Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench: New Delhi \jy///
08 Ho. 346 of 1996 decided on 30th June, 1%97.

M.R. Zingh
{By Advocate : Shri Karan Singh)

Lt. Governor. Delhi & Ors.
(By Advocate : Shri Rajinder Pandita)
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New Delhi,. this the 73© day of June, 1997.
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Chief Secretary
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2. Secretary(Education)
Govt. of NCT
Delhi Administration \
0Td Secretariat
Deltd

of MCT
Adiministration
Secretariat

4. Yice Principal/Head Mas
Govt. Co.Fducation Mi dd1e Sec.
School, Hew Ashok Magar
Delhi - 110 0921 .. Respondents

(By &dvocate @ Shri Rajinder Pandita)
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the school where his
Tate daughter worked for pavment of family pension and

inding no response he submitted a detailed

~

representation  on 17.0Z2.199%4 (Annexure-L) to the Chief’

Secretary, Govt. of NCT, Delhi. The applicent relies

oh the instructions  to the effect that all vasyments of

retirement dues should be made within reasonable 1ine

is delaved bevong zix  nonths due  to  administrative
lapze on  the part of the emplover, interest should be

or  the delay. The applicant was sxpecting that
the payment would be made to him by 30.11.1993 bhut
actually the payments were made during april and May,
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1284, He, therefore, claims intersst 8 187
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leavs account and other records of the deceased teacher

applicant was  not in  position to  submit  any
proof/record in favour of his clain t317 12th  Harch,
1984, The applicant......deposited necessary documents
and put his signature in the proforma. ....on same day

fee. 12.03.1994 the respondent had submitted the clain

e PLALO. and which was released in dus course™. 1t
is also stated that the applicant did not mit Tegal
heir certifcate nor affidavit to the effect that other

et
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fanily members would not stake a claim to 2 share of

the retir nt  benefits.  The school people wrote  two
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ted 28.03.1094 and 07.04.19%4  to the
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applicant  for completion of documents. The complete
documents  with two affidavits  were furnished  on
07.04.1224  and on the same déy the bills  were
depasited. The bills were passed and paid lal

9.05.1894; GPF
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4. There s a dizpute as to whether

was nominated by the deceased. The Tzarned counse) for

1ich s stated to be a part of the GPF pass

paner book w

book nominations were claimed to have been made in the
name of father and mother. The chain of events show

at on 07.10.1933 family pension papers were submitted

any wanton  delay in processing the applicant's ¢laim.

In the first place service book, leave account  and

other records had to be completed and brought

oh certain papers. In the absence of a nomination, the
respondents  were justified in asking for an  affidavit

so that ather c¢laimants could be excluded. The ~aport
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Directorate 5? Fducation, Govt. of NCT, De1hi- shows
that the applicant was reluctant tg furnish this
affidavit on'the ground that it was not required. The
Pa0 did not entertain the c¢laim initially and advised

that th

]

affidavit must be annexed along with the clain

and returned the claim on 12.03.1994. Tt was only

after this fact was intimated to the applicant by the

i

Principal, who wrote three Jetters on 21.03.1994,

¢

28.03.19984 ahd 07.04.1994, the applicant submitted the
afffdavﬁt. With regard-to GPF and D.L.I., the D.D:0.
had ﬁritten to the GPF Cell, Delhi Administration for
the release of sanction along with all re?evanﬁ papers.
The sanction from the GPF  Cell was available on
04.04.1994 and the bill was deposited on 3.04,1994,
The 5111 was passed by the PAO on 28.04.1994 and

pavment was made on 03.05.1994,

5. It is true that the respondents could have
taken more interest and processed the claim nore

expeditiousTy but _this ds not 3 straight cass of

payment to the nominee as per rules. As this is a case

of death and not wnormal retirement, updating  and
processing starts only after the event. The learned
counsel for the respondents argued that the delay if
any was. inhersnt in the process itself and was not on
account.of any lapse on the part of the respondents. [
am satisfied that in the factdand circumstances of the
case there %s no unexplained delay. Interest on DCRE
is payable Qhere the delay is beyond three months from
the date of;retireﬁent. The applicant himse1f states
that the processing should have been done within the

six months' ‘period from the date of death. If the



applicant was =30 keen he  could have filed  fhe

wir/October 1993, Thers would

affidavits  during

Mave beesn no need for the Bl to come back sfter it

date and the claimant is upiustly

Cdues without any reasonable cause

delay s not  attiributable to the
case T could not

- of the respor

awarding anv interast.

C: 5. With regard to the release of halance of

Re 17787~ claimed as per Arcexure D dated 30.00,1994,

the respondents shall within twe wacks frowm today remit

thﬁ%‘amaumtﬁ iF it is Tegally dug, with an interssi 0

12% per annun,  which is pavable From 05.05.19%94, Ir

i the amount is not due 2 self-contained comsunication

should be =ent td the applicant as  htoo fiow the

=t

” respondents consider that this amount 1= not dus.

Original  Application iz disposed of, as  shova,

p

(j parties shall bear their own cost
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