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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

HON'BLE SHRI R.K.- AHODOJA, MEMBER (A

0.A. NO.2222/895

News Dethy, fhg  (GH 0&7 ﬂé ;\M‘wbu,‘?é

Shri K.P. Sharma
s/o late Sh. N.R. Sharma

aged 58 years
{retd. officer of Defence

Estate Service®

r/o C-2-D/5B, Janakpuri
New Delhi-58.

(by Advocate Shri K.L. Bhandula)

V5.

1. Union of India
through the Secretary )
Ministry of Defence (South Block)

New Delhi - 11.

2. Director General
Indian Defence Estate Service

Ministry of Defence
R.K. Puram
New Delhi - 66.

3. ‘ Controller General,
Defence Accounts
Ministry of Defence
R.K. Puram,

New Delhi.

4, Joint Controller Defence
Accounts (Funds)
Meerut Cantt.

5. Cantonment Executive Officer

Morar Cantonment (M.P.} ... Respondents

by Advocate - Shri Harvir Singh,
proxy counsel for

Mmrs. P.K. Gupta,

counsel for Respondents’®

...Applicant
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The apoplican® retirerd as 2 m2mher of 4tre Tndien

Nafenca Ffstarlishbrant Service on "30,9.04 whila gozthars
2s CTantonme2nt Fxecutive ffficer, "erer Cerrofrant,
in retirement., th=2 apnplicant snught the relesase nf amnipt
standing *o his credit in his GPT account, =sacunting
te 95.7,35;90A including interest unta the Aate o
paveegnt, which was estimated at "s.g8,12¢4 . Houeunr,
the said amount was neot relesased in time ancd the anmgplio

b
cant wes informed cn 2,232,025 that the rochal amAatpd
innluding intesrest uvpto September 1004 was Pa,5 73,901

nnexurs LIT)Y,

2. Fipnally, he was rTeleased a sur of Pg ,R,0F, 240
e
vide cheque dated 5.6.95. The applicant 1is aggrieved

that no reasons have been given for disallouing his
. .
claim of Ps.39,8R4 nor interest has been paid to "hir
upto the date of actual pafment, having been palculated
only upto October 1994. He is aggrieved that his
Tepresentation has been rejected by the respondents
vide their lettrer dated 14.%.95 "Annexure IV, The
applicant claims that a sum of Rs.77,234, that is, the
difference of amount claimed Rs.7ﬁ%3,47; and amount

paid Rs.8,86,240, has been withheld by the responcdentso

Mo.4 and a sum of nearly Rs.50,000 representing interest

‘at the rate of 189Y on Rs.7,73.674 for a period of seven

months is due to him. He also seeks interest at the

cantd., ..,. 2/_




rate of 24% from December 1995 onwards till e date

of actual payment.

3. The respondents in their reply have stdéd
that the delay in settlement of GPF account was because
the apolicant submitted the application after five months
of his retirement. These papers should have bean
received in the office of JCDA, Meerut, one month tefore
the date of retirement. The papers submitted by the
officer were even then incomplete. In any case, ths
respondents state that additional interest ét 127
amounting to Rs.44598’- has been paid and therefore

no further claim remains.

4., I have heard the counsels .on lboth sides and
also oone through the.record. The learned counsel for
the applicant argued that éven though interest has been
allowed, this is only at 12% while the clair of the
applicant in the 0B was that it should be at 187, The
delay was on account of the fault of the respondeants.

The applicant could not bhe faulted if the craedit fron

CDA Headguarters of nearly a lakh rupee was not creditec

N QS‘L\J‘* ! A AA

with the DTroper authority or because the cangzlégﬁt
\

bill had not been signed by the controlling officerc.

The ~counsel for the rTespondents submitted that full
explanation had been given on the amount duz and It
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had also been established that
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amount withheld
amounting teo Rs.3400 was on account of excess duz +to

computer mistake in duplicating the contribution.
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5. On consideration, I find that phe main

sought for by the applicant has already been grantal

by the respondents by allouwuing interest at 124 up%uu
the actual date of payment. Thus, the aﬁplicant‘ ha}?
not been put to any loss. The allegation ct Hﬁ?
respondents that the applicant was wes at fant in n;h 

sending the necessary application -and papars in  time

not been retutted.

has also T therefore find no reasne

- o
to impose the penalty gf interest on the respondent i

by the applicant. As regards

as prayed for the missiny

credits or the duplicate entry of credits,

nothing on the file except the bald clai=m of ton

.

The
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applicant to sut)s‘l:antiate‘L respondenrts deny L

allegation. it is not possible for the Tribunal 1ﬁjﬁ

go into fact adjudication about the sagg . L1t is aof

even clear as to how the applicant is asking for 93.32¢&f

and oddl{gﬁ the actual difference on his oun statéﬁaﬁ?

between what has been paid and what he has clainﬂdfif
Rs.17,23¢, S
8. In the light of the above discussions, I Fiﬁ?

no ground for any interference by the Tribunal. ‘ﬁ%f

0fA is accordingly dismissed. Mo costs. Ly
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