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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL %
NEW DELHI 1
O.A. No. 1387/95 199
I A—No.
DATE OF DECISION___ ' ~777°
" Shri J.P.Chhabra _Petitioner
. m;:uthra uitn sh. o Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Uni f I d'vc?gs h the
nion o ndia rough
- —Secretary a R ~ Respondent

(Jnansi) Advocate for the Respondeni(s)

CORAM

R v
The Hon'blcSmt., Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member {3

Tbe Hon’ble Mr.

é

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? %Q’?

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? *
Whether it needs 1o be circulated 1o other Benches of the Tribunal 2 *

\ /&}{ﬂ"_//";? z«/———gy' ,4«;,%’ “—“” ~

( Lakshmi Swaminathan E

& Member (J)
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CEMTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DE HI
Defe N0.1387/95

few Delhi, this the 31st day DF'May, 1596

i
'

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swamirethan, figmber (J)

Shri 0.P, Chhabra,

s/o late Shri Bhaguwan Dass,
Q_81, POCket—B?

Mayur VYihar,Phase 11,
Delhi. ‘ I

By pdvoeste: Shri §.Ce Luthra with
ﬁhri JePo Kthha

VS.
1. Union of India
through the Sscretary,
Railwgy Board,Rail Bhawan,
NBU Delhio
9. Divisional Railuway Manager,

gentral Reilway, ,
Jhansi, (UsPs) _ oce

By advocate: Shri H.K. Ganguwani

0 RDE R (BRAL)

0e ve &pplicént

Respondants

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Ylember (J)

U

\ Heard Shri S.C. Luthre, learned counsei for the

lapplicant and Shri H.K. Ganguwani, learned counsel fTor the

respondents and persued the record.’

2 The claim of the applicant in this case is for grant
of interest on arrears of pay,pension and withheld amount

of fs.3,000/=- as DCRG @ 18% per annum from the date the

payments beceme due till the dates when they were actually made.
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3. The applicant had filed Oe.Ae 2106/91 which vas decided
on 24+12.92. This application was allowed and the resgohdents

were directed to fix the pay of the applicant at f5e 3200/ = on

¥z

25.9.86 ‘@Hﬁ-consequential benefits while hsa was in Service

and those after his retipement. The applicant rstired from
service on 31+10.30s The orders of the Tribumal uwere to be
- complied with within three months from the date of communicate-

: jon to the respondents.

s The respondents have fileé?gaditiongl affidavit

by which it is seen that the applicant uwas paid the amount
0F>afrears oF pay garlier. The respondents by the PPO dated
8.294 wrongly ﬁiked the date of retirement of the.applﬂ:ant
as 1.11.93 instead of %1.10;90. _This vas sﬁbsequently
corrected by the respondents on 20.7.94 1IN thetadditional
affidavit Fiied by the reSpondenté, they have stated that the

arrears of pension of Rse9,756/~ with ef fect from 7.714.90 was

paid to the applicant in September,199%.

5. The learned coumsel for the applicant submits that
in addition to the delay. im payment of pension, an amount

Of f5.3000/~ as DCRG was also withheld illagally By the

respondents which was also subsequently paid on &.7.%.

" The applicant submits that his pay and other retiral benefits

”"‘f‘l

ought to have been paid to him within three months of the date



"~

(L}
&
(1

of judgement i.ge 24.12.92.in Jefe 2106/91s The learned

counsel for theApESpbndents has on the other hand submitted

that the SeLsPe filed in the Supreme Court was dismissed onlyjon

1911493 Thereafter'the PPO was issued on 842494 and so
) . ’z- ’
there has been no unégﬁ$ed delay on the part of the respaondents
so as to warrant bayment of any interest on the delayed amounts
This has been vehementally refuted by the learned counsel
, Bad.
for the applicant. He submits that the PPO dated 8.2.9§\giuen
the wrong date of the applicant's retirement and was only

corrected as late as 20.7.94 on the basis of which the bank

credited his account in September,159%.

6o From the order or“‘ti"xe Supreme Court in the SLP Filed
by the Uhion.§F India against the judgement dated 24.12.92
(Annexure A-3) it is seen t hat the SLP had'peen d ismiss ed
on the ground.DF_delay as well as .on merits.: Rdmittediy

an _
erroneocus PPO on B.2¢94 uwhich uwas

the respondents had issuedL

only corrected as late as in July, 1994. Further the respone-

it
dents have stated that the amount of QCRG which they hanAheld

is " a petty amount® and, therefore, no interest is payable
on the same. This submission on behalf of the respondent s
deserves rejection outrightly because nesdless to say although

afi amount of %.3000/= uhich has been withheld by the res-

7 -

e :
pondents without any/reason,might be a petty amount as far
7 A . ‘

s
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as the réspondents are éoncerned, they cannot take
-it so iightly aé Faﬂ aé'the applicant is congerned,
: This attitude of the Respondents indicates their lack

- of appreciation of the pensloners problemu.'
\

7 In visy of the .above facts and circumstances,

OA is disposed of with the following directiongé—

v The respondénts are directed to pay 18% interest
‘on the withheld DCRG amou&t of R 3,000/~from the
date of such withhelding to the date af actual
payment, It is further ordered that ths
& - respondents shall pay intérest @ 12% Pa8r annum

on the delayed payment of pension from one month

=

from the date of the Supreme Court order i, 2,
p ' }g ?rom 9.12,1993 to the actual date of payment, Thae

M(shall be’ pald uxthln one month from the date of

receipt of a copy of this order..

. Be No costs, . JL;¢1
© L ok G
. _ ' ( SMTJLAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN) .
\¥e | : " MEMBER (3)

Jrk/



