

year 1994-95 can be initiated only after. the self-appraisal repd

ie given by the applicant., Hence, we reject this contentiocn,

Howeveyr, we are cf the opinicn that the applicart should have

acted judicieusly by giving the self-aporaisal report if he wante

to protect his interest in getting the probation terminated oh th
appointed date. fhe violation on the part of the applicent in ng
submitting the self-azppraisal report end ésking for details ig ng
called for, The self-sppraisal repcrt is meant to indicate in tY
confidential rebort to be initiated by the initiating authority

%Cm@
of the work done by him ané also the problems eneeunted by him

while discharging his duties if any. The goal get and other é@tai

are of subsidiary nature. The applicant may indicate what he fedl

is necessary to be stated in regaré tc the achievement etc., 2nd
for that he need not have asked for any clarification from the
reSpondents, As there are lapses on both the sides, we do not

think that the applicationﬁée to be allowed as ICAR letter dated

11=-2-69 is nodfollowed. It is not necessary to further elaborate

in this connection,

I;. The applicant submits that the extension of the
probationery period is to be decided by the appointing authority
on the basis of the assessment report withcut asking any advice
from the DPC in view of para-7 cf the ICAR letter dated 26-4-77.
Merely asking some assessment from the DFC cannot be said tc have

prejudiced tthind cf tre appointing asuthority in extending his

N s
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probation., It is a matter &f routine tc get ad¥ise from a person
under whom the applicant is working and others who are overseeing

his work, Thqlearned ccunsel for the respondents relying on the

on the para-8,2 (¢) of the letter enclosed to Annexure R-2 to th

ur

reply submit thst even the DPC has powers tc give their aszsessment
even for those who are under—going probation on promotion., But §
reaéing of that para does hot make us fully helieve that this pa:L ‘
meant for those who ‘are under going probation o%promotion. HoweveL

in view of what is gtated above that the assessment report an be
obtained from the officer under whom the applicant worked and aldé
Who are connected with tﬁis work we 40 not see any.impropriety in}
taking the acdvise frdm DPC while deciding the case for extension
of probation periéd. Hence we do nct see any reason to set aside:
the order in view of the contentions ralsed by the applicant as

above, |

12, In phe result, the following direction is given:-

If the apblicapt 236 submitted any appeal to the
appropriate authority'éerlyejection of his rgques prftlng acide
the extension of the probation period even after the expuncge of
égyerse remarkes for the year 1994-95 as per the.direction in CA.

}glstG and if that appropriate authority. had receivea that
“G%Bresentation, then that representation should be disposed of

within a period of three months from the date of receipt of a

éopy of this judgement,

13, With ‘the above direction the O& is Sisposed of. No cost
M\m;)/ (R. RANGARAJAN)
EMBER (JUDL.) MEMBER ( ADMN.)
o
- Dated : The 5th May, 1998, ﬂw
‘(Dictatee in the Open Court) T
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Copy to:

1.

3.

5.
6o
7.

YLKR

' One copy to Mr.B.Gendhi, Superintendent, Central Ressarch Instity

LI [
toﬁoo

The Director, Central Research Institute 6or Dryland
Agriculture, Santhoshnagar, Hyderabad. :

The Senior Admn, Officer, Central Ressarch Institute for
Dryland Agriculture, Santhoshnagar, Hyderabad,

The Director General, Indian Council of Agricultural
Resear ch, Krishi Bhavan, Hewelhii '

for Dryland Agriculture, Santhochnagar, Hyderabad.
Ons copy to fr.N.R.Devraj,Sr.CGSC,CAT,Hydarabad,
One copy ta D.R(A),CAT ,Hyderabad,

One duplicate GODY:
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11 COURT
CHECKED BY

“YYPED 8Y .
COMPARED 8Y . .APPROVED BY

IN THE CENTRHL ADI"II‘NIST?ATIUE TRIBUNAL
HYDERA 3AD BENCH HYDERABAD -

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.IANGARAIAN : M(A)

~

AND

THE HON'SLE SHRI B.5.JA1 PARAMESHUAR
Mo(a)

SATED: 3’1 S/l§%é ‘- S o
. | | |

"ORDER/IUDGMENT . -

M.A/R.A/C.PLNG.

3.A. NO. [gta,za}g’ff;
1

INTERIM D IRECTIONS

ABMITTED
ISSUED
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YLKR

. BedtE waraEa ariirmTer

/ vepual Administrative Trikunal
goaan wEdie

X BERABAL BENE

vew Frstrer/WePPAL SECTIRN i

T e TS T L B - ST






