
CZNTRAL ADMINISrRAME TRIBUNAL 
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of 2003 

Cuttack, this the /~~kday of A~,,-( 2005 

Champal, Singh Murni 	910 *0 9 W* 	Applicant 

Vs 

Union of Inelia & ~Xhers 	 Re sponde nt s 

FOR IN32RUCTIONS 

Whether it lie referred to reporters or not 2 	Ys, 

2* 	Whether it be- circulated to all the Benches of the 
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Central Administrative Tribunal or not ? 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATM TRISUNAL 
CUTTACK BZNCH, CUTTACK 

icat ion NO. 504 of 2103 - 	------------------ 
Cuttack, this the~/#,day of 	20,05 

C ORM : 
HOWSLE SHRI BsN*SU'4, VICS-C"'HAIR-MAN 

0 0 * 0 0 * * * 0 4 

Shri Champai Singh Munri, aged 43 years, $:/o. ;~ate Purumi 
Singh Munri, Villa--.-fe- La'banyadeipar, P*S*-Sarat, Dist,-Mdyurbhanj, 
At present workinq as ~~enior Accountant in the Cgfice of the 
Accountant General (A & E) , Orissa, 3hubaneswar. 

Applicant. 

By the Ad,~,- ocates 	 m/s. Sarojananda misra-1, 
Bhubaneswar Dash, 3hubanananda 
Misra, Nandaki shore Das. 

VERX5 

1. 	Union of India repr(--:,;ente-d by the C'hnptroller and Auditor 

General of India, 10, Bahadur Shah Zafar marg, New Delhi-

110002* 

2, 	Accoun-tant Greneral (A & E ) Orissa, Bhubaneswar-751001, 

3* 	Deputy Accountant General (Admn) , Office of the Accountant 
General (A & E) , Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 

4. 	Senior Accounts Officer (Admn), Office of the Accountant 

General (A & E) Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 

0*000.* Resporijents 

By the Advocate 	 Mr. B.Dash(ASC For R-Ito.4). 
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SHRI 8*N*SCM 1 VICE-CHAIRKAN 
---------- U ------------- ~Ift 

~;hri Cosomu*ri, at present working as Senior Accountant 

in the Of f ice of the Accountant General (A & S) , Orissa, Bhuba-

neswar has filed this a.A. being aggrieved by the adverse 

remark recorded in his CCR for the year 2001-02* He has 

approached this Tribunal with a prayer to issue direction to 

the Respondents for expunction of the adverse remark communicatid 

to him vide Annexure-A/3* 

2. The case of the koplicant is that he was entrusted 

with the settlement of GPF final payment cases of the retired 

Govt. servants as also for disposal of correspondences relating 

to this work and. he was paid honorarium for disposing of final I 

payment cases aver and above his (Tlota of outputo He has assaiW 

the action of the Respondents on the ground that adverse 

remark was recorded in his CCR withcxit giving him any warning 

or admonition d-arinq the period under report in contravention 

of the instructions of the Government dated 27*1,55(dapY Of 

the order not enclosed),- that adverse remark shoald be eVunged 

if it is found that the remark is entirely iticorrect or 

unfounded, in terms of the L),P* and A.R.O.M. No. 51/5/72,?.sts 

(Admn) , dated 20-P5 *7 2 (copy not e*ClOsed) * Be further submitted 
have 

that the RespondentsZacted in violation of the procedure laid. 

down in this regard, in terris of 'Wednesbury principles* ,jenca, 

action is liable 	judicial review. 

3. The Respondents have opposed the aoplication and 
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have stated that it is not maintainable on the facts of the 

case. They have averred that -the applicant has failed to -live 

his outpl-It in terms of the norms laid down for disposal of 

settlement of GPF final payment cases of retired State Govern-

ment employees and disposal of letters recei,..,-ed from GPF 

subscriber s/c oncerned departmentsfor the. period fran 1.4.01 to 

31.3,02. In support of their contention they have averred 

that he had received 41 GPF final payment cases and 19 admission 

letters (received upto January,2002) which were required to be 

disposed of by him. According to the norms, one Acc(xintant/Sr. 

Accountant is required to dispose of 20 final payment cases 

during a month. As he failed to dispose of cases according to 

the norms laid down, a memo dated 13,3.02 was served on him 

calling for an explanation to state reasons for inusual delay 

in disposal of the cases in question. It is the applicant who 

_)y  his representation dated 13.3,03 had stated that he had 

disposed of 4 cases out of 41 final payment cases and the 

remaining 37 cases had -;Deen put up to the concerned Section 

Officers, But the same statement was found to be not in 

confirimity with the data availaole in official record which 

disclosed applicant's lack of honesty and devotion to duty. As 

the remaining 37 final cases had remained unattended, those had 

to be distributed among other staff of the concerned -section 

as per Annexure-R/A to the Counter. This deficiency in discharge 

of his duty/in his work was only recorded by the Reporting 

Officer in his CCR,arid, therefore, there can not be any grievanz 

on this ground. They fi-irther submitted that the adverse remark 



-4.  /was cotnmunicated to the applicant as oer rules on 17.,6,02 vide 

Annexure-A/3 to which he oreferred a representation to the 

competent authority ie., Sr. Deputy Acca-intant General (Fds) 

which was subsequently forwarded to the Group Officer being 

the next higher authority alongwith relevant documents for 

consideration of the applicant',3 representation* After careful 

consideration of his representation dated 2*7*02 with reference 

to the relevant records, the Jro Deputy Accountant a-!neral(Fds)/ 

Group Officer observed that the adverse remark recorded in his 

CCR was neither incorrect nor biased as alleged by the applicant 

in his representation and hence ordered that the adverse remark 

in the a-)-z)licant' s CCR would stand. Tho said order was 

coxmmunicated to him on 9. 9.0 2 (Anne xure-A/5) . The applicant again 

represented to the appellate authority on 25)o9*02 which was 

considered and rejected by the said authority by his order 

dated 11.12.02(Annex,ire-A/7). 

4, 1 have heard the Ld. Counsel for rival parties and 

have perused the records placed before me, 

5. The appUcant's grievance is that adverse remark 
lack of 

relates to his .Zpromptnoss in disposal of cases. Sut the 

Reporting Officer made a remark in his CCR which was not based 

on records. If any adverse remarlcs is made either incorrectly 

or without basis, it is liable to be set aside, Iven submitted. 

There could be no disa.-,,jree,-,ient with this legal position. But 

t.he fact of the matter is as the Respondents have stated that 

the Reporting Officer has remarked that the applicant did not 

show such promptness in disposal of cases(as much as id expected 
,;--7- 
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im) as per the norms set for the Accountant/sr. Accountant of 
of ~ 

the Respondents 3y presenting hard facts and figures, the 

Respondents have submitted that towards the end of financial 

year 2001-0 2, as many as 37 f inal payment cases were f ound pending 

with the applicant as on 13,3*03. As a result of which not only 

he was given admonition, those cases ware distributed among his 

other colleagues to salvage the sit-lation. The Respondents by 

f ilin~- a doc ,ment at Annexure-R/2 have sou( jht to establish the 

truthfulness of the allegation made by them against the 

applicant. The applicant has not been able- to refute the facts 

contained at Annexure-R/2. 

6. In the above facts and circumstances of the case it 

can hardly be disputed that the applicant had 37 final paym,~,nt 

cases peryling ,,,?ith hi-,-n at the end of the financial year 2001-02. 

In the face of such incontrovertible state.iont of facts the 

application is hardly &,istainable. An official Who causes delay 

in settlement of final paymept ca,--j-s hardly deserves any 

consideration. In fact he deserves more severe action for his 

correction/redeaption. 

7* In view of the above discussion, I see no merit in 

this O*A*,which is accordingly disposed of. No Cost3. 

V  /a ON N 1C"S-.CkiAL-1MAN 

R KUMAR 


