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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MADRAS BENCH

Dated the Wednesday 18t day of July Two Thousand And Eighteen

PRESENT:
THE HON'BLE MR, R. RAMANUJAM, MEMBER (A)

0.A./310/1261/2016

R. Parakalan, Aged 73 years,

S/o. Late Rengaswamy,

No.10, Vanjinathan Street,

Nilamangai Nagar,

Adambakkam,

Chennai- 600 088.. -.....Applicant

(By Advocate : Mr. s. RamaSwamyrajarajan)

VS.
1 Union of India Rep. by
The Chie Postmaster General,
Tamilnadu Circle,
Chennai- 600 001;

24T he Postmaster General,
Central Region (TN),
Tiruchirapalli- 620 001;

3 The Director of Posta| Services,
Central Region Tamilnadu,
Tiruchirappali- 620 001;

4, The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices,
Virudurachalam Division, &
Virudurachalam- 606 001.

.. ..Respondents

(By Advocate: Mr.k. Rajendran)
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ORAL ORDER
(Pronounced by Hon'ble Mr. R. Ramanujam, Member (A))

Heard both sides. This O.A 'has been filed by the applicant seek%g the
following reliefs:-

"1. To set aside the impugned order No. B1/75 dated
16.06.2016 passed by the 4" respondent.and to allow the
applicant to cross Efficiency Bar and to direct the
respondents to grant due the increments that were left out
by the respondents during the years 1989 to 1994 and to
pay the cohsequential arrears pay and allowances,
pensionary benefits and to refix the pension to that effect.”

P

2. The applicant is aggrieved by Annexure A/14, communication dated
16.06.2016 rejecting his representation to be granted the Efficiency Bar (EB)
increments after expiry of the penalty imposed on him on the ground that
the correctness of his contentions could not be verified by the respondents
since the matter related to 1985 to 1988 and his service book, personal file
and relevant case files had been weeded out. It is submitted that following
Rule 16 proceedings, the applicant was imposed with a penalty of
withholding three increments for three years without cumulative effect.
Later, based on a Rule 14 inquiry, his pay was reduced by three stages for
two years without curﬁulative effect which peh’alty ended in November,
1994.  After expiry of the period of punishment, the applicant was
considered by Departmental Promotion Committee for EB crossing in the
year 1994. However, his increments were not counted appropriately, it is

alleged. : ‘



€rvation of Records, pPara 11 of which
States as follows:-

| Al - The following récords shoylq not be destroyeq on
’ any account: -
|
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(a) Records Connected with €Xpenditure which js within
the period of limitation fixeq by law: 2

(b) Records connected with the expenditure on
Projects, schemes or works not completed although beyond
the period of Iimitation;

(c) Records connected wijth claims to Service and

(d) Orders ang Sanctions of g Permanent character,

Efﬁciency Bar and, therefore, they Ought not tq have rejected hijs

representation SUmmarily, it s contended.



T I have considered the matter. It is not in dispute-_ that the applicant

retired On superannuation on 31.08.2003. If the applicant was not granted

15.2.2003 do not carry any acknow!edgements. Even assuming that such
répresentations were made, if no reply was received, the applicant was at
liberty to resort to legal remedies which he di‘d not éhoose to avail of,
Further, it had taken 12 long years even after retirement for him to make
his ﬁrst’j répresentation, on the rejéction of which he has approached this

Tribunal in" 2016, At the same time, the respondents’ reply regarding
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8. In the above facts and circumstances of the case, I a'm of th&view
that this O.A. could be disposed of with the following direction:-

"The first respondent shall examine if the personal records in respect of the
applicant alleged to have been weeded out in 2014, were indeed weeded
out; and if so, whether such action was appropriate and in accordance with
the rules. If the first respondent arrives at a conclusion that the records
were not correctly weeded out for no fault of the applicant, he shall
reconsider the Annexure -A/14 comﬁunication and pass a reasoned order
on the claim of the applicant. Needless to say that in the event of records
not having been weeded out, the applicant’s claim shall be re-examined in
the light of available records and a reasoned and speaking order passed
within a period of six months from the date of receipt of copy of this order.”
9. It is clarified that the merits of the applicant’s claim have not been

gone into in this O.A. and the respondents are at liberty to pass an order in

accordance with law. OA is disposed of in the above terms. No costs.



